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This report summarizes the results of a series of in-person surveys of seafood
processors throughout the five states of the U.S. Gulf of Mexico: West Florida, Alabama,
Mississippi, Louisiana, and Texas. Firms were identified from the National Marine
Fisheries Service’s annual survey of seafood processors. Interviews were conducted
by local personnel in each state who were familiar with the local seafood production
sector. According to the survey, most Gulf seafood processors concentrated on the
function of processing, which is converting products from one form into another
for later sale and distribution. Only three percent of respondents reported being
engaged directly in harvesting seafood or selling seafood as a retail product directly
to consumers.

A majority of processors purchased their seafood from independent domestic
businesses: about two-thirds bought seafood from domestic commercial harvesters,
and about three-quarters bought seafood from domestic middlemen, such as dealers
and distributors. Only one-sixth bought seafood directly from imported sources. In
turn, most Gulf processors sold their seafood products to domestic businesses: about
80 percent sold their seafood to distributors or dealers, and about 70 percent sold
to retailers. Only one-fifth reported selling any seafood directly to the public. Many
of the seafood products from Gulf processors were sold to businesses within the Gulf
region or, depending on the seafood type, outside the Gulf. Little was exported by
processors to international buyers (customers).

The most common types of seafood landed in the Gulf—shrimp, crabs, and oysters—
were alsothe most commontypes of seafood processed. Most respondents specialized
in processing one—or at most two—different types of seafood. Most of the seafood
products coming from Gulf processing facilities were relatively basic product forms.

Given the cumulative balance sheet for the 66 respondents included in the financial
analysis, average asset or market value was $5.8 million, average liabilities were $1.3
million, and average net worth or equity was $4.5 million. Median asset value was
$1.3 million, median liabilities were $44 thousand, and median net worth was $816
thousand.

Cash flow analysis estimated average cash inflows among the 66 respondents included
in the financial analysis at $13.3 million with average cash outflows of $12.6 million and
average net cash flows of $673 thousand. Median values for each parameter were
far smaller. Median cash inflows were $2.8 million, median cash outflows were $3.3
million, and median net cash flows were $6.4 thousand.

The income statement calculated net income from operations as the difference of total
revenue minus the cost of seafood, operating expenses, and estimated depreciation.
Unlike cash outflows, operating expenditures did not include capital purchases or
loan payments. Average net income from operations was $654 thousand and median
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net income from operations was $7.5 thousand. Net income before taxes, the sum of
net income from operations and business-related government payments minus loan
interest payments, averaged $685 thousand.
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SEAFOOD PROCESSORS IN
THE U.S. GULF OF MEXICO

The U.S. Gulf of Mexico (Gulf) region (West Florida, Alabama, Mississippi, Louisiana,
and Texas) serves as a major source of domestic seafood landings in the U.S. The
total volume of all seafood landings in the region comprises nearly 20 percent of
the volume of seafood landings in the contiguous United States. Roughly a third of
the nation’s domestic blue crab and two thirds of the nation’s domestic shrimp and
oysters are routinely supplied by the Gulf region.

There are a number of resources that provide valuable and useful—but limited—
information about the commercial seafood industry in the region. Annual statistics for
commercial seafood landings, collected through the state marine resource agencies’
trip ticket programs, and summarized by the National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMFS), present volume and dockside revenue for numerous species. The NMFS also
conducts an annual survey of seafood processors throughout the United States to
collect employment, product, and production data. These data collection efforts,
however, do not include information regarding the procurement and distribution of
seafood products or evaluate the economic and financial performance of seafood
pProcessors.

The lack of economic performance data for seafood processors, and procurement
and distribution data for commercial seafood products from the Gulf, limits the
understanding of the economic performance and function of the seafood value chain.
The research presented herein seeks to expand that understanding by presenting
the results of a survey of seafood processors that collected data in a thorough and
consistent manner from seafood-related firms across the Gulf region. This report
presents a systematic analysis of the economic performance of the seafood processing
sector and can facilitate an improved appreciation of its economic contribution to
the regional economy and enhance the capacity to measure the economic impact
of storms, manmade disasters, and other events that disrupt or affect the flow of
seafood in and from the Gulf region.

