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ACL annual catch limit

AM accountability measure

COl certificate of inspection

Council Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council
DPS distinct population segment

DWG deepwater grouper

EA environmental assessment

EEZ exclusive economic zone

EFH essential fish habitat

EIS environmental impact statement

EJ environmental justice
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ESA Endangered Species Act

FIS Fishery Impact Statement
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GG gag (grouper)
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IRFA initial regulatory flexibility analyses

ITQ individual transferable quota
MagnusorStevens At MagnusonrStevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act
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NMFS National Marine Fisheries Service
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0)4 optimum yield
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RA Regional Administrator
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FISHERY IMPACT STATE MENT

The MagnusofStevens Fishery Conservation and Managemen{MagnusorStevens Act)
requiresthat a fishery impact statemgRiS) be prepared foall amendments tlishery
managemenplans. The FIS contains an assessment of the likely biolégposlervation,

economi¢ and sociaeffects of the conservation and management measures on fishery
participants and their communitigmrticipants in théisheries conducted in adjacent areas under
the authority of anothdfishery Managemer@ouncil and the safety of human life at sea.

Detailed discussion of the expected effects for all alternatives considered is provided in Chapter
4. The FIS provides a summary of these effects.

Currently, there are two commercial individual fishing quota (IFQ) programs in the Gulf of
Mexico (Gulf). The red snappdfQ program began alanuary 1, 20Q7and the groupetilefish
IFQ program began on January 1, 2010. As mandatéteihyagnusorStevens Act, the Gulf of
Mexico Fishery Management Council (Council) and the National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMFS) collaboratively conducted ay®ar review othe red snapper IFQ program, which was
approved at thépril 2013 Councilmeeting The following year, the Council began
development of an amendment to begin considering potential modifications to improve the
performance of the red snapper IFQ progranith\tthe 5year review of the groupsilefish IFQ
program underway, the Council expanded the amendment to address both the red snapper and
groupettilefish IFQ programs at its January 2016 meetilbe 5year review of the grouper
tilefish IFQ program wilbe completed in 2017.

Recommendations in the red snapper IFQ programead review included suggestions to
improve program compliance and to address shares held in IFQ accounts that have never been
activated and thus, remain unused. Additionallis amendment includes provision to provide
authority to the Regional Administrator to withhold annual allocation before distribution at the
beginning of the yeaf a quota reduction for an IFQ managed species is anticipatesl

purpose of this amendmaeistto consider modifications to improve compliance and increase
management flexibility in the red snapper and grotitefish IFQ programs, and increase the
likelihood of achievingptimum yield QY) for reef fish stocks managed under these programs.
Theneedfor this amendment i® prevent overfishing; to achieve, on a continuing basisQttie
from federally managed reef fish stocks; and to rebuild the red snapper stock that has been
determined to be overfished

Amendment 36A consists direeactions. Action 1 would expand the requirement for vessels
with a commercial reef fish permit to notify NMFS in advance of landing ree§fishies
managed under the IFQ programs (majl It consists of three alternativeslternative 1, the

No Action aternative, would maintain the harl requirementor only reef fish permitted vessels
that are landing IFQ species. Landing IFQ species must ocprea@pproved locations. The
remaining two alternatives would expand the-ralequirement to other aomercial trips by

reef fish permitted vessels thate landing species that are not managed undéiprogram
Preferred Alternative 2 would requirecommercialvessels to haiin before landing any
federally managed reef fish species from the GAlternative 3 would requirecommercial
vessels to haiin before landing any federally managed species from the Gulf. Under both of
these alternatives, landings must be made aappeoved locations. ThuBreferred
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Alternative 2 andAlternative 3 would result in an increase both in the number of commercial
trips that hatin and the number of approved landing locations.

Action 2 addresses IFQ shares held in shareholder accounts that have never been iadtheated
current systenand thus, hae never beemccessed The action wouldeturntheshares held in
non-activated accounts to NMHASr future redistribution Alternative 1 would allow these
accounts to continue holding shares that go unused, meaning that the allocation associated with
those shares is not available for harvest by commercial fisheumless the shareholder decides
to activate the accounPreferred Alternative 2 would return red snapper shares held in-non
activated accounts to NMFS aRdeferred Alternative 3 would return goupertilefish shares

held in noractivated accounts to NMFS. The options address when the shares held in non
activated accounts would be returned to NMPgeferred Options 2aand3awould return the
red snapper and grouptiefish IFQ shares held inon-activated accounts, respectively, on the
effective date of the final rule implementing this amendm@nqtions 2band3b would delay

the return of red snapper and grouplefish shares held in neactivated accountsespectively,
until one year fdbwing the effective date of the final rule implementing this amendnmEme.
Council postponed the decision on the method of redistributing the shares helehictinated
accounts, whictthe Council plans to addressAmendment 36B. Until then, theaieswould

be held by NMFS.

On January 1 each year, all allocation for the year is distributed to shareholders. Once allocation
is distributed, fishermen begin using or transferring allocation. Thus, in the event that a quota
must be reduced, it woulibt be possible to implement the quota reduction until the following

year. Inthe event a quota reduction is expected and the regulatory process is underway but
rulemaking will not be completed before the beginning of the yedion 3 addressethe

retention of annual allocation before distribution. Und#ernative 1, all allocation would

continue to be distributed on January 1 of each yeeeferred Alternative 2 would provide the
Regional Administrator the authority to withhold annual allocaliefore distribution at the

beginning of a year in which a commercial quota reduction is expected to occur. In the event the
final rule implementing the quota reduction is not completed by June 1, the allocation would be
released to shareholdemderPreferred Option a, or if rulemaking is not completed by August

1, the allocation would be released to shareholders @yotgon b.

Biological Effects(Conservation Effects)

Actions 1-3 arenot expected to have any direct or indirect effectshe biological environment
regardless of which alternatiwee optionis selected.For Action 1, it is unlikely that a fisherman
would not make a trip just because they were required to submit a landing notif{éatiom 1,
Preferred Alternative 2) compared taot having to make oneThus, there should be no change
in how much reef fish fishing gear is deployed and how it interacts with the environment
regardless of which alternative is selectédations 2and3 are primarily administrative.
Whether transferring shares from ractivated IFQ accounts to NMF&dtion 2, Preferred
Alternatives 2 (red snapper) an8(groupettilefish)) or allowing the Regional Administrator to
withhold allocation if thequotafor an IFQ species is expected to be reduced in the following
year(Action 3, Preferred Alternative 2, Option a) should not change how the fishery is
prosecuted or the number of harvested fifhus, theyshould have no direct or indirect effect
on the biologcal environment.
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Economic Effects

In Action 1, Preferred Alternative 2 would require a commercial reef fish permitted vessel
landing any commercially caught reef fish from the Gulf to-lmailPreferred Alternative 2

would be expected to result in minor direct adverse economic effects due to the opportunity cost
associated with the time burden of additional-ivesland due to potential additional

communication costsThe aggregate and per vesseldmaitosts are égnated at $1,567 and

$5.43 per year, respectivelPreferred Alternative 2 would also be expected to result in

indirect economic benefits stemming from the potential reduction in illegal harvest of IFQ
species as a result of better interception of cora@éy permitted reef fish vessels by marine
enforcement agents.

In Action 2, Preferred Alternatives 2 and3 would return noractivated red snapper and
groupettilefish IFQ shares to NMFS on the effective date of the final rule implementing this
amendmat, respectively.UnderPreferred Alternative 2, the return of nomctivated red
snapper shares would be expected to result in shorytartylossesn annual allocation value
estimated at $45,988. In the long run, owners would be expected to |@s86kbM red snapper
share valueThe return of no+activated groupetilefish sharepropo®d inPreferred

Alternative 3 would be expected to result in shdermyearlylossesn annual allocation value
estimated at $18,267. In the long term, ownersoofactivated shares would be expected to
lose $216,159 in groupditefish share value. Fdtreferred Alternatives 2 and3, relative to
Option b, Preferred Option a would be expected to result in additional losses, as measured by
yearly losses in annuallocation transfer value, because it would return-activated shares one
year beforeOption b.

By providingthe flexibility to implement needed management measures as soon as possible,
including midyear,Preferred Alternative 2 (Action 3) would be expected to generate indirect
economic benefits. These benefits would result from the timely provision of additional fishing
opportunities to a user group (as a result of reallocation) or from positive effects on the stocks
expected to result fro the management measures implemented. However, retaining a portion of
the commercial quota would engender costs to IFQ participants due to forgone harvesting
opportunities. Even if the retained quota is subsequently returned to shareholders, they may
sufer economic losses due to potential market gluts that could result fromyearithflux of
annual allocation. In that respect, the sooner the withheld quota is returned, the smaller these
potential losses would be. TherefdPeeferred Option a, which would return the allocation
sooner (June 1) would be less costly tRgotion b. UnderOption b, retained quota would be
returned by August 1. The net indirect economic effecBrefferred Alternative 2 would be
determinedy the relative magnitude @xpected benefits of the management measures
implemented and by the costs borne by IFQ participants.

Social Effects

Some direchegativeeffects would be expected from expanding the-imaiequirement to

vessels that make landings of AIBIQ manageded fish (Action 1, Preferred Alternative 2).

These effects would accrue to a relatively small number of vessels and trips and relate to the
added burden of 1) obtaining approval for the
already land at arparoved IFQ landing location, and 2) completing the landing notification.
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Because the information to be provided in a-ife@ species landing notification would be

simpler than the information required of vessels landing IFQ species and all reef figeperm
vessels have the equipment necessary to complete a landing notification, effects related to the
burden of completing the landing notification unéeeferred Alternative 2 would be minimal

and shorterm. The greatest potential for negative effeciderPreferred Alternative 2

concerns the requirement to land at an approved landing location. It is unknown how many
additional landings sites would need to be approved, thus the extent of these effects is unknown.
Further, it is possible that some dimg locations currently used by vessels to land k@) reef

fish may not satisfy the requirements for an approved landing location. This would result in
direct negative effects on operators and crew as vessels would no longer be allowed to-land non
IFQ reef fish species where they are accustomed to landing.

Closing the remaining neactivated account@\¢tion 2) in the red snappeP(eferred

Alternative 2) and groupetilefish (Preferred Alternative 3) IFQ programs would be expected

to result in direct negative effects on the holders of the accounts. However, NMFS has attempted
to contact the holders of these accounts to resolve the lack of activity and the Council has not
received any comments frotnet holders of these neactivated accounts that they wish the
accounts to remain open and unused. Thus, any direct negative effects for the shareholders of
these accounts would be negligible. This action only addresses the recovery of&élotivatad
shares. Therefore the positive effects that would be expected from providing additional quota to
other IFQ program participamgould not be realized through this action. The reclaimed shares
would be held by NMFS until the Council addresses how to trdolige the shares in a

subsequent amendment, a process that is likely to take at least an additional year to complete.
Thus, additional positive effects are not expected from reclaiming the shares as soon as this
amendment is implementeBreferred Options 2aand3a).

In the event a quota reduction is expecfertion 3, Preferred Alternative 2 would provide the
Regional Administrator with the authority to withhold the amount of annual allocation to be
reduced before distribution to IFQ acctaiat the bginning of the yearThis is only an issue

for IFQ-managed species, as 100% of the quota is distributed at the beginning of the year. A
guota reduction can be implemented after the beginning of the year féfF@ananaged
commercial species and for arecreational quota, as fishing privileges are used during open
seasons, which may be closed once a quota is estimated to have been met. Thus, negative effects
would be indirect and pertain to the quota reduction, rather than the withholding of allodation
the event the quota reduction does not occur, negative effects could result from IFQ allocation
being distributed late in the year, as fishing behavior and market prices may change. Any
negative effects would be minimized by releasing the quotarfsas possible. Thus, selecting

an earlier dateRreferred Option a) would be preferable than a date closer to the end of the
year, should the quota reduction remain unimplemented. Regardless of the date selected, the
Regional Administrator would relea withheld quota if it becomes known that the quota
reduction is not going to be implemented.

The actions in this amendment would affect commercial reef fish permitted vessels landing
federally managed species from the Gulf and participants in the E&Qlptograms. Thus, the
actions in this amendment only affect commercial fishing participants in the Gulf region.
Participants in fishees conducted in adjacent areas, including the South Atlantic region, would
not be affectedas a separate permit is required for commercial fishing in that region.
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The actions in this plan amendment are not expected to affectatsety No safetyatsea

issues have arisen since implementing the requirement for vessels landing IFEQ &peci

complete a landing notification. Thus, expanding this requirement to additional commercial trips
made by reef fish permitted vessels would not be expected to affectatedey. The remaining

two actions are administrative in nature and do nigicafitsea fishing operations.
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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 snapif€ (RSIFQ)
program and Amendment 24GMFMC 20@Ba) established the grouper and tilefish |F&T-
IFQ) program The RSIFQ program began on January 1, 2@0d the GTIFQ program began
on January 1, 2010.

As mandated bthe MagnusofStevend-ishery Conservation and Managema&aot (Magnusonr
Stevens Actand by Amendment 2@heGulf of Mexico Rshery Managemer@ouncil (Council)
andthe National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) collaborativaynducted a-year review of
theRSIFQ program(GMFMC and NMFS2013) which wasformally approvedatthe April
2013Councilmeeting The conclusions of the report are provided in AppendixBe Council
proceeded to appoint an Ad Hoc Red Snapper IFQ Advisory Panel to assesirimmending
improvements tdhe program bydentifying potential changes to tRSIFQ program
(AppendixC). The Council discussed a listisbues apotential modifications to the program at
its February and April 2014 meetings and made modifications to the list. At its August 2014
meeting, the Council requested developmeratsifoping document to begin caseing

potential modifications tanprove the performance tie RS IFQ program Scoping workshops
were held in March 2015 (Appendix D).

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. Mmendment
36Aaddresssadvanced | andi ng n o thaifind geguiremenmsfofall so kno
commercial reef fislrips to enhance enforcemergiurningsharesdeld innon-activated

accountgo NMFS to be distributed at a later daa@dgiving NMFS the authority to withhold

IFQ allocation before an expected quota reduction. Amendment 36B addresses the remaining
items as well as the method for distributing the shares held irantivated accountsThe 5

year review of the GTFQ program is cuently underway and the Council is expected to review

a draft of the 5year reviewat ameetinglater in2017. It is important to note that both the RS

IFQ and GTFIFQ programs are managed under a common reporting system. This means that
changes made tae progranare likely toaffect the other progranit is possible that future

IFQ program reviews could be combined to evaluate all reef fish species managed under IFQs.

Prior to the division of Amendment 36 into saimendments, the potential changes to the RS

IFQ program evaluated in the scoping document were compiled from three sources: 1) previous
Council discussions, 2) the conclusions and recommendations of tfR8ogram Syear

review, and 3) recommendations made by the Ad Hoc Red Snapper IFQ Advisory Panel.
Administrative changes suggested to date, including changes proposed by the Ad Hoc Red

! 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://gulfcouncil.org/Beta/ GMEMCWeb/downloads/Final%20Reef%20Fish%20Amdt%R@2%62008.pdf
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Snapper IFQ Advisory Panel were omitted from this document becaseéne considered
and included in aeparateule published in 201479 FR 15287March 19, 2014. A summary
of the administrative changes was discussed at the April 2014 Council meeting.

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

implementation of the GTFQ program, held after the program was developed and before the
amendment was submitted to the Secretary of Commerce. An initial list of potential changes to
the RSIFQ program generated from ttieee sources above was submittetheoOffice of the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric AdministratibfOAA) General Counsel for evaluation as

to whether the changes to be considered would trigger referendum requirements. With the
exception of the promal to collect resource rent through auctions, which has been removed
from further consideratiorthe Office of theNOAA General Counsel haslvisedthat no

referendum requirements apply to the development of this amendment.

IFQ Program Basics

I 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, transferred, or sold during a
given calendar year.

1 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 quota) and allocation (pounds available for the year) can be
transferred among IFQ program participants.

9 The transfer of shares equates to a sale of ownership of those shares and the
transfer of allocation is a onetime transaction for the right to catch the quantity of
pounds sol d, often referred to as Al ea

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

Although the RSFQ and GTFIFQ programs were established through separate amendments and
IFQ sharesredistributed independently for each program, both programs use the same web
based monitong and reporting system. Therefore, the same shareholder, vessel, and dealer
accounts are used to participate in both programs (i.e., a fisherman has one IFQ account that can
be used for both the RIEQ and GTFIFQ programs). Additionally, shareholdercaunts may

hold and transfer shares and allocation from both programs, as well as land species in both

3 http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pka/FHR01403-19/pdf/201406065.pdf
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programs. IrR013 of the399 accounts with shares in the B program, 71% of those

accounts also held shares in the-IEQ program. Irthat same gar, of the 599 accounts that

held red snapper allocation, 79% also held allocation in théF@Tprogram In 2015,0f the
415vessels landing red snapper, 91% also landed grouper or tilefish. In addition, both programs
follow the same regulations fomding notificationghail-ins), offloading, costecovery fees,

and account status determinatioi$is was in parthereason that the Council decided to

expand the scope of this amendment to address both IFQ programs.

Exampl e: [ shares] x [quota] = g

Shar=espercentage of the total guot a.

Al l ocatpomnds of the total qgquota represent
;A sharehdldér shas es .

ol Quot a. Ds mp

> The shar ehol3d0er0O@efcledibvieosc at i on at beginning
;The next year, the3%hHamcsdloleder still has
olQuota inclk.emsmps to
> The sharehol4dse,rO 0r6efcledikbvieosc at i on at beginning
;During year 2,sdlhleefsh@maeaheod delme now |has 2%
ol Quota i ncZ.e(asmps to
> The shar ehol4dOer0 r6efcledibvieosc at i on at beginning

One of the B-IFQ programb-year review conclusions noted additional enforcement efforts may
be necessary to deter violatipns addition to the requirement for the owner or operator of a

vessel intending to land IFQ species to provide a landing notificatioririhait was sggested

that extending thianding notificatiorrequirement to all commercial reef fish trips, in addition

to those landing IFQ species, would deter fishermen from illegally landing IFQ species. By
extending the requirement to all commercial reef fighstriaw enforcement and port agents can

be alerted in advance of trips returning to port and can meet vessels to inspect landings. Such a
provision would also reduce illegal harvest of IFQ species that may not be reported or reported
as another species.@e red snapper reported asrmilion snapper).

The Red Snapper RS-IFQ) Program

Prior to establishing the RIEQ program, lhe Gulf commercial red snappéeetwas

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
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before the quota imetandthe fishing seasoris closed (Wemiger and Waters 20035olis et al.
(2014) estimated that about efiieh of the existing fleet could harvest the current commercial
red snappequota.

Derby-stylefishing creats negative social and economic conditipingluding: redudng or
eliminatingconsiderations about weather conditions in deciding when todtsbh adversely
affects safety at sed|ooding the market with fish therelgepresmg ex-vessel prices and

reduang profits; and increasing competitiam the watetherebyexacerbanhg user conflicts
(Waters 2001) Further, derbyishing can adversely affect target and Alanget stocks
unnecessarilpy providing participants less flexibility in deciding when, where, and how to fish.

An IFQ program surfaced agool with strongpotential for effectively addressirtlge problems

for commercial red snappéshing. Although originally identifying a license limitation program

as the preferred management approach, the Council ultimately wotavor of an IFQ program.

This decision was informed by public comments and was based on the determination an IFQ
program would better resolve or reduce chronic problems related to overcapacity and derby
conditions. Per the MagnuseBtevens Act, thadoption of the RS-Q program in the Gulf

required two referenda among eligible program participants: an initial referendum before
development of the amendment and a final referendum before the amendment was submitted to
the Secretary of Commeréer approval

TheRSIFQ programwas intended to help the Council address overfishing by reducing the rate
of discard mortality that normally increases with increased fishing effort in overcapitalized
fisheries (NRC 1999; Leal et al. 2005). lp€dgrans provde the opportunity to better utilize
fishing and handling methodimcrease economic efficienand reduce bycatch of ndargeted
species. Improving catch efficiency may also result in a decrease in regulatory discards of red
snapper and other reeflispecies by allowing fishermen the choice on when and where to fish.
Additionally, the slower paced figtg and transferability of quotander theRSIFQ program
suppors consolidation of the fishery, allowirfgwer fishermeno operae over a longer ssan.

Amendmenk6 (GMFMC 2006)evaluaté a wide range of alternatigdor varioudFQ program
components related t@rogram duration; ownership caps and restrictions; initial eligibility
requirements; initial allocation of quota shares; appeals; transfer eligibility requirements;

adjustments in commercial quota; enforcement; and administrativefidese Counti | 6s i n
was to design an IFQ program that best balances social, economic, and biological tradeoffs,
whileimprovingt he fi sheryds ability to achopimuen fi she]
yield.

RS-IFQ Program Goals

The goals of the RE-Q program ar¢o reduce overcagity in the commercial harvest of red
snapper, and to the extent possibite problemsssociateavith derby fishing conditions. The
RSIFQ progranb-year review(GMFMC and NMFS 2013; Appendix)Bound that progress
had been made towhachieving the goals of the progra@oncerning prticipant consolidation
and overcapacity, theyear review concluded that tRSIFQ program has had moderate
succes$n reducing overcapacityHowever economic analyses indicate that additional
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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 number of vessels
landing red snapper, which has decreasezksmplementation 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, the number of commercial vessels
landing red snapper incressby 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
in 2015. Although the increase in vessels occurred across nearly all states, these arereases
primarily among vessels making landings in Florida. Despite the increase in the number of
vessels landing red snapper, the number of vessels is still below the average number of vessels
(485) in the 5 years preceding implementation of thdlRBprogam. At the same time, the
average red snapper landings per trip has increased from 848 Ibs per trip from 2004 through
2006, to 1,452 Ibs per trip in 2015 (NMFS 2016a). The commercial quota has also increased,
from 4.65 mp (200£2006) to 6.57 mp (2015).

Table 1.1.1 Number of conmercial \esseldandingred snappeby state.

% vessel overlap with
Year Total! FL AL/MS LA X
GT-IFQ program?®

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 number of vessels is less than the sum of vessels acrossestatese 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 that also land#eQ&Epecies.

