



10/12/06
Tab B, No. 3(a)
DRAFT MINUTES

GULF OF MEXICO FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL

AD HOC GROUPER IFQ ADVISORY PANEL

QUORUM HOTEL

TAMPA, FLORIDA

AUGUST 22-24, 2006
ATTENDANCE:

Members:
Pam Baker*
Dave McKinney*
Glen Brooks

James Clements

Ken Daniels, Jr.

William (Lee) Deaderick

Martin Fisher

Donald Leal*

Ed Maccini
Bob Spaeth

Tom Marvel

Doug Gregory*

Ed Small

Susan Steingress

Ken Roberts*

*Non-voting members




Council:
Roy Williams
Staff:

Stu Kennedy
Assane Diagne, PhD
Karen Hoak
Others:

Mark Lundsten

Vushuani Marahaj 
Jason Rueter

Janet Miller

Steve Brown
Wayne Werner

The fourth meeting of the Ad Hoc grouper IFQ Advisory Panel (AHGIFQAP) was called to order and the opening statement was read by Chairman Dave McKinney at 9:25 a.m. on Tuesday, August 22, 2006 at the Quorum Hotel in Tampa, Florida.
Section I.  Adoption of Agenda
Chairman McKinney requested that the Panel members review the agenda for approval.  The agenda was adopted, with a slight revision, to allow time for a software download to run Mark Lundsten’s presentation.  Mr. Deaderick proposed proceeding to item IV during the interim.

Section II.  Approval of Minutes for May and June
The Panel reviewed the June 15, 2006 minutes which were approved without revision.  May 18, 2006 minutes were approved without revision at the start of day two.
Section IV.  Review of decisions made for Referendum qualifying criteria - Staff
Mr. Kennedy explained that the list of priorities for the goals had not been finalized because several panel members had not yet responded to his request for information.  He also explained that motions passed during June’s meeting referred to the voting rights for the referendum, not initial allocation.  His specific concern was the motion pertaining to the years’ fishing history that would be used for initial allocation.  Mr. Spaeth expressed concern for the wishes Mr. Waters.  Mr. Waters had requested that the subject of years’ history to use for initial allocation be addressed as a separate subject from years’ history to be used for voting in the referendum.  Mr. Kennedy agreed to address that issue and reminded the Panel that, as they proceeded, they would always have the option to revisit issues that needed reconsideration.  He summarized their decisions regarding voting in the referendum as follows (*): 
*The qualifying years would be1999-2004, with the fisherman being allowed to drop any one year, leaving a 5 year qualifying period.  
*The vote would be weighted using landings from logbooks and state trip tickets, one pound equaled one vote.  
*Minimum qualifying landings were 1,000 pounds gutted weight average annual landings, over the specified qualifying years.
Mr. Fisher inquired about the language pertaining to the referendum vote that included state trip tickets as supporting data for logbooks.  (The motion approving this inclusive language was found on page 18 of the June minutes and was approved on page 21.)
Mr. Spaeth wondered how confidentiality laws would impact this decision if a person bought a boat that did not have a saltwater products license.  He was also concerned about the likelihood that the records would not match.

Mr. Williams indicated that state employees such as Joe O’Hop could help to reconcile record mismatch errors and discrepancies.

Mr. Spaeth questioned what method the state would use to reconcile conflicting records and insisted that fishermen be assured of their ability to participate in the process.

Mr. Kennedy responded that logbooks would prevail, but state trip tickets could be used for appeals.
Mr. Rueter stated that he had access to logbook history.  It was compiled from data sent to NMFS by the fishermen and scanned into the file.  So the only discrepancy that could have occurred was in the transcription process; if the fishermen wrote something incorrectly.

Mr. Maccini stated that many times, documents sent in were lost.

Mr. Fisher, going back to the topic, stated that the original intent for comparing both sets of data was because logbook data was incorrect, i.e. thousands of pounds of catch attributed that were not actually caught and visa versa.  State trip tickets were generated by fish houses, not the fisherman.  These records were less likely to contain mistakes.  Logbooks were generated either by the captain or the owner.  Procedures such as adding decimals could create problems within the records themselves.  If the state trip ticket number was not put on the logbook sheet, the data got recorded, but not necessarily for quota management for a particular vessel and its landings history.  The issues were complicated in his opinion, because logbook data had a potentially large rate of error.
Mr. Spaeth pointed out that some fish houses had been lax in sending in their trip tickets.  That sort of discrepancy could be rectified by the fisherman using his logbook landings.  Mr. Spaeth went over records with a fisherman in Crystal River.  They found that there were several thousand pounds of fish attributed to that fisherman that were never caught by him.  No explanation was found.  Mr. Spaeth doubted whether people with extra fish would be willing to step forward.

Mr. Williams felt that inconsistencies between the two systems were inevitable.  In the stone crab program they ran into similar situations.  Where multiple salt water products license (SPLs) documents were processed, data that belonged with one SPL might inadvertently be assigned to another.  Also there had been situations where multiple partners’ data was all compiled onto one trip ticket.  For large discrepancies, he felt that some statewide procedure would need to be implemented for reconciling the conflicting records, perhaps using an appeals review board or some such intermediary. 

Mr. Deaderick asked if the Panel could postpone these discussions until tomorrow’s meeting when the appropriate state and federal representatives would be available to answer these questions.
Mr. Leal proposed categorizing catch histories by some type of tier level rather than by individuals, since some discrepancies were to be expected.  Much time might be wasted trying to refine non-refinable data.
Mr. Kennedy pointed out that in the red snapper referendum, fishermen were put into categories, tiered in increments of 5,000 pounds.

Mr. Marvel did not like the tier concept.  He did not support putting lines up between fishermen right off the bat.

Mr. Kennedy continued reviewing decisions made for the referendum qualifying criteria: 
*If the vote must be unweighted, qualifying landings should be 4,000 pounds, gutted weight, annual average, over the qualifying years.
Mr. Marvel spoke in favor of an unweighted vote, using a qualifying threshold, to separate fishermen, as opposed to a weighted vote.  His reasoning was that fishermen that did not have a vested interest in the fishery should not have an equal voice as those whose livelihood depended on the fishery.  His concern was that the weighted vote would skew even the vested fishermen.  For example, hook-and-line fishermen would not catch the same poundage as a long-line fisherman.  So even though both fishermen are equally dependent on and interested in maintaining the health of the fishery, the long-line fisherman’s voice would carry more weight, since he caught more pounds because of the gear that he used.

Mr. Spaeth interjected that half of one day was already spent on the subject of the weighted vote.  The eventual outcome was that everyone who did not get a substantial IFQ would vote it down.
Mr. Marvel still felt that there must be a weight they could agree upon that would signify a substantial interest in the fishery, and those persons should have an equal vote.  He asked Mr. Spaeth to explain his opposition to this proposal, since in essence, they would be using weighted voting by implementing a threshold.
Mr. Spaeth stated that a part-timer would have the same vote as a full-timer, and a 4,000 pound fisherman was not, in his opinion, a fulltime fisherman.  To avoid that, the threshold would have to be set very high, which would greatly reduce the number of potential voters.
Mr. Maccini felt that the guy who was putting in 250 days should be given more of the vote than a guy fishing only 40 or 100 days.  He felt that the weighted vote would reward the people who put in the time.

Mr. Clements wondered why the Panel was wasting time discussing items that were already resolved during the June meeting.  Mr. Fisher’s state landings language motion, as well as the weighted versus unweighted motions, were all discussed and voted upon in detail, during the June meeting.  He also pointed out that the years to use for allocation purposes was also voted upon (page 10) not just referendum, as previously stated.
Mr. Spaeth agreed with Mr. Clements and requested a faster review process.

Mr. Kennedy continued the review: 
*Only reef fish holders, with current or renewable permits would be qualified to vote.  Historical captains did not exist for reef fish permits.  Reef fish permits had to be qualified by an owner/corporate officer.  Permits registered in the name of a corporation could be qualified by the captain but the captain’s catch history stayed with the permit, not the captain.
Mr. Gregory asked if the Panel looked at whether logbook data would be required for each year during the qualifying period as opposed to requiring logbook data for any year within the qualifying period.  He felt the motion was not clear.  He saw that if it was required for each year, then a person who got into the fishery after 1999 would be penalized.  The Panel needed to address whether logbook data needed to be available during any time period within any of the 5 years, or during the entirety of the 5 year qualifying period.   Mr. Kennedy agreed that the Panel would need to clarify this issue.

Ms. Steingress entered the fishery in May of 2003 and felt that she may be out of luck, even though they were fully committed to fishing for their livelihood.  They were naive and not aware of these issues in 2003.  She did not obtain the history of the permit she bought, so she only had her own history.  She stated that in Yankeetown, the people just fish.  There was, and still is, very little awareness about the processes and procedures going on at the Councils.  She had never heard of the Gulf Council.  She proposed that a process be implemented that any time a permit changed hands, that the new owner automatically got added to the mailing list of recipients for the Gulf Council newsletter.  (This suggestion was forwarded to the Gulf Council Public Relations Officer, Charlene Ponce.)  This situation illustrated the problems that missing historical logbook data would create for some people.
Mr. Spaeth stated that it was his intent that if a person had logbook data for any period of time within the 5 year qualifying period, then they were included.
Mr. Kennedy stated that the Panel needed to come to consensus on this issue.
Mr. McKinney expanded, since the Panel had decided that a fisherman could qualify if only one year’s fishing history met the fishing threshold requirements, then it would be incongruent to require logbook data from all 5 years.  The only wording that made sense to him was “any period of time within the qualifying years” and asked if everyone agreed.

Mr. Fisher asked for clarification on the poundage per year requirements.
Mr. Spaeth explained, the required poundage was 5,000 pounds.  A one thousand pound average per year, for 5 of the 6 qualifying years, was required.  The entire 5,000 pounds could have been caught in one year.  That would still average 1,000 pounds per year.

Mr. Deaderick further clarified, 4,000 pound discussions came about because no one knew how the reauthorization of Magnuson Stevens Act would play out.   It might not allow weighted votes.
Mr. Clements expanded that these discussions and varying poundage requirements were based upon whether the votes would be weighted or unweighted.  He went on to emphasize that Mr. Williams stated (on page 13 of June’s minutes) that the Council was disinclined to hold a referendum.
Mr. Marvel wondered what would happen if a person had a permit in years one and two and then left the fishery, if they would be given voting rights.

Mr. Kennedy explained that the permit had to be active and renewable.  The term “current” would refer to the precise time when this program went into effect.

Mr. Fisher explained that logbook data went with the permit, even if the current owner did not know what the history is, so even if a new owner bought a permit in 2004, the permit was active.  He mentioned the Council’s control date of Oct. 2004 and stated that if they had to adhere to that control date, then there would not be 5 full years of landings history.  On the subject of business plans, he made the point that regardless of whether a person was a part-time or a full-time fisherman, both plans were  valid in the lives of those who started that business.  He felt that it was a mistake to consider one business person’s financial and energy expenditure of 50 days as more valuable than another guy’s expenditure of 100 or 200 days.
Mr. Maccini agreed with his statement that business plans were important to the business owner, however in regards to the whole industry, he did not believe that someone who invested 40 days into fishing should have the same say as a guy who invested 200 days.  In his own crab fishing background, he did not have the landings history and the personal investment that was required to continue to participate, so he was excluded.

Mr. Kennedy continued his summarization.  Historical captains do not exist in reef fish permits.  Lessee/lessor situations are not recorded or tracked by NMFS.  Any lessee/lessor arrangements and contracts were executed privately.  Mr. Kennedy’s understanding was that only the permit owner would be permitted to vote in the referendum, not the qualifying captain.  He stated that tomorrow, the permitting department of NMFS could offer further clarification on these situations.  As for permit history, the most information that NMFS would be able to provide would be landings history by range, which would be tiered in 5,000 pound increments, unless the current permit owner got permission from the previous owner to obtain the specific landings history.
Mr. Rueter interjected that confidentiality laws do not permit them to divulge permit history, but that they would provide a range.  For example, a permit holder would be told that they would qualify for between 1.25 and 1.50% of the TAC.  So that percentage range would give them an idea of their weighted vote would be until the rule became final.  Upon finalization of the rule, an actual number must be given and the range no longer applied.  He was already in the process of compiling that range of data for every permit.  He hoped to be able to provide those range numbers within the next month or two.  He requested that the group make their decision on the categorization of fish, deep water, shallow water, red, gag, etc., so that he could give people their ranges by species.  The range numbers that he would provide will be for the entire period from 1999-2004, even if the fisherman bought the permit in 2002.  The range would include landings history for the entire qualifying period.  A person who owned the permit during the entire qualifying period would be given their actual percentage number, not a percentage range.
Mr. Clements commented that what was getting fishermen from his area upset was that many of them had just entered the fishery and they did not know their logbook history.  He requested that Mr. Rueter distribute a news release to every permit holder that explained that this logbook range would be forthcoming within the next couple of months.