DESIGN

In 2010, the Gulf States Marine Fisheries Commission (GSMFC) in cooperation with
the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries, the University of Florida’s Food
and Resource Economics Department, the University of South Alabama, Texas Sea
Grant at Texas A&M University, and Mississippi State University’s Coastal Research and
Extension Center, began designing a research effort to gather and analyze economic
data from seafood processors throughout the states in the Gulf region. The study
sought to collect financial variables related to the firms’ market value, indebtedness,
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sales revenues, and selected itemized expenditures, plus procurement and distribution
information. The basic unit of analysis was a seafood processing firm that performed
some level of packaging, product modification, and other transformative process
beyond harvesting seafood or acting as a first receiver in the seafood value chain.
The population of seafood processing firms included all firms participating in the
NMFS’s annual survey of seafood processors for the baseline study year of 2009,
a year specifically selected as a period that might serve as a representative year
for business performance purposes. Subsequent years, 2010 and 2011, though closer
chronologically to the data collection period (2011 and 2012) were considered to be
non-representative due to the disruptive events of the Deepwater Horizon oil disaster
on April 20, 2010, the historically high levels of freshwater in portions of Louisiana
following the oil disaster, and the landing of recent hurricanes.

All questions in the survey instrument focused on the seafood business at the
specific location at which the survey was conducted. Because seafood processors
are commercial, profit-oriented businesses, the survey concentrated on collecting
data related to business performance and production and did not collect data related
to the personal characteristics, or demographics, of business owners, managers, or
personnel.

QUESTIONNAIRE DEVELOPMENT

The survey instrument was developed through cooperative consultation among
representatives of the GSMFC, the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission,
the University of Florida’s Food and Resource Economics Department, the Alabama
Marine Resources Division, the University of South Alabama, Mississippi State
University’s Coastal Research and Extension Center, the Louisiana Department of
Wildlife and Fisheries, Louisiana Sea Grant, Texas Parks and Wildlife Department, and
Texas Sea Grant at Texas A&M University. The ten-page questionnaire, intended for
use during in-person interviews, was divided into three sections: seafood processor
characteristics, seafood processor costs, and seafood related characteristics
(Appendix 2).

Questions in the seafood processor characteristics section included age and physical
characteristics of the respondents’ processing facilities, market value, replacement
value, insurance coverage, and the number of full-time and part-time workers. The
section on seafood processor costs solicited the balance of outstanding loans at the
end of the study year and itemized expenditures, total annual expenditures, and capital
purchases incurred in or acquired during the study year. The section on seafood-
related characteristics consisted of a series of questions related to the respondent’s
revenues during the study year and the procurement of its seafood products including
the sources of seafood, seafood product forms, type of customers served, and the
geographic distribution of its seafood sales.
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POPULATION AND SAMPLING FRAME

The survey population included all firms that participated in the NMFS’s annual
survey of all seafood processors in West Florida, Alabama, Mississippi, Louisiana, and
Texas for the baseline study year of 2009. This was perhaps a more well-defined and
consistent source than an alternative list of potential seafood processors amassed
by state health departments or health and sanitary inspection agencies, which would
have been more likely to include firms with a primary purpose other than processing,
such as restaurants and retail establishments. Firms that processed menhaden were
excluded from the population given that menhaden is primarily used as an industrial
marine product and is not consumed as a traditional seafood product. In addition,
the number of firms processing menhaden was considered to be too small to guard
confidentiality assurances if the results were analyzed at a species-specific level. The
population consisted of 198 firms in five states: 51in West Florida, 49 in Alabama, 18 in
Mississippi, 57 in Louisiana, and 23 in Texas. Fifty-two of the firms reported producing
shrimp products; 31, blue crab products; 58, oyster products; 37, finfish products; and
20, crawfish products.

IMPLEMENTATION PROCESS

In 2011 and 2012, representatives from the University of Florida, the University of South
Alabama, Mississippi State University’s Coastal Resource and Extension Center, the
Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries, and Texas Sea Grant at Texas A&M
made multiple efforts to contact all firms in their respective states that had previously
participated in the NMFS’s annual survey of seafood processors for the baseline study
year of 2009. The University of South Alabama surveyed three additional firms that
were not participants in the NMFS annual processor survey but were considered to
be important processors in Alabama. Staff from the research institutions and state
agencies conducted personal interviews of owners or managers of the firms that
chose to participate in the survey at a site of the subject’s choosing, usually at the
seafood processing facility. Each participant received a $50 compensation card as an
incentive for participation. A total of 106 firms participated in the survey, producing
a raw response rate of 53.5 percent. Response rates were as follows: 40.3 percent
in Alabama, 41.2 percent in West Florida, 91.2 percent in Louisiana, 16.7 percent in
Mississippi, and 39.1 percent in Texas.

