The Annual Economic Survey of Federal Gulf Shrimp Permit Holders:
Implementation and Descriptive Results for 2008

Christopher Liese and Michael D. Travis

SEDAR87-RD-02

September 2023

This information is distributed solely for the purpose of pre-dissemination peer review. It does
not represent and should not be construed to represent any agency determination or policy.



NOAA Technical Memorandum NMFS-SEFSC-601

The Annual Economic Survey of Federal Gulf Shrimp Permit Holders:
Implementation and Descriptive Results for 2008

By

Christopher Liese and Michael D. Travis

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
National Marine Fisheries Service
Southeast Fisheries Science Center
Miami Laboratory
75 Virginia Beach Drive
Miami, Florida 33149

March 2010






NOAA Technical Memorandum NMFS-SEFSC-601

The Annual Economic Survey of Federal Gulf Shrimp Permit Holders:
Implementation and Descriptive Results for 2008

By

Christopher Liese and Michael D. Travis
Social Science Research Group
Southeast Fisheries Science Center
NOAA Fisheries
75 Virginia Beach Drive
Miami, Florida 33149

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
Gary Locke, Secretary

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
Jane Lubchenco, Under Secretary for Oceans and Atmosphere

National Marine Fisheries Service
Eric Schwaab, Assistant Administrator for Fisheries

March 2010

This Technical Memorandum series is used for documentation and timely cominouanica
of preliminary results, interim reports, or similar special-purpose infeomatlthough

the memoranda are not subject to complete formal review, editorial control, itedleta
editing, they are expected to reflect sound professional work.



NOTICE

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) does not approve, recommend @eendor
any proprietary product or material mentioned in this publication. No referertbesha
made to NMFS or to this publication furnished by NMFS, in any advertising or sales
promotion which would imply that NMFS approves, recommends, or endorses any
proprietary product or proprietary material mentioned herein which has as its pangose
intent to cause directly or indirectly the advertised product to be used or purchased
because of this NMFS publication.

This report should be cited as follows:

Liese, Christopher, and Michael D. Travis. 2010. The Annual Economic Survey of
Federal Gulf Shrimp Permit Holders: Implementation and Descriptive Réaul2008.
NOAA Technical Memorandum NMFS-SEFSC-601, 99 p.

This report will be posted on the SEFSC web site at URL:
http://www.sefsc.noaa.gov/shrimpecon.jsp

Copies may be obtained by writing:

Christopher Liese

NOAA Fisheries

75 Virginia Beach Drive
Miami, Florida 33149
Christopher.Liese@noaa.gov

National Technical Information Center
5285 Port Royal Road

Springfield, VA 22161

(800) 553-6847 or

(703) 605-6000
http://www.ntis.gov/numbers.htm

This report is formatted for double sided printing (tables spanning two pages).



Executive Summary

This report presents descriptive results of the Annual Economic Survey of Red#ral
Shrimp Permit Holders (OMB Control # 0648-0476) for the calendar year 2008, and
documents the survey’s implementation and preparation of data. The data collestion wa
designed by the NOAA Fisheries Southeast Fisheries Science CentéiSSmiae

Research Group to track the financial and economic status and performansedly ve
holding a federal moratorium permit for harvesting shrimp in the Gulf of MexicaoA t
page, self-administered mail survey collected total annual costs broken owviero s
categories and auxiliary economic data. Since this was the third y¢lae furvey, a

section compares results from 2008, 2007, and 2006. The survey is repeated annually.
The first technical memorandum (NMFS-SEFSC-584) is intended as the cemraltoe
describe the data collection methodology and should be consulted for details about the
survey design. Changes made to the 2007 survey are documented in a second technical
memorandum (NMFS-SEFSC-590). These reports and other information can be found at:
www.sefsc.noaa.gov/shrimpecon.jsp

Between March and August 2008, 699 permits were randomly selected, stratified by
state, from a population of 1,890 federal permits to shrimp in federal waters of the Gulf
of Mexico. After many reminder and verification phone calls, 516 surveys weredee
complete, for a response rate of 83.9% after adjusting for vessels thanelgible for

the survey and vessels with terminated permits. The linking of each individudlsresse
cost data to its revenue data from different data collections was intpariddence the
final number of observations used in the analyses is 497. By various measures and tests
of validity throughout the report, the quality of the data is high. The resultsemenped

in a standardized table format that links vessel characteristics and apetatsimple
balance sheet, cash flow, and income statements. In the text, resultsussedisor the
total fleet, the Gulf shrimp fleet, the active Gulf shrimp fleet, and the veaGulf

shrimp fleet. Additional results for shrimp vessels grouped by state, by siwmer
structure, by vessel characteristics, and by landings volume are availableppendix.

The general conclusion of this report is that for the average vessel in 2008, in all of the
evaluated categories, financial and economic performance improved somewhttdr
dismal level in 2007. The improvement did not return the fishery to the levels of 2006,
which at the time we referred to as “bleak.” The average net cash flowrhad positive
again, but the negative net revenues from operations and the high “losses” continued to
be non-sustainable. The results explain the continued shrinking of the industrytieor ac
Gulf shrimp vessels in 2008, the average fixed costs accounted for just under a fifth of
operating expenses (19.2%), labor costs for just under a quarter (24.2%), and the non-
labor variable costs for over half (56.6%). The fuel costs alone accounted for 48.5% of
total operating expenses. The average net revenue from operations was $8gehice

and the economic return was negative 5%. Including non-operating activitiéssshe
before taxes was $10,034 which translates into a negative 9% return on equity.

From 2007 to 2008, the average shrimp price increased by only 11% while the fuel price

surged by almost 30%. As a result, the economic conditions deteriorated in 2008.
Paradoxically, the financial situation of the average vessel moved in the opposite



direction of the economic environment. In 2007, in spite of improvements in the
economic environment, vessels did not expand production. On the contrary, they seemed
to reduce effort. As a result, their fairly constant fixed costs led to aiveegash flow,
negative net revenues from operations, and negative economic returns. In 2008, as the
economic environment deteriorated and operations (as defined by landings, fuel use,
costs) stayed roughly the same as in 2007, the cash flow, net revenues, and returns
improved mostly due to the cutting of fixed costs, something the average vesseidail

do in 2007.
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1. Introduction

This technical memorandum presents descriptive results of the Annual Econoweig Sur
of Federal Gulf Shrimp Permit Holders (OMB Control # 0648-0476) for the calendar
year 2008. Since this was the third year this survey was conducted, a section compares
results from 2008, 2007, and 2006. The survey is repeated annually, and the first
technical memorandum (NMFS-SEFSC-584)intended as the central report describing
the data collection methodology and should be consulted for details about the survey
design. Changes to the survey in the second year are documented in a second technical
memorandum (NMFS-SEFSC-590)This third technical memorandum concentrates on
documenting changes that occurred with the 2008 survey implementation. Nonetheless,
we err on the side of including background information to insure proper use and
interpretation of the aggregate data and resdlts.

The commercial penaeid shrimp fishery in the Gulf of Mexico is one of the most
economically important fisheries in the Southeast Region. The fleet consi$tarof

inshore segment, mostly active in state waters and very diverse; andffgrare

segment, largely active in federal waters and almost always usirgygaw The fishery

is managed under the Gulf of Mexico Shrimp Fishery Management Plan, and a
moratorium permit is required to harvest shrimp in federal wafene fishery is facing a
range of difficulties that together are threatening the short-term agddam viability of

the industry. Existing regulations, high fuel and other input prices, and competition from
foreign, aquacultured shrimp are squeezing the profit margin upon which Gulf stsrimper
base their livelihood. Further, recent hurricanes have once again substanpatiyeich

the Gulf of Mexico shrimp fishery.

This data collection program was designed by NOAA Fisheries (NMFS) Setithea
Fisheries Science Center’s Social Science Research Group in late 2008 tbera
economic condition of the fishery. Because it is impossible to clearly delitiea

inshore and offshore segments of the shrimp fishery, the data collection focuses on the
federally permitted vessels, i.e. vessels that hold a federal moratorium foerm

! Liese, Christopher, Michael D. Travis, Diana Pimagl James R. Waters. 2009. The Annual Economic
Survey of Federal Gulf Shrimp Permit Holders: Reporthe Design, Implementation, and Descriptive
Results for 2006. NOAA Technical Memorandum NMFS-SE-584, 91 p.

% Liese, Christopher, Michael D. Travis, and Jame®Bters. 2009. The Annual Economic Survey of
Federal Gulf Shrimp Permit Holders: Implementation Descriptive Results for 2007. NOAA Technical
Memorandum NMFS-SEFSC-590, 97 p.

3 Data for individual respondents are confidential.

4 All technical memoranda and related material cafoind on the NOAA Fisheries Southeast Fishery
Science Center website: www.sefsc.noaa.gov/shaopgsp

® Federal waters of the Gulf of Mexico, i.e. the LeSclusive economic zone, begin 3 miles off thast@f
Alabama, Louisiana, and Mississippi, and 9 milddtu# coasts of Florida and Texas. A moratorium on
federal permits for catching Gulf shrimp becameeffle March 26, 2007 (Final rule: 71 Federal Regis
186 (26 Sept. 2006), p.56039).



harvesting Gulf shrimp.The results in this report apply roughly to the offshore segment
of the shrimp fleet. Shrimp vessels operating offshore are usually largemieiland

more sophisticated from a business perspective, and hence more capable of providing
financial data. In 2008, 2007, and 2006, the federally permitted vessels accounted for
two-thirds of annual Gulf shrimp landings and over three-quarters of total revenue
generated by the fishery (Table 1). Focusing the data collection on vegkels wi
moratorium permits has the added advantage that the population is known and that
contact information is available. Also, this group is of most direct interestdrimderal
fishery management perspective.

The guiding principle for this data collection is to collect the minimum infaomat
necessary that still allows meaningful financial and economic analyskg) aollect this
information in the least burdensome way for the shrimp inddstfg.opted for a survey
approach, thereby burdening only a fraction of permit owners each year rFabd-
administered mail survey was deemed to be more convenient, less intrusive, and less
time-consuming than one based on in-person interviews. The outcome is a two page
survey instrument limited to collecting “bread and butter” economic data, but
comprehensive enough to produce a meaningful annual report for the Gulf shrimp
harvesting industry.

The survey intends to collect all annual expenditures grouped into less than ten variable
and fixed cost categories. When combined with revenue from other data collecgons, w
can calculate various measures of the financial and economic status and geséoain

the industry. Random sampling, stratified by state, was used to ensure thatltkeares
representative and can be extrapolated to the population of all federal permit anttiers
any large sub-population, such as active shrimp vessels in Texas. The survescto coll
annual data for calendar year 2008 was mostly implemented between March angd August
2009. Follow-up and verification phone calls took place during data entry, mostly
between June and August, 2009. Further data cleaning, merging the cost data with
revenue data from other databases, the analyses, and the report writingneleicted

during the second half of 2009.

The results are basic descriptive statistics---arithmetic meahthie financial and non-
financial datd. They are presented in a standardized table format that links vessel
characteristics and operations to simple balance sheet, cash flow, and iratemersis.
Besides reporting the averages for the total fleet of all permittsglgesesults are
presented for th&ulf shrimpfleet by excluding permitted vessels engaged primarily in
other fisheries, for thactiveGulf shrimp fleet by further excluding idle, broken, or
otherwise inactive vessels, and for thactiveGulf shrimp fleet. More results are

® The distinction between vessels and owners/pésjifeportant because the Gulf shrimp moratorium
permit is avessepermit and thus vessels, not owners, are theofimihalysis.

" Given NMFS’ experiences with in-person interviesisGulf shrimpers, a low burden approach was
thought necessary to get shrimpers’ cooperatiomygliance with this data collection is a requirenfent
permit renewal. A large sample size and high legélsnbiased participation increase the validitgd an
representativeness of the results.

8 Extrapolation of the results to the population arldok at the distributional results will follow & future
report.



reported in an appendix for various categories of shrimp vessels, including thoselgroupe
by state, by vessel
characteristics, by landings

volume, and by ownership FEEDBACK NEEDED
structure. When the results are
interpreted as applying to the
(sub-) population, they must be
thought of as approximations of
the activities and values
associated with the average or
representative vessel of that (su
) population. In statistical terms,
the results are mid-points of a
confidence interval within which
the true, but unknown,
population mean would be found
95% of the time.

Please let us know if you are using this technical
memorandum, or if you have any suggestions
how this data could be made to better serve you.

A quick email or call is much appreciated.

Sincerely,
-Christopher Liese

Email: Christopher.Liese@noaa.gov
Tel.: (305)-365-4109

The rest of this introduction briefly describes the purpose of economic dataionfent

the Gulf of Mexico shrimp fishery. Chapter 2 describes the accounting framevearkous
guide the overall survey design, and describes the survey instrument, the population and
sampling frame, and the sampling design, focusing on changes made to the 2008 version.
Chapter 3 documents the implementation of the survey for 2008, focusing on the
response rate, the validity of the data, and preparation of data. Chapter 4ittatsin

depth explanation and discussion of the variables in the standardized tables used to
present the results. The rest of the chapter discusses the 2008 results and presents a
selected number of written comments received from respondents. Chapter 5 briefly
compares results for 2008, 2007, and 2006.

Purpose

Previous attempts to collect economic data in the Gulf shrimp fishery, inysartcost

data, have been plagued by their limited duration, small geographic scopee and t
industry’s resistance to being surveyed. The size and relevance of theh@ulf fishery

and associated industry make the systematic and continuous collection of ecortamic da
critical and long overdue. Such data can serve many purposes. Foremost it Erpeécess
inform the fishery management process. The central goal of this survey ikt apt

to-date cost data for the commercial shrimp fishery in federal walténe Gulf of

Mexico in support of management by the Gulf of Mexico Fisheries Management Council
and NOAA Fisheries (NMFS). A collection of economic information from fistesr

affected by federal management is needed to ensure that national goals/eshjactl
requirements of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act and
other laws are met. By collecting such data annually, economic chartygerds

through time can be identified and tracked.



Amendment 13 to the Fishery Management Plan for the Shrimp Fishery in the Gulf of
Mexico introduced a moratorium on permits for shrimping in federal waters and mrovide
for improved information collection program#n the past, NOAA Fisheries has

collected catch and (limited) effort data on a continuous basis in this fisineagh port
agents, dealer reports, and more recently through the various Gulf Statesketip t
systems. With the move to more active management implied by the introduction of the
moratorium permits, more and timelier data collections have become ngcésstrer,
tough economic conditions since 2000 have changed the industry to the point of making
earlier economic data obsolete. It became imperative that new datadeotecoio

accurately assess the economic and social conditions in the fishery and totpeedic
impacts of changes to the shrimp fishery management plans and regulations on shrimp
fishing entities. The start-up of other complementary data collections instiesyf

further increases the value of the economic tata.

° The fishery management amendment was approvedidigt21, 2006. A moratorium permit was
required as of March 26, 2007 in order to harvesigeid shrimp from federal waters, though shrimpers
had until October 26, 2007 to apply for the permit.

9 See the SE Fishery Bulletin in Appendix 3 forsditig of these data collections.



2. Design

In late 2006, the Social Science Research Group at the NMFS Southeast Fisheries
Science Center in Miami, Florida, in close cooperation with the Fisheried Soigace

Branch at the NMFS Southeast Regional Office in St. Petersburg, Flbeglgned a

program to collect annual socio-economic data for the Gulf shrimp fish&he first

technical memorandum based on this data collection (NMFS-SEFSC-584) is intended as
the central report describing the data collection methodology and should be consulted for
the details and background on the survey design. Changes to the survey in the second
year are documented in a second technical memorandum (NMFS-SEFSC-590). After a
brief section covering the basics of financial statements, this chaptentates on the
changes that were made to the 2008 survey instrument and documents the 2008 sampling
frame and sample design.

Financial Statements

The central approach taken by this data collection was to minimize the nofmber

variables collected from each respondent, while maintaining the ability teansw
meaningful economic questions. To guarantee comparability across a diverfse set
operations, we focused on collecting data about the harvesting component only, i.e. data
on the financial flows directly associated with owning and operating adistassel.

Thus the basic unit is a shrimp vessel, ignoring any processing, wholesalajlor
components. Shrimp operations are commercial, for-profit businesses, and as such, we
decided to collect only economic data, forsaking any demographic or sociakdata ti

more closely to the vessel operators and owners.

The type of economic data to be collected was based on an accounting framework of
money flows and values associated with the productive activity of commercial
shrimping---the “bread and butter” of economic data. With these data, threedinanci
statements, the balance sheet, the cash flow statement, and the income statement
prepared to give a comprehensive overview of the financial and economic situation of the
offshore shrimp fishery. To keep the survey short and simple, only broad cost eategori
are collected; their delineation guided by reporting requirements on tax forms to
minimize the reporting burden for fishermen. By collecting data about reviems:

cost flows, and asset values, statistically valid financial statemamisecdeveloped for a
representative or “average” shrimp vessel and for the industry as a‘\¥fble next
paragraphs briefly illustrate the basic accounting framework used to ydéntitiata that
needed to be collected. More details about the financial statements spetiidata

and to the shrimp fishery context are presented in the Results for 2008 chapter of this
report.

" The focus is on annual data rather than trip leeehomic data.
12 The Results for 2008 chapter provides the averegdts for the year 2008. Results extrapolateti¢o
population will follow in a future report.



A balance sheet is a snapshot of a company's financial condition. A company’ balanc
sheet has three parts: assets, liabilities, and the owner's equity. Th&dasskea Halance
sheet lists all assets of a company and their value at a given point in timebliig |

side lists the various sources of money invested to acquire these assets(itialfi
capital). Beyond investing their own capital (money), most company owners borrow
financial capital from other sources, such as banks. The current equity, the hedfwort
the company to the owner, always equals the difference between the valussétall a
and what is owed. Figure 1 illustrates this “balance.” By collecting dhatat ahe value

of the assets (market value of vessel and gear in our case) and the outstandjripdoa
vessel owner’s equity stake can be calculated.

Balance Sheet (point in time)

Assets Liabilities
Vessel and gear Loans
(market value) (amount owed)
Equity

Figure 1. Balance Sheet “Balance”

The balance sheet summarizes the financial condition at a single point imtime. |
contrast, the cash flow statement and the income statement summarize aympan
financial transactions over an interval of time. In an annual report, these twadlnanc
statements present slightly different perspectives of the revenuesl eluring one
accounting year and the expenses made in order to generate these revenues.

The cash flow statement is a financial statement that shows a companyos fhoney
(Figure 2). Money accruing to the company is called cash inflow. In this studyotte
important cash inflow is revenue generated through the sale of shrimp harvested by th
sampled vessel. Money leaving the company is called cash outflow, which includes the
various costs of owning and operating the shrimp vessel. Transactions that do gt direct
create cash receipts and payments are excluded. The difference betioaeandf
outflow---the net cash flow---reflects the vessel owner’s liquidityobresicy and is

useful in determining the short-term viability of a company. For the Gulhghndustry,

we decided that three inflows (shrimp revenue, other fishing revenue, and government
payments) and six cost categories (fuel, other supplies, crew (hired) cestd/gear

related fixed costs, overhead costs, and loan payments) would suffice in detail.



Cash flow statement (period of time)
Inflow/Receipts Outflow/Payments
From operations Variable costs
- Shrimp revenue - Fuel
- Other commercial - Other supplies
fishing revenue - Crew (hired)
Fixed costs
Non-operating - Vessel and gear
- Government - Overhead
payments - Loan payments
(interest and principal
Net cash flow (+)

Figure 2: Cash Flow “Balance”

An income statement is intended to help owners and investors determine the true
economic performance of a company over a specified period of time. The income
statement is sometimes called the profit and loss statement. The incameestdiegins
with the revenue generated from operations (sale of product or service) and sualitract
operating costs, including non-cash costs such as the value of owner’s labor and
depreciation (Figure 3). The result is the net revenue from operations. Thisas@ene
of the true economic return to a productive activity. More relevant to the owners of
company is the net revenue before taxes, i.e. their actual profit or loss. Thos'boe”

is calculated by subtracting financing costs (such as interest paymedtadding non-
operating revenue, income, and costs to net revenue from operations.

Many variables are the same in the cash flow and income statements. -Bloédnot
elements in Figure 3 indicate variables that are the same in the incomesstaaththe

cash flow statement. Text in bold signifies an element specific to the in¢catement.

For the Gulf shrimp industry, revenue generated from operations includes revenue from
the sale of shrimp and other fishing revenue, and excludes government payments.
Operating costs include non-cash transactions such as depreciation and thethalue of
owner’s labor used to generate the year's revehiBspreciation and the value of the

13n contrast to the cash flow statement, the incetatement excludes cash payments that are not
operating costs directly associated with generdtiagyear’'srevenues. This includes payments for new
investments and principal repayments which botheichphe balance sheet (assets and liabilitiesjidunot
constitute economic income or costs.



owner’s labor are not explicit costs (in contrast to variables in the cash #temnsint)
and thus need to be estimated.

Income statement (period of time)

Revenue Expenditures
From operations From operations
- Shrimp revent - Fue
- Other supplie
- Other commerci - Crew (hirec
fishing revent - Owner's labotl

- Vessel and ge
(minus new inves

- Overhea

- Depreciatior

Net revenue from operations

Non-operating Non-operating
- Governmet - Interest payment:
paymet

Net revenue (before taxes)
(" Profit")

Figure 3: Income Statement “Balance”

Survey Instrument

The 2008 survey instrument and the detailed instructions are attached as Appendices 1
and 2. Details on all the questions and their intent can be found in the first and second
memoranda. The survey effort started in 2007 and collected annual economic daa for th
calendar year 2006. As can be expected, lessons were learned that enabledifys to clar
and simplify the survey instrument and streamline the overall survey process. Mos
changes were made after the first year and are documented in the secondndemor
Changes between the second year, the 2007 survey, and the third year were mimor and ar
documented below.

The only content changes made to the 2008 survey instrument involved dropping the
voluntary question to gauge the interest among respondents for completing/éye sur
online. In its place, we added a question about receiving the 2008 survey results (“Would
you like to receive the results (2008 fact sheet) when they become available?”)



Further efforts were made to clarify and simplify the survey instrumk&yout and

language. We continued to evaluate the number and type of incoming calls and outgoing
clarification calls and mail to determine which questions were the source bf mos
problems. The resulting changes include:

* To the phrase at the top of the survey instrument “Even if this vessel was inactive
in 2008 please complete this survey,” we added “(especially Q7, Q8, and Page
2)-”

» We also continued to adapt the sequence, skip pattern, and layout of the questions
pertaining to owner operators, crew compensation, and captain’s compensation.
Former questions 2 and 3 switched places, and a ‘not applicable’ check box was
added to the question concerning owner captain’s share (new question 2).

» On question 11 c), pertaining to the original purchase price of the vessel, we
added “(estimate original value if gift or self-built).”

As in the previous year, detailed instructions were prepared. The three pages of
instructions spell out the exact intention behind each question. The instructions can be
found in Appendix 2. Beyond cover letters, an information page clearly, concisely, and in
large letters spelled out the intent, justification, and confidential nature afrirey$*

The survey instrument, instructions, and information material were transladed in
Vietnamese, though every respondent received the full English version as well

Population and Sampling Frame

The population of interest is all vessels potentially or actually fishing foagae shrimp
during the 2008 calendar yearfederal watersof the Gulf of Mexico, i.e. in federal
waters off the States of Texas, Louisiana, Mississippi, Alabama, andaFdhs
population is approximated by ownership of a federal shrimp permit for veisbatg)fin
the Exclusive Economic Zone of the Gulf of Mexico.

As of December 5, 2002, vessels were required to possess a federal permit m fislder t
for penaeid shrimp in federal waters of the Gulf of Mexico. This permit wakbleato

all, i.e. the federal Gulf shrimp fishery was open access. A fishery nrapage

amendment, approved February 21, 2006, limited entry to the fishery, and a moratorium
permit was introduced. A moratorium permit was required as of March 26, 2007 to
harvest penaeid shrimp from federal waters, though shrimpers did have until October 26,
2007 to apply for the permit. As a result, the 2008 and 2007 surveys were conducted
based on a complete sampling frame of the population. In contrast, the 2006 survey was
conducted with a somewhat incomplete frame.

4 Appendix 3 contains the 2008 cover letter and &BRery Bulletin announcing all federal data
collections in the Gulf shrimp fishery. The inforticen material did not change from the previous yarat
can be found in the first technical memorandum.



The complete sampling frame was provided by the permit office of the NMF8eastit
Regional Office. In early 2009, it included 1,890 permits as there has been saine attri
since the moratorium permits were first isstiefihe sampling frame contains most of

the information provided on the permit application, including vessel registration number
vessel characteristics, and permit and contact information.

The Gulf shrimp fishery can be roughly divided into an inshore and offshore fishery.
While the inshore fleet is comprised of a diverse set of vessels and op¥rtiters,
offshore fleet is (somewhat) more homogeneous. The offshore fleet consstgeof
otter-trawl vessels operated more frequently in federal waters ontarfelbasis. Given
the scale of these operations, a large majority maintain accounting records.

Table 1: Average and Total Gulf Shrimp Landings, Revenue, and Price for Active
Inshore Boats, Active Federally Permitted Vessels, and Active \dass&halyses
(2008)

Surveys in
. No Federal Federal
(in USD) Total Permit Permit Analyses
(active vessels)
# of Vessels 4,121 2,896 1,225 383
Average revenue per vessel ($) 84,899 24,170 228,470 230,719
Average landings per vessel (Ibs) 28,221 12,251 65,977 67,562
Average price per pound (lbs basis) 3.01 1.97 3.46 3.41
Average price per pound (vessel basis) 2.38 1.97 3.34 3.28
Total revenue ($) 358 million 78 million 280 million 82 million
Total landings (Ibs) 119 million 38 million 81 million 24 million
% of Total revenue 100% 21.7% 78.3% 23.0%
% of Total landings 100% 32.1% 67.9% 20.3%

Note: All values are for Gulf shrimp only, i.e., shrimp landed in ports on the Gulf of Mexico.
Shrimp landed in South Atlantic ports are excluded.
Vessels that were inactive are excluded.
Gulf shrimp landings and prices are reported on a heads off basis.

!> The federal moratorium permit is issued for apprately one year. It expires each year during the
month of the owner’s birth date. When it expir¢fecomes invalid for harvesting shrimp, but thenexv
retains the option to renew the permit for a pedbdne year after its expiration date. Thereaftes,
permit permanently terminates. In the case of &didrentry fishery, this implies that the total riaen of
permits is permanently reduced.

'8 The inshore segment consists of recreationakaardl, and commercial shrimpers using differentsyen
catch food shrimp, bait shrimp, and other spetiesollaboration with the federal survey discussethis
memorandum, a second Gulf-wide economic surveyoeaducted in 2009 by the Gulf States Marine
Fisheries Commission to survey these inshore v&ssel
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Based on 2008 shrimp landings and revenue data from the Gulf Shrimp System data
collection (GSSY, which by definition includes only vessels active in this fishery, Table
1 compares vessels with and without a federal Gulf shrimp moratorium permit fsolum
2 and 3). Over 70% of all 4,121 active Gulf shrimp vessels do not have federal permits
(restricting them to shrimping in state waters), yet these vessslara for only about

32% of total shrimp landings and only about 22% of the total shrimp reveAu¢he
vessel level, non-federally permitted boats generate average annual reven@Gff
shrimp of just $24,170. This contrasts with an average of $228,470 for federally
permitted vessels. The higher revenue is due not only to more landings (on average,
federally permitted vessels landed more than five times as much as vetsals

federal permits), but also to a higher price per pound of shrimp. In offshore viaters t
shrimp are usually larger and hence command a higher price per Pdiedrly the
permitted vessels substantially differ from the non-permitted vesselan@sI3 and 4
compare all active federally permitted vessels and all active seggkla completed

2008 survey used in the analy$&s.