Ms. Steingress inquired about the AP motion that a Council letter be composed that explained the potential referendum and IFQ program.  She wondered if a heads-up about this forthcoming logbook range could be included in the letter.  Mr. Kennedy answered yes, it could be mentioned in the letter. 
Mr. Marvel reiterated that anyone who had been in the fishery prior to 1999 would not be experiencing the same level of anxiety, since their own logbook history was available.  This problem was much more unsettling for new entrants.  The essence of the mailing would be to set people’s mind at ease if they could confirm that, yes, there were landings history associated with their permit.  To let fishermen know that this information was on file and was forthcoming was important.
Mr. Spaeth expressed dissatisfaction with the confidentiality issue in general, since landings data associated with the permit did not specify who the actual owner was and/or who caught those fish.

Mr. Rueter stated that the legal department had already determined that providing a range eliminated litigation potential while providing adequate information to the current permit holder.  MSA required protection of confidentiality.

Mr. Daniels commented that ignorance of the law was no excuse; it was the permit owner’s responsibility to obtain catch history.  Most could get the prior owner to sign a confidentiality waiver and obtain the actual landings history.

Mr. Spaeth countered that his prior owner was dead.

Mr. Clements stated that when he requested his own landings from the state and federal agencies, months passed before he received anything.  When those agencies finally did reply, confidentiality waivers were required by both.  For his federal records, six months passed before he finally received his own landings history.   He moved that total landings history for either present or past history be provided, by range, to permit holders for the qualifying years (1999-2004) as soon as possible.
Mr. Rueter asked if the Panel wanted the landings history ranges to be broken out by category (deep water grouper, shallow water grouper, red, gag) or by total grouper landings.

Mr. Clements specified that the more detailed information, the better.

Mr. Marvel generally supported the motion, but had concerns that fishermen might mistakenly associate this range of data as an indication of their IFQ, which may be grossly inaccurate.  This number was only supposed to be considered for determining the 1,000 pound threshold in order to vote in the referendum.

Mr. Clements did not think that fishermen would misconstrue the purpose of the range data, but Mr. Marvel was not so sure.  So he wanted the letter to emphasize exactly why this range was being provided and what it was going to be used for with a disclaimer that it would be used in determining their IFQ.

Mr. Kennedy indicated that a motion was not really necessary to accomplish this task.  If the availability of this data was made known to the fishermen, via the Council letter, then fishermen would already be aware that the range history was available from Mr. Rueter.
Mr. Rueter asked Mr. Kennedy to include a statement in his letter from the Council that range history information by species would be mailed to them within the coming weeks, as recommended by the AP Panel.  Mr. Kennedy agreed.  Mr. Rueter once again clarified that fishermen had to sign a waiver and, if applicable, waivers had to be obtained from prior owners as well.  With waivers, they would be given their actual landings history number.  Without the waivers, they would only be given a landings history range.
Motion withdrawn.

Mr. Small stated that by providing permit holders with as much information as possible, they would be in a much better position than by keeping them ignorant.

Mr. Rueter agreed.  He started working on the ranges in the grouper fishery immediately because he had already learned this lesson from the red snapper industry.  Once they provided those ranges to the fishermen, anxiety seemed to quickly subside.
Mr. Deaderick was not sure that just sending out this information was a good idea because it might unnecessarily ruffle feathers of some who may be reactionary, but do not have strong ties to the fishery.

Mr. Rueter wanted to utilize a streamlined process for maximum efficiency.

Mr. Williams felt that citing the specific years might be premature, since the Council could end up using a completely different range of years for qualifying.  As far as fishermen requesting and obtaining their landings data, he supported that idea.
Section III.  Presentation on the Development of the Alaskan Halibut-Sablefish IFQ Program – Mark Lundsten
Mr. Lundsten, after providing an introductory summary of his background, narrated a video depicting the operations of an Alaskan commercial fishing vessel.  After the video, he gave a PowerPoint presentation on the working conditions in that fishery both pre and post IFQ, followed by a question and answer period.
Dr. Diagne started by asking about enforcement of quota.
Mr. Lundsten stated that enforcement was dockside with a few coastguard flyovers.  A 6 hour advanced notification was required to unload.  The boat might be boarded at law enforcement’s option.  There was a 10% overage allowance that got deducted from the following year’s quota, but going over the 10% threshold brought severe penalties.  The Alaska halibut fishery did not have observers to the extent that Canada did, so they compensated by having severe penalties for violators.  The IFQ fishermen who violate the laws are perceived as ripping off other fishermen, so fishermen report violators.  In sablefish, they had observers part-time for boats 60 ft. and up, and boats 120 feet and up carried observers all the time.  The owner of the boat paid for the observers.  A primary area of cost reduction post IFQ came from not having to run all over the place.  Fishermen could systematically move from place to place, then go home.  Engine hours were halved.
Mr. Clements wondered whether the Gulf fishery would be able to allow the level of flexibility that would be needed to avoid bycatch issues.  If, when fishing, he caught 100 pounds of black grouper and he did not have shares for those fish, he wondered how he would be able to buy enough time to find and procure the annual coupons that he would need in order to be able to bring those fish to the dock.  He saw that brokers would be necessary.
Mr. Lundsten proposed an owner-on-board provision that still allowed for cost sharing.  For fleets, a percentage ownership or co-op might work best.  Different IFQ owners could pool a percentage their fish and facilitate their own share trading.  
Mr. Clements wasn’t sure how that would work based on the competitive nature of the business.

Mr. Lundsten countered that those who contributed the shares would benefit by receiving a percentage of the catch, so there was financial incentive to cooperate.

Mr. Spaeth was under the impression that fishermen had to have the coupons before they landed the fish.

Mr. Leal mentioned that Bruce Turris had indicated that in their fishery, they could have a 30% quota overage and still not pay a penalty the first year because they wanted to allow enough flexibility for catch to match quota.  Then the next year, they adjusted for overages.  Leasing and trading was also allowed.
Mr. Deaderick asked Mr. Lundsten about the size of their fishing communities and if regulatory discards were as big an issue for them as they were in the Gulf fishery.
Mr. Lundsten commented that only once in awhile did they run into large schools of undersized fish and that their fishing communities were very small.  The number of fishing boats had been reduced from about 8,000 pre IFQ to a current level of about 2,000.

Mr. Deaderick continued with questions about smallest amount of IFQ issued, trading shares, slim profit margins, what problems they had with imports flooding their market, how their block system was set up, etc.  Mr. Lundsten answered these questions, and then offered to provide his copy of the Report to the IFQ Review Committee of the National Academy of Sciences, National Research Council, and the Ocean Studies Board for the Panel to review.   He thought that document would be helpful in finding answers to some of these issues.
Mr. Clements also expressed concerns that the grouper fishery may not be comparable to the Alaskan fishery, nor the red snapper fishery for that matter, in terms of how the share value and profitability might increase.
In trying to identify the differences and similarities between the fisheries, Mr. Maccini asked what percentage of the fishing fleet was owner operated at the start of the IFQ in Alaska, to which Mr. Lundsten replied about 90%.  Mr. Lundsten had stated during his presentation that owners being operators was an important aspect of their industry.  In the Gulf fishery perhaps 30 to 40% of the bandit boats and maybe 10 to 20% of long-line boats were owner operated.  Long-liners account for 40 to 50% of the catch.  Mr. Lundsten gave his view on the processes outside investors used to infiltrate the industry to a small degree, and some of the problems experienced from fishing efforts being restricted to blocks.  In Alaska, halibut and sablefish were considered the small boat offshore fisheries.  Then there were the crab and trawlfish fisheries with huge boats, corporate operations.  Restrictions that were put in place safeguarded the smaller fishing industry from being taken over by big corporations.
Mr. Maccini asked what the longest trip would be if he still had his boat.  Mr. Lundsten took 3 day trips typically with a maximum catch of 50,000 pounds.  For optimal quality, a one day trip might bring 10 or 15 thousand pounds.
Mr. Fisher asked about initial allocation years.  Mr. Lundsten stated that sablefish (black cod) was 5 out of 6, and 5 out of 7 for halibut.  Initial allocation was tied to catch history and areas fished.  The fishermen who fished in areas where the stocks had been overfished received a slightly reduced quota at the onset of the IFQ program as compared to what they had caught historically, due to the depleted fish populations in those areas.  But their quota went back to historical levels, and even higher within 4 years.

Mr. Fisher stated that they had a hard TAC go into place in the middle of the last year of their proposed qualifying period which amounted to a 10% reduction.  Therefore, everyone would lose approximately 10% of their catch history in their initial allocation.  He asked if in the Alaska fishery, if some people did not claim their quota share, did those shares go back into the pool of available quota shares.  Mr. Lundsten answered yes; the 5 best years’ fish caught went into a big pot.  That gave them a total number of pounds (for example, one million pounds).  Then each fisherman received his percentage of that amount (for example, one thousand pounds or 1/1,000th of the pot).  Each year that fisherman would receive 1/1,000th of the TAC.  Obviously, as fish stocks shifted from area to area, quota shares shifted as well, so adjustments from year to year were expected.
Dr. Roberts emphasized the importance of gleaning the similarities from the two different fisheries and using that knowledge to help make decisions.  There were other differences too, such as the Gulf fishery’s recreational sector.  That was not a problem as much in Alaska.  He asked if the charter industry ever got an IFQ for halibut in Alaska.  Mr. Lundsten answered no, they fought it.  The Charterboat industry in Alaska was localized, so they experienced localized depletions from time to time.  They took about 10% of the overall catch in halibut and their season was only 3 months or so, due to weather restrictions.
Mr. Deaderick commended that our fishery seemed to be prone to wide fluctuations in TAC and approximately 60% of the shallow water grouper discard mortality occurred by way of the recreational fishery, so he wondered if that would be a stumbling block, since our recreational fishermen did not have a hard TAC.

Mr. Lundsten did not think so, as long as it was predictable and measurable.  Charter boats do not like hard TACs or closures, because of advanced bookings.
Dr. Roberts was interested in social engineering and wondered whether fishermen would socially engineer an IFQ program if they were given the option through a referendum, remembering that our fishermen work within a multiple gear type and dual sector fishing community.
Mr. Lundsten did not think they would have ever gotten an IFQ program with a referendum.  The commercial fishermen got the program and used politicians as pressure points.  Simplicity, grass roots efforts, lots of phone calls, lots of refinement, hurtling contentious groups, and about a year’s worth of time, finally allowed them to accomplish their goals.

Dr. Roberts inquired if after all the shaping and hammering that took place, if a referendum had been held, would it have passed.  Mr. Lundsten stated probably not.  When asked if they held a referendum now to discontinue the IFQ program, what would happen, Mr. Lundsten said they would be 100% in favor of the IFQ program.  They were very pleased with the outcome.  A referendum during the initial process probably would have failed because of people’s reluctance to take risks and fear of the unknown.

Mr. Fisher asked for the total logbook data for the qualifying years, by species, per year from NMFS.  He requested the same information (raw data) from the state so that the Panel could compare the two sets of data to determine how divergent the two agencies’ data were.  This would help allay some people’s concerns.
Mr. Clements noted that in only one year out of the five qualifying years’ catch history did the poundage match exactly between NMFS and the state; except that the state showed his catch was gag (the state corrected his reporting mistake.  There were no blacks where he fished), and NMFS showed his catch as blacks (which was incorrect, his error). 

Mr. Kennedy clarified that if the state knew for sure that a fish species was misreported, they correct the mistake (i.e. gag reported as black), but in areas where both are found, it was up to the dealers and the fishermen to get the records right.

Mr. Gregory asked if blacks and gags on ice are easily distinguished from each other, because down in the Keys, he could find very little evidence to differentiate between the two.  Mr. Fisher elaborated on how to tell, and then Mr. Marvel pointed out that the two species are similarly priced, so the fish houses do not worry about whether they were lumped together interchangeably. 
Mr. Clements expressed reservations about how much the Gulf grouper fishery would benefit from an IFQ program.  However, all things considered, he still felt that the Panel should stay the course in developing an IFQ program in order to allow fishermen to have more say in determining their own destinies, rather than being subjected to dictates from the government.  Fishermen as businessmen should take the initiative to solve their own problems.

Mr. Lundsten found that he had the same reservations and feelings when they were going through their IFQ processes, but believed at least the IFQ would ease some of the strains and derbies that they were experiencing, so they went for it.  The only benefit they expected was that they would not have to throw out halibut and that they would have a reasonable place to put down gear and fish.  They were pleasantly surprised from the benefits they derived.  The processors understood how fishermen would benefit, but the fishermen did not.  The fishery, as it was, was a rag-tag mess.  He offered encouragement to Mr. Clements and the Panel in their efforts.
Mr. Marvel was intrigued by the concept of blocks and asked why that concept was brought about and implemented.