DATA PROCESSING

Data from the completed questionnaires were entered into an Excel spreadsheet
by Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries staff and analyzed using SAS 9.3.
All dollar estimates were converted into 2012 dollars using the Bureau of Economic
Analysis implicit price deflator.
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For many of the survey items that solicited economic variables, respondents were
askedto provide adollar estimate. For certain items that solicited sensitive information,
such as revenue, expenses, and insurance coverage, however, respondents were
provided an option of providing a dollar estimate by identifying a prepared range of
values appropriate for their firm. For those that provided dollar ranges, a midpoint
value was assigned.

Survey responses were supplemented by external data in a limited number of
instances to address issues of item non-response. For seven respondents, estimates
of the number of years in business were obtained from MANTA business reports. Land
value estimates were obtained from parish or county property tax records for five
respondents that could not provide land value estimates separate from the estimated
value of their businesses. For seven firms that were unable to provide sales estimates,
sales revenue ranges were identified using Dun & Bradstreet, Inc. reports.

ORGANIZATION

This report is divided into four sections. The first section provides an introduction
and describes the research methodology. Section two examines matters pertaining
to business activities and the procurement and distribution of seafood products for
survey respondents whose primary business function was seafood processing. Section
three examines the financial and economic performance of all respondents identified
as seafood processors, and section four examines the economic performance of
processors in four different categories based on the respondents’ estimated market
values.
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This section examines the sources of seafood products obtained by respondents for
seafood processing, the varieties of seafood types they handled, and the different
categories of purchasers and locations they sold seafood to. It also examines the sales
of different product forms of six separate types of seafood (shrimp, crabs, oysters,
crawfish, lobster, and finfish) and a measure of the geographic distribution of the
respondents’ sales of these seafood types.

Because the primary purpose of this research was to study the activities of seafood
processors, efforts were made to exclude respondents for which something other than
processing appeared to be the primary function. The delineation of the respondents’
primary function was based mainly on their responses to a survey question that asked
them to indicate what percentage of their seafood business-in terms of costs-was
directly involved in each of the following activities: commercial fishing, dealing or
distributing, processing, retailing, and other. Respondents who said that 75 percent
or more of their activities involved commercial fishing or retailing were determined
to have some function other than processing as their primary function. In addition,
respondents who indicated that 75 percent or more of their activities involved seafood
dealing or distributing, and also claimed to have purchased 75 percent or more of
their seafood directly from commercial fishermen, were identified as dealers or first
receivers and were consequently dropped from this study of seafood processors.

After the exclusion of these respondents, the sample population was reduced to 98
seafood processor respondents. Twenty of these respondents were from Alabama,
18 from West Florida, 48 from Louisiana, three from Mississippi, and nine from Texas.
Relative to the NMFS’s seafood processor survey sample from which it was drawn, this
sample contained a disproportionately large number of respondents from Louisiana.
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PROCESSORS’ BUSINESS ACTIVITIES

Respondents who indicated that seafood processing was a main, or primary purpose
of their business, were frequently involved in some other type of business activity
(Table 1). Ninety-four respondents provided a complete set of answers to the
guestion soliciting the percentage of business activities related to specific business
functions, that is, a range of percentages that equaled 100 percent. Among these,
the average percentage of activities related to processing was 68.9 percent, and the
average percentage related to dealing or distributing was 23.7 percent. The average
percentage of business activities related to commercial fishing was 3.3 percent,
retailing was 3.0 percent, and other activities were 1.1 percent.

Table 1. THE PERCENTAGE OF THE SEAFOOD BUSINESS—IN TERMS OF
COSTS—THAT WAS INVOLVED WITH THE FOLLOWING ACTIVITIES

Item N Average (%) Median (%)
Commercial Fishing 94 3.3 @)
Dealing or Distributing 94 23.7 10.0
Processing 94 68.9 77.5
Retailing 94 3.0 0]
Other 94 1.1 O

The aforementioned average percentage for processing activities may understate
the magnitude of processing activities among the individual respondents. For a
majority of respondents (53.1 percent), processing accounted for 90 percent or more
of their seafood business activities in terms of costs. About one third (34.4 percent)
of the respondents noted that 100 percent of their business was related to seafood
processing.

