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Gulf/peninsula (10 people) regions.  Those in favor of IFQ systems prior to the red 

snapper IFQ program ended up being allotted an average of 15,629 lbs. and 

predominantly came from the northern Gulf/panhandle region (13 people) as opposed to 

the  eastern Gulf/peninsula region (4 people).  

When asked if their opinion of IFQ systems had changed since implementation of 

the red snapper IFQ (Figure 4), only 37% had changed their opinion, and of these a slight 

majority became totally opposed to IFQs (41%).  In all, the respondents who became 

totally opposed or less opposed but not in favor of the program ended up with an average 

quota allotment of 3,168 lbs. and hailed predominantly from the northern Gulf/ panhandle 

region.  However, the phone survey also found 32% strongly in favor of IFQs after 

implementation of the red snapper program, and these respondents along with those less 

in favor but not opposed to the program (23%) held an average of 22,046 lbs. and also 

hailed predominantly from the northern Gulf/panhandle region.  

 

Figure 4: Opinion of IFQ Systems since implementation of the Red Snapper IFQ. 
Respondents whose opinions had changed since implementation of the red snapper IFQ 
were asked how they felt about IFQ systems in general now. 
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 The phone participants were asked next whether they felt satisfied with the 

amount of input sought from them or their representative, and if they felt all stakeholders 

had been represented equally in the final product.  The resounding majority (71%) was 

not satisfied (Figure 5) nor did they feel that all the stakeholders had been represented 

equally (73%) (Figure 6).  When asked who they felt was misrepresented, a combined 22 

out of 31 people responded that either “smaller” fishermen were underrepresented and/or 

“bigger” fishermen were overrepresented.  The average quota amount held by the 73% 

who did not feel that all stakeholders had been represented equally was 2,596 lbs., with 

the highest amount held by any one shareholder being 35,000 lbs. 

 

 

 

Figure 5: Satisfaction with amount of input sought during the design process. 
Participants were asked if they were satisfied with amount of input sought from them. 
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Figure 6: Opinions on equal representation by all stakeholders. Participants were 
asked if they felt all stakeholders had been represented equally. 

In answer to questions of the IFQ program limiting access to the fishery, the 

majority of people deemed that the IFQ went too far in limiting access to the fishery 

(55%), although a slightly higher amount (33% phone vs. 20% online) believed the IFQ 

went just far enough. The overwhelming majority (71%) did not feel that the IFQ was 

helping to preserve the smaller fishermen (Figure 7), nor helping to preserve the interests 

of the fishing dependent communities (61%) (Figure 8).  In response to both questions, 

22% felt the IFQ was helping in those respects.  Those who felt the IFQ was not helping 

to preserve the small owner-operator fishing interests in the fishery held an average of 

1,522 lbs. of quota and were distributed fairly evenly between the northern 

Gulf/panhandle region (19 people) and eastern Gulf/peninsula region (16 people).  The 

respondents who believed the IFQ was in fact helping to preserve those interests held an 

average of 19,089 lbs. of quota and hailed overwhelmingly from the northern 

Gulf/panhandle region (9 out of 11 people).  In regards to helping to preserve the interests 

of fishing-dependent communities, eleven respondents believed that the IFQ does help, 
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ten of those coming from the northern Gulf/panhandle region, and the average quota 

amount held by all eleven was 18,421 lbs.  Thirty people did not believe the IFQ helps 

fishing-dependent communities. Those people held an average of 754 lbs of quota and 

hailed equally from the northern Gulf/panhandle region (15 people) and eastern 

Gulf/peninsula region (15 people).   

 

Figure 7: Opinions on whether the IFQ helps to preserve the small owner-operated 
fishing interests in the fishery. 

 
 

 
 

Figure 8: Opinions on whether the Red Snapper IFQ helps to preserve the interests 
of the local fishing-dependent communities in the fishery. 

0

20

40

60

Yes. No.
I'm not sure 
at this time. No answer

11

35

3 0

4
43

2 0

Phone Online

0

10

20

30

40

Yes. No.
I'm not sure 
at this time. No answer

11

30

7 1

4

40

5 0

Phone Online



 

66 
 

 
 Fifty-nine percent of the phone interviewees responded that their fishing habits or 

routine had indeed changed with the implementation of the red snapper IFQ, 27% lower 

than the affirmative answers in the online survey yet still the majority answer.  The listed 

reasons for change were evenly divided between being able to fish out of convenience 

now rather than in derby conditions, and fishing less for snapper and more for other 

species because of a lack of quota.  Regarding the intensity level of their fishing, 72% of 

the phone respondents stated that it had either stayed the same or decreased, and of the 

39% who responded that it had indeed changed half of those listed the benefits touted by 

IFQ proponents - eliminating the rush to fish leads to more convenience which in turn 

leads to less time on the water.  There were a total of sixteen respondents who stated that 

their fishing habits and intensity had both changed.  Their individual quota allotments 

ranged from 3 lbs. to 50,000 lbs., and as a group the average allotment was 5,525 lbs. 

These people overwhelmingly came from the northern Gulf/panhandle region (12).  For 

eight out of the sixteen people this change in habits and intensity can be classified as 

“bad”, meaning they changed their habits and fish less now due to small quota amounts. 

Five of the sixteen can classify their change as “good”, meaning they fish when and 

where they desire now instead of operating under derby conditions.  

 Forty-three percent of those surveyed maintained that the IFQ had no effect on the 

financial aspects of their operations and 18% stated that it helped them, while only 29% 

claimed it hurt.  The ways in which the phone respondents had been affected financially 

also differed from those given online.  Though five fishermen complained that they either 

made less profit because of low quota amounts or spent more fuel and bait trying to avoid 

snapper which they now do not have quota for, seven stated that they had a better profit 
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margin because of better fish prices and no derby conditions.  New to the complaint list 

was incurred expenditures on the required vessel monitoring system (VMS), mentioned 

by three respondents.  When asked if their personal incomes had been affected by the red 

snapper IFQ, a 57 % majority responded that it had decreased their income.  

 When asked to rank the potential effects of an IFQ system in order of importance 

to them, most of the phone survey respondents listed only their top priority, so that is all 

that will be discussed here.  The most popular responses were species protection, safer 

fishing practices, and stabilizing the price of snapper, with the most popular choice for 

top priority of potential effects being the price stabilization of red snapper.  Reducing 

fishing costs and preserving the fleet were rarely picked as someone’s preferred potential 

effect. 

 

Figure 9: Opinions on the accuracy of numbers posted in the annual IFQ program 
report. 
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Thirty-three percent of phone respondents felt that the numbers posted by NMFS 

in their annual IFQ program reports were very inaccurate, and 16% felt the data was 

somewhat inaccurate (Figure 9).  When asked how the data was inaccurate, the same 

responses that were voiced in the online survey were repeated: the amount of red snapper 

is being underreported, the bycatch data is inaccurate, and a general manipulation of the 

data by NMFS to suit their purposes. 

 When asked of their overall feeling of the red snapper IFQ design process after a 

two year perspective, the majority of participants (63%) held either somewhat (20%) or 

very (43%) negative feelings, although this number is slightly lower than the combined 

81% of online respondents who held a negative opinion (Figure 10).  However, the 

implementation of the program seemed to be held in higher regard by phone respondents 

than those online, as 47% felt positive about it (35% somewhat and 12% very) compared 

to the 35% who held either very or somewhat negative feelings about the implementation 

process (Figure 11).  Seventeen people in total stated they held negative feelings about 

how the red snapper IFQ program had been implemented, although approximately half of 

those (9) were opposed to IFQ programs in general before the red snapper program even 

began.  It should be noted that of the other eight who were either in favor of IFQ 

programs in general (4) or held no opinion of them (4) before the red snapper program 

was implemented, after implementation of the red snapper IFQ one person became less in 

favor and all four of those who held no opinion prior became opposed.  In total, only four 

of the seventeen people who held unfavorable feelings about the red snapper IFQ 

implementation held favorable opinions of IFQs in general after the red snapper program 
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had been implemented.  The majority (13 people) were neither in favor of IFQs in general 

nor the red snapper IFQ’s implementation in particular. 