Mr. Lundsten answered that it was probably so that big business did not take everything over, although that concern might have been an over exaggeration.  In general, he supported blocks in a limited way.  He felt that there were too many blocks (quota share certificates were issued either as blocked or unblocked.  A block constituted a non-separable number of quota shares.  They ranged anywhere from 3 to 20 thousand pounds).  In areas where fishermen could run out and fish for a couple thousand pound block, that was fine, but who would go to fish for a couple thousand pound block when they had to travel an entire day to get there.  Someone, at some point within the qualifying 5 year period, had made a trip way out in the Bering Sea and caught a large amount of fish, so that one trip’s worth of poundage was divided up into 5 (representing 5 years’ worth of catch in that area) blocks which amounted to 5,000 pounds per year.   Blocks in these far flung areas of the Bering Sea were not sensible, in his opinion.
Mr. Marvel felt that there might be some similarities between our two fisheries and the block concept might help to prevent large corporate takeovers in our fishery too.   He asked, as the quota changed, if the weight of a block changed also, to which Mr. Lundsten answered yes.  He felt that blocks did what they were meant to do for small towns in Southeast Alaska, but everywhere else, blocks were a misfit.  He also explained that eventually the fleet would be made up completely of second generation owner/operators.
Mr. Small highlighted that Mr. Lundsten was of the opinion that a referendum would not have passed for IFQs, and their fishery was in much worse shape than ours.  He expressed concern about a referendum being passed in the current scenario.  He suggested that educational materials be distributed on a wide scale or the referendum would be doomed from the start.

Mr. Werner commented that in the red snapper fishery, when the best 10 out of 13 years were added up, they came up with a quota of 130% of the actual TAC, so people like himself lost 20% of their harvest in order to implement an IFQ program.  He still supported an IFQ program but wanted to ensure that Mr. Lundsten explained what happened thoroughly to the Panel.
Mr. Lundsten explained that a 5 out of 7 year option would benefit more individuals and level the playing field to some extent, whereas 7 out of 7 years would benefit the people who had been full-time fishermen all those years.

Mr. Gregory addressed Mr. Small’s comment regarding the referendum.  He substantiated the point that in order for the industry to support an IFQ program, this Panel must create the best program possible.  He saw three potential options, status quo, a buyout, and an IFQ program.  He felt that the longer the process dragged on, the more anxious people would get.
Mr. Small reiterated his desire to see educational materials distributed.  He perceived, through people’s current attitudes, that a directed campaign of misinformation was going on within the fleet.

Mr. Leal wondered if the fishermen had any idea what IFQs would afford them.  He wondered who would carry the message.  He asked Mr. Lundsten how educated the people were in the halibut fishery prior to the IFQ implementation.

Mr. Lundsten stated that there was a beehive of communication and people were pretty polarized towards the end.  There were lots of forums, debates, and newspaper editorials, etc.  Most of the opposition was from the island of Kodiac, but they now favor halibut and black cod IFQs.  They saw regulations as disrupting their ability to conduct themselves as they saw fit.  It seemed too organized.  There was also some opposition from processors.  There would have been louder opposition from them, except they were taken up with pollock issues at the time.  It empowered fishermen, but getting them to understand this was the challenge.  Auxiliary people such as buyers, suppliers, and middlemen, by contrast, ultimately had less power.
Mr. Kennedy further expanded on Mr. Leal’s question of educating the public.  The Panel would formulate recommendations which will be sent to the Council, which would in turn develop a scoping document.  The scoping document would contain the Panel’s recommendations as well as others.  That document would go through a public hearing process (at least 2 or 3 stages).  The referendum would come into play once the Council had determined exactly what it was that they want to implement.  There would be plenty of educational opportunities prior to the referendum stage.

Mr. Fisher asked if a referendum would be compulsory by the Council simply because this Panel recommended it.

Mr. Kennedy stated that if MSA required it, then it would be compulsory.  That MSA requirement was not yet determined.
Dr. Diagne pointed out that in the past, Councils have been perceived as being remiss in disseminating information to fishermen regarding impacts of IFQs.  Therefore, the Gulf Council had already scheduled open forum workshops throughout Florida in order to address any fishermen’s questions and concerns about what the Council was doing.  These workshops would be an ideal setting for distributing informational materials.

Mr. Clements was happy to hear about the workshops.  He felt first impressions would be paramount.  He suggested an internet IFQ quorum.  That might be helpful for people to ask questions of knowledgeable people online.
Mr. Lundsten proposed that the Panel should be proactive in these efforts, particularly enlisting help from the press to spread the word.
Mr. Clements inquired about what the share lease price was in comparison to the dock value of the fish.  Mr. Leal responded that for sablefish and halibut, for the first four years of the IFQ program, it could go all the way down to about 20%.  Mr. Lundsten elaborated that with hired skippers, it was closer to 40% in productive areas (area 3A).  The Aleutian Island shares, which were the hardest to catch, receive the lowest lease price because nobody was willing to fish those shares.
Mr. Small questioned the origin of Mr. Gregory’s comment that specified that there would be 3 options for the referendum; status quo, buyout, or IFQs.

Mr. Gregory stated that from his perspective, implementing an IFQ program would take 3 to 4 years (optimistically).  The buyout development came into being to end derby fishing.  This year, the trip limits helped to stabilize the derby fishing.  So the question in his mind was did that mean did they had to control derby fishing in the interim, until an IFQ program could be put into place, status quo (trip limits) or the short-term fix of a buyout.  He explained that, in his mind, the buyout and IFQ programs were complimentary not competing programs.  The industry as a whole would be facing difficult choices in the near future with a potential gag reduction of 40% coming down the pike.
Mr. Fisher felt that the buyout was not a short-term fix, but rather a 35 year plan.  Due to the debt structure, looking at it as a short-term fix would be doing the industry a disservice.

Mr. Deaderick asked if, in Mr. Lundsten’s experience, he had ever run into any other management alternatives that would work in a multispecies fishery such as ours.  Mr. Lundsten answered that co-ops allowed for fish to be pooled and fished selectively.  Private parties banded together, the government gave what amounted to an equivalent of quota shares based on their catch history, and fishermen decided amongst themselves who would go out for the catch.  Pollock worked that way.
Mr. Deaderick saw similarities between an IFQ program and a co-op.  The Gulf fishery operated under trip limits, license restrictions, size limits, area closures, and gear restrictions.  Other than IFQs, he wondered if Mr. Lundsten was aware of any other type of programs that might be worth examining.

Mr. Lundsten stated that some people had proposed non-transferable shares, where any shares not used reverted back to the government (completely government controlled).  IFQs could be temporary.  In other words, there were lots of variations of IFQs that could be considered.  He had not seen successes in any other type of program aside from variant types of IFQ programs.

Mr. McKinney recalled that during Mr. Lundsten’s presentation, he stated that prior to IFQs, most of the halibut was marketed as frozen or fresh-frozen, but after IFQ it changed to iced/fresh, which changed the market dynamics.  He wondered how that change occurred.

Mr. Lundsten stated that freight processes had to be streamlined and transportation channels had to be opened up.  Canada had already started IFQ programs, so the channels from Canada were already open to a certain extent.  Mechanics and logistics had to be more efficient.  Icicle Seafood, one of Alaska’s largest processing plants, streamlined the halibut processing by size and freshness.  The market was able to readily absorb the new fresh product being marketed.
Mr. McKinney asked if there was an influx of dealers when IFQs first started, or people marketing off their boats, as well as from processing plants.

Mr. Lundsten indicated that it took a few years, but Trident developed a custom processing line, selling frozen product to Costco on a large scale.  There was also a fisherman’s auction started called The Auction Block where a small fee was collected, then fish were auctioned off for the fishermen.  Small time buyers entered the market through this channel.  One such buyer was currently one of the largest buyers of halibut.  How people bought fish had completely changed since 1994.
Mr. Spaeth pointed out that after IFQs, fishermen got more money for their fish in Alaska.   From his point of view, top dollar was already being made and the business of product distribution was healthy.  He wondered if the reason for price increases in Alaska was due to converting from a frozen to a fresh product.  He doubted that the Gulf fishery would have the ability to flex and change like Alaska’s.
Mr. Lundsten reasoned that the fish went to the highest bidder after IFQs.  It was not that way before.  This bidding process drove the price up.  Pre-IFQ, they were price takers, after IFQs they were price setters.  The availability of fresh fish helped out but that was not the only driving force.

Mr. Spaeth wondered where new dealers would set up shop, since waterfront properties were diminishing dramatically in Florida, unlike Alaska.

Mr. Lundsten answered that in some areas, municipal dock were in place with cranes.  Fish were offloaded at those docks and processed inland, at processing plants.  Icicle was located right next to the municipal dock and paid a premium for that real estate.  They objected to the smaller companies’ taking fish inland to process, but that’s business.
Mr. Deaderick agreed with Mr. Spaeth in that he did not anticipate an immediate switch in value for the product.  However he did anticipate some degree of increase due to the fact that in the prior two years, fish was not available the full year.  As an end user, he was most concerned about having product available year round.  He did not feel it was important about how fishermen worked out the details of fishing as long as the product was brought into the marketplace consistently.  Consistent product availability would drive the price up to a certain extent, since that would deter imports from hitting the market.

Dr. Roberts asked for clarification on the provisions in the IFQ program in Alaska regarding inheritance and succession of shares.  Mr. Lundsten specified that the first generation privileges could not be passed on to heirs.  Grandfather rights were not inheritable.  Fishermen can give their quota rights to their family but if the current owner was allowed more than the maximum quota, due to the grandfather clause, that allowable overage was not inherited by the next generation.  Also the next generation cannot hire a skipper.  Those inheriting the business would have to be owner/operators.  Dr. Roberts wondered about crew size and crew share issues after an IFQ system was put in place.  Mr. Lundsten stated that was a big issue in Alaska.  Crews did become more of a labor force and less an integral part of the overall operation.  There was a small union of perhaps 60 guys that were afforded some level of protection.  However, for the guys that bought quota early on, the opposite was true, they maintained their leverage and they were in a better position than they were before.  For the most part, the economic power had moved to the hands of the owner of the quota, and the crew made less.
Mr. Fisher wondered what system they used to truck ice to the boat and did they use chuck ice, snow ice, or flake ice.  Mr. Lundsten answered that flake ice was generally all they used and totes were used to haul ice to the boat hold (average 5 to 10 tons per boat).  Processors often provided the ice for free to their suppliers.
Mr. Spaeth expanded on the thought that here, ice is king.  A public auction would require a public ice machine and a public fuel dock.

Mr. Leal addressed the subject of imports and wondered whether imports were taking market shares that used to be for grouper.  Mr. Deaderick answered that frozen product came in very inexpensively.  When closures occurred here, he easily found a consistent supply of fresh fish from Brazil and Mexico.  Though there might be mislabeling going on, the overall quality of the fish was high.  Ten years ago, the quality was not there but now, good fish can be bought readily, which hurt this market.  Also, he felt that dealing with importers was easier than dealing with the locals, who, for the most part, come and go as they please.
Mr. Spaeth stated that Gulf fishermen competed against imports.  He agreed that during the closure here, the Mexican importers dove right in.  Where they were getting $3.50 for gag, the price shot up to around $5.00.  They took advantage of our market every chance they got.  Market share was difficult to discuss due to the problem of substitution, which was rampant.  Most grouper commanded a better price outside the state of Florida because of the problem of fraud.  He was not sure how much of a price increase the market could bear even if the fraud problem was corrected.  There were size limits put on fish, but not on fillets, so undersized fish were being filleted before being brought to the dock.  There were ways that people got around the system.
For the Panel’s review, Dr. Diagne retrieved slides from his PowerPoint presentation at the May meeting that provided data on import trends.  The problem was larger in the snapper industry since imports account for 40 million pounds, whereas, in grouper, the figure was around 9 million pounds.  The more the US marketplace demands the fish, the higher the price would go on imports, closing the gap between the two fisheries (domestic versus imports).  The two fisheries were approximately the same size.
Mr. Gregory emphasized that the increase from 10 million pounds to 40 million pounds was a direct result of the derby fishery.   This was why a derby fishery should be avoided.

Mr. Leal inquired about where the problem was that allowed fish to be mislabeled.

Mr. Small answered that from the recent articles run on the subject, the importers were to blame.  The restaurants thought they were getting grouper.