Dealing or distributing seafood was, after processing, the second-most commonly
practiced business activity. About 57 percent of the respondents estimated that
at least one percent or more of their activities were related to seafood dealing or
distributing.

Commercial fishing and retailing were, in contrast, infrequently practiced. Only 12
percent of respondents claimed that any of their business activities were related
to commercial fishing, and only 29 percent claimed that any of their activities were
related to retailing seafood.

10
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SOURCES OF RESPONDENTS’ SEAFOOD

Respondents were asked to identify what percentage of their total seafood acquisition
(by costs) was obtained from each of the following sources: vessels owned by the
processor respondent, independent domestic commercial harvesters operating their
own vessels, domestic seafood dealers or distributors, domestic processors, imports
(purchased directly by the respondents from outside the U.S.), and other sources. For
each respondent, the percentage of seafood from each source was multiplied by the
cost of seafood purchased (solicited in a separate question) to estimate the cost of
seafood obtained from each of the separate sources.

The cumulative cost of seafood obtained from each source was estimated by adding
the cost of seafood from each of the separate sources across the 79 respondents
that provided both usable seafood cost estimates and a complete set of answers
regarding the percentages of seafood obtained from each source, that is, those for
which the sum across source categories was 100 percent. Among these, 15.3 percent
of the seafood obtained by processor respondents (in terms of cost) was purchased
from independent domestic commercial harvesters, 30.6 percent came from domestic
seafood dealers or distributors, and 3.5 percent was from domestic processors (Figure
1. Almost half, or 42.7 percent, was imported seafood obtained directly from foreign
sources by the processor respondents.

Vessels Owned
Other by Processor

6.4% 1.5%

Independent
Commercial
Harvesters

15.3%

Imported

Seafood .

42.7% Domestic
Seafood Dealers
or Distributors
30.6%

N=79 Domestic
Processors
3.5%

Figure 1. PERCENTAGE OF SEAFOOD PURCHASED OR ACQUIRED FROM
SPECIFIC SOURCES (WEIGHED BY SEAFOOD COSTS)
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The percentage of seafood obtained from foreign sources demonstrates the fact
that much of the seafood processed in the Gulf region is not necessarily harvested
from Gulf waters by domestic commercial seafood harvesters. Nevertheless, this
relatively large number may overestimate the commonality of direct seafood imports
among individual respondents. Only 16.5 percent reported importing any seafood
at all (Figure 2). Further analysis herein will demonstrate that most of the imported
seafood, according to the survey results for the baseline year of 2009, was purchased
by a relatively small number of relatively large firms.

Vessels Owned by Processors h I‘I7.7

Independent Commercial Harvesters _ 65.9

Domestic Processors _ 30.4;

Imported - 1'6.5

Other 17.7

N =79 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
Percentage (%)

Figure 2. PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS WHO ACQUIRED SEAFOOD FROM
SPECIFIED SOURCES

The majority of individual respondents reported obtaining seafood from independent
commercial harvesters (65.9 percent) and domestic dealers or distributors (77.2
percent). Since the survey did not solicit, from processor respondents, the original
source of seafood obtained from domestic dealers, distributors, or processors, this
research cannot estimate the volume of seafood purchased from those independent
sources that were derived from domestic sources or imported sources.

12
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SEAFOOD OUTPUT TO DIFFERENT
CATEGORIES OF PURCHASERS

Another indicator of the functions performed by individual respondents is the share
of their output that is distributed to customers. Seafood processors are typically
thought of as middlemen in the supply chain and usually sell the majority of their
output to other middlemen, such as dealers or distributors, or directly to retailers.

Respondents were asked to estimate what percent of their total seafood sales (in
dollar terms) were made to each of the following different categories of purchasers:
dealers or distributors, processors, retailers, the public directly, or others. For each
respondent, the percentage of sales sold to each category was multiplied times
seafood sales (solicited in a separate question) to estimate the sales of seafood for
each category of purchaser.

The cumulative sales of seafood made to each category of purchaser were calculated
by adding the sales of seafood together for each separate category of purchaser.
This calculation was completed for the 84 respondents that provided both usable
seafood sales estimates and a complete set of answers regarding the percentage of
sales made to each purchaser category, for those where the sum across the source
categories totaled 100 percent.