 

Figure 10: Overall feeling about the design process of the Red Snapper IFQ. 

 

Figure 11: Overall feeling about the implementation of the Red Snapper IFQ. 
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 Finally, when asked their favorite and least favorite aspects of the program, phone 

respondents answered similarly to online respondents.  Twenty complaints were 

registered regarding the qualifications involved in the design process and the resulting 

quota distribution amounts.  These complaints ranged from perceived inequalities in 

representation between “big” and “small” fishermen during the process, to the 

distributions given to mid-Gulf and “smaller” fishermen, to the formation of quota 

monopolies.  The second most mentioned group of complaints, listed eight times, 

revolved around the bureaucracy and paperwork involved in the program’s procedures. 

Others voiced concerns over the elimination of opportunities for newer and younger 

fishermen (4 responses), erroneous and dated data being used by NMFS to manage the 

fishery (3), and thin profits margins when leasing shares (2).  Praise for the IFQ was 

listed in the form of improved safety (7 responses), the effectiveness of the program as a 

stock management tool (5), and the stabilization/increase in the price of red snapper (4).   

 Again, with the final question of how they would improve the IFQ, the phone 

respondents echoed the online respondents’ calls for quota share adjustments, 

management of the Gulf of Mexico by zones, closer working relationships between 

NMFS and fishermen to improve data, “use it or lose it” scenarios in which leasing is not 

an option, and of course the requisite calls for total abandonment of the IFQ system. 
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CHAPTER 6: DISCUSSION 

This thesis is an effort to analyze the Gulf of Mexico Red Snapper IFQ program 

in an attempt to answer three questions: 1) what effects is it having on the red snapper 

fishery, 2) what effects is it having on the red snapper fleet, and 3) what is the perception 

of the IFQ among fishers.  The research conducted here has demonstrated these three 

questions are inextricably intertwined.  The effects of the red snapper IFQ on the fleet is 

clearly reflected in the attitudes of the fishermen interviewed for this study.  Hence, our 

discussion of the results uncovered during this research will focus individually on each 

effect, while the discussion of the survey responses will serve to combine those effects 

into a coherent, comprehensive examination of the red snapper IFQ program.  

6.1 Fishery Analysis 

6.1.1 Red snapper population estimates. 

 There is little doubt at this point that the population of red snapper off the Florida 

Gulf coast has improved over the condition which brought about the IFQ program in the 

first place.  Estimates produced by the SEDAR Update of 2009 led NMFS to declare an 

end to overfishing and raise the TAC on June 2, 2010 by almost two million pounds.  The 

fishermen interviewed in this study confirmed that the stock has recovered, especially 

along the eastern coast of Florida where the predominantly low quota allotments of 

fishermen located here are certainly contributing to this effort.  Although many of the 

fishermen were reluctant to attribute this improvement to the IFQ, the inability of them to 
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target red snapper with as much effort as before can only contribute to the recruitment of 

fish.  The amount of credit for this to attribute to the IFQ program may be in question, but 

the fact that the IFQ has been successful in this regard is not. 

6.1.2 Red snapper catch rates and fishing effort. 

A Gulf-wide fleet reduction of only nine vessels, and only three fewer vessels in 

Florida waters, is far from enough to make a noticeable difference.  To counter this fact, 

NMFS touts a 16% Gulf-wide reduction in days that vessels spent away from port in the 

first two years of the IFQ program.  Although the average landings per days away 

decreased by only 19 pounds, total days away did in fact decrease by 504 in Florida from 

2007 to 2008.  In addition, the total number of trips decreased by 122 and average 

landings per trip decreasing by 78 pounds, indeed confirming less effort was expended 

during the second year of the program (NMFS, 2009).   

But the full picture also reveals a decrease of 689,246 lbs. in the total allotted 

quota between 2007 and 2008.  So the decrease in effort was accompanied by a decrease 

in the nominal CPUE.  If the drop in effort were expended catching roughly the same 

amount of fish in both years it would be reflected in a higher nominal CPUE, signifying a 

truly sustainable decrease in capitalization.  The 16% reduction in days away from port 

touted by NMFS quite possibly resulted simply from the lowered overall quota.  Less fish 

to catch means less effort required, and it also means that it had nothing to do with the 

IFQ program.  

6.1.3 Bycatch rates and size of caught individuals. 

A highly touted reduction in red snapper bycatch has been viewed as a major 

highlight of the IFQ program by its proponents.  However, closer examination has 
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revealed that these numbers must also be viewed with some skepticism.  As mentioned 

before, there is minimal fishery-independent data due to a lack of federal observer 

coverage onboard fishing vessels.  The observer data that does exist appears to contradict 

the diminished bycatch being reported by fishermen, to the extent of causing the SEDAR 

panel members to question whether their data was affected by underreporting of bycatch 

by vessels (GMFMC, 2009).  

This leads into the next issue concerning bycatch under the IFQ program, an issue 

that NMFS itself refers to in the 2008 Annual Program report.  Due to the red snapper 

population being in decline during the years that the IFQ based its qualifying historical 

catches on, west coast Florida fishermen as a whole received small allocations of quota.  

The west coast population of snapper has undeniably rebounded and under an open-

access system fishermen would naturally refocus their efforts on red snapper.  However, 

under the IFQ program they are stuck with small allocations and cannot do this.  This has 

led to the landing ratio along the peninsula of Florida actually dropping after the IFQ 

program began, compared to the rise in landing ratio witnessed in the panhandle of 

Florida. 

Finally, proponents point to the IFQ as the main reason that a drop in the 

minimum keeper size from 15 inches to 13 inches was able to be implemented, and that 

this drop in minimum size has allowed for a higher retention rate of snapper caught.  

Being able to keep smaller fish obviously allows for more efficient fishing, yet when the 

numbers reveal that 59% of those fish that were observed being thrown back were greater 

than the minimum size limit, the obvious question is why?  The answer is most likely a 

case of highgrading or lack of quota.  Highgrading can happen under any system, but is 
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more likely to occur when a crew is limited on the amount of red snapper they can keep 

and are aiming to keep the best fish they can. 

In summary, NMFS acknowledges that the red snapper population has recovered 

enough to raise the TAC, that along the peninsula of Florida fishermen do not possess the 

necessary quota to keep in check this resurgent red snapper, and that bycatch data self-

reported by fishermen does not match data reported by observers.  Taken together, one 

must assume that at least in parts of the Gulf of Mexico, the IFQ has not helped to reduce 

red snapper bycatch.  In fact, if one adds in the possibility of highgrading becoming more 

prominent because of the IFQ, then there exists the strong chance that the IFQ has 

actually increased the amount of red snapper bycatch.  This would seem to be the case 

reported by numerous survey respondents, as highlighted in section 6.7. 

6.1.4 Red snapper market prices. 

The accuracy of ex-vessel prices of red snapper is unsure as well, hampered by 

the lack of reporting by many fishers and the wide fluctuation in some of the ex-vessel 

prices that were reported to NMFS.  However, the data that is available points to a 10% 

increase (after adjusting for inflation) in the price that fishermen are receiving for their 

catch, and there is reason to believe this number would be even higher with more 

accurate reporting.  All historical evidence of IFQ programs effects points to upward 

responses in ex-vessel prices, and in this case numerous fishermen participating in the 

survey not only verified the rise in red snapper price but didn’t hesitate to attribute it to 

the IFQ program.  This is not just good news for the fishermen, but for program 

supporters as well because this was touted as a top benefit of the elimination of previous 

derby fishing conditions.  Ironically however, as detailed in sections 6.5 and 6.7, while 
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the ex-vessel price for red snapper has risen, the allotment of small IFQ shares and the 

price of leasing additional shares actually lowered incomes for many fishermen surveyed. 