Source: Table6 in NMFS 2016a

Concerning the goal to mitigate the race to fish and concerns for safety at segedinedview
concluded thatte RS IFQ program was successful at mitigating the race todghinproviding
fishermen with the opportunity to harvest and land reg@mayeairound. Inflatioradjusted
share, allocation, and asessel prices increased, indicating that fishermen were successfully
increasing theiprofits and had increased confidence inR&IFQ program. Safety at sea has
increased andnmual mortaliiesrelated to fishindghave declined since theSIFQ program
implementatio(GMFMC and NMFS 2013).
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Prior to implementation of the RIEQ program, the commercial harvest of red snapper was
prosecuted during short seasons (Table 3.1.1). To allow NMFS to calculate landings toward the
catch limit, the season would open for ten days at the beginning ofreenth then remain

closed for the duration of the month. Since implementation of thE-Q$®rogram, fishing

seasons are no longer applicable, as the opportunity to harvest red snapper is determined by a
commercial vessel obtaining IFQ allocation to acttdar landings.The fishing season

increased from an average of 109 calendar days duririgytsars preceding thRS1IFQ

program to a yearoundeffort following implementation of the R§Q program(GMFMC and

NMFS 2013). Under the RSFQ program, any vessel possessing a commercial permit for reef
fish and an IFQ vessel account may land red snapper provided adequ&@ Bbcation is

present in the vessel account at the time of landing.

The Grouper Tilefish (GT-IFQ) program

The multispecies GIIFQ program was implemented to reduce overcapacity of the grouper

tilefish fishing fleet, increase harvesting efficiency, and eliminate the race to fish. By

rationalizing effort and reducing overcapacity, the-lI6GQ programs expected to prevent or

mitigate derbyfishing conditions and improve profitability of commerdiahermen who target
grouperandtilefish. Implemented January 2010,anticipated benefits of the program include:

increased market stability; eliminatioh quota closures; increased flexibility for fishing

operations; costffective and enforceable management; improved safety at sea; and balancing of
social, economic, and biological benefifghe 5year review of the GTFQ program is currently
underwayandis evaluatinghe progress ofthe GTFQ pr ogram t oward meet i n
goals.

Currently, 13 reef fish species are managed under tRE-Qprogram 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-desgr groper (DWG) share category

includes four species; the shallevater 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 allawabf another share category. A proportion of (3G)

and red groupgiRG) allocation are designated as nuitie, allowingRG allocation to be

harvested under th@G quotashare categoryand vice versa. Scamp are designated as a SWG
species, but mayeblanded using DWG allocatiaiterall 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 DWG allocation in an account has been harkrested.
each of the three mulipecies share categories, one species comprisethjbaty of the

landings in 2015 yellowedge grouper represente®a of the DWG category; scamp

represented B6 of the SWG category; argblden tilefish represented 90% of thie category

(NMFS 201®).
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Table 1.12. Share categories for species managed in thé=QTprogram.

M -STpEETEs Abbreviation Species Included
share category
Snowy grouper
Deepwater DWG Speckled hind
grouper Warsaw grouper
Yellowedge grouper
GG Gag
RG Red grouper
Black grouper
Shallow-water SWG Scamp
grouper Yellowfin grouper
Yellowmouth
grouper
Blueline tilefish
Tilefish TF Golden tilefish
Goldface tilefish

Although the groupetilefish commercialfleet was considereak overcapacitypefore
implementation of the GTFQ program a single fishing season was ogeneach othe
respective species or species growgsch was closed whetherespectivequota wasstimated
to have beemet A summary 6 theseason closusdor grouper and tilefish specigsior to
implementation of the GTFQ programis provided in Section 3.1

As noted, the GTFQ program5 ear review i s evalwuating the pr
achieving its goalsAccording to he2014 GFIFQ programannual review (NMFS 2015b), the
consolidation of shareholders, allocation holders, and vessels continued in 2014, although new
participants also joined the programttig@ar. For the first time since program implementation,

the numier of shareholders increased in 2015, from 628 shareholders in 2014 to 645
shareholderg 2015. Still, the number of shareholders in 2015 is 16% lower than the number of
shareholderat the start of the progra(®MFS 2016b) Also in 2014, 29 new accowdcquired

shares, the proportion of accounts without shares increased to 26%, and accounts without permits
increased to 26%ln 2015, there were between 21 and 36 new shareholder accounts within a

given share category, which resulted in the creatior® ofeav shareholders (NMFS 2016b).

This was the largest number of new accounts created since the start of the pfegréme. first

5 years of the program, shares and allocation could only be sold to and fished by an entity that
owns a valid commercial Gueef fish permit and has an active HQ online account. Since

January 1, 2015, all U.S. citizens and permanent resident aliens became eligible to purehase GT
IFQ shares and allocation, although a valid Gulf reef fish permit is still required tstarve

possess, and land any allocation.

Table 1.13 provides the number of vess@sding each of th&T-IFQ share categoriesThe
majority of GT-IFQ landings occur in Florida. Thus, landings madéaéother four GulBtates
arecombinedand providedy year. The total number of vessels making landings for each share
category has decreased since implementation of thB-QTprogram. Across all share
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categories, 630 commercial reef fish vessels madegroutilefish landings on average from

2007 through 2009 prior to program implementationThe total number of vessels making
landings for any share category reached a low of 414 vessels in 2013. Between 2013,and 201
the number of vessels increased/t806 to 446 vessels.

Table 1.13. Numberof commercial vessels landing @FQ program specidsy share category

Pre- Pre-

IFQ 238 NA NA IFQ 493 NA NA Pre-IFQ | 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 38 | 371 13
2015 165 125 47 2015 374 347 32 2015 376 | 369 9
SWG Tc;tal FL %Sﬁr 1E T?#tal FL OGTI?r Cat:\_glqlories T(;;tal FL OGtSI‘?r
Pre-

IFQ 489 NA NA | Pre-lFQ | 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 istheannual average based on the years 2007 through Z¥OTable 1.1.2 for share
category definitions.

Source: Tabld0in NMFS 2016b

1.2 Purpose and Need

The purpose of this action is to consider modifications to improve compliance and increase
management flexibility in the REQ and GFIFQ programs, and increase the likelihood of
achievingoptimum vyieldfor reef fish stocks managed under these progrdrs.need is to

prevent overfishing; to achieve, on a continuing basis, the optimum yield from federally
managed reef fish stocks; and to rebuild the red snapper stock that has been determined to be
overfished.
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1.3 History of Management

This summaryincludesmanagement actioqeertinent to red snapper, grouper, and tilefestthe
commercial sectoincluding changes to commercial permit requiremeAtsistory of

commercial quota changes for IFQmaged species is provided in the Description of the Fishery
(Section 3.1).A complete history of management for fReef Fish Fishery Management Plan
(Reef FishFMP)i s avai |l abl e on the Council ds website:
http://www.gulfcouncil.org/fishery_management_plans/reef fish_management.php

Thefinal rule for theReef Fish FMP, with its associatednvironmental impact stateent (EIS,
waseffectiveNovember 8, 1984and defined the reef fidisherymanagemenanit to include
red snappered grouper, gag, the shallemater groupers (scamp, black, yellowmouth, and
yellowfin), and the deepvater groupers (snowy, warsaw, spgedkhind, and yellowedggeas
well asother important reef fishAmong the species currently managed under Gulf IFQ
programs, only the tilefishes were not included in the original Reef Fish FMP.

The Reef Fish FMP included regulations designed to redeittining reef fish stockand
includeda minimum size limit of 13 inches total length (TL) for red snappih exceptions
that forhire vesselsvere exempted until 1987 and each angler could keep 5 undersize fish

Amendment 1, includingenvironmenthassessment (EA), regulatory impact review (RIR), and

regulatory flexibility analyses (RFAas implemented in 1990rhe management measures

included

1 The addition ofLO species to the management unit including the three species of tilafish th
remainmanaged under the GFQ program (goldface, golden, and blueline).

1 Prohibiedthe sale of undersized red snapper and déthteallowance to keep 5 undersized

red snapper;

Set a 26nch TL minimum size limit on red, yellowfin, black, and gag groupers;

SWGwere defined as black grouper, gag, red grouper, Nassau grouper, yellowfin grouper,

yellowmouth grouper, rock hind, red hind, speckled hind, and sc&W{G were defined as

misty grouper, snowy grouper, yellowedge grouper, warsaw grouper, and. sCaogihe

SWGquota is filled landings of scamp are allowed and included uBd®G quotg and

1 Establiskeda commercial reef fish vessel permit.

1
il

On November 7, 1989, NMFS announced that anyone entering the commercial reef fish fishery
in the Gulf and South Atlantic aftercantrol date of November 1, 1988ay not be assured of
future access to the reef fish fishery if a management regime is pestedad implemented that
limits the number of participants in the fishery. The purpose of this announcement was to
establish a public awareness of potential eligibility criteria for future access to the reef fish
resource, and does not prevent any otlage &r eligibility or other method for controlling

fishing effort from being proposed and implemented.

Amendment 3 including EA and RIRandimplemented in July 1991, transferred speckled hind
from theSWG category to th®WG category.

Amendment 4 induding EA, RIR and initial RFA (IRFA), was implemented in May 199he
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amendment established a moratorium on the issuance of new commercial reef fish permits for a
maximum period of three year$he moratorium was created to moderate short term future
increases in fishing effort and to attempt to stabilize fishing mortality while the Council
consideeda more comprehensive effort limitation progratnallowedthe transfer of permits
between vessels owned by the permittee or between individuals whaerthieted vessel is
transferred.

Amendment § including EA, RIR and RFA, implemented in June 1993, extended the
provisions of an emergency rule for red snapper endorsements for the remainder of 1993 and
1994, and it allowed the red snapper trip limitsdoalifying and norgualifying permitted

vessels to be changed under the framework procedure for specificatientofal allowable

catch

Amendment 7, including EA, RIR, and IRFAndimplemented in February 1994, established
reef fish dealer permittghand record keepinrequirementsand allowed transfer of reef fish
permits or endorsements in the event of the death or disability of the person who was the
qualifier for the permit or endorsement. A proposed provision of this amendment that would
have required permitted vessels to balivested reef fish only to permitted dealers was
disapproved by the Secretary of Commerce and was not implemented.

Amendment 8 including EA, RIR and IRFA, proposestablishment of a red snapper
individual transferableupta (ITQ)program It was appoved by NMFS andfinal rule was
published on November 29, 199However, concerns abofutture Congressional funding for
the ITQprogramto become operationaiade it advisable to delay implementatpending
Congressional actionn October 1996, Comgss, through reauthorization of the Magnuson
Stevens Act, repealed the red snapper pf@ramandprohibited regional @uncils from
submitting, or NMFS from approving and implementing, any tie@/program before October
1, 2000.

Amendment 9 including EA, RIR and IRFA, implemented in July 1994, provided for collection
of red snapper landings and eligibility data from commercial fishermen for the years 1990
through 1992.This amendment also extended the reef fish permit moratorium and red snapper
endorsenent system through December 31, 1995, to continue the existing interim management
regime until longer term measuresuldbe implementedThe Council received the results of

the data collection in November 1994, at which time consideration of AmendmesnirBed.

Amendment 11, including EA, RIR and IRFA, was patrtially approved by NMFS and

implemented in January 1996. The approved provisions included:

1 Limitedsale of Gulf reef fish by permitted vessels to permitted reef fish dealers;

1 Requira that pernitted reef fish dealers purchase reef fish caught in Gulf federal waters only
from permitted vessels;

1 Allowedtransfer of reef fish permits and fish trap endorsements in the event of death or
disability;

1 Implemeneda new reef fish permit moratorium foo more thard years or until December
31, 2000, while the Council considers limited access for the reef fish fishery;

1 Allowedpermit transfers to other persons with vessels by vessel owners (not operators) who
qualified for their reef fish permit
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Amendment 13 including EA, RIR and IRFAwasimplemented in September 199%he
amendmenturther extended the red snapper endorsement system through the remainder of 1996
and, if necessary, through 1997, to give the Council time to develop a permanent limited access
system that was in compliance with the new provisions of the Mag+itemensAct.

Amendment 14 including EA, RIR and IRFAyasimplemented in March and April 1997he
amendment vided theNMFS Regional Administrator with authority to reopen a fishery
prematurely closed before the allocation was reaahédodified the prowsions for transfer of
commercial reef fish vessel permits.

Amendment 15 including EA, RIR and IRFA anknplemented in January 1998cluded the

following actions

1 Modified the red snapper endorsement system to create two classes of red snapper licenses
Class 1 licenseswould have a 2,00 trip limit and would be issued to endorsement holders
on March 1, 1997 and historical captains. Classeh$ies would have a 50@trip limit and
would be issued to other reef fish permit holders on March T, W&® red snapper landings
between January 1, 1990 and March 1, 1997. Licenses could be transferred without
restriction. This red snapper license system was extended indefinitely or until replaced by an
alternate license management system.

1 Set monthly ommercial red snapper openings to open at noon on the first day of each month
and close at noon on the fifteenth day of each month until the commercial quota is reached.
The commercial season is split inteottime periods with the first period to begin on
February 1 with two thirds of the quota, and the second period on September 1 with the
remainder of the quota.

Amendment 168 including EA, RIR and IRFAwasimplemented on November 24, 1999.
Among other actions, this amendment set the minimum sizeitirfotk length for scamp at 16
inches.

An August 199%egulatory amendment including EA, RIR, and IRFA and implemented June
19, 2000, increased the commercial size limit for gag from 20 to 24 inches TL, and prohibited
the commercial sale of gag, blaekd red grouper each year from February 15 to March 15 (the
peak of gag spawning season).

Amendment 17 including EA,RIR and IRFA, was implemented August 2000.This

amendment extended the commercial reef fish permit moratorium for abotbars fron its

previous expiration date of December 31, 2000 to December 31, 2005, unless replaced sooner by
a comprehensive controlled access syst&éhe purpose of the moratorium was to provide a

stable environment in the fishery necessary for evaluation amtogpevent of a more

comprehensive controlled access system for the entire commercial reef fish fishery.

Amendment 18A includingsupplementaElS, RIR and IRFA, was implemented RMFS in

SeptembeR006. Among other actions, this amendment

1 Requirel aNMFS-approved vessel monitoring system on board vessels with a commercial
reef fish permit, including charter vessels that also have a commercial reef fish permit;

1 Prohibiedpersons on vessels with both commercial and charter vessel reef fish permits from
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retaining reef fish caught undhe recreational sizbag and possession limits when
commercial quantities of reef fish are onboard,;

1 Adjustedthe maximum crew size onboard a vessel issued a certificate of inspection (COl)
when the vessel has baltonmercial and charter/headboat pernfdtsreef fishto the
minimum crew size required under the COI

As part of the implementing regulations, NMFS added provisions to chiaagermit

application process for all permits to an anma#ter than bienniglrocedure, as well as
simplifying the income qualification documentation requirements for fisheries having income
criteria.

Secretarial Amendment 1 including asupplementaElS, RIR and IRFA, was initially
submitted td\NMFSin September 2002 and was implementeduly 2004. It contaireda 10-
year rebuilding plan for red grouper base®eyear intervals.

Amendment 22 includingsupplementaEIS, RIR and IRFA, was implemented July 2005. It
modified the red snappeegliuilding plan to rebuild the red snapper stock by 2032.

Amendment 24 including EA, RIR and IRFA, was implemented August 2006establishd a
permanent limited access system for the commeseibrfor reef fish. Permits issued under
the limited access system are renewable and transferable.

Amendment 26 includingsupplementaElS, RIR, andIRFA and implemented in January 2007,
established aommerciallFQ progran for red snapperThe amendmentquirad that, for any

single fishing year, no person shall own IFQ shares that represent a percentage of the total, which
exceeds the maximum percentage issued to a recipient at the time of the initial apportionment of
IFQ shares.lt also restriatdinitial eligibility to persongpossessing Class 1 or Classlense

and allocatd initial IFQ shares proportionately among eligible participants based on average
annual landingsDuring the first5 years of the program, IFQ shares/allocations can be

trarsferred only to individuals/vessels with a valid commercial reef fish permit anditiedJ
Statescitizens and permanent resident aliens thereafter.

Amendment 27 including supplemental EIS, RIR, and RRu#as implemented in February
2008. Among thactions, the commercial size limit for red snapper was reduced to 13 inches
TL.

Amendment 29 including EIS, RIR, and RFA arichplementedn January 2010, established
thecommerciallFQ program for groupsrand tilefiskes As with the RSIFQ programduring
the first 5 years of the program, IFQ shares/allocations can be transferred only to
individuals/vessels with a valid commercial reef fish permit andnited Statescitizens and
permanent resident aliens thereafter.

Amendment 30B including EIS, RIR, and RFA anthplementedn 2009, addresse the
overfishing ofgag. Among other actionshe amendment set interim allocations of gag and red
grouper catches betwetherecreational and commercisctors The amendmerdlsorequired
that all vessels with federal commercial or chénemdboat permits foeef fish must comply

with the more restrictive of state or federal reef fish regulations when fishing in state waters.
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Amendment 37, including EIS,RIR, and RFA was implementech May 2010 The amendment
addresse sea turtle interactions with bottom longline fishing g&ad included the following
management actions
1 Longline endorsement requirementessels must have average annual reef fish landings
of 40,000lbs gutted weight omore from 1999 through 2007;
1 Reef fish bottom longline fishingrasrestricted to outside the 3&thom depth contour
from June& August

Amendment 32 including EIS, RIR, and RFA areffectivein March 2012 establishd annual
catch limits(ACLs) and amual catch targets for 201Rrough2015 for gag and for 2012 for red
grouper. The amendment also:

1 establishd a rebuilding plan for gag

T contaireda commercial gag and shallemater grouper quota adjustment to account for

dead discards

T madeadjustments tthe multtuse IFQ allocation provisions in the @FQ program and

1 reducedhe commercial gag size limit

T revised gag, red grouper, and shaleater grouper accountability measures.

Amendment 34 including EA, RIR, and RFAyasimplementedn November2012. The
amendment addresserew size limits for dugbermitted vesselg.e., vessels with both a
charter/headboand a commerciglermit forreef fish, increagng the maximum crew size from
three to four It alsoeliminatel the earned income qualification requirement for the renewal of
commercial reef fish permits.

TheFramework Action to Set the 2013 Gag Recreational Fishing Season and Modify the
FebruaryMarch Shallowwater Grouper Closed Season, elimiddtes February 1 through
March 31 shallowwater grouper closure shoreward of 20 fathoms.

The Framework Action to Retain 2016 Red Snapper Commercial Quaa implemented in
December 2015 The action withleld 4.9% ofthe 2016 commercial red snappeZL prior to

the annual distribution of red snapper allocation to the IFQ shareholders on January 1, 2016.
This action allowed the allocations being established through Amendmenb@&ffective for

the 2016 fishing year.

Amendment 28 including EIS, RIRand RFA was implemented iMay 2016. The amendment
revised the commercial and recreational sector allocations of the red snapper ACLs, by shifting
2.5% ofthec o mmer ci al sector 6s al |l oc adultingeectoro t he
allocationsfor red snappewere 48.5% commercial and 51.5% recreatioaatl were applied to

the 2016 quotasOn March 3, 2017, a U.S. district court vacated Amendment 28 and
subsequentlprdered that the sector quotas for 2017 be set consistent with the previous secto
allocations of 51% commercial and 49% recreational.
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CHAPTER 2. MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES

2.1 Action 17T Commercial Permitted Reef FishVessel Haitin
Requirement

Alternative 1: No Action. The owner or operator of a vessel landiayvidual fishing quota
program [FQ) speciesred snapper, grouper, or tilefisis responsible for ensuring thtae
National Marine Fisheries ServicdNIFS) is contacted at least 3 hours, but no more than 24
hours, in advance of landing per IFQ advance notice of lamdogations

Preferred Alternative 2: The owner or operator of a commercial reef fish permittedetes
landingcommercially caught, federally manageef fishfrom the Gulfof Mexico (Gulf)is
responsible for ensuring that NMFS is contacted at least 3 hours, but no more than 24 hours, in
advance of landing. If IFQ species are to be landed, all IF@nadwnotice of landings
regulationamust be followed. If ne-IFQ species are to be landed, information required with the
advance notice of landingsll includedate, ime, preapprovedocation of landingand vesel
identification number (Coast Guatertificate of documentationr state registration number).

Alternative 3: The owner or operator of a commercial reef fish permitted vissdihg any
commercially caught, federally managggeciesrom the Gulfis responsible for ensuring that
NMFS iscontacted at least 3 hours, but no more than 24 hours, in advance of landing. If IFQ
species are to be landed, all IFQ advance notice of landiggsationamust be followed. If
non-1FQ species are to be landed, information required with the advance ablandingswill
includedate, ime, preapprovedocation of landingand vasel identification number (Coast
Guardcertificate of documentatioor state registration number

Discussion

All operators of vessels with a Gulf federal commercial reef fish permit are retuinetify the
National Marine Fisheries ServiddNIFS) prior todeparting with a declaration of the type of
fishing trip and geatype (trip declaration, also known agiah @ iu ltusing either their vessel
monitoring system (VMS) or phondhis applies to all trips, even those where commercial reef
fish fishing will not occur. Theessel owner or operator must repany fishery the vessel will
participate in on thatip and the specific type(s) of fishing gear that will be on board the vessel
using NMFSdefined gear codedHowever, some vessel operators may revise the gear type in
their declaration if they shift to another gear (e.g., start the trip in deeper wiaggtangline

and shift to handline gear when fishing in shallower waters). All vessels with adautfiercial

reef fish permitre required to have a working VMS onboard,thettrip declaration can be

called in via the VMS or phone line system. The ¥Mnits are used to monitor vessel location,
but can also be used to send and receive mességegurpose of the VMS requiremexst

stated in Amendment 18A (GMFMC 200S)to fimprove enforceability of area restrictions in

order to prevent excessiveHiag pressure in stressed areas or on spawning aggregations of reef
fish, and to enhance the ability of enforcement agencies to detect and prevent the use of fishing
gear in areas where that gear is restricted because it could potentially damage baibsititce
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When harvesting IFQ species, vessgratorsare required t@rovidean advancalanding
notification (anding notification, also known agiah a ir) [&to 24hours prior to landing The
landing notification must providine landingdatetime, the preapproved landingpcation, the
intended dealer, and the estimated pouadslandedby share categoryit may be completed
through the VMSthe Catch Share Support-Bdur landing notification call servicerthe IFQ
website The landingmay occur at any time during the day or night, buéssel must land
within 1 hour after the arrival time given in the landing notificatiand the ish must be
offloadedfrom the vessdbetween &.m.and 6p.m., local time> A landing transaction rept is
completed by the IFQ dealer and validated by the fisherman. The landing transaction includes
the date, time, andealer facility weight and actual exessel value of fish landed and sdig
speciesand the identities of the shareholder accowggsel, and dealer. All landings data are
updated on a redime basis as landing transactions are processed.