Sixty percent of cumulative seafood sales were made to dealers or distributors (Figure
3). Over one-third (35.8 percent) were made directly to retailers. About three percent
of total sales were made to processors, and less than one percent were made to the
public or other types of purchasers.

Other
0.2%

The Public
0.4%

Retailers

35.8%
N @& ——Dealers or

Distributors
60.3%

N=84 Processors
3.3%

Figure 3. PERCENTAGE OF SEAFOOD SALES SOLD TO SPECIFIED TYPES
OF ENTITIES
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Eighty-one percent of the respondents reported selling at least some seafood to
dealers or distributors (Figure 4). Sixty-nine percent sold at least some seafood
directly to retailers. About one-quarter made sales to processors, and one-fifth sold
seafood directly to the public.

Dealers or Distributors

Processors _ 27.3

The Public - 20.2

Other 3.6
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Figure 4. PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS WHO SOLD SEAFOOD TO SPECIFIC
CATEGORIES OF PURCHASERS
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TYPES OF SEAFOOD HANDLED

Many different types of seafood are handled (bought or sold) by processors in the
Gulf states. The types of seafood handled by the 98 processor respondents were
identified according to the types of seafood that they reported buying or selling.
Approximately half handled shrimp (Figure 5). Thirty-eight handled crabs, and 37
handled oysters. Twenty-four handled crawfish, and twenty-four handled finfish
(other than menhaden'). About ten percent handled lobsters. While the percentage of
the respondent population that handled oysters, crabs, crawfish, and finfish is roughly
similar to the proportions included within the NMFS’s annual seafood processor
survey, the proportion of the respondent population that handled shrimp is larger
than the corresponding proportion among the NMFS’s annual seafood processor
survey population from which it was drawn.

Shrimp 50

crabs | ¢

1

Finfish
crawtish | 2
Lobster [N 10

ower I o

N=98

Figure 5. NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS WHO HANDLED SPECIFIC TYPES
OF SEAFOOD

"The sample included no menhaden processors.
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While the average number of seafood types per respondent was approximately two
(Table 2), the majority of respondents handled only one type of seafood (Figure 6).
Eighteen percent handled two different types of seafood, 3.1 percent handled three
types, 8.2 percent handled four types, and 11.3 percent handled five or more types.

Table 2. NUMBER OF DIFFERENT TYPES OF SEAFOOD HANDLED BY

RESPONDENTS
N Average Median
Number of Different Seafood Types 98 2.07 1.0
Six Types Seven Types
4.1% 3.1%
Eight Types
Five Types 1.0%

3.1%

Four Types
8.2%

One Type
59.2%

i

Three Types
3.1%

N=98
Two Types
18.4%

Figure 6. NUMBER OF SEAFOOD TYPES HANDLED BY RESPONDENTS

SHRIMP PROCESSORS: PRODUCT FORMS
AND GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF SALES

Fifty respondents were identified as processing or selling shrimp. Of the respondents
who handled shrimp (Table 3), nearly one-half (46 percent) processed only shrimp.
Forty percent handled both shrimp and crabs, and over one-third handled both shrimp
and oysters or both shrimp and finfish. The average number of different seafood
types processed or sold by shrimp processors was 2.8.
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Table 3. TYPES OF SEAFOOD HANDLED BY RESPONDENTS IDENTIFIED AS
HANDLING SHRIMP

Shrimp Shrimp and Shrimp and Shrimp and Shrimp and Shrimp and

Only Crabs Oysters Finfish Crawfish Lobster
23 20 19 19 9 9
46% 40% 38% 38% 18% 18%

Shrimp Processor Product Forms

Respondents who purchased and handled shrimp were asked what percentage of
their sales of shrimp were made in the form of headless shrimp (tails), head-on (whole)
shrimp, peeled or deveined shrimp (shrimp meat), breaded shrimp, and other forms.
For every respondent that handled shrimp, each shrimp product form percentage
was multiplied by shrimp sales (solicited in a separate question) to estimate the dollar
amount of sales for each shrimp product form. Thirty-seven respondents provided
both usable shrimp sales estimates and complete shrimp product form responses
(with totals that equaled 100 percent). Of the cumulative shrimp sales among these
respondents, 43.7 percent of shrimp sales were peeled and deveined shrimp (Figure
7), 5.1 percent were head-on shrimp, and 23.7 percent were headless, shell-on shrimp.
Though the cumulative sales of breaded shrimp comprised 23.8 percent of total
shrimp sales, fewer than five respondents reported sales of breaded shrimp products.