Mr. Deaderick noted that it was very easy to mislabel fish and slip it into the system.
Mr. McKinney stated that Vietnam produces a variety of catfish ranging from a high quality (basa) to a very low quality (snake head).  The problem originated when the catfish started coming into the US, and the American catfish growers wanted trade sanctions because of unfair trade practices.  So a surcharge was applied to catfish imports.  Since Asian countries did not want that surcharge applied to their catfish, they labeled it as something else.  Mr. McKinney disagreed somewhat with the concept that the restaurants were totally unaware that what they were receiving was not grouper, since they were paying the equivalent of $.10, where they would normally have paid $1.00.  The “too good to be true” rule applied here.  Restaurants were also guilty of passing off some alternative product as grouper.  Sometimes, inadvertent labeling did occur and mistakes did happen, but the very history of the fishing industry shows that the concept of substitution had always been there.  High quality products that were not available were often substituted by another high quality product that was available.  However, this was the first time that high quality fish had been substituted with very low quality fish, in order to maximize profits.  Since there were not restaurant police, law enforcement was really dependent on complaints from the public.  Unfortunately, fried or blackened food was hard to identify, since the flavors and textures were dramatically altered during preparation.  To prevent fraud, everyone had to behave ethically.  Some major cases in Florida have recently been prosecuted, but depending on law enforcement to identify and resolve all fraudulent activity was an unrealistic expectation.
Mr. Deaderick noted that sushi restaurants were some of his best customers for domestic grouper.  They wanted fresh fish and know their fish well.  They take the whole fish, not fillets, and they would not hesitate to send back product that does not meet their expectations.  Grouper fishermen would also have to compete against domestic red snapper fishermen.
Mr. Spaeth met with the state attorney general’s office regarding ethics.  Resources, of course, were an issue.  They were upset to hear that most of the fish caught locally was shipped out of state because of the fraud issues mentioned.  He explained some of the ways law enforcement could maximize fines against restaurateurs for passing off some other fish as grouper.  The articles recently run in the St. Pete Times might help in this battle.

Mr. Maccini asked Mr. Lundsten, assuming they were derby fishing, how many days of dedicated fishing they had to build their catch history during the qualifying years for the IFQ program.  Mr. Lundsten answered 7 fishing days for halibut and 30+ fishing days for black cod.  Currently, they spent much less time running back and forth, maximizing efficiency.  He approximated that he currently spent about 40 to 50 days fishing.  Mr. Maccini pointed out that his fishing days currently amounted to between 180 and 200.  He wondered whether he would still be fishing the same amount of days after IFQ.  Mr. Lundsten said that was impossible to determine since after IFQs, fishing changed completely.  Derby style fishing ceased.  The crew slept at night.  They did not have to run all over the place like before.  The fishing pressure also changed.  In derby fishing, there were boats everywhere and the first day was usually a banner day, due to the virgin fishing grounds.  Then as each day passed, the catch diminished.  After IFQs, boats came and went at will.  There was less certainty that the fish were there.  The entire fishing practice changed with IFQs.  
Mr. Maccini said that last year, the fishery was only open 8 months, which for our fishery, was short.  We would not see the kind of change that was experienced in Alaska, due to the difference in our fisheries.  Mr. Lundsten said that the unknown variable here was how the fishing patterns would change and how that would affect the stocks.  No one knew that.  Mr. Maccini reminded him that the recreational sector would also be impacting the stocks.  Mr. Lundsten specified that the lower the fishing mortality got, the better fishing would become.
Mr. Clements did not believe that the price of grouper would increase substantially.  What he did see happening was that wealth would be redistributed, fishermen would have more power over when and how they fished, and the price would stabilize, since perceived market gluts would diminish.
Mr. Fisher wanted to emphasize that even though the Alaska fishery was different from ours, much of the information presented by Mr. Lundsten was still relevant.  The Council was looking at reallocating catch between the two sectors, CPUE was down this year, which eliminated the need for closures, and the new gag grouper amendment may severely impact the number of days they would be able to fish, which would cause a closure and a return to derby fishing.  The only tool to protect fishermen’s rights and provide stability to the industry was IFQs.  Protection that looks towards the future was paramount.

Mr. Small addressed Mr. Spaeth’s comment that they were already at the ceiling with what they could get for fish prices.  If the demand was outpacing the supply, he wondered why they could not get more for the fish.  Mr. Spaeth responded that he runs a packing house.  They offload, prep, and ship.  He already commented that he can get more money by shipping out of state that in state.  He explained the dynamics of price fluctuations in the market.  If his customers wanted a supply year round, he required that they come through with orders year round.  In times of plenty, they will sell to others who need fish, but in the winter, they take care of the people who take care of them.
Mr. Werner noted that ultimately, these programs will reduce effort as well as the size of the fleet, which in the end will reduce the number of days required to make their catch.
Mr. Daniels asked if there was more room on the fishing grounds in Alaska because their fleet was reduced from 8,000 boats down to about 2,000.  Mr. Lundsten explained how it was more the flexibility in fishing days rather than fleet reduction that made the biggest difference.

Section V.  Panel discussion of Initial Allocation qualifying criteria - Panel
During the prior meeting, the subject of initial allocation and referendum were oftentimes overlapping.  Therefore, to ensure that there was clear and complete understanding and consensus by all Panel members and for clarification of the record, Mr. Speath moved that for initial allocation and referendum, the Panel proposed that 1999-2004 be used as the qualifying years, throwing out one year.
Mr. Deaderick asked if one of the 6 years had to be kicked out.  Mr. Spaeth responded yes.

Ms. Baker asked whether prior discussions explained the rationale for choosing those years to which Mr. Spaeth answered yes, extensive discussions.

Motion passed.
Mr. Kennedy introduced the next topic, minimum qualifying landings.
Mr. Fisher moved that the minimum qualifying landings’ threshold should be one pound.
Mr. Deaderick spoke in favor of the motion, in order to include everyone.  He did not see any reason to exclude anyone.
Mr. McKinney noted that in the red snapper fishery, the minimum threshold was .0001% rather than a specific number of pounds.  This was done for ease of administration.

Mr. Marvel also endorsed the concept of minimal exclusivity.

Mr. Gregory expressed that there was great difficulty in handling data minutiae and encouraged recommendations that would be cost effective administratively.

Dr. Roberts expressed concerns that NOAA’s legal counsel might object to an initial allocation qualifier that was very low, while requiring a substantial participation criteria in order to participate in the referendum, effectively creating a special class of people.  He suggested researching this question ahead of time.
Dr. Diagne specified that in red snapper, only Class 1 fishermen were allowed to vote.

Mr. Spaeth offered a substitute motion that the minimum qualifying landings’ threshold shall be 500 pounds.
Mr. Fisher asked if there were a half million pounds attributed to that 500 pound threshold, what would happen to those fish.

Mr. Kennedy explained that any catch that was disallowed as being below the threshold for IFQ participation would be put back into the pool for distribution among the remaining participants.
Mr. Fisher reiterated the importance of including as many people as possible.  He did not support the substitute motion.

Mr. Deaderick made a second substitute motion to table discussion until landings data is available. 
Mr. Rueter expected to have data available for use by the next meeting.
Mr. Marvel wanted to make a final comment that one of the beneficial features of an IFQ program was that it did not have to be set up to exclude anyone.  He supported very low thresholds, barring only thresholds that would be administratively cumbersome.

Second substitute motion passed.

The next topic for discussion was that of current permit holders.
Mr. Spaeth moved that initial allocation would be given to permit holders with a currently active or renewable permit.  Some discussions followed regarding what impact the terms “active” and “renewable” would have on the program.
Ms. Miller from the NMFS permitting department presented an example of a permit that expired on July 31st.  She confirmed that the fisherman would have one year from July 31st to renew his permit and still qualify for initial allocation.
Mr. Clements asked what would happen if someone bought a permit one day before the IFQ program went into effect.

Mr. Kennedy stipulated that as long as the permit had history attached to it from the prior owner, the new owner would be entitled to that share of the quota.

Mr. Fisher asked what Mr. Kennedy was referring to when he wrote “And logbook history for what years?” on the Qualifying criteria (Revised) worksheet.
Mr. Kennedy explained that there would be several pieces that needed to fit together as requirements for somebody to be included in the IFQ program.  The Panel has already established the qualifying years using logbooks, 1999-2004.  They tabled the threshold discussions for now.  
Motion passed.
Moving through his qualifying criteria worksheet, Mr. Kennedy stated that the access to landings history and the logbook issue did not have to be addressed at the present time but the calculation of shares needed to be addressed.

Mr. Small moved that a permit holder’s share would be calculated by determining that person’s percentage of the total landings pool (best 5 years).
Mr. Fisher asked what would happen to the year that was dropped.
Mr. Kennedy stated that each fisherman would be throwing out one year, they may be different years but one of the 6 qualifying years would be eliminated for each fisherman.

Motion passed.

Mr. Gregory inquired about a tabled motion from June’s meeting (Motion tabled until the next meeting, for the permit owner to be the voter, not the lessee. (pg. 25 of the minutes)) and reminded everyone that it needed to be addressed at some point during this meeting.

Mr. Kennedy confirmed that the Panel wanted four types of shares, red, gag, other shallow water grouper and other deep water grouper.

Mr. Spaeth expressed concerns that reaching TAC in red grouper might cause a shut down in blacks, due to bycatch issues.
Mr. Marvel concurred that closures were a big issue.  Under IFQs, fishing practices themselves could cause shutdowns.  If a fisherman used up all his gag coupons but still had red coupons, before going out, that person would have to buy more gag coupons in order to go fishing, to avoid bycatch.  If everyone else had behaved the same way, gag coupons would not be available.  He spoke against any fisherman going out to sea with only one coupon.  Aggregates offered some advantage, but there was no protection for one species over another.   Red grouper could be seriously depleted, and that would not be known until after the fact, which would negatively impact the following year’s TAC.  He wanted to hear more suggestions on how to resolve these issues. 
Mr. Williams pointed out that there would not be an overall quota since quota would be broken down among fisherman.  So as long as there were some red grouper were not harvested, there would not be any quota induced shutdown.  He also reminded the Panel about Bruce Turris’ comment during his presentation, where trawl bycatch was reduced because fishermen were “slow to change but quick to adapt.”  By changing their habits, bycatch was virtually eliminated.  He noted that fishermen used certain procedures to catch gag, and they could use other procedures to avoid gag, should the need arise.  Entire fishery shutdowns would always cause derby fishing, so he would argue against any provisions that allowed shutdowns.  
Mr. Spaeth wanted a commitment, in writing, to not allow shutdowns before he would approve of it.  If the Southern Offshore Fishing Association’s recommendation to go with constant catch had been followed, rather than Constant F, the red grouper fishery would not have been shut down.  With Constant F, at the beginning of the rebuilding plan, they were given less quota.  They were supposed to get 500,000 lbs. back and that did not happen.  He did not have confidence that the scientific community would not require shutdowns.
Dr. Diagne specified that if they did certain things during the design of the program, shutdowns would never happen, because the collective responsibility of all fishermen would fall upon the individual.  If a fisherman had only red grouper quota, that person could not go fishing until they went and obtained additional species quota.  Each person’s “portfolio of quota” would have to be efficiently managed in order to continue fishing.  They could also allow a specified period of time to reconcile catch overages, after the fact, whereby a fisherman could bring his catch to the dock, then obtain coupons from another fisherman to cover his catch.
Mr. Small reiterated Mr. Williams’ point that successful IFQ programs cannot have any provisions for mid season shutdowns.  As a business plan, if he planned to go fishing in November rather than in February, the fishery had to be open so that he could go catch his fish. As long as one pound of quota remained unharvested, the season cannot be closed.

Mr. Fisher concurred.  Communication between fishermen would also increase as they monitored the overall harvests throughout the year.
Mr. Leal stated that a viable IFQ program would eliminate the need for triggers.  To get a commitment against closures, in writing, was a good idea.

Mr. Spaeth had reservations about the scientific community going along with a program like that.  For example, if all the gag was caught except for one pound, hypothetically the fishery would still be open.  Gag would still be caught, and thrown back.  He believed that the scientific community would identify this loophole and still demand a shutdown.

Mr. Leal agreed that strong monitoring and enforcement would be the key.  In the BC fishery, strong monitoring and enforcement were essential to the program’s success.

Mr. Baker brought up the fact that one of the top objectives of the program was to eliminate shutdowns.