6.2 Community Analysis 

6.2.1 IFQ shares and allocation. 

So the expected drop in vessels numbers has not yet occurred and it seems the 

reported drops in effort and bycatch are dubious.  But this certainly doesn’t mean the IFQ 

is not functioning as it was intended.  The reduction in capitalization that NMFS is 

aiming for would ultimately present itself first in a shareholder reduction, and here is 

where the IFQ program is giving some indication of what is to come.  The IFQ program 

has had a 14.6% reduction in shareholders during the first two years of the program, 

which would truly be impressive if combined with a correspondingly significant 

reduction in vessels.  However, this decrease alone without a corresponding decrease in 

vessels points more to a consolidation of shares (i.e. power) into a system containing just 

as many fishers as before, but in which more and more who cannot afford to buy shares 

have to pay annually through share leasing for the privilege of fishing.  That lease price 

has reached an average of $2.45 per share, while NMFS estimates a price hovering 

around $20.00 per share to buy them outright (NMFS, 2009).  Although NMFS questions 

that high of a price because of inconsistent reporting, many fishermen surveyed for this 

study confirmed this price.  

The following statement made by one of the fishermen in the online survey sums 

up the sentiments of many respondents, “Leasing IFQ means a… net profit reduction (or) 

break(ing) even at best. Why do I want a $1 per lb fish taking up space that can be 
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occupied by a more profitable one?  My commercial Red snapper (shares) are now 

bycatch discard.”  As Buck (1995) points out, when fishers decide their profit margin on 

red snapper is too small to justify continued effort, or the lease price rises above their 

means, the number of fishermen opting out of the market entirely will likely increase.  

The National Marine Fisheries Service contends that shares will be bought by those that 

value the fishery most.  However, not only is the smallest share category shrinking, but 

all three categories of shareholders owning less than 2.0000% of the total quota have seen 

their numbers drop since the IFQ program began while those holding more than 2.0000% 

have grown.  Smaller fishers are leaving the fishery as the shares are being consolidated 

by fishermen owning greater than 2.0000% of the TAC.  If this trend continues it should 

lead to the desired reduction in fleet capitalization that the Council desired.   

This becomes a big issue because while Florida just slightly beats out Texas in the 

total share percentage amount, it contains by far the most shareholders of any state and 

almost 70% of them hold less than 0.1000% of the total red snapper quota.  Clearly this 

IFQ affects more people in Florida than anywhere else along the Gulf coast, and most of 

those affected are small fishers.  Unfortunately for these small fishers, the process by 

which the red snapper IFQ was shaped and approved was clearly led by and geared 

towards fishermen who would eventually become large shareholders under the IFQ 

system, and this is affirmed by the trend indicated above.  Regardless, the goal of reduced 

fleet capitalization appears to be well on its way towards being met based on the trend in 

share ownership.   

6.2.2 Data envelopment analysis. 

Comparing the results of the DEA analysis to the vulnerability index produced 

mixed results, however overall this proved ineffectual.  The index contains only three 
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different categories of vulnerability based on a set of preset qualifications.  The DEA 

analysis compares each community against each other and ranks them accordingly.  

Therefore, while the DEA method clearly points to some communities as very dependent 

or engaged, the vulnerability index doesn’t even rank any Florida communities as “very 

vulnerable.”  Additionally, numerous communities analyzed for this research were not 

even ranked in the vulnerability index and several communities listed separately in the 

index were lumped together in the Data Envelopment Analysis.   

Comparing the CCR model with the vulnerability index seems to match up well. 

The three communities determined to be the most dependent by DEA were listed as 

“somewhat vulnerable” by the index, others listed as “somewhat vulnerable” were 

generally ranked near the top for dependence, and the four least dependent communities 

were not even ranked by the vulnerability index.  The BCC dependence model differs 

slightly from the CCR model, producing more communities ranked as “efficient” or truly 

dependent, yet the communities seem to follow the same trend established in the CCR 

model.  The one major exception is the community grouping of St. Petersburg and St. 

Pete Beach, which is ranked 20th most dependent community by the CCR model but at 

the top by the BCC model.  The high number of shareholders and dealers present 

combined with the low number of other outputs points to St. Petersburg/St. Pete Beach 

acquiring its top dependency rating as an outlier, rather than as a truly dependent DMU.  

St. Petersburg/St. Pete Beach’s potential effects on the overall results of this analysis 

appear to be minimal; it was only a secondary reference DMU for one inefficient DMU 

in the BCC model, Clearwater/Clearwater Beach/Dunedin, which itself ranked as merely 

the 15th most dependent DMU.  On the opposite end of the spectrum is Panama City, 
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which served in the peer group of 10 inefficient DMUs in both the BCC Dependence 

model and the engagement models.  As the leader in pounds landed, shareholders, and 

landing locations Panama City definitely makes a strong case for itself as the most 

dependent and engaged community in the red snapper fishery. 

 Both CCR and BCC engagement models produced the same, somewhat expected 

results.  Larger communities tended to be more engaged in the fishery than they were 

dependent on it.  This shows that while they might lack dependence due to having more 

diversified economies, their involvement in the fishery can still be a significant one.  The 

abundance of shareholders in the larger communities seems to be the dominant factor 

contributing to their engagement.  The St. Petersburg/St. Pete Beach DMU again stands 

as a potential outlier, as it lacks the overall high outputs of the other top engaged DMUs 

with the exception of shareholders and dealers.  Additionally, it serves as only a 

secondary reference DMU for a mere three inefficient DMUs (Apalachicola, 

Clearwater/Clearwater Beach/Dunedin, and Tarpon Springs). 

The results of DEA necessarily hinge on what outputs and inputs are used.  The 

decision to eliminate potential outputs, rather than include them with “0” entered for data 

or eliminate altogether the DMUs with missing data, stands as a critical decision.  While 

in the end all twenty-two community groupings provided by NMFS were analyzed, it is 

impossible to tell how eliminating some of the original outputs affected the outcomes.  In 

short, this analysis has been based on incomplete data, and it is certainly possible that the 

rankings might have turned out differently if data was available for those outputs.  It is 

the hope that the inclusion of both CCR and BCC models, and their similar results, 

provided some sense of assuredness to help overcome doubts brought on by this. 
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While in the end it was not really possible to make a true comparison between the 

DEA results and the vulnerability index, the DEA analysis did produce some interesting 

and noteworthy results.  The majority of cities involved in the red snapper fishery to 

whatever degree have populations under 13,000 and these smaller communities, 

especially those with populations under 5,000 people, tended to be deemed more 

dependent than large or even mid-sized communities.  Contrast this with the larger 

communities tending to be more engaged than the smaller ones.  While Apalachicola, 

Steinhatchee, and Madeira Beach clearly are heavily affected by events in the red snapper 

fishery, this DEA analysis has shown us not to overlook the effects of this fishery on 

either the smallest of communities or the largest. 

6.7 Survey Responses 

The fishermen surveyed entered into the program with little to no exposure to IFQ 

programs in general.  Those who did chose to investigate the issue beforehand studied 

both trade and governmental publications, and while these two sources tend to portray 

IFQ in a good light, the prevailing attitude of those surveyed was one of opposition.  In 

both the online and phone surveys the majority of respondents were opposed to IFQs in 

general, and to no surprise opinions seemed to fall along geographical lines as well as 

how much quota they stood to receive.  Even many of those who believed change in 

management styles was necessary for the health of the fishery expressed doubts they held 

going into the IFQ program.  The troubling point for most centered on the ability of an 

IFQ system to operate in the Gulf of Mexico without drastically altering the fishery’s 

landscape.  The common fear was that the small fisherman would get pushed out of the 

fishery: 
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“IFQ Based on History is not fair for persons that fished in areas that had 
small stocks. American Red Snapper were extremely rare on the Florida 
West Coast 15 years ago, and are now prevelant. IFQ should be equitable 
to all permit holders and guards in place to keep large entities from 
pushing the small fisherman out of business. If you look, most IFQ shares 
are being purchased by the larger commercial businesses, which will 
restrict any new small business ventures. They can't afford to compete.” 