Others
3.7%

Headless
23.7%

Breaded
23.8%

Head-On
5.1%

N=37
Peeled/Deveined
43.7%

Figure 7. PERCENTAGE OF SHRIMP SALES IN SPECIFIED FORMS
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Geographical Distribution of Sales by Shrimp Processors

Respondents that handled shrimp were asked what percentage of their shrimp sales
(in dollars) was sold directly to customers within their base state (the state in which
their seafood business is located), what percentage was sold to customers in other
states in the Gulf region, what percentage was sold to customers in states outside
the Gulf region, and what percentage was exported directly to customers outside
the United States. The percentage of sales made by the respondent to each specific
area was multiplied by their shrimp sales to estimate the dollar value of sales made to
the various geographic designations. Among the 45 respondents that provided both
usable shrimp sales estimates and complete sets of geographic information (that
summed to 100 percent), about 60 percent of shrimp sales were sold outside the
Gulf region (Figure 8). About 17.6 percent were sold within the respondents’ base
states (e.g., from an Alabama processor to an Alabama customer) and 21.6 percent
to customers in other states in the Gulf region (e.g., from an Alabama processor to
a Florida customer). About one percent of shrimp sales were made to customers
outside the U.S.

Exported
(Outside U.S.)
1.1%

U.S. States Within
Outside the Respondents’
Gulf of Mexico Base States
59.7% 17.6%
Other States
in the Gulf
N=45 of Mexico
21.6%

Figure 8. PERCENTAGE OF SHRIMP SALES DISTRIBUTED TO CUSTOMERS IN
SPECIFIED GEOGRAPHIC AREAS
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CRAB PROCESSORS: PRODUCT FORMS
AND GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF SALES

Thirty-eight respondents were identified as processing or selling crabs. Of those that
handled crabs, about one-quarter (26.3 percent) handled crabs exclusively (Table
4). About one-half handled both crabs and shrimp, both crabs and oysters, or both
crabs and finfish. Twenty-nine percent handled both crabs and crawfish, and about
one-quarter (26.3 percent) handled both crabs and lobsters. The average number of
different seafood types processed or sold by crab processors was 3.4.

Table 4. TYPES OF SEAFOOD HANDLED BY RESPONDENTS IDENTIFIED AS
HANDLING CRAB

Crab and Crab and Crab and Crab and Crab and

Crab Only Shrimp Oysters Finfish Crawfish Lobster
10 20 19 20 n 10
26.3% 52.6% 50.0% 52.6% 29.0% 26.3%

Crab Processor Product Forms

Crab processors were asked what percentage of their total crab sales were made
in the following product forms: live or jimmy crabs, cooked crab meat, soft shell
crabs, and other forms. These crab product form percentages were multiplied by
crab sales for each firm to estimate dollar sales corresponding to each product form.
Twenty-six respondents provided both usable crab sales and a set of product form
percentage responses that totaled 100 percent. Of the cumulative crab sales across
these respondents, 81.7 percent of sales were cooked crabs, 16.2 percent were live
crabs, and 0.5 percent were soft shell crabs (Figure 9).

Others

Soft Shell 1.7%

0.5%

Live Crabs

Cooked 16.2%

81.7%

N=26

Figure 9. PERCENTAGE OF CRAB SALES IN SPECIFIED FORMS
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Geographical Distribution of Sales by Crab Processors

Thirty-two respondents that handled crabs supplied both usable crab sales estimates
and a set of percentages for the geographical distribution of their crab sales that
summed to 100 percent. Across these respondents, 26.6 percent of crab sales were
made within the respondents’ base states, 27.3 percent in other states in the Gulf
region, and 46.1 percent in states outside the Gulf region (Figure 10).

U.S. States Within
Outside the Respondents’
Gulf of Mexico Base States
46.1% 26.6%

Exported

(Outside U.S.) ’—|
0.0% Other States
in the Gulf of
N=32 Mexico
27.3%

Figure 10. PERCENTAGE OF CRAB SALES DISTRIBUTED TO CUSTOMERS IN
SPECIFIED GEOGRAPHIC AREAS
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OYSTER PROCESSORS: PRODUCT FORMS
AND GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF SALES

Thirty-seven respondents were identified as selling or processing oysters. Most (64.9
percent) of the processors identified as oyster processors also processed some other
type of seafood. Only 35.1percent handled oysters exclusively (Table 5). Approximately
half handled both oysters and crabs, and the same percentage handled both oysters
and shrimp. About 40 percent handled both oysters and finfish. The average number
of different seafood types produced by oyster processors was three.