Sampling Design

The sampling design for the 2008 survey consisted of all permits not previouslygample
in the 2006 or 2007 surveys. That way, each moratorium permit (remaining) in the
population will have been sampled once in three years. And, in tune with our promise not
to sample a vessel two years in a row, no vessels were sampled two years.iSiace

the 2006 and 2007 surveys consisted of randomly sampling the population without
replacement, the 2008 sampling “design” is statistically equivalent to siarmpdem
sampling®* A total of 699 permits were sampled out of the 1,890 permits in the

population (as of February 2009). Similar to the 2007 survey, the sample was drawn in
February/March?

" More information on this data collection is prositlin Additional Data: Revenue section of the
Implementation chapter.

18 Actually, 4,121 vessels is an underestimate ofdta population due to problems with the GSS. 8om
dealers report minor landings from multiple boaissolidated into a single record. In these cabes, t
landings cannot be assigned to a specific boat. Maf-wide, consolidated records account for telibver
2% of total shrimp landings and revenue.

' Two measures of average price per pound of shairprovided in Table 1. The first is the price the
average pounaf shrimp was sold for. The second is the pricepgoeind of shrimp received by tagerage
vesseli.e. averaging across all vessels the average pech vessel receives.

2 These surveys or vessels are referred to througheuest of this document and the tables as “in-
analyses” surveys or vessels.

2L A slight, ex post irrelevant, bias was introdubgcthe fact that the 2006 sampling frame was indetep
at the time of sampling. Vessels that receivedranpp@fter the 2006 sample was drawn, slightly ax@0,
could only be sampled for the 2007 or 2008 surveys.

2 Feedback from respondents about the 2006 survaije@ate May 2007) indicated that mailing the
survey earlier in the year, prior to the major siriseason and during tax time, would be betteordier
for the surveys to be mailed by mid-March, thewathactive strata from the 2006 survey had to be
dropped since the prior year’s landings data orclviiie strata are based is not consistently availab
then. Given that the response rate in the inastirsgum was quite high, no oversampling is necgssad
hence dropping the strata does not create a problem
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The first two columns in Table 2 provide average numbers about operations, vessel
characteristics, and state of residence for the vessels in the population sent phe It
should be noted that the average revenue numbers in Table 1 for vessels with federal
permits differs from the averages in Table 2 for the full population becauseZlable
includes inactive vessels. As should be expected, the averages for the randarasampl
close to those of the population. In previous years, we had explicitly stratifisdrtipe

by state so it is of interest to verify that the 2008 sample remains reptiesentéhis
regard? Vessels from Florida and non-Gulf States are a little overrepresented in the
sample, while vessels from Alabama and Mississippi are underrepresdmngeslight

skew also explains why average revenue from Gulf shrimp is slightly lawerevenue
from other fisheries slightly higher for the sampled vessel when comtuatieel

population. We still conclude that the sample is mostly representative of the mopulat
The discussion of the comparison of the population with the vessels actually used in the
analyses (column 3 in Table 2)---which somewhat compensates for the statevitias
follow in the Response Rate and Data Validity section in the next chapter.

2 Throughout this technical memorandum, we contiougefine the “State” of vessel or permit as thaest
of the (owner’s) mailing address associated witthgzermit.

12



Table 2: Average Vessel Operations, Characteristics, and State for thati®apul
Sample, and Surveys in Analyses (2008)

Population Sample inSAur:;E/f(’es
# of Vessels 1,8741 694 1 497
Actively (any) shrimping (%) 71.2% 71.2% 81.4%
Actively Gulf shrimping (%)2 66.3% 65.4% 75.5%
Gulf shrimp revenue ($) 152,243 145,748 176,649
Gulf shrimp landed (Ibs)* 44,005 42,644 51,837
Gulf shrimp price per pound (Ibs basis)® 3.46 3.42 3.41
Gulf shrimp price per pound (vessel basis)* 3.34 3.28 3.27
Other shrimp revenue $)* 11,620 14,194 15,396
Non-shrimp fishing revenue ($)° 18,825 21,925 20,037
Length 67 67 67
Gross tons 105 102 101
Horse power 518 510 511
Year built 1985 1986 1986
Hull material - Steel (%) 73.5% 75.1% 76.3%
Refrigeration - Freezer (%) 54.5% 54.0% 56.7%
State - Florida (%) 16.5% 17.7% 15.5%
State - Alabama (%) 7.2% 6.6% 7.0%
State - Mississippi (%) 7.4% 6.6% 6.8%
State - Louisiana (%) 25.1% 24.9% 26.4%
State - Texas (%) 39.1% 38.2% 38.2%
State - Other (%) 4.6% 5.9% 6.0%

! The total permit number was 1,890 but 16 vessels were associated with two permits each.

5 of these vessels are in the sample of 699 permits.

2 Activity in the S. Atlantic shrimp or the W. Florida bait shrimp fisheries is excluded.
% Gulf shrimp landings and prices are reported on a heads off basis.
“ Other shrimp landings and prices are not reported since the weight measures for different

species and regions are not always standardized.

®> These averages are due to a few vessels with very high non-shrimp revenue.
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3. Implementation

Table 3 gives the timeline for implementation of the 2008 survey. Numbers following a
‘# sign are the number of surveys in the category described. We timed theutnaii

the survey to coincide with the low shrimp season and around tax time when business
records are being consulted and financial concerns are “top of mind.” The “déé&ailine
completing the survey was April 30, though extensions were always granted or
exceptions made if selected individuals called us and explained their situation. To
achieve as much consistency over time as possible, we followed our internal rhatual t
describes the basic administration and processing of the survey.

Table 3: Timeline: 2008 Survey Implementation

February, 2009
February, 2009
March, 2009
April 30, 2009
May, 2009
May, 2009
June, 2009
July, 2009

July, 2009
August, 2009
August, 2009
September, 2009
October, 2009
Sept-Nov, 2009
Oct-Dec, 2009

Sample (#699) drawn from population (#1,890)

SE Fishery Bulletin: Notice of federal shrimp data collections in 2009
Sent out selection letters and first full survey package (#699)
Deadline for returning survey

Sent out second full survey package (#236)

Calls to attempt to contact non-responders started

Data entry started, including final processing and call-backs to clarify
Sent out third and final survey package (#110)

Send-backs of incomprehensible surveys (#22)

Stopped actively pursuing problem cases

Sent out 'Thank You' letters to previous years' respondents (#940)
Final processing and entry of late arriving surveys

Check on data quality (preliminary analysis)

2008 revenue data acquired (from external databases)

Data cleaning and descriptive analysis (#497)

Outreach

Given the number of data collections being conducted in the Gulf shrimp fishery in 2009,
we decided that a notice providing an overview might be helpful to Gulf shrimp permit
holders. In February 2009, a Southeast Fishery Bulletin was sent to all fediéral G
shrimp moratorium permit holders notifying them of and describing all the fetidea
collections in the Gulf shrimp fishefy.Further, and similar to the previous year, we set

%4 The bulletin and other survey material are attdameAppendix 3.
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up a help telephone line dedicated specifically to this survey. Throughout the survey’
implementation, we answered well over one hundred inquiries from shrifiipers.

Implementation Process

The full survey implementation, including mail handling and processing, was conducted
at and by the staff of the NMFS Southeast Fisheries Science Center. §rhuhahte

student was hired to help with the mail handling and data processing and entry. The main
phase of the survey was implemented between March and August 2009, including
follow-up calls and all mailings. The owner of each selected vessel wasteondh least

twice by mail (excluding the Bulletin mentioned above) and, if not responding, up to four
times by mail and many attempts by telephone.

The first letter was a single page selection letter notifying thmneents that they had

been randomly selected to participate in the 2009 survey. It was quickly followed by t

full survey package containing a cover letter, the information material, tinectisns,

the two page survey instrument, and a prepaid, return envelope. In cases where the owner
(or any officer in the case of a company) had a Vietnamese languseyeme, we

included, in addition to the English version, a full translation. Respondents were asked to
return the completed survey in the enclosed, prepaid envelope by April 30, 2009. A
second and third round of survey packages were mailed to non-responding permit owners
in mid-May and at the end of July, respectively (Table 3). At around the time of the
second mailing, we also attempted to contact all non-responders by telephone dnd urge
them to return the survey. These calls had the further advantage of being atdififeie

of contact and, as a result, errors in the address information were discovered.

We followed our 2006 survey protocol to track and process returned surveys and to
manage and document telephone contact with respondents. After being scanned, surveys
were entered into an MS Access database on a form that resembles thenstmweent.
Validation routines in the data entry program simplified processing and helped spot
problems. If needed, clarification phone calls were attempted immediatklyf a
unsuccessful, the record was marked as (temporarily) incomplete. \Mgptaitieto

process and enter data soon after the survey was received.

The cumulative improvements to the survey instrument and implementation process since
the first survey significantly reduced the number of problem cases. Nonstlgplen

the detailed, technical nature of the economic survey questions, and this being éanew da
collection for all vessels sampled, and in spite of the prominently displayetetate

“Enter ‘0’ if you did not have any expenses in a category. Do not leave blank!”ea larg
number of surveys still had some type of missing entry, inconsistency, or oth&nprobl
Given the limited number of follow-up calls that we could reasonably conduct, we
continued to make some basic assumptions that allowed us to solve more trivial problems
without calling the respondent. The most prominent example of this is the occurrence of
empty fields in otherwise good surveys. Respondents often did not differentiaterbetwee

%5 For details about the outreach conducted duriagiéisign and first implementation of this data
collection please see the first technical memorandu
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a response of zero dollars (i.e. no expenses in this category) and an item non-response
(i.e. not applicable, refuse, or don’t know). Following our protocols, we interpreted blank
fields as zeros if: i) a respondent did not enter zeros in any fields throughout the enti
survey; ii) the number of blank fields was limited; and iii) overall the sumwaesy

carefully filled out®® This assumption, and some others like it, allowed us to concentrate
our manpower on incomplete surveys with more serious problems. Another check
involved verifying activity status or magnitude of activities by comqathe fuel and

cost numbers with revenue numbers from the GSS database. For example, a vessel
claiming to use only 1,000 gallons of fuel on our survey but reporting $300,000 worth of
shrimp landings was a prime candidate for a call-back.

Given the accounting framework of the survey, the hurdle for a returned questidonaire

be called complete is very high. No single blank field could be accepted on page 1 or on
most questions on page 2. We did accept some non-response for individual questions
deemed possibly too difficult to answer (such as vessel market values andadiepiec

But all other fields had to either be a positive number or a zero for the applicatien of t
accounting framework to make any sense. As a result, about a hundred telephone follow-
up calls were necessary to clarify and collect additional data to com@ettiined

surveys. In addition, another 22 surveys were deemed too problematic to solve over the
phone and were sent back to the respondents for clarification.

Once entered, all numbers in the database were verified by the authors todkie clos
$1,000. Further processing of the entire data set is described below in the satdion D
Cleaning. Finally, vessels that did not return a survey to us and did not offer asry reas
for not responding were deemed not compliant with the survey effort, and their
registration numbers were reported to the permit office. Vessels with inetenspirveys

or with an excuse for not sending in the survey (e.g., tax extension, sickness) were
deemed compliant.

Response Rate and Data Validity

Response rates can be calculated in a variety of ways. In order to alitmssrea

calculate their preferred measure, Table 4 presents the absolute numbehnsréspanse

and non-response category. The population at the time of the sample draw included 1,874
vessels with federal Gulf shrimp moratorium permits. The number of moratoriunit per
holders was 1,890, though 16 permits were not associated with a vessel at the time the
data were obtained, bringing the number of permitted vessels to 1,874. We sampled 699
permits for the 2008 survey (on 694 vessels). We could not contact 129 vessels at all. As
a percentage of the sample, this was a much larger share than in the previussyea

we would expect for a survey that is a requirement for permit renewal, no dample
individual explicitly said they refused to participate, and only a handful of respondents
were openly annoyed about having to complete the survey. If a permit was sold or
transferred, or a vessel destroyed or repossessed in late 2008 or in 2009, as was the cas

% This was a trivial assumption on page 1 of thestjaenaire, where all costs had to add up to tta o
question 9. If the total added up correctly, trepondent had implicitly assumed a zero value fgrtdank
fields he might have left. On page 2, the assumptias somewhat less trivial.
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for 27 sampled vessels, we labeled the vessel as ineligible to particigagesurvey.

The old owner has no incentive to participate in the survey, and the new owner is
unlikely to have the necessary 2008 financial records. Further, despite our bé&stweéor
were unable to complete 27 surveys through call-backs or send-backs. These were
labeled permanently incomplete. The remaining 516 surveys were deemed epmplet
leading to a raw response rate of 73.8% (more on this bé&idw). the purpose of the
financial analyses reported in the next chapter, another 19 complete surveybéad t
dropped from the analys&&The final number of surveys used in the analyses is 497.

Table 4. Counts for Response Rate Calculations and Reasons for Non-Response (2008)
Count Comments

Permits 1,890 Only 1,874 vessels (16 permits are not associated with a vessel)

Sample 699

No Contact 72  No response. Contact information often incorrect and disconnected.

No Contact- 57 No response. By November 2009, permit had permanently terminated.

Terminated

Ineligible 27  Vessels transferred, repossessed, or lost during late 2008 or in 2009.

Incomplete 27  Call-back/send-back unsuccessful; including oil sector vessels,
recreational craft, vessels leased out, research work, etc.

Complete 516 Raw response rate: 73.8%

Dropped -19 Inconsistent or implausible numbers (across databases).

In Analyses 497

The category of ‘No contact’ was significantly higher in 2008 than in 2007 / 2006, both
in absolute terms (129 vs. 50/ 16) and in relative terms (18.5% vs. 7.9% / 2.8%). After
the 2008 survey was completed, in November 2009, we asked the Permit Office to
identify those permits that had permanently terminated during the surveyeld tomt

that 57 non-responding vessels in our sample permanently lost their permit by not
reapplying within the one-year grace period after the permit expired.odbe tength of

the grace period, we expect other vessels with no intention to renew their permit to be
among the remaining 72 non-responding vessels (but will not know until after this
memorandum is published). The fact that so many shrimpers are allowing thieid limi
entry permits to permanently expire---thereby giving up on the fedsaly for good---

is a stark indicator of the difficult economic situation in this fishery. Twih&ureasons

for a lower response rate are that the contact information in the samplireggHeaim

“aged” by the time the 2008 sample was drawn compared to the 2006 draw, and, second,

2 Many other survey efforts would have counted ttmoimplete surveys as well, given that most bugfiot
of their fields are filled. In this case, the raagponse rate would be 77.7%.
2 This issue is discussed further in the Data Cleaséction.
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we st(;gped actively pursuing 2008 and 2007 non-respondents sooner than for the 2006
survey:

Among the 497 surveys used in the analyS&83 are from vessels active in the Gulf
shrimp fishery in 2008. Turning back to column 4 of Table 1, we can see that these 383
vessels accounted for 23% of tia¢al 2008 Gulf shrimp revenues, and just over 29% of
the revenue generated by all federally permitted boats. This indibatesltile the data

are a sample, they do account for a very substantial fraction of the total industng and t
population sampled, which in turn should reflect well on the validity of the results.

Next, we look at how representative the surveys used in the analyses are wiplee sa

and, in turn, how representative the sample is of the population of permit holders. Based
on the most up-to-date numbers of revenue (Fall 2009), the three columns in Table 2
present vessel averages and a break-up by state of: i) the vessels inalh@oactation

of moratorium permit holders (1,874); ii) the vessels in the sample (694); and iii) the
vessels in the analyses (497).

Overall, we can state that the in-analyses vessels are represeasftizysample and of
the population. The average vessel characteristics are all veryrsamila the average
price of shrimp received. The distributions across the state strata shomiaery
variation, with Alabama and Mississippi vessels being very slightly urptesented
while Florida and non-Gulf state vessels (label: State - Other) are preseated in the
sample. Factoring in response rates, the distribution across states fovdys ¢ the
analyses actually compensate for the bias in the sample, but overcomperisatedmr
and Louisiana. In percentage terms, the non-Gulf state vessels are oveantegdrege
28%. But because many of these vessels are not engaged in Gulf shrimping, or any
shrimping for that matter, this bias is deemed inconsequential for current purposes

Yet in Table 2, the average shrimp revenues and landings do not match particeilarly w
for vessels in the analyses and the sample. While the average Gulf shrimp revenue i
$145,748 per vessel for the sample and $152,243 for the full population, it rises to
$176,649 among the vessels in the analyses. Landings behave similarly. The primary
reason is that active Gulf shrimp vessels are overrepresented amongriblyses
vessels, comprising 76% of that group while only accounting for 66% of the vessels in
the sample and population. Adjusting for the activity difference lowers tlessixe
revenue among in-analyses vessels compared to sample vessels from 21% to 5%.

The difference in average revenue between the sample and the in-analysesnvessels
Table 2 can be further explained by looking at Table 5. In light of the higher non-
response compared to previous years, we somewhat changed the categaiés )

but otherwise the information categories are equivalent to Table 2 (fishivigyawessel

2 |f we take account of the known terminated permitd ineligible sample, the adjusted response-rate-
the number of completed surveys (516) divided leyatgible sample (615)---goes up to 83.9%; if we
count incomplete surveys, 88.3%.

% These surveys or vessels are referred to througheuest of this document and the tables as “in-
analyses” surveys or vessels.
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characteristics, distribution by state). We separated out those vesselsamtiie with

which we could not establish contact and then further divided this group into those with
currently (November 2009) active or renewable permits (“No Contact” gemgjhose

with terminated permits or those who were judged ineligible usually due to a permit
transfer (“Terminated / Ineligible” group). The final group consists ofrtbemplete

surveys and the observations dropped from the analyses (“Incomplete / Dropped” group).
Vessel characteristics do not differ much among any of the categateept for a slight

bias toward smaller, less powerful vessels among the incomplete and dropped group of
surveys.

As is quickly apparent from the table, the three groups all differ substafoaiythe

surveys in the analyses in shrimping activity and landings and other fishing revenue.
Generally, all groups of vessels not in the analyses exhibit more inactssds/eéet we

can see that 61.1% of the 72 no contact vessels actually were active. We found this to be
unexpectedly high, since we thought inactive vessels would dominate our non-response
categories and that active vessels would participate in our survey. Onceowstaddor

the activity level (assuming inactive vessels have zero revenue), tlag@avevenue

from any shrimp among the no contact group did not vary too much from the surveys in
the analyses. In short, the no contact group is fairly representative of se¢ésvaghe
analyses. The one exception might be that non-response was substantiallyrhaiger a
vessels from Mississippi, though given the same numbers involved, it is unlikelato be
statistically significant finding.

Among the terminated/ineligible vessels only 20.2% reported catchindhemps
indicating that a large majority had left the shrimp fishery entite¥et even if we

account for the activity level, the active vessels in this group produce much legs shr
revenue than the vessels in the analyses. The same holds for the incomplete/dropped
group. As a result, the bias toward less revenue among the active vessels not in the
analyses further explains the upward bias on revenue for in-analyses ire3séle 232
Finally note that terminated/ineligible vessels occur much more frequerflgrida.

Florida vessels comprise 27.4% of this group while they only comprise 15.5% of the
surveys in the analyses (and 16.5% of the population (Table 2)).

Overall, we believe the data to be representative of the population of intetgsbaeed
with the analyses without any adjustments or weighting of the observations. In other
words, we maintain the assumption that each vessel in the population had the same
probability of being included in the survey and, at the next step, to have the same
probability of being included in the analysgs.

31 Note that most of the shrimp among these veskelsig have been harvested in state waters of tiie Gu
or in the S. Atlantic, not the Gulf EEZ, as mosss&s no longer possessed the necessary permit.

32 A further reason for the higher revenue numbersranihe in-analyses vessels is discussed in the
Additional Data: Revenue section later in this ¢bap

33 Only for extrapolations to the full population (ass active and inactive boats) do we recommeriddgak
account of the slight differences in activity leveletween the final population of federal Gulf sipi
moratorium permit holders and the results fromahelyses.
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Table 5: Average Vessel Operations, Characteristics, and State for Sathple
Contact; Terminated Permit or Ineligible; Incomplete or Dropped Suarel/Survey in
Analyses (2008)

No Contact Terminated / Incomplete/  Surveys in

Ineligible Dropped Analyses
# of Vessels 72 84 46 497
Actively (any) shrimping (%) 61.1% 20.2% 50.0% 81.4%
Actively Gulf shrimping (%) 52.8% 19.0% 45.7% 75.5%
Gulf shrimp revenue ($) 106,662 18,752 61,372 176,649
Gulf shrimp landed (Ibs)2 30,338 6,248 18,090 51,837
Gulf shrimp price per pound (lbs basis)2 3.52 3.00 3.39 341
Gulf shrimp price per pound (vessel basis)2 3.39 3.01 3.33 3.27
Other shrimp revenue ($)° 17,724 3,227 14,172 15,396
Non-shrimp fishing revenue ($)* 38,903 15,379 25,305 20,037
Length 67 66 65 67
Gross tons 111 108 97 101
Horse power 560 514 468 511
Year built 1985 1985 1986 1986
Hull material - Steel (%) 76.4% 71.4% 69.6% 76.3%
Refrigeration - Freezer (%) 51.4% 44.0% 52.2% 56.7%
State - Florida (%) 19.4% 27.4% 19.6% 15.5%
State - Alabama (%) 2.8% 8.3% 6.5% 7.0%
State - Mississippi (%) 12.5% 3.6% 2.2% 6.8%
State - Louisiana (%) 18.1% 20.2% 26.1% 26.4%
State - Texas (%) 38.9% 38.1% 37.0% 38.2%
State - Other (%) 8.3% 2.4% 8.7% 6.0%

! Activity in the S. Atlantic shrimp or the W. Florida bait shrimp fisheries is excluded.
2 Gulf shrimp landings and prices are reported on a heads off basis.

% Other shrimp landings and prices are not reported since the weight measures for different
species and regions are not always standardized.
* These averages are due to a few vessels with very high non-shrimp revenue.

Data Cleaning

After data entry and verification, the data set was tested in Excel and Sih&foal
consistency and for consistency with external databases. Inconsisteds neeoe given

a closer look, including calling the respondent if necessary. If it was not @osibl
resolve the problem (or have reasonable faith that there was no problentptidenas
dropped from the data set used for the analyses. As mentioned in the last section, 19
completed surveys were dropped in this manner. The primary reason was major
inconsistency between the cost numbers collected by the survey and the reveners num
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reported by the GSS, an issue more fully explored in the next section. In termsnpf shr
revenue, the dropped vessels were on average not representative of the sdtgts.(Ta
The rest of this section discusses the estimation of some missing valuegshéthi
otherwise complete records.

Since financial statements must “add up” or “balance,” missing values could not be
tolerated in any observation used in the analyses. If acquiring the missindroaiube
respondent was not possible, the record was not used in the financial analyses.
Exceptions were made for the vessel market value and depreciation vatratites

absence of a vessel sales transaction, the former value is a theestiticate by the
respondent, and as such, a non-response is a valid response (unlike, for instance, purchase
price which is an existing fact, but for the rare occasion when a vesselnsagizegift).

As for the latter, after repeated attempts, it was decided that dejore@abo technical

a concept to explain over the phone. In both cases, the missing values were estimated
with the help of regression analysis on the rest of the dataAetessel's market value

with permit was regressed on its purchase price, vessel characténstieding age),

and a “dummy” variable to differentiate vessels in the state of Texasviessels in other
states’” The 47 missing market values (among 516 otherwise complete records) were
then predicted using the regression results. An equivalent approach was used to predict
the 182 missing values for depreciatfén.

During the survey design it was decided to ask a single simple question suriming a
dollar expenditures on vessel and gear maintenance, repair, replacement, and new
investment. A follow-up question consisting of check-all-that-apply check beked a
about the occurrence of particular categories of these activitiesupattianaintenance

or regular repairs, major repair or haul-out, and new purchase or upgradgré&sireg

the total dollar expenditures of each vessel on three dummy variables for maiaetenanc
major repair, and new investment, we were able to estimate the averasequrc
breakup of these costs across the three catedéries.

Finally, in order to compare vessels owned by owner-operators and those owned by
absentee owners who hire captains to run their vessels, the value of the owner®perator
labor as captain must be estimated and added as an additional crew expensesé)therwi
owner-operated vessels will seem too profitable since a substantial irgptitant

production process, the captain’s labor time, would not be cotfhSidce a substantial

part of the owner-operated vessels reported paying their owner an expligihapt

share, a regression approach could again be used to estimate the captain’s giuae fo
owner-operated vessels that did not report this value. Given that labor compensation is

% To maintain consistency with the analyses on B@2iata, the same models with the same variables
were used for the current analyses. Only the pamse/ere re-estimated based on the 2008 data.

% 0LS; n=469; B=0.66. More details on this and other regressiamsb® found in Appendix 4.

% 0OLS; n=334; B=0.52. More details on this and other regressiamsb® found in Appendix 4.

370LS, n=363 (vessels with non-zero vessel experaijuR=0.049. More details on this and other
regressions can be found in Appendix 4. Once thampeaters are estimated, a bit of math is needed to
derive the average breakup of the cost.

% A similar problem occurs and cannot be correctedtfe few, mostly Vietnamese-American owned
vessels, where the wife (or other family memberjksa@s unpaid crew.
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usually tied closely to the time spent working, it is not surprising that the besttprexfi
the captain’s share is the crew share, i.e. the amount paid to crew plusaatédnst

Additional Data: Revenue

In general, the survey focused on the collection of annual cost data and did not collect
shrimp revenue. As a result, the commercial fishing revenue data used in thesanalys
comes from a variety of other data collection efforts. Gulf shrimp revemagsoainds

are from the Gulf Shrimp System (GSS) database as maintained by the Stouthea
Fisheries Science Center’s laboratory in Galveston, Texas. The GSSsdataha
compilation of dealer reported data that comes from State trip tickets dadréparts
collected by federal port agents. It attempts to collect comprehengiveviei data on

Gulf of Mexico food shrimp landings and prices, by shrimp size and spi@sitest

landings in this database, especially for the larger offshore vesselsddyethis report,
can be assigned to an individual vessel based on the vessel's U.S. Coast Guard or state
registration numbeft

These vessel identifiers were also used to query other commerciay fistiabases
throughout the southeast to find as many other revenue sources for these vessels as
possible. Other databases include: i) the southeast fishery logbook system,ovbish ¢

the majority of federally managed species in the southeast other than shriognmc

South Atlantic snapper-grouper, Gulf of Mexico reef fish, southeast coastatanygra
pelagics (mackerels), Atlantic dolphin/wahoo, and sharks; ii) the trip ticketgonegof

the various Gulf and Atlantic Stafésand iii) the data collections by the NMFS

Northeast Fisheries Science CerfteQuestion 15 on the survey also elicited the total
revenue from commercial fishing other than shrimp, and simply adding the revemue fr
the other databases would probably lead to double counting. We decided to always keep
the higher value of revenue reported in question 15 or the sum of revenue in non-shrimp
databases for each vessel.

39 0LS; n=71; B=0.68. More details on this and other regressiamsbe found in Appendix 4. The small
sample size raises questions about using theseagst. Various consistency checks indicate that the
general range of the estimates, especially averageds a large number of vessels, appeared to be
reasonable in 2006. For comparability reasons, watained this approach for the 2008 and 2007
analyses. Estimating the “opportunity cost of tihwehich this exercise amounts to, is a complex and
much discussed topic in the economic literaturegoes well beyond this simple descriptive analysis.

0 As a result, “Gulf shrimp” are shrimp that aredad in Gulf ports and might, on the margins, inelud
shrimp caught outside the Gulf of Mexico. Similadpme shrimp caught in the Gulf might be unloaded,
and hence counted, in S. Atlantic ports.

“! The exceptions are “consolidated records” withim &SS. Some dealers report minor landings from
multiple boats consolidated into a single recondthese cases, the landings cannot be assignesptcHic
boat. In 2008, these records accounted for a bitkr 2% of landings and revenue in the GSS.

“2 Florida state trip tickets for food shrimp on #wst coast (i.e., S. Atlantic) as well as baitraprand
non-shrimp species on both coasts; and Stateadkipts for Georgia, South Carolina, and North Gaeol
(as maintained by the Atlantic Coastal Cooperdftatistics Program (ACCSP)). The biggest knownigap
revenue from the Texas bait shrimp fishery.