 
“ifg create a monopoly. the big fish mafia gains control of all the shares 
eventually and the small fisherman gets gobbled up because he doesnt get 
enough shares to stay in business and can't afford to buy additional shares 
or they are not available” 
 
“Because the fishing vessels that caused the most damage to the fishery 
where the ones that where rewarded with the biggest ifq. I was punished 
by a low ifq because i chose to be a little more conservative then others 
even though i had a permit to fish just like the others did.” 

 
After gaining first-hand experience with the red snapper IFQ program, the fears 

seemed realized and again the majority in both surveys stated they either became less in 

favor or totally opposed to IFQs.  When asked if they felt that all stakeholders were 

represented equally in the final product a resounding 90% answered no, and were very 

clear who they thought “was over or under represented”: 

“The Class 1 license holders were the only ones who knew about and were 
consulted in the design of the program. Again, assuming snapper were 
overfished (which I seriously doubt given the number and size of red 
snapper in the Gulf over the past 5 years) the Class 1 permit holders were 
the ones who overfished the resource. I submitted extensive comments to 
NMFS when they finally published the rule that they developed with the 
Class 1 license holders. My comments were totally disregarded--clearly 
NMFS had made up its mind what it was going to do at that time.” 
 
“The large snapper vessels were highly over represented. I have been told 
by [name omitted], one of the representatives on the advisory committee 
that the 200lb trip limit boats had only 2 reps vs 12 reps on behalf of the 
fish buyers and the large boats with large landing histories. It has 
virtually killed the small boats. There were only 92 large landing boats 
and over 500 small landing boats. does that sound like equal 
representation?” 
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The findings of both surveys appear to confirm managers’ suspicions of 

underreported data and reveal a more detailed and accurate picture than the few numbers 

published in the annual reports.  One of the most important revelations of this survey is a 

dichotomy created by the IFQ when fishermen don’t have quota allocation and the 

snapper population has rebounded.  Although the fishermen’s efforts in catching red 

snapper may have been reduced by virtue of not owning IFQ shares, the fishermen are 

actually exerting more energy when fishing for other species since they must now avoid 

red snapper and deal with red snapper bycatch they cannot keep.  Some of the phone 

survey participants cited their intensity decreasing for beneficial reasons, for example, 

“I'm better able to fish during good weather and spread my activities over 
a longer period”. 
 

Unfortunately, many more fishers experienced the situation previously described: 

“Cant take advantage of the mega-tons of red snapper crowding 
every rockpile reef and ledge. Must spend more time, fuel and bait 
to catch grouper and work through the hundreds of large snapper 
caught each day. My fishermen report what I do. We catch and 
release (dead and alive) 600-700 lbs of red snapper per day to 
keep 4-500 grouper. Something is wrong.” 
 
“I am forced to go farther out to sea and stay longer in order to 
fish for other species. I am also forced to throw back many red 
snappers caught as by-catch because I had to sell off my shares of 
the quota in order to pay for my vessel maintenance. In other 
words, the IFQ system gave me too small an annual allocation to 
stay in business, -it was a financial squeeze.” 
 
“I have been throwing back more red snapper because of lack of 
quota. Ive had to fish longer hours, fish in more inclement 
weather,& change areas of fishing, because even though there are 
pleanty of other reef fish in the same location as the red snapper, 
we tend to catch too many to make it worth staying. Ive spent 
twenty years of my life trying to learn where snapper congregate, 
now Im having to spend that time finding out where they dont. 
Being I have to lease red snapper quota the price I receive per lb is 
far lower than before ITQ implementation.” 
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According to the results from the Fisher’s test analysis the similarity of the results 

from both the phone and online surveys was not mere chance, therefore the null 

hypothesis is rejected.  Additionally, the following questions resulted in Fisher’s test 

exceeding the p-value, indicating that there was not enough data to draw a conclusion as 

to the relationship between the phone and online survey results. 

• If yes, in what way? (In reference to how opinions on IFQs in general had 
changed since implementation of the red snapper IFQ). (0.343) 

• Do you feel satisfied with the amount of input sought from you and/or your 
representative(s) during the design process of the Red Snapper IFQ? (0.450) 

• Do you feel the analysis and final numbers posted by the National Marine Fishery 
Service in its annual Red Snapper IFQ Program reports are an accurate 
representation of the IFQ’s effects? (e.g. enforcement activities, bycatch data, 
price per pound) (0.287) 

• Looking back after two years, what is your overall feeling about the design 
process of the Red Snapper IFQ? (0.143) 

• Do you feel the Red Snapper IFQ helps to preserve the small owner-operated 
fishing interests in the fishery? (0.052) 
 

After performing Fisher’s exact test on those questions which seemed to indicate 

closely related results between the two different surveys, the fact that six of the eleven 

questions tested showed statistical significance leads to the rejection of the null 

hypothesis and validates the results revealed in these surveys.  
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CHAPTER 7: CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The primary stated goal of the Gulf of Mexico red snapper IFQ program has 

always been to reduce overcapitalization of the fleet.  The fleet reduction that NMFS 

hoped for may take several more years to come to fruition, but it does seem to be 

inevitable.  Once that occurs then a true reduction in effort on the red snapper population 

would appear definite as well.  The more immediate success of the program is the 

elimination of the previous derby fishing conditions, as fishermen are no longer racing to 

catch the fish and the dockside price has risen considerably and stabilized.  Additionally, 

the red snapper stock has improved to a state where the TAC can be raised.  Whether or 

not this is a consequence of the IFQ program or just a natural resurgence of snapper in 

the dynamic natural cycle of fishing, is uncertain.  If this is indeed an effect of the IFQ 

program, then one can call the program a success in this regard and only predict even 

better results for the snapper population and the fishermen able to survive in the new 

system. If the population resurgence is merely a natural occurrence then the IFQ program 

may in fact just be the beneficiary of good timing.  Regardless, its structure appears to be 

one that can take advantage of this and build a more solid base from which the fishery as 

a whole can proceed into the future. 

But the evaluation of the Gulf of Mexico red snapper IFQ program does not end 

there.  Upon closer examination evidence presented here suggests that other purported 

benefits are questionable at best.  While a reduction in effort expended by fishermen 

catching red snapper was heralded, in reality the IFQ may simply be disguising fishing 
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effort.  Fishermen with low quota amounts, especially those fishing the eastern waters of 

the Gulf of Mexico, are now expending more time, fuel, and energy avoiding red snapper 

and searching for other fish which they are still allowed to harvest.  This then brings 

about other questions which may be hard to answer using traditional effort calculations – 

how has the red snapper IFQ affected the fishing effort of other fisheries?  Are fishermen 

who could once harvest red snapper now focusing more effort on other fish, and are those 

fishermen exerting more effort than before to catch those other species because they have 

to avoid snapper now instead of keeping them? 

The IFQ was also praised with reducing bycatch in the fishery, and as mentioned 

above aiding in the recovery of the species.  Truthfully though, to lay the successful 

recovery solely at the feet of the IFQ would be presumptuous considering the program is 

still in its infancy and the data used actually took into account only the first year of the 

program. In fact, the recommendations to raise the TAC come from assessments and 

mere projections that overfishing of red snapper would end in 2009.  Multiple fishermen 

surveyed for this thesis made a point of stating that the red snapper population was 

rebounding before the IFQ program took place and point to the reduction of red snapper 

bycatch in the shrimping industry as the real reason for the upward trend in the stock.   