Although thelanding notificationselp enforce the IFQ programs, one of the Red SndpQer
(RSIFQ) Progranb-year review conclusions notedditional enforcement efforts may be
necessary to detgrolations It was suggested that extending fdreding notification

requirement to all commercial reef fish trips, in addition to those landing IFQ species, would
deter fishermen from illegally lanaly IFQ speciesDepending on various factors, financial and
other penalties for violating notification requirements or illegally landing IFQ species can be
relatively significant even though they are typically considered a Level | violation. The threat o
such penalties should reduce the probability of violations and enhance complByce.

extending the requirement to all commercial reef fish trips, law enforcement and port agents can
be alerted in advance of trips returning to port and can meet vessepect landings. Such a
provision would also reduce illegal harvest of IFQ species that may not be reported or reported
as another species (e.gd snapper reported @asrmilion snapper).

Alternative 1 (No Action) would maintain the current reef fish trip declaration and IFQ landing
notification requirements. This alternative would not address the concern about the illegal
harvesiof IFQ species that may not be reported or reported as another spegpesvements to
enforcement of the landings of IFQ species would need to be developed through other means,
such as recent enhancements in auditing landings notifications and transactions (GMFMC and
NMFS 2013).

Preferred Alternative 2 would extend théanding notification requirement to any trips when
commercial reef fish permitted vessarelanding commercially caughtederally managerkef

fish from the Gulf. The landing notification requirement would not be as extensive as for a trip
where IFQ spcies are to be landed &g tintended dealer and the estimated pountslended
would not be required. The landing notification would only requireléte, time, location of
landing, and vessel identification numbebe provided to NMFS 3 to 24 hsubefore landing.

41f a vessel is going to bdelayedmore than 1 hour after thetatedarrival time, a new notification with an updated
arrival time must be submitted’he captain is not required to wait ardanal 3 hours if only one superseding
landing notification has been submitted for the &l if they are not changing the landing locati@ihanges to

landing location require a new landing notification with the required@® minimum wait.

5 Offloading may continue past 6 p.m. if an authorized officer is present at the offloading at 6 p.m., is available to
remain at the site while offloading continues, and authorizes the owner or operator of the vessel to continue
offloading after 6 p.m., local time

5See Appendices 2 and 3 regarding MagntStavens Act violations and penalties at:
http://www.gc.noaa.gov/documents/Penalty%20Policy FINAL_07012014_combo.pdf
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As with the IFQ program, this landing notification for AIBIQ reef fish species trips could be
completed through thdMFS-approved system. Like IFQ landing locations, the landing
location’ submitted through the landing notificatioropess must be piapproved by law
enforcement to ensure that the site exists and can be accessed by law enforceragpiroRrd
landing locations must be publicly accessible by land and water. Currently, the Office of Law
Enforcement (OLE) approves néanding locations at the end of each calengsar quarter, and
requests for new locations to be approved must be submitted at least 45 days before the end of
that calendayear quarter. Without a systematic method of determining landing locations and
without those locations being publicly accessible by land and water, the effectiveness of the
landing notification requirememtould be reducedRequiring all commercial reef fish vessels to
provide a landing notificatioprior to landingwhen harvesting melFQ reef fishwould be
expected to improve the enforcementh® IFQ program Marine enforcement agents would be
better able to interceppmmercidly permittedreef fishvessés to detecthe illegal harvest of

IFQ species that may not be reportedeported as another species

When using a VMS to enter a landing locatibshermen on IFQ tripsurrentlyneed to select a
landinglocation from a menu. Landing locations are not updated frequently for some VMS
vendors as they are considered updateisich have a associated o s t . NMFSO6 Sout he
Enforcement Division is working to change how landing locationgmateredvhen using VMS.

Rather than work from a menu with locations, they are working on a system where fishermen

can enter a code for antiaular location. This could simplify reporting landing locations via

VMS, butthe codewnould still need to link back to an approved landing location contained in the
IFQ database unless an additional list of-fie@Q locations is createdl'here are 45approved

landing locations for IFQ speciésOf these, 226 had at least one trip where IFQ species were
landed in 2016J. Miller, NMFS, pers. comm.)UnderPreferred Alternative 2, it is likely the

number of landing locations would increase as operafaesef fish vessels that do not land IFQ
species now have to make landing notifications. These new locations would need to be approved
byNMFSO6 Sout heast Ebeforelandimgsnoauldtbe rBaidevat new locations.
However, because most reetfitrips also include IFQ species (see discussion below), any
increase in landing locations is likely to be modest.

Alternative 3 would extend the landing notification requirement beyBreferred Alternative

2 by including all trips bycommercial reefish permitted vessgelanding anyfederallymanaged
commercially caught speci&®m the Gulf. Other federally managed species include coastal
migratory pelagic species, highly migratory species (HMS), shrimp, and spiny lobster. The
information requiredn the landing notification would be the same as describelrégerred
Alternative 2. This includes landing at a pepproved landing location. By extending the

universe of trips submittiniginding notificatios, marine enforcement agents would have a

greater likelihood of detecting trips where the illegal harvest of unreported IFQ species occurred.
This action would also likely lead to an increase in the number of landing locations and the
number would likely be greater than the increase uRdsflerred Alternative 2. Any new

locations would need to be approveddMF S6 Sout heast Enforcement D

" If offloading at multiple locations after a trip is complete, fishermen may submit a ¢andfification for each
landing location.
8 Catch shares home padgtps:/portal.southeast.fisheries.noaa.gov/cs/main.hiacéessed February 27, 2017.
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The following examines the differences in the number of vessels needing to submit a landing
notification and the additional number of trips requiri@gding notification undelPreferred
Alternative 2 andAlternative 3. The analysis uses data between 2007 (when tHERS
program began and landing notifications were first required) and 2015 (the last year that
complete landings data are available).

To provide an indication of how many reef fish permitted vessels could be affediedfbgred

Alternative 2 andAlternative 3, 2015 permit information was examined (Table 2.1.1). There

were a total of 868 Gulf commercial reef fish permits. Of these permits, 794 were associated

with IFQ accounts. Of those IFQ accounts, 763 of the accounts were legally able to harvest IFQ
speces, and considered an active IFQ account. The 31 that were not able to harvest IFQ species
were accounts that were either not activated or suspended due to failure to provide citizenship
information. Thus, there is a potential for up to 105 permittesele®perating outside the IFQ

program that would need to submit a landing notification uRdeierred Alternative 2 and

Alternative 3. Although the operators of these vessels were legally allowed to harvest reef fish
species, not all reported reef fisimdings. Using the Southeast Fisheries Science Center

(SEFSC) Coastal Logbook files, only 533 vessels harvested at least one pound of ireef fish

2015. This implies that there are around 335
485 of the 78 vessels legally able to land IFQ species actually landed IFQ species. Comparing

the number of vessels that actually harvested reef fish species (533) to the number that harvested
IFQ species, there would only be an expected increase of 48 more vessitg o submit a

landing notification undelPreferred Alternative 2. However, this value could increase if
operators of vessels with Al atent Alterpaive®)i t s de
the increase in the number of vessels woildely lead to more landing notifications than under

Preferred Alternative 2, because some vessels with Gulf commercial reef fish permits also fish

for federally managed species other than reef fish.

Table 2.1.1. Gulf commercial reef fish permits in ralan to landings and IFQ accounts.

2015
Reef Fish permits 868
Vessels with reef fish landinys 533
ilLatent 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 accessed 4/22/2016 and SEFSC Coastal Logbooks accessed
4/25/2016.

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

Inactive accounts are IFQ accounts that are still in an initialssfawve not been activated) or vessel accounts that

have an expired permiShareholder@ounts are suspended when citizenship has not been provided or updated.
Vessels associated withgpended accounts cannot harvest fish.

Because vessels make niplk tripsper year, the SEFSC Coastal Logbooks were analyzed to
estimate the increase in vessel landing notifications Upidderred Alternative 2 compared to
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Alternative 1 (one trip = ondanding notification. Coastal Logbooks were analyzed to count

the number of trips that landed at least one pound of reef fish and the number of trips within that
subset that landed at least one pound of IFQ species (Table 2.1.2). Trips containing IFQ species
accounted for between &1% of all reef fish trips sinceDR?. The anticipated addition in the
number of trips submitting landing notifications would be between 728 and 1,293 more landing
notifications per yeawvhen examined over the 20@D15 time period. The monthly average

ranges from an additional 61 to8Lnding notifications per month (Table 2.1.2).

Table 2.1.2. Number of trips taken that harvested Gulf commercial reef fish and IFQ species.

: : : . Monthly
Trips with . . % Reef Fish Number of trips .
Year an[;/ Reef | 'MPSWIthIFQ | incwith IFQ | without IFQp average of trips
Fish species species species O .IFQ
species
2007 8,034 7,298 91% 736 61
2008 8,078 7,149 88% 929 77
2009 8,177 7,017 86% 1,160 97
2010 5,986 4,938 82% 1,048 87
2011 6,541 5,248 80% 1,293 108
2012 6,652 5,458 82% 1,194 100
2013 6,298 5,334 85% 964 80
2014 6,970 5,937 85% 1,033 86
2015 6,671 5,943 89% 728 61

Source: SEFSC Coastdlogbook database acced®n 4/252016.
Note: TheRSIFQ program began in 2007, and the Grotipéfish IFQ program began in 2010.

Similar analyses foAlternative 3 were not developed because data queries from the SEFSC
Coastal Logbook database would be much more complex. Data required for these analyses
would be needed at the vessel level and different logbooks associated witbndiffermits

would need to be queried. However, a trip proxy was developed and is described in the
following paragraph. Table 2.1.3 shows the number of reef fish permitted vessels that also carry
other commercial federal permits. These are reef fishalge that could be affected by

Alternative 3 as the vessel operators would have options to take trips targeting other federally
managed species and not land reef fish. Note that a vessel landing fish caught under a South
Atlantic or Caribbean HMS permitould not be subject to this action.

®Note: Only theRSIFQ program was active from 2062009
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Table 2.1.3. Federal commercial permit type, access type, region, and number of vessels with a
permit for vessels that also have a commercial reef fish pe8nitl. = South Atlantiand
HMS = highly migratory secies

Number of
vesselswith
Limited or Open Permit reef fish
Federal Commercial Permits Access Region permits

Gulf of Mexico Shrimp Limited Gulf 10

King Mackerel Limited Joint 287
Gillnet for King Mackerel Limited Joint 7

Spiny Lobster Open Joint 39

Spiny Lobster Tailing Open Joint 37

Spanish Mackerel Open Joint 345

South Atlantic Unlimited Snapper-Grouper Limited S. Atl. 55

South Atlantic 225 Trip Limit Snapper-

Grouper Limited S. Atl. 4
South Atlantic Sea Bass Pot Endorsement Limited S. Atl. 0
South Atlantic Golden Tilefish Endorsement Limited S. Atl. 3
South Atlantic Penaeid Shrimp Open S. Atl. 5
South Atlantic Rock Shrimp Limited S. Atl. 0
Rock Shrimp - Carolinas Zone Open S. Atl. 3
South Atlantic Golden Crab Limited S. Atl. 2

Atlantic Dolphin/Wahoo Open S. Atl. 271

HMS Swordfish Directed Limited Joint 14
HMS Swordfish Handgear Limited Joint 6

HMS Swordfish Incidental Limited Joint 15

HMS Shark Directed Limited Joint 37

HMS Shark Incidental Limited Joint 44

HMS Atlantic Tuna Longline Open Joint 26
HMS Caribbean Small Boat Permit Open Caribbean 6
HMS Smooth Hound Shark Open Caribbean 0

Source: Southeast Regional Offitémited Access Privilege PrograrBsanch Permit Information Management
System 12/20/2016.

To providean estimate of how many extra landing notificatifings) Alternative 3 might

create when compared Adternatives 1 andPreferred Alternative 2, a proxy for the above
mentioned complicated vessel level analysis was derived from the trip ticket databagep

ticket database was merged with a list of reef fish permitted vessels for 2014 and 2015, and the
total number of trip tickets submitted by these vessels was calculated (one trip ticket equals one
trip). 1° These values aregoxy becauséhe ist of vesselsvere thoseghat had a reef fish permit

onit for at least one day iB014 and 2015 and does not accdantvhen the permits were on or

off eachvessel Thereforeit is an estimateof trips. For evaluatingAlternative 3 relative to

10 Donna Bellais, pers. comm. Gulf States Marine Fisheries Commission, 2404 Government Street, Ocean Springs,
MS 39564.
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Alternatives 1 andPreferred Alternative 2, the total number of trip tickets can be compared to
the number of trips with reef fish or IFQ speqgmesvided in Table 2.1.2 for 2014 and 2015.

The following compareglternative 3 with Alternative 1. For2014 and 2015, most trips by
federally permitted reef fish vesseladre tharB2%) landed IFQ species (Table 2.1.4). The
difference in the number of trips reporting IFQ species and all trips was 1,313 and 997 for 2014
and 2015, respectively. If thesepsifor 2014 and 2015 are averaged by month over the year and
used as a proxy for the additional number of landing notifications uitkEnative 3, the

estimated number per month would be between 109 and 83 landing natifications , respectively,
comparedd Alternative 1 (No Action). It should be noted that if further conditions such as
restricting landing notifications to only trips landing federally managed finfish species, (i.e., not
federally managed crustacean species), the number of addition&ldnpalternative 3 would

likely be reduced.

Table 2.14. Number of trips taken that harvested Gulf commercial species or only IFQ species.

Number of Number of trios Monthly
trip tickets | Trips with IFQ % trips with : P average of trips
Year . . . without IFQ i
for reef fish species IFQ species species without IFQ
vessels P species
2014 7,250 5,937 82% 1,313 109
2015 6,940 5,943 86% 997 83

Source: SEFSC Coastal Logbook database accessed on 428Hisheries Information Networdtatabase
accessed on September 19, 2016
Note: TheRSIFQ program began in 2007, and the Grotipiefish I[FQ program began in 2010.

The following compareglternative 3 with Preferred Alternative 2. For 2014 and 2015, ost

trips by federally permitebreef fish vessel®6%) landedreef fishspeciegTable 2.15). The
estimated additional number of trips requiring landing notifications &isrnative 3 when
compared tdlternative 2 using 2014 and 2015 trip data would be 280 and 269 additiors| trip
respectively. If the additional trips are averaged over the year by month, the result would be 23
and 22 trips, respectively.

Table 2.15. Number of trips taken that harvested Gulf commercial speciesly reef fish
species

Number of : Monthly
Year trip tickets | Trips with any % trips with vltl/il':rr:; ?ﬁrrgéft?igi average of trips
for reef fish | reef fish species| reef fish species . without reef
species ! :
vessels fish species
2014 7,250 6,970 96% 280 23
2015 6,940 6,671 96% 269 22

Source: SEFSC Coastal Logbook database accessed on 4@%Fésheries Information Networttatabase
accessed on September 19, 2016
Note: The RYFQ program began in 2007, and the Grotipiefish IFQ program began in 2010.

This action was reviewed at a joint Gulf States Marine Fisheries CommissioBnforcement
Committeeand Gul f of Mexi co Fi sher yawMaforergeatme nt Co L
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Technical Committeeneeting in October 2018. After reviewing the above analysehe
Committees recommended that eitReeferred Alternative 2 or Alternative 3 be adopted by

the Council. The Committees were concerned about the additional workload the added landing
notifications would create; however, OLE staff indicadéftterswould not be expected to

increase the number of landings they inspé&hat officers would havis information on

additional vessel landings from which they could select vémseing to observe The

Committees concludedhe impact of expanding thendng notificationrequirement would be
negligiblebecause theumber of additional tripss manageable arafficers would not be

expected to increase the number of landings they observe.

11 Meeting summary available alittp://gulfcouncil.org/council_meetings/BriefingMaterials/2B-2016/L%20
%205%20Revised%2920LETCGLEC%20meeting%20summary%200c¢t%202016.pdf
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2.2 Action 271 Non-activated IFQ Shareholder Accountsi
Returning Non-activated IFQ Shares to NMFS

Alternative 1. No Action. IFQ shares held in accounts that have never been activated may
remain unused

Preferred Alternative 2: Foraccounts witlred snappesharegshat have never been activatad
the curent systemreturn the shares to NMES

Preferred Option 2a: on the effective date of the final rule implementing this
amendment

Option 2b: one year following the effective date of the final rule implementing this
amendment.

Preferred Alternative 3. Foraccounts witlgroupettilefish shareghat have never been
activated in the current systemeturn the shares to NMES

Preferred Option 3a: on the effective date of the final rule implementing this
amendment.

Option 3b: one year following theffective date of the final rule implementing this
amendment.

Note: Alternatives 2 and3 may be selected as preferred with different options.
Discussion:

This action addresséSQ accounts that received shatkesoughtheinitial apportionment when
eachlFQ program began, but the accounts have neverdmmmssetly the shareholden the
current systend? Termednon-activated IFQ accountstheseaccountgossess shares buine

of theshares oannualallocation associatewith the shares hdmenlandedor transferred to
another accouriiecause the user has not logged into the acootim¢ new system to complete
swch actions In contrastjnactive IFQ accountsare accounts that have been accessed at some
point, buttheuser may not have logged in to the acconr given year. Ris action wouldnly
apply toshares held inonactivatedFQ accountsthat is, accounts that have never been
accesseth the new systemAlso, this action does not address the methodistriluting the
shares held in neactivated accounts, whickould be held by NMFS until the Council
determines the method of distribution in a subsequent amendment. The Council postponed the
decisionon howto distributethe shares toonsider alternate ways tadistribute theshares or
allocationassociated with the shareShe Councils planning taaddresghis issue in

Amendment 36B.TheRSIFQ program Syear review (GMFMC and NMFS 2018jd not
distinguish between inactive andn-activatedaccounts; only inactive accounts were identified.
Althoughthe number of inactive accounsslessthan the number of neactivated accounts,

more quota is held in the inactive accounts thanautivated accounts.

As stated in the RE-Q program 5year review, thenitial assessment of trends in landings and
RSIFQ account activity indicatethatlanded yield isclosetboh e commer ci al secto

12 All red snapper accounitvere reset in 2010 at the beginning of thel&Q Program, which is now the current
system. This action addresses accounts that have not been activated in the new system.
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optimum yield (OY), as only a limited amount of red snapper quota is not harvested each year.
Remaining quota is largely associated with inactive accounts, which have decreased in number
over time. The>-year review went on to recommend that @wncil may want to consider
redistributing or reallocatinghareseld in inactive accounfMFMC ard NMFS 2013) The

Council has expressed its intent to address shares held in accounts that have naweebsed
rather than accounts that may be inactive fiyrgiven year. Thus, going forward, there is a

need to distinguish betweeonactivatedand inactive accounts.

Although theGrouperTilefish IFQ GT-IFQ) Program 5year review has not been completed, it
is likely thata similarrecommendatiomwill be made regardinghares held inon-activated
accounts in thgtrogram, as well.The numbepf nonactivatedaccounts ireach of the share
categories othe GT-IFQ program has decreased since the program was implemditedhare
categories for th&T-IFQ program are: deewater grouper (DWG)pthershallowwater

grouper (SWG), red grouper (RG), gag (GG), and tilefish (TF). For each share category, the
number ofhon-activatedaccounts at the end of the first year of the program (2010) was 169
DWG accounts, 277 SWG accounts, 222 RG accounts, 244 €@rds, and 101 TF accounts.

All IFQ programaccountholders were contacted by mail and/or phamdanuary 20120 verify
citizenshipor residency status, a requirement to hold shares. In addifiRS began posting

the IFQ accounts with diinitial 0 indicatordenotng non-activatedaccounton thelFQ program
website in 20122 This website has since been updated to also include the amount of shares held
by each accountThe number and amount of shares helddn-activatedFQ accounts has
continuel to decrease ahareholdeyactivated their accousaind either transferred the shares to
other program participants used the shares and associated allocation themsé@&lable 22.1
provides the numbef accountsand amount of shares heldrion-activatedaccounts for both

IFQ programs andachshare categoryas ofDecember 142016 For all share categories, the
amount of shares held monactivatedaccounts is less than 1% of the respective commercial
quota

Bhttp://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov/operations_management_information_services/constituency_services_branch/freedom_o
f_information_act/common_foia/I[FQShareholders.htm
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Table 22.1. Numberof accountsamount of shares, and the pounds heltbimactivated
accounts for the 2016 commercaanual catch limitACL), by share category for eadhQ
program.

Non- . 2016 Equivalent

150 D & activated SIERES (NS Commercial Poundsfor 2016
Share category Accounts activated Accounts Quota (mp) Quota
GT-IFQ Program 55* n/a* 8.79** 13,610**

DWG 12 0.028516% 1.024 292

SWG 49 0.4728%% 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
RSIFQ Program 32 0.244100%6 6.097 14,883

Notes: The 2016 commercial quota is based on the reallocation implemented through Amendment 28, which was
vacated on March 3, 2017. The 2017 commercial quota will be based on the previous sector allocation of 51%
commecial. *The total number ohonactivatedaccounts for the GTFQ program does not equal the number of
non-activatedaccounts for each share category of thelBQ program, because somen-activatedaccounts hold

shares for multiple share categories Stiares are distributed for each share category of th&FQTprogram; there

are no shares for the program as a whtt&Represents the sum for all grouper and tilefish categor&surce:

IFQ database accesse2l142016

Alternative 1 (No Action) would allownon-activatedaccounts to continue to hold shares and
thus,theallocationassociated with those sharegtounused.As noted in the conclusions of the
RSIFQ program Syear review (Appendix B)Alternative 1 would continue to r&rict the

ability of the commercial sector fally harvest itsquotaof IFQ species and therelghieve OY.

Preferred Alternative 2 applies tonon-activatedshares in the R8Q programandPreferred
Alternative 3 applies tonontactivatedshares in ta GT-IFQ program The RSIFQ program was
implemented three years prior to the-GQ program, meaning thatitial shareholders in the
RSIFQ programhave had a longer time kearn about the program aadtivate their accounts.
Further, the RSFQ progam 5year review has been completed, while thel&Q program 5
year review is currently underway.

The same options are provided for eacPR@ferred Alternatives 2 and3, which concern the
timeline for returninghontactivatedFQ shares to NMFSPreferred Options awould return
shares held inon-activatedaccounts to NMFS on the effective date for implementing this
amendment, whil®ptions b would delay the return of stes held imon-activatedaccounts for
one year following the effective dafia implementing this amendmenthe sharesvould be

held by NMFS and the Coungilans toaddress the distribution of thesigaresn Amendment
36B. A shareholder of a neactivated account may activate the account any time before the date
for returningthe shares to NMFSActivating an account may take a small amount of time as
citizenship and other information need to be supplied before the account can be accessed.
Furthermore, if any of these accounts belong to deceased shareholders, then ssenaypdtake
longer due to legal requiremerttsdetermine who has the ability to access the account
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2.3 Action 371 Retaining Annual Allocation beforea Quota
Reduction

Alternative 1: No Action. Distribute 100% of red snapper and grotipefish annual
allocationto IFQ shareholders on January 1 of each year.