“3As consolidated by ACCSP databases for the NewaBdghnd Mid-Atlantic States (which contain State
trip ticket data for States with such programshiose regions). Of particular importance is the rttta
scallop fishery, where some vessels with federdl Suimp permits are active.
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In the course of the survey, due to a misunderstanding of question 15, a substantial
minority of respondents revealed their total shrimp revenues to us. The respondent-
supplied numbers were usually greater than the “equivalent” revenue nureberatgd

with the help of the GSS databd&dt was decided that the respondent’s numbers
probably were a better reflection of reality. As a result, shrimp reveanddandings on

a proportional basis) were adjusted upward for a group of vessels in the analysby, ther
introducing an upward bias in the average revenue numbers. This selective upward
adjustment to the revenue and landing of some vessiis analysesan at least partly
explain the difference in these variables observed in Table 2 between averages
analyses vessels and sampled vessels.

44 A similar problem occurs when GSS landings anémnere numbers are compared to the self-reported
“Gulf shrimp landings form.” Except in a minor nuerof special cases, the GSS numbers were used. A
project is underway to evaluate and reconcile tfferént shrimp databases, and adjustments midlotfo

in future reports.
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4. Results for 2008

Financial information for individual respondents is confidential. Hence, datatealleyg

the survey can be released only as summary statistics. There are meneyphfiays of
summarizing data and reporting it for different groups. In light of this, the repott mus
strike a balance between reporting low level summary statistics, stioh mgans of the
answers to the survey questions, and more advanced statistics derived fromdagraw
such as a mean rate of return. With the hope of satisfying as many audiencetbes poss
this technical memorandum will concentrate on the former and report onlytedimi
number of derived statistics. The detail provided in the appendices, together with the
documentation throughout this report, should enable the readers to answer many
guestions by constructing the necessary measures themselves.

The results are basic descriptive statistics---mostly arithmegans---of the financial
and non-financial data. They are presented in a standardized table formakshatssel
characteristics and operations to simple balance sheet, cash flow, and iraiemerss.
Basic summary statistics are provided and discussed in the text for tHeeadtéle. all
permitted vessels), ti&ulf shrimpfleet (i.e. excluding permitted vessels engaged solely
in other fisheries), for thactiveGulf shrimp fleet (i.e. further excluding idle, broken, or
otherwise inactive vessels), and for the inactive Gulf shrimp fleet (i.e. itleséroken,
or otherwise inactive vessels). Further results (limited to means) aréegepoan
appendix for various categories of shrimp vessels, including those groupetebista
vessel characteristics, by landings volume, by survey quality, and by onpnstrsicture.
The next chapter provides a comparison of results for 2008, 2007, and 2006.

Standardized Data Presentation

This report standardizes the presentation of the financial and economic grsdksl by
the annual report format. The trio of financial statements discussed in tiga Diespter
gives a comprehensive overview of the financial and economic situation of a preducti
enterprise such as owning and operating a shrimp vessel. Here, the bgsiotits
result-tables is explained, and quality, caveats, and idiosyncrasies &sbatia each
data field are discussed. The general explanations and caveats discussed yhayeabppl
equivalent data fields and variables throughout the report. They will not be cepeate
the discussion of each table, unless especially and specifically relevant to the
conclusion(s) drawn.

Due to the concerns about confidentiality mentioned above, this report generatemfin
statements based on the arithmetic mean (henceforth referred to sirfgplgrage”) of

the sampled vessels or a large specific subset thereof; e.g. Texas Véhsealshese
numbers are interpreted as applying to the representative “average vétsel”
population (or a large specific subset thereof) the numbers must be interpretedjas bei
statistical in nature. They are estimates of the true (sub-) populatiogeverahis case,
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the numbers are mid-points of a confidence interval which includes the true population
mean with a given probability defined by the confidence level.

For example, the average fuel expenditure of the 497 sampled vessels included in the
analysess $99,198 (to the extent that the survey question was correctly answered and the
data correctly processed). When this number is used in the context of the awefage f
expenditure for all federally permitted vessélss an approximation or estimatd the

unknown true average for the full population of vessels. In particular, we estiittate w

95% certainty that the true average fuel expenditure of all vessels liesvkens

between $89,761 and $108,634, with $99,198 being the mid-point of this confidence
interval (e.g. Table 8).

As mentioned, each result-table reports survey results for a particdgogaor
categories of sampled vessels. The number of observations in each categ@ny & gi
the top of each column and below its identifying laB&lhe number of observations is
an important indicator of the validity of the averages reported in that a langplessize
tightens the confidence interval around the estimated average, while amplé sizes
often lead to large confidence intervals that reflect more uncertainty &leduti¢ value
of the estimated average. When the sample size is less than 50 observationsotee aut
advise caution when using the numbers. For example, when reporting by state, the
responses for Alabama and Mississippi have been collapsed into a single group to
maintain a reasonable sample size that is in the same ball-park as thesaesgfor the
other states. Beyond this validity aspect, the number of observations is useful as an
orientation point across tables throughout this report.

Most types of costs appear in both the cash flow and income statements. To avoid
redundant reporting and provide further useful information, we report the average dollar
value for each type of cost in the cash flow statement, and we report the ggrcenta
contribution of each type of cost to the total expenses in the income statement. The most
appropriate “point in time” that the reported balance sheets reflect is prabaignd of
calendar year 2008.” In contrast to the balance sheet, the cash flow statemeobiad i
statement summarize financial transactions over the whole calend20¢&ar

Vessel Characteristics

The first section of each result-table reports the average vesssttehigtics and the
distribution of the vessels across the states. The data underlying these ranmbers
collected on the permit application and were part of the initial sampling filataeset.
They are reported as context for the financial statements. The first bloaknbkrs

reports average vessel length in feet, gross tons, horsepower of the engine(s), and the
average year the vessels were built (from which the average age ofsbks vas be
calculated). The second block lists the percentage of vessels with steésolgposed

to fiberglass or wood hulls) and the percentage with onboard freezers (as opposed to
those that purchase ice to preserve their catch or used live wells in tloé lcade

shrimp) as well as the average fuel capacity. A third block of numbers gives the

4> Exceptions are Table 8 through Table 11 that afiplysingle category each, and where the number of
observations is given in the table’s title.
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percentage distribution of vessels across the Gulf states. Note that thészsndonnot
always add up to 100% as the non-Gulf state category is not reported.

Balance Sheet

A balance sheet is a snapshot of the average vessel’s financial condition. Wee wish t
calculate the owner’s equity, which is thetworth of the company and always equals
the difference between the value of all assets and what is owed (thddgbilihe data
collection and hence the financial statements focus exclusively on trestiagv
component of any shrimping enterprise. In other words, we focus solely on thedinanci
flows directly associated with owning and operating a fishing vesseleHemacdefine the
balance sheet’s assets as the vessel including any fishing geed &éfit. Land-based
assets will sometimes comprise a substantial part of a fishing compganguctive
enterprise, but we purposefully exclude these assets in order to retain colityarabi
across all permit holders. Generating consistent summary statistasei@tions ranging
from small owner operated catcher vessels to vertically integratdtecqiiocessor-
wholesaler companies would be diffictfitFocusing solely on the fishing vessel is
facilitated by the common practice, even among larger, complex comparisgalty
treat each vessel as a single incorporated entity (such as an S-compovée use the
current market value of the vessel (with permit) as reported by the resposidesttl
(market value of vessel)n the tables’

The balance sheet’s liabilities usually consist of loans from banks, ship builders, or
individuals. Any amount owed is summarized_aan on vessein the tables. Business
credit lines or homeowner debt are not included because these data were not collected
from respondents, and because these liabilities are usually associatedtmdne land-
based components of the fishing enterprise. In enabling a shrimper to “run hisfisines
they represent critical financial capital. But since land-based assetxcluded from the
asset side of the balance sheet, they need to be dropped from the liability salle as w

In conclusion, the balance sheets reported do not represent the average bathioée she
the actual companies involved in Gulf shrimping, but rather represent the value and
liabilities associated with their harvesting components only. The tottl\zase reported

in the balance sheets should be interpreted as a lower bound for the actuadebtal as
value associated with the “shrimp related business” owned by the fishédmear’'s

equity in the vesselor net-assets, was not asked for on the questionnaire, and hence is
calculated by subtracting the loan amount from the vessel's market value.

For convenience, several more items from the questionnaire are reportdasnintahe
balance sheet section of the tabf@gginal value of vessel (at purchase pricejomes
directly from the survey questionnaire. Based on the phrasing of the questiog nibtwa
required that the vessel was purchased new, and the purchase price migha reflect

4 A practical reason for excluding land-based agsetse fact that the necessary data were notjrand
some cases cannot, be collected.

47 Starting with the 2007 survey, we asked respomsdientestimates of their vessel’s value with orhwiit
permit. In the shrimp industry, it appears thatvihkie with permit most closely resembles the value
provided in 2006 when neither setting was specified
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recently purchased used vessel. Hence this variable reflects the capgtddriwethe
current owner only. If the vessel was self-built or a gift, we asked to resgdode
estimate the value at the time the vessel was first usedmifeit permit value is
derived by subtracting the respondent provided market value of vessel without permit
from the value with permf % of vessels with loaris self-explanatory. Finally, two
percentages are given to inform the reader about the fleet’s situation mggdasdrance
coverage® The first, “% of vessels”, is the percentage of vessels that have hull
insurance, while the second, “% of assets,” reports the percentage ofttkevéissel
assets that are insured with hull insuratfcBhe two usually differ substantially since
newer, more expensive vessels are much more likely to be insured as leraters oft
demand it as a condition of granting a loan.

Vessel Operation

Before the tables turn to the cash flow and income statements, some context sdxut ve
operations is provided. The percentage of vessels actively fishing for shrinep,

average pounds of shrimp landed (heads-off or tail weight), and the average price per
pound of shrimp (averaged across vessels) are derived from the GSS with some
adjustments as described in the Additional Data: Revenue section of the Implkggnent
chapter? The rest of the numbers, including the percentage of owner-operated vessels,
average annual fuel use and price (averaged across vessels), and two measelres of
efficiency are either obtained directly from our survey or derived theredfeffisgency
measures | and Il are pounds of shrimp sold and shrimp revenue per gallon oédiiel us
averaged on a vessel basis.

The price of shrimp, the price of fuel, and the fuel efficiency measweatios, and
hence differ from the purely additive nature of most of the other entries in thietadde
and the financial statements in particular. When we “average” a pricetérsnatiite a
lot if we first derive the price at the vessel level by dividing the vessalenue by its
guantity andhenaverage across all vesseadsjf we first add up all revenue and
guantities across vessels, and then calculate the ratio of the aggregated nuartiers.
latter case, we have the average price across all pounds of shrimp, i.e. dvertage
price of a pound of shrimp caught by the fleet. In the former case, we catbelate
overall average price based on the average prices received by individul vesse
regardless of the quantity each vessel produced. In this case, the importanselsf ves
that produce very little is equal to the importance of vessels that produce a lot when
calculating the overall average price. Since the nature of the resek-talthe “average
vessel,” these values are reported for the prices and fuel efficienaythexegh the
quantity-weighted measures are more useful for many applications. But inalike t

“8 As the only exception, the average implicit pervailue is based on fewer observations than theofest
the averages in the column. Observations were us#d if the respondent supplied both a value with
permit and a (reasonable) value without.

9 Only the first percentage is provided in Tabl@&ble 9, Table 10, and Table 11.

Y Some respondents entered insurance payments tiagimnecoverage levels (easily identified due to the
different magnitudes). Follow-up calls were conédcto collect the correct value.

L Any shrimp, including food shrimp in the S. Atlamor bait shrimp off the west coast of Florida.

%2 Technically, there are some very minor amounthoimp measured in units other than heads-off psund
in 2008. Practically, the amounts are trivial aine prices are within the range of Gulf shrimp.

28



guantity-weighted measures, the “per vessel” values cannot be derived fiemm ot
numbers provided® In the result tables in the appendix, both averages are provided for
the price of shrimp, fuel, and the fuel efficiency measures.

Cash Flow

The cash flow section in the tables shows the average inflows and outflows of money
coming into and leaving the shrimp enterprises over the course of 2008. Three sources of
cash inflow are listed separately. Under the heaBimgmp landings, all revenue

derived from selling shrimp is consolidated. Most of this revenue is generateel by t
catch and sale of Gulf of Mexico food shrimp, but minor contributions are also made by
S. Atlantic food shrimp and by bait shrimp in the Gulf. Revenue from any seafood
product other than shrimp is listed unt&m-shrimp landings>* The third inflow,
labeledGovernment payments received (shrimp related)ists the government

payments reported on the survey questionnaire. The most prominent transfers are the
anti-dumping tariff disbursements to the shrimp harvesting and processingyndust
associated with the Byrd amendmett®

The cash outflows are listed roughly according to their appearance on the survey
guestionnaire. The averages presented are the arithmetic means of @S tmsine
survey questions. The expenses for the variable fa€tmisandOther suppliesare self-
explanatory’’*® Crew & captain (hired) lists crew expenses exclusive of any captain’s
share for an owner-operator. The cash outflows listedReglilar maintenance (vessel
and gear) ii) Major repair and haul-out, and iii) New investments and upgrades (in
vessellare values derived from questions 7 a) and 7 b) on the survey, and more details on
this can be found in the Data cleaning section of the Implementation chapter. The
remaining expenses for the fixed fact@gerhead (excluding loan payments)interest
payments made (on vessel loangndPrincipal payments made (on vessel loans)
once again are self-explanatory. Finaygt Cash Flowis calculated as the difference of
thelnflow - Total and theOutflow - Total. Net cash flow reflects the liquidity or

3t is easy to calculate the prices and fuel efficiy measures on a per-pound or per gallon bagiglys
divide the appropriate (average) cash flow amoyrhb (average) quantity listed in the tables.

** See the Additional Data: Revenue section in thelémentation chapter for the various data sournds a
caveats associated with the revenue numbers.

%5 Antidumping duties (tariffs) are assessed on mfygoits of certain farmed shrimp from a variety of
foreign countries. The Continued Dumping and SupS€iffset Act of 2000, commonly referred to as the
"Byrd Amendment," provides for the annual distribatof antidumping and countervailing duties
assessed. The distribution is available to "afféd@mestic producers for qualifying expenditurds.part
due to lawsuits, it can take a long time beforedtteial payment is received by a shrimper.

% A couple of vessels also reported being leasedoouesearch or other work, or had income from-non
commercial fishing activities (mostly in the oilc$er services industry). In cases where this tyfdaame
did not materially affect the financial resultsasftive fishing vessels, it was ignored throughbig teport.
Surveys from vessels which incurred a large portibtiheir cost from non-fishing activities were desd
incomplete and hence did not influence the results.

>" Consult the survey instrument and instruction8ppendix 1 and 2 and the discussion in the Design
chapter for more details on these data fieldshén2006 survey, ice was a separate cost categbryasu
collected as part of “other supplies” since 200& thits small magnitude.

8 Some vessels have arrangements with fish houseiey receive ice for free. To the extent that t
fish houses implicitly reduce the amount they paytfie shrimp to cover their cost, these arrangésnen
will have little effect on the net revenue numbeescalculate.
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solvency of the average shrimping enterprise and is useful in determining theeghort
viability of the vessels in question.

Income Statement

The income statement in the tables presents the (estimated) aveaageafiand

economic performance of the vessel type in question over the course of 2008. The
income statement first lists the revenue and expenses relatedpetating Activities,
which for our purpose is commercial fishilRevenue (from commercial fishing)ists

the value of both shrimp and non-shrimp catch. Next, the total opeEatpensesare
given. These comprise most of the same expense categories making up thexéash fl
Outflow - Total. Differences are the exclusion of expenses for Principalggagmmade
and New investments and upgrades, and the inclusion of expen&esgrfer's vessel

time andDepreciation. Because the dollar values for each expense category have
already been given in the cash flow, they are not repeated in the income istateme
Rather, the values are expressed as the percentage contributions to totalseXjens
expenses are grouped into variable costs for supplied &ndOther supplies), variable
costs for labor@rew and captain (hired)andOwner’s vessel tim¢ and fixed costs
(Regular maintenance Major repair and haul-out ; Depreciation; andOverhead
(excluding loan payments). The value of an owner-operator’s time spent working as the
vessel's captain is a derived value for the majority of (owner-operatedyatises and
was explained in more detail in the Data Cleaning section of the Impleroerdhaapter.
Depreciation comes from the questionnaire, but it too required some processing (also
described in the Data cleaning section).

Net Revenue from Operationdgs calculated as the difference betw&avenue (from
commercial fishing) and totaExpenses This is a measure of the true economic return
to a productive activity. More relevant to the owners of a company is the netieeve
before taxes, i.e. their actual “profit” or “loss”. This “bottom line” is cédted by adding
or subtracting the revenue or costs associatedNatiOperating Activities,
respectively. In particulatnterest payments made (on vessel loanaje subtracted and
Government payments received (shrimp relatedare added to net revenue from
operations. This results in the final numbéet Revenue (before taxes)

This standardized data presentation is adhered to in all result-tables. Thé genera
explanations and caveats will not be repeated in the discussion of each table, unless
especially and specifically relevant to the conclusion(s) drawn. Aslaxbie, below the
income statement, two valugsdollarsare presente@wner’s vessel timeand

Depreciation. These two variables are not part of the cash flow statement where averages
normally are presented. Because all the expense categories in the irademerst itself

are presented only as percentages of total expenses, the dollar value®ftwdhes

variables are provided separately for readers who might wish to constitucithe

measures and calculations.
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Categorizing Observations into Fleets by Fishery

The full set of observations in the analyses (497), labeled “total fleet” foeth@nder

of the report, includes vessels active solely or partly in other fisherieslsvastee

solely or partly in the S. Atlantic shrimp fishery, vessels completebttivegg and vessels
active in the Gulf shrimp fishery. As a reminder, surveys for vessels$yctedr

gualifying as commercial fishing vessels were marked as incompleteeandtancluded
in the total fleet (see Table 4). To answer many questions, it makes senseaonmrk
homogeneous sub-groups, or sub-fleets, among the observations. For this purpose, we
assign each vessel in the total fleet to foutually exclusivéisheries, even though some
vessels clearly engaged in multiple fisheries in 2008 (Table 6). The assigwas based
on both question 14 on the survey instrument (“This vessel was active in...”) and the
reported revenue numbers collected from different fisheries. Sorting out tisenctse
contradictory numbers in different databases is a labor intensive process.

Table 6: Vessel Count by Fleet and by Activity in Different FisherieBgR0
Count of vessels reporting landings in:

Sub-Fleet # of Vessels Gulf S. Atlantic  Gulf Non- Other Non-
Shrimp Shrimp Shrimp Shrimp
Fishery Fishery Fishery Fishery

Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet 383 383 4 281t 4
S. Atlantic Shrimp Fleet 20 - 20 - 18
Other Fish Fleet 9 - - 3 6
Inactive (Shrimp) Fleet 852 - - - -
Total Fleet 497 383 24 23 28

L If non-shrimp revenue under $300 is counted, the total would be 43 vessels.

2 Five inactive vessels are excluded from the ‘inactive Gulf shrimp fleet' in all later analysis (#80). Two
vessels had very high reinvestments and are part of the (very profitable) Atlantic scallop fishery.
Two are from far outside the region (NY, WA), and one vessel (NC) is not a shrimp vessel.

Vessels that reported any non-trivial amount of Gulf shrimp landings in 2008 were
assigned to the “active Gulf shrimp fleet” (383). Among these 383 vessels, dlsgere
active in the S. Atlantic shrimp fishery, 28 in other non-shi@ugf fisheries, and 4 in
non-shrimp fisheries not in the Gulf (Table 6). The 20 vessels in the total fledidha

not fish for Gulf shrimp but reported non-trivial amounts of S. Atlantic shrimp landings
were assigned to the (active) “S. Atlantic shrimp fleet.” Nearly ahe$e vessels (18)
were also active to some degree in non-shrimp fisheries outside the Gulf in 2008. Of t
total fleet, another 9 vessels were active solely in non-shrimp fisherieanibe Gulf

and beyond. These were assigned to the (active) “other fish fleet.” The megraini
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vessels were inactive in 2008 to the best of our knowledge, and all but five were@ssign
to the idle or “inactive Gulf shrimp fleet*The “Gulf shrimp fleet” is defined as the sum
of its active and inactive parts, and consists of 463 vessels (383 + 80).

Overview of Results Presented

Table 7 provides a systematic overview of all the different fleets, stradecategories of
vessels for which 2008 results are reported in this technical memorandum. Table 8
contains the (average) financial statements for all vessels whosesswereyjudged
complete and usable (the total fleet). Beyond the arithmetic mean for eadileyahe

table reports the standard deviation, the lower and upper bounds of the confidence
interval (at a 95% certainty level), and the median. We also report thesesym

statistics for three other sub-fleets that are deemed important, the Gulb fleet (Table

9), the active Gulf shrimp fleet (Table 10), and the inactive Gulf shrimp flebtgT4).

Note that unlike the four “primary” fishery fleets defined in the lasiecthe four

fleets listed here amot mutually exclusive. The layout of the tables for these three sub-
fleets mirror Table 8 (i.e. they include summary statistics), and theéseseldiscussed

in the next section. The rest of the tables (Table 14 through Table 23) can be found in
Appendix 5 and only major findings, as summarized in Table 12, will be discussed in a
section below. A comparison of 2008 results with previous years is provided in the next
chapter.

The relevance of each table depends on the question at hand. Table 8 presents data for the
average vessel that holds a federal Gulf shrimp permit. Since these observat®ns w

drawn at random from the full population of vessels holding this permit, any

extrapolation or statement abaaissels with a federal Gulf shrimp moratorium permit

should begin with this table. In other words, while this sample includes, beyond active

Gulf shrimp vessels, vessels fishing in the Atlantic scallop fishery, and broklen a

otherwise idle vessels, this is the best reflection of the actual statipeifmait holding

vessels.

Table 9 looks at the averages for Gulf shrimp vessels only, excluding vesselSof the
Atlantic shrimp and other fish fleets. By excluding these vessels, Tabl&e® bet
represents the economic situation that the federally pern@ttéfdshrimp vesselare

facing. For example, Gulf shrimpers exhibit lower revenue and cost than the ndonbers
the total fleet indicate, as more active (and profitable) vessels in wherés do not
affect the results. Questions pertainingstaf shrimp vessel@vith federal permits)

should probably use these numbers.

Table 10 reports results for Gulf shrimp vessels that were active in 200&ythere
excluding the vessels in the inactive Gulf shrimp fleet. By excluding idle and not
operational vessels, these numbers better reflect the actual revenue, cettjrartd r
actual shrimping in the Gulf of Mexico. Questions concerningtbduction process of

%9 Based on statistical probability and some secansianrces, most of these idle vessels are comnhercia
shrimping vessels. See the note on Table 6 forehgons why the five vessels were excluded.
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trawling for shrimpshould probably be based on these numbers. An example might
include a question about the amount of fuel required to harvest a pound of $hrimp.

Table 7: Overview of Tables with 2008 Financial and Economic (F&E) Results

Table Fleet Stat. Looks at by: Category Levels
8 Total Fleet yes - -
9 Gulf Shrimp Fleet yes - -

10 Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet yes - -

11 Inactive Gulf Shrimp Fleet yes - -

14 Total Fleet - by Fishery Other Fishing Fleet, S. Atlantic
Shrimp Fleet, Gulf Shrimp Fleet

15 Total Fleet - by State Florida, Alabama and Mississippi,
Louisiana, Texas, Other

16 Gulf Shrimp Fleet - by State Florida, Alabama and Mississippi,
Louisiana, Texas

16 Gulf Shrimp Fleet - by Activity Status Inactive, Active

17 Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet - by State Florida, Alabama and Mississippi,
Louisiana, Texas

18 Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet - by Refrigeration Freezer, Ice

18 Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet - by Hull Material Steel, Wood, Fiberglass

19 Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet - by Vessel Length 0-49 feet, 50-74 feet, 75-99 feet

20 Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet - by Vessel Age Built: 1968-1979, 1980-1989,
1990-1999, 2000-2007

21 Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet - by Landings Volume 0-49,999 Ibs, 50,000-99,999 Ibs,
100,000-149,999 Ibs, 150,000+ Ibs

22 Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet - by Survey Quality Medium Quality, High Quality

23 Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet - by Ownership Structure Hired Captain, Owner-Operator

23 Owner-Operated Active - by Captain's Share without Share, with Share (explicit)

Gulf Shrimp Fleet Structure

Table 11 reports the averages for inactive Gulf shrimp vessels. The resultappliy t
shrimp vessels that conducted no commercial fishing, anywhere, in 2008. Due to the
limited sample size of this sub-fleet, caution is warranted when interprieéiag t
numbers.

89 Any extrapolation of results in Table 9 and Tableshould be done with care! The numbers can
definitely not be multiplied by 1,874 (the permitteessel universe), since many of these vesselsoare
active Gulf shrimp vessels or even Gulf shrimp ekssThe most appropriate equivalent “population”
numbersmightbe 1,746 for Gulf shrimp vessels holding a fedpeamit (proportional scaling, based on
the survey results) and 1,225 for active Gulf sprirassels holding a federal permit (based on G&8 da
Table 1), though the latter number is believeda@b undercount. A future report will address the
extrapolation from the survey numbers to the pdprian more detail.
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The result-tables in Appendix 5 report only the arithmetic mean for eachleafiable

14 reports averages for the total fleet by fishery. Results are also refjpo@dh sub-

fleet and by state in Table 15, Table 16, and Tabf Even within the active Gulf

shrimp fleet there is much diversity. To explore the impact this diversitiytrhaye on
financial and economic performance, results are also reported foediffategories of
vessels within the active Gulf shrimp fleet. Results are reported by vagessl
characteristics (Table 18, Table 19, and Table 20), by landings volume (Table 21), by a
indicator of survey quality (Table 22), by ownership structure (Table 23), and by
captain’s share structure (Table 23 onsult the overview in Table 7 for the reported
categories and category levels and the table number of each result-table.

2008 Financial and Economic Results for the Sub-Fé¢s (Summary
Statistics)

This section discusses summary statistics for the total fleet, i.dl 4&7ausable
observations in the sample. Discussions for the other three sub-fleets ar@ fortiose
results that materially differ from results for the total fleet.

Total Fleet

We now turn to the summary statistics in Table 8 as reported for the total fleet.

According to the sample, the average federal Gulf shrimp moratorium perdet hol

owns a vessel that is on average 67 feet long, weighs 101 gross tons, is powered by a 511
hp engine(s), and was built in 1986 (24 years old). For the entire population (firshcolum
in Table 2), the average federal Gulf shrimp permit holder owns a vessel thates$ 67 fe
long, weighs 105 gross tons, is powered by 518 hp engines, and was built in 1985. As we
would expect, these true population values are within the estimated confidencasnter
based on the sample. About three-quarters of the vessels have steel hulls and over half
use freezers in both the sample and full population. Florida (-1 percentage point), Texas
(-0.9 percentage points), Mississippi (-0.6 percentage points), and Alabama (-0.2
percentage points) are slightly underrepresented compared to the population, while
Louisiana (+1.3 percentage points) and other states (+1.4 percentage points) are
overrepresented.

®1 The sample size of the inactive Gulf shrimp fiegbo small to justify further dividing it into & state
strata.