Mr. Gregory understood Mr. Spaeth’s concerns.  He agreed with Dr. Diagne’s solution to a certain extent, but felt that bycatch would be an issue and he did not think that having a quota share for every species they caught was possible.  Environmentalists needed to recognize that no industry could exist without generating at least some waste, which was a natural byproduct of our existence.  A zero-waste fishery was impossible.  A sustainable bycatch percentage needed to be identified.  In deciding whether to have cumulative shares or individual species shares, either way, some flexibility would be required. 
Mr. Daniels strongly agreed to the comment that fishermen are slow to change but quick to adapt and he believed they would adapt to avoid shutdowns.
Mr. Fisher brought up previous conversations with Dr. Crabtree where he indicated that NMFS would continue to adhere to hard TACs.  Gulf fishermen cannot afford cameras and/or observers onboard every boat like in BC, but the only way the recreational, commercial, and environmental communities would work cooperatively was if commercial fishermen took responsibility for dealing with their bycatch issues.  With implementation of IFQ comes the necessity for extreme enforcement regarding bycatch.
Mr. Lundsten discouraged the “deal-breaker” mentality.  He noted that the biggest concern for all the fishermen was the biology of the fish.  Their allowable catch would be based on a percentage of the TAC, whatever that was.  An unforeseen event such as an oil spill would certainly cause a shutdown.  Whether an aggregate system was put into place or not, there were many ways to account for overages and underages and create flexibility; co-ops, share pools, trading, limited observers, etc.  He encouraged everyone to keep open minds.  

Mr. Marvel felt that fear was coming in because one species was caught at a higher rate and even in an IFQ program, if everyone caught the same species at a higher rate and a trigger was met early in the fishing year, other species of fish would still be left unharvested.  Going to sea with one coupon for a species the fisherman intended to release must be avoided.  The objective was to both maximize TACs and minimize throwbacks.
Mr. Deaderick emphasized that the new system would be a complete replacement of our current system, not in addition to or as a part of.  Certain individuals may not own enough quota to be able to fish for certain species, while others will.  The point was that the season was your season rather than the season and everyone’s season would vary.  Fishermen could adapt, they could shorten their leaders to catch other species and reduce bycatch.

Mr. Maccini, referring to the gag stock assessments and the potential for the lowering of TAC, wondered just how many fishermen would be willing to give up their gag shares.  He also wondered what impact the TAC changing from year to year would have on the value of the shares.
Ms. Baker inquired about what needed to happen procedurally stop revisiting the subject of how to categorize the shares.  The Panel had already voted for red, gag, SWG, DWG.
Mr. Kennedy clarified that their current catch would never match exactly what their IFQ holdings were, so some type of flexibility needed to be built into the program to account for yearly variations in catch.  These flexibility measures had not yet been discussed at length, but this subject needed further exploration.
Mr. Leal noted that New Zealand was a multispecies fishery and that they had a wealth of information that the Panel would be able to sort through, when the time came for these discussions.

Mr. Small stated that his intelligence and experience as a fisherman made it possible to pick and choose when and where and how he fishes, which to a large extent determined what he caught.  If he was getting heavy on gag catch, he could and would change his tactics in order to reduce his gag catch until a later date.

Mr. Fisher wondered whether the Panel had the option to develop alternatives like in the Council process, to add clarity and give them options.  Mr. Kennedy said that was a process that could be used, however the goal was to come to singular recommendations that would go to the Council.  His concern was that the process of fine tuning the issues might become too cumbersome, but he informed them that they can use any process they wish. 
Mr. Clements stated that, to him, the elimination of closures was a primary goal of the IFQ program.  He also did not approve of Dr. Diagne’s suggestion of requiring coupons to be onboard for reds if he was going fishing for gag.

Dr. Diagne answered that the main point was that the fisherman should have coupons on board that mirrored his fishing practices.  He should not go out with only red coupons onboard, because, more than likely he will catch some gag.  The resource also needed to be protected. 
Mr. Lundsten stated that in their fishery, they had adapted really well at targeting certain species only.  They had refined their fishing practices to where they can go and fish for black cod and basically guarantee that they would not catch halibut and visa versa, or they could go out specifically to catch both.  Their only closures were for biological reasons, for spawning.
Mr. Spaeth asked whether red snapper would experience an end of year closure for tallying and administrative purposes.  Mr. McKinney said in order to hash out quota share for the following year, transferring of quota shares would not be permitted, but fishing would be permitted.  He was unsure how the 10% carryover was going to be handled.  He thought that they might close around December 15th or so, to do the calculations.
Mr. Spaeth disagreed with the comments that they could buy shares or trade shares because of the margin of profit.  If they only have a 5% profit margin, how could they afford to buy shares.  Without a 5 year business plan, banks would be unlikely to loan money.  As for co-ops, he did not want to be loaning out his money for IFQs when he did not know if he would get it back.  He requested an economic profile of what would really happen.
Mr. McKinney stated that the red snapper ad hoc committee addressed some of these issues, indicating that a 5 year business plan was very important.  He suggested that this Panel may be able to draw some analogies from that plan.  He supported doing the economic analyses.

Mr. Spaeth offered to work with Walter Keithly on this project and present their results at the next meeting.
Mr. Daniels requested that, if possible, a presenter from a multi-species fishery with a strong recreational sector be invited to one of our meetings in the near future.
Ms. Baker wondered whether the Panel wanted to bring the flexibility issue back to the table and revisit the motion breaking the shares out into 4 categories.  Mr. Kennedy agreed to put flexibility issues on the agenda for the next meeting.

Mr. Marvel proposed the idea of doing a weighted aggregation, combining reds and gags, with 2 gags being equivalent to one red, or something along those lines, so that coupons would always be available.  He noted that regarding costs, there were things that could be done to reduce expenses, like placing shares in blocks, making them less desirable.  These shares could be used to supplement fishing.  Also by setting the qualifying threshold effectively, some non-serious fishers would sell their shares, which would in turn lower the price.
Mr. McKinney asked that Mr. Marvel bring this subject back up at the next meeting when we cover flexibility tools for the program.

Mr. Fisher ended by saying that creating an IFQ program was proposed for the purpose of protecting the health of the fishery and the community and livelihoods of the fishermen.  That was the charge of this Panel.  He suggested that they place their focus on formulating and presenting their best recommendations to the Council, come what may.  NMFS and the Council will make their decisions based on what they thought was best. This Panel should also make their recommendations based on what they, as professional fishermen, thought was best.
Section VI.  Discussion of procedures to correct logbook data – Representatives from NMFS, SEFSC, and Florida FWRI
Mr. Kennedy did a comparison of landings based on trip tickets as opposed to landings based on logbooks, combining blacks and gags together as a group in both sets of data.  Tickets came from dealers, and in the panhandle, some dealers listed the catch as gag, while others listed the catch as blacks. He explained that in areas where gags were reported as blacks, the state changed the trip tickets to match the known fish that populate the area fished.
Mr. Brown, from the State of Florida, stated that the procedural change occurred some time around 1995.
Mr. Williams asked if a conversion was done from gutted to whole, since tickets were whole weight and logbooks were gutted weight.
Mr. Kennedy said that he converted from whole weight to gutted weight using a factor of 1.18.  The state trip tickets and the logbook records showed a difference of less than 10% in all species except yellowedge.  Yellowedge had a higher variance because the western Gulf figures were not taken into account.
Mr. Spaeth also commented that another reason for variances might have been that owners that had more than one Saltwater Products license (SPL) might have reported some of their landings on one license and some on the next license, etc.  That could also explain inconsistencies between state and logbook data as well.
Mr. Brown stated that logbook records use vessel IDs, not SPL numbers.
Mr. Fisher inquired how many owners filled out their own records versus how many allowed their captains to fill them out.  Mr. Spaeth believed that most owner/operators filled out their own reports.  Mr. Small stated that out of the 20 boats that he ran, he only filled out logbook reports on one.

Mr. Spaeth explained to the NMFS and state representatives that the Panel asked them to come to the meeting because, as fishermen, they had concerns about consistency between the agencies’ records.  Theoretically, state and federal records should come out equal, but that has not been what they were finding when they requested their records.
Mr. Rueter pointed out that for logbook purposes, actual hardcopies of the submitted forms were archived, which would help with many of the discrepancies mentioned.  Transcription errors could easily be found and rectified. 

Mr. Brown asked if, when poundages were recorded on a logbook from a trip, were these poundages really estimates based on the holding capacity of the vessel or were the fish actually weighed.

Most agreed that they took their weight data straight off the trip ticket.

Mr. Rueter then stated that if this was the case, the two records should match up.

Mr. Williams asked how NMFS knew that the data were entered accurately.