Preferred Alternative 2: Provide the Regional Administrator the authority to withitblel
amount ofred snappeor groupettilefish annual allocatiomefore distribution at the beginning
of a year in which a commercial quota reduction is expected to oéditinheld red snapper and
groupettilefish annual allocatiowill be distributed to shareholders if thiéective date of the
final rule implementing thguota reduction has notcurred §:

Preferred Option a: June 1.

Option b: August 1.

Discussion:

Although theannual catch limitACL) for some IFQ managed specless been increasing in
recent yeargi.e., red snapper and red groupérjs possible that a quota decrease could occur,
such as following a stock assessmefinual dlocation is distributed at the beginning of the
calendaryear,and mostFQ program participantsegin to use or transfer their allocation early in
the year For example, many program participants obtain allocation early in the year to ensure
they have available allocation to use throughout the y&tter shareholders begin transferring

or landing allocation, it would not be possible to retroactively withdallocation from

shareholder accounifsa quota decrease laroe effective after the beginning tbfe year.

UnderAlternative 1 (No Action), commerciahnnualallocationwould continue to be distributed

in totalby January 1 of each yeafherefore Alternative 1 would not allow anticipated

decreases in the commercial ACL of a species managed under an IFQ program to be factored
into the allocation after the January 1 distribution of annual allocation to shareholders. If an
ACL reduction should occunid-year, the reduction could not go into effect for these species
until the beginning of the following yeainless theCouncildeterminedo withhold annual
allocation througta framework actiorand there is sufficient time to implement the acfibn

Preferred Alternative 2 would allow NMFSto anticipatea decreasén the quotaof anyIFQ

species omulti-species shareategoriesfter the start of a year by only distributing a portion of

the annual allocation to shareholdersJanuary 1Implementing anghangeo an ACLwould

continue to require the Council and NMFS to take such action through the appropriate regulatory
processsuch as a framework actioBecause modFQ program participants begin to use or

transfer their allocationagly in the yearwithholding some predetermined proporthn

shar ehol dewosldnotptevent ishermemfrom beginnitmgharvesta part of their

allocation On the other hand, not knowialogatiowhet her

¥ The Council submitted a framework action prior to implementation of Reef Fish Amendment 28 to withhold
annual allocation prior to an expected commercial quota reduction:
http://gulfcouncil.org/docs/amendments/Retain%202016%20Red%20Snapper%20Commercial%20Quota
September%202015.pdf
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will be released during the year could introduce seasonal inefficiencies in fishing operations
may affect allocation prices during that time

Distributing IFQ allocation late in the year can affect [ff@gramparticipants and market
conditions inunintended waysSubsequent to the retention of a portion of annual allocation at
the beginning othe calendaryear, it is possible that an expectptbta reduction would not
occur. For example, the Secretary of Commerce abelly ordisapproe the regulatory action
andthe ACL reduction would not occurnder the anticipated timelin&hould this happen,
NMFS would release the withheld annual allocation right away. Neverthélgssouncil
selectsPreferred Alternative 2, and an expecteflCL reductionhas nobccured Preferred
Option a andOption b would provide a time byvhich any withheld IFQ allocation would be
distributed to shareholders if the effective date of the final rule implementidgtheeduction
has not occurred. Withhe#dlocationwould be returned on June Rréferred Option a), or
August 1 Option b). Table 2.3.1 provides the proportion of IFQ landings made by June 1 and
August 1 during 2014 and 2015. An earlier release ®atfdrred Option a) would provide

IFQ program participants more time to utilize the quota and would be less disruptive to the
market, while selecting a later release d@ption b) would provide NMFS with additional

time to complete the regulatory process, should an issue or delay arise.

Table2.3.1. Proportion ofannual landingsf all groupettilefish and red snappenade by June
1 (Preferred Option a) and August 1 (Optioridy)20142015.

Pref. Option a Option b
(JanMay) (JarrJuly)
GT RS GT RS
2014 43% 50% 60% 65%

2015 45% 34% 60% 54%
Source Monthly landings from Table 13 in NMFS 2016a (red snapfeble 17 in NMFS 2015b (groupélefish
in 2014); and Table 18 in NMFS 2016b (groufikxfish in 2015).

Regardless of the option selected, or if no option is selatied®egional Administratarould

retain the authority to distribute withheld quota at any time it becomes known that an expected
ACL reduction is not going to occur during the year in which IFQ allocation was withheld.
Should IFQ shares be transferrednsstn participants during a year in which some portion of
annual allocation was withheld and later distributed, the allocetiid be distributed

according to the shareholder at the time the allocation is released.
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CHAPTER 3. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The actions in this amendment would affect the commercial sector of the reef fish fiShery.
affected environment as it pertains ¢al isnappergroupes, and tilefistesof the Gulf of Mexico
(Gulf) within thereef fish fishery has been described in detail in the following documents:
Reef Fish Amendments 27/Shrimp Amendmeh{GMFMC 2007), 30A (GMFMC 2008b),

30B (GMFMC 2008c), 32GMFMC 20113, the Generic Essential Fish Habi(&FH)
Amendmen{GMFMC 2004), andthe Generic Annual Catch Limits/Accountability Measures
(ACL/AM) Amendment (GMFMC 2011p This information is incorporated by reference and is
summarizear updatedelow.

3.1 Description of the Fishery

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 one year and
may be renewed up to one yedter the date of expiration; those permits that have expired
within one year are termed renewable. On May 3, 2016, there were 852 valid or renewable
commercial permits for reef fish, of which 759 were currently valid.

This section provides a summanfythe quotas, landings, and fishing seasons for species
managed under thevo commercial individual fishing quota (IFQ) programs in the Guitie

red snapper IFQ (R&Q) programs a single species program. Tgreuper and tilefish IFQ
(GT-IFQ) progran includes single species share categories for gag (GG) and red grouper (RG),
and multispecies categories for the shallawater groupers (SWG)leepwater groupers

(DWG), and tilefish (TF)

Red Snapper

Commercial harvest of red snapper from the Gulf began in thd &tifls (Shipp 2001)In the

Gulf, the commercial harvest oéd snappeis prosecutegrimarily with hookandline and

bandit gear, with bandit gear being more prevalent. Longline gear captures a small percentage of
total landings (generalliess thar5%; SEDAR 31 2013). Current regulations prohibit longline

gear for the harvest of reaél inside of 50 fathoms west of Cape San Blas. East of Cape San
Blas, longline gear is prohibited for harvest of reef fish inside of 20 fathoms from September
through May. From June through August, the longline boundary is shifted out to 35 fathoms to
protect foraging sea turtles

The red snapper stock has been found to be in decline or in an ovecfistui#ibn since the first

red snapper stock assessmarit986 Parrack and McClellan 88). The first red snapper

rebuilding planwas implemented in 1990 througimendment 1 (GMFMC 1989). From 1990
through 2009, red snapper harvest was managed through the setting of an annual total allowable
catch(TAC). This TAC was allocated with 51% going to the commercial sector and 49% to the
recreational sector. Beginning in 2010, TAC was phased out in favor of an ACL as a result of
revisions to the Magnuse@tevens Fishery Conservation and Maragnt Act (Magnuscn

Stevens Act).
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Between 1990 and 2006, the principal method of managing the commercial sector for red
Ssnapper was with quotas and wasdilked AlelresutWwass ur es
a race for fish in wich fishermen were compelled to fish as quickly as possible to maximize

their catch of the overall quota before the season was closed. The fishing year was characterized
by short periods of intense fishing activity with large quantities of red snappediauring the

open seasons. The result was short seasons and frequent quota oVabign3.{1). From

1993 through 2006, trip limits, limited access endorsements, split seasons and partial monthly
season openings were implemented in an effort to glewace for fish. At the beginning of the

1993 season, 131 boats qualified for red snapper endorsements on their commercial permits for

reef fish that authorized them to land 2,000 Ibs of red snapper per trip.

Table 3.1.1 Commercial ed snapper lamagsincludingoverage/underagsand historical
season lengthl9862006 Commercial quotas began in 199Quotas anddndings are in

million pounds whole weight.
Actual _ Days Open(days that open or
Year | Quota landi Difference | close at hoon arecounted as
andings S
half-days) (fAi+0 =
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 +1.066 521 + 42 = 943
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 in gutted weight were multiplied by tb.tonvert 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 tRS-IFQ program was issued shares

of the commercial quotand he amount of sharessuedwas based on historical participation.

At the beginning of each year, each shareholder is issued allfocapounds based on the

amount of shares they have. Each shareholder is then allowed to harvest their allocation, transfer
their allocation to other fishermen, or purchase allocation from other fishermen. In addition,
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shares can be transferred (bougid aold). As a result of tiRSIFQ program, the commercial

red snapper season has not clagade 2007, but a commercial vessel cannot land red snapper
unless it has sufficient allocation in its vessel account to cover the landing poundage. Thus, the
RS-IFQ program has ended quota overrufable 3.12). 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%)

Table 3.1.2. Red snapper commercial quotpsunds gutd weight)at the beginning and end of
each yeasince implementation of tHRS-IFQ program, including quota increasestal
landings, angbercentof quota landed

uota 0

iRl e d Ir(]?:rease Ingaetaese e S La-llj]c()jtiar}llgs fa?llég: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%
2013 3,712,613 Lra,rra — May 29 5,054,054 4,908,598 97.1%

' ’ 1,166,667  Sept 30 ’ ' ' ’

2014 5,054,054 N/A N/A 5,054,054 5,016,056 99.2%
2015 5,054,054 1,516,216 June 1l 6,570,270 6,472,261 98.5%

Source: IFQ database
http://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov/sustainable_fisheries/ifg/documents/pdfs/commercialguotascatchallowancetable.pdf

Grouper and Tilefish

Prior to implementation of the GIFQ program, commercial grouper atiléfish species were
managed with limited access fisg permits, trip limits, size limits, closed seasons, and quotas.
Temporary trip limits for the commercial fishery were implemented in March 200&se trip

limits were requested byé¢ commercial fishing industrgand were effective until February 26,
2006. A 6,00db gutted weight aggregate DWG and SWG trip limétsimplemented January

1, 2006 for the commercial grouper fleet. Trip limits were expected to prolong the commercial
grouper fishing season and reduce the adverse socioeconomic effimtsyofishing, while still
allowing all vessels, including higtapacity vessels, an opportunity to participate in the fishery
(GMFMC 2008a).

The fishing seasons for the speciethe GFIFQ programexperiencedeveraklosures prior to
implementation bthe progran{Table 3.1.3) Prior to 2004, red grouper were included in the
SWG quota, and prior to 2009, gag was included in the SWG quibaSWG season closed on
November 15, 2004, and on October 2005. From 2006 until the beginning of the-G-1)
programin 201Q the SWG fishing season remained open-yeand. The DWG and TF species
experienced more frequent closures that occurred earlier in theTyeaharvest of DWG closed
on July 15, 2004 and June 2, 2007. As a result, between 2008@ndlte season length was
reduced by 50%. The harvest of TF first cloeeadNovember 212005 andagainon July 22,
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2006. In 2007, the commercial tilefish season was closed AprilTHaus, the season length for
TF was reduced byore than 60%etweer?2003 and 200{GMFMC 2008a)

Table 3.1.3. Commercial gagnd red groupejuotas, landingsand season length, in million
pounds gutted weightRed grouper was included in the SWG quota until 2004, agevgs
included in the SWG quota 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 3661 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 1.91 320] 8.2 SWG 5.70 320
2001 | 8.2 SWG 2.78 320] 8.2 SWG 5.80 320
2002 | 8.2 SWG 2.66 320] 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 5.31 5.38 282
2006 | 8.8 SWG 1.37 320 5.31 5.10 365
2007 | 8.8 SWG 1.26 320 5.31 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 rutesodify the multi

use provision in the commercial IFQ progranpteventred grouper allocation from being used

to harvest gag until the rebuilding plan could be implemented thidogindment 3ZGMFMC
2011a), effective March 201Z'he Gulf gag benchmia stock assessment was completed in
2014, and concluded that the stock was no longer overfished or undergoing overfishing.

Table 3.14 provides the annual quota for each share category since implementation of the GT
IFQ programincludingmid-year quotancreases, if applicablelable 3.1.5 provides the annual
landings for each share category 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
categorysince the program begain contrast to the RE-Q program, 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 ACL.
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Table 3.14. Quotas (pounds gutted weiglat) the beginning and end of each yearGT-IFQ
program share categories including quota increases since implementation ofltfi@ GT

rogram.
owe | sy [ 2008 [Eesse] pecan [ g [ a1 [ 208 [ e decan
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 | Jan 30 | 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
Re | dani || MDate | Decdn | swe | dani | SO | US| Decan
2010 | 5,750,000 5,750,000, 2010 | 410,000 410,000
2011 | 4,320,000| 910,000 | Nov 2 5,230000| 2011 | 410,000 410,000
2012 | 5,37Q000 5,37Q000| 2012 | 410,000| 99,000 | Jan 30 509,000
2013 | 5,53Q0000 5,530000| 2013 | 518,000 518,000
2014 | 5,63Q0000 5,630000| 2014 | 523,000 523,000
2015 | 5,720,000 5,720,000 2015 | 525,000 525,000
e [ ama [ e, [Moea] veca

2010 | 440,000 440,000

2011 | 440,000 440,000

2012 | 440,000| 142,000 | Jan 30 582,000

2013 | 582,000 582,000

2014 | 582,000 582,000

2015 | 582,000 582,000
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Table 3.1.5. Commercial landingsf GT-IFQ program species (pounds gutted weight) a
proportion ofquotalanded.

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%

Source: Table 17 in NMFS 2046

3.2 Description of the Physical Environment

The Gulf has a total area of approximat®00,000 square miles (1.5 million Rmincluding

state waters (Gore 1992l is a semienclosed, oceanic basin connected to the Atlantic Ocean
by the Straits of Florida and to the Caribbean Sea bYtleatan ChanndFigure 3.2.1)
Oceamgraphiccondtions are affected by the Loop Curredischarge of freshwater into the
northern Gulf, and a serpermanent, antyclonic gyre in the western Gulfthe Gulf includes
both temperate and tropical waters (McEachran and Fechhelm 2B0B)water temperates
range from 54° F to 84°@2° C to 29° Cdepending on time of year and depth of watdean
annual sea surface temperatures rarfiged 73° F through 88 F (23-28° C) including bays and
bayous (Figure 3.2.1) between 1982 and 2009, according titsaterived measurements
(NODC 2011: http://accession.nodc.noaa.gov/007238a general, mean sea surface
temperature increases from north to south with large seasonal variations in shallow waters

The physical environment f@ulf reef fish is alsadetailed in theenvironmental impact

statement (EISfor the EFHAmendmentthe Generic ACL/AM Amendment, and Reef Fish
Amendmend0 (GMFMC 2004 GMFMC 2011b; GMFMC 201¢and are incorporated by
reference and further summarized beldw general, reef fish are widely distributed in the Gulf,
occupying both pelagic and benthic habitats during their life cycle. A planktonic larval stage
lives in the water column and feeals zooplankta and phytoplankton (GMFMC 2084

Juvenile and adult reef fish are typically demersal and usually associated with bottom
topographies on the continental shédsé tharl00m) which have high relief, i.e., coral reefs,
artificial reefs, roclg hardbottom substrates, ledges and caves, slopingosttibm areas, and
limestone outcroppings. However, several species are found over sand dudteott

substrates. For example, juvenile red snapper are common on mud bottoms in the northern Gulf,
particularly off Texas through Alabama. Also, some juvenile snapperrfaigon, gray, red,

dog, lane, and yellowtail snappers) and grouper (e.g. Goliath grouper, red, gag, and yellowfin
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groupers) have been documented in inshore seagrass beds, masgravies, lagoons, and
larger bay systems.

With respect tdhe National Register of Historic Placéisere is one site listed in the Gulf. This
is the wreck of th&).S.S. Hatteradocaed in federal waters off Texaslistorical research

indicates that over 2,000 ships have sunk on the Federal Outer Continental Shelf between 1625

and1951; thousands more have sunk closer to shore in state waters during the same period.
Only a handful of these have been scientificaltgavated by archaeologists for tienefit of
generations to comed-urther information can be found at:
http://www.boem.gov/Environment&8tewardship/Archaeologghipwrecks.aspx

g, Mississippi Alabama

Texas Louisiana

GULF OF MEXICO

LOOP X,
CURRENT 4
MEXICO _ . -
- STRAITS

- OFFLORIDA

— <

Mean annual SST §
™ High: 83°F >
 Low: 73°F Loop current | | 0

Figure 3.2.1. Physical environment of the Guihcluding major feature names and mean annual

sea surface temperatuasderived from the Advanced Very High Resolution Radiometer
Pathfinder Version 5 sea surface temperature datatset/accession.nodc.noaa.gov/0072388
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3.3 Description of the Biological Environment

The biological environment of the Gulf, including the species addressed in this amendment, is
described irdetail in the final EISs for Generic EFH Amendment, the Generic ACL/AM
Amendment, and Reef Fish Aaamdment 40 (refer to GMFMC 2004a; GMFMC 201GMFMC
2014 and is incorporated here by reference and further summarized below.

General Information on ReefFish Species

The National Ocean Service collaborated whit National Marine Fisheries ServiddMFS)

and theGulf of Mexico Fishery Management Coundilduncil) to develop distributions of reef
fish (and other species) in the Gulf (SEA 1998). Thedwali Ocean Service obtained fishery
independent data sets for the Gulf, includimg Southeast Area Monitoring and Assessment
Program and state trawl surveys. Data from the Estuarine Living Marine ResqEtddR)
Program contain information on the @@ abundance of specific species (highly abundant,
abundant, common, rare, not found, and no data) for a series of estuaries, by five life stages
(adult, spawning, egg, larvae, and juvenile) and month for five seasonal salinity zones (0
0.55, 515,15-25, andgreater thar25 parts per thousand). National Ocean Service staff
analyzed these data to determine relative abundance of the mapped species by estuary, salinity
zone, and month. For some species not ifEttfdR Program database, distributiomas

classified as only observed or not observed for adult, juvenile, and spawning stages.

In general, reef fish are widely distributed in the Gulf, occupying both pelagic and benthic
habitats during their life cycle. Habitat types and life historgestaare summarized Appendix

F and can be fouhin more detail in GMFMC (2004a In general, both eggs and larval stages

are planktonic. Larvae feed on zooplankton and phytoplankton. Exceptions to these
generalizations include the gray triggerfishttlag their eggs in depressions in the sandy bottom,
and gray snapper whose larvae are found around submerged aquatic vegetation. Juvenile and
adult reef fish are typically demersal, and are usually associated with bottom topographies on the
continental Belf (less thar828 feef 100 m) which have high relief, i.e., coral reefs, artificial

reefs, rocky hardbottom substrates, ledges and caves, slopingosttibm areas, and limestone
outcroppings. However, several species are found over sand abhotsmft substrates.

Juvenile red snapper are common on mud bottoms in the northern Gulf, particularly from Texas
to Alabama. Also, some juvenile snappers (engitton, gray, red, dog, lane, and yellowtall
snappers) and groupers (egpliath grouper, red,ag, and yellowfin groupers) have been
documented in inshore seagrass beds, mangrove estuaries, lagoons, and larger bay systems
(GMFMC 1981). More detail on hard bottom substrate and coral can be found in the Fishery
Management Plan (FMP) for Corals and&dreefs (GMFMC and SAFMC 1982).

Status of Reef Fish Stocks

The Reef Fish FMP currently emmpasses 31 species (Table 3.3HBleven other species were
removed from the FMP in 2012 through tBeneric ACL/AM AmendmentGMFMC 20111).
Stockassessments and stock assessnegigws have been conducted for 13 species and can be
found on the CounciMww.gulfcouncil.org andSoutheast Data Assessment and Review
(SEDAR www.sefsc.noaa.gov/sedavebsites. The assessed species are:

Amendment 36A: Modifications to 34 Chapter 3. Affected Environment
Commercial IFQ Programs


http://www.gulfcouncil.org/
http://www.sefsc.noaa.gov/sedar

1 Red Snapper (SEDAR 7 2005; SEDAR 7 Update 2009; SEDAR 31 2013; SEDAR 31
Update 2015)

1 Vermilion Snapper (Porch and Ca&Salay 2001; SEDAR 9 2006c; SEDAR 9 Update

2011a SEDAR 45 201p

Yel |l owtail Snapper (Muller et al. 2003; SE

Mutton Snapper (SEDAR 15A 2008)

Gray Triggerfish (Valle et al. 2001; SEDAR 9 2006a; SEDAR 9 Update 2 HEDAR

43 2015

1 Greater Amberjack (Turner et al. 2000; SEDAR 9 2006b; SEDAR 9 Update 2010; SEDAR

33 2014a)

Hogfish (Ault et al. 2003; SEDAR 6 2004b; Cooper et al. 2013; SEDAR 37 2014)

Red Grouper (NMFS 2002; SEDAR 12 2007; SEDAR 12 Update, ZBBAR 42 201p

Gag (Turner eal. 2001; SEDAR 10 2006; SEDAR 10 Update 2009; SEDAR 33 2014b)

Black Grouper (SEDAR 19 2010)

Yellowedge Grouper (Cas3alay and Bahnick 2002; SEDAR 22 2011b)

Tilefish (Golden) (SEDAR 22 2011a)

Atlantic Goliath Grouper (Porch et al. 2003; SEDAR 6 2004a; SER3 2011 SEDAR

47 2016

= =4 =

= =2 =4 -8 8 -9 -9

The NMFS Office of Sustainable Fisheries updates its Status of U.S. Fisheries Report to
Congress on a quarterly basis utilizing the most current stock assessoramition. The most
recent update can be found attp://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/sfal/fisheries_eco/status_of fisheries/
The status of both assessed and unassessed stotkiseawiating of ths report is provided in

Table 3.3.1 Of the six IFQ species that have been assessed, only red snapper is considered
overfished at this time and none are undergoing overfishing. The stock status is unknown for
scamp, snowy grouper, speed hind, yellowfin grouper, yellowmouth grouper, warsaw

grouper, blueline tilefish, and goldface tilefish. However, the annual catch limits for the other
shallowwater grouper, deepwater grouper, and tilefish species groups has not been exceeded.
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Table 3.31. Species of the Reef Fish FMP grouped by family
Common Name

Scientific Name Stock Status

Family Balistidae i Triggerfishes
Gray Triggerfish | Balistes capriscus
Family Carangidaei Jacks

| Overfishedno overfishing

GreaterAmberjack

Seriola dumerili

Overfishedno overfishing

Lesser Amberjack

Seriola fasciata

Unknown

Almaco Jack

Seriola rivoliana

Unknown

Banded Rudderfish

Seriola zonata

Unknown

Family Labridae - Wrasses

*Hogfish

| Lachnolaimus maximus

Not overfishedno overfishing

Family Malacanthidae - Tilefishes

Tilefish (Golden)

Lopholatilus chamaeleonticeps

Not overfishedno overfishing

Blueline Tilefish

Caulolatilus microps

Unknown

Goldface Tilefish

Caulolatilus chrysops

Unknown

Family Serranidae- Grou

ers

Gag Mycteroperca microlepis Not overfished, no overfishing
Red Grouper Epinephelus morio Not overfishedno overfishing
Scamp Mycteroperca phenax Unknown

Black Grouper

Mycteroperca bonaci

Not overfishedno overfishing

Yellowedge Grouper

**Hyporthodus flavolimbatus

Not overfishedno overfishing

Snowy Grouper

**Hyporthodus niveatus

Unknown

Speckled Hind Epinephelus drummondhayi Unknown
Yellowmouth Grouper Mycteroperca interstitialis Unknown
Yellowfin Grouper Mycteroperca venenosa Unknown
Warsaw Grouper **Hyporthodus nigritus Unknown
** * Atlantic Goliath Epinephelus itajara Unknown
Grouper

Family Lutjanidae - Snappers

Queen Snapper Etelis oculatus Unknown

Mutton Snapper

Lutjanus analis

Not overfishedno overfishing

Blackfin Snapper

Lutjanusbuccanella

Unknown

Red Snapper

Lutjanus campechanus

Overfished, no overfishing

Cubera Snapper Lutjanus cyanopterus Unknown,no overfishing
Gray Shapper Lutjanus griseus Unknown, no overfishing
Lane Snapper Lutjanus synagris Unknown, no overfishing
Silk Snapper Lutjanus vivanus Unknown

Yellowtail Snapper

Ocyurus chrysurus

Not overfishedno overfishing

Vermilion Snapper

Rhomboplites aurorubens

Not overfishedno overfishing

Wenchman

Pristipomoides aquilonaris

Unknown

Notes: *The East Florida/Florida Keys hogfish stock is considered overfished and undergoing
overfishing.