%2 A survey quality indicator, low, medium, or highas assigned during the survey processing and data
entry based on the overall appearance and inteomsistency of the returned survey. Most surveygwe
assigned to the high quality category. Surveysdpatared particularly sloppy, rushed, roundedHigh
digit, or involving many corrections were assigreshedium quality. Low quality was reserved forwa fe
special cases which were later processed as inetenglirveys.
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Table 8: F&E Results: Summary Statistics for the Total Fleet (n=497)

(in USD o unless noted) Mean Standard  95% Confidence Interval Median
Deviation Lower Upper

Vessel Characteristics

Length (feet) 67 16 66 69 69
Gross tons 101 50 97 105 104
Horse power 511 243 489 532 438
Year built 1986 11 1985 1987 1986
Hull material - Steel (%) 76% - 73% 79% -
Refrigeration - Freezer (%) 57% - 53% 60% -
Fuel capacity (gallons) 12,620 10,172 11,723 13,516 10,000
State - Florida (%) 15% - 13% 18% -
State - AL or MS (%) 14% - 11% 16% -
State - Louisiana (%) 26% - 23% 30% -
State - Texas (%) 38% - 35% 42% -

Balance Sheet (end of 2008)

Assets - Market value of vessel 204,786 352,120 173,753 235,819 118,000
Original value of vessel (at purchase price) 236,988 247,202 215,202 258,775 150,000
Implicit permit value 44,567 217,685 25,382 63,752 5,000

Liabilities - Loan on vessel 71,141 155,161 57,466 84,815 0

% of vessels with loan 42% - 39% 46% -

Equity - Owner's equity in vessel 133,645 277,408 109,197 158,094 75,000

Insurance coverage (% of vessels) 34% - 31% 38% -
Vessel Operation (2008)

Actively shrimping (%) 81% - 78% 84% -

Owner-operator (%) 49% - 46% 53% -

Shrimp landed (pounds) 58,110 55,570 53,213 63,008 44,885

Shrimp price per pound (vessels basis) 3.27 1.00 3.18 3.36 3.39

Annual fuel use (gallons) 32,020 33,720 29,048 34,992 20,798

Fuel price per gallon (vessels basis) 3.15 0.56 3.10 3.20 3.19

Fuel efficiency | (shrimp pounds/gallon) 2.8 3.1 25 3.1 1.9

Fuel efficiency Il (shrimp revenue/gallon) 7.72 5.52 7.23 8.21 6.60

Cash Flow (2008)

Inflow - Total 214,702 223,337 195,019 234,385 151,464

Shrimp landings 192,046 194,752 174,882 209,209 134,763

Non-shrimp landings 20,037 134,048 8,223 31,850 0

Government payments received (shrimp related) 2,620 5,320 2,151 3,089 0

Outflow - Total 210,367 206,184 192,196 228,538 155,860

Fuel 99,198 107,073 89,761 108,634 67,385

Other supplies 17,271 20,379 15,475 19,067 10,273

Crew & captain (hired) 48,107 62,692 42,582 53,632 27,248

Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 17,032 22,409 15,057 19,007 10,000

Major repair and haul-out 3,437 9,746 2,578 4,296 0

Overhead (excluding loan payments) 11,992 17,668 10,435 13,549 5,000

Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 4,653 11,575 3,633 5,673 0

Principal payments made (on vessel loans) 8,258 19,354 6,552 9,963 0

New investments and upgrades (in vessel) 419 1,448 292 547 0

Net Cash Flow 4,336 76,387 (2,397) 11,068 0
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Table 8: F&E Results: Summary Statistics for the Total Fleet (n=497), cont

Standard  95% Confidence Interval

Mean Deviation Lower Upper Median
Income Statement (2008)
Operating Activities
Revenue (from commercial fishing) 212,082 223,464 192,388 231,776 146,733
Expenses 216,916 205,060 198,843 234,988 162,832
Variable costs - Supplies 53.7% - - - -
Fuel 45.7% - - - -
Other supplies 8.0% - - - -
Variable costs - Labor 25.3% - - - -
Crew & captain (hired) 22.2% - - - -
Owner's vessel time 3.1% - - - -
Fixed costs 21.0% - - - -
Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 7.9% - - - -
Major repair and haul-out 1.6% - - - -
Depreciation 6.0% - - - -
Overhead (excluding loan payments) 5.5% - - - -
Net Revenue from Operations (4,834) 74,568 (11,405) 1,738 (4,288)
Non-Operating Activities
Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 4,653 (see above)
Government payments received (shrimp related) 2,620 (see above)
Net Revenue (before taxes) (6,866) 73,483 (13,343) (390) (2,080)
Owner's vessel time 6,815 12,075 5,751 7,879 0
Depreciation 13,064 20,859 11,226 14,902 4,033

The average market value in 2008 for a vessel in the total fleet is $204,786, only about
$32,000 less than the original purchase price. The outstanding loans average $71,141,
leading to an average equity of $133,645 for the owner. These asset and equsty result
materially differ from those reported later for the Gulf shrimp fl€ee confidence

interval for the average equity is quite broad at just under fifty-thousand dofidrea
reader is reminded that the total fleet encompasses a very diverse ssatibop. The
median value for assets, purchase price, and liabilities are far belovedmeviadues,
suggesting the presence of large outliers skewing the distribution. The Iplgtitim

permit value is likely a reflection of a few respondents with valuable Atlangllop

permits. The median value of $5,000 probably is more representative of the Gulf shrimp
fishery.

Turning to the average vessel operation in 2008, 81% of the total fleet is actively
shrimping for any shrimp, while 76% are actively Gulf shrimping (Table 2).i¥his

higher than among the population (66% for Gulf shrimp; see the discussion associated
with Table 2 and Table 5). This does not seem like much, but could have an effect on the
average revenue numbers and net revenue numbers in particular. Just under half (49%) of
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the vessels are owner-operated. The average vessel caught 58,110 Ibs of shrimp (heads
off) and received $3.27 per pound. Note that, not listed in the table but easily calculated,
theaverage poundvas sold for $3.30, i.e. not averaged across vessels but across all
shrimp landings of the total fleet. By the same token, the average gallon whfuel
purchased for $3.10, while the average vessel paid $3.15 per gallon. We are fairly
confident in this latter mean as the confidence interval has a width of only 10Tdeats
median fuel price is $3.19. The average vessel used 32,020 gallons of fuel and generated
revenue of $7.72 for each gallon used. Analog to above, the fuel efficiency averaged
across all gallons used rather than across vessels was $6.00, signifisantynte

signifying the almost trivial relationship that the inefficient vesasts more fuel per

dollar of shrimp landed.

Having looked at the vessel operations, we now turn to the average cash flow and income
statements for the total fleet during 2008 (still in Table 8). The average ifnaw

shrimp landings is $192,046. On average, non-shrimp landings account for about 9.5% of
inflow from commercial fishing. Note that the median for non-shrimp landingsaos ze
indicating that more than 50% of the fleet receives no cash inflow from otherdérms
commercial fishing. Similarly, the median government payment inflowss z8ro,

indicating that less than 50% of the vessels receive such payments at at.dMgiul%,
average government payments are miniscule compared to total cash inflow in 2008. The
average total outflow is $210,367 of which $99,198 is due to fuel expenses alone. The
median fuel expense is lower at $67,385. The expense for hired crew and captains is on
average $48,107 which indicates the importance of the industry as a source of wage
income. The average net cash flow is $4,336 but has a (very large) standard deviation of
$76,387. This leads to a broad confidence interval ranging from negative $2,397 to
positive $11,068. Hence we cannot state with 95% certainty that the averagénet cas
flow of the population is different from zero. Interestingly, the median net taghsf

zero.

Turning to the income statement, the average total revenue from commeraig fishi
operations for the total fleet is $212,082 with a confidence interval of +/- $19,694. The
median is $146,733. Looking at the percentage break-up of costs, we note that fixed costs
account for just over a fifth of operating expenses (21.0%); labor costs accqust for

over a quarter (25.3%};and the non-labor variable costs for over half (53.7%). The fuel
costs alone accounted for 45.7% of total operating expenses in 2008 at an average price
of $3.10 per gallon. The average net revenue from operations is negative $4,834, while
the average net revenue before taxes (the loss) is negative $6,866. Both meastires of n
revenue have very large standard deviations that produce large confidence ireryals.

in the case of average net revenue before taxes, can we reject with 958tydbeta

possibility that the true mean is zero, i.e. we are pretty sure the populatiogeaigera

negative. The medians for both measures of net revenue are below zero, which indicates
that economic costs in 2008 exceeded revenues for over 50% of the sample. More general
financial and economic conclusions for the total fleet will be drawn in the “Keyl&&

section below.

%3 As a reminder, this category includes both thealatash costs for hired labor and, to a lesseregeg
(~12%), the estimated opportunity cost of the owsrator’s labor input as captain.
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Table 9: F&E Results: Summary Statistics for the Gulf Shrimp Fleeb6@)=4

(in USD o unless noted) Mean Standard  95% Confidence Interval Median
Deviation Lower Upper

Vessel Characteristics

Length (feet) 67 15 65 68 68
Gross tons 100 50 95 105 103
Horse power 507 245 485 529 425
Year built 1986 11 1985 1987 1985
Hull material - Steel (%) 7% - 73% 80% -
Refrigeration - Freezer (%) 58% - 54% 62% -
Fuel capacity (gallons) 12,622 10,229 11,688 13,557 10,000
State - Florida (%) 15% - 12% 18% -
State - AL or MS (%) 15% - 12% 17% -
State - Louisiana (%) 28% - 25% 32% -
State - Texas (%) 41% - 37% 45% -

Balance Sheet (end of 2008)

Assets - Market value of vessel 165,101 168,523 149,711 180,492 110,000
Original value of vessel (at purchase price) 226,638 234,340 205,237 248,040 140,000
Implicit permit value 21,242 48,511 16,812 25,672 5,000

Liabilities - Loan on vessel 61,274 120,841 50,238 72,310 0

% of vessels with loan 41% - 38% 45% -

Equity - Owner's equity in vessel 103,828 150,234 90,108 117,548 75,000

Insurance coverage (% of vessels) 33% - 29% 37% -
Vessel Operation (2008)

Actively shrimping (%) 83% - 80% 86% -

Owner-operator (%) 50% - 46% 54% -

Shrimp landed (pounds) 57,286 53,158 52,432 62,141 44,038

Shrimp price per pound (vessels basis) 3.32 0.99 3.23 3.41 3.46

Annual fuel use (gallons) 31,948 34,378 28,809 35,088 19,500

Fuel price per gallon (vessels basis) 3.15 0.57 3.09 3.20 3.17

Fuel efficiency | (shrimp pounds/gallon) 2.8 3.2 25 3.1 1.9

Fuel efficiency Il (shrimp revenue/gallon) 7.78 5.61 7.26 8.29 6.60

Cash Flow (2008)

Inflow - Total 198,625 194,861 180,829 216,421 144,346

Shrimp landings 194,697 195,356 176,856 212,538 134,763

Non-shrimp landings 1,188 10,442 234 2,141 0

Government payments received (shrimp related) 2,740 5,418 2,245 3,234 0

Outflow - Total 197,310 188,780 180,070 214,551 134,728

Fuel 98,498 108,766 88,565 108,431 62,218

Other supplies 16,393 19,054 14,653 18,133 10,000

Crew & captain (hired) 42,438 46,475 38,194 46,683 25,017

Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 15,517 19,411 13,745 17,290 9,771

Major repair and haul-out 2,903 7,366 2,230 3,575 0

Overhead (excluding loan payments) 10,154 13,486 8,922 11,386 4,254

Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 3,899 8,923 3,084 4,714 0

Principal payments made (on vessel loans) 7,173 16,680 5,650 8,696 0

New investments and upgrades (in vessel) 334 974 245 423 0

Net Cash Flow 1,314 64,081 (4,538) 7,167 0
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Table 9: F&E Results: Summary Statistics for the Gulf Shrimp Flee6@)=dont.

Standard  95% Confidence Interval .
Mean o Median
Deviation Lower Upper

Income Statement (2008)

Operating Activities

Revenue (from commercial fishing) 195,885 195,006 178,076 213,694 136,917
Expenses 204,696 190,747 187,275 222,116 151,976
Variable costs - Supplies 56.1%
Fuel 48.1%
Other supplies 8.0%
Variable costs - Labor 24.0%
Crew & captain (hired) 20.7%
Owner's vessel time 3.3%
Fixed costs 19.8%
Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 7.6%
Major repair and haul-out 1.4%
Depreciation 5.9%
Overhead (excluding loan payments) 5.0%
Net Revenue from Operations (8,811) 61,827 (14,457) (3,164) (5,023)

Non-Operating Activities

Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 3,899 (see above)
Government payments received (shrimp related) 2,740 (see above)
Net Revenue (before taxes) (9,970) 62,250 (15,655) (4,285) (2,546)
Owner's vessel time 6,774 11,884 5,689 7,860 0
Depreciation 12,018 18,491 10,329 13,706 3,600

Gulf Shrimp Fleet

Removing the 34 non-Gulf shrimp vessels from the 497 vessels in the total fleet has a
noticeable impact on the balance sheet values (TabBferée average asset value drops

by about $40,000 to $165,101, while average liabilities only drop by about $10,000 to
$61,274. As a result, the average Gulf shrimper’s equity is only $103,828, about $30,000
less than the average for the total fleet. On the other hand, the confidenadantehnile

still large, narrow substantially. The implicit permit value among the Guling fleet is
$21,242, less than half for the total fleet. Yet the number is probably still inflated by
outliers because permits were still being allowed to terminate byathvaiers throughout
2009. The median value of $5,000 is closer to the anecdotal amount of about $5,000 for a
federal Gulf shrimp permit (if owners can find a buyer at all).

Focusing solely on the 463 Gulf shrimp vessels has little relevant qualitativer@nthm
guantitative effect on the rest of the financial and economic results didéngke
context of the total fleet. The only significant difference is the much loverage cash

% Table 14 in Appendix 5 also provides a side bg sidmparison of the means for the different subtdle
at the expense of the other summary statistics.
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inflow from non-shrimp landings as would be expected. The average cash inflow from
non-shrimp landings for the Gulf shrimp fleet ($1,188) is less than two-thirds of one
percent of the total revenue from commercial fishing; much less than the 9.8% for
total fleet. The Gulf shrimp fleet generates an average net cash flow of 3433022

less than for the total fleet. Again the confidence interval straddles nerbeace we
cannot state with 95% certainty that the average Gulf shrimper has netoeasliffiérent
from zero.

For the Gulf shrimp fleet, fuel costs comprise a somewhat larger percehtatg costs

(48.1% vs. 45.7%), while labor costs and fixed costs comprise somewhat smaller
percentages than for the total fleet. Accounting for all costs leads to aevertaggvenue

from operations of negative $8,811 and net revenue (before taxes) of negative $9,970 (the
“loss”). The confidence intervals for these net-values are each entitely bero, hence

we can state with 95% certainty that these average net-values are negakigeolf

shrimp fleet. The median net revenues barely differ for the two fleet defigiiti

Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet

The active Gulf shrimp fleet of 383 vessels excludes about 23% of the 497 vessels that
comprise the total fleet and about 17% of the 463 vessels that comprise the Guf shrim
fleet. In this case, it is somewhat more surprising than in the last sdwitdhe results

are quite similar, definitely from a qualitative perspective. This findingatds that the
results are robust with respect to noise and outliers in the data, and confirmsedun bel
the overall validity of the numbers. Again, we will only point out the differenclsrrat

than discuss all results.

The average vessel in the active Gulf shrimp fleet (Table 10) is somendet hoth
physically and “economically” than the average vessel in the total Gulighieet. The
average asset value is more than $18,500 larger, while the average liabiliéibsidre
$7,500 larger. As a result, the average equity of $114,842 for the active fleet is about
$11,000 more than for the total Gulf shrimp fleet. Active Gulf shrimp vessels ginéysli
more likely to have a loan (45% vs. 41%) and insurance (38% vs. 33%). The shrimp
landings for the average active Gulf shrimp vessel are 69,246 pounds, and the median is
63,572 pound® As would be expected after excluding inactive vessels, both measures
of shrimp production are higher than for the total Gulf shrimp fleet. Average anetal

use among active Gulf shrimp vessels is 38,619 gallons; about 6,671 gallons more than
the average for the total Gulf shrimp fleet.

% For those looking for inconsistencies, note thatdlight difference between the average shrimgepri
here and in Table 1 is due to the focus on exagiGulf shrimp landings in Table 1.
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Table 10: F&E Results: Summary Statistics for the Active Gulf Shrimg fe883)

(in USD o unless noted) Mean Standard  95% Confidence Interval Median
Deviation Lower Upper

Vessel Characteristics

Length (feet) 68 15 67 70 70
Gross tons 105 50 100 110 110
Horse power 533 254 507 558 460
Year built 1987 11 1986 1988 1987
Hull material - Steel (%) 80% - 76% 83% -
Refrigeration - Freezer (%) 62% - 58% 66% -
Fuel capacity (gallons) 13,508 10,510 12,452 14,564 10,000
State - Florida (%) 15% - 12% 18% -
State - AL or MS (%) 15% - 12% 18% -
State - Louisiana (%) 28% - 24% 32% -
State - Texas (%) 41% - 37% 45% -

Balance Sheet (end of 2008)

Assets - Market value of vessel 183,639 176,580 165,898 201,379 125,000
Original value of vessel (at purchase price) 253,212 245,192 228,578 277,846 150,000
Implicit permit value 23,479 52,118 18,242 28,715 5,000

Liabilities - Loan on vessel 68,796 127,036 56,033 81,559 0

% of vessels with loan 45% - 41% 49% -

Equity - Owner's equity in vessel 114,842 159,258 98,842 130,843 80,000

Insurance coverage (% of vessels) 38% - 34% 42% -
Vessel Operation (2008)

Actively shrimping (%) 100% - 100% 100% -

Owner-operator (%) 52% - 48% 56% -

Shrimp landed (pounds) 69,246 50,868 64,135 74,357 63,572

Shrimp price per pound (vessels basis) 3.33 0.99 3.23 3.43 3.46

Annual fuel use (gallons) 38,619 34,221 35,181 42,057 30,000

Fuel price per gallon (vessels basis) 3.15 0.57 3.09 3.20 3.17

Fuel efficiency | (shrimp pounds/gallon) 2.8 3.2 25 3.1 1.9

Fuel efficiency Il (shrimp revenue/gallon) 7.78 5.61 7.21 8.34 6.60

Cash Flow (2008)

Inflow - Total 239,983 189,726 220,922 259,044 195,810

Shrimp landings 235,354 191,219 216,142 254,565 192,313

Non-shrimp landings 1,436 11,468 284 2,588 0

Government payments received (shrimp related) 3,193 5,748 2,616 3,771 0

Outflow - Total 236,446 184,838 217,876 255,016 192,100

Fuel 119,066 108,871 108,128 130,004 93,392

Other supplies 19,806 19,274 17,869 21,742 14,300

Crew & captain (hired) 51,277 46,462 46,609 55,945 35,956

Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 17,918 20,179 15,891 19,946 12,474

Major repair and haul-out 3,331 7,949 2,532 4,129 0

Overhead (excluding loan payments) 11,784 14,062 10,371 13,197 7,052

Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 4,561 9,632 3,593 5,528 0

Principal payments made (on vessel loans) 8,327 17,910 6,528 10,127 0

New investments and upgrades (in vessel) 376 1,025 273 479 0

Net Cash Flow 3,537 69,907 (3,486) 10,561 5,717
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Table 10: F&E Results: Summary Statistics for the Active Gulf Shrimg B3&8), cont.

Standard  95% Confidence Interval

Mean Deviation Lower Upper Median
Income Statement (2008)
Operating Activities
Revenue (from commercial fishing) 236,790 190,478 217,653 255,927 195,664
Expenses 245,456 185,272 226,842 264,070 208,108
Variable costs - Supplies 56.6% - - - -
Fuel 48.5% - - - -
Other supplies 8.1% - - - -
Variable costs - Labor 24.2% - - - -
Crew & captain (hired) 20.9% - - - -
Owner's vessel time 3.3% - - - -
Fixed costs 19.2% - - - -
Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 7.3% - - - -
Major repair and haul-out 1.4% - - - -
Depreciation 5.7% - - - -
Overhead (excluding loan payments) 4.8% - - - -
Net Revenue from Operations (8,666) 67,714 (15,470) (1,863) (5,623)
Non-Operating Activities
Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 4,561 (see above)
Government payments received (shrimp related) 3,193 (see above)
Net Revenue (before taxes) (10,034) 68,137 (16,879) (3,188) (3,430)
Owner's vessel time 8,189 12,617 6,922 9,457 0
Depreciation 14,085 19,605 12,115 16,055 5,836

The average revenue from shrimp landings is $235,354, and the median is $192,313.
Both measures are more than $40,000 larger than for the total Gulf shrimp fleet. The
medians for all cost categories are larger among the active Gulf sthegnhyeikcept for

where they remain zero). This is logical when we consider that the activeh@mp

fleet excludes 80 inactive vessels with no or low costs in many categorieagAvael

costs of $119,066 are $20,568 more than for the total Gulf shrimp fleet. The average net
cash flow is marginally better at $3,537 for the active Gulf shrimp fleet vs. $1,3thfor
total Gulf shrimp fleet. Again, we cannot reject with 95% confidence that the true
population mean is zero for the active fleet.

Finally, turning to the income statement, the average revenue from comrfishong

mirrors the revenue from shrimp landings due to the minimal contribution to revenue by
non-shrimp landings. We note that the percentages of total cost for variable bosts, la
costs, and fixed costs are essentially the same as for the total Gu(f feetnbut that

total expenses are higher. The net revenue from operations is negative $8,66& Becaus
the upper bound of the 95% confidence interval is negative, the mean is statistically
different and less than zero. With a median of negative $5,623, a majority of vessels
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generate negative net revenue from operations. The average net reedoneetédxes)
decreases to negative $10,034 compared to the net revenue from operations, while, oddly,
the median increases to negative $3,430. As a last remark, we mention that the averag
estimated value of the owner’s vessel time is $8,189 for the active Gulf shretp fle

Taking account of the fact that only 49% of these vessels are owner-operatedyaige a

labor contribution (as captain) of an owner-operator is valued at only about $15,748.

Inactive Gulf Shrimp Fleet

Table 11 reports the averages for inactive Gulf shrimp vessels. The resultoapply t
vessels that conducted no fishing in 2008, i.e. were idle or broken. Due to the limited
sample size of this sub-fleet (80), caution interpreting the numbers is wdrrastead

of comparing the inactive fleet with the total fleet, we will compare theltseof the
inactive Gulf shrimp fleet with the active offein the next section, this comparison will
be conducted for the key financial and economic results, and hence they will not be
discussed here. We concentrate on the differences in the average vessdrdtmsact
and among the individual cost categories in the financial statements.

The average inactive Gulf shrimp vessel is generally of a different beal¢hte average
active vessel. The average inactive vessel is 9 feet shorter, weighs 3tbgsdsss, and

is 8 years older. Only 63% have steel hulls compared to 80% with steel hulls among
active vessels, and less than 39% use freezers compared to 62% among actsve vesse
The distribution of the inactive Gulf shrimp vessels across the states is poaloiti the
active vessels. Owner-operators are less frequent (41% for inactivis wes$2% for
active vessels). As would be expected, the vessel market value and purcleageepric
significantly less than for the active fleet, as is the owner’s equigyiniflicit value
associated with the shrimp permit is $9,165, less than half the value for active.vesse
The median is $3,000.

In the cash flow, the largest cash inflow is government payments at an avEta6¢

while cash outflow averages $9,948. The largest cost categories are maintenance
($4,023), overhead ($2,350), principal payments ($1,647), major repair or haul-out
($853), and interest payments ($732). Fixed costs account for nearly 98% of the total
operating costs compared to 19% for active Gulf shrimp vessels. Vesselsiactihee

Gulf shrimp fleet have average net revenue from operations of negative $9,502y with a
average loss before taxes of $9,667 (Table 11). The upper bounds of the confidence
intervals for each of the net-values are negative, indicating that eachsvsegmificantly

lower than zero in spite of the small sample size. The median net cash flow, iwlziée

the net revenue medians are both negative. With an average net cash flow of negative
$9,328, the inactive Gulf shrimp fleet has a liquidity problem. To sustain such losses and
especially to survive the negative cash flow---if that is what they are-donany of the
owners must be subsidizing their shrimp vessels with the help of other sources of income
or wealth.

% Table 16 in Appendix 5 provides a side by side parison of the means, at the expense of the other
summary statistics.
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Table 11: F&E Results: Summary Statistics for the Inactive Gulf Shriegt Eh=80)

(in USD o unless noted) Mean Standard  95% Confidence Interval Median
Deviation Lower Upper

Vessel Characteristics

Length (feet) 59 14 56 62 63
Gross tons 75 44 66 85 87
Horse power 383 140 352 415 400
Year built 1979 11 1976 1981 1979
Hull material - Steel (%) 63% - 53% 72% -
Refrigeration - Freezer (%) 39% - 29% 49% -
Fuel capacity (gallons) 8,383 7,468 6,721 10,044 7,500
State - Florida (%) 16% - 9% 24% -
State - AL or MS (%) 15% - 8% 22% -
State - Louisiana (%) 28% - 18% 37% -
State - Texas (%) 41% - 31% 51% -

Balance Sheet (end of 2008)

Assets - Market value of vessel 76,355 75,318 59,594 93,116 50,000
Original value of vessel (at purchase price) 99,417 103,118 76,469 122,365 67,500
Implicit permit value 9,165 15,196 5,783 12,547 3,000

Liabilities - Loan on vessel 25,258 75,994 8,346 42,170 0

% of vessels with loan 26% - 17% 35% -

Equity - Owner's equity in vessel 51,097 77,118 33,935 68,259 35,000

Insurance coverage (% of vessels) 6% - 1% 11% -
Vessel Operation (2008)

Actively shrimping (%) 0% - 0% 0% -

Owner-operator (%) 41% - 31% 51% -

Shrimp landed (pounds) 30 189 -12 72 0

Shrimp price per pound (vessels basis) 2.01 0.42 1.92 211 2.25

Annual fuel use (gallons) 10 59 -3 23 0

Fuel price per gallon (vessels basis) 3.04 0.19 3.00 3.08 2.97

Fuel efficiency | (shrimp pounds/gallon) - - - - -
Fuel efficiency Il (shrimp revenue/gallon) - - - - -

Cash Flow (2008)

Inflow - Total 620 2,717 16 1,225 0
Shrimp landings 53 315 a7) 123 0
Non-shrimp landings 0 0 0 0 0
Government payments received (shrimp related) 567 2,475 16 1,118 0
Outflow - Total 9,948 15,362 6,529 13,366 0
Fuel 30 174 (8) 69 0
Other supplies 56 349 (22) 133 0
Crew & captain (hired) 123 840 (64) 310 0
Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 4,023 8,532 2,125 5,922 0
Major repair and haul-out 853 2,561 283 1,423 0
Overhead (excluding loan payments) 2,350 5,734 1,074 3,626 0
Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 732 2,174 248 1,216 0
Principal payments made (on vessel loans) 1,647 6,227 261 3,032 0
New investments and upgrades (in vessel) 134 652 (12) 279 0
Net Cash Flow (9,328) 15,665 (12,814) (5,841) 0
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Table 11: F&E Results: Summary Statistics for the Inactive Gulf Shrieei E80), cont.

Standard  95% Confidence Interval

Mean Deviation Lower Upper Median
Income Statement (2008)
Operating Activities
Revenue (from commercial fishing) 53 315 (17) 123 0
Expenses 9,555 13,503 6,550 12,560 3,060
Variable costs - Supplies 0.9% - - - -
Fuel 0.3% - - - -
Other supplies 0.6% - - - -
Variable costs - Labor 1.3% - - - -
Crew & captain (hired) 1.3% - - - -
Owner's vessel time 0.0% - - - -
Fixed costs 97.8% - - - -
Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 42.1% - - - -
Major repair and haul-out 8.9% - - - -
Depreciation 22.2% - - - -
Overhead (excluding loan payments) 24.6% - - - -
Net Revenue from Operations (9,502) 13,514 (12,509) (6,494) (3,001)
Non-Operating Activities
Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 732 (see above)
Government payments received (shrimp related) 567 (see above)
Net Revenue (before taxes) (9,667) 14,587 (12,913) (6,421) (2,539)
Owner's vessel time 0 0 0 0 0
Depreciation 2,119 4,590 1,098 3,141 0

Comparison of Key Results across Fleets and Categes

Table 12 pulls together the key financial averages broken down by various categories
within each fleet. Each row presents results for one category of vedsel avépecific

fleet, with tabulated entries from the corresponding result-table. Tablaslthesnumber

of observations in each category, the estimated average total assetssptraverage

total equity, average net cash flow, average net revenue from operations, and @etrage
revenue before taxes, further referred to as “profit” or “loss.” All numbers)gressed

in thousands of dollars and rounded off to the nearest thousand.