Concerning the bycatch issue, if we combine the doubts NMFS itself has 

expressed about the accuracy of its scant data and the testimony of fishermen surveyed 

for this study, bycatch may not only have failed to decline it might actually be on the rise.  

Simply put, many fishermen do not possess the quota to harvest the amount of red 

snapper they once could, while at the same time the population of snapper is rebounding.  

The IFQ is therefore forcing these fishermen to throw back more fish than they did 
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before.  Even a drop in the minimum size limit cannot hide this fact or the possibility of 

highgrading, which is a concern anytime an IFQ is put into place.   

Most importantly though is the effect the IQF is having on the fishermen.  By law 

NMFS has an obligation to protect the small fishermen in its policymaking, and hopefully 

this research will demonstrate NMFS should also feel a moral obligation to better serve 

the small fishers.  The DEA analysis reveals that numerous communities, big and small, 

are affected by management decisions.  However, when the majority of fishermen in the 

state are classified as small quota holders then at the very least they must be included in 

the decision making processes which affect their livelihoods. 

By allowing only those fishermen who held a Class I license under the previous 

structure to have a voice in designing and approving the IFQ system, NMFS and the 

GMFMC adhered to established guidelines and in that way cannot be faulted for having 

done their respective jobs. Yet, when the issue at hand is a multimillion dollar industry in 

which the majority of participants may be priced out of it because they are in the minority 

when it comes to actual power, the issue becomes a political and social one.  It is not hard 

to understand why many would feel that small fishermen were the targets of this 

reduction effort when the very processes by which the IFQ system was approved were 

weighted in favor of the so-called big fishermen.  In this regard, one has to question 

whether or not the IFQ as it is currently set up is adequately and appropriately meeting 

the needs of the entire fishing fleet that is affected by it.   

Overall, the short-term results indicate the beginning of the type of fluid market 

desired by NMFS and the Council.  The number of share owners is shrinking, but those 

fishers without shares are leasing the ability to continue fishing.  Yet, the eventual trend 
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in most IFQ cases is that the number of those willing and able to lease or buy shares 

declines over time, and the results of this survey confirm this.  The question of whether or 

not there is room in the fishery for both big fishers who focus solely on red snapper and 

small fishers who focus their effort on multiple species has effectively been answered by 

the IFQ system and the outcome is decidedly in favor of the big fishers. 

An IFQ system completely free of regulatory burdens might be best from a purely 

economic sense; however no IFQ system of this sort exists in the world.  All have been 

tailored specifically for their regions, and the Gulf of Mexico red snapper IFQ program is 

no different.  However, as NMFS is finding out the current program still needs 

adjustments, and to their credit they have taken steps to address problem issues.  While 

the suggestion by many of the survey respondents to restrict ownership of IFQ shares to 

actual fishermen who work on boats may seem extreme, a regulation of this sort to some 

degree may be appropriate.  Especially considering what may happen in 2012 when 

ownership of IFQ shares becomes open to even non-holders of reef fish permits. 

Additionally, while there will always be those who feel slighted in the initial 

allotment of a new IFQ system, the extreme lack of quota distributed to shareholders 

along the west coast of Florida is a problem that even NMFS acknowledges.  Basing the 

initial allotments of quota on catch history unfortunately means that those fishermen who 

either were unable to find fish or purposely chose to focus their effort on other species 

when red snapper was scarce, were in effect punished.  Now that the red snapper stock 

has recovered to the point of outcompeting other fish species, the fishermen along the 

peninsula of Florida deserve to have their situation reevaluated and quota allocations 

adjusted.  This is an issue that can and should be addressed, along with the lack of 
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reliable fishery-independent data.  It is impossible to efficiently and adequately manage a 

resource with the miniscule amount of fishery-independent data available in the red 

snapper fishery. 

Finally, an important part of this thesis research has been the DEA analysis that 

examined the “efficiency” of the communities participating in the red snapper fishery. 

The vulnerability index utilized by NMFS for its environmental impact statement 

regarding the IFQ has value in determining which communities might be vulnerable to 

management decisions.  However it does not include every city that participates in the red 

snapper fishery, and in employing it NMFS highly recommends other factors be 

considered when assessing communities (GMFMC, 2004).  This research views that as a 

shortcoming, as every city that participates in the fishery has at least some residents that 

will be affected by the decisions of NMFS and the GMFMC.  A more detailed 

measurement tool such as DEA can not only effectively analyze every city, but measure 

them against each other to shed a more quantitative look at how much each community 

might be affected. 

As Ingles and Sepez (2007) assert there is no one best method to assess 

communities, and the results of this research prove that it does take a multidimensional 

approach to fully realize the effects of fisheries management decisions.  This thesis 

attempted to analyze the red snapper fishery in the Gulf of Mexico utilizing multiple 

methods, however it could be improved.  First and foremost with any analysis is the 

importance of detailed and accurate data.  The ambiguity of data provided by NMFS 

hampered the accuracy of this research and a truly detailed analysis would require 

complete, individualized, detailed data for all communities, especially for DEA analysis.  
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Additionally, the phone survey revealed the valuable insight that could be provided if the 

online survey had been accompanied by participant’s quota amounts and location of 

residence. 

Regardless, the DEA analysis and fishermen surveys within reveal a picture of a 

red snapper fishery in Florida which is spread out through a network of mid-sized to 

smaller communities, most of which would be very affected by any management 

decision.  Combine this with the fact that the majority of fishers in Florida are small 

shareholders and the picture becomes complete – small fishers in small communities, 

who feel their livelihood is being threatened by the IFQ and don’t see a place for them in 

its future. 

The National Marine Fisheries Service and supporters of the red snapper IFQ 

program have pointed to areas in which the program could use improvements while 

declaring it an overall success.  But this thesis posits that any ruling after two years on a 

program of this magnitude which deals with such dynamic factors is a premature 

decision.  At this time, the lack of verifiable data, unreliability of fishery-dependent data, 

still undetermined effect on small fishers, and short life-history of the IFQ program 

simply cannot justify ruling the program a success or failure yet. 
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APPENDIX A: DEA RESULTS 
Table A1: CCR-Output Oriented for Dependence - Score and Slack 

  
No. 
  

  
DMU 
  

  
Score 
  

Excess 
population 
S-(1) 

Shortage 
pounds 
landed 
S+(1) 

Shortage 
dollars 
landed 
S+(2) 

Shortage 
shareholders 
S+(3) 

Shortage 
landing locations 
S+(4) 

Shortage 
dealers 
S+(5) 

1 PANAMA CITY 0.558034 0 0 0 201.3079 62.29823 0 

2 DESTIN/FT WALTON BEACH/SANTA ROSA BEACH 0.445961 0 0 0 165.0627 55.78038 0 

3 LYNN HAVEN/SOUTHPORT 0.369473 0 0 0 75.33994 25.96037 0 

4 PENSACOLA/NICEVILLE 6.68E-02 0 0 0 191.9847 31.39585 0 

5 CARRABELLE 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

6 GULF BREEZE 0.20375 0 0 0 1.69E-02 9.731319 0 

7 APALACHICOLA 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

8 CLEARWATER/CLEARWATER BEACH/DUNEDIN 1.18E-02 0 0 0 10.44317 75.50592 0 
9 

MADEIRA BEACH 0.489095 0 0 0 11.49808 0 0 
10 PANAMA CITY BEACH 0.11114 0 25366.64 96393.22 0 0 1.402227 

11 TARPON SPRINGS 8.89E-02 0 64963.97 246863.1 65.24068 17.99743 0 

13 PANACEA  0.646836 0 8024.909 30494.65 7.11154 1.855184 0 

14 TAMPA 4.61E-03 0 1146442 4356480 346.6975 910.081 0 

15 INDIAN ROCKS BEACH 4.85E-02 0 0 0 20.48408 0 1.345339 

16 CRYSTAL RIVER 0.288285 0 14656.08 55693.12 0 3.342653 0 

17 YANKEETOWN 0.818326 0 576.1205 2189.258 0 0 0.333274 

18 HUDSON 0.115824 0 119753.5 455063.4 0 0.470935 0 

19 STEINHATCHEE 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

20 CORTEZ 0.388802 0 63683.57 241997.6 0 6.032519 0 

21 LARGO 2.22E-02 0 1220240 4636912 0 159.7183 0 

22 FT MYERS/FT MYERS BEACH 3.70E-02 0 273142.1 1037940 217.9629 0 0 
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Table A2: BCC-Output Oriented for Dependence – Score and Slack 

  
No. 
  