**In 2013 the genus for yellowedge grouper, snowy grouper, and warsaw grouper was changed by the
American Fisheries Society froBpinephelugo HyporthodugAmerican Fisheries Society 2013).
***Atlantic goliath grouper is a protected grouper and benchmdoksot reflect appropriate stock
dynamics. In 2013 the common name was changed from goliath grouper to Atlantic goliath grouper by
the American Fisheries Society to differentiate from the Pacific goliath grouper, a newly named species
(American FisherieSociety 2013
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Protected Species

The Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) amthdangered Species A&S$A) provide

special protections to some species that occur in the @pffendix E includes a very brief
summary of these two laws and more infornraigavailable on NMFS Office of Protected
Resources websitéifp://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/pr/laws/ All 22 marine mammals in the Gulf
are protected under the MMPA. Two marine mammals (sperm whales and manatees) are also
protected under the ESAther species protected under the ESA incketeturtle species
(Kempdos ridl éNgrthwebt dlgngcaistinot mopulation segment (DR S)reen

(North Atlantic and South Atlantic DPSd¢atherback, and hawksbill), fish species (Gulf
sturgeon Nassau Groupesmalltooth sawfishand whitetip shadk and coral species (elkhorn,
staghornyough cactudobed star, mountainous star, and boulder star). Critical habitat
designated under the ESA for smalltooth sawfish, Gulf sturgeon, and the Northwest Atlantic
OceanDPSof loggerhead sea turtles also occur in the Gulf, though only loggerhead critical
habtat occurs in federal waters.

The following sections provide a brief overview of the marine mammals, sea turtles, and fish that
may be present in or near areas where Gulf reef fish fishing occurs and their general life history
characteristics. Since nemf the listed corals or designated critical habitats in the Gulf are

likely to be adversely affected by the Gulf reef fish fishery, they are not discussed further.

Marine Mammals

The 22 species of marine mammals in the Gulf include one sireniaesp@cnanatee), which

is under U. S. Fish and Wildlife Servicebds jur
whal es), all wunder NMFSO0 jurisdiction. Manat
and coastal waters rich in seagrass@theér vegetation off Florida, but can occasionally be

found in seagrass habitats as far west as Texas. Although most of the cetacean species reside in
the oceanic habitag(eater thar200 m), the Atlantic spotted dolphin is found in waters over the
continental shelf (200 m), and the common bottlenose dolphin (hereafter referred to as

bottlenose dolphins) is found throughout the Gulf, including within bays, sounds, and estuaries;
coastal waters over the continental shelf; and in deeper oceanic waters.

Sperm whalesare one of the cetacean species found in offshore waters of they(@alief than

200m) and are listed endangered under the ESA. Sperm whales, are the largest toothed whales
and are found yeaound in the northern Gulf along the contiterslope and in oceanic waters
(Waring et al. 2018 There are several areas between Mississippi Canyon and De Soto Canyon
where sperm whales congregate at high densities, likely because of localized, highly productive
habitats Biggs et al. 2005; Jochessal. 2008. There is a resident population of female sperm
whales, and whales with calves frequently sighted there.

Br y d e 0 sarenhe arllyeesident baleen whales in the Gulf and are currently being evaluated

to determine if listing underthe ESAs war r ant ed. Brydedosawbales
in the Gulf are currently restricted to a small area in the northeastern Gulf near De Soto Canyon

in waters between 100400 m depth along the continental shelf break, though information in

the southen Gulf is sparseWaring et al. 2018 On September 18, 2014, NMFS received a
revised petition from the Natur al Resource De
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endangered. On April 6, 2015, NMFS found the petitioned action may be waraadted
convened a Status Review Team to prepare a status review @p&ecember 8, 2016, NMFS
proposed | isting the Brydebds whale as endange

Although they are all the same speclasttlenose dolphinsin the Gulf can be separated into
demographicayl independent populations called stocks. Bottlenose dolphins are currently
managed by NMFS as 36 distinct stocks within the Gulf. These include 31 bay, sound and
estuary stocks, three coastal stocks, one continental shelf stock, and one oceani¢asitogle

al. 2013. Additional climatic and oceanographic boundaries delineate the three coastal stocks
such that the Gulf Eastern Coastal Stock ranges froWV 84 Key West, FL, the Northern

Coastal Stock ranges from®¥4 to the Mississippi River Deltand the Gulf Western Coastal

stock ranges from the Mississippi River Delta to the Texas/Mexico boktkmine Mammal

Stock Assessment Reports and additional information on these species in the Gulf are available
on the NMFS Office of Protected Species wihsnttp://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/pr/sspecies/

Bottlenose dolphimdults range from 6 to 9 feet (1.8 to 2.8 m) long and weigh typically between
300 to 60dbs (136 to 272 kg). Females and males resotual maturity between ages 5 to 13
and 9 to 14, respectively. Once mature, females give birth once every 3 to 6 years. Maximum
known lifespan can be 50 years for males and greater than 60 years for f@egtedds 200D

The MMPA requires that eadommercial fishery be classified by the number of marine

mammal s they seriously injure or kill. NMF S o
fisheries into three categories based on the number of incidental mortality or serious injury they
cause tanarine mammalsMore information about the List of Fisheries and the classification

process can be found atip://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/pr/interactions/fisheries/lof.html

NMFS classifies reef fish bottom longline/heakdline gear in thIMPA 2015 List of

Fisheries as a Category Il fishery (79 FR 77919). This classification indicates the annual
mortality and serious injury of a marine mammal stock resulting from argryisé less than or

equal to 1% of the maximum number of animals, not including natural mortalities, that may be
removed from a marine mammal stock while allowing that stock to reach or maintain its

optimum sustainable population. Dolphins are the orggigis documented as interacting with

these fisheries. Bottlenose dolphins are a common predator around reef fish vessels. They prey
upon on the bait, catch, and/or released discards of fish from the reef fish fishery.

Turtles

Gr een, h awkrdley, leatherbatkeanddoggerhead sea turtles are all highly migratory
and travel widely throughout the Gulf. Several volumes exist that cover the biology and ecology
of these species (i.e., Lutz and Musick 1997; Lutz et al. ;200Bekan et al. 2013

Green sea turtle hatchlings are thought to occupy pelagic areas of the open ocean and are often
associated witlsargassunnafts (Carr 1987; Walker 1994). Pelagic stage green sea turtles are
thought to be carnivorous. Stomach samples of these animats deenophores and pelagic

snails (Frick 1976; Hughes 1974). At approximately 20 to 25 cm carapace length, juveniles
migrate from pelagic habitats to benthic foraging areas (Bjorndal 1997). As juveniles move into
benthic foraging areas a diet shift todsherbivory occurs. They consume primarily seagrasses
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and algae, but are also known to consume jellyfish, salps, and sponges (Bjorndal 1980, 1997,
Paredes 1969; Mortimer 1981, 1982). The diving abilities of all sea turtles species vary by their
life stages. The maximum diving range of green sea turtles is estimated at 110 m) @6k

1976), but they are most frequently making dives of less than 20 m (65 ft.) (Walker 1994). The
time of these dives also varies by life stage. The maximum divthlengstimated at 66

minutes with most dives lasting from 9 to 23 minutes (Walker 1994).

Theh a w k s Ipalabid stage lasts from the time they leave the nesting beach as hatchlings until
they are approximately 225 cm in straight carapace length (MeyE988; Meylan and

Donnelly 1999). The pelagic stage is followed by residency in developmental habitats (foraging
areas where juveniles reside and grow) in coastal waters. Little is known about the diet of
pelagic stage hawksbills. Adult foraging typigaccurs over coral reefs, although other hard
bottom communities and mangrefrenged areas are occupied occasionally. Hawksbills show
fidelity to their foraging areas over several
is highly specialied and consists primarily of sponges (Meylan 1988). Gravid females have
been noted ingesting coralline substrate (Meylan 1984) and calcareous algae (Anderes Alvarez
and Uchida 1994), which are believed to be possible sources of calcium to aid in eggshell
production. The maximum diving depths of these animals are not known, but the maximum
length of dives is estimated at 73.5 minutes. More routinely, dives last about 56 minutes
(Hughes 1974).

Ke mp 6 s hatchlohgs arg also pelagic during the eardgss of life and feed in surface

waters (Carr 1987; Ogren 1989). After the juveniles reach approximately 20 cm carapace length
they move to relatively shallow (less than 50m) benthic foraging habitat over unconsolidated
substrates (Marqued. 1994). Theyhave also been observed transiting long distances between

foraging habitats (0Ogren 1989). Kempbés ridle
on crabs, though they are also known to ingest mollusks, fish, marine vegetation, and shrimp
(Shavert 99 1) . The fish and shrimp Kempds ridleys
item but instead may be scavenged opportunistically from bycatch discards or discarded bait

(Shaver 1991)Gi ven their predil ecti on niostroutiselyal | ower
make dives of 50 m dess (Soma 1985; Byles 1988). Their maximum diving range is unknown.
Depending on the |Iife stage a Kempo6s ridleys

minutes to 300 minutes, though dives of 12.7 minutd$1té minutes are much more common
(Soma 1985; Mendonca and Pritchard 1986; Byl e
much as 96% of their time underwater (Soma 1985; B\9&8).

Leatherbacksare the most pelagic of all ESisted sea turtles and spd most of their time in

the open ocean. Although they will enter coastal waters and are seen over the continental shelf

on a seasonal basis to feed in areas where jellyfish are concentrated. Leatherbacks feed primarily
on cnidarians (medusae, siphonophes) and tunicates. Unl i ke ot
diets do not shift during their |ife cycles.
jellyfish is not constrained by size or age, they continue to feed on these species regartiess of |
stage (Bjorndal 1997). Leatherbacks are the deepest diving of all sea turtles. It is estimated that
these species can dive in excess,000m (Eckert et al. 1989) but more frequently dive to

depths of 50 m to 84 m (Eckert et al. 1986). Dimeesrange from a maximum of 37 minutes to

more routines dives of 4 to 14nginutes (Standora et al. 1984; Eckert et al. 1986; Eckert et al.
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1989; Keinath and Musick 1993). Leatherbacks may spend 74% to 91% of their time submerged
(Standora et al. 1984).

Loggerheadhatchlings forage in the open ocean and are often associateSangssunnafts
(Hughes 1974; Carr 1987; Walker 1994; Bolten and Balazs 1995). The pelagic stage of these sea
turtles are known to eat a wide range of things including salpdjgallamphipods, crabs,
syngnathid fish, squid, and pelagic snadsongersma 1972 Stranding records indicate that

when pelagic immature loggerheads reaclt@@m straightine carapace length, they begin to

live in coastal inshore and nearshore watdrthe continental shelf throughout the U.S. Atlantic
(Witzell 2002). Here they forage over hardnd softbottom habitats (Carr 1986). Benthic

foraging loggerheads eat a variety of invertebrates with crabs and mollusks being an important
prey sourceBurke et al. 1993). Estimates of the maximum diving depths of loggerheads range
from 211 m to 233 m (69264ft.) (Thayer et al. 1984; Limpuand Nichols 1988). The lengths

of loggerhead dives are frequently between 17 and 30 minutes (Thayer et al. 1984; Limpus and
Nichols 1988; Limpus and Nichols 1994; Lanyon et al. 1989) and they may spend anywhere
from 80 to 94% of their time submerged (lpos and Nichols 1994; Lanyon et al. 1989).

All of the abovesea turtlesre adversely affected by the Gulf reef fish fishery. Incidental

captures are infrequent, but occur in all commercial and recreationabhddike and longline
components of the reef fish fishery. Observer data indicate that the bottom longline component
of the fishery interacts solely with loggerhead sea turtles. Captured loggerhead sea turtles can be
released alive or can be found dead upon retrieval ofrbdttogline gear as a result of forced
submergence. Sea turtles caught during other reef fish fishing with other gears are believed to all
be released alive due to shorter gear soak. All sea turtles released alive may later succumb to
injuries sustainedtdhe time of capture or from exacerbated trauma from fishing hooks or lines

that were ingested, entangled, or otherwise still attached when they were released. Sea turtle
release gear and handling protocols are required in the commercial doie fiard fish fisheries

to minimize postelease mortality.

NMFS has conducted specific analyses (fiSectio
from the Gulf reef fish fishery on sea turtles (as well as on otherlE®A species and critical

halbtat) as required by the ESA. On September 30, 2ielSoutheast Regional Office

completed a biological opinion (Opinion), which concluded that the continued authorization of

the Gulf reef fish fishery is not likely to jeopardize the continued existermeyasea turtles

(l ogger head, Kempbds ridley, gr ea&.nAninddantak sbi | | ,
take statement was issued specifying the amount and extent of anticipated take, along with
reasonable and prudent measures asd@ated terms and conditions deemed necessary and
appropriate to minimize the impact of these takes.July 1, 2016, NMFS requested reinitiation

of consultation to address the newly listed green sea turtle DPSs.

Fish

Historically thesmalltooth sawfish in the U.S. ranged from New York to the Mexico border.

Their current range is poorly understood but believed to have contracted from these historical
areas. Smalltooth sawfish primarily occur in the Gulf off peninsular Florida and are most
common of Southwest Florida and the Florida Keys. Historical accounts and recent encounter
data suggest that immature individuals are most common in shallow coastal waters less than 25
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meters (Bigelow and Schroeder 1953; Adams and Wilson 1995), while maturdsamaaia in
waters in excess of 100 mete@ Simpfendorfer Mote Marine Laboratorypers. comm. 2006).
Smalltooth sawfish feed primarily on fish. Mullet, jacks, and ladyfish are believed to be their
primary food resources (Simpfendorfer 2001). Smathicawfish also prey on crustaceans
(mostly shrimp and crabs) by disturbing bottom sediment with their saw (Norman and Fraser
1938; Bigelow and Schroeder 1953).

Smalltooth sawfish are also adversely affected by the Gulf reef fish fishery, but aregaadterac

with to a much lesser extent than sea turtles. Although the long, toothed rostrum of the
smalltooth sawfish causes this species to be particularly vulnerable to entanglement in fishing
gear, incidental captures in the commercial and recreationatdrabline components of the

reef fish fishery are rare events. Only eight smalltooth sawfish are anticipated to be incidentally
caught every three year in the entire ref fish fishery, and none are expected to result in mortality
(NMFS 201H). In the Septaber 30, 2011, Opinion, NMFS concluded that the continued
authorization of the Gulf reef fish fishery is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of
smalltooth sawfish (NMFS 20&1L An incidental take statement was issued specifying the
amount anekxtent of anticipated take, along with reasonable and prudent measures and
associated terms and conditions deemed necessary and appropriate to minimize the impact of
these takes. Fishermen in this fishery are required to follow smalltootisisaafe hadling
guidelines.

The Nassau Grouper Biological Report (Hill and Sadovy de Mitcheson, 2013) provides a
detail ed descripti on dNassau greupesspoaficmeas dshibutibn st r i b u
currently includes fABerhnnwda tand BRalhcarmadsa a(nWS AC)a
(e.g.,Heemstra and Randall 1993). They are considered a rare or transient species off Texas in
the northwestern Gulf (Gunter and Knapp 1951 in Hoese and Moore 1998). The first confirmed
sighting of Nassau grouper inet Flower Garden Banks National Marine Sanctuary, which is
located in the northwest Gulf approximately 180 southeast of Galveston, Texas, was reported
by Foleyet al.(2007). Many earlier reports of Nassau grouper up the Atlantic coast to North
Carolina have not been confirmedhe Nassau grouper is primarily a shalleater, insular fish
species that has long been valued as a major fishery resource throughout the wider Caribbean,
South Florida, Bermuda, and the Bahamas (Carter et al. 1884xrvae Nassau groupeare
planktonic. After an average of 3® days and at an average size ofrB@total length TL),

larvae recruit from an oceanic environment into demersal hahitesie they settle as juveniles
(Colin 1992 Eggleston 1995). As juveniles grow, they move progressively to deeper areas and
offshore reefs (Tucker et al. 19930lin et al. 1997).Smallerjuveniles occuin shallower

inshore waters (3:16.5 m) and largguveniles aranore common near deeper (384.9 m)

offshore banks (Bardach et al. 198&rvigdn 1966Silva Lee 1974Radakov et al. 1975

Thompson and Munro 1978Adult Nassau groupeisotend to be relatively sedentary and are
commonlyassociated with highelief coral reefs or rocky sulate in clear waters to depths of

130 m. Generally, adults are most common at depths less than 100 m (Hill and Sadovy de
Mitcheson 2013) except when at spawning aggregations where they are known to descend to
depths of 255 m (Starr et al. 200Nassau guper form spawning aggregations at predictable
locations around the winter full moons, or between full and new moons (SmithQ&ifl

1992 Tucker et al. 1993Aguilar-Perera 1994Carter et al. 1994Tucker and Woodward 1994).

Few formal stock assesents have been conducted for Nassau grouper, likely because of limited
data.
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On June 29, 2016, NMFS published a final rule (81 FR 42268) listing Nassau grouper as
threatened under the ESA4&or Nassau grouper, the most serious threats to the status and
recovery of Nassau grouper are fishing at spawning aggregations and inadequate law
enforcement protecting spawning aggregations. However, there are no known spawning
aggregations of Nassau grouper in the Gulf or any U.S. waters. Therefore, the fesdishs

not fishing, even incidentally, on spawning aggregations and is not contributing to this major
threat. Similarly, as fishing at spawning aggregations does not occur in the Gulf, concerns about
inadequate law enforcement protecting spawningeggions is not relevant, and tieef fish

fishery does not negatively contribute to the impact of thesathas it relates to recovery.

Oceanic Whitetip Shark The oceanic whitetip shark is a large open ocean apex predatory shark
found in subtropical waters around the globe. In the Western Atlantic, oceanic whitetips occur
from Maine to Argentina, includinthe Caribbean and Gulfit is a tropical, epipelag&pecies

usually found offshore in the open ocean, on the outer continental shelf, or around oceanic
islands in deep water, occurring from the surface to at least 152 m depth.

This species has a clear preferenddcafilier open
found in decreasing numbers out to |l atitudes
greater proximity to continental shelves (Backus et al. 19&&sbug 1958; Compagno 1984;

Bonfil et al. 2008). Oceanic whitetip sharks are tagll@redators in open ocean ecosystems

feeding mainly on teleosts and cephalopods (Bonfil et al. 2008), but studies have also reported
that they consume sea birds, marine mammals, other sharks and rays, molluscs, crustaceans,
even garbage (Compagno #9&ortés 1999)Backus et al. (1956) recorded various fish species

in the stomachs of oceanic whitetip sharks, including blackfin tuna, barracuda, and white marlin.
The available evidence suggests that oceanic whitetip sharks are opportunistic ®edarsc

whitetip sharks are one of the more common tropical pelagic species taken as bycatch primarily

in tuna and swordfish fisheries using pelagic longlines, purse seines, and probably also with
pelagic gillnets, handlines, and occasionally pelagic &ad bottom trawls. This species was
proposed for listing as Threatené&t5A proposed rule issued December 29, 2016 (81 FR

96304).

Northern Gulf of Mexico Hypoxic Zone

Every summer in the northern Gulf, a large hypoxic zone forms. It is the reailtiasfthonous
materials and runoff from agricultural lands by rivers to the @uifeasing nutrient inpufsom
the Mississippi Riverand a seasonkdyering of waters in the GulP The layering of the water
is temperature and salinity dependent ar@nts the mixing of higher oxygen content surface
water with oxygerpoor bottom water. For 2014, the extent of the hypoxiaaes estimated to
be 5,052 square miles and is similar the running average for over tfeyeass of 5,543 square
miles Gulf®

The hypoxic conditions in the northern Gulf directly impact less mobile benthic
macronvertebrates (e.g., polychaétey influencing density, species richness, and community
composition Baustian and Rabalais 2009). However, more mobile macroinkatestand

15 http://www.qulfhypoxia.net/
16 |bid.
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demersal fishes (e.g., red snapper) are able to detect lower dissolved oxygen levels and move

away from hypoxic conditions. Therefore, although not directly affected, these organisms are
indirectly affected by limited prey availability and caasted available habitat (Baustian and

Rabalais 2009; Craig 2012). For red snapper, Courtney et al. (2013) have conjectured that the
hypoxic zone could have an indirect positive effect orsrepper populations in the western

Gulf. They theorizethattnr eased nutri ent | oading may be wo
red snapper artificial habitats (oil platforms). Nutrient loading likely increases forage species

biomass and productivity providing ample prey for red snapper residing on the oilugs, th

increasing red snapper productivit@rouper and tilefish are less common in the northern Gulf,

so the northern Gulf hypoxic zone influences these stock less.