The final two columns in Table 12 are simple measures of return. The economicgeturn i
calculated by dividing net revenue from operations by the value of total ass®isntic
return quantifies the fundamental or primary productivity/economic effigief the

shrimp production activity. In the abstract, from a societal perspectivepaoraic

activity is only worth undertaking if its economic return exceeds the traetoapital.

In contrast, the return on equity is the primary concern of the individual owner. The
return on equity is calculated by dividing the “profit” by the total equityemnity
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invested by the ownéf.This measure describes the actual profitability of the investment
for the owner, and undertaking the economic activity is reasonable only if the satur
equity exceeds the return his financial capital could have generatetheis®Both
measures of return are expressed as percentages. Negative naakredased in
parentheses.

The general conclusion of Table 12 is that the financial and economic situation continues
to be bleak for the average vessels in the total fleet, the Gulf shrimp fleet, antivihe a

Gulf shrimp fleet, as well as for the average vessels in most of the variegerosd

within these fleets. Unlike in 2007 and similar to 2006, we find that many categories once
again have a positive cash flow. Yet the net revenue from operations and the profit
remained negative for all but a very few categories of Gulf shrimping.

In 2008, the average net cash flow was positive for most Gulf shrimp sub-fleets) thoug
often just barely. We would generally expect to find a positive cash flow. Canamner
operations with a negative cash flow face an imminent liquidity problem. Unless they
have access to some outside sources of cash, they will be unable to pay their bills,
become insolvent and forced into bankruptcy, eventually to sell or lose their vessel and
permit. For vessels from Alabama and Mississippi (net cash flow of negative $13,000 to
$15,000) and those built in the 1990s (negative $9,000), the negative cash flow is large
enough to raise questions about the validity of the numbers. On the other hand, negative
cash flow for inactive vessels (negative $9,000) and those operated by hired captains
(negative $2,000) seem reasonable and consistent with previous years.

In spite of the positive cash flow, once all costs are considered in the incomeestate
the average net revenue from operations is negative for nearly all Gulpstaiegories

in 2008. The exceptions are small, old, wooden vessels and a small group of vessels
landing over 150,000 pounds of shrimp (a category that is inherently biased toward high
liners). Hence, the average economic return to shrimping is also less théor zdiro

other groups, and the fundamentals of the industry are in doubt. In 2008, government
payments generally did not offset financing costs (interest payments$ anesult
“losses” (net revenue before taxes) and the return on equity fared worse trereneer
from operations and the economic return, respectively. Overall, an averageoret

equity of about negative 10% on the substantial financial (and entrepreneapitd) c
invested in the average shrimping enterprise will lead to rapid shrinking of théryndus

®7 An alternative measure of return on equity cowlthpare the profit to the total equitgtuallyinvested

at the time of the vessel purchase. In a setting@fersible investments and ill-functioning capinarkets
this measure might be more meaningful than thereperted, which is more analytically pure, but pres
its own problems and biases. The reader is encedriagcalculate his preferred measure.

% It should be noted that, for owner-operators,itivestment in a vessel might function more like an
investment in education, enabling an employmenbdppity that pays a higher wage than could otheswi
be gotten. In this case, the return on equity migha less important measure than the captain’s
compensation.
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Table 12: Overview of 2008 Financial and Economic (F&E) Results (thousand dollars)

E 4, o
x 4 o 5 & £5 /2% 2o <2
2 o 3 S 8% % £8% o5 53
g 5 5 F g &% 28 5§ g4
Eoe S w Z & “3g g% %§

zZ Z
Total Fleet 8 497 205 134 4 (5) ) (2%) (5%)
by Other Fish 14 9 1,582 1,081 162 197 162 12% 15%
S. Atlantic Shrimp " 20 397 317 47 29 24 7% 8%
Gulf Shrimp " 463 165 104 1 9) (10) (5%) (10%)
by Florida 15 77 112 85 2 (20) (11) (9%) (13%)
Alabama and Mississippi " 69 241 145 (23) (23) (26) (9%) (18%)
Louisiana "o131 165 122 9 (8) 4 (5%) (3%)
Texas " 190 157 83 3 (3) (8) (2%) (9%)
Other " 30 831 604 43 53 37 6% 6%
Gulf Shrimp Fleet 9 463 165 104 1 9) (10) (5%) (10%)
by Florida 16 70 94 73 1 9) 9) 9%) (12%)
Alabama and Mississippi " 68 244 146 (23) (23) (26) (9%) (18%)
Louisiana " 130 167 123 9 (8) 4) (5%) (3%)
Texas " 189 158 83 2 4) (8) (2%)  (10%)
by Inactive (Table 11 as well) 16 80 76 51 9) (10) (10) (12%) (19%)
Active " 383 184 115 4 9) (10) (5%) (9%)
Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet 10 383 184 115 4 9) (10) (5%) (9%)
by Florida 17 57 90 76 6 (5) (5) (6%) (7%)
Alabama and Mississippi " 56 273 156 (15) (27) (31) (10%) (20%)
Louisiana " 108 189 137 11 9 (5) (5%) (3%)
Texas " 156 178 95 5 3) (8) (1%) (8%)
by Freezer 18 237 238 137 0 (10) (15) (4%) (11%)
Ice " 133 101 82 9 (7) ?3) (7%) (3%)
by Steel 18 305 209 126 2 (10) (13) (5%) (10%)
Wood 22 57 48 14 4 6 6% 13%
Fiberglass " b5 88 78 8 3) 0 (4%) 0%
by <50 feet 19 57 81 74 12 2 7 3% 9%
< 75 feet "1T72 118 95 7 4 2 (B%) (2%)
<100 feet " 154 295 152 (4 (@18) (26)  (6%) (17%)
by 1968+ 20 100 88 71 9 0 1 0% 2%
1980+ " 118 113 91 10 4) 0 (3%) 0%
1990+ " 87 278 196 9) (21) (25) (8%) (13%)
2000+ " 67 349 127 3 (14) (25) (4%) (19%)
by <50k Ibs 21 169 90 74 (6) (18) (15) (20%) (21%)
<100k Ibs " 116 176 104 @ @4 (15)  (8%) (15%)
<150k Ibs " 69 319 176 13 2 (6) 1% (3%)
>150k Ibs " 29 437 252 58 43 32 10% 13%
by Hired Captain 23 184 208 120 2) (5) 9) (2%) (7%)
Owner-Operator " 199 161 110 9 (12) (11) (8%) (10%)
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Looking more closely at the rows in Table 12 for the total fleet, we note the mungr hig
average asset value for the other fish fleet and S. Atlantic shrimp fleptced to the

Gulf shrimp fleet. Because the other fish fleet's owners’ average agutyo so much
higher, high net revenue ($162,000) still “only” leads to a 15% return on equity. Some of
these vessels are active in the currently very lucrative Atlantiopdihery® In 2006,

the S. Atlantic shrimp fleet (n=14) generated an economic return of 25% in conthast w
the negative return of 5% generated by the Gulf shrimp fleet. In 2007, the perderafan
the S. Atlantic shrimp fleet (n=13) was equal to or worse than the Gulf shrinip fleet
(negative 15%). This year the economic return is 7% based on a sample of 20. Overall,
this illustrates why sample averages based on small sample sizes dtenbthref

population mean most of the time and should not be interpreted thus. Further, our sample
is not representative of all vessels that participated in these otheiefisffer

Looking at the rows in Table 12 for the Gulf shrimp fleet, we compare the antive a
inactive Gulf shrimp vessels. The inactive vessels generate an averaeersgh flow

of about $9,000 compared to a positive cash flow of about $4,000 among the active
vessels. Once all costs are included, both fleets incur substantial lossepé@tions,
negative $10,000 for the average inactive vessel and negative $9,000 for the average
active vessel. The average inactive vessel incurs a loss before taxes &180000,

which amounts to a negative 19% return on equity, while the average active esssel |
about $10,000, which amounts to a negative 9% return on equity. To sustain such losses
and especially to survive the negative cash flow, the owners of the inactives vaasel

be subsidizing their shrimp vessels with the help of other income sources or are
consuming their equity at an unprecedented rate (negative returns anesaist@ainable).

When looking at differences among states for active Gulf shrimp vessbls,IPa

indicates that the average vessel in all states exhibited negativef naesroin 2008.

The Alabama and Mississippi fleets (which are reported jointly due to smyllesa
sizes)---the only fleet with a negative cash flow (negative $15,000)--ajereenegative

net revenue from operations of $27,000, the largest loss among all the states. As a result
they have the worst average returns, with a negative 10% economic retudueial

their high leverage ratio, a negative 20% return on edtifjorida and Louisiana fleets
generate an economic return of negative 6% and negative 5%, respectively. Dierto by
the largest government payments ($7,983), the Louisiana fleet generadtaglbst”

return on equity of negative 3%. Texas vessels almost break even with a negative 1%
economic return, but due to a high leverage ratio and minimal government payments
($454) the small negative economic return is amplified into a negative 8% return on
equity.

%9 See Amendment 11 to the Atlantic Sea Scallop Fjsklanagement Plan for more information on this
topic at: http://www.nefmc.org/scallops/index.html

"9 A valid comparison of the S. Atlantic and Gulfisip fisheries will have to wait until this surves i
expanded to properly include and describe the @n#it shrimp fishery.

" Leverage with respect to businesses is usualipetdis the ratio of loans to equity (or assets).

48



The relative performance of vessel categories in Table 12 based on vessskcistics
among the active Gulf shrimp fleet continues to defy simple explanation. In 2006, les
modern vessels using ice, vessels with hulls made of wood or fiberglass, vesdlels s
than 75 feet, and vessels older than 20 years generally generated a lugbsriec

return than their more modern, ferrous, larger, and younger counterparts. We
hypothesized that the latter vessels were less profitable in an economoem@nt
characterized by high fuel costs and low shrimp prices. In contrast to 2006, in 2007 the
newer, larger vessels with freezers and steel hulls on average exhihigbea--less
negative---economic return than the less modern ones. Since the shrimp price dmprove
relative to the fuel price in 2007, this might have been to the advantage of thedalger s
vessels focused on volume production. Yet the “improvement” was only relative, i.e. in
absolute terms the performance in all vessel categories deteriorated inn22Q08,| the
situation reverses back to the 2006 situation of older, smaller vessels outperfoorgng m
modern, larger ones. Given that the price of fuel increased dramaticaliyerétethe

price of shrimp from 2007 to 2008, our above hypothesis is not rejected, but clearly much
further research is needed to understand the relative performance of diffesehtymsss
given price fluctuation&?

Vessels were categorized by volume of shrimp landed in 2008 as follows: less than 50
thousands pounds, from 50 thousand to 100 thousand pounds, from 100 thousand to 150
thousand pounds, and more than 150 thousand pounds. Cash flow, net revenue from
operations, net revenue (before taxes), economic return, and return on equity all improve
as the volume of shrimp catch increases (Table 12). For the highest volumethessels
measures even turn positive. The group of vessels landing more than 150 thousand
pounds consists of the largest operations (vessel size and value), with $58,006 in cash
flow, and a return on equity of 13%. Further, over 51% of their total expenses were for
fuel (Table 21). Yet in 2008, only 29 vessels made it into this category and hence the
results should be interpreted with caution.

Table 12 also reports financial results for vessels operated by the ovpmesérging

52% of the sample) and those operated by hired captains (48% of the sample). Reference
to the more detailed standardized information in Table 23 reveals that vessdiged
captains are somewhat larger, more expensive and valuable, generatevaoue and

costs, and occur much more frequently in Texas and much less frequently in Louisiana.
Owner-operators exhibit higher net cash flow (positive $8,716 vs. negative $2,064) since
they have crew costs of only $34,084 compared to $69,872 by vessels with hired
captains. This is not surprising as the latter payments include the compensation of the
captain, while the former does not. When we add the estimated value of the owner’s
contribution of his time as captain ($15,762), as we do in the income statement, the
situation reverses. Net revenue from operations for vessels with hired capteegative
$4,761, while owner-operators lose $12,278. Unlike in 2007, on average in 2008 owner-
operated vessels did less well from an economic perspective than vedsélisaalit

captains.

"2 Details on the various categories can be fourkhisie 18 about hull construction and refrigeration,
Table 19 about vessel size, and in Table 20 alyribavessel.
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The last two columns of Table 23 consider the financial results for owner-egerat
vessels where the owner is not explicitly compensated for working as thencapd for
vessels that reported paying a captain’s share to the owner. Overallp thetys

exhibit roughly similar vessel characteristics and operations. Vahaglsaid a captain’s
share to the owner-operator generate a cash flow of $6,931, while those that do not
generate $9,664. Yet once we account for all costs---especially for theofdihee

captain’s labor---the difference in the financial results are incdedserage net revenue
from operations for vessels which did not explicitly pay the owner a captaimés\wsha
negative $9,887, compared to negative $16,781 for those that pay a share. This difference
might disappear, since we might be underestimating the value of the ownepoperat
time spent as captain for those not explicitly being paid a share. We edtanadeerage
captain’s salary of $13,494 for vessels that did not explicitly pay a captaines sha
whereas vessels that paid a captain’s share to the owner-operatoidrapaterage
payment of $20,033. If we had simply used the average from the vessels with ah explic
share instead of estimating it with a regression approach, the net revenuesnumbe

be approximately equal.

The reader is encouraged to explore the above mentioned differences in morg/detail b
going to the respective result-table. See the overview in Table 7 for the aptaopri
result-table. The first column in Table 7 also gives the table number for eaghosyb

of vessels. It should be noted that the tabulated results are averages and hehee hide t
variation that clearly exists within all fleets. The large standaodsem the tables with
summary statistics make this clear. Many vessels are profitable abytathers are not.

50



Comments by Respondents

Many written comments were received together with the survey ingttuné less than

in previous years. Of the comments about the status and future of the Gulf shrimp
industry the large majority communicate a negative situation and outlook. The foremos
concern among all comments about the fishery was a concern about the high price of fuel,
followed closely by the concern about the low price of shrimp. The economics of the
industry led many respondents to shrimp less in 2008 or not at all. A number of
respondents reported being forced into bankruptcy or losing their boats due to
foreclosure, while others still suffered from the consequences of Hugsidlag and even
Katrina. The low price of shrimp was frequently blamed on foreign shrimp, and
respondent called upon the government to restrict the import of shrimp.

Selected examples of comments below (edited for clarity):

“Last year was the worgear we ever had. We had to pay up to $4.20 a gallon for diesel
fuel. The price of shrimp went down to $2.30 a pound for 26/30 shrimp.”

“[1] was forced out of business due to [low-price, foreign shrimp] and cost of ogeratin
and maintaining vessel.”

“Stop importingshrimpnow so that we can get more money for our shrimp! That way we
could help our country grow and help keep a way of life that wettode. If not we will

all be out of jobs and ‘out’ of shrimpirig

“After hurricanes Cindy, Katrina, Rita, Gustav, and Ike, | have spent masy tifne
repairing my home and boats. Last year, | did not fish until fuel pricesdcstartall. [...]
because there was not much profit until fuel prices drop.”

“[We] only shrimped when profitable.”

“[Vessel] only worked for 38 days last year because of fuel cost [...] ourenaimte
cost took any profit | would have received as owner/operator.”

“Due to fuel costs stayed in harbor and shrimped within 15 miles of dock all year.”

“We think all the regulations and management of the shrimp industry is a lkt]esilace
it is almost_extindt

“Boat did not shrimp due to U.S. government. As you know the majority of the shrimping
industry is gone. | am glad you are concerned. We need money. This survey does not do
any good.”

“Due to the economic state of the industry, the [vessel market] value is fdrdasstat
the vessel is actually worth.”
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“[I am] selling everything off the boat ‘Retail.’ [...] 2009 might be the yeaisteet to
see a profit again! In my case, ‘fresh’ is the game [...] for $6.00 per pound. [Ifdrame
dock in new $12 million marina.”
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5. Comparison of Results for 2008, 2007, and 2006

One intention of this data collection is to track the status and changes in tharauylf s
industry through time. Year 2008 is the third year for which these data have been
collected. To the extent possible, we conducted the 2008 survey identically to the 2007
one in order to ensure comparability of the numbers and results. The changes between t
2008 and 2007 surveys were trivial, while the changes between the 2007 and 2006
surveys were a bit more substanffaht 699 permits, the 2008 sample was somewhat
larger than the previous years (636, 580). No vessel was sampled more than once in the
three years, and together the surveys covered the entire population oncepdhsae

rates, here calculated as arrived surveys over the eligible sampleé3&r&0%, and

94% in 2008, 2007, and 2006, respectively. The difference in response rates is entirely
due to the ‘No contact’ non-response category which was significantly high@®

than in 2007, which in turn was higher than in 2006 (129 vs. 50 vs. 16 surveys,
respectively). In 2008, we were able to determine that nearly 45% of non-response was
due to permanently terminated permits, i.e. moratorium permits not renewed téthin t
one-year renewal period after permit expiration. These shrimpers hawanaantly left

the federal fishery. Similar cases are probable among the other non-respo26066& in

and 2007, but are yet unknown to us because of the lag with which permits terminate.
The difficult economic environment the industry is facing continues to lead shsiape
simply “hang up their nets” and literally “move on.”

For the data processing, cleaning, analysis, and creation of resultslomedobur 2006
protocols and formats as closely as possible. Table 13 presents the 2008, 2007, and 2006
results side by side for the active Gulf shrimp fleet. No adjustmentsmate to any of

the numbers to compensate for inflation. The standard deviation and statistical
significance of changes across the years were calculated but are notishganeral,

the results discussed below were significant at the 95% confidence |levet®unless
otherwise noted.

In Table 13, the average vessel characteristics and distribution actessefftctively do

not change between 2006 and 2007 and 2008. This is in spite of the fact that the universe
of activeGulf shrimp vessels decreased from 1,453 in 2006 to 1,388 in 2007 to 1,225 in
2008. Further, many permits terminated and hence the associated vessels lefttitye indus
Table 5 provides a tentative indication that these vessels do not differ frormtnaing
vessels, in physical characteristics at least. Two insignificanigelssamong the active

Gulf shrimp fleet with some possible relevance are the two foot decrease vertagea

length of the vessels and the two percentage point redistribution of vesselsitagtd

Florida between 2006 and 2008.

3 These changes are documented in the Design arldriraptation chapter of the second technical
memorandum. Beyond some wording changes on thegimstrument, the 2008 and 2007 surveys were
conducted earlier in the year (March vs. May), strelsampling frame was improved (the deadline for
moratorium permits had passed, finalizing the patih) compared to the 2006 survey.
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With the exception of insurance coverage (% of assets), the 2007 balance sheet number
did not change from 2006 in a statistically significant manner, partly due to tee larg
variances associated with these variables. By 2008, we see major sigctii@ages,

both compared to 2007 and 2006. First, and somewhat problematically, the average
vessel purchase price (original value) dropped by nearly $50,000 from 2007 and 2006 to
$253,212 in 2008. This drop is statistically significant at a 95% confidence level. Possible
explanations include the above mentioned decrease in vessel length. In gersshl, ves
value is quite progressively increasing in vessel size, so a two foot diecenld easily
account for $10,000 or more in purchase price. Another possible explanation could be
that some vessels have been purchased during the last two to three yeaysldov ver

prices, often after bankruptcies and foreclosures.

Average liabilities decrease by $10,617 from 2006 to 2007, and by a further $25,184 to
2008. The timing, magnitude, and significance of this drop are eerily similar to jbie ma
deleveraging of the (world) economy brought about by the financial crisis. Ardrop i
outstanding loans could be due to shrimpers having difficulty financing their apesati

i.e. less readily available credit. It could also be due to the bankruptcy aridgarec
process which---if the vessel reenters the fishery under new ownermslimpirates debt
without changing much else. Alternatively, it could also be due to no brand new vessels,
which historically carry proportionally more loans, entering this unproétéibhery.

The only balance sheet number that does not significantly change acrossshe tea
average market value of a vessel. While the average market value of the vesse
decreased by 5% from 2006 to 2008, this is not statistically significant. To time &vete
the market value of shrimp vessels, as estimated by the respondents, embodies
(capitalizes) the financial potential of the fishery, it seems thevédqiarticipants did not
perceive any major changes in the economic conditions of the fishery he20@&,
2007, and 2008.

Since the reduction in liabilities is greater than the reduction in the value cfsiis,ahe
average owner’s equity---somewhat paradoxically given the state of the/fishetually
increased from $88,340 in 2006 to $114,842 in 2008. It should be mentioned that this
wealth increase is purely ‘book value,’” since it is embodied in the vessel. If the
respondents are systematically overestimating the market valuerofabsels, this

increase in equity could shrink or disappear. Finally, note the large drop in the agecent

of vessel assets covered by hull insurance, which decreased from 72% in 2006 to 55% in
2008. Since dropping insurance coverage is a short-term cost cutting measure (of
guestionable long-term merit in a hurricane prone area), this is an indicater of t
difficult-to-desperate economic situation the industry faces.

Vessel operations exhibited major and statistically significant clsamggeveen 2006 and
2007, including a decrease in shrimp catch (pounds) and fuel use (gallons) and an
increase in the prices of shrimp and fuel, each at the 99.9% confidence level.rBetwee
2007 and 2008, only the shrimp and fuel prices significantly increased, with a moderate
further decrease in fuel use, which is only significant at the 90% confidentellege

catch remained, statistically speaking, the same. We concluded lagtatethe effective
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price environment for the shrimpers substantially improved in 2007 from 2006 due to a
21% increase in the price of shrimp while the price of fuel only increased by 1685. Als
the fuel price increase only applied to about 50% of the costs of shrimping compared to
the shrimp price which applied to almost 100% of the benefits of shrimping (the
revenue).* From 2007 to 2008, the shrimp price increased by 11%, while the fuel price
surged by almost 30%. As a result, the economic conditions deteriorated subgtantiall
moderated somewhat by a 17% improvement in the fuel efficiency | mdasureds of
shrimp caught per gallon of fuel used (vessel basis)), which was only mirginal
significant’®

Turning to expenses, unlike last year when the compensating drop usé&melgated the
effect of the fuel price increase on total fuel expenses, in 2008 the total feekses

were significantly higher than before. To compensate for the difficult economic
environment, the shrimpers have been able to reduce average expenses for niajor repa
(by ~$3.500), overhead excluding loan payments (by ~$3,000), loan interest payments
(by ~$2,500), and new investments (by ~$1,000) by statistically signifwaotnts

between 2006 and 2008Expenses for other supplies, crew and captain, regular
maintenance, and principal payments also generally decreased somewéagnitoide,

but the drop was not statistically significant.

Average shrimp revenue increased by $21,098 or about 10% from 2007 to 2008, but the
change is marginally significant. Average government paymentsisagrtiyy and

substantially decreased from $13,662 in 2006 to $3,193 in 2008, a 77% drop. The
average total cash outflow increased marginally, but not significantly, by $7,826. A
result, the average net cash flow increased by $9,504, from negative $5,967 in 2007 to
positive $3,537 in 2008, and in spite of a high standard deviation the increase is
statistically significant at the 90% confidence level. This was &tilitof the positive net

cash flow of $16,225 in 2006, a year in which a bumper harvest of shrimp was produced,
but at least the cash flow was once again in positive territory.

" Note that prices and fuel efficiency averagesadirm terms of vessel averages, not the overall
population averages (see the Standardized DaterRation section of the Results for 2008 chapteafo
more detailed explanation).

5 The industry-wide fuel efficiency measure | wa811pounds of shrimp per gallon of fuel in 2006,71.6
in 2007, and 1.79 in 2008. These changes somewhgiensated for the joint shrimp and fuel price
movement.

® Note that the implied level of statistical signifhce is driven by the estimation and extrapolation
procedure which assigned (based on regressiorfeeatata) most of the reduction in vessel and gear
expenses to the major repair and new investmeatjoees. Vessel and gear expenses in aggregate, as
collected on the survey, were $21,625 in 2008, 224tjn 2007, and $27,373 in 2006.
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Table 13: Comparison of Results for the Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet: 2008, 2007, and 2006

(in USD unless otherwise noted) M M M
Means Means Means
# of Observations 383 388 386
Vessel Characteristics
Length (feet) 68 70 70
Gross tons 105 108 111
Horse power 533 527 531
Year built 1987 1987 1986
Hull material - Steel (%) 80% 78% 80%
Refrigeration - Freezer (%) 62% 58% 63%
Fuel capacity (gallons) 13,508 14,086 14,184
State - Florida (%) 15% 14% 13%
State - Alabama or Mississippi (%) 15% 17% 16%
State - Louisiana (%) 28% 28% 27%
State - Texas (%) 41% 40% 43%
Balance Sheet
Assets - Market value of vessel 183,639 186,021 192,938
Original value of vessel (at purchase price) 253,212 299,193 300,185
Implicit permit value 23,479 22,308 -
Liabilities - Loan on vessel 68,796 93,980 104,597
% of vessels with loan 45% 51% 53%
Equity - Owner's equity in vessel 114,842 92,041 88,340
Insurance coverage (% of assets) 55% 64% 72%
Vessel Operation
Actively shrimping (%) 100% 100% 100%
Owner-operator (%) 52% 49% 46%
Shrimp landed (pounds) 69,246 71,380 101,268
Shrimp price per pound (vessel basis) 3.33 2.99 2.47
Annual fuel use (gallons) 38,619 42,841 52,931
Fuel price per gallon (vessel basis) 3.15 2.43 2.09
Fuel efficiency | (vessel basis) 2.8 2.4 2.6
Fuel efficiency Il (vessel basis) 7.78 6.52 5.68
Cash Flow
Inflow - Total 239,983 222,753 259,640
Shrimp landings 235,354 214,256 244,136
Non-shrimp landings 1,436 451 1,842
Government payments received (shrimp related) 3,193 8,046 13,662
Outflow - Total 236,446 228,721 243,415
Fuel 119,066 102,199 108,775
Other supplies 19,806 22,105 21,986
Crew & captain (hired) 51,277 49,268 54,866
Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 17,918 19,480 18,988
Major repair and haul-out 3,331 4,702 6,833
Overhead (excluding loan payments) 11,784 14,277 14,746
Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 4,561 6,891 7,140
Principal payments made (on vessel loans) 8,327 9,698 8,528
New investments and upgrades (in vessel) 376 102 1,552
Net Cash Flow 3,637 (5,967) 16,225
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Table 13: Comparison of Results for 2008, 2007, and 2006, cont.

(in USD unless otherwise noted) M m M
Means Means Means
# of Observations 383 388 386
Income Statement
Operating Activities
Revenue (from commercial fishing) 236,790 214,707 245,978
Expenses 245,456 234,340 253,407
Variable costs - Supplies 56.6% 53.0% 51.6%
Fuel 48.5% 43.6% 42.9%
Other supplies 8.1% 9.4% 8.7%
Variable costs - Labor 24.2% 23.9% 25.3%
Crew & captain (hired) 20.9% 21.0% 21.7%
Owner's vessel time 3.3% 2.9% 3.6%
Fixed costs 19.2% 23.0% 23.1%
Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 7.3% 8.3% 7.5%
Major repair and haul-out 1.4% 2.0% 2.7%
Depreciation 5.7% 6.6% 7.1%
Overhead (excluding loan payments) 4.8% 6.1% 5.8%
Net Revenue from Operations (8,666) (19,633) (7,429)
Non-Operating Activities
Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 4,561 6,891 7,140
Government payments received (shrimp related) 3,193 8,046 13,662
Net Revenue (before taxes) (10,034) (18,477) (907)
Owner's vessel time 8,189 6,790 9,138
Depreciation 14,085 15,520 18,076

Turning to the income statement, revenue, expenses, and net revenue from operations did
not significantly change when comparing 2006 and 2008, though for both these years the
numbers are significantly higher than in 2007 (Table 13). Based on this very linmted fi
series, 2007 looks a bit like an outlier year. Both in 2006 and 2008, net revenue from
operations was roughly around negative $8,000, though the composition of costs
changed. Fuel accounted for ‘only’ 42.9% of all expenses in 2006 and rose to 48.5% in
2008. As previously mentioned, to compensate, fixed costs have fallen, and now account
for 19.2% of total expenses, down from 23.1% in 2006. The similar net revenue from
operations in 2006 and 2008 did not translate into similar net revenue (before taxes).
After subtracting financing costs (loan interest payments) and addinghgoset transfer
payments, the average active Gulf shrimp vessel nearly broke even in 2006 witbfa loss
just $907. By 2008, finance costs had fallen, but government payments fell by much
more, leading to a loss of $10,034. In percentage terms, the economic return was negati
4% in 2006 and negative 5% in 2008. In contrast, the return on equity was negative 1% in
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2006 and negative 9% in 2008. The continuing negative economic return and the lower
average return on equity clearly are not sustainable in any industry.