  
DMU 
  

  
Score 
  

Excess 
population 
S-(1) 

Shortage 
pounds 
landed 
S+(1) 

Shortage 
dollars 
landed 
S+(2) 

Shortage 
shareholders 
S+(3) 

Shortage 
landing 
locations 
S+(4) 

Shortage 
dealers 
S+(5) 

1 PANAMA CITY 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

2 
DESTIN/FT WALTON BEACH/SANTA 
ROSA BEACH 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

3 LYNN HAVEN/SOUTHPORT 0.653192 0 0 0 8.763712 4.643859 0.952441 
4 PENSACOLA/NICEVILLE 0.692308 31522 250607.6 952308.7 22.33333 0 0.111111 
5 CARRABELLE 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
6 GULF BREEZE 0.449842 0 13093.52 49755.38 0 5.363391 2.581535 
7 APALACHICOLA 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

8 
CLEARWATER/CLEARWATER 
BEACH/DUNEDIN 0.5 47618.75 137242.3 521520.6 12 0 0 

9 MADEIRA BEACH 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
10 PANAMA CITY BEACH 0.332346 0 39296.4 149326.3 0 0 3.290661 
11 TARPON SPRINGS 0.708068 0 139233.9 529088.7 21.04499 2.649176 0 
12 ST. PETE/ST. PETE BEACH 1 263069 215059 817224.2 12 4 0 
13 PANACEA  0.666013 0 8006.427 30424.42 7.303199 2.099087 0 
14 TAMPA 0.5 272355 212495 807481 23 9 0 
15 INDIAN ROCKS BEACH 9.22E-02 0 0 0 3.662509 0 1.463132 
16 CRYSTAL RIVER 0.404208 0 18389.35 69879.55 0 2.237038 0 
17 YANKEETOWN 1 0 0 0 0 0 6.00E-06 
18 HUDSON 0.446243 0 91563.52 347941.4 0 0 0 
19 STEINHATCHEE 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
20 CORTEZ 0.752901 0 33667.57 127936.8 0 4.723327 3.54523 
21 LARGO 0.22807 32954 349244.4 1327129 0 13 3 
22 FT MYERS/FT MYERS BEACH 0.72549 22813.49 239355.5 909550.7 33.64865 0 0 
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Table A3: BCC-Output Oriented for Dependence – RTS 

No. DMU Score RTS 
RTS of Projected 
DMU RTS Eff Proj Total 

1 PANAMA CITY 1 Decreasing 
 

No. of 
IRS 1 1 2 

2 
DESTIN/FT WALTON BEACH/SANTA 
ROSA BEACH 1 Decreasing 

 

No. of 
CRS 3 0 3 

3 LYNN HAVEN/SOUTHPORT 0.653192 
 

Decreasing 
No. of 
DRS 3 14 17 

4 PENSACOLA/NICEVILLE 0.6923077 
 

Decreasing Total 7 15 22 
5 CARRABELLE 1 Constant 

      6 GULF BREEZE 0.4498423 
 

Decreasing 
    7 APALACHICOLA 1 Constant 

      
8 

CLEARWATER/CLEARWATER 
BEACH/DUNEDIN 0.5 

 
Decreasing 

    9 MADEIRA BEACH 1 Decreasing 
     10 PANAMA CITY BEACH 0.3323461 

 
Decreasing 

    11 TARPON SPRINGS 0.7080679 
 

Decreasing 
    12 ST. PETE/ST. PETE BEACH 1 

 
Decreasing 

    13 PANACEA  0.6660129 
 

Increasing 
     14 TAMPA 0.5 

 
Decreasing 

    15 INDIAN ROCKS BEACH 9.22E-02 
 

Decreasing 
    16 CRYSTAL RIVER 0.4042085 

 
Decreasing 

    17 YANKEETOWN 1 Increasing 
      18 HUDSON 0.4462431 

 
Decreasing 

    19 STEINHATCHEE 1 Constant 
      20 CORTEZ 0.7529005 

 
Decreasing 

    21 LARGO 0.2280702 
 

Decreasing 
    22 FT MYERS/FT MYERS BEACH 0.7254902 

 
Decreasing 
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Table A4: CCR-Output Oriented for Engagement – Score and Slack 

  
No. 
  

  
DMU 
  

  
Score 
  

Excess 
  
S-(1) 

Shortage 
pounds 
landed  
S+(1) 

Shortage 
shareholders 
S+(2) 

Shortage 
landing 
locations 
S+(3) 

Shortage 
dealers 
S+(4) 

1 PANAMA CITY 1 0 0 0 0 0 

2 
DESTIN/FT WALTON BEACH/SANTA ROSA 
BEACH 1 0 0 0 0 0 

3 LYNN HAVEN/SOUTHPORT 0.237346121 0 0 1.991436 5.261532 4 
4 PENSACOLA/NICEVILLE 0.692307593 0 27.18301 4.174454 0 0.148148 
5 CARRABELLE 0.230769626 0 27.18789 1.744564 0 4 
6 GULF BREEZE 0.2 0 20.2814 0 3.193623 0 
7 APALACHICOLA 0.833333333 0 18.40222 3.364491 0 0 
8 CLEARWATER/CLEARWATER BEACH/DUNEDIN 0.5 0 14.88648 2.242993 0 0 
9 MADEIRA BEACH 0.92307722 0 37.20292 8.426792 0 1.111112 

10 PANAMA CITY BEACH 0.230769626 0 34.1965 4.984433 0 4 
11 TARPON SPRINGS 0.666666667 0 5.345594 3.644862 0 0 
12 ST. PETE/ST. PETE BEACH 1 0 23.32712 2.242991 2.39521 0 
13 PANACEA  0.5 0 23.02731 5.420561 1.7964 0 
14 TAMPA 0.5 0 23.049 4.299065 5.38922 0 
15 INDIAN ROCKS BEACH 0.07692278 0 34.32244 8.22429 0 4 
16 CRYSTAL RIVER 0.333333333 0 22.85409 3.364486 1.79642 0 
17 YANKEETOWN 0.230769626 0 37.35556 7.414336 0 4 
18 HUDSON 0.392156959 0 27.65265 3.056077 0 0 
19 STEINHATCHEE 0.769230374 0 38.12857 7.981307 0 2.266666 
20 CORTEZ 0.266666667 0 34.13996 0 2.694627 0 
21 LARGO 0.228070175 0 37.882 0 7.78443 4 
22 FT MYERS/FT MYERS BEACH 0.72549062 0 25.96253 6.289472 0 0 
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Table A5: BCC-Output Oriented for Engagement – Score and Slack 

  
No. 
  