Climate change

Climate changerojections shovincreases in sesurface temperature and sea level; decreases in
seaice cover; and changes in salinity, wave climate, and ocean circultiergovernmental

Panel on Climate Change (IPCE)These changes are likely to affetankton biomass and fish
larvae abundandbat couldadversely impact fish, marine mammals, seabirds, and ocean
biodiversity Kennedy et al. (2002) and Osgood (2008) have suggested global climate change
could affect temperature changes in coastal and marine ecosystems thtieacgrorganism
metabolism and alter ecological processes such as productivity and species interactions; change
precipitation patterns and cause a rise in sea level which could change the water balance of
coastal ecosystems; altering patterns of windveaietr circulation in the ocean environment; and
influence the productivity of critical coastal ecosystems such as wetlands, estuaries, and coral
reefssThe Nati onal Oceanic and At mospheric Admini
Portal® indicates thezerage sea surface temperature in the Gulf will increase k.42 for
20062055 compared to the average over the years-2086. For reef fishes, Burton (2008)
speculated climate change could cause shifts in spawning seasons, changes in migeatisn pa
and changes to basic life history parameters such as growth Itagegnclear if reef fish

distribution in the Gulf has been affected. For some reef fish species such as the smooth puffer,
there has been a distributional trend to the northerGulf. For other species such as red

snapper and the dwarf sand perch, there has been a distributional trend towards deeper waters.
For other reef fish species such as the dwarf goatfish, there has been a distributional trend both to
the north and tdeeper watersThese changes in distributions have been hypothesized as a
responséo environmental factors such as increases in temperature.

The distribution of native and exotic species may change with increased water temperature, as
may the prevalese of disease in keystone animals such as corals and the occurrence and
intensity of toxic algae blooms. Hollowed et al. (2013) provided a review of projected effects of
climate change on the marine fisheries and dependent communities. Integratiigtialp

effects of climate change into the fisheries assessment is currently difficult due to the time scale
differences (Hollowed et al. 2013). The fisheries stock assessments rarely project through a time
span that would include detectable climate geagffects.

17 http://www.ipcc.ch/
18 http://www.esrl.noaa.gov/psd/ipcc/ocn/
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Greenhouse gases

The IPCC?® has indicated greenhouse gas emissions are one of the most important drivers of
recent changes in climat&Vilson et al. (2014) inventoried the sources of greenhouse gases in
the Gulf from sources associated wathplatforms and those associated with other activities

such as fishing. A summary of the results of the inventory are shown in Table 3.3.2 with respect
to total emissions and from fishing. Commercial fishing and recreational vessels make up a
small pecentage of the total estimated greenhouse gas emissions from the Gulf (1.43% and
0.59%, respectively).

Table 3.32. Total Gulf greenhouse gas emissions estimates (tons per year) from oil platform
and nonoil platform sources, commercial fishing, goercent greenhouse gas emissions from
commercial fishing vessels of the total emissions*.

Emission ¢, Greenhouse  Gas Total COz*
Oil platform 11,882,029 271,355 167 17,632,106
Non-platform 22,703,695 2,029 2,698 23,582,684
Total 34,585,724 273,384 2,865 41,214,790
Commercial  gar 504 2 17 590,516
fishing

Percent

commercial 1.69 >0.01 0.59 1.43

fishing

*Compiled from Tables 7.9 and 7.10 in Wilson et al. (2014).

*The CO, equivalent (C@e) emission estimates representrihenber of tons of C@emissions with the same
global warming potential as one ton of another greenhouse gas (es@n€MN0O). Conversion factors to Ggare
21 for CH; and 310 for NO.

Deepwater HorizorMC252 Oil Spill

On April 20, 2010 an explosion occurred on Dreepwater HorizotMC252 oil rig

approximately 36 nautical miles (41 statute miles) off the Louisiana coast. Two days later the rig
sank. An uncontrolled oil leak from the damaged well continued for 87 days until the well was
successfully capped by British Petroleum oly 15, 2010. The Deepwater HorizotMC252 oil

spill affected at least orhird of the Gulf area from western Louisiana east to the Florida
Panhandle and south to the CagtpeBank in Mexico (Figure 3.3.1

As reported byN O A A Office of Response andeRtoration (NOAA 2010), the oil from the
Deepwater HorizoMC252 spill is relatively high in alkanes, which can readily be used by
microorganisms as a food source. As a result, the oil from this spill is likblgdegrade more
readily than crude oil in general. TBeepwater HorizoMC252 oil is also relatively much
lower in polyaromatic hydrocarboBAHSs), whichare highly toxic chemicals that tend to
persist in the environment for long periods of time, egfigdf the spilled oil penetrates into the
substrate on beaches or shorelines. Like all crude oils, MC252 oil contains volatile organic

19 http://www.ipcc.ch/

Amendment 36A: Modifications to 44 Chapter 3. Affected Environment
Commercial IFQ Programs


http://www.ipcc.ch/

compounds (VOCs) such as benzene, toluene, and xylene. Some VOCs are acutely toxic but

because they evaporate regdihey are generally a concern only when oil is fridsh.
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Figure 3.31. Fishery closure at the height of tBeepwater HorizotMC252 oil spill.

In addition to the crude oil, over a million gallons of the dispersant, Corexit $500#s applied
to the oean surface and an additional hundreds of thousands of gallons of dispersant was
pumped to the mileleep well head (National Commission 2010). No leacge applications of
dispersants in deep water had been conducted unbldbpwater HorizotMC252 oil spill.

Thus, no data exist on the environmental fate of dispersants in deep water. However, a study

found that, while Corexit 9500and oil are similar in their toxicity, when Corexit 9500and
oil were mixed in lab tests, toxicity to microscopic rotifers increased up-fol&ZRico-

Martinez et al. 2013). This suggests that the toxicity of the oil and dispersant combined may be

greater than anticipated.

20 Source: http://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov/deepwater_horizon/documents/pdfs/fact _sheets/oil_characteristics.pdf
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Oil could exacerbate developmenf t he hypoxi c Adeado zone in
normal input of water from the Mississippi River drainage. For example, oil on the surface of
the water could restrict the normal process of atmospheric oxygen mixing into and replenishing
oxygenconcentrations in the water column. In addition, microbes in the water that break down
oil and dispersant also consume oxygen; this could lead to further oxygen depletion.

General Impacts on Fishery Resources

The presence of PAHs in marine environments can have detrimental impacts on marine finfish,
especially during the more vulnerable larval stage of development (Whitehea20diZal.

When exposed to realistic yet toxic levels of PAHSL(B ¢ g / L amberjgak $edatae r
dumerili) larvae develop cardiac abnormalities and physiological defects (Incardona et al. 2014).
The future reproductive success of ldivgd species, including red drurBdiaenops ocellatjis

and many reef fish species, may be negifiaffected by episodic events resulting in khigh

mortality years or low recruitment. These episodic events could leave gaps in the age structure
of the population, thereby affecting future reproductive output (Mendelssohn et al. ZRie).
studies hag described the vulnerabilities wdriousmarine finfish species, with morphological
and/or life history characteristics similar to species found in the Gulf, to oil spills and dispersants
(Hose et al. 1996; Carls et al. 1999; Heintz et al. 1999; Sho®)20

An increase in histopathological lesions were found in red snappgairfus campechanu

the area affected by the diut Murawski et al. (2014) fourttiat the incidence of lesions had
declined between 2011 and 2012. The occurrence of suchdasimarine fish is not

uncommon (Sindermann 1979aensly et al. 1982; Solangi and Overstreet 1982; Khan and
Kiceniuk 1984, 1988; Kiceniuk and Khan 1987; Khan 1990). Red snapper diet was also affected
after the spill. A decrease in zooplankton consilinespecially by adultgfeater thad00 mm

TL) over natural and artificial substrates may have contributed to an increase in the consumption
of fish and invertebrate preynore so at artificial reefs than natural reefs (Tarnecki and Patterson
2015).

Theeffect of oil, dispersants, and the combination of oil and dispersants on fishes of the Gulf
remains an area of concern. Twefitgt century dispersant applications are thought to be less
harmful than their predecessors. However, the combination afiditlispersants have proven to
bemore toxicto marine fisheshaneitherdispersants or crude oil alon®arine fish which are
more active (e.g., a pelagic species versus a demersal species) appear to be more susceptible to
negative effects from interdons with weathered oil/dispersant emulsiofitiese effects can
include mobility impairment and inhibited respiration (Swedmark et al. 1953)ther study

found that while Corexit 9500A® and oil are similar in their toxicity, when Corexit 9500A® and
oil were mixed in lab tests, toxicity to microscopic rotifers increased up-fol&ZRico-

Martinez et al. 2013 These studiesuggest that the toxicity of the oil and dispersamizoed

may be greater than anticipated.

Deepwater Coral Communities
Deepwater corals are particularly vulnerable to episodic mortality events such as oil spills, since

corals are immobile. Severe health declines have been observed in three deepwater corals in
response to dispersant alone (3.3 fold) and the aildispersantnixtures (1.14.4 fold)
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compared to oibnly treatments (DeLeo et al. 2015). Increased dispersant concentrations
appeared to exacerbate these results. As hundreds of thousands of gallons of dispersant were
applied near the wellhead during theepwater lrizonMC252 oil spill, the possibility exists

that deepwater corals may have been negatively impacted by the oil spill and subsequent spill
remediation activities.

Several studies have documented declines in coral health or coral death in the presiénce of
from the Deepwater HorizotMC252 oil spill (White et al2012 Hsing et al. 2013; Fisher et al.
2014). Sites as far as 11 km southwest of the spill were documented todravinar5% of

the coral colonies affected by oil (White et2012 Hsinget al. 2013), and, though less affected,
a site 22 km in 1900 m of water had coral damage caused by oil (Fisher et al. 2014). Coral
colonies from several areas around the wellhead had damage to colonies that seemed to be
representative of microdroplets all colonies were not affected, and colonies that were affected
had patchy distributions of damaged areas (Fisher et al. 2014). Because locationsseadeep
corals are still being discovered, it is likely that the extent of damage tesdaegg@mmuniés

will remain undefined.

Outstanding Effects

As a result of th®eepwater HorizoMC252 oil spill, a consultation pursuant to ESA Section

7(a)(2) was reinitiated. As discussed above, on September 30, 2011, the Protected Resources
Division releasedraOpinion, which after analyzing best available data, the current status of the
species, environmental baseline (including the impacts of the fi@eeptvater HorizoMC252

oil spill in the northern Gulf), effects of the proposed action, and cumulativésféencluded

that the continued operation of the Gulf reef fish fishery is not likely to jeopardize the continued
exi stence of green, hawksbill, Kempos ridl ey,
continued existence amalltooth sawfish (NMF20113. For additional information on the

Deepwater HorizotMC252 oil spill and associated closures, see:
http://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov/deepwater_horizon_oil_spill.htm

3.4 Description of the Economic Environment

A desciption of the reef fiststocks affected by the actions considered in this amendment is
provided in Section 1.1Details on tke economic environment for the recreational and
commerciakectors of the Gulf reef fish figry, or components thereofre provided in th&ed
Grouper Allowable Harvest Framework Acti@@MFMC 2016a)Modifications to Gag
Minimum Size Limits, Recreational Season and Black Grouper Minimum Size Limits
Framework Action (GMFMC 2016b), Reef Fish A&mdment 28 (GMFMC 2015a),
Modifications to Greater Amberjack Allowable Harvest and Management Medsarmegwork
Action (GMFMC 2015b), and theramework Action to Set the Annual Catch Limit and Bag
Limit for Vermilion Snapper, Set Annual Catch Limit for Navtail Snapper, and Modify the
Venting Tool Requiremer{GMFMC 2013a) This amendment does not contain management
measures that would affect the recreational sector and thus additional details on the economic
environment of that sector are not providhetle. Recentdescriptions an@erformance
informaion related to the GTFQ and RSIFQ programs arecluded in the Gulf of Mexico
2015 Red Snappéndividual Fishing Quot@&nnual Report (NMFS 2016a) and Gulf of Mexico

Amendment 36A: Modifications to 47 Chapter 3. Affected Environment
Commercial IFQ Programs


http://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov/deepwater_horizon_oil_spill.htm

2015GrouperTilefish Individual Fiding QuotaAnnual Report (NMFS 2016b These reports
include detailed information on program participants, program activity, quota, landirgs, pri
information, and enforcement. The information in those repomsasporated here by
reference The fdlowing section contains additiongiformation on the economic environment
of this fishery.

3.41 Permits

Any fishing vessel that harvests and sells any of the reef fish species managed under the reef fish
FMP from the Guliexclusive economic zor&EZ) must have a valid Gufommerciakeef fish

permit. Some detailed information regarding Gulf reef fish permits is provid&ddtion 2.1

and that information is incorporated here by reference. From a historical perspective, the number
of permits hat were valid in a given year has continually decreased in the years afterith®@ RS
program was implemented, and this decline has continued since tf&3fogram was

implemented, but not at a slower rate. Specifically, from 2008 to 2015, the nohpeemits

valid in each year werg099, 998 969, 952, 917, 898, 882, aB68, respectively. As of

January 20, 2017, there were 848id or renewable reef fish permi#&79 of which were valid

To harvest IFQ speciea vessel permit must also be kuakto an IFQ account and possess

sufficient allocation for this specie$-Q accounts can be opened and valid permits can be

linked to IFQ accounts at any time during the ydaigible vessels can receialocation from

other IFQ participants.

3.4.2 Shareholders

As of December 14, 2016, there were 750 IFQ accounts with shanes or more share

categories.On average (mean), each of these accounts holds just over .13% of the shares in each
category. However, the distribution of shares within eatbgory is highly skewed as reflected

by the detailed inforntan proved in Table 2.2.2.1. In other words, some accounts have a

relatively high percentage tiesharesn a category while others have no or a very low

percentage of the shareShelargestor maximumpercentof shares held by a single account in

each category ranges from 2.297% f@ & 4.168% for RG, 4.443% for other SWG, 4.774%

for RS, 11.874% for TF, ant3.031% for DWG.Thus, in percentage terms, these estimates

indicate therare some relatively large shareholders in the DWG and TF categories in particular.

This finding is consistent with findings in Mitchell (2016) which indicate the concentration of

shares is greatest in the TF and DWG categories and least in the GG caagaryhough the
concentration of shares is relatively high for TF and DWG, concentration levels in those and

other categories, as well as for all categories combined, are still considered to be
Aunconcentratedo and t hu sdtopemmnpetitiveliame mar ket s
business or other entity has the ability to e
amount of the shares and thereby share pri¢eEhe skewed distributions also catlse

2! These conclusions hold regardless of the measure of concentration (e.g., the Hefirsgdinhan Index (HHI),

C5, or C3) or the unit of analysis (e.g., IFQ account, lowest known entity (LKE), and affiliated accounts/businesses).
The Horizontal Merger Gdelines from the US Department of Justice and the Federal Trade Commission identify
markets with an HHI below 1,500 to be Unconcentrated (no concerns over the exercise of market power), HHI
between 1,500 and 2,500 to be Moderately Concentrated (posgilslercavith market power being exercised given

a sufficient increase in concentration), and above 2,500 to be Highly Concentrated (exercise of market power is
likely, particularly if concentration increases further).
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median shareheld by each accoutd bemuch less than the mean share; specifictigy are
less than .001% in the DWG, TF and RS categories, while slightly higher for B&n@ other

SWG at .002, .008, and .008%, respectively (see Table 3.4Th#&jefore, the median estimates

arelikelymor e representative

of

t he

Afaverageo

Table 3.4.2.1. Quotasharestatistics(in percentfor all 750 IFQaccounts withshares, December
14, 2016.

Statistic | DWG RG Gag SWG TF RS
Shares | Shares | Shares| Shares| Shares| Shares
Maximum| 13.031| 4.168| 2.297| 4.433| 11.864| 4.774
Total 100.00/ 100.00| 100.00/ 100.00| 100.00/ 100.00
Median 0.000f 0.002| 0.008| 0.008| 0.000f 0.000
Mean 0.133| 0.133| 0.133] 0.133| 0.133| 0.133

shar

Note: Shares are not aggregated across categories because a 1% share does not represent the same
poundage or value across categories. ekamplea 5% share that is spread across all categories is
nottruly equal to a 5% share irsingle category such as red snapper.

Quotashares have value in multiple wayBirst, shares have value because they are an asset.

The

asset

v al

ue

of

each

account éhseshasds and thes

i s d

amount of shares it contains. Statistics regarding the maximum, median, and mean value of each

account 6s

s h a r e svhich again dreefleclive bf theske\Beddistrikiitior2 of

shares across accouiriseach categoryThe totl value of all shares in the Gulf IFQ programs
is nearly $345 million (2015$), with the bulk of that value coming from ownership of RS and RG
shares, accounting for about 59% and 29% of the total value, respectively, or 88% of the total

value combined. Aus, GG, TF, DWG, and other SWG only account for about 12% of the total

value of all shares. The findings are similar when looking at the maximum and mean asset
values of shares, with RS and RG having the highest maximum and mean estimates. The
account \ith the largest asset value of shares is worth about $10.7 million, with RS shares

representing the bulk of that value, while the mean asset value of shares per account is about
$459,000. Again, the medians are significantly lower for each categoryoraaltidategories
combined (only around $55,000), indicating that many accounts have few if any shares in some
categories.

Table 3.4.2.2. Quotasharevaluestatistics forall 750 IFQ accounts withshares, December 14,
2016. Al dollar estimates are in0453.

Statistic DWG RG Gag SWG TF RS All

Maximum | $1,699,976] $4,170,547 $473,801| $156,872] $633,857| $9,636,420, $10,686,172
Total $13,046,635 $100,057,634 $20,631,355 $3,538,563| $5,343,205] $201,855,901 $344,473,294
Median $0 $2,179 $1,697 $277 $0 $3 $55,042
Mean $17,396 $133,410 $27,508 $4,718 $7,124 $269,141 $459,298

Note: Share value estimates are based on 2015 share prices per pound (IFQ database accessed 12/14/16) and pounds
under 2017 beginning of the year quotas. Thus, the commercethapger quota is the quota that existed prior to
the court decision to vacate the rule that reallocated red snapper ACL from the commercial sector to the recreational
sector in Amendment 28.

In addition to their asset value, shares have value becaysesoud in annual allocation which

can either be leased or used for harvesting purposes (i.e., landings). Statistics regarding the
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potential lease value associated with the annual allocation for each account with shares are

provided in Table 3.4.2.3, wikistatistics regarding the potentiabeassel valu€revenue)
associated using their annual allocation for harvesting purposes is provided in Table 3.4.2.4. The
lease value of annual allocation should approximate the expected net revenue or ecoffibmic pro
of the annual allocation in the shaoerm (i.e., in a given year). Thus, if the commercial quotas
for all of the IFQ species were harvested, economic profits from those landings would be
expected to be about $30.6 million, with the bulk of thosetpr(88%) arising from the harvest
of RS and RG. Although one account could be expected to earn close to $1 million-tershort
profits, if the account holders retain their initial annual allocations, the mean value per account is
only around $41,000 arthe median is much less still at about $4,70Thus, the distribution
of expected shotterm profits is also likely to be highly skewed. These same general findings
also apply to the distribution of potentialegssel value across accounts (e.g.aAR&RG
account for the bulk of the potential-egssel value, some account holders will generate much
higher exvessel revenues than others, with the mean being much lower than the maximum

amount generated, and the median value being much less still).

Simi | ar

categori es,

t o

shares,

wi t

an

h the

nuall

excepticomcefmt TRtwhi. ©@h

al |l
Mitchell (2016), concentration is low across all share categories combined and for most share

ocat.

on

tends

t o

concentration of annual allocation is the lowest at the beginning of each year, when it is based on
the distribution of shares. Concentration in all categories is seasonal and increases as the year

progresses or stabilizes inthé& 4"quar t er ,
with the exception of TF. But even at moderate levels of concentration, there is no evidence of
market power being exercised in any of the markets for annual allocation (i.e., markets fo
annual allocation are competitive).

but

t he

mar ket s

Table 3.4.2.3.Potential leasealueof annualalocation in 2017 foall 750 IFQ accounts with
shares, December 14, 20161l dollar estimates are in 20$5

Statistic DWG RG Gag SWG TF RS All

Maximum | $156,120, $347,005 $40,975| $13,965| $53,167 $885,679 $976,915
Total $1,198,160] $8,325,169| $1,784,232| $315,006| $448,177| $18,552,491]  $30,623,234
Median $0 $181 $147 $25 $0 $0 $4,697
Mean $1,598 $11,100 $2,379 $420 $598 $24,737 $40,831

ar e

Note: Annual allocation lease value estimates are based on 2015 allocation prices (IFQ database accessed 12/14/16)
and pounds under 2017 beginning of the year quotas. Thus, the commercial red snapper quota is the quota that
existed prior to the court decisiom ¥acate the rule that reallocated red snapper ACL from the commercial sector to
the recreational sector in Amendment 28.

The markets for landed product largely have the same characteristics as the markets for annual
allocation (i.e., unconcentratederall and for most categories, except landings of TF which are

fimoder at el

y concentratedo).
competitive. However, there are a few findings and trends that should be monitored for issues in

ZAAccount so
that own them do. Further, annual allocation is often transferred, so the actual distribution-tefrshprofits

would likely differ from the potential distribution basedthe distribution of annual allocation at the beginning of
the year. The purpose of these estimates is to characterize the distribution of annual allocation and its value across
accounts in the shetérm.

do

Thus,

mar ket s
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the future. Specifically, in the case of TF, the largest firm has consistently controlled about 20%

of the landings and the largest three firms have controlled around 50% of the landings. Although

TF is not a major component of the IFQ or reef fishdighthis could be cause for concern if a

Aini ched mar ket for TF was ever developed. of
regarding red snapper landings. Specifically, the largest firm controlled 6.8% of the red snapper
landings in 2007; thadercentage increased to 9.6% in 2014. The share of the landings

controlled by the three largest firms increased from about 15% to 24% between 2007 and 2014,
while the share of the landings controlled by the five largest firms increased from about 20% to

30% during that time. While no market power has been detected as of yet, the trend is clear and
may be of some concern if it continues. Even if market power is not detected in the TF or RS
markets for landed product, the Council may have distributiorfalfoam i r ness o0 concern
these findings.