Finally, we note that for the average vessel the contribution that ownerayparatke as
captains of their vessels recovered somewhat in 2008, after dropping sigifibaitl
statistically and economically) between 2006 and 2007. The percentage of owner
operators among the sample has steadily increased, from 46% in 2006 to 52% in 2008,
but this increase was not statistically significant. Based on Table 23 pitaéen¢ashare

for owner-operators was $15,762 in 2008, up from $13,938 in 2007, yet still down from
$19,815 in 2006/ Last year, we interpreted the drop partly as a self-imposed “wage cut
due to the extremely difficult economic situation. Since fishing effort does @t e

have gone up by much in 2008 compared to 2007 (as proxied by fuel use or crew costs),
the increase in the owner’s wage is consistent with the improved (but not positive)
financials.

Looking at the active Gulf shrimp fleet by state, 2008 looks much like 2006, and 2007
was the outlier, especially when ranking the states’ fleets by avecagemic return. In
2006 and 2008, the Texas fleet did best, roughly breaking even (+/-1%), followed by the
Louisiana and Florida fleets (around negative 5%), with the Alabama and Mipsissi

fleets (which are reported jointly due to small sample sizes) bringingeugar (around
negative 10%). The Alabama and Mississippi fleets have the highest assetsage.ave
High leverage ratios in Alabama and Mississippi and in Texas amplify aveositi

negative economic return into more extreme returns on equity. In 2008, Louisiana
benefited from high government payments relative to other States, though tleey wer
much less than in earlier yedFfs.

There are no big differences for inactive Gulf shrimp vessels between 2008, 2007, and
2006. Net cash flow, net revenue from operations, and the loss were roughly around
negative $10,000 in all years. The economic return ranged from negative 10% to negative
15%, while the return on equity ranged from negative 9% to negative 19%. But given the
small sample sizes, random variation cannot be ruled out.

In summary, the general conclusion of this comparison is that the financial and econom
situation for the average vessel in the active Gulf shrimp fleet improvedvatie

2008 after deteriorating sharply in 2007 from the already bleak outlook in 2006. As was
apparent in the discussion to Table 12, these results roughly apply to all catefories

"Removing the possible distortion due to the edtimaprocedures by focusing on the vessels that pai
explicit captain’s share to the owner-operator,gbeeral relationship still holds up ($20,033 920
$17,816 in 2007, and $23,150 in 2006).

8 The Texas fleet---the sole profitable segment08&2-- turned into the worst performer in 2007he t
outlier year. In contrast, the Alabama and Mispigsileet, which was the worst performer (“doing
terrible”) in 2006, looked “middle of the road,&i.the results did not deteriorate any further ewveh
improved on some measures. The Louisiana fleetiwivas “middle of the road” in 2006, turned in the
best performance in 2007 (though still bad). In swary, most of the deterioration of economic
performance in the overall active Gulf shrimp fleeR007 was driven by Texas vessels, followed by
Florida vessels. Alabama, Mississippi, and Louiagigessels contributed only marginally to the drop.
Similarly, the bulk of the improvement in 2008 igedto the Texas and Florida fleets.
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Gulf shrimp vessels. In 2008, the average vessel in most categories wageagaating

a positive cash flow, but making a small negative economic return (negative 5%ey, sim

to 2006. Yet due to a drop in government transfer payments, the return on equity, nearly
zero in 2006, was negative 9% in 2008, up from negative 20% in 2007.

Oddly---once again---the improvement in the financial situation of the averagm ves
comesn spite ofa clear deterioration of the economic environment, as defined by shrimp
and fuel prices. In 2007, the effective economic environment actually improved
somewhat from 2006 as shrimp prices increased proportionally more than fuel\peices.
vessels did not expand production; on the contrary, they seemed to reduce effort. As a
result, their fairly constant fixed costs led to a negative cash flow and largeveeg
revenues and returri$ln 2008, the average shrimp price increased by 11%, while the
fuel price surged by almost 30%. Since operations (as defined by landingsefusehdis
costs) stayed roughly the same as in 2007, the 30% fuel price increase outwesghed
extra revenue due to a higher shrimp price. Hence, the improvement in the financial
situation in 2008 was due primarily due to the cutting of fixed costs, something the
average vessel failed to do in 2007. A somewhat better fuel efficiency r(lcifick per
gallon of fuel used) also contributed to the improvement.

" While the descriptive look at the data could rmvs the issue, we hazarded some possible expiasati
The negative cash flow in 2007 presented a majeratjpnal problem. A diesel “fill-up” for an avemg
Gulf shrimp vessel would have run over $34,0000072 If cash was tight, such an “investment” ischiar
justify for an entrepreneur herself, much lessafareditor to an industry faced with bankruptcied a
repossessions. With the liquidity constraint imgli®y a negative cash flow and after many margiraly,
the average vessel might simply not have had thigyab exploit the improvement in the shrimp peic
leading to the cut in overall effort An alternatieeplanation could be that harvesting additionainsp
would not have been profitable anymore, and tigaidiity did not pose a problem. Such a situatioghmi
occur if the amount of fuel needed per pound dfftaicreased with the cumulative catch (e.g. iceés
had to travel farther from port to find productsterimp stocks). In such a scenario, the high pfdeel
might limit total catch in a manner that is not mus from aggregate, annual data.

59



60



6. Conclusion

The general conclusion of this report is that the financial and economic situation in 2008
somewhat improved from the dismal 2007 for the average vessels in all of the evaluate
categories. The improvement did not return the fishery to its level of economic
performance in 2006, which at the time we referred to as “bleak.” With few exegpti

the net cash flow for the average vessel turned positive again, but the nedative ne
revenue from operations and the high “losses” continue to be non-sustainable. The result
explain the continued shrinking of the industry.

Vessels in the active and inactive Gulf shrimp fleets were, on average, @htget

weighed 100 gross tons, were powered by 507 hp motor(s), and were built in 1986.
Seventy-seven percent of the vessels have steel hulls and 58% used a freezer for
refrigeration. The average market value of these vessels was $165,101 in 2008. The
average original purchase price was $226,638. The outstanding loans averaged $61,274,
leading to average owner equity of $103,828.

Based on the sample, 83% of the federally permitted Gulf shrimp fleet vixsedyac

shrimping in 2008. Of these 383 active Gulf shrimp vessels in the sample, just over half
(52%) were owner-operated. On average, these vessels burned 38,619 gallons of fuel,
landed 69,246 Ibs of shrimp, and received $3.40 per pound of shrimp. Non-shrimp
landings added a trivial amount to cash flow, indicating that the federal Gulf shrimp
fishery was very specialized. The average total cash outflow was $236,446, of which
$119,066 was due to fuel expenses alone. The expenses for hired crew and captains were
on average $51,277 which indicates the importance of the industry as a source of wage
income. The resulting average net cash flow was $3,537 but had a large standard
deviation. Hence, we cannot state with 95% certainty that the average nebcasiadl

more than zero in 2008 for the population of active Gulf shrimp vessels. The median net
cash flow was $5,717. All of these net cash flow numbers were negative in 2007.

Based on the income statement for active Gulf shrimp vessels, the aveeaigeobis
accounted for just under a fifth of operating expenses (19.2%), labor costs for just under
guarter (24.2%), and the non-labor variable costs for over half (56.6%). The fuel costs
alone accounted for 48.5% of total operating expenses in 2008. It should be noted that the
labor cost category in the income statement includes both the actual cash payments
hired labor and an estimate of the opportunity cost of owner-operators’ time spent as
captain. The average net revenue from operations was negative $8,666, and was
statistically different and less than zero in-spite of a large stwogaration. The

economic return to Gulf shrimping was negative 5%. Including non-operatingiesfi

this led to an average statistically significant loss before taxes of $10,084 fardsel
owners and a return on equity of negative 9%.

The average inactive Gulf shrimp vessel was generally physicadljesrand less
powerful; had a lower market value; was originally purchased for only $99,417; and only
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6% of these vessels had hull insurance. The average net cash flow was 1$8gag8e

and, unlike for the active Gulf shrimp fleet, we are 95% certain that the avesagash

flow for inactive vessels was less than zero. Fixed costs accounted for ovef 8%

total operating expenses of $9,555. The average economic return was negative 12% and
the return on equity was negative 19%.

When looking at differences among states for active Gulf shrimp vesseatstevthat the
average vessel in all states exhibited negative rates of return in 2008. The a\&ithm
Mississippi fleets (which are reported jointly due to small sample sizsjhe only

group of vessels with a negative cash flow (negative $15,000) and generated a negative
net revenue from operations of $27,000, the largest loss among all the states. As a result
they had the worst average returns with a negative 10% economic return ardiheire t
high leverage ratio, a negative 20% return on equity. The Florida and Louisets fl
generated an economic return of negative 6% and negative 5%, respectively. The
Louisiana fleet had the largest government payments and generated the “hgfhest”

on equity, negative 3%. Texas vessels almost broke even with a negative 1% economic
return, but the small negative economic return was amplified into a negativeuséomet
equity due to a high leverage ratio and minimal government payments.

When comparing results for 2008, 2007, and 2006 for active Gulf shrimp vessels, we
note that the average vessel characteristics effectively did not clidmgés somewhat
surprising given the number of vessels leaving the industry (terminated parvegsels
turning inactive. However, major, statistically significant change® ween in the

balance sheet and among vessel operations. While the average market valueedf a vess
stayed roughly the same over time, the average liabilities decrea$&@,6y%7 from

2006 to 2007 and by an additional $25,184 in 2008. The timing, magnitude, and
significance of this drop are eerily similar to the major deleveragitigeotconomy

brought about by the world financial crisis. Since the reduction in liabilitiegveager

than the very minor reduction in the value of the assets, the average owner’s-equity--
somewhat paradoxically given the state of the fishery---actuallgased from $88,340

in 2006 to $114,842 in 2008. It should be mentioned that this wealth increase was purely
‘book value,’ since it was embodied in the vessel.

Between 2007 and 2008, fuel and shrimp prices significantly increased, with only a
moderate decrease in fuel use. The catch remained, statistically gpéag&isame. In

2008, the average fuel expenses were significantly higher than before. To cat®pens

and unlike in 2007, the shrimpers were able to reduce in a statistically signifiaaner
average expenses for major repairs, overhead excluding loan payments, loan interest
payments, and new investments in 2008. Expenses for other supplies, crew and captain,
regular maintenance, and principal payments also decreased in magnitude, but t
declines were not statistically significant. Turning to the income statenesenue,

expenses, and net revenue from operations did not significantly change when gmpari
2006 and 2008, though for both these years the numbers were significantly higher than in
2007. Both in 2006 and 2008, net revenue from operations was roughly negative $8,000,
though the composition of costs had changed. Fuel accounted for ‘only’ 42.9% of all
expenses in 2006 and rose to 48.5% in 2008. Fixed costs fell and accounted for 19.2% of
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total expenses, down from 23.1% in 2006. The economic return was negative 4% in 2006
and negative 5% in 2008. In contrast, the return on equity was negative 1% in 2006 and
negative 9% in 2008 due to a drop in government transfer payments.

The effective price environment for shrimpers substantially improved from 2006 to 2007
due to a 21% increase in the price of shrimp and only a 16% increase in fuel price. From
2007 to 2008, the average price of shrimp increased by 11%, while the price of fuel
surged by almost 30%. As a result, the economic conditions deteriorated subgiantiall
2008. Paradoxically, the financial situation of the average vessel moved in the opposite
direction of the economic environment. In 2007, in spite of improvements in the
economic environment, vessels did not expand production. On the contrary, they seemed
to reduce effort. As a result, their fairly constant fixed costs led to diveegash flow

and large and negative net revenues and returns. In 2008, as the economic environment
deteriorated mostly due to fuel prices and operations (as defined by landings, fuel use,
costs) stayed roughly the same as in 2007, the cash flow, net revenues, and returns
improved mostly due to the cutting of fixed costs, something the average vesseidail

do in 2007.

These results are averages and hence hide the variation that clearlyigxistall fleets
and all categories. Although the financial situation for the average vesdebk, some
vessels are profitable.
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Appendix 1: 2008 Survey Instrument
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OMB Control # 0648-0476 Expires 04/30/2010

2008 Annual Economic Survey of Federal Gulf Shrimp Permit Holders

Permit owner name: «Primary Mailing Recipients Permit # SPGM-«Permity

Vessel name: «Vessel» Vessel ID: « VESID»

Even if this vessel was inactive in 2008 please complete this survey (especially Q7, Q8, and Page 2).

Enter ““0” if you did not have any expenses in a category. Do not leave blank!

Total 2008 Expenses:

s On this page we would like you to enter the total financial expenses (actual dollar payments) you
incurred during 2008 for the operation and keeping of the vessel listed above.

¢ For ecach question enter the sum of all 2008 expenses.

¢ Please consult the detailed instructions if you are unsure about any question.
1. Is the owner also the captain of this vessel? OYes ONo

2. If owner is captain, is the owner paid a captain’s share? O Yes O No O N/A

If Yes, total amount of captain’s share: $ . . .00
3. Total amount paid to HIRED crew and captain(s) of this vessel: $ , ., .00
ot to Owner! For example: from IRS Form(s) 1099-MISC or equivalent)
4. Total amount paid for the fuel used by this vessel in 2008: $ ., .00
5. a) Estimated average price of fuel in 2008: $ . per gallon
b) Total amount of fuel purchased: ~ , | gallons
6. Total amount paid for all frip related supplies or expenses (other than fuel): $ , , .00

(For example: ice, groceries, oil and lubricants, freezing, packaging, and cleaning supplies)

7. a) Total amount paid for any vessel maintenance, repair, replacement,
new purchase or upgrade (including engine, gear, electronics, etc.) $ ; .00

b) The answer to Question 7. a) includes (check all that apply):

O Maintenance or regular repairs O Major repairs or haul-out O New purchase or upgrade

8. Overhead applicable to this vessel (include Loan Payments and

Insurance Premium; exclude depreciation and income taxes): $ ., .00
(For example: loan payments, insurance, dockage, licenses, (share of) rent, utilities, prof. services, truck expenses)
9. Total 2008 Expenses (the above entries should sum to this value): $_ ., __ ,___.00

Page 1 of 2

66



OMB Control # 0648-0476 Expires 04/30/2010

Other Important Economic Information (permit #: SPGM-«Permit»):
10. Vessel insurance in 2008 (check all that apply): O None OHull 0O P&I

If Hull insured, enter coverage level if vesselislost: $ ., | .00
(do not enter monthly or annual insurance premium}

11. Appraised value of this vessel (if insured) or best estimate of this value (if not insured):

a) Market value of vessel including permit (anytime in2008). ¢ ., . .00
b) Market value of vessel without permit (anytime in 2008): $ ., ., .00
¢) Original purchase price of vessel: $ _ . ___.___00
(estimate original value if gift or self-built)
12. Did you have any loan(s) on your vessel at any time during 2008: OYes ONo
If Yes: a) Total amount you still owe at end of 2008: $ ., .00
b) Total loan payments in 2008: $ ., __ .00
Please split b) into: ¢) Interest paid in 2008: $ ., .00
d) Principal repaidin2008: $ ., . .00
13. Depreciation of vessel as claimed for tax purposes (2008): R 0

14. During 2008 this vessel was active in (check all that apply):
O Shrimp Fishery O Other Commercial Fisheries [0 Non-Fishing Income Activities [0 Not Active

15. Total gross revenue generated by this vessel in commercial
fisheries OTHER than shrimp in 2008 (if none enter “07)  : $ , \ .00

16. Government payments received for this vessel in 2008; for example
due to imports and low shrimp prices (tariff money; trade assistance
adjustment payments) or hurricanes/disaster relief (if none enter “07): § | 5 .00

I certify that the information contained on this form is accurate and complete to the best of my
knowledge:

Signature of person completing report Date
( )
Printed name of person signing report Phone number

Please return this completed form in the enclosed prepaid envelope!
[Mail to: NMFS; Miami Lab; P.O. Box 491500; Key Biscayne, F1. 33149]

Thank You!

Other Questions (voluntary)

1. Would you like to receive future economic surveys in Vietnamese? O Yes 0O No

2. Would you like to receive the results (2008 fact sheet) when they becomes available? O Yes O No

3. Please use the reverse side or a separate piece of paper for any comments. We appreciate any comments
concerning this survey effort and any ideas on how to improve or simplify it.

Page 2 of 2
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Appendix 2: 2008 Survey Instructions
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Detailed Instructions

Please check that your information at the top of Page 1 is correct. If not, pesbemiint the correct
information in the white space.

Page 1 — Total 2008 Expenses

OnPage 1we would like you to enter the total financial expenses you incurred during 2008 for t
operation and keepingf your vesselwith the registration number listed at the top of the page. This
should correspond to actual dollar payments made. For each question enter the sRa08f all
expenses in that category. If you hé@ expenses in a category, please enter “@hd do not leave
any spaces blank.

» Please be comprehensivecount for all the expensesncurred by this boat in 2008 étage 1

* Pleasavoid double counting Any expense should appear only a single timPage 1

» If an expense benefits this vessel as well as other vessel(s) and/ordaperasions (such as
processing)only list the share of the expensthat can be assigned to this vessel.

» Feel free to round numbers to the nearest $100, such as entering $ 3,600.00 rather than $ 3,643.00.

Question 1: Check the YES box, if you (the owner) also act as captain for this vessel. Chisick the
box if you hired captain(s) to operate this vessel.

Question 2: If you checked NO on Question 1, check N/A (not applicable). Check theb¥ig3f

you separately account for your incoasscaptain (as opposed tas owneri.e. business profit). If you
checked Yegenter the total amount you paid yourself on the following line. If you do not pay yourself
a captain’s share, simply check the No box and continue with question 4.

Question 3: Enter the sum of all hired crew and captains’ shares paid during 2008. This should
reflect the amount the crew and captain(s) actually received, includirgpanges, but excluding any
contributions she/he made to cover operating costs. DO NOT include amounts paid togtie ow

Question 4: Enter the total amount spent on fuel in 2008. The total amount should reflect the actual
amount paid for the fuel used by this vessel; including those portions “paid” out ofwhe are
captain’s shares.

Question 5: a) Please estimate, as best you can, the average price per gallon you peatlifor f
2008 (in dollars and cents per gallon).  b) Enter the total number of gallons of fuel you purchased
in 2008 in order to operate this vessel and all its equipment (such as generatorzars) fiéthis
number is not available, then divide the amount entered in Question 4 by the estimatpdrpgilon
entered in a) and enter this amount in the space provided.

Question 6: Enter the sum of all remaining expenses incurred on a ‘per fishing trip’ib&H68.
This should exclude all amounts already listed in the above questions, i.e. amounts e to cr
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captain or fuel. Please sum all your expenses for: ice, groceries, ailbrinduhts, freezing and
packaging supplies, gloves, processing, storage, cleaning supplies or sandcasy other trip
related expense.

Question 7: a) Enter the total 2008 expenses, not already listed above, related to the vessel (hull
and all) and associated equipment, such as fishing gear (nets, trawl doorsgetejsgrireezers and
electronics. Include all expenses for maintenance, repair, replacemeatjegpgnd new purchases.
Also include haul-outs, rebuilds, retrofits, etc.

b) This question asks about the type of expenses that are included in Qées}ion
Please check all the boxes that apply. Check the first box if some or all the exgtedas 7.a) were
for normal maintenance or regular repairs and repeated replacensehtagsvorn out nets). Check
“Major repairs and haul-out” if you incurred expenses in 2008 that occur less thafiyammelade
haul-outs, repairs during haul-outs, and other major repairs or replacement; ot arpsnaes
resulting from unexpected events such as hurricanes, accidents or theft. CaedkViistments or
upgrades” if you spent money on the vessel that extend its functionality, sucheasasan engine
power, new electronic systems, increases or improvements to fishingtgear, e

Question 8: Enter the total amount of overhead applicable to this vessel. Typical overheadksxpens
include: Dockage/mooring, rent, utilities, insurance, loan payments, commeltuiad fisenses and
permits, property taxes and other fees, (share of) car or truck expensepfisbffice expenses,

(share of) accountant, lawyer, other professional services fees, and amnoitle expenditure paid

by the vessel (not already included in Questions 1 throughVé}y Important on Question 8:

* Include: Loan Payments(interest and principal) adsurance premiums for the vessel!
» Exclude: Depreciation andincome Tax

» If an overhead expense benefits this vessel AND other vessel(s) and/ordoperedions (such as
processing), then only list ti#hare of the expenséhat can be assigned to this vessel.

End of Page 1: Please make sure you have accounted for all expenses associated with the
operation and keeping of this vessel in 2008ere are expenses not yet accounted for, please add
them to the category they fit best:

» If they are trip-related, add them to Question 6.

» If they relate to the vessel, gear and equipment, add them to Question 7.

» If they fit in neither of the above categories, add them to Question 8 (overhead ordredates
Costs).

Question 9: Enter the total financial expenses you incurred during 2008 for the operation and
keeping of this vessel. This number should equal the sum of all $ dollar expenses enteredlon Pag

Page 2 — Other Important Economic Information

Question 10: Check the boxes for how your vessel was insured in 2008. Check all that apply or
‘None’ if your vessel was not insurdthe hull was insured, then enter the total amount the hull was
insured for, i.e. the maximum dollar amount the insurance would have paid in case olioagatbthe
vessel. Do not enter your monthly or yearly insurance premiums or payments!
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Question 11: Enter the market value of your vessel in 2008. Please enter the most acculse num
you have. If the vessel is insured, please consult your insurance recolisévalues. Otherwise,
please give us your best estimate or guess. For market value incluamg(pgrplease enter the
approximate amount you would expect to receive if you had sold your vessel aad Gad&5.

Atlantic shrimp permit(s) together during 2008. For market value without p@nlease enter the
amount you would expect to receive if you had sold your vessel in 2008 without the fed&&l Gul
Atlantic shrimp permit(s). c¢) Enter your purchase price of the vessel. If the vessel was a giff-or sel
built please estimate the approximate value at the time.

Question 12: Check YES if you had any outstanding loans on your vessaly time during 2008

If Yes, enter:  a) the amount of principal still needing to be paid baicthe end of 2008and

b) your total loan payments for this vessel in 2008. Please split your total loan pagmtentsl under
b) into: c) the total sum of interest paid in 2008; and) the total amount of principal repaid in
2008. Please estimate if you do not have the exact numbers.

Question 13: Enter the amount of depreciation you claimed for your vessel on your 2008 tax retur

Question 14: Please indicate in what fisheries or other income activities your vesseipaded in
during 2008. Pleasgheck all the boxes that applyCheck “Shrimp Fishery” if this vessel caught
shrimp anywhere for commercial sale. Check “Other Commercialieéshé your vessel participated
in any commercial fisheries other than shrimp. Check “Non-Fishing Inéatngties” if this vessel
was used to generate income besides commercial fishing (oil work, chiarder, e

Check “Not Active” if your vessel did not generate any revenue or income during 2008.

Question 15: Enter the total sum of all revenue generated by this vessel in 2008 in commercial
fisheriesother than shrimp. This can include revenue generated in the Gulf of Mexico as well as the
rest of the Atlantic Ocean and elsewhere; from State, Federal or inteahataters; offshore or

inshore; etc. It should not include any revenue generated by the sale of shrigi &auvhere).

Question 16: Enter the sum of all payments received by this vessel in 2008 from federalasthte
local governments. Such as payments resulting from low shrimp prices and thieglofimports
(for example, tariff monies received from U.S. Customs, trade assistansaraa)t payments
received from the U.S. Department of Agriculture, “kickbacks”, incentives,atd.flisaster relief
(monies received for hurricane recovery).

If you have any questions, please call Todd Glodek or Christopher Liese at (305) 361-4263.

PAPERWORK REDUCTION ACT STATEMENT:

Public reporting burden for this collection of infieation is estimated to average 45 minutes peoresy including the
time for reviewing the instructions, searching éxésting data sources, gathering and maintainiegittta needed, and
completing and reviewing the collection of inforieat Send comments regarding this burden estintaa@yother
suggestions for reducing this burden to Christojhliese, National Marine Fisheries Service, SouthEeheries Science
Center, 75 Virginia Beach Drive, Miami, Florida 31 Information submitted will be treated as coefitlal in accordance
with NOAA Administrative Order 216-100. Notwiths@ing any other provision of the law, no persoreguired to
respond to, nor shall any person be subject tanalfyefor failure to comply with, a collection afformation subject to the
requirements of the Paperwork Reduction Act, urtleascollection displays a currently valid OMB @ah Number. This
reporting is required for permit renewal. NMFS riegsi this information for the conservation and ngment of marine
fishery resources. These data will be used to etaliine economic effects of proposed regulatiotisdrfishery.
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Fishery Bulletin:

Southeast Fishery Bulletin

Mational Marine Fisheries Service, Scutheast Regional Office, 263 13® Avenue South, St. Petersburg, Flerida 33701

FOR INFORMATION CONTACT:
(See specific contacts for each program below)

February 20, 2009
FB09-013

Notice of Federal Data Collections in the Gulf Shrimp Fishery in 2009

NOAA Fisheries Service is working to improve the
quality of information available for the Gulf of
Mexico shrimp fishery. Having appropriate and
current data enables the Gulf of Mexico Fishery
Management Council and NOAA Fisheries Service
to carry out responsive and timely fisheries
management.

Since the implementation of the shrimp permit
moratorium, NOAA Fisheries Service’s Southeast
Fisheries Science Center started several new data
collections. This bulletin provides federal shrimp
permit holders an overview of the data collection
requirements related to the federal Gulf of Mexico
moratorium shrimp permit.

Federal Gulf shrimp permits are renewed annually.
The application for renewal needs to be received
within one year of the permmt’s expiration date. The
permit office can be reached by calling (877) 376-
4877 (toll free). Permit related information also can
be found on the Web at; hitp://sero.mmfs.noaa.gov.

Besides the annual permit renewal, every federal
shrimp permit holder is required to complete and
submit the following:

1. “Annual Landings Form” (Gulf of Mexico
Shrimp Federal Permit Reporting Form):

This one-page form collects total annual shnmp
landings in pounds and dollars by shrimp species
harvested from state and federal waters of the Gulf
of Mexico. This data collection is being continued
this year, asking for 2008 information. In
subsequent vears, the request will continue to be for
the previous year.

2. Gulf Shrimp Vessel & Gear Characterization
Form:

This form collects information about total annual
fishing effort (such as number of trips, days at sea,
and crew), and about the gear most commenly used
during the past year (such as details on typical gear
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configuration, bycatch reduction device and turtle
excluder device used, and on-board electromics).
This year, information will be requested for 2008.
In subsequent years, the request will continue to be
for the previous year.

Both of these forms are required for all permit
holders. Please direct any questions to Rebececa
Smith at (409) 766-3783. Forms are expected to be
mailed in March 2009. The due date is April 30,
2009.

In addition to the above forms, federal shrimp
permit holders may be selected to participate in
one or more additional data collections. Only a
limited number of wvessels will be sampled to
minimize the overall reporting burden on shnmp
fishermen. Federal shrimp permit holders will be
notified if selected for any of the following data
collections. If selected, participation is required
for permit renewal.

3. Annual Economic Survey of Federal Gulf Shrimp
Permit Holders:

If selected, federal shrimp permit holders are
required to provide data about operating expenses
and the cost of owning shrimp vessels to determine
the economic and social effects of regulations and
other factors affecting the profitability of the
fishery. The two-page survey will be sent annually
to a random sample of about 30 percent of
permitted vessels. Please direct any questions to
Christopher Liese at (305) 365-4109. Selection
letters are expected to be sent out in March 2009.
The information requested in this survey should be
readily available from tax or similar forms. The due
date is April 30, 2009. Results for 2006 can be
found on the Web at:

http:/fwww.sefse noaa.gov/PDFdocs/ShrimpE conT
M584 pdf

4. Electromc Logbook (ELB) Prograrm:
If selected, a wvessel will be equipped with an




electronic logbook provided by NOAA Fisheries
Service. The ELB program collects information
regarding the geographic location of effort. The
memory units will be changed two to four times
during the year, at no cost to the fisherman. The
contacts for the program are Benny Gallaway or
John Cole at LGL FEcological Research Associates,
Inc., (979) 775-2000. Selection is an ongoing
process, and notification is through the mail.