  
DMU 
  

  
Score 
  

Excess 
  
S-(1) 

Shortage 
pounds 
landed  
S+(1) 

Shortage 
shareholders 
S+(2) 

Shortage 
landing 
locations 
S+(3) 

Shortage 
dealers 
S+(4) 

1 PANAMA CITY 1 0 0 0 0 0 

2 
DESTIN/FT WALTON BEACH/SANTA ROSA 
BEACH 1 0 0 0 0 0 

3 LYNN HAVEN/SOUTHPORT 0.237346121 0 0 1.991436 5.261532 4 
4 PENSACOLA/NICEVILLE 0.692307593 0 27.18301 4.174454 0 0.148148 
5 CARRABELLE 0.230769626 0 27.18789 1.744564 0 4 
6 GULF BREEZE 0.2 0 20.2814 0 3.193623 0 
7 APALACHICOLA 0.833333333 0 18.40222 3.364491 0 0 
8 CLEARWATER/CLEARWATER BEACH/DUNEDIN 0.5 0 14.88648 2.242993 0 0 
9 MADEIRA BEACH 0.92307722 0 37.20292 8.426792 0 1.111112 

10 PANAMA CITY BEACH 0.230769626 0 34.1965 4.984433 0 4 
11 TARPON SPRINGS 0.666666667 0 5.345594 3.644862 0 0 
12 ST. PETE/ST. PETE BEACH 1 0 23.32712 2.242991 2.39521 0 
13 PANACEA  0.5 0 23.02731 5.420561 1.7964 0 
14 TAMPA 0.5 0 23.049 4.299065 5.38922 0 
15 INDIAN ROCKS BEACH 0.07692278 0 34.32244 8.22429 0 4 
16 CRYSTAL RIVER 0.333333333 0 22.85409 3.364486 1.79642 0 
17 YANKEETOWN 0.230769626 0 37.35556 7.414336 0 4 
18 HUDSON 0.392156959 0 27.65265 3.056077 0 0 
19 STEINHATCHEE 0.769230374 0 38.12857 7.981307 0 2.266666 
20 CORTEZ 0.266666667 0 34.13996 0 2.694627 0 
21 LARGO 0.228070175 0 37.882 0 7.78443 4 
22 FT MYERS/FT MYERS BEACH 0.72549062 0 25.96253 6.289472 0 0 
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Table A6: BCC-Output Oriented for Engagement – RTS 
No. DMU Score RTS RTS of Projected DMU RTS Eff Proj Total 

1 PANAMA CITY 1 Constant 
   

No. of 
IRS 0 0 0 

2 DESTIN/FT WALTON BEACH/SANTA ROSA BEACH 1 Constant 
   

No. of 
CRS 2 20 22 

3 LYNN HAVEN/SOUTHPORT 0.237346 
 

Constant 
  

No. of 
DRS 0 0 0 

4 PENSACOLA/NICEVILLE 0.692308 
 

Constant 
  

Total 2 20 22 
5 CARRABELLE 0.23077 

 
Constant 

      6 GULF BREEZE 0.2 
 

Constant 
      7 APALACHICOLA 0.833333 

 
Constant 

      8 CLEARWATER/CLEARWATER BEACH/DUNEDIN 0.5 
 

Constant 
      9 MADEIRA BEACH 0.923077 

 
Constant 

      10 PANAMA CITY BEACH 0.23077 
 

Constant 
      11 TARPON SPRINGS 0.666667 

 
Constant 

      12 ST. PETE/ST. PETE BEACH 1 
 

Constant 
      13 PANACEA  0.5 

 
Constant 

      14 TAMPA 0.5 
 

Constant 
      15 INDIAN ROCKS BEACH 7.69E-02 

 
Constant 

      16 CRYSTAL RIVER 0.333333 
 

Constant 
      17 YANKEETOWN 0.23077 

 
Constant 

      18 HUDSON 0.392157 
 

Constant 
      19 STEINHATCHEE 0.76923 

 
Constant 

      20 CORTEZ 0.266667 
 

Constant 
      21 LARGO 0.22807 

 
Constant 

      22 FT MYERS/FT MYERS BEACH 0.725491 
 

Constant 
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APPENDIX B: SURVEY QUESTIONS AND RESULTS 

 

ONLINE SURVEY 

How much previous exposure to IFQs did you have before 
implementation of the Gulf of Mexico red snapper IFQ? 
No exposure at all. 24 49% 
No actual participation but knew of them. 14 29% 
No actual participation but studied the concept intently. 8 16% 
Participated in one before. 2 4% 
no answer 1 2% 

   From where was your previous knowledge of IFQ systems drawn? (check 
all that apply) 
Personal involvement in another IFQ system. 2 4% 
Experience of someone I know in another IFQ system. 6 12% 
Information from trade publications and/or websites. 20 41% 
Information from governmental publications and/or websites. 16 33% 
Information from published studies. 12 24% 
No previous knowledge. 14 29% 
other: 8 16% 

   What was your opinion of IFQ systems prior to this experience? 
 Strongly opposed. 23 47% 

Mildly opposed. 10 20% 
Strongly in favor. 3 6% 
Mildly in favor. 7 14% 
I had no opinion. 5 10% 
no answer 1 2% 

   Has your opinion of IFQ systems changed since implementation of the 
Red Snapper IFQ? 
Yes 21 43% 
No 28 57% 
no answer 0 0% 

   If yes, in what way? 
  I've become strongly in favor of them. 2 4% 

I've become less opposed but not totally in favor of them. 4 8% 
I am now reserving any opinion until I have more experience with this IFQ. 3 6% 
I've become less in favor but not totally opposed to them. 7 14% 
I've become totally opposed to them. 15 31% 
no answer 18 37% 
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Do you feel satisfied with the amount of input sought from you and/or 
your representative(s) during the design process of the Red Snapper 
IFQ? 
Yes. 8 16% 
No. 39 80% 
no answer 2 4% 

   Do you feel that all stakeholders have been represented equally in the 
final product? 
Yes. 2 4% 
No. 44 90% 
Not sure at this time. 2 4% 
no answer 1 2% 

   When it comes to limiting access to the fishery, the Red Snapper IFQ goes 
Not far enough. 4 8% 
Too far. 31 63% 
Just far enough. 10 20% 
no answer 4 8% 

   Do you feel the Red Snapper IFQ helps to preserve the small owner-
operated fishing interests in the fishery? 
Yes. 4 8% 
No. 43 88% 
I'm not sure at this time. 2 4% 
no answer 0 0% 

   Do you feel the Red Snapper IFQ helps to preserve the interests of the 
local fishing-dependent communities in the fishery? 
Yes. 4 8% 
No. 40 82% 
I'm not sure at this time. 5 10% 
no answer 0 0% 

   Did your fishing habits/routine/schedule change due to the Red Snapper 
IFQ? 
Yes. 42 86% 
No. 6 12% 
Not yet, but they will soon. 1 2% 
no answer 0 0% 

   Has the intensity level in your fishing process (i.e. days spent at sea, time 
actually fishing, etc.) increased/decreased since inception of the IFQ? 
No change. 13 27% 
Yes, increased. 12 24% 
Yes, decreased. 20 41% 
Both increased and decreased, in different ways. 4 8% 
no answer 0 0% 
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Did the IFQ help or hurt with any financial costs of fishing (e.g. costs of 
fuel)? 
It helped. 2 4% 
It hurt. 35 71% 
No effect. 10 20% 
no answer 2 4% 

   Do you feel your personal income has been affected by the Red Snapper 
IFQ? 
No, and I don't foresee that it will be. 3 6% 
Yes, it has improved. 2 4% 
Yes, it has decreased. 37 76% 
Not yet, but it will improve my income in the future. 2 4% 
Not yet, but it will decrease my income in the future. 3 6% 
no answer 2 4% 

   Do you feel the analysis and final numbers posted by the National Marine 
Fishery Service in its annual Red Snapper IFQ Program reports are an 
accurate representation of the IFQ’s effects? (e.g. enforcement activities, 
bycatch data, price per pound) 
Somewhat accurate. 5 10% 
Very Accurate. 2 4% 
Somewhat inaccurate. 7 14% 
Very inaccurate. 20 41% 
I have not read the reports. 12 24% 
no answer 3 6% 