Mr. Rueter specified that data entry was outsourced to a private firm.  Mr. Brown implied that the data entry process for the state was quite similar, except for one major difference; that approximately 20% of the dealers filed electronically.  Data entry was verified through spot checks and outliers in the system programs.  Inconsistencies were followed-up with phone contacts.  Their keypunch error rate was less than 2%. The data entry firm has held the contract for quite some time, and their track record for accuracy was very good.  If errors in SPL numbers or wrong species codes were found, the state could, and had, corrected these types of errors.  
Mr. Spaeth was concerned that only people who lost fish would complain, not those who were given extra catch history.  Mr. Brown noted that there was no common variable between trip tickets and logbook records, but he felt that where 12 or 30 thousand pounds of extra catch was given, there was most likely a vessel or license entry error.
Mr. Williams asked if there was a way to identify through the name, how these extra catch histories were given.  Mr. Brown stated that current logbook records include a field for the trip ticket number, so those records could be matched quickly.  Older records would have to be matched by dealer or landing date or species by pounds.
Mr. Maccini found that one type of error occurred when decimals were used on log reports, where 5,000 pounds was recorded as 50,000 pounds.
Mr. Rueter stated that if he saw a record with an unusually high catch like that, he would go and pull the hardcopy to verify.  He could also use outliers to identify potential data errors such as when a typically deep water fisherman suddenly caught 20,000 pounds of shallow water fish.
Mr. Deaderick asked Mr. Rueter which agency or organization audited the NMFS data collection people.  Mr. Rueter was not sure.  Mr. Deaderick proposed that the quota monitoring data could be used as a cross check for the system, since state tickets are often used to fill out these forms.  As for Mr. Kennedy’s data error comparison chart, Mr. Deaderick contended that if one guy had a 70,000 overage and another guy had a 50,000 pound underage, the overall error would only show up as a 20,000 pound discrepancy, which grossly underestimated the size and scope of the reporting problems.
Mr. Brown answered that for audits on the state system, there had been program reviews done in the past that evaluated how the information was collected and used.  Mr. Kennedy noted that there were also random audits done on dealers’ records versus what was submitted on tickets.  He felt that the onus for making sure the correct data was in the system had to fall upon the fishermen, since there were so many pathways that incorrect data could enter the system throughout the reporting process; dealer errors, multiple SPLs, data not submitted or submitted twice, data input error, etc.  Only the individual fisherman knew his own fishing history for sure, so only he could completely verify accuracy.
Mr. Fisher had a prior conversation with Michael Judge.  He pointed out that logbook reports now had a box for trip ticket numbers.  If that number was not filled in, the logbook report would be accepted for monthly reporting purposes, but the landings did not go onto their accumulated landings for quota monitoring or IFQ or buyout.  NMFS had two departments that handled monthly reporting (science center and permitting).  If a fisherman sent in his monthly report, then was notified by NMFS that the report was NOT sent in, it was likely that the science center did in fact, input the data, but the permitting department did not update their records.  So if the fisherman sent in the report again, it was input again by the science center.  However, Mr. Fisher did not believe that the problem was enormous.  The TAC had been built since before 1994 on the ALS system and those numbers were the state trip ticket numbers.  If they were millions of pounds off, it would show up on the logbook records, not on the state trip tickets.   He asked Mr. Rueter if it was possible to pull up state records and run SPL records against logbook records.  Mr. Rueter said no, but they could pull the information by vessel ID, owner name, permit number, etc. and see how well they meshed.  Mr. Fisher asked if when they did the tallying for the vote, if they looked at individual trip outliers.  Mr. Rueter answered no.
Mr. Kennedy mentioned that a computer program could easily compare and identify records that appeared to be duplicates.  Mr. Rueter felt confident that as each permit number was reviewed, inconsistencies and errors would be, for the most part, fairly obvious.
Mr. Maccini noted that in his case, he double reported because of this flaw between the two NMFS departments, but his records did not indicate any double entry of the data.  He just received a large yellowedge landing twice in one year for no known reason.  He felt that his case was a classic example of a data outlier that Mr. Rueter would easily spot and research.  Mr. Rueter stated that logbook records should have trip numbers on them.  If the trip number was not on the logbook record, then research had to be done.  Perhaps an incorrect vessel ID number was put with that trip number.
Mr. Gregory commented that a lot of cleaning up had to be done at NMFS.  He wondered how so many logbook records got lost inside the dual-tracking system of NMFS.  Mr. Rueter specified that even though delinquency notices were sent, often times when they checked the logbook system, the data were there.  The problem was not in the logbook entry program.  The permits department records were not updated.  He agreed that there was a communication problem between the science center and the permits department.  A new system that was being put into place should correct this issue.  Mr. Gregory rebutted that sometimes these issues took awhile to correct.  He proposed that NMFS set up a web site whereby fishermen could enter their own data and let them see their own data on the internet.  That would save a lot of money.  He asked Mr. Brown which ports had made changes to the gag/black records.  Mr. Brown answered from the panhandle to Wakulla County, because port agents had indicated that there were no black grouper there.  Anywhere where mixing occurred, they left those records alone.  Mr. Gregory asked if trip tickets from Key West went to NMFS port agents for review.  Mr. Brown stated that NMFS did verify local stocks with their port agents.  NMFS got state trip ticket data weekly, which went through the economic statistics office in Miami, where port agents went over the data for their region.  The state did something similar, but not routinely.  Mr. Gregory asked if NMFS data changes were input into the state system.  Mr. Brown replied that currently, he routinely made validated corrections to state data, based on NMFS port agent information, but that has not always been the case.  Mr. Gregory then asked Mr. Rueter how NMFS handled the black/gag confusion.  Mr. Rueter responded that the changes that they made through port agents was for stock assessment purposes only, not for validation of individual fishermen’s logbook records.  They did not change logbook records.  Mr. Gregory asked if an SPL was or was not tied to a vessel.  Mr. Brown responded that it could go either way.  A vessel did not necessarily have an SPL.  A person who owned the vessel and the permit could have an individual license.  Mr. Gregory felt it odd that a full-time fisherman would have an individual SPL rather than a vessel SPL.  Other fishermen disagreed and offered explanations.  For owner/operators working alone, that practice was quite common.  Mr. Clements had gone through 3 boats using his one personal SPL.
Dr. Roberts asked what data stock assessment people used when setting TAC for grouper.  Mr. Kennedy responded that his assumption was that for commercial landings, logbook data was used.  Dr. Roberts asked what data was used in the model for basic catch.  Mr. Rueter answered Accumulated Landing System (ALS) data.  Mr. Leal stated that ALS was trip ticket data and that was what was used.  Prior to 1997, it would have been the port agent’s general canvass data.  Logbooks were used for indices. Dr. Roberts asked what data were used for years 1999-2004, random data from trip tickets or logbooks.  It seemed that the management scheme for those years was based on trip ticket data.  Mr. Kennedy stated that landings were coming from the trip tickets, whereas the indices and CPUE data were coming from logbooks.  Mr. Rueter interjected that MRFSS data were also used. Dr. Roberts wanted to make sure that NMFS was not using both trip ticket data and logbook data.  Mr. Kennedy said that they use trip ticket data for Florida because they happen to have it, but not all states have trip tickets.  Dr. Roberts felt that it was important that the percentages that fishermen would be given for allocation purposes should be given to the fishermen prior to asking them to vote in the referendum.  He believed that knowing these numbers would be very important to the fishermen.  Mr. Rueter stated that had already been decided, that the fishermen would be provided with a range.  Dr. Roberts understood that this was the Panel’s wishes, but he emphasized that this was critical and wanted to ensure that this request was transmitted to the Council in the final report.  As advice from an outsider, he proposed creating a 5% set-aside, giving the fishermen a 90 day appeals deadline, and allowing appeals for both initial allocation and eligibility.
Mr. Spaeth asked if the balance of the set-aside would be given back when all was said and done.  Dr. Roberts pointed out that was precisely why these numbers were needed prior to the referendum.  Everyone needed to know how many pounds were going to be disputed in order for them to have confidence when voting.  That was also why he proposed 5% rather than 3%, as in red snapper, since both eligibility AND initial allocation may present issues, due to reporting errors.  Mr. Spaeth requested that the topic of set-asides be scheduled as a future AP meeting agenda item.  Mr. Kennedy elaborated that the red snapper alternatives would be discussed in detail in order to carry forward many of their determinations into the grouper IFQ discussions.  
Mr. Spaeth was under the notion that unclassified grouper counted against the commercial sector.  He wanted to know how many unclassified grouper went into the Florida trip ticket system over the last few years, and under an IFQ program, what would happen to those fish.  Mr. Leal stated that it should not be a significant amount.  Mr. Spaeth rebutted that it was 1.2 million pounds one year.  Mr. Leal asked how far back in history Mr. Spaeth was going since the data had been much closer in recent years.  Mr. Kennedy inquired whether unclassified simply meant that the species was not indicated on the ticket.  Mr. Brown clarified that there were two possible scenarios, (1) grouper “other” meant that there was not a code for that particular species, and (2) there was a mixed category whereby several types of species might not have been separated out.  Mr. Kennedy answered Mr. Spaeth’s concern by stating that the mixed or “other” grouper would be assigned to somebody’s SPL and dealer information was provided.  Unspecified grouper would not just randomly be held against the commercial quota.  Those mixed grouper would be assigned to somebody.  Mr. Spaeth reiterated that he wanted an answer about how widespread the problem was and how to find out what percentage of the catch was off.  He proposed that where logbook records had trip ticket numbers on them, those trip tickets get compared to the logbooks for at least 20% of the fleet.
Mr. Clements did this type of comparison.  He requested his records from the state and NMFS and looked for inconsistencies.  He took records for federal landings and records for state landings and compared them by grouping, red, black and gag.  The federal records were itemized by year, whereas the state records were itemized by month.  After totaling the state records per year, the outcomes were then compared.  In all but one of the six years reviewed, the NMFS records exceeded the state records in terms of poundage. He noted that was because dealers had not submitted the records to the state.  In 1999, his variation was 5%, in 2000 it was 13%, in 2001 it was 9%, in 2002 it was 18%, in 2003 it was 15%, and in 2004 it was 46%. So the 5 year average variation was 17% between state and federal records.  The year 2001 was the only year where the state number was higher.
Mr. Maccini asked if he consistently sold to one particular dealer that one year, more so than in prior years.  Mr. Clements said yes.  Mr. Brown asked if Mr. Clements received the data from the state as a summary report.  He wondered if one record was gutted weight and one was whole weight.  Mr. Clements stated that both data sets were gutted weight.  From the state, he had an average of 20,413 pounds in annual landings, from NMFS he had an average of 23,874 pounds.
Mr. Rueter emphasized that the problem came in with Mr. Clements records because his dealer did not report.  As for Mr. Maccini getting extra fish, those fish would only amount to about 3/100 of 1%, not a significant number.

Mr. Clements admitted that restaurants were very busy and often times they did not want to waste time on paperwork.  As long as they paid him, he assumed that they would eventually fill out their paperwork, for their own sakes.  Mr. Spaeth stated again that he did not want to move forward with an IFQ program until the data was straight.  Mr. Clements asked Mr. Spaeth, in all honesty, whether he questioned the data during his discussions of the buyout program. Mr. Spaeth said no, he was unaware of these data issues then, but a buyout program could not proceed under these circumstances either.

Mr. Fisher pointed out that Mr. Maccini also had an excess of 100,000 pounds of red grouper one year.  Mr. Rueter emphasized his point that a discrepancy like that would be a very obvious data outlier and would be flagged when the data was pulled.  If every year a guy caught 50,000 pounds of red grouper, then all of the sudden in one year, he had a catch of 150,000 pounds, that change would easily be detected as an outlier, even in summary data.  These were some of the same issues that red snapper ran into and ultimately led to their decision that only allowed for appeals on logbook history, not trip tickets.  In red snapper, allocation could not be appealed, only logbook records could be appealed.   No state landings or receipts from dealers could be pulled in for use in appeals, unless logbook records were lost.   Mr. Spaeth stated that Dr. Crabtree’s stance was that only logbook records could be used for appeals.  The Panel could recommend anything it wanted, but Dr. Crabtree’s philosophy, as presented to the Council, would still be the same, logbooks only. 
Mr. Gregory proposed that after the VMS requirement date passed, that fishermen should be sent a letter that told them to obtain and compare their state and logbook data and correct any errors.  There were problems with both systems.  In the state records, there were missing reports from dealers.  In the NMFS reporting, the fishermen were self reporting.  For all we knew, they may have inflated their numbers all this time to get more quota share.  By using both data sets, everyone would know ahead of time to get all their records squared away in preparation of the upcoming IFQ program.  Both systems could be used for establishing initial allocation (by averaging), but one system should not be used to appeal the other system.  Ms. Baker concurred. 

Mr. Kennedy stated that the draft letter had been composed and needed to go out as soon as possible.

Mr. Gregory proposed a more legal approach, like setting another formal date, such as a control date, whereby everyone’s data would have to be corrected or accepted as is.  Mr. Gregory stated that the control date currently in place, which was a nightmare created by Craig O’Connor, had not worked well, but it did serve as some sort of legal notice to the public.  It seemed to have functioned only as some sort of escape hatch when NMFS or the Council needed it.  Public hearings would be held, but Mr. Gregory was looking for something that would wake people up to take the needed actions to get their records straight.
Mr. Clements felt that the figures would never be perfect.  This Panel’s job was to make recommendations to the federal government about what it wanted from an IFQ program.  Then they would tailor it as needed. In the end, federal rules about fishing in federal waters would need to be tied to federal records, not state.
Mr. Fisher noted that state data was used for the management of the grouper fishery from 1994-1999.  When looking at TAC and the state landings, there was a correlation.  Not so, if you looked for a correlation between logbook landings and TAC.  

Mr. Gregory felt that the problems posed by the state system would be more difficult to rectify than those of NMFS.

Mr. Fisher countered that if they used state records, they would lose a substantial amount of grouper overall because of dealers not reporting or SPLs not being properly matched to vessels, but if they used NMFS records, they would lose a substantial amount of gag because of gag being reported a black.  Mr. Gregory answered that they had already agreed that they wanted to use an aggregate of the two species.  Mr. Fisher replied that according to his recollection, total gag landings on the ALS used for establishing TAC was roughly 3 million pounds per year.  The difference in gag on the chart was way above than the10% mark.  Mr. Rueter emphasized that it was the percentage that mattered, not poundage.  The TAC might change, the percentage would not.

Mr. Gregory asked Mr. Rueter, if someone got their logbook and trip ticket data and found that their trip ticket data showed more landings than their logbook records, would they be allowed to use the state trip tickets to change their logbook records.  Mr. Rueter stated that in a case where more than one trip was made in a month, but only one trip was turned in, he did not know how that would be handled.  Cases of blatant misreporting would become a legal issue.  Mr. Gregory asked what recourse fishermen had to correct logbooks.  Mr. Rueter did not know of any way to fix errors due to slothfulness or deliberate omissions in reporting. Mr. Fisher specified that the problem was in black and gag, not red or scamp.  Mr. Rueter agreed there was misidentification for landings outside of Florida.   Misidentification happens.  Kitty mitchells were sometimes misidentified as reds.  The data they used was only as good as the data they were given.  He felt that once the variables were cleaned up, such as gag/black misidentification, the overall variance would narrow to somewhere around 5%.  Another problem with using state trip tickets would be that not all states use that system.  States without trip tickets would be confounded about what they could use for appeals.
Mr. Marvel supported using the federal logbooks and sending out the letter.  He felt confident that fishermen knew what they caught.  He also felt confident that the percentage of fishermen that were given an overage and would not admit it would be relatively small. Quite possibly, when one fisherman got an overage, another would have been shorted, so as these records were fixed, the scope of this issue might be reduced.  He did not support the concept of a new control date.
Mr. Spaeth felt that a large percentage of the fishermen would no longer have their logbook data.  He also did not agree that red grouper were fine since two people on the Panel had overages for red grouper.  A plan needed to be devised to rectify the data.  He did not want fish to be given to people who had not caught those fish.  This issue should be a high priority, in his opinion.

Mr. Daniels agreed with Mr. Clements and Mr. Marvel about using the logbook data.  He inquired about whether the prior motion to include state trip tickets needed to be revisited.  He supported taking the data from fishermen, even if it included some level of “fudge factor”, rather than trip tickets that depended on dealer reporting.