5. Onboard Observers Program:
If selected, federal shrimp permit holders will
obtain a Commercial Fishing Vessel Examination

decal and carry a NOAA Fisheries Service-
approved observer on selected trips. Observers
collect catch, effort, and other scientific

information, as necessary. Please direct any
questions to Elizabeth Scott-Denton at (409) 766-
3571. Sampling is conducted for three periods in
2009, starting in January, May, and September.
Notification is by certified letter.

6. Trip Interview Information:
If selected, federal shrimp permit holders need to
provide information for any fishing trip, as
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requested by authorized statistical reporting agents
of the NOAA Fisheries Service, including, but not
limited to, vessel identification, gear, effort, amount
of shrimp caught by species, shrimp condition
(heads on/heads off), fishing areas and depths, and
the person to whom the shrimp was sold.

Thank you for your past and future cooperation with
these data collection efforts. The information is
critical for more responsive and timely management
of the fishery. All individual information will be
treated strictly confidential.

How Can We Improve These Fishery Bulletins?
If you have any suggestions on how we may
improve future fishery bulletins, please contact:
Kim Amendola, Communication Specialist

Phone: (727) 551-5707

FAX: (727)824-5320

If you would like to receive these bulletins via e-
mail as soon as they are published, please e-mail us
at sero.communications. comments(@noaa.gov. You
will still receive a print copy of these bulletins
through the mail.
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Cover Letter:

é‘p"" D'f"-‘g" UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

§ % % | National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
o + | Sontheast Fisheries Science Center
g&, & | 75 Virginia Beach Dr.

e"’nrts of d’

Miami, Florida 33149

March 10, 2009

«Primary_Mailing Recipient»
«Street_Address»
«City», «State» «Zipcode»

Dear Permit Owner:

Together with the introduction of the permit moratorium, the NOAA Fisheries Service started an
Annual Economic Survey of Federal Gulf Shrimp Permit Holders. Each year we will randomly
select about 30% of permitted vessels in order to collect data about operating expenses and the costs
of owning and maintaining shrimp vessels.

You have been randomly selected to participate in this year’s survey. Enclosed is a form asking
about expenditures you made in 2008 for your vessel “«Vesszel» with the registration number
«VESID». You must complete and submit this survey in order to be digible for permit
renewal. Pleaze look at the enclosed material for more details on this survey effort and why we need
to collect this data

Please complete the enclosed survey form and retum it to us by April 30, 2009. A pre-addressed,
postage-paid envelope is enclosed All information you supply is confidential and will be combined
with information from other fishermen to present an overall view of the economic status of the
fishery and the problems it faces. If you wish receive the survey results once the data have been
analyzed, please mark the appropriate check box on the survey questionnaire.

By accurately completing this survey, you will ensure that management decisions are based on
cotrect information about the economic etfects of regulations on fishermen. Please print all requested
information clearly. A form with incomplete or unclear information cannot be entered into the
database and will be returned for clarification. If you have any questions or require help filling out
the survey, please contact Todd Glodek or Christopher Liese at (305) 3614263,

Thank you very much for your cooperation with this data collection and Good Luck this shrimping
season.

Sincerely yours,

Wﬁf& Z’DIM&

Christopher Liese
Resource Economist

BPGM«Permity
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Appendix 4: Data Cleaning Regressions (2008)
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Regression to estimate missing market values of weds

Regression to estimate missing depreciation of vets

Dependent variable: Market value (log)
Number of observatior 469
F Value (Pr > F)): 182.93 (<.0001)

Dependentaide: Depreciation
Number of observations: 334
F Value (Pr > F)) 70.57 (<.0001)

R-Squared: 0.6639 R-Squared: 0.5183

Variable Parameter Standard t Value Variable Parameter Standard t Value
Error Error

Intercept 4.837 0.649 7.45 Intercept -2,542.726 4,814.048 -0.53

Value bought (log) 0.463 0.037 12.4( Value bought 0.060 .00® 11.70

Horse power (log) 0.349 0.091 3.85 Length 39.668 93.936 42 (.

Age (log) -0.253 0.067 -3.80 Horse power -3.535 6.372 505

Hull insurance (dumm 0.341 0.079 4.33 Fuel use 0.064 0.045 142

Texas (dummy) -0.353 0.062 -5.74 Texas (dummy) -4,521.25021.163 -2.24

Regression to estimate value of owner's captain lab Regression to estimate equipment cost breakup

Dependent variable: Captain's share (log) Dependsatdhble: Equipment expenses

Number of observatior 71 Number of observations: 363

F Value (Pr > F)): 147.68 (<.0001) F Value (Pr >F)) 9.31 (<.0001)

R-Squared: 0.6816 R-Squared: 0.0492

Variable Parameter Standard tValue Variable Parameter Standard tValue
Error Error

Intercept 2.349 0.602 3.90 Intercept 19,308 1,620 1191

Crew share (log) 0.708 0.058 12.1% Major repair (dummy) 11,648 2,846 4.09

New investment (dumn 1,947 3,139 0.62
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Appendix 5:
Tables with 2008 Financial and Economic Results {&rages)
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Table 14: F&E Results: Averages for the Total Fleet by Fishery

(in USD unless otherwise noted) Total Total Fleet
Fleet Other Fish S. Atlantic Shrimp Gulf Shrimp
# of Observations 497 9 20 463
Vessel Characteristics

Length (feet) 67 69 75 67

Gross tons 101 111 116 100

Horse power 511 648 523 507

Year built 1986 1991 1988 1986

Hull material - Steel (%) 76% 89% 65% 7%

Refrigeration - Freezer (%) 57% 11% 50% 58%

Fuel capacity (gallons) 12,620 12,079 11,825 12,622

State - Florida (%) 15% 0% 35% 15%

State - Alabama or Mississippi (%) 14% 11% 0% 15%

State - Louisiana (%) 26% 11% 0% 28%

State - Texas (%) 38% 11% 0% 41%

Balance Sheet (end of 2008)

Assets - Market value of vessel 204,786 1,582,301 396,705 165,101
Original value of vessel (at purchase price) 236,988 594,849 342,308 226,638
Implicit permit value 44,567 864,125 147,889 21,242

Liabilities - Loan on vessel 71,141 501,020 79,620 61,274

% of vessels with loan 42% 67% 55% 41%

Equity - Owner's equity in vessel 133,645 1,081,282 317,085 103,828

Insurance coverage (% of vessels / % of assets) 34% | 49% 67% / 40% 55% / 52% 33% / 52%
Vessel Operation (2008)

Actively shrimping (%) 81% 0% 100% 83%

Owner-operator (%) 49% 22% 40% 50%

Shrimp landed (pounds) 58,110 0 117,856 57,286

Shrimp price per pound (vessel basis / pound basis) 3.27/3.30 - 2.2712.25 3.32/3.40

Annual fuel use (gallons) 32,020 33,399 40,566 31,948

Fuel price per gallon (vessel basis / gallon basis) 3.15/3.10 3.50/3.63 3.19/3.19 3.15/3.08

Fuel efficiency | (vessel basis / gallon basis) 2.8/1.8 - 29/29 2.8/18

Fuel efficiency Il (vessel basis / gallon basis) 7.7216.00 - 6.64 /6.53 7.7816.09

Cash Flow (2008)

Inflow - Total 214,702 790,426 381,505 198,625

Shrimp landings 192,046 0 265,094 194,697

Non-shrimp landings 20,037 786,659 116,411 1,188

Government payments received (shrimp related) 2,620 3,767 0 2,740

Outflow - Total 210,367 628,078 334,596 197,310

Fuel 99,198 121,310 129,238 98,498

Other supplies 17,271 40,893 31,276 16,393

Crew & captain (hired) 48,107 275,561 89,006 42,438

Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 17,032 38,878 29,457 15,517

Major repair and haul-out 3,437 5,305 5,535 2,903

Overhead (excluding loan payments) 11,992 58,834 32,930 10,154

Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 4,653 39,056 4,416 3,899

Principal payments made (on vessel loans) 8,258 47,775 11,943 7,173

New investments and upgrades (in vessel) 419 466 793 334

Net Cash Flow 4,336 162,348 46,909 1,314
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Table 14: F&E Results: Averages for the Total Fleet by Fishery, cont.

Total Total Fleet
Fleet Other Fish S. Atlantic Shrimp Gulf Shrimp
# of Observations 497 9 20 463
Income Statement (2008)
Operating Activities
Revenue (from commercial fishing) 212,082 786,659 381,505 195,885
Expenses 216,916 589,319 352,960 204,696
Variable costs - Supplies 53.7% 27.5% 45.5% 56.1%
Fuel 45.7% 20.6% 36.6% 48.1%
Other supplies 8.0% 6.9% 8.9% 8.0%
Variable costs - Labor 25.3% 46.8% 28.8% 24.0%
Crew & captain (hired) 22.2% 46.8% 25.2% 20.7%
Owner's vessel time 3.1% 0.0% 3.5% 3.3%
Fixed costs 21.0% 25.7% 25.8% 19.8%
Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 7.9% 6.6% 8.3% 7.6%
Major repair and haul-out 1.6% 0.9% 1.6% 1.4%
Depreciation 6.0% 8.2% 6.5% 5.9%
Overhead (excluding loan payments) 5.5% 10.0% 9.3% 5.0%
Net Revenue from Operations (4,834) 197,340 28,545 (8,811)
Non-Operating Activities
Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 4,653 39,056 4,416 3,899
Government payments received (shrimp related) 2,620 3,767 0 2,740
Net Revenue (before taxes) (6,866) 162,051 24,129 (9,970)
Owner's vessel time 6,815 0 12,520 6,774
Depreciation 13,064 48,537 22,996 12,018
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Table 15: F&E Results: Averages for the Total Fleet by State

] ) Total Fleet
(in USD unless otherwise noted) FL ALMS LA ™ Other
# of Observations 77 35+ 34 131 190 30
Vessel Characteristics

Length (feet) 59 69 61 73 75

Gross tons 80 107 75 122 127

Horse power 387 535 492 549 611

Year built 1981 1988 1988 1985 1991

Hull material - Steel (%) 25% 77% 76% 96% 83%

Refrigeration - Freezer (%) 57% 55% 24% 81% 47%

Fuel capacity (gallons) 6,784 14,594 8,114 16,905 15,588

State - Florida (%) 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%

State - Alabama or Mississippi (%) 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%

State - Louisiana (%) 0% 0% 100% 0% 0%

State - Texas (%) 0% 0% 0% 100% 0%

Balance Sheet (end of 2008)

Assets - Market value of vessel 111,695 241,280 165,484 157,494 830,922
Original value of vessel (at purchase price) 150,125 286,768 177,812 269,229 399,655
Implicit permit value 6,158 23,810 20,905 26,000 343,893

Liabilities - Loan on vessel 27,018 96,224 43,820 74,216 226,521

% of vessels with loan 30% 43% 41% 47% 47%

Equity - Owner's equity in vessel 84,677 145,056 121,664 83,278 604,401

Insurance coverage (% of vessels / % of assets) 14% / 23% 45% | 62% 30% / 38% 35% / 58% 77% [ 49%
Vessel Operation (2008)

Actively shrimping (%) 83% 81% 82% 82% 63%

Owner-operator (%) 43% 54% 73% 37% 27%

Shrimp landed (pounds) 49,041 57,664 53,556 64,226 63,567

Shrimp price per pound (vessel basis / pound basis) 3.63/3.02 3.19/356 236/249 3.85/3.89 2.69/2.60

Annual fuel use (gallons) 20,828 34,865 19,636 43,015 38,638

Fuel price per gallon (vessel basis / gallon basis) 3.14/319 3.27/3.17 3.29/3.15 3.00/3.01 3.28/3.32

Fuel efficiency | (vessel basis / gallon basis) 24124 28117 45127 1.8/15 24/1.6

Fuel efficiency Il (vessel basis / gallon basis) 8.67/7.10 8.35/589 845/6.78 6.79/5.81 6.15/4.28

Cash Flow (2008)

Inflow - Total 149,993 210,830 143,059 251,332 470,551

Shrimp landings 147,952 205,474 133,195 249,803 165,517

Non-shrimp landings 1,056 2,035 3,020 1,134 304,177

Government payments received (shrimp related) 984 3,321 6,844 396 856

Outflow - Total 148,377 223,574 134,501 248,671 427,788

Fuel 66,426 110,635 61,876 129,471 128,248

Other supplies 11,321 14,869 15,184 19,889 30,593

Crew & captain (hired) 41,301 47,534 29,037 50,897 132,496

Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 14,642 15,880 9,419 20,127 39,460

Major repair and haul-out 2,571 3,790 2,088 3,205 12,215

Overhead (excluding loan payments) 7,813 13,509 6,816 12,345 39,595

Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 1,250 6,431 3,138 4,482 17,001

Principal payments made (on vessel loans) 2,731 10,656 6,593 7,909 26,405

New investments and upgrades (in vessel) 323 271 350 346 1,775

Net Cash Flow 1,615 (12,745) 8,559 2,662 42,762
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Table 15: F&E Results: Averages for the Total Fleet by State, cont.

Total Fleet
FL AL+MS LA > Other
# of Observations 77 35+34 131 190 30
Income Statement (2008)
Operating Activities
Revenue (from commercial fishing) 149,009 207,509 136,215 250,936 469,695
Expenses 159,350 230,011 143,813 254,393 416,403
Variable costs - Supplies 48.8% 54.6% 53.6% 58.7% 38.1%
Fuel 41.7% 48.1% 43.0% 50.9% 30.8%
Other supplies 7.1% 6.5% 10.6% 7.8% 7.3%
Variable costs - Labor 30.1% 23.9% 26.5% 22.2% 32.9%
Crew & captain (hired) 25.9% 20.7% 20.2% 20.0% 31.8%
Owner's vessel time 4.2% 3.2% 6.4% 2.1% 1.1%
Fixed costs 21.1% 21.5% 19.9% 19.1% 29.0%
Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 9.2% 6.9% 6.5% 7.9% 9.5%
Major repair and haul-out 1.6% 1.6% 1.5% 1.3% 2.9%
Depreciation 5.4% 7.1% 7.1% 5.1% 7.1%
Overhead (excluding loan payments) 4.9% 5.9% 4.7% 4.9% 9.5%
Net Revenue from Operations (10,342) (22,502) (7,598) (3,456) 53,292
Non-Operating Activities
Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 1,250 6,431 3,138 4,482 17,001
Government payments received (shrimp related) 984 3,321 6,844 396 856
Net Revenue (before taxes) (10,608) (25,612) (3,892) (7,542) 37,146
Owner's vessel time 6,619 7,407 9,144 5,455 4,400
Depreciation 8,658 16,387 10,250 13,004 29,397
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Table 16: F&E Results: Averages for the Gulf Shrimp Fleet by State andtimtyAc

Status
. . Gulf Shrimp Fleet Gulf Shrimp Fleet
(in USD unless otherwise noted) FL AL+MS LA > Inactive Active
# of Observations 70 35 + 33 130 189 80 383
Vessel Characteristics
Length (feet) 57 70 62 73 59 68
Gross tons 76 108 75 122 75 105
Horse power 370 536 494 550 383 533
Year built 1980 1988 1988 1985 1979 1987
Hull material - Steel (%) 23% 76% 7% 96% 63% 80%
Refrigeration - Freezer (%) 56% 56% 25% 81% 39% 62%
Fuel capacity (gallons) 6,350 14,765 8,175 16,984 8,383 13,508
State - Florida (%) 100% 0% 0% 0% 16% 15%
State - Alabama or Mississippi (%) 0% 100% 0% 0% 15% 15%
State - Louisiana (%) 0% 0% 100% 0% 28% 28%
State - Texas (%) 0% 0% 0% 100% 41% 41%
Balance Sheet (end of 2008)
Assets - Market value of vessel 94,449 244,093 166,603 157,954 76,355 183,639
Original value of vessel (at purchase price) 126,281 290,147 179,102 269,860 99,417 253,212
Implicit permit value 5,445 24,253 21,019 26,000 9,165 23,479
Liabilities - Loan on vessel 21,447 97,639 43,968 74,609 25,258 68,796
% of vessels with loan 27% 44% 41% 47% 26% 45%
Equity - Owner's equity in vessel 73,002 146,453 122,635 83,345 51,097 114,842
Insurance coverage (% of vessels / % of assets) 14% /25% 46%/62% 30%/38% 35% /59% 6% /11% 38% /55%
Vessel Operation (2008)
Actively shrimping (%) 81% 82% 83% 83% 0% 100%
Owner-operator (%) 41% 53% 73% 38% 41% 52%
Shrimp landed (pounds) 39,091 58,512 53,968 64,566 30 69,246
Shrimp price per pound (vessel basis / pound basis) 3.80/3.32 3.19/356 2.36/2.49 3.85/3.89| 2.01/1.78 3.33/3.40
Annual fuel use (gallons) 18,273 35,353 19,781 43,209 10 38,619
Fuel price per gallon (vessel basis / gallon basis) 3.14/3.20 3.28/3.17 3.29/3.15 3.00/3.01| 3.04/2.99 3.15/3.08
Fuel efficiency | (vessel basis / gallon basis) 23/21 2.8/1.7 45/2.7 18/15 0.0/2.9 28/18
Fuel efficiency Il (vessel basis / gallon basis) 8.88/7.10 8.35/5.90 8.45/6.79 6.79/5.81| 0.00/5.23 7.78/6.09
Cash Flow (2008)
Inflow - Total 131,550 213,420 143,965 251,523 620 239,983
Shrimp landings 129,724 208,496 134,220 251,124 53 235,354
Non-shrimp landings 743 1,716 2,906 1 0 1,436
Government payments received (shrimp related) 1,082 3,208 6,839 398 567 3,193
Outflow - Total 130,755 226,590 135,438 249,333 9,948 236,446
Fuel 58,436 112,185 62,331 130,035 30 119,066
Other supplies 8,925 15,047 15,273 19,920 56 19,806
Crew & captain (hired) 37,755 48,233 29,260 50,774 123 51,277
Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 12,858 15,973 9,484 20,206 4,023 17,918
Major repair and haul-out 2,321 3,845 2,099 3,205 853 3,331
Overhead (excluding loan payments) 6,082 13,707 6,869 12,389 2,350 11,784
Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 1,284 6,525 3,148 4,506 732 4,561
Principal payments made (on vessel loans) 2,860 10,813 6,622 7,951 1,647 8,327
New investments and upgrades (in vessel) 233 261 352 348 134 376
Net Cash Flow 795 (13,170) 8,527 2,190 (9,328) 3,537
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Table 16: F&E Results: Averages for the Gulf Shrimp Fleet by State andtimtyAc

Status, cont.

Gulf Shrimp Fleet

Gulf Shrimp Fleet

FL AL+MS LA X Inactive Active
# of Observations 70 35 + 33 130 189 80 383
Income Statement (2008)
Operating Activities
Revenue (from commercial fishing) 130,468 210,213 137,126 251,125 53 236,790
Expenses 139,291 233,067 144,858 255,070 9,555 245,456
Variable costs - Supplies 48.4% 54.6% 53.6% 58.8% 0.9% 56.6%
Fuel 42.0% 48.1% 43.0% 51.0% 0.3% 48.5%
Other supplies 6.4% 6.5% 10.5% 7.8% 0.6% 8.1%
Variable costs - Labor 30.9% 23.9% 26.6% 22.1% 1.3% 24.2%
Crew & captain (hired) 27.1% 20.7% 20.2% 19.9% 1.3% 20.9%
Owner's vessel time 3.8% 3.2% 6.4% 2.1% 0.0% 3.3%
Fixed costs 20.7% 21.5% 19.9% 19.2% 97.8% 19.2%
Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 9.2% 6.9% 6.5% 7.9% 42.1% 7.3%
Major repair and haul-out 1.7% 1.6% 1.4% 1.3% 8.9% 1.4%
Depreciation 5.4% 7.1% 7.1% 5.1% 22.2% 5.7%
Overhead (excluding loan payments) 4.4% 5.9% 4.7% 4.9% 24.6% 4.8%
Net Revenue from Operations (8,824) (22,854) (7,732) (3,945) (9,502) (8,666)
Non-Operating Activities
Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 1,284 6,525 3,148 4,506 732 4,561
Government payments received (shrimp related) 1,082 3,208 6,839 398 567 3,193
Net Revenue (before taxes) (9,026) (26,172) (4,041) (8,053) (9,667) (10,034)
Owner's vessel time 5,331 7,516 9,214 5,484 0 8,189
Depreciation 7,583 16,559 10,329 13,058 2,119 14,085
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Table 17: F&E Results: Averages for the Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet by State

) . Active Gulf Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet
(in USD unless otherwise noted) Shrim FL ALMS LA >
# of Observations 383 57 27 +29 108 156
Vessel Characteristics

Length (feet) 68 58 72 63 75

Gross tons 105 78 116 79 128

Horse power 533 372 566 515 585

Year built 1987 1981 1989 1989 1987

Hull material - Steel (%) 80% 25% 80% 81% 98%

Refrigeration - Freezer (%) 62% 58% 61% 26% 88%

Fuel capacity (gallons) 13,508 6,613 15,998 8,775 18,141

State - Florida (%) 15% 100% 0% 0% 0%

State - Alabama or Mississippi (%) 15% 0% 100% 0% 0%

State - Louisiana (%) 28% 0% 0% 100% 0%

State - Texas (%) 41% 0% 0% 0% 100%

Balance Sheet (end of 2008)

Assets - Market value of vessel 183,639 90,378 272,643 189,264 177,903
Original value of vessel (at purchase price) 253,212 123,539 334,589 200,359 304,395
Implicit permit value 23,479 5,789 24,076 22,328 30,434

Liabilities - Loan on vessel 68,796 14,719 116,508 52,677 82,593

% of vessels with loan 45% 25% 50% 45% 51%

Equity - Owner's equity in vessel 114,842 75,659 156,135 136,587 95,310

Insurance coverage (% of vessels / % of assets) 38% / 55% 14% / 27% 54% | 67% 35% / 40% 42% | 62%

Vessel Operation (2008)

Actively shrimping (%) 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Owner-operator (%) 52% 44% 52% 7% 39%
Shrimp landed (pounds) 69,246 48,007 71,035 64,947 78,225
Shrimp price per pound (vessel basis / pound basis) 3.33/3.40| 3.80/3.32 3.23/356 237/249 3.85/3.89
Annual fuel use (gallons) 38,619 22,437 42,929 23,810 52,345
Fuel price per gallon (vessel basis / gallon basis) 3.15/3.08/ 3.14/3.20 3.28/3.17 3.29/3.15 2.99/3.01
Fuel efficiency | (vessel basis / gallon basis) 2.8/1.8 23/2.1 28117 45127 1.8/15
Fuel efficiency Il (vessel basis / gallon basis) 7.78/6.09] 8.88/7.10 8.35/590 8.45/6.78 6.79/5.81

Cash Flow (2008)

Inflow - Total 239,983 161,428 258,996 173,020 304,702
Shrimp landings 235,354 159,310 253,140 161,539 304,247
Non-shrimp landings 1,436 913 2,084 3,498 1
Government payments received (shrimp related) 3,193 1,205 3,772 7,983 454
Outflow - Total 236,446 154,985 274,222 161,957 300,090
Fuel 119,066 71,753 136,225 75,028 157,531
Other supplies 19,806 10,905 18,272 18,384 24,125
Crew & captain (hired) 51,277 46,243 58,569 35,221 61,497
Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 17,918 13,667 19,010 11,317 23,401
Major repair and haul-out 3,331 2,818 4,558 2,511 3,509
Overhead (excluding loan payments) 11,784 5,601 16,494 8,197 14,591
Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 4,561 872 7,857 3,721 5,412
Principal payments made (on vessel loans) 8,327 2,984 12,958 7,156 9,607
New investments and upgrades (in vessel) 376 141 281 424 419
Net Cash Flow 3,537 6,443 (15,226) 11,062 4,611
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Table 17: F&E Results: Averages for the Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet by,Staié.

Active Gulf Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet
Shrimp FL AL+MS LA X
# of Observations 383 57 27 +29 108 156
Income Statement (2008)
Operating Activities
Revenue (from commercial fishing) 236,790 160,223 255,224 165,037 304,248
Expenses 245,456 165,673 281,988 173,880 306,799
Variable costs - Supplies 56.6% 49.9% 54.8% 53.7% 59.2%
Fuel 48.5% 43.3% 48.3% 43.1% 51.3%
Other supplies 8.1% 6.6% 6.5% 10.6% 7.9%
Variable costs - Labor 24.2% 31.9% 24.0% 26.6% 22.2%
Crew & captain (hired) 20.9% 27.9% 20.8% 20.3% 20.0%
Owner's vessel time 3.3% 4.0% 3.2% 6.4% 2.2%
Fixed costs 19.2% 18.2% 21.2% 19.6% 18.6%
Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 7.3% 8.2% 6.7% 6.5% 7.6%
Major repair and haul-out 1.4% 1.7% 1.6% 1.4% 1.1%
Depreciation 5.7% 4.9% 7.0% 7.0% 5.1%
Overhead (excluding loan payments) 4.8% 3.4% 5.8% 4.7% 4.8%
Net Revenue from Operations (8,666) (5,449) (26,764) (8,843) (2,551)
Non-Operating Activities
Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 4,561 872 7,857 3,721 5,412
Government payments received (shrimp related) 3,193 1,205 3,772 7,983 454
Net Revenue (before taxes) (10,034) (5,117) (30,848) (4,581) (7,509)
Owner's vessel time 8,189 6,547 9,127 11,091 6,643
Depreciation 14,085 8,139 19,735 12,133 15,503
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Table 18: F&E Results: Averages for the Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet by dgga&iion and

by Hull Material

) . Active Gulf|Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet
(in USD unless otherwise noted) - ;
Shrimp Freezer Ice Steel Wood Fiberglass
# of Observations 383 237 133 305 22 55
Vessel Characteristics

Length (feet) 68 76 58 73 54 49

Gross tons 105 132 66 118 56 52

Horse power 533 618 411 580 315 361

Year built 1987 1989 1984 1989 1975 1983

Hull material - Steel (%) 80% 90% 69% 100% 0% 0%

Refrigeration - Freezer (%) 62% 100% 0% 70% 36% 29%

Fuel capacity (gallons) 13,508 18,669 5,588 16,149 3,199 3,188

State - Florida (%) 15% 14% 8% 5% 45% 60%

State - Alabama or Mississippi (%) 15% 14% 17% 15% 36% 5%

State - Louisiana (%) 28% 12% 60% 29% 14% 31%

State - Texas (%) 41% 58% 14% 50% 5% 4%

Balance Sheet (end of 2008)

Assets - Market value of vessel 183,639 237,687 100,853 209,489 56,907 88,334
Original value of vessel (at purchase price) 253,212 347,619 105,921 295,272 68,268 95,824
Implicit permit value 23,479 30,322 13,131 26,735 7,000 14,720

Liabilities - Loan on vessel 68,796 100,212 18,923 83,822 8,555 10,402

% of vessels with loan 45% 57% 25% 51% 18% 20%

Equity - Owner's equity in vessel 114,842 137,475 81,930 125,667 48,352 77,931

Insurance coverage (% of vessels / % of assets) 38% /55% | 54% /64% 14%/20% | 46% / 60% 0% /0% 11%/15%
Vessel Operation (2008)

Actively shrimping (%) 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Owner-operator (%) 52% 38% 80% 51% 64% 49%

Shrimp landed (pounds) 69,246 87,982 40,779 78,241 30,584 35,775

Shrimp price per pound (vessel basis / pound basis) ~ 3.33/3.40| 3.63/3.62 2.64/2.50| 3.37/3.46 3.00/3.00 3.22/2.84

Annual fuel use (gallons) 38,619 53,103 16,033 45,116 11,787 13,891

Fuel price per gallon (vessel basis / gallon basis) 3.15/3.08| 3.04/3.06 3.36/3.23| 3.14/3.08 3.17/3.09 3.16/3.15

Fuel efficiency | (vessel basis / gallon basis) 2.8/1.8| 19/17 43/25 25/17 44/26 37/26

Fuel efficiency Il (vessel basis / gallon basis) 7.7816.09| 6.65/6.00 9.04/6.37| 7.04/5.9912.13/7.7710.13/ 7.30

Cash Flow (2008)

Inflow - Total 239,983 320,722 111,483 274,072 96,691 111,446

Shrimp landings 235,354| 318,538  102,063| 270,458 91,612 101,469

Non-shrimp landings 1,436 275 3,626 537 1,874 6,270

Government payments received (shrimp related) 3,193 1,909 5,794 3,077 3,205 3,707

Outflow - Total 236,446 320,264 102,608 272,040 82,637 103,652

Fuel 119,066 162,404 51,841 138,919 36,458 43,784

Other supplies 19,806 25,316 11,632 22,476 8,631 9,723

Crew & captain (hired) 51,277 69,462 20,021 57,541 19,827 29,909

Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 17,918 23,401 9,047 19,919 9,261 10,295

Major repair and haul-out 3,331 4,331 1,394 3,362 3,360 3,015

Overhead (excluding loan payments) 11,784 16,129 4,864 13,804 4,283 3,795

Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 4,561 6,583 1,401 5,589 594 507

Principal payments made (on vessel loans) 8,327 12,223 2,089 10,030 191 2,270

New investments and upgrades (in vessel) 376 414 318 401 31 354

Net Cash Flow 3,537 458 8,876 2,032 14,055 7,794
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Table 18: F&E Results: Averages for the Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet by dgga&iion and

by Hull Material, cont.