Table 3.4.24. Potential &-vesselalue ofannualalocation in 2017 foerll 750 IFQaccounts
with shares, December 14, 2016ll dollar estimates are in 20%5

Statistic DWG RG Gag SWG TF RS All

Maximum | $615,141| $1,277,757| $110,417| $106,366| $199,548| $1,318,487 $1,736,148
Total $4,720,957| $30,655,294 $4,808,035| $2,399,293 $1,682,120 $27,618,594 $71,884,293
Median $0 $667 $396 $188 $0 $0 $13,665
Mean $6,295 $40,874 $6,411 $3,199 $2,243 $36,825 $95,846

Note: Ex-vessel value estimates are based on 2015 averagessel prices (IFQ database accessed 12/14/16) and
pounds under 2017 beginning of the year quotas. Thus, the commercial red snapper quota is the quota that existed
prior to the court decisiomtvacate the rule that reallocated red snapper ACL from the commercial sector to the
recreational sector in Amendment 28.-#essel value is estimated using alhessel price data, including outliers,
consistent with how it is estimated in the annupbreés.

As discussed isection 2.2, not all aaunts have been activated. Nactivated accounts are the
primary subject of Action 2. Statistics regarding the shares held by these a¢asuwfits
December 14, 2016)he asset value of the shares, the potential lease aresgal values of the
associated annual allocations are provided in Tables 3.4.2.8.88.

As can be seen in TabB4.2.5 the amount of shares in these accounts is relatively small in each
category, ranging from .029% for DWG to .055% for TF, .148% for RG, .217% for GG, .244%

for RS, and .473% for other SWG. Further, Table 3.4.2.6 indicates the total asset value of these
shares is only around $709,000, or .2% of the total value of abshathe Gulf IFQ programs.

RS and RG make up about 70% and 20%, or 90% combined of the shares held in accounts that
have not been activat ead.t i vRauretdhoe ra,c cooruen t ssf rtehper
of the total asset value held by theseoatts, while most have much less.

In addition, even if the shares in these accounts are taken back and redistributed, the maximum
additional total ewessel revenue that could potentially be generated is about $137,000 (see
Table 3.4.2.8), and the maximum additional net revenue (econoofi) that is likely to be
generated would be less than $64,000 (see Table 3.4.2.7). Those maximum values would only
be achieved if all of the annual allocation associated with the shares is in fact harvested.
Although it is likely that all of the RS amal allocation will be landed, only about 80% of the
annual allocation for categories in the -G-Q program has been harvested on average between
2010 and 2015 (NMFS 2016b). That percentage could be lower in the future given the recent
significant increae in the RG commercial quota.

Amendment 36A: Modifications to 51 Chapter 3. Affected Environment
Commercial IFQ Programs



Table 3.4.2.5. Quotasharestatistics for the 8hon-activatedIFQ accounts, December 14, 2016.

Statistic | DWG RG Gag | SWG TF RS
Shares | Shares | Shares| Shares| Shares| Shares
Maximum| 0.017| 0.043| 0.047| 0.240| 0.034| 0.136
Total 0.029| 0.148| 0.217| 0.473| 0.055| 0.244
Median 0.000| 0.000| 0.000| 0.000| 0.000| 0.000
Mean 0.000| 0.002| 0.003| 0.006| 0.001| 0.003

Note: Median estimates of .000 are not truly zero, but rather the median is less than .0005 and
thus is .000 when rounded to three decimal places.

Table 3.4.2.6. Quotasharevaluestatistics for the 8hon-activatedIFQ accounts, December 14,
2016. Al dollar estimates are in 20$5

Statistic | DWG RG
Maximum | $2,158| $43,335
Total $3,720| $147,908
Median $0 $0
Mean $46| $1,826

All
$274,302
$708,860

$1,074

$8,751

TF
$1,795
$2,943
$0
$36

RS
$274,302
$492,694

$0
$6,083

SWG
$8,486
$16,747
$3
$207

Gag
$9,789
$44,847
$15
$554

Table 3.4.2.7.Potential asevalue ofannualallocation in 2017 for the 8fhon-activatedIFQ
accounts, December 14, 2016. All dollatiemtes are in 2015

Statistic | DWG RG Gag | SWG | TF RS All

Maximum | $198| $3,606| $847| $755| $151| $25,211| $25,211
Total $342| $12,307| $3,878| $1,491| $247| $45,283| $63,548
Median $0 $0 $1 $0 $0 $0 $93
Mean $4 $152 $48 $18 $3 $559 $785

Table 34.2.8 Potential exvessévalue ofannualdlocation in 2017 for the 8ton-activated
IFQ accounts, December 14, 20161l dollar estimates are in 20$5

Statistic | DWG RG Gag SWG TF RS All

Maximum $781| $13,277| $2,281| $5,754| $565| $37,531| $37,531
Total $1,346| $45,316| $10,451| $11,355| $926| $67,412| $136,807
Median $0 $0 $3 $2 $0 $0 $304
Mean $17 $559 $129 $140| $11 $832 $1,689

If shares held by the neactivated accounts are returned and redistributed, they would be
expected to go to accounts that have been activated, of which there are a total of 669. Those
shares could be redistributed among all activated accounts in acgiegory, or possibly only

to those accounts with an active status at the time of redistribi8tatistics rgarding the

shares held by all 669 activatadcountsas of December 14, 201the asset value of the shares,
the potential lease and-eesselalues of the associated annual allocations are provided in
Tables 3.4.Dt03.4.2.12.

52 Chapter 3. Affected Environment

Amendment 36A: Modifications to
Commercial IFQ Programs



Table 34.2.9 Quotasharestatistics for the 66@ctivatedIFQ accounts, December 14, 2016.

Statistic | DWG RG Gag | SWG TF RS
Shares | Shares | Shares| Shares| Shares| Shares
Maximum| 13.031| 4.168| 2.297| 4.433| 11.864| 4.774
Total 99.978| 99.859| 99.790| 99.529| 99.953| 99.763
Median 0.000| 0.004| 0.016| 0.015| 0.000| 0.000
Mean 0.149| 0.149| 0.149| 0.149| 0.149| 0.149

Note: Median estimates of .000 are not truly zero, but rather the median is less than .0005 and
thus is .000 when rounded to theecimal placesfi Act i vat edo i n this contex!
account status was either fAactiveo or fAsuspende

Table 34.2.10. Quotasharevaluestatistics for the 668ctivatedIFQ accounts, December 14,
2016. Al dollar estimates are in 20%5

Statistic DWG RG Gag SWG TF RS All

Maximum $1,699,976| $4,170,547 $473,801] $156,872| $633,857 $9,636,420, $10,686,172
Total $13,042,915 $99,909,726] $20,586,508 $3,521,816| $5,340,262| $201,363,207 $343,764,434
Median $5 $4,072 $3,229 $519 $0 $202 $82,759
Mean $19,496 $149,342 $30,772 $5,264 $7,982 $300,991 $513,848

Table 34.2.11. Potential €asevalue ofannualalocation in 2017 for the 66&ctivatedIFQ
accounts, December 14, 20161l Aollar estimates are in 20$5

Statistic DWG RG Gag SWG TF RS All

Maximum | $156,120] $347,005 $40,975| $13,965| $53,167 $885,679 $976,915
Total $1,197,819| $8,312,862 $1,780,353| $313,515| $447,931| $18,507,207 $30,559,687
Median $1 $339 $279 $46 $0 $19 $7,405
Mean $1,790 $12,426 $2,661 $469 $670 $27,664 $45,680

Table 34.2.12 Potential &-vesselalue ofannualalocation in 2017 for the 66&ctivatedIFQ
accounts, Decembdd, 2016. A dollar estimates are in 20$5

Statistic DWG RG Gag SWG TF RS All

Maximum | $615,141| $1,277,757] $110,417| $106,366] $199,548| $1,318,487| $1,736,148
Total $4,719,610| $30,609,978 $4,797,584| $2,387,938| $1,681,194) $27,551,182 $71,747,487
Median $2 $1,248 $752 $352 $0 $28 $21,143
Mean $7,055 $45,755 $7,171 $3,569 $2,513 $41,183 $107,246

Activated accounts have an active or a suspended status at any point in time. In general,
suspended accounts are not allowed to engage in any activity until the cause of their suspended
status has been addressed. However, an account can change frpendexiiso an active status

on any given day if the account holder addresses the issue that caused the account to be
suspended. If shares from accounts that have not been activated are only redistributed to
activated accounts with an active status, theuarnof redistributed shares per account would be
slightly higher. Statistics regrding the shares held by the 561 activaecbuntswvith an active

status on December 14, 201be asset value of the shares, the potential lease amesssl

values of theassociated annual allocations are provided in Tables. B4®3.4.2.16.
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Table 34.2.13. Quotasharestatistics for the 561 IF@ccounts with an active status on
December 14, 2016.

Statistic | DWG RG Gag | SWG TF RS
Shares| Shares| Shares| Shares| Shares| Shares
Maximum | 13.031| 4.168| 2.297| 4.433| 11.864| 4.774

Total 97.327| 97.291| 98.566| 98.017| 95.783| 97.710
Median 0.000| 0.011| 0.028] 0.025| 0.000{ 0.002
Mean 0.173] 0.173| 0.176] 0.175| 0.171] 0.174

Note: Median estimates of .000 are not truly zero, but rather the median is less than .0005 and
thus is .000 when rounded to three decimal places.

Table 34.2.14. Quotasharevaluestatistics for the 561FQ accounts with an active status on
December 142016. Al dollar estimates are in 20$5

Statistic DWG RG Gag SWG TF RS All

Maximu

m $1,699,976| $4,170,547 $473,801| $156,872] $633,857| $9,636,420, $10,686,172
$12,696,99 $97,340,09 $20,334,10| $3,468,33| $5,117,44| $197,218,59 $336,175,57

Total 9 7 0 8 9 4 5

Median $29 $11,397 $5,696 $891 $0 $3,835 $151,936

Mean $22,633] $173,512 $36,246 $6,182 $9,122 $351,548 $599,243

Table 34.2.15. Potential €asevalue ofannualalocation in 2017 for the 561 IFQccountswith
anactive statuson December 14, 2016. llAdollar estimates are in 20%5

Statistic DWG RG Gag SWG TF RS All

Maximum | $156,120] $347,005 $40,975| $13,965| $53,167 $885,679 $976,915
Total $1,166,051] $8,099,059 $1,758,525 $308,754| $429,241| $18,126,278 $29,887,908
Median $3 $948 $493 $79 $0 $352 $13,123
Mean $2,079]  $14,437 $3,135 $550 $765 $32,311 $53,276

Table 34.2.16. Potential &-vesselalue ofannualalocation in 2017 for the 561 IFQccounts
with anactive statuson December 14, 2016. llAdollar estimates are in 20%5

Statistic DWG RG Gag SWG TF RS All

Maximum | $615,141| $1,277,757 $110,417| $106,366] $199,548| $1,318,487| $1,736,148
Total $4,594,440| $29,822,705 $4,738,761] $2,351,677| $1,611,049 $26,984,103 $70,102,734
Median $11 $3,492 $1,327 $604 $0 $525 $34,689
Mean $8,190 $53,160 $8,447 $4,192 $2,872 $48,100 $124,960

Statistics rgarding the shares held bBgcountswith a suspended status on December 14,2016
the asset value of the sharasdthe potential lease and-@essel values of the associated annual
allocations ar@rovided in Tables 3.4.27t0 3.4.2.20. Though relatively small within the

context of the RSFQ and GFIFQ programs as a whole, the amount of shares held in these
accounts is minor but not trivial and far greater than the shares held in accounase¢hath

been activated. The status of these accounts should be monitored in the future to determine if
suspended accounts are a significant contributor to thdawmest of commercial quotas in the

GT-IFQ program.
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Table 34.2.17. Quotasharedtatisticsfor the 108 IFQaccountswith asuspendedtatuson
December 14, 2016.

Statistic | DWG RG Gag | SWG TF RS
Shares| Shares| Shares| Shares| Shares| Shares
Maximum| 1.991| 1.365| 0.323| 0.770| 4.003| 1.507
Total 2.652| 2.568| 1.224| 1.511| 4.170| 2.053
Median 0.000| 0.000| 0.000| 0.000| 0.000( 0.000
Mean 0.025| 0.024| 0.011| 0.014| 0.039| 0.019

Note: Median estimates of .000 are not truly zero, but rather the median is less than .0005 and
thus is .000 when rounded to three decimal places.

Table 34.2.18. Quotasharevaluestatistics for the 108 IF@Qccountsvith asuspendedtatuson
December 14, 2016. lliddollar estimates are in 20$5

Statistic

DWG

RG

Gag

SWG

TF

RS

All

Maximum

$259,721

$1,365,816

$66,698

$27,259

$213,855

$3,041,343

$3,061,085

Total

$345,916

$2,569,630

$252,408

$53,479

$222,814

$4,144,613

$7,588,859

Median

$0

$112

$92

$16

$0

$0

$1,762

Mean

$3,203

$23,793

$2,337

$495

$2,063

$38,376

$70,267

Table 34.2.19. Leasevalue ofannualalocation in 2017 for the 108ccountswith asuspended
statuson December 14, 2016. lidollar estimates are in 20$5

Statistic | DWG RG Gag SWG TF

Maximum | $23,852| $113,641| $5,768| $2,427| $17,938
Total $31,768| $213,803| $21,829| $4,761| $18,689
Median $0 $9 $8 $1 $0
Mean $294 $1,980 $202 $44 $173

All
$281,327
$671,779

$149
$6,220

RS
$279,529
$380,930

$0
$3,527

Table 3.4.2.20.Ex-vesselvalue ofannualallocation in 2017 for the 10&8ccountswith a
suspendedtatuson December 14, 2016. All doHastimates are in 20$5

Statistic | DWG RG Gag SWG TF RS All

Maximum | $93,981| $418,454| $15,544| $18,483| $67,325| $416,127| $452,784

Total $125,171| $787,274| $58,822| $36,261| $70,145| $567,080| $1,644,752

Median $0 $34 $21 $11 $0 $0 $395

Mean $1,159| $7,290| $545| $336| $649| $5,251| $15,229
3.4.3 Vessels

Somedetailed information regarding vessels that participate in the reef fish fishery as well as the
RSIFQ and GFIFQ programs are provided in Section 2.1 (see Table 2.1.1) and Section 1.1 (see
Tables 1.1.1 and 1.1.2). That information is incorporated herefénence.

The information inTables3.4.3.1 and 3.4.3.2 describes the activitalb731 vessels that were
active in the IFQ programs from 2011 to 20@teluding their activities in Gulf and South
Atlantic nonlFQ fisheries The maximum annual gross revenue earned by a single vessel during
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this time was about $4.65 million (2015%$), though the mean gross revenue was only about
$167, 000 and the median was only around
revenuecame from harvesting IFQ species, a significant portion came from harvestiiig@on

$64,0

species in the Gulf, with a minor amount coming from harvests in the South Atlantic.

Table 3.4.3.1.Revenueer vesseHltatistics for the 73vesselsctive in Gulf IFQPrograms
from 20112015. Al dollar estimates are in 20%5

Statistic IFQ Revenue Gulf Non-IFQ South Atlantic Total Gross
Revenue Revenue Revenue
Maximum $2,526,408 $2,137,797 $294,094 $4,646,978
Median $30,469 $17,819 $0 $64,083
Mean $95,285 $69,692 $1,610 $166,587

Table 3.4.3.2. Totalrevenue andevenueper vessektatistics for the 73vesselsctive in Gulf
IFQ Programs from 2012015 byyear. Al dollar estimates are in 20%5

Year | Number | Statistic IFQ Gulf Non- South Total Gross
of Revenue IFQ Atlantic Revenue
Vessels Revenue Revenue

2011 507 Maximum $822,177 $788,585| $144,073] $1,564,485
Total $34,798,866 $28,488,696 $831,853 $64,119,415
Median $22,082 $17,666 $0 $53,394
Mean $68,637 $56,191 $1,641 $126,468

2012 499 Maximum $836,060] $1,052,499 $137,591] $1,726,206
Total $41,396,071 $30,344,100 $838,966| $72,579,136
Median $30,776 $17,382 $0 $67,762
Mean $82,958 $60,810 $1,681 $145,449

2013 479 Maximum | $1,901,900 $1,592,744 $84,563 $3,266,955
Total $47,952,067 $34,134,606 $607,961] $82,694,635
Median $31,276 $18,834 $0 $60,840
Mean $100,109 $71,262 $1,269 $172,640

2014 505 Maximum | $2,224,675 $2,137,797] $294,094] $4,362,472
Total $54,828,613 $38,846,974 $1,045,642 $94,721,230
Median $35,119 $19,534 $0 $73,230
Mean $108,572 $76,925 $2,071 $187,567

2015 502 Maximum | $2,526,408 $2,120,570 $105,148 $4,646,978
Total $58,473,702 $41,857,721 $688,858 $101,020,281
Median $35,490 $16,870 $0 $65,489
Mean $116,481 $83,382 $1,372 $201,236

Vessel participation in the IFQ programs is very fluid and not all of these vessels were active in
an IFQ fishery or any other fishery covered by StmeitheasCoastal logbooks every year

during this time The number o¥essels that were active in the IH§hkries in each year from

2011 througl2015 was: 471, 473, 447, 473, and 484, respectivibyne important trends can
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be seen iMable 3.4.3.2. Specifically, revenue from harvesting IFQ species increased

significanty, by about $23.7 million or 68%, from 2011 to 2015. This increase was largely

caused by higher commercial quotas for several species in the IFQ programs. Though not as
large, revenues from harvest of AIBIQ) species in the Gulf for these vessels iaseel as well,

but about $13.4 million or about 32%. As a result, total gross revenue for these vessels increased
by about $37 million, or about 58%, during this time. The trend in the mean values of IFQ
revenue, notiFQ Gulf revenue, and total gross raue per vessel are very similar in percentage
terms. However, the changes in the median values per vessel are not nearly as pronounced. For
example median IFQ revenue per vessel only increased by 38% and median total gross revenue
only increased bgbout 23% during this time. These finds suggest that the increases in landings
and revenues due to higher commercial quotas were not evenly distributed across vessels, with
some experiencing much greater increases than others in percentage as wbBaste @rms.

The information in @bles3.4.3.3 and 3.4.3.4 represents the activitiesldf,020 vessels that

were active in the Gulf reef fish fisry from 2011 to 2015. As the IFQ fisheries, vessel
participation in the Gulf reef fish fishery iemy fluid and not all of these vessels were active in
the Gulf reef fish fishery or any other fishery covered by the Coastal logboeksry year

during this time The number of vessetgtive in the Gulf reef fishishery in each year from

2011 througl2015 was: 578, 584, 567, 617, and 581, respectivabo, the trends in revenues
for all active Gulf reef fish vessels are similar to those discussed above for vessels in the IFQ
programs, though the mean and median values are slightly less and 8antic Aevenues are
somewhat more important for this group of vessels.

Table 3.4.3.3. Totalrevenue andevenueper vesseltatistics for the 1,020esselsactive in the
Gulf reeffishfishery from 20142015. Al dollar estimates are in 20%5

Statistic IFQ Revenue | Gulf Non-IFQ | South Atlantic Total Gross
Revenue Revenue Revenue
Maximum $2,526,408 $2,137,797 $415,405 $4,646,978
Median $8,166 $12,368 $0 $41,807
Mean $69,046 $56,249 $5,279 $130,574
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Table 3.4.3.4.Revenueervesseltatistics for the 1,020esselsactive in the Gulfreeffish
fishery from 20142015 byyear. Al dollar estimates are in 2035

Year | Number | Statistic IFQ Gulf Non- South Total Gross
of Revenue IFQ Atlantic Revenue
Vessels Revenue Revenue
2011 692 Maximum $822,177 $788,585] $272,683  $1,564,485
Total $34,798,866 $32,109,572 $3,659,436 $70,567,875
Median $6,204 $12,882 $0 $37,096
Mean $50,287 $46,401 $5,288 $101,977
2012 693 Maximum $836,060] $1,052,499 $415,405 $1,726,206
Total $41,396,071 $33,893,922 $3,487,630 $78,777,622
Median $7,684 $11,801 $0 $40,846
Mean $59,735 $48,909 $5,033 $113,676
2013 672 Maximum | $1,901,900 $1,592,744 $271,469] $3,266,955
Total $47,952,067 $37,897,489 $3,173,8420 $89,023,398
Median $8,650 $12,417 $0 $43,161
Mean $71,357 $56,395 $4,723 $132,475
2014 703 Maximum | $2,224,675 $2,137,797 $294,094| $4,362,472
Total $54,828,613 $43,775,377 $3,870,686 $102,474,675
Median $8,012 $13,440 $0 $46,366
Mean $77,992 $62,269 $5,506 $145,768
2015 679 Maximum | $2,526,408 $2,120,570 $287,612| $4,646,978
Total $58,473,702 $45,762,733 $3,964,425 $108,200,86(
Median $12,867 $11,864 $0 $44,992
Mean $86,117 $67,397 $5,839 $159,353

The information in Tables 3.4.3.5 and 3.4.8c8ount for the fishing activity of the 842 vessels
with valid permits as of Dec. 7, 20®m 2011 through 2015Although 842 vessels had valid
Gulf reef fish permits as of Dec. 7, 2016, 228 of these velsadlao Gulf or South Atlantic
landings from 2011 through 20based onFQ data (IFQ database accessed 12/14/16) and
Southeas€oastal Loghook dat&8EFSC/SSRG Socioeconomic Pad&/2/1§. Thus, only 614
of these vessels had landings according to ttvessources between 2011 and 2015.

Table 3.4.3.5. Totalrevenue andevenueper vesseltatistics for the 614essels wittvalid Gulf
Reef Fishpermits as of Dec. 7, 2016 that weative from 20112015. Al dollar estimates are
in 20155.

Statistic IFQ Revenue | Gulf Non-IFQ | South Atlantic Total Gross
Revenue Revenue Revenue
Maximum $2,526,408 $2,137,797 $415,405 $4,646,978
Median $25,747 $18,712 $0 $67,762
Mean $93,241 $70,173 $5,262 $168,676
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Table 3.4.3.6. Totalrevenue andevenueper vessektatistics for the 614ctive vessels with
valid Gulf Reef Fistpermits as of Dec. 7, 2016 that wewtive from 20112015 byyear. All
dollar estimatesre in 2015.