Table 5. TYPES OF SEAFOOD HANDLED BY RESPONDENTS IDENTIFIED AS
HANDLING OYSTERS

Oysters Oysters and Oysters and Oysters and Oysters and Oysters and

Only Shrimp Crab Finfish Crawfish Lobster
13 19 19 15 6 8
35.1% 51.4% 51.4% 40.5% 16.2% 21.6%

Oyster Processor Product Forms

The questionnaire solicited the percentage of oyster sales for fresh or whole oysters,
shucked oysters, frozen oysters, breaded oysters, or other formats. Twenty-five oyster
processor respondents provided both usable oyster sales estimates and product form
percentages that summed to 100 percent. Among these, 56.9 percent of oyster sales
were fresh whole oysters, 31.4 percent were shucked oyster meat, and 11.4 percent
were frozen oysters (Figure 11).

Breaded
0.2%

Others
0.1%

Frozen
11.4%

ul

Fresh Whole

Shucked 56.9%

31.4%
N=25

Figure 11. PERCENTAGE OF OYSTER SALES IN SPECIFIED FORMS
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Geographical Distribution of Sales by Oyster Processors

Thirty-one of the oyster processor respondents provided usable oyster sales estimates
and a set of responses to the question regarding the geographical distribution of
their sales that summed to 100 percent. Among these, 35.8 percent of oyster sales
were made within the respondents’ base states, 39.4 percent to other states in the
Gulf region, and 24.5 percent to states outside the Gulf (Figure 12).

U.S. States
Outside the
Gulf of Mexico
24.5%

Exported (Outside U.S.)
0.3%

Other States
in the Gulf of

ol

Mexico Priehin
Respondents’

39.4% Base States
35.8%

N=31

Figure 12. PERCENTAGE OF OYSTER SALES DISTRIBUTED TO CUSTOMERS IN
SPECIFIED GEOGRAPHIC AREAS
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FINFISH PROCESSORS: PRODUCT FORMS
AND GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF SALES

Twenty-four respondents were identified as processing or selling finfish other than
menhaden. Fewer than three of these respondents handled finfish alone (Table 6). A
large majority of those that handled finfish also handled both finfish and shrimp (79.2
percent) or both finfish and crabs (83.3%). Nearly two-thirds (62.5 percent) handled
both finfish and oysters. The average number of different seafood types handled by
processors identified as finfish processors was 4.5.

Table 6. TYPES OF SEAFOOD HANDLED BY RESPONDENTS IDENTIFIED AS
HANDLING FINFISH

Finfish and Finfish and Finfish and Finfish and Finfish and

Finfish Only Shrimp Crab Oysters Crawfish Lobster
N/A2? 19 20 15 9 10
N/A 79.2% 83.3% 62.5% 37.5% 41.7%

Finfish Processor Product Forms

Processors of finfish were asked what percentage of their finfish sales were made in
terms of whole fish, gutted or headed fish, fileted fish, steak fish, fish roe, and other
forms. Twelve respondents that handled fish gave usable finfish sales estimates and a
set of product percentage responses that summed to 100 percent. Among these, 73.2
percent of finfish sales were in the gutted or headed form, and 13.2 percent of sales
were fileted (Figure 13).

Other

7.9% Whole
Roe 4.6%
1.0%
Fileted
13.2%

®— Gutted/Headed
N=12 73.2%

Figure 13. PERCENTAGE OF FINFISH SALES IN SPECIFIED FORMS

2Confidential data is presented as N/A when there are fewer than three respondents for a particular
category.
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Geographical Distribution of Sales by Finfish Processors

Twenty finfish processor respondents supplied both usable finfish sales estimates
and a set of responses detailing the geographical distribution of their finfish sales
that totaled 100 percent. A majority of finfish sales were made outside the Gulf region
(Figure 14). About one-quarter of finfish sales were made within the respondents’
base states, and 15.0 percent were made to other states in the Gulf region. Less than
one percent of finfish sales were exported outside the U.S.

Exported (Outside U.S.)