Mr. Kennedy explained that procedurally speaking, if a new motion was made, that would wipe out the prior motions that specified logbooks and trip tickets.
Mr. Deaderick, queried Mr. Spaeth on his repeated remarks about the seriousness of logbook errors.  He inquired, if IFQs were going to be implemented tomorrow, what data would he use for allocation.  Mr. Spaeth answered that he would resist giving an answer. If pressed to answer, then he would support logbooks.  He wanted a confidence that there was only a 2 or 3% margin of error in them.  A 17 or 20% error rate was unacceptable.  If fishermen had been accounting and reporting all along, and now they would be required to go and find old records to fix these errors, that was not acceptable.  Ms. Baker pointed out in red snapper that if data had been lost, that trip tickets, receipts, tax records, etc. were allowed as a secondary back-up for appeals.  Mr. Spaeth reversed the inquiry and asked how many people would feel comfortable using current logbook data and move forward right now.  Mr. Marvel stated yes, with the opportunity to review and rectify his records, he would feel comfortable moving forward.  Any errors, if found would be a simple procedural process for corrections.  Ms. Baker asked what the point was of carrying on these discussions.  She felt that everyone was in agreement that bringing these issues to light now was essential.  She noted that other issues would probably also come to light, and those would need sorting out as well.  Sending out a comprehensive letter was the appropriate course of action in her opinion.
Mr. Daniels agreed that the subject coming up this early in the discussions was a good thing.
Mr. Deaderick asked if Mr. Rueter could set up an easy computer program to compare data sets and flag any data that fell outside certain parameters, in order to provide some level of insight as to how many records have anomalies in them.  Mr. Rueter agreed that the checks and balances would be done.  Ms. Baker asked if there was anything the Panel could provide to the Science Center to assist in the data review.  Mr. Rueter felt that would not be necessary.  When he could provide the information would depend on when he got the data from the Science Center.
Mr. Kennedy explained that in order to compile the data, they had to connect permit data to logbook data through two steps, connect permit to vessel, then vessel to logbook.  When permits transferred from one vessel to another, data compilation took time.
Mr. Marvel asked Mr. Spaeth what would make him comfortable.  He answered that he would like a random sampling of perhaps 50 boats.  If that data came back accurate, that would satisfy him.  Ms. Baker countered that the issue was not whether there were discrepancies, since that was obvious.  The real issue was whether the discrepancies could be easily resolved.  Mr. Spaeth felt that by eliminating the discrepancies, there would be more overall support for the IFQ program.  Mr. Marvel stated that fishermen were the best stewards of their landings and they should take responsibility for landings accuracy.  Mr. Spaeth stated that once the logbook records were submitted, the responsibility for getting the data right fell on NMFS.  

Mr. Kennedy elaborated that there were two elements to this problem.  One part was the forms themselves.  There should be no errors in what was submitted versus what was input.  The other part was the misidentification of fish (black/gag).  In this instance, the fisherman was responsible for incorrect data going onto his record.  There would be no outliers that would identify this type of problem.  Mr. Spaeth commented that aggregation of those two species would solve this problem.  Mr. Marvel noted that this problem went very far back historically.  Mr. Kennedy pointed out that industry-wide, the habit of referring to gags as blacks was very common.
Mr. Spaeth moved that federal logbooks be used for initial allocation and referendum.
Mr. Gregory felt that it should be possible to sample the industry, perhaps anonymously, so that even people who were given overages would respond.  Mr. Rueter doubted that people who had no problems would respond, so the survey results would be skewed.  He agreed that the letter should go out and that the fishermen should be responsible for verifying their own landings and correcting any errors.  Mr. Gregory echoed Mr. Spaeth’s concern that people who were given extra fish, were in essence, stealing fish from the other fishermen.  He asked how to identify how many fishermen had these overages.  Mr. Rueter repeated that the data came from the fishermen and it was up to them to correct discrepancies.  Using state records would not help.
Mr. Clements felt that taking more surveys would not solve the basic problem that state and logbook records vary.  State tickets leave much more room for error due to the fact that they come from the dealers, not fishermen.  The buyout committee was comfortable with logbooks.  Professional fishermen maintain good records. He supported the motion.
Mr. Daniels and Mr. Brooks both noted that dealers who did not report would negatively influence the state records.  Logbook records were submitted by the fishermen, so they were more viable records.
Mr. Maccini inquired about what the percentage of overages and underages amounted to on Mr. Kennedy’s comparison chart.  Mr. Kennedy noted that the logs were higher than the trip tickets, by a very small amount.
Motion passed.
Mr. Deaderick moved that an appeals process be implemented to address incorrect logbook data.

Dr. Roberts asked that the Panel not overlook establishing a poundage criteria for eligibility thresholds.  Passing motions involving initial allocation and referendum without answering the eligibility question would be improper.
Mr. Marvel asked Mr. Lundsten if they had an appeals process that allowed for both eligibility and initial allocation appeals.  Mr. Lundsten answered both.  If they had a fish ticket, that meant they fished legally, if they did not have a fish ticket, that meant the fish they were claiming had not been delivered legally.  Every delivery during the qualifying years required a fish ticket.  Any appeals that were won diminished the total quota pool, but that amount was minute.

Mr. Brooks asked Mr. Brown if they tracked information with SPL numbers only.  Mr. Brown replied that the primary tracking number was the social security number.  That way, information could be matched to all the licenses belonging to one owner.  Mr. Brooks wondered about a vessel not owned two years ago.  Mr. Brown answered that it would only come up with the data for the years he owned the boat.  Mr. Brooks asked of the old owner no longer knew his SPLs, how would he get the data.  Mr. Brown specified that the old owner would have to request the data.  If the old owner was deceased, then whoever had power of attorney would have the authority to obtain those records.  He provided lists of facilities that fishermen could go to, in person, for help with data issues, and he also provided the Panel with forms for submitting requests for data.
Motion passed.
Section VIII.  Review red snapper IFQ alternatives
Mr. Kennedy began this segment of the meeting by going over the red snapper Amendment 26 action items, one by one, and having the Panel members decide whether they wanted to follow the same course of action for grouper IFQs.  The ideas set forth in the red snapper document would assist in creating a skeleton document pertaining to grouper. While proceeding through the document, the Panel decided whether they needed to add that same action item to their framework for grouper. Mr. Kennedy began with the section on Management Alternatives 4.0
4.1 Action 1: IFQ Program- no change; 
4.2 Action 2: IFQ Program Duration – Yes, place on framework to discuss; 
4.3 Action 3: Ownership Caps and Restrictions on IFQ Share Certificates – Yes, place on framework to discuss; 
4.4 Action 4: Eligibility for Initial IFQ Allocation – Yes, already decided; 
4.5 Action 5.  Initial Apportionment of IFQ Shares – Yes, already decided, except for setting threshold, which will be discussed once requested data is provided;

4.6 Action 6.  Establishment and Structure of an Appeals Process – Yes, already decided to implement an appeals process.  Details of such process need to be discussed; 
4.7 Action 7.  Transfer Eligibility Requirements – Yes, need to discuss; 

4.8 Action 8.  Use it or Lose it: IFQ Shares or Allocations – Yes, need to discuss;
4.9 Action 9.  Adjustments in Commercial Quota – Yes, need to discuss;  
4.10 Action 10.  Vessel Monitoring Systems (VMS) – No, already law;  
4.11 Action 11.  Cost Recovery Plan – Yes, need to discuss.
Mr. Gregory brought up the tabled motion from the previous meeting.  Mr. Kennedy explained that reef fish permits did not allow for leases.  Leasing that was done was a private contract between the owner and another party.  Class 1 and Class 2 licenses were set up to document leases, but for reef fish permits, NMFS does not track or record these transactions at all.  Therefore, for voting purposes, the voting rights would stay with the permit owner only.  Mr. Gregory was unsure if there was a variation between the state and federal systems.  He was under the impression that the one who leased the boat was in control of the boat, the permit holder.  He agreed to research the issue further.

Mr. Deaderick clarified that NMFS checked their records for reef fish and there were not any historical captains of record, so unlike red snapper, this was not an issue for grouper.
Mr. Fisher further explained that there were red snapper licenses and then there were reef fish permits.  A license can be leased, but not a permit.
Mr. Marvel wanted to add the concept of block shares to the framework discussions.  Mr. Kennedy noted that the topic of flexibility was not included on the outline at all, so it was decided to add that as an action item with the topic of block shares under that heading.

Mr. Spaeth and Mr. Deaderick both noted that unlike red snapper, grouper was a multispecies fishery.  So it was decided to add another action item called “discuss multispecies issues”, which shall include revisiting the topics of groupings (red, gag, SWG, DWG) and deciding on black/gag aggregation.
Mr. Williams felt that the multispecies aspect had to be dealt with, by law, in order to keep waste to a minimum.  He believed that NMFS would want separate quotas for DWG and SWG for stock assessments.  He also felt there would have to be some equivalencies.
Mr. Spaeth brought up the subject again of a shutdown of one category shutting down another to which Mr. Williams responded that there was no longer a collective quota.  The quota was individualized.  The TAC was collective, not the quota.  He asked Mr. Kennedy to develop the framework emphasizing the concept that overall quotas were going away.

Mr. Kennedy stated that the flexibility category would be the place to think through and fine-tune all their decisions to ensure their ability to keep fishing year round and avoid closures.

Mr. Small noted that the concept of all the reds being caught while still having black shares available should not happen, and this was a large subject for discussion in and of itself.
Mr. Marvel asked that the multispecies aspect of the fishery be separated out as a subject separate from the subject of block shares.  He did not want to have to stay home because he had run out of red grouper tickets, but he still had blacks.  Blocks and transferability were a different issue.  As for closures, there would be no such thing as a closure of the fishery.  A fisherman might wind up closing himself off from being able to fish by mismanagement of his own fishing practices and overfishing one species to the exclusion of the others, but the fishery as a whole would not close.  This Panel’s job was to try to identify methods that would help fishermen best manage their business practices.
Mr. Spaeth did not buy into the concept that closure avoidance was possible, due to potential reductions in TAC.

Ms. Baker interjected that everybody seemed to be in agreement and wanted to move forward with the discussions.  The Panel needed to figure out how to categorize the topics under the proper headings.

Mr. Kennedy identified 3 new categories for discussion, (1) flexibility, (2) block shares, and (3) multispecies.  Multispecies and flexibility were linked.

Mr. Small suggested a subject of “bankability of shares” which would be directly related to the period of time they could expect the TAC to be adjusted.   Annual TAC changes would negatively impact the value of their shares.  He requested discussions to standardize the period of time between TAC adjustments and/or stock assessments.

Mr. Lundsten stated that their TAC was changed every year, but the important factor was that people believed in the reliability of the science.  It was trusted, not arbitrary.  Sometimes they had adjustments for certain areas of more than 10% up or down.  A lot of it had been up.  For the fishery as a whole, it changed only a few percentage points per year.

Mr. Small explained that in our fishery, Dr. Crabtree proposed that they might see a 15% reduction in red grouper due to reallocation, then they might see another 25% reduction when going from MSY to OY.  Such a change in TAC (40% reduction) would really change the value of their shares.
Mr. Lundsten confirmed that was exactly what he was talking about.  In a management system where reallocation of TAC could occur to some other user group at any given time, a bank would not loan money under these circumstances.  The management had to be solid.

Mr. Small stated that in the recreational sector, their actual take was relatively unknown.  The control was pro-active for commercial fishermen, but re-active to recreational fishermen.  What they caught was not known until after the fact.  He asked if having such an ambiguous variable would make establishing a sound TAC for an IFQ program possible.  Mr. Lundsten agreed that the recreational sector could create a formidable challenge in this process.  In the end, TACs had to be predictable and the management that set TAC had to be sound.
Mr. Kennedy noted that stock assessments were done, roughly, on a 5 year basis.  For the first time, gag and red grouper were done within a year of each other.  If this trend continued where assessments were done every 5 years, and the decisions regarding major species were made all at one time, followed by 5 years of relatively stable TACs, at least a plan like this would provide a 5 year window for business development.  The Panel might wish to make that recommendation.

Mr. Fisher proposed an action item called “recommendations for stability.”  Banking and other such topics would be covered under this category.

Mr. Spaeth expanded on the losses to the commercial sector because of overfishing done by the recreational sector.  Even with a 5 year plan, these types of drastic swings would eliminate any possibility of a bank giving a 6 year note.  Mr. Lundsten interjected that IFQs do create a sense of strong economic community.  One good thing was that they became a viable unit with one voice, regardless of the gear type.  In the Gulf fishery, the recreational sector was pretty united, whereas the commercial sector was divided.  The current system created an atmosphere of infighting.  IFQs would help commercial fishermen speak with one voice at the Council level.
Mr. Gregory commented that whether IFQs were able to be finance by a bank or not, they would at least offer some stability, as opposed to their current situation.  He proposed comparing their future possibilities against status quo.
Mr. Deaderick proposed an action item identifying “prerequisites for success.”  This section would identify those things that would have to be in place in order for the IFQ program to succeed.  Such issues may include items stated on the list of goals.

Ms. Baker noted that the closer the Panel got to what they wanted, the better the chances of getting the best program possible.

Mr. Fisher asked Ms. Baker if she felt that Environmental Defense would support the things that this Panel had been proposing as needed to be successful.  She answered yes.  Environmentalists wanted bycatch to be eliminated.  She had not seen any elements discussed to date that she felt would be in conflict with the interests of environmentalists.  There was no benefit to the environment from shutdowns, in her opinion.
Mr. Clements requested that someone volunteer to come up with a skeleton outline of recommendations on how the Panel needed to set about accomplishing its goals.