Year | Number | Statistic IFQ Gulf Non- South Total Gross
of Revenue IFQ Atlantic Revenue
Vessels Revenue Revenue
2011 426 Maximum $822,177 $742,309] $272,683 $1,564,485
Total $30,035,046 $24,813,393 $2,212,130 $57,060,568§
Median $21,265 $18,884 $0 $61,964
Mean $70,505 $58,247 $5,193 $133,945
2012 458 Maximum $836,060 $890,147| $415,405  $1,726,206
Total $36,910,184 $27,280,088 $2,541,719 $66,731,991
Median $24,103 $18,143 $0 $67,914
Mean $80,590 $59,564 $5,550 $145,703
2013 455 Maximum | $1,674,210 $1,592,744  $271,469] $3,266,955
Total $42,493,501 $31,635,585 $2,033,864 $76,162,95(Q
Median $25,612 $17,811 $0 $61,788
Mean $93,392 $69,529 $4,470 $167,391
2014 491 Maximum | $2,224,675 $2,137,797 $294,094| $4,362,472
Total $52,584,564 $38,343,019 $2,606,657 $93,534,24(Q
Median $29,730 $21,273 $0 $77,887
Mean $107,097 $78,092 $5,309 $190,497
2015 517 Maximum | $2,526,408 $2,120,570 $287,612| $4,646,978
Total $56,812,794 $42,623,953 $2,956,488 $102,393,234
Median $28,051 $17,220 $0 $67,214
Mean $109,889 $82,445 $5,719 $198,053
3.4.4 Dealers

The information in Tables 3.4.4.1 and 3.4.dc2ount fotthe activities ohll 178 dealers that
were active in the IQ programs from 2011 to 2015. Like vessesldr participation in the IFQ
programs is fluid and not all of thesleales were active in one or both IFQ programs in each
year during this time. nformation on the number of dealers active in each of the twogmsgr
in a specific year is provided in the annual reports (NMFS 2016a, 2016b). The number of
dealers active in dier of the programs has increased by about 13% from 2011 to 2015.

The largest dealer to participate in these programs was responsible for purchasing about $10.4
million in seafood, while mean purchases per dealer are only about $655,000 per dealer and
median purchases per dealer are only about $193,000. Although most dealers that participate in
the IFQ programs rely heavily on purchases of Gulf IFQ species, purchaseslB{hspecies

in the Gulf and the South Atlantic are also important (i.e., thainigs portfolios of Gulf IFQ

dealers are generally more diversified than Gulf IFQ vessels). Further, dependency on Gulf IFQ
purchases as opposed to purchases olirQrspecies varies considerably by dealer.
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In addition, although the trends in IFQ puasks by dealers mimics the trends in IFQ vessel
revenues, the trends in purchases of D species in the Gulf and South Atlantic are not

similar to the trends for vessels because some of the landings-tFQapecies in the Gulf are

landed by noflFQ dealers, and IFQ dealers in the Gulf purchase a fair amount of landings from

the South Atlantic. So, although total seafood purchases by IFQ dealers have increased
noticeably (about $28 million), the percentage increase for IFQ dealers is about 43%swhich

less than for IFQ vessels. Further, the increase in the number of IFQ dealers has caused the
increase in the mean value of seafood purchases to increase even less in percentage terms (25%),
while the median seafood purchases per dealer actually dedriep more than 7%.

Table 3.4.4.1.Purchaseper dealerstatistics for the 178ealersactive in Gulf IFQ Programs
from 20132015. Al dollar estimates are in 20$5

Statistic IFQ Purchases | Gulf Non-IFQ South Atlantic | Total Purchases
Purchases Purchases

Maximum $9,743,574 $4,902,577 $3,071,392 $10,408,504

Median $49,935 $3,427 $0 $193,510

Mean $384,239 $225,057 $46,187 $655,483

Table 3.4.4.2. Total purchases anpurchaseger dealerstatistics for the 178ealersactive in
Gulf IFQ Programs from 2012015 byyear. Al dollar estimates are in 20%5

Commercial IFQ Programs

Year | Number | Statistic IFQ Gulf Non- South Total
of Purchases IFQ Atlantic Purchases
Dealers Purchases | Purchases

2011 115 Maximum | $4,228,602 $3,317,153 $3,071,392 $6,565,981
Total $34,807,792 $25,109,395 $5,461,712 $65,378,899
Median $45,061 $583 $0 $187,759
Mean $302,676] $218,343] $47,493 $568,512

2012 117 Maximum | $4,105,866 $3,004,376 $2,885,881 $5,660,812
Total $41,377,491 $24,632,602 $5,651,179 $71,661,272
Median $55,487 $5,252 $0 $206,859
Mean $353,654 $210,535 $48,301 $612,490

2013 120 Maximum | $5,761,917] $4,104,867 $2,799,391 $6,730,089
Total $47,958,814 $28,592,715 $5,933,101] $82,484,630
Median $58,385 $5,123 $0 $218,750
Mean $399,657 $238,273 $49,443 $687,372

2014 135 Maximum | $8,878,495 $3,934,230 $3,055,876 $10,034,218§
Total $54,842,125 $31,117,460 $6,277,512 $92,237,097
Median $51,036 $3,903 $0 $175,508
Mean $406,238] $230,500] $46,500 $683,238

2015 131 Maximum | $9,743,574 $4,902,577 $1,857,899 $10,408,504
Total $58,473,702 $29,632,825 $5,219,857 $93,326,384
Median $39,600 $4,503 $0 $173,449
Mean $446,364 $226,205 $39,846 $712,415
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3.4.5 Imports

Imports of seafood products compete in the domestic seafood market and have in fact dominated
manysegments of the seafood markkhports aid in determining the price for domestic seafood
products and tend to set the price in the mas@tents in whiclkthey dominate. Seafood

imports have downstream effects on the local fish markethe harvest level for reef fish in

general and red grouper in particular, imports affect the returns to fishermen through the ex
vessel prices they receive for theirdargs. As substitutes to domestic production of reef fish,
including red grouper, imports tend to cushion the adverse economic effects on consumers
resulting from aeduction in domestic landingd.he following describes the imports of fish

products whib directly compete with domestic harvest of reef fish, including red grouper.

Imports of fresh snapper increased steadily from 21.7 mp product weight (pw) in 2011 to 26 mp
pw in 20154. Total revenue from fresh snapper imports increased from $65 n{Adikb

dollars) in 2011 to &-year high of $78.7 million in 2019mports of fresh snappers primarily
originated in Mexico, Central America, or South America, and entered the U.S. through the port
of Miami. Imports of fresh snapper were highest on ave(@§11 through 2015) during the

months March through Augudimports of frozen snapper were substantially less than imports of
fresh snapper from 2011 through 20Fs0zen snapper imports ranged from 8.5 mp pw worth
$21.1 million (2015 dollars) in 201® t12.3 mp pw worth $33.2 million in 201%mports of

frozen snapper primarily originated in South America (especially Brazil), Indonesia, and Mexico.
The majority of frozen snapper imports entered the U.S. through the ports of Miami and New
York. Imports of frozen snappers tended to be lowest during March through June when fresh
snapper imports were strong.

Imports of fresh grouper ranged from 8.2 mp pw in 2011 to 10.7 mp pw in J@i&l revenue

from fresh grouper imports ranged from $27.9 milli@dd15 dollars) to $44.4 million during this
time period. The bulk of fresh grouper imports originated in Mexico and entered the U.S.
through Miami and TampaFrom 2011 through 2015, fresh grouper imports were lowest on
average during the month of Marchdamgher the rest of the year, with a peak in July. Imports

of frozen grouper were minimal and stable from 2011 through 2015, ranging from 1.3 mp pw to
2 mp pw. The average annual value of frozen grouper imports during this time period was $3.3
million (2015 dollars).Frozen grouper imports generally originated in Mexico and to a lesser
extent, Asia and entered the U.S. through Miami and Tarmpare was an inverse relationship

in monthly landings between frozen and fresh groupers, with average impioigsioe highest

in March for frozen grouper and lower during other months.

3.4.6 Economic Impacts of theGulf of Mexico IFQ Fisheries

The commercial harvest and subsequent sales and consumption of fish generates business
activity as fishermen experidnds to harvest the fish and consumers spend money on goods and
services, such as red grouper purchased at a local fish marketread during restaurant visits.
These expenditures spur additional business activity in the region(s) where the harvest an
purchases are made, such as jobs in local fish markets, grocers, restaurants, and fishing supply
establishmentsin the absence of the availability of a given species for purchase, consumers
would spend their money @ubstitute goods and servicess a result, the analysis presented

below represents a distributional analysis only; that is, it only shows how economic effects may
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be distributed through regional markets and should not be interpreted to represent the impacts if
these species are not avhl&for harvest or purchase.

Estimates of the U.S. average annual business activity associated with the commercial harvest of
IFQ species in the Gulf were derived using the nfddiglveloped for and applied in NMFS

(2015b) &ad are provided ifable 3.4.6L. This business activity is characterized as-intle

equivalent jobs, income impacts (wages, salaries, anémeglfoyed income), and output (sales)
impacts (gross business salelsjcome impacts should not be added to output (sales) impacts
becausehis would result in double counting.

Table 3.46.1. Economic impacts of the Gulf IFQ Fisheries in 2015 (2015%).

Industry sector | Direct | Indirect |Induced| Total
Harvesters
Employment impacts (FTE jobs) 1,382 215 284 1,881
Income Impacts (000 afollars) 31,570 5,861 14,174 51,606
Total valueadded impacts 33,652 21,102 24,252 79,006
Output Impacts (000 of dollars) 58,474 47,573 47,080 153,127
Primary dealers/processors
Employment impacts (FTE jobs) 288 115 200 602
Income Impacts (000 afollars) 10,301 9,493 8,979 28,773
Total valueadded impacts 10,980 12,113 16,904 39,997
Output Impacts (000 of dollars) 33,155 24,973 33,043 91,170
Secondary wholesalers/distributors
Employment impacts (FTE jobs) 134 29 129 292
Income Impacts (000 afollars) 6,137 1,825 6,454 14,416
Total valueadded impacts 6,541 3,061 11,024 20,627
Output Impacts (000 of dollars) 16,437 5,993 21,440 43,870
Grocers
Employment impacts (FTE jobs) 572 65 127 764
Income Impacts (000 of dollars) 12,623 4,194 6,336 23,154
Total valueadded impacts 13,456 6,759 10,727 30,941
Output Impacts (000 of dollars) 21,575 10,977 21,059 53,611
Restaurants
Employment impacts (FTE jobs) 3,565 238 583 4,386
Income Impacts (000 of dollars) 50,638 15,358 29,006 95,002
Total valueadded impacts 53,978 27,452 48,871 130,301
Output Impacts (000 of dollars) 98,699 42,959 96,437 238,095
Harvesters and seafood industry

Employment impacts (FTE jobs) 5,941 662 1,323 7,926
Income Impacts (000 of dollars) 111,269 36,732 64,948 212,950
Total valueadded impacts 118,608 70,487 111,778 300,873
Output Impacts (000 of dollars) 228,339 132,475 | 219,059| 579,873

The results provided should be interpreted with caution and demonstrate the limitations of these
types of assessment¥hese results are based on average relationships developed through the
analysis of many fishing operations that harvest many differeniegpeSeparate models for

23 A detailed description of the input/output mbieprovided inNMFS (2011b).

Amendment 36A: Modifications to 62

Commercial IFQ Programs

Chapter 3. Affected Environment



individual species are not availabli 2015, landings of Gulf IFQ species resulted in
approximately $58.474 million in gross revenue. In turn, this revgeneratd employment,
income,valueadded and output impacts of 7,926 jobs, $21tBkon, $300.87 million, and
$579.87billion, respectively.

3.5 Description of the SocialEnvironment

This amendment affects commercial management of reef fish, patyjdhi@iRSIFQ and GF

IFQ programs, as well as tetemmerciaimanagement of other reef fisfihis section provides

the background for the proposed actions which will be ewatlin Chapter 4Gulf commercial

reef fish permits and vessels with Gulf commercial reef fish permits that also carry other federal
permits are included by state and community to provide information on the geographic
distribution of reef fish fishing molvement. Commercial red snapper and grouper tilefish
landings are included by state to provide information on the geographic distribution of fishing
involvement. Descriptions of RSFQ and GTIFQ participants (shareholders, allocation holders,
and dears) are included at the state and community leDelscriptions of fishing communities
including the top communities involved in red snapper and grouper tilefish fishing in the Gulf
are included. These community level data are presented in order tthhenesjuirements of
National Standard 8 of the Magnus8tevens Act. National Standard 8 requires the
consideration of the importance of fishery resources to human communities when considering
changes to fishing regulations.

Recentdescriptions othe RS IFQ and GFIFQ programs are contained in annual reports
produced by NMFS (20%5 I 2016ab) and are incorporated here by referenthese reports
include detailed information on program participants, program activity, quota, landings, price
informaion, and enforcement.

3.5.1 Permits

Gulf commercial reef fish permits are issued to individuals residing in all Gulf states, as well as
other states (Table 3.5.1.1). The majority of Gulf commercial reef fish permits are issued to
individualsresiding in Florida (over 79%, Table 3.5.1.1), followed by Texas (9%), Louisiana
(approximately 4.5%), and Alabama (approximately 4.3%). Residents of Mississippi and several
other states (California, Georgia, North Carolina, New Jersey, New York, Oleigo@rSouth
Carolina, and Wisconsin) also hold Gulf commercial reef fish permitgdiletctively, permits

held in thesestates represeft2%of the total number of issued permits.
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Table 3.5.1.1.Number of Gulf commercial reef fish permits by state.

State Permits
AL 36
FL 672
LA 38
MS 8
TX 77
Other 16
Total 847

Source: SERO Permit Officeiccessed 12/2P016.

Gulf commercial reef fish permits are helddmtitieswith mailing addresses in a total of 219
communities (SERO Permit Offic&2/20/2016). Communities with the most Gulf commercial

reef fish permits are located in Florida and Texas (Table 3.5.1.2). The community with the most

Gulf commercial reef fish permits is Panama City, Florida (approximately 7.3% of commercial

reef fish permitsTable 3.5.1.2).

Table 3.51.2. Top communities by number of Gulf commercial reef fish permits.

State Community | Permits
FL Panama City 62
FL Key West 43
FL St. Petersburg 26
TX Galveston 23
FL Largo 21
FL Seminole 21
FL Pensacola 20
FL Destin 19
TX Corpus Christi 18
FL Cortez 16
FL Miami 15
FL Tarpon Springs 15
FL Clearwater 14
FL Tampa 14
FL Apalachicola 13
FL Lynn Haven 13
FL Naples 13
FL Steinhatchee 12
FL Palm Harbor 11
FL Fort Myers 10
X Houston 10

Source: SERO Permit Officeaccessed 12/2P016.
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As of December 20, 2016, a total&f7 Gulf commercial reef fish permits were valid,

renewable, or transferable (Table 3.5.1.1). A total of 509 vesselsxapately 60% of Gulf
commercial reef fish permitted vesselso carryat least onether commercial federal permit
(Permit Information Management System (PIM&)cessed 120/2016. Gulf commercial reef

fish permitted vessels that also carry additidaderal permits are detailed by permit type,

access type, and region in Table 2.1.3. The majority of vessels that carry a Gulf commercial reef
fish permit and additional federal permits are registered with a homeport in Florida
(approximately 83%, Tabl@.5.13), followed by Texas (6.3%), Louisiana (5.5%), and Alabama
(3.3%). Vessels with homeports in Mississippi and a few other states also carry a Gulf
commercial reef fish permit and additional federal permits, but these states represent a smaller
percentage of the total number gésselswith multiple permits

Vessels with Gulf commercial reef fish permits that also carry additional federal permits are
registered with homeports in a total of 132 communities (PBd8essed2/20/2016).
Communitieswith the mosmultiple permitted vessels are located in Florida, Texas, Alabama,
and Mississippi (Table 3.5.1.4). The community with the mstiple permitted vessels is Key
West, Florida (approximately 12% ofulti-permitted vessels, Table 3.5.1.4)lldwed by
Panama City, Florida (approximately 11%).

Table 3.51.3 Number of vessels with a Gulf commercial reef fish permit that also carry
additional federal permit(s) by state.

State | Vessels
AL 17
FL 423
LA 28
MS 6
TX 32
Other 3
Total 509

Source: PIMS accessed 12(/2016.
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Table 3.51.4. Top homeport communities by numhEvessels with a Gulf commercial reef
fish permit that also carry additional federal permit(s).

State Community Vessels
FL Key West 61
FL Panama City 55
FL Destin 28
FL Tarpon Springs 21
FL Cortez 20
TX Galveston 13
FL Madedra Beach 12
FL Panama City Beach 11
FL Pensacola 11
FL Apalachicola 10
FL Naples 8
FL Seminole 8
FL St. Petersburg 8
AL Dauphin Island 7
FL Clearwater 7
FL Tampa I
FL St. Marks 6
FL Steinhatchee 6
FL Marathon 5
FL Panacea 5
LA Venice 5
MS Pascagoula 5

Source: PIMS accessed2/20/2016.

3.5.2 Landings

Red Snapper

The greatest proportigof the commercialed snappecatch are landed along the west coast of
Florida (approximately 40.3%, Table 28.) andin Texas (37.9%). Louisiana (15.9%) also
includes a sizable amount of the commercial red snapper datbbr Gulf states are also

involved in commercial red snagpfishing, but these states represent a much smaller percentage
of the total commercial landings.

Amendment 36A: Modifications to 66 Chapter 3. Affected Environment
Commercial IFQ Programs



Table 3.5.2.1.Percentage of total commercial red snapper landings by state for 2015.

State Landings
AL/MS 5.8%
FL 40.3%
LA 15.9%
X 37.9%

Source: IFQ database accessed 122D156.

As shown in Section 1.1, the majority of commercial vessels lamdthgnappemake landings

in Florida (79.8% of commercial vessels landing red snapper in 2014, Table 1.1.1), followed by
Texas (approximately 9%), Louisiana (6.5%), and Alabama and Mississippi (5.7%). The total
equals more than 100 when all states are summed topetiteuse some vessels land in multiple
states. In 2014, about 90% of vessels landing red snapper also landed grouper tilefish (Table
1.1.1).

Grouper Tilefish

When all share categories of group tilefish are aggregtednajority ofthe GTFIFQ catchis
landed along the west coast of Florida (approximately 91.1% GTalFQ share category
landings, Table 3.5.2.2). Other Gulf states are also involved in commercial grouper tilefish
fishing, but these states represent a much smalleeqmiage of the total commercial landings.

Table 3.5.22. Percentage of total commercgbuper tilefisHandings by state for 2015.

State Landings
AL/MS 0.1%
FL 91.1%
LA 2.0%
TX 6.8%

Source: IFQ database accessed 122D16.

As shown in Section 1.1, the majority of commercial vessels lar@lintF-Q species make

landings in Florida (approximately 89% of commercial vessels landing all share categories of
grouper tilefish IFQ species in 2014, Table 1.1.3). Vessels landing in other Gulf states represent
a smaller percentage of the total vesselsitangrouper tilefish (approximately 11.7% in 2014,

Table 1.1.3). The total equals more than 100 when all states are summed together because some
vessels land in multiple states.

3.5.3 IFQ Participants

IFQ participants include shareholders, allocatiotders, dealers, and vessels. Participants are
described in detail in th2015RS andGT-IFQ programannual reports (NMFS 2018a). The
majority of participants are described here at the state and community level; however
participating vessels are stgibed by state in Section 1.1 and Section 3.5.2.
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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 théR&Iprogram
increased to 645 in 2015 (NMFS B)Y). This was the first year since the start of both programs
where the number of shaters increased

As of December 14, 2016, a total of 750 IFQ accounts held shares in eitherlfF@ R®gram

or GT-IFQ program, oboth programslEQ databaseancludes active, suspended, aroi
activatedaccounts). The majority of shareholders have a mailing address in Florida (77.6% of
shareholders, Table 3.5.3.1), 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, Ohio, Oregon, South
Carolina, Tennessee, Virginia, and Wyoming) also hold share)dné states rement a

smaller percentage of the total number of shareholders.

Table 3.5.3.1.Number of Gulf IFQ shareholders btate.

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

Source: IFQ database accessed 122D16.

Gulf IFQ shareholders have mailing addresses in a total of 233 commulkiQedgtabase

accessed 124/2016). Communities with the most shareholders are located in Florida and Texas
(Table 3.5.3.2). The community with the most shareholders is Panama City, Florida (6% of
shareholders, Table 3.5.3.2), followed by Key West (approximately 4.1%) and Stb&xeters
Florida (approximately 3.3%).
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Table 3.53.2. 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
X 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: IFQ database accessed 122D16.

Account Holders (without shares)

As of December 14, 2016, a total of 661 IFQ accounts were activated or suspended without
sharesIFQ database, accessed 12/14/2M€ludes activated and suspended accounts without
shares in any R8Q or GT-IFQ share category)Activated accounts include those that have
logged in. Suspended accounts can bectivated after citizenship requirements have been
completed. However, these accounts may be related to accounts with shares. The majority of
activated or suspended aoots without shares have mailing addresses in Florida (77.6% of
activated or suspended accounts without shares, Table 3.5.3.3), followed by Texas
(approximately 7.9%), Alabama (approximately 5.3%) and Louisiana (3.8%). Activated or
suspended account hotdevithout shares also have mailing addresses in Mississippi and other
states (Alaska, Connecticut, Georgia, Kentucky, Massachusetts, Maryland, North Carolina, New
York, Ohio, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Tennessee, Virginia and Wisconsithelsetstates
represent a smaller percentage of the total numbemstviatedor suspended accounts without
shares.
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Table 3.5.33. Number of Gulf IFQ activated or suspended accounts without shastatby

State Accounts
AL 35
FL 513
LA 25
MS 8
TX 52
Other 28
Total 661

Source: IFQ database accessed 122D156.

Activated or suspended account holders without shares have mailing addresses in a total of
223communitiesIFQ database, accessed1422016). Communities with the most account

holders without shares are located in Florida and Texas (Table 3.5.3.4). The community with the
most shareholders is Panama City, Florida (approximately 5.6% of activated or suspended
accounts without sharesable 3.5.3.4), followed by St. Petersburg (approximately 3.8%) and

Key West, Florida (approximately 3.5%).

Table 3.53.4. Top communities by number of Gulf IFQ activated or suspended accounts

without shares.

State Community Accounts
FL Panama City 37
FL St. Petersburg 25
FL Key West 23
FL Hudson 19
FL Largo 18
FL Destin 17
FL Clearwater 15
FL Seminole 15
FL Carrabelle 13
FL Tampa 13
FL Bradenton 12
X Galveston 11
FL Tallahassee 10
FL Fort Myers 9
FL Pensacola 9
FL Madeira Beach 8

Source: IFQ database accessed 122D16.
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