Active Gulf|Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet
Shrimp Freezer Ice Steel Wood Fiberglass
# of Observations 383 237 133 305 22 55

Income Statement (2008)

Operating Activities
Revenue (from commercial fishing) 236,790/ 318,813  105,689| 270,995 93,486 107,739
Expenses 245,456 329,008 112,702 281,480 89,959 110,987
Variable costs - Supplies 56.6% 57.1% 56.3% 57.3% 50.1% 48.2%
Fuel 48.5% 49.4% 46.0% 49.4% 40.5% 39.4%
Other supplies 8.1% 7.7% 10.3% 8.0% 9.6% 8.8%
Variable costs - Labor 24.2% 23.5% 25.9% 23.6% 28.5% 31.6%
Crew & captain (hired) 20.9% 21.1% 17.8% 20.4% 22.0% 26.9%
Owner's vessel time 3.3% 2.4% 8.1% 3.2% 6.5% 4.6%
Fixed costs 19.2% 19.4% 17.8% 19.1% 21.4% 20.2%
Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 7.3% 7.1% 8.0% 7.1% 10.3% 9.3%
Major repair and haul-out 1.4% 1.3% 1.2% 1.2% 3.7% 2.7%
Depreciation 5.7% 6.1% 4.2% 5.9% 2.6% 4.8%
Overhead (excluding loan payments) 4.8% 4.9% 4.3% 4.9% 4.8% 3.4%
Net Revenue from Operations (8,666)| (10,195) (7,013)| (10,485) 3,528 (3,247)

Non-Operating Activities
Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 4,561 6,583 1,401 5,589 594 507
Government payments received (shrimp related) 3,193 1,909 5,794 3,077 3,205 3,707
Net Revenue (before taxes) (10,034)| (14,870) (2,620)| (12,997) 6,139 (48)
Owner's vessel time 8,189 7,980 9,179 8,923 5,812 5112
Depreciation 14,085 19,985 4,724 16,537 2,326 5,354
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Table 19: F&E Results: Averages for the Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet by Veesgth

) . Active Gulf Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet
(in USD unless otherwise noted) Shrimp <50 feet <75 feet <100 feet
# of Observations 383 57 172 154
Vessel Characteristics

Length (feet) 68 40 66 82

Gross tons 105 23 90 152

Horse power 533 318 420 738

Year built 1987 1984 1981 1995

Hull material - Steel (%) 80% 30% 78% 99%

Refrigeration - Freezer (%) 62% 4% 56% 90%

Fuel capacity (gallons) 13,508 1,028 9,461 22,648

State - Florida (%) 15% 33% 16% 6%

State - Alabama or Mississippi (%) 15% 11% 11% 20%

State - Louisiana (%) 28% 53% 30% 18%

State - Texas (%) 41% 4% 42% 53%

Balance Sheet (end of 2008)

Assets - Market value of vessel 183,639 81,427 118,050 294,725
Original value of vessel (at purchase price) 253,212 62,058 142,781 447,301
Implicit permit value 23,479 14,381 11,454 42,257

Liabilities - Loan on vessel 68,796 7,849 22,828 142,696
% of vessels with loan 45% 21% 33% 66%

Equity - Owner's equity in vessel 114,842 73,579 95,222 152,029

Insurance coverage (% of vessels / % of assets) 38% / 55% 4% / 3% 23% / 23% 68% / 75%
Vessel Operation (2008)

Actively shrimping (%) 100% 100% 100% 100%

Owner-operator (%) 52% 67% 49% 49%

Shrimp landed (pounds) 69,246 24,990 57,050 99,249

Shrimp price per pound (vessel basis / pound basis) 3.33/3.40 2.86/2.30 3.14/3.09 3.72/3.70

Annual fuel use (gallons) 38,619 5,920 26,137 64,663

Fuel price per gallon (vessel basis / gallon basis) 3.15/3.08 3.27/3.17 3.10/2.90 3.16/3.16

Fuel efficiency | (vessel basis / gallon basis) 28/18 5.8/4.2 28122 1.8/1.5

Fuel efficiency Il (vessel basis / gallon basis) 7.7816.09 13.12/9.72 7.40/6.75 6.22/5.68

Cash Flow (2008)

Inflow - Total 239,983 69,894 180,294 369,604

Shrimp landings 235,354 57,569 176,301 367,112

Non-shrimp landings 1,436 7,506 501 233

Government payments received (shrimp related) 3,193 4,818 3,492 2,259

Outflow - Total 236,446 57,686 173,059 373,406

Fuel 119,066 18,787 75,723 204,591

Other supplies 19,806 7,615 18,896 25,333

Crew & captain (hired) 51,277 16,416 43,645 72,705

Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 17,918 7,497 17,640 22,086

Major repair and haul-out 3,331 2,313 3,111 3,952

Overhead (excluding loan payments) 11,784 3,123 9,090 17,999

Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 4,561 325 1,234 9,843

Principal payments made (on vessel loans) 8,327 1,174 3,437 16,437

New investments and upgrades (in vessel) 376 437 282 459

Net Cash Flow 3,637 12,208 7,235 (3,802)
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Table 19: F&E Results: Averages for the Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet by Veesgth,
cont.

Active Gulf Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet
Shrimp <50 feet <75 feet <100 feet
# of Observations 383 57 172 154
Income Statement (2008)
Operating Activities
Revenue (from commercial fishing) 236,790 65,076 176,802 367,346
Expenses 245,456 62,982 180,688 385,334
Variable costs - Supplies 56.6% 41.9% 52.4% 59.7%
Fuel 48.5% 29.8% 41.9% 53.1%
Other supplies 8.1% 12.1% 10.5% 6.6%
Variable costs - Labor 24.2% 34.5% 27.7% 21.8%
Crew & captain (hired) 20.9% 26.1% 24.2% 18.9%
Owner's vessel time 3.3% 8.4% 3.6% 2.9%
Eixed costs 19.2% 23.6% 19.9% 18.6%
Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 7.3% 11.9% 9.8% 5.7%
Major repair and haul-out 1.4% 3.7% 1.7% 1.0%
Depreciation 5.7% 3.1% 3.4% 7.1%
Overhead (excluding loan payments) 4.8% 5.0% 5.0% 4.7%
Net Revenue from Operations (8,666) 2,094 (3,886) (17,988)
Non-Operating Activities
Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 4,561 325 1,234 9,843
Government payments received (shrimp related) 3,193 4,818 3,492 2,259
Net Revenue (before taxes) (10,034) 6,587 (1,628) (25,573)
Owner's vessel time 8,189 5,302 6,464 11,185
Depreciation 14,085 1,929 6,119 27,482
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Table 20: F&E Results: Averages for the Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet by VAgse

(in USD unless otherwise noted) Active Gulf Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet
Shrimp 1968+ 1980+ 1990+ 2000+
# of Observations 383 100 118 87 67
Vessel Characteristics

Length (feet) 68 63 62 76 79

Gross tons 105 92 80 125 145

Horse power 533 411 399 642 829

Year built 1987 1976 1985 1996 2001

Hull material - Steel (%) 80% 63% 7% 94% 91%

Refrigeration - Freezer (%) 62% 62% 35% 82% 84%

Fuel capacity (gallons) 13,508 9,059 7,739 18,226 24,025

State - Florida (%) 15% 31% 14% 6% 3%

State - Alabama or Mississippi (%) 15% 6% 13% 24% 16%

State - Louisiana (%) 28% 16% 42% 24% 31%

State - Texas (%) 41% 47% 30% 44% 46%

Balance Sheet (end of 2008)

Assets - Market value of vessel 183,639 87,502 112,834 278,172 349,213
Original value of vessel (at purchase price) 253,212 112,761 140,758 371,946 536,419
Implicit permit value 23,479 7,907 12,059 38,230 54,711

Liabilities - Loan on vessel 68,796 16,232 22,077 82,016 222,067

% of vessels with loan 45% 29% 31% 63% 73%

Equity - Owner's equity in vessel 114,842 71,270 90,757 196,156 127,147

Insurance coverage (% of vessels / % of assets) 38% / 55% 19% / 20% 19% / 23% 63% / 62% 75% | 81%

Vessel Operation (2008)

Actively shrimping (%) 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Owner-operator (%) 52% 47% 61% 52% 45%
Shrimp landed (pounds) 69,246 50,854 50,651 87,970 111,686
Shrimp price per pound (vessel basis / pound basis) 3.33/3.40 3.40/3.41 3.09/2.99 3.44/354 350/3.57
Annual fuel use (gallons) 38,619 25,693 23,203 53,654 69,254
Fuel price per gallon (vessel basis / gallon basis) 3.15/3.08 3.07/2.89 3.19/3.01 3.16/3.13 3.17/3.19
Fuel efficiency | (vessel basis / gallon basis) 2.8/1.8 2.6/20 3.2/22 25/16 27116
Fuel efficiency Il (vessel basis / gallon basis) 7.7816.09 7.7416.75 8.18/6.52 7.32/5.80 7.60/5.76

Cash Flow (2008)

Inflow - Total 239,983 176,832 159,060 314,162 403,022
Shrimp landings 235,354 173,423 151,390 311,452 398,958
Non-shrimp landings 1,436 1,162 3,445 180 174
Government payments received (shrimp related) 3,193 2,247 4,226 2,530 3,889
Outflow - Total 236,446 167,652 149,395 323,001 400,356
Fuel 119,066 74,304 69,889 167,890 220,835
Other supplies 19,806 16,925 15,133 24,439 26,710
Crew & captain (hired) 51,277 43,476 35,362 67,130 74,989
Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 17,918 16,405 16,318 20,814 20,541
Major repair and haul-out 3,331 2,810 3,025 5,297 2,242
Overhead (excluding loan payments) 11,784 9,548 5,580 16,204 20,492
Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 4,561 1,344 890 6,214 14,334
Principal payments made (on vessel loans) 8,327 2,544 2,907 14,506 19,695
New investments and upgrades (in vessel) 376 297 290 507 517
Net Cash Flow 3,537 9,180 9,665 (8,838) 2,666
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Table 20: F&E Results: Averages for the Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet by VAgse cont.

Active Gulf Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet
Shrimp 1968+ 1980+ 1990+ 2000+
# of Observations 383 100 118 87 67
Income Statement (2008)
Operating Activities
Revenue (from commercial fishing) 236,790 174,585 154,835 311,633 399,132
Expenses 245,456 174,341 158,367 332,510 413,301
Variable costs - Supplies 56.6% 52.3% 53.7% 57.8% 59.9%
Fuel 48.5% 42.6% 44.1% 50.5% 53.4%
Other supplies 8.1% 9.7% 9.6% 7.3% 6.5%
Variable costs - Labor 24.2% 28.5% 27.1% 23.4% 20.6%
Crew & captain (hired) 20.9% 24.9% 22.3% 20.2% 18.1%
Owner's vessel time 3.3% 3.6% 4.8% 3.2% 2.4%
Fixed costs 19.2% 19.1% 19.2% 18.8% 19.5%
Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 7.3% 9.4% 10.3% 6.3% 5.0%
Major repair and haul-out 1.4% 1.6% 1.9% 1.6% 0.5%
Depreciation 5.7% 2.6% 3.5% 6.1% 9.1%
Overhead (excluding loan payments) 4.8% 5.5% 3.5% 4.9% 5.0%
Net Revenue from Operations (8,666) 244 (3,533) (20,877) (14,168)
Non-Operating Activities
Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 4,561 1,344 890 6,214 14,334
Government payments received (shrimp related) 3,193 2,247 4,226 2,530 3,889
Net Revenue (before taxes) (10,034) 1,147 (197) (24,562) (24,613)
Owner's vessel time 8,189 6,297 7,574 10,607 9,972
Depreciation 14,085 4,577 5,484 20,129 37,520
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Table 21: F&E Results: Averages for the Active Gulf Shrim

p Fleet by Lasdiiotume

. . Active Gulf Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet
(in USD unless otherwise noted) Shrimp | <5Oklbs  <lOOklbs  <150klbs 150k lbs
# of Observations 383 169 116 69 29
Vessel Characteristics

Length (feet) 68 60 72 79 82

Gross tons 105 76 116 141 148

Horse power 533 410 541 697 820

Year built 1987 1983 1988 1994 1996

Hull material - Steel (%) 80% 64% 89% 93% 100%

Refrigeration - Freezer (%) 62% 36% 74% 93% 90%

Fuel capacity (gallons) 13,508 7,604 14,992 21,677 22,541

State - Florida (%) 15% 22% 9% 10% 7%

State - Alabama or Mississippi (%) 15% 16% 8% 22% 17%

State - Louisiana (%) 28% 34% 25% 16% 38%

State - Texas (%) 41% 27% 56% 51% 34%

Balance Sheet (end of 2008)

Assets - Market value of vessel 183,639 90,404 175,829 318,799 436,621
Original value of vessel (at purchase price) 253,212 117,274 262,486 454,443 529,511
Implicit permit value 23,479 9,910 20,068 47,091 58,476

Liabilities - Loan on vessel 68,796 16,253 72,121 143,182 184,716

% of vessels with loan 45% 24% 51% 72% 76%

Equity - Owner's equity in vessel 114,842 74,152 103,708 175,617 251,905

Insurance coverage (% of vessels / % of assets) 38% / 55% 11% / 19% 47% | 55% 75% [ 77% 79% / 60%
Vessel Operation (2008)

Actively shrimping (%) 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Owner-operator (%) 52% 64% 42% 35% 59%

Shrimp landed (pounds) 69,246 23,369 77,219 122,644 177,657

Shrimp price per pound (vessel basis / pound basis) 3.33/340| 321/317 3.34/336 3.60/3.62 3.34/3.29

Annual fuel use (gallons) 38,619 13,294 44,082 70,822 87,732

Fuel price per gallon (vessel basis / gallon basis) 3.15/3.08 3.29/3.20 3.01/3.02 3.04/3.05 3.14/3.16

Fuel efficiency | (vessel basis / gallon basis) 2.8/1.8 3.1/1.8 27118 2.3/1.7 2.6/2.0

Fuel efficiency Il (vessel basis / gallon basis) 7.7816.09 8.28 /5.58 7.57/5.88 7.10/6.26 7.26 1 6.65

Cash Flow (2008)

Inflow - Total 239,983 80,288 262,996 445,725 589,047

Shrimp landings 235,354 74,166 259,314 443,415 583,809

Non-shrimp landings 1,436 2,257 910 162 1,786

Government payments received (shrimp related) 3,193 3,865 2,772 2,148 3,453

Outflow - Total 236,446 86,684 264,060 433,015 531,041

Fuel 119,066 42,587 133,336 215,893 277,292

Other supplies 19,806 9,064 22,046 33,821 40,093

Crew & captain (hired) 51,277 16,322 57,597 101,761 109,588

Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 17,918 9,567 22,594 27,160 25,897

Major repair and haul-out 3,331 2,620 3,252 4,415 5,210

Overhead (excluding loan payments) 11,784 4,040 12,948 21,492 29,157

Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 4,561 834 4,350 9,745 14,786

Principal payments made (on vessel loans) 8,327 1,446 7,422 18,199 28,557

New investments and upgrades (in vessel) 376 204 515 529 461

Net Cash Flow 3,537 (6,397) (1,064) 12,710 58,006
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Table 21: F&E Results: Averages for the Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet by Lasdiiotume,
cont.

Active Gulf Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet
Shrimp <50k Ibs <100k Ibs <150k Ibs >150K Ibs
# of Observations 383 169 116 69 29
Income Statement (2008)
Operating Activities
Revenue (from commercial fishing) 236,790 76,423 260,224 443,577 585,594
Expenses 245,456 94,742 273,848 441,916 542,751
Variable costs - Supplies 56.6% 54.5% 56.7% 56.5% 58.5%
Fuel 48.5% 45.0% 48.7% 48.9% 51.1%
Other supplies 8.1% 9.6% 8.1% 7.7% 7.4%
Variable costs - Labor 24.2% 22.9% 23.8% 25.4% 24.3%
Crew & captain (hired) 20.9% 17.2% 21.0% 23.0% 20.2%
Owner's vessel time 3.3% 5.6% 2.7% 2.3% 4.2%
Fixed costs 19.2% 22.6% 19.5% 18.1% 17.2%
Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 7.3% 10.1% 8.3% 6.1% 4.8%
Major repair and haul-out 1.4% 2.8% 1.2% 1.0% 1.0%
Depreciation 5.7% 5.5% 5.3% 6.1% 6.1%
Overhead (excluding loan payments) 4.8% 4.3% 4.7% 4.9% 5.4%
Net Revenue from Operations (8,666) (18,319) (13,624) 1,661 42,843
Non-Operating Activities
Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 4,561 834 4,350 9,745 14,786
Government payments received (shrimp related) 3,193 3,865 2,772 2,148 3,453
Net Revenue (before taxes) (10,034) (15,288) (15,202) (5,936) 31,510
Owner's vessel time 8,189 5,329 7,522 10,286 22,541
Depreciation 14,085 5,213 14,554 27,089 32,973
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Table 22: F&E Results: Averages for the Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet by S@uayity

(in USD unless otherwise noted) Active Gulf Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet
Shrimp Medium Quality High Quality
# of Observations 383 49 334
Vessel Characteristics

Length (feet) 68 73 68

Gross tons 105 118 103

Horse power 533 605 522

Year built 1987 1990 1987

Hull material - Steel (%) 80% 86% 79%

Refrigeration - Freezer (%) 62% 59% 62%

Fuel capacity (gallons) 13,508 15,137 13,269

State - Florida (%) 15% 8% 16%

State - Alabama or Mississippi (%) 15% 18% 14%

State - Louisiana (%) 28% 35% 27%

State - Texas (%) 41% 39% 41%

Balance Sheet (end of 2008)

Assets - Market value of vessel 183,639 175,349 184,855
Original value of vessel (at purchase price) 253,212 286,550 248,321
Implicit permit value 23,479 13,372 24,448

Liabilities - Loan on vessel 68,796 95,062 64,943

% of vessels with loan 45% 47% 44%

Equity - Owner's equity in vessel 114,842 80,287 119,912

Insurance coverage (% of vessels / % of assets) 38% / 55% 35% / 58% 39% / 55%
Vessel Operation (2008)

Actively shrimping (%) 100% 100% 100%

Owner-operator (%) 52% 53% 52%

Shrimp landed (pounds) 69,246 67,788 69,460

Shrimp price per pound (vessel basis / pound basis) 3.33/3.40 3.17/3.35 3.36/3.41

Annual fuel use (gallons) 38,619 39,383 38,507

Fuel price per gallon (vessel basis / gallon basis) 3.15/3.08 3.20/3.12 3.14/3.08

Fuel efficiency | (vessel basis / gallon basis) 2.8/1.8 3.0/17 2.8/1.8

Fuel efficiency Il (vessel basis / gallon basis) 7.7816.09 6.86/5.76 7.91/6.14

Cash Flow (2008)

Inflow - Total 239,983 230,576 241,363

Shrimp landings 235,354 226,825 236,605

Non-shrimp landings 1,436 4 1,646

Government payments received (shrimp related) 3,193 3,747 3,112

Outflow - Total 236,446 226,546 237,898

Fuel 119,066 122,966 118,493

Other supplies 19,806 18,717 19,965

Crew & captain (hired) 51,277 44,531 52,267

Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 17,918 12,071 18,776

Major repair and haul-out 3,331 443 3,755

Overhead (excluding loan payments) 11,784 10,704 11,942

Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 4,561 7,634 4,110

Principal payments made (on vessel loans) 8,327 9,231 8,195

New investments and upgrades (in vessel) 376 248 395

Net Cash Flow 3,537 4,030 3,465
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Table 22: F&E Results: Averages for the Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet by S@uayity,
cont.

Active Gulf Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet
Shrimp Medium Quality High Quality
# of Observations 383 49 334
Income Statement (2008)
Operating Activities
Revenue (from commercial fishing) 236,790 226,829 238,251
Expenses 245,456 231,664 247,480
Variable costs - Supplies 56.6% 61.2% 55.9%
Fuel 48.5% 53.1% 47.9%
Other supplies 8.1% 8.1% 8.1%
Variable costs - Labor 24.2% 21.4% 24.6%
Crew & captain (hired) 20.9% 19.2% 21.1%
Owner's vessel time 3.3% 2.1% 3.5%
Fixed costs 19.2% 17.5% 19.4%
Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 7.3% 5.2% 7.6%
Major repair and haul-out 1.4% 0.2% 1.5%
Depreciation 5.7% 7.5% 5.5%
Overhead (excluding loan payments) 4.8% 4.6% 4.8%
Net Revenue from Operations (8,666) (4,834) (9,229)
Non-Operating Activities
Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 4,561 7,634 4,110
Government payments received (shrimp related) 3,193 3,747 3,112
Net Revenue (before taxes) (10,034) (8,722) (10,226)
Owner's vessel time 8,189 4,945 8,665
Depreciation 14,085 17,286 13,616
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Table 23: F&E Results: Averages for the Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet by Owipers
Structure; and of the Owner-Operated Sub-Fleet by Captain’s Share Structure

(in USD unless otherwise noted) Active Gulf |__Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet Own-Operator Act. Gulf Shr.
Shrimp | Hired Captain Own-Operator | without Share  with Share
# of Observations 383 184 199 130 69
Vessel Characteristics

Length (feet) 68 70 67 66 68

Gross tons 105 114 97 93 104

Horse power 533 534 531 510 570

Year built 1987 1987 1987 1987 1986

Hull material - Steel (%) 80% 80% 79% 78% 80%

Refrigeration - Freezer (%) 62% 80% 45% 40% 54%

Fuel capacity (gallons) 13,508 15,350 11,805 11,139 13,058

State - Florida (%) 15% 17% 13% 12% 13%

State - Alabama or Mississippi (%) 15% 15% 15% 13% 17%

State - Louisiana (%) 28% 14% 42% 40% 45%

State - Texas (%) 41% 52% 31% 34% 25%

Balance Sheet (end of 2008)

Assets - Market value of vessel 183,639 208,362 160,779 150,958 179,282
Original value of vessel (at purchase price) 253,212 282,285 226,330 215,890 246,000
Implicit permit value 23,479 21,889 25,167 31,034 15,948

Liabilities - Loan on vessel 68,796 88,138 50,913 37,910 75,410

% of vessels with loan 45% 53% 37% 31% 49%

Equity - Owner's equity in vessel 114,842 120,223 109,867 113,048 103,872

Insurance coverage (% of vessels / % of assets)  38% / 55% 47% / 61% 31% / 48% 25% / 42% 41% / 57%
Vessel Operation (2008)

Actively shrimping (%) 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Owner-operator (%) 52% 0% 100% 100% 100%

Shrimp landed (pounds) 69,246 76,393 62,638 58,478 70,475

Shrimp price per pound (vessel basis / pound basis)  3.33/3.40 3.58/3.57 3.10/3.21 3.11/3.19 3.09/3.25

Annual fuel use (gallons) 38,619 42,910 34,651 32,839 38,066

Fuel price per gallon (vessel basis / gallon basis) 3.15/3.08 3.01/2.98 3.27/3.20 3.29/3.23 3.24/3.15

Fuel efficiency | (vessel basis / gallon basis) 2.8/1.8 25/1.8 3.1/1.8 2.8/1.8 3.7/1.9

Fuel efficiency Il (vessel basis / gallon basis) 7.7816.09 8.07/6.35 7.51/5.80 7.06/5.67 8.35/6.01

Cash Flow (2008)

Inflow - Total 239,983 275,152 207,466 193,059 234,609

Shrimp landings 235,354 272,461 201,043 186,351 228,725

Non-shrimp landings 1,436 1,166 1,686 1,845 1,387

Government payments received (shrimp related) 3,193 1,525 4,736 4,863 4,497

Outflow - Total 236,446 277,216 198,749 183,394 227,678

Fuel 119,066 127,846 110,947 106,131 120,022

Other supplies 19,806 25,297 14,728 13,543 16,960

Crew & captain (hired) 51,277 69,872 34,084 30,509 40,820

Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 17,918 21,457 14,646 13,007 17,734

Major repair and haul-out 3,331 3,721 2,970 2,176 4,464

Overhead (excluding loan payments) 11,784 13,436 10,256 8,869 12,871

Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 4,561 5,528 3,667 3,151 4,639

Principal payments made (on vessel loans) 8,327 9,713 7,046 5,579 9,808

New investments and upgrades (in vessel) 376 345 405 429 360

Net Cash Flow 3,537 (2,064) 8,716 9,664 6,931
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Table 23: F&E Results: Averages for the Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet by Owipers
Structure; and of the Owner-Operated Sub-Fleet by Captain’s Share S{rochire

Active Gulf |__Active Gulf Shrimp Fleet Own-Operator Act. Gulf Shr.
Shrimp | Hired Captain Own-Operator | without Share  with Share
# of Observations 383 184 199 130 69

Income Statement (2008)

Operating Activities
Revenue (from commercial fishing) 236,790 273,627 202,729 188,196 230,112
Expenses 245,456 278,388 215,007 198,083 246,893
Variable costs - Supplies 56.6% 55.0% 58.5% 60.4% 55.5%
Fuel 48.5% 45.9% 51.6% 53.6% 48.6%
Other supplies 8.1% 9.1% 6.8% 6.8% 6.9%
Variable costs - Labor 24.2% 25.1% 23.2% 22.2% 24.6%
Crew & captain (hired) 20.9% 25.1% 15.9% 15.4% 16.5%
Owner's vessel time 3.3% 0.0% 7.3% 6.8% 8.1%
Fixed costs 19.2% 19.9% 18.4% 17.4% 19.9%
Regular maintenance (vessel and gear) 7.3% 7.7% 6.8% 6.6% 7.2%
Major repair and haul-out 1.4% 1.3% 1.4% 1.1% 1.8%
Depreciation 5.7% 6.0% 5.4% 5.2% 5.7%
Overhead (excluding loan payments) 4.8% 4.8% 4.8% 4.5% 5.2%
Net Revenue from Operations (8,666) (4,761) (12,278) (9,887) (16,781)

Non-Operating Activities
Interest payments made (on vessel loans) 4,561 5,528 3,667 3,151 4,639
Government payments received (shrimp related) 3,193 1,525 4,736 4,863 4,497
Net Revenue (before taxes) (10,034) (8,764) (11,208) (8,175) (16,923)
Owner's vessel time 8,189 0 15,762 13,494 20,033
Depreciation 14,085 16,757 11,614 10,354 13,990
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