Mr. Kennedy related that what they had done had already accomplished this task to a certain extent.  He planned to incorporate where each of the goals were addressed within the framework document.  He pointed out that one goal that had not been included in the framework document was the issue of bringing new entrants into the fishery.  MSA will require that they address certain issues, so they need to make the framework document as comprehensive as possible.

Mr. Lundsten was the person in their fishery who took responsibility and created the basic IFQ framework document, based on his impressions of what people would agree to.  Much of what he originally proposed changed as the process unfolded, but he provided some insight into how he began developing that outline and got the ball rolling.  This part of the planning was visualizing “a” system that could turn into “the” system.
Mr. Deaderick agreed to work with Mr. Kennedy in creating the framework document to bring back to the Panel for use in future discussions.  Due to the differences in fishing businesses, owner/operators might have very different wishes from fleet operators.  Therefore, he suggested that this framework document be considered a working document that each person add to or subtract from as needed.  He also inquired about whether the landings history letter was ready to go.  Mr. Kennedy answered that it was ready to go.
Ms. Baker mentioned that in red snapper, during an IFQ moratorium, there was a document that commercial fishermen put together, that she could provide for Mr. Deaderick’s use in creating the grouper framework document, if he wanted it.
Mr. Williams suggested that under action 1, the Panel might wish to spotlight the concept that the collective quota goes away.  This action would address concerns raised by the Panel.  That made their intention clear and put that requirement right up front.  It was clear that regulations would have to change, so for the record, that requirement should be stated right from the beginning.  Mr. Kennedy expanded further; that language would become part of the grouper amendment.  Some of the flexibility issues would also require philosophical changes pertaining to TACs, from what NMFS had done historically.  Those flexibility issues would also need to be clearly spelled out in the document.  By trading one type of share for another type of share, TAC would automatically be altered and this concept needed to be addressed under the topic of flexibility.  Philosophical shifts would be inevitable, both at the Council level and at NMFS, in order for this program to work.
Mr. Williams suggested that they would be required to address the owner on board requirement to collectively work out what was the right thing to do.  He also proposed another action item for “enforcement issues.”  He supported going the same way as red snapper, but regardless, it needed to be addressed. 
Mr. Kennedy felt that the more comprehensive and inclusive these discussions were, the better.

Mr. Williams also brought up whether to consider IFQs for amberjack in the discussions, since the amberjack TAC will have to come down.  He felt that the Council would be compelled to do something soon anyway, so why not address it now.

Mr. Kennedy pointed out that the amberjack issue and amendment would be completed prior to this Panel’s completion of this framework document, so he felt that including amberjack would not help.  Mr. Williams responded that even if it did nothing immediately to help, he thought amberjack fishermen were potentially in for another month or two of closures, trip limits, or quota setting, which would result in derby fishing there.    At least by including the subject here, the Panel had the subject ramped up for future discussions.

Mr. Fisher asked that the amberjack subject get added to the agenda.

Mr. Brooks mentioned that they might also want to consider tilefish.
Ms. Baker proposed adding these subjects under the multispecies action item.

Mr. Kennedy offered to leave it as a separate agenda item, to decide whether to include these separate fish into their  grouper IFQ overall process at all, rather than add it to the framework document.

Mr. Marvel noted that some fishermen were pure amberjack and tilefish fishermen, but they were not represented on the Panel.

Mr. Spaeth brought up the document from the buyback committee and asked that it be brought back to the next meeting.  Many of the questions regarding numbers of boats, etc. were included in that document.  That would help speed the process up.
Mr. Kennedy stipulated that the new data to be provided by NMFS might work better because it tracked data by permit, not by vessel.  Both sets of data would be made available for reference.  
Mr. Spaeth brought up the data error problem again and asked how this issue would be brought to closure.

Mr. Gregory stated that Mr. Rueter’s data review would bring out obvious outliers which would offer a preliminary view of the scope of the problem.
Mr. Fisher mentioned the motion from yesterday to accept the logbook data to which Mr. Spaeth retorted to use the logbook data.  If the logbook data was determined to be corrupt, he felt that the Panel should have the option of readdressing the subject.

Mr. Maccini speculated that the issues of black/gag, bycatch, and high-grading and low-grading would be contentious.  With reds and blacks, they were designated to fish at 20 to 40 fathoms.  At those depths, they would catch a mixture of fish.  Everyone knew that the bulk of the reds are at 20 fathoms or less, so that illustrated a problem.  If they could fish inside of 20 fathoms, they could reduce their mortality rate for blacks to close to zero.  His concern was that when he had virtually used up his black coupons, but he still had a large number of red coupons, by not being able to fish where the reds were, they were automatically compelled to create waste by throwbacks.  In terms of targeting, they needed to have flexibility to go to where they know those fish are.
Mr. Marvel asked Mr. Williams if there was any mechanism by which the Panel could get a feel for which ideas might be accepted and which ones would be killed coming out of the starting gate.  By doing so, they could avoid a lot of wasted time going down dead end streets.  For example, would the Council and NMFS be willing to consider fluctuations in TAC or were they simply grasping at straws.

Mr. Williams could not speculate.  He was surprised by how the vote went for red snapper at the last Council meeting.
Mr. Spaeth proposed researching whether some of what they planned to propose was legal or whether the environmental community would accept it.

Mr. Marvel said that he could see NMFS taking the stand that TAC could not be exceeded, period.  Mr. Fisher concurred and stated that Dr. Crabtree sat in this room and said that very thing.  Mr. Williams encouraged the Panel to develop a plan that summarized what they perceived was the right thing to do, as well as most practical.  The Council was under constraints to both rebuild stocks and reduce bycatch.  He supported the equivalency concept whereby if they ran out of gags, they could use their red coupons, but at a penalty. He was optimistic about their chances for success. He also encouraged adding incentives to the program that would cause fishermen to alter their behavior.

Mr. Kennedy stated that their arguments in the flexibility section needed to be well thought out and strong.

Mr. Fisher asked if the Panel members, after further reflection, identified additional action items for consideration, would they be allowed to send in, via e-mail or phone call, those suggestions to be added to the agenda for the upcoming meeting.  Mr. Kennedy answered yes.

Mr. Clements was concerned about the concept, which he termed a monkey wrench, of having to have gag shares onboard in order to be allowed to go out to fish for reds.  He asked where that subject would be addressed in the upcoming discussions.  Dr. Diagne stipulated that subject would fall under flexibility measures. Mr. Clements asked that the topic of aggregate shares be added to the action item for flexibility.
Mr. Small asked Mr. Kennedy if NMFS had any data on owner/operator vessels and if there was any way to identify whether the owner was in fact the operator.  Mr. Kennedy said no.  Some owners list the name of the operator on the logbook form under the financial section detailing expenditures, but not everybody filled that out, so the data was limited.

Mr. Daniels asked for owner/operator and grandfather clause discussions to be included in the upcoming discussions in flexibility.

Mr. Leal commented that consideration for this plan account for environmental aspects as well as flexibility to accommodate business plans.  He wondered when some sort of financial analysis could be done to determine the profitability of a plan such as this.  With the expectation of only a 3 or 5% increase, implementing IFQ would not be practical.  Dr. Diagne specified that such data was not currently available, since collection of that economic data on the logbook only began in the middle of 2005.  In a year or so, more information would be available.  The red snapper data used was from 1993.  To get hard numbers for this fishery, the Panel will have to wait for the availability of the data.  Mr. Leal asked if there was historical data on the sale prices of permits.  His concern was that people who recently bought a permit might find that their permits have a low catch history attached to them and start dumping these permits into the market.  Keeping the playing field level was important and permit prices should be stabilized as much as possible.  IFQs necessarily change the value of a permit, based on its associated catch history, so a potential shift of wealth was possible.  The Panel needed to keep this thought.
Mr. Fisher stipulated that the same concept was true for the buyout.  Other factors such as oil spills could also influence the value of permits.  Business decisions always involved some element of risk.  Mr. Gregory mentioned that fraud was also a big issue.  Mr. Leal agreed that the dynamics of the fishery needed to be changed for the benefit of fishermen.  He ended with the thought that there should be higher profits that are being eaten up by excess effort, too many boats, etc.  Fishermen had to know the potential for profitability and the impact an IFQ program would have on the value of their permits.  Dr. Diagne agreed to a certain extent, except for the idea that permit prices might fall.  He felt it was equally likely that permit prices might rise, due to speculation by investors who saw permits as assets.  Mr. Leal restated it another way.  A permit that someone bought before IFQs operated in a completely different fashion than after IFQs.  Mr. Gregory said that even today, people were buying permits without any knowledge that this potential change was coming and they might be defrauded.  Mr. Leal followed that the problem was that we do not know the exact slice of time or number of people who would fall into this class.
Mr. Marvel mentioned that the Federal Register dated October 14, 2004 notified the public about this potential change.  
Mr. Leal reiterated that drops in permit value or people getting shut out of the fishery because of IFQs might leave some people very unhappy.

Mr. Kennedy felt that the blocks concept might offer some options to people who fell into this category.

Mr. Lundsten commented that in their fishery, people who bought permits after the process was rolling simply stopped fishing after IFQs went into effect.  They had 4 years of fishing in the meantime, since it took that long to get the program up and running.  

Mr. Leal noted that their fishery was open access.  Our fishery was not and Mr. Gregory added that it was more than just losing the money they paid for the permit.  They potentially lost their new livelihood.

Dr. Diagne understood that some people bought permits without doing proper research prior to that purchase.  That was a poor business decision.  Mr. Gregory retorted that it was fraud.  Ms. Baker stated that the original topic was that cost data was not available to determine profitability.  Dr. Diagne proposed that Mr. Spaeth’s work with Dr. Keithly might offer some degree of financial data support.  The data might provide insight as to what the efficiency gains were and how market gluts were affected for the entire fishery.
Mr. Leal inquired if there was a source of confidential cost data that could be randomly sampled that would provide a snapshot of this fishery.  Dr. Diagne answered no, until the economic add on is collected.  Sub-samples had been collected by Mr. Spaeth, but that was not a random sample of the whole fishery.  It was a subset that applied to the long-line fishery only.  Mr. Leal inquired if it could be considered representative of the fleet.
Mr. Spaeth compiled some information on some boats, trying to determine this profitability factor.  He felt with his preliminary findings, the likelihood of someone buying IFQs as an investment was slim, based on the low profitability.  In an economic analysis, normal business expenses such as insurance should be accounted for.  In the current situation, many boats and/or crew were uninsured.   That was another big issue.

Mr. Leal, Dr. Diagne, Dr. Keithly and Mr. Spaeth will work towards compiling some data for review.
Dr. Roberts stated that for the action of this Panel, he did not feel that an economic analysis was worth doing.  The Panel would go forward with recommendations based upon their collective wisdom and experience.  The Council had the problem of doing the options paper to get the amendment details to align with those items which Mr. Leal spoke about.  Regarding economics, the high cost fishermen should get out of the business so the fishery can run more efficiently.  In his opinion, anybody who bought a permit after the control date out of ignorance or because of fraud would most likely be a high cost operator.  He asked Mr. Spaeth how many people he thought bought a license after the control date, who replied - hundreds.  Dr. Roberts felt that much effort did not need to be wasted on trying to protect people who made poor business decisions and were now mucking up the process of implementing an IFQ program.  He did not have a problem doing an economic analysis for the industry, but not as an attempt buffer the consequences for late entrants.  
Mr. Leal  regretted causing confusion by raising both of those issues at the same time (late entrants and economic analysis), because they were two separate issues in his mind as well.  He felt that the profitability potential was there, but Mr. Spaeth was not so sure.  
Dr. Roberts emphasized that this Panel was going to recommend a referendum to the Council.  The ultimate test of profitability was this, the fishermen know their own financial data and in the end, their vote will determine whether they believe that the IFQ program would offer them an adequate profitability margin.  Studies were good.  They help the Council, but the referendum was critical, since it offered a sort of check.  Fishermen would reject IFQs if there were no benefits for them.
Section IX.  Next Meeting Dates 
After reviewing available dates, Wednesday, October 25th and Thursday, October 26th were chosen.
Section X.  Selection of Invited Presenters

Mr. Kennedy pointed out that with all the subjects brought up for the framework document, that no time would be available for a presenter at the next meeting.  Perhaps the gentleman from New Zealand would be invited to present at the following meeting.

Section XI.  Other Business
Mr. Fisher asked if it would be possible to have the NMFS permits office notify anyone who came in to purchase, renew, or transfer a permit about this proposed IFQ program.
Mr. Kennedy agreed to ask NMFS to do it and would report back on their answer at the next meeting.

Meeting adjourned at 11:00 a.m.
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