   Looking back after two years, what is your overall feeling about the 
design process of the Red Snapper IFQ? 
Very positive. 3 6% 
Somewhat positive. 5 10% 
No Feeling. 0 0% 
Somewhat negative. 11 22% 
Very negative. 29 59% 

no answer 1 2% 

   Looking back after two years, what is your overall feeling about how the 
Red Snapper IFQ has actually been implemented? 
Very positive. 3 6% 
Somewhat positive. 6 12% 
No feeling. 2 4% 
Somewhat negative. 9 18% 
Very negative. 28 57% 
no answer 1 2% 
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PHONE SURVEY 

How much previous exposure to IFQs did you have before implementation of 
the Gulf of Mexico red snapper IFQ? 
No exposure at all. 27 55% 
No actual participation but knew of them. 17 35% 
No actual participation but studied the concept intently. 5 10% 

Participated in one before. 0 0% 
no answer 0 0% 

   From where was your previous knowledge of IFQ systems drawn? (check all 
that apply) 
Personal involvement in another IFQ system. 0 0% 
Experience of someone I know in another IFQ system. 8 16% 
Information from trade publications and/or websites. 10 20% 
Information from governmental publications and/or websites. 7 14% 
Information from published studies. 2 4% 
No previous knowledge. 28 57% 
other: 3 6% 

   What was your opinion of IFQ systems prior to this experience? 
 Strongly opposed. 16 33% 

Mildly opposed. 4 8% 
Strongly in favor. 10 20% 
Mildly in favor. 7 14% 
I had no opinion. 12 24% 
no answer 0 0% 

   Has your opinion of IFQ systems changed since implementation of the Red 
Snapper IFQ? 
Yes 18 37% 
No 29 59% 
no answer 2 4% 

   If yes, in what way? 
  I've become strongly in favor of them. 7 14% 

I've become less opposed but not totally in favor of them. 1 2% 
I am now reserving any opinion until I have more experience with this IFQ. 0 0% 
I've become less in favor but not totally opposed to them. 5 10% 
I've become totally opposed to them. 9 18% 
no answer 27 55% 
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Do you feel satisfied with the amount of input sought from you and/or your 
representative(s) during the design process of the Red Snapper IFQ? 
Yes. 11 22% 
No. 35 71% 
no answer 3 6% 

   Do you feel that all stakeholders have been represented equally in the final 
product? 
Yes. 9 18% 
No. 36 73% 
Not sure at this time. 2 4% 
no answer 2 4% 

   When it comes to limiting access to the fishery, the Red Snapper IFQ goes 
Not far enough. 0 0% 
Too far. 27 55% 
Just far enough. 16 33% 
no answer 6 12% 

   Do you feel the Red Snapper IFQ helps to preserve the small owner-operated 
fishing interests in the fishery? 
Yes. 11 22% 
No. 35 71% 
I'm not sure at this time. 3 6% 
no answer 0 0% 

   Do you feel the Red Snapper IFQ helps to preserve the interests of the local 
fishing-dependent communities in the fishery? 
Yes. 11 22% 
No. 30 61% 
I'm not sure at this time. 7 14% 
no answer 1 2% 

   Did your fishing habits/routine/schedule change due to the Red Snapper IFQ? 
Yes. 29 59% 
No. 16 33% 
Not yet, but they will soon. 0 0% 
no answer 4 8% 

   Has the intensity level in your fishing process (i.e. days spent at sea, time 
actually fishing, etc.) increased/decreased since inception of the IFQ? 
No change. 20 41% 
Yes, increased. 3 6% 
Yes, decreased. 15 31% 
Both increased and decreased, in different ways. 1 2% 
no answer 10 20% 
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Did the IFQ help or hurt with any financial costs of fishing (e.g. costs of fuel)? 
It helped. 9 18% 
It hurt. 14 29% 
No effect. 21 43% 
no answer 5 10% 

   Do you feel your personal income has been affected by the Red Snapper IFQ? 
No, and I don't foresee that it will be. 8 16% 
Yes, it has improved. 7 14% 
Yes, it has decreased. 28 57% 
Not yet, but it will improve my income in the future. 3 6% 
Not yet, but it will decrease my income in the future. 1 2% 
no answer 2 4% 

   Do you feel the analysis and final numbers posted by the National Marine 
Fishery Service in its annual Red Snapper IFQ Program reports are an 
accurate representation of the IFQ’s effects? (e.g. enforcement activities, 
bycatch data, price per pound) 
Somewhat accurate. 5 10% 
Very Accurate. 7 14% 
Somewhat inaccurate. 8 16% 
Very inaccurate. 16 33% 
I have not read the reports. 13 27% 
no answer 0 0% 

   Looking back after two years, what is your overall feeling about the design 
process of the Red Snapper IFQ? 
Very positive. 4 8% 
Somewhat positive. 10 20% 
No Feeling. 4 8% 
Somewhat negative. 10 20% 
Very negative. 21 43% 
no answer 0 0% 

   Looking back after two years, what is your overall feeling about how the Red 
Snapper IFQ has actually been implemented? 
Very positive. 6 12% 
Somewhat positive. 17 35% 
No feeling. 7 14% 
Somewhat negative. 4 8% 
Very negative. 13 27% 
no answer 2 4% 
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In 2008, how much quota percentage were you allotted and what did you do with it? 

Table B1: Quota Amounts of Survey Participants in Eastern Gulf/Peninsula  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Community Quota (pounds) 
Disposition of 
quota 

KEY WEST 100 did nothing 
SAFETY HARBOR 113 fished it 
YANKEETOWN 100 sold some of it 
PARRISH 30 no answer 
FT MYERS BCH 80 fished it 
REDINGTON SHORES 100 fished it 
TAMPA 500 nothing 
PALM HARBOR 7 nothing 
MORRISTON 34 nothing 
HUDSON 7 nothing 
HERNANDO BCH 37 nothing 
SARASOTA 50 nothing 
ST. PETERSBURG 138 sold it 
SEMINOLE 7 fished it 
SEMINOLE 167 sold it 
NAPLES 1 nothing 
HUDSON 200 fished it 
PALMETTO BAY 200 sold it 
INDIAN ROCKS BEACH 67 fished it 
BRADENTON 2000 fished it 
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Table B2: Quota Amounts of Survey Participants in Northern Gulf/Panhandle 
 

Community Quota (pounds) Disposition of quota 
PENSACOLA 13,000 fished it 
STEINHATCHEE 2,800 fished it 
STEINHATCHEE 125 did nothing  
PANAMA CITY 0.07% fished it 
STEINHATCHEE 37 did nothing 
FT.WALTON BEACH 200 sold it 
DESTIN 24000 fished it 
PANAMA CITY 3 did nothing 
PANAMA CITY 92 did nothing 
PENSACOLA 1400 fished it 
PANAMA CITY 1000 fished it 
DESTIN >5% both fished and sold it 
CARRABELLE  200 sold it 
TALLAHASSEE 52 did nothing 
PANAMA CITY No answer fished it 
CARRABELLE 165 sold it 
PANAMA CITY FL 473 fished it 
PANAMA CITY 300 fished it 
PANAMA CITY 240 fished it 
MARY ESTHER 50,000 fished it 
DESTIN 7980 fished it 
GRAND RIDGE 2000 fished it 
LYNN HAVEN 30,000 leased most 
LYNN HAVEN 35,000 leased most 
STEINHATCHEE 200 fished it 
CRAWFORDVILLE 400 sold it 
PANAMA CITY BEACH 260 fished it 
CANTONMENT 200 No answer 
PANACEA 600 fished it 

 
 
 
 


