TAB B, No. 7
Ad Hoc Grouper IFQ Advisory Panel Meeting
Recommendations to the Council

St Petersburg, Florida

October 1-2, 2007
The Ad Hoc Grouper IFQ Advisory Panel met in St Petersburg, Florida October 1-2, 2007. The panel discussed the Scoping document for Amendment 29, revisited some of their earlier recommendations to the Council, and elected Dr Ken Roberts as Vice Chair. This summary presents motions and recommendations made to the Council. 

Group members spoke in opposition to an individual transferable effort quota (ITEQ) program. Members argued that this management approach has not been successful elsewhere and creates additional problems due to capital stuffing incentives it provides. Motion: Move that the ITEQ alternative (Action 5) to the considered but rejected category.  Motion passed.

Members indicated that LAPPs refer to privileges rather than rights and offered the following motion: On page 12, 1st sentence in Action item 4, change the word “right-based” to “Limited access privilege-based” or “Incentive- based.”  Motion passed.
In evaluating the possible management actions included in the scoping document for Amendment 29, the panel determined that the development of an individual fishing quota program constituted the preferred course of action. Motion: For action item 4 (Individual Fishing Quota) the Panel recommends an IFQ program as its preferred alternative.  Motion passed.

Subsequent discussions analyzed the remaining management measures in the scoping document. Panel members contrasted the expected positive impacts and potential shortcomings associated with each action and offered the following motions:
Motion:  For action item 1 (Elimination of latent permits) the Panel considers it an unfavorable option.  Motion passed.

Motion:  For action item 2 (Buyback or buyout program) the Panel considers it an unfavorable option.  Motion passed.

Motion: For action item 3 (Permit Endorsement) the Panel considers it an unfavorable option. Motion passed.

The panel inquired about status quo in the commercial grouper fishery and was told that by definition a status quo alternative is always included. Motion:  Status quo will be considered an action in the Amendment 29 scoping document. Motion passed.

During the remainder of the Ad Hoc Grouper IFQ Advisory Panel meeting, panel members discussed IFQ design features and revisited previously made recommendations to the Council.    

Panel members explored opportunities for congressional appropriation, expressed a need for support in establishing a guaranteed loan program and offered the following Motion: AP recommends a government guaranteed loan program for IFQ financing, using IFQs as collateral. Motion passed.

Members suggested that participation in a grouper IFQ program in Gulf could be optional. The commercial TAC would be divided into two parts, based on the catch history of IFQ participants and non-participants. Those who elected to participate would, the others would fish under status quo regulations. Motion: The Panel proposes that participation in IFQ is voluntary, between open access fishers and IFQ participants, based on each permits’ catch history.  Motion passed.

To reflect potential changes in the scope of a future grouper IFQ program, the panel recommended an adjustment to the group’s charge. Motion: The Panel requests that the Council identify the Panel’s charge as to develop IFQs, including tilefish and that the Council develop separate TACs for gray and golden tilefish. Motion passed.

Motion: For Action 2 (Multi-species Share Definition), Alternative 2, add speckled hind and Warsaw grouper to the SWG species list. Motion passed.
Motion:  For Action 3 (Caps and Restrictions on IFQ Share Ownership), the Preferred Alternative 2e is reworded as “maximum percentage issued to the largest recipient of shares at the time of the initial apportionment.” Motion passed.

Motion:  For Action 5 (Initial Apportionment of IFQ Shares), add an additional Alternative 2c that includes all years 1999 through 2004*. Motion passed. The asterisk attached to 2004 indicates that only landing records up to the control date (October 15, 2004) would be included. 
Motion: For Action 6 (Establishment and Structure of an Appeals Process), add an Alternative 6 that reads:  The Regional Administrator (RA) will review, evaluate, and render final decision on appeals.  Filing of an appeal must be completed within 90 days of the effective date of the final regulations implementing the IFQ program.  Hardship arguments will not be considered.  Landings records appeals will be based on NMFS’ logbooks. Motion passed.

Motion:  For Action 9 (Flexibility Measures), if IFQ is chosen by the GMFMC as the preferred alternative for Amendment 29, that NMFS will provide, within the first public hearing for IFQ, a formula that fishermen can use to calculate their allocation under IFQ so that fishermen can get an estimate of allocation as soon as possible. Motion passed.

Motion:  Leave Action 9 (Flexibility Measures) as is until the document is further developed. Motion passed 
The panel also commented on Reef Fish Amendment 30B currently in development and offered the following Motion:  The Panel states that in Amendment 30B, Action 5 (Red and Gag Grouper Allocations), the Panel recommends Alternative 3, which would set allocations based on all available years of data. Motion passed.
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