0.7% Within
Respondents’
Base States
24.1%
U.S. States
Outside the
Gulf of Mexico
60.2%
Other States
in the Gulf
of Mexico
15.0%

Figure 14. PERCENTAGE OF FINFISH SALES DISTRIBUTED TO CUSTOMERS IN
SPECIFIED GEOGRAPHIC AREAS
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CRAWTISH PROCESSORS: PRODUCT FORMS
AND GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF SALES

Twenty-four respondents were identified as processing or selling crawfish. Of these,
37.5 percent handled only crawfish (Table 7). About forty-six percent handled both
crawfish and crabs, and about one-third handled both crawfish and shrimp, or both
crawfish and finfish. The average number of different seafood types handled by
crawfish processors was 3.2.

Table 7. TYPES OF SEAFOOD HANDLED BY RESPONDENTS IDENTIFIED AS
HANDLING CRAWFISH

Crawfish Crawfish Crawfish Crawfish Crawfish Crawfish
Only and Shrimp and Crab and Oysters and Finfish and Lobster

9 9 il 6 9 7

37.5% 37.5% 45.8% 25.0% 37.5% 29.2%

Crawfish Processor Product Forms

Crawfish processors were asked what percentage of their crawfish sales were sold
as live crawfish, peeled crawfish meat, frozen crawfish, cooked crawfish, and other
crawfish product forms. Twenty-one crawfish processor respondents provided
both crawfish sales estimates and a set of product form percentage responses that
totaled 100 percent. Live crawfish constituted the majority of crawfish sales (Figure
15). One-third of crawfish sales (33.8 percent) were peeled crawfish, and 12.9 percent
were cooked crawfish.

Others
0.6%
Frozen
0.3%
Peeled
33.8%
®&— Live
52.4%
N=21

Figure 15. PERCENTAGE OF CRAWFISH SALES IN SPECIFIED FORMS
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Geographical Distribution of Sales by Crawfish Processors

Twenty-two crawfish processor respondents provided both usable crawfish sales
estimates and a set of responses detailing the geographical distribution of their
crawfish sales that totaled 100 percent. Over three-quarters of crawfish sales were
made to customers within the respondents’ base states, and 18.7 percent to other

states in the Gulf region (Figure 16). Approximately three percent of crawfish sales
were made outside the Gulf.

Other States U.S. States Outside

in the Gulf the Gulf of Mexico

of Mexico 3.5%

18.7%

Exported

(Outside U.S.) ®&—— Within

0.0% Respondents’
Base States
77.9%

N=22

Figure 16. PERCENTAGE OF CRAWFISH SALES DISTRIBUTED TO CUSTOMERS IN
SPECIFIED GEOGRAPHIC AREAS
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LOBSTER PROCESSORS: PRODUCT FORMS
AND GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF SALES

Ten respondents were identified as processing or selling lobsters (spiny lobster). None
of the respondents that handled lobsters traded exclusively in lobsters (Table 8). All
of the respondents that handled lobsters also handled crabs and finfish. Most handled
both lobsters and shrimp (90.0 percent), both lobsters and oysters (80.0 percent), or
both lobsters and crawfish (70.0 percent). The average number of different seafood
types handled by lobster processors was 6.2.

Table 8. TYPES OF SEAFOOD HANDLED BY RESPONDENTS IDENTIFIED AS
HANDLING LOBSTERS

Lobsters Lobsters Lobsters Lobsters Lobsters Lobsters and
Only and Shrimp and Crab and Oysters and Finfish Crawfish

0] 9 10 8 10 7

0.0% 90.0% 100% 80.0% 100% 70.0%

Lobster Processor Product Forms

Only four respondents that handled lobster provided both usable lobster sales
estimates and a set of product percentage responses that summed to 100 percent.
The majority of lobster sales (56.0 percent), from this small sample, were in the form
of cooked lobster, and 31.9 percent were live lobsters (Figure 17).

Others
12.2%

®&—— Live
31.9%

Cooked
56.0%

Z
I
I

Figure 17. PERCENTAGE OF LOBSTER SALES IN SPECIFIED FORMS
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Geographical Distribution of Sales by Lobster Processors

Eight lobster processor respondents reported both usable sales estimates and
a complete set of responses that summed to 100 percent for the geographical
distribution of their lobster sales. Among these, 46.6 percent of lobster sales were
made within the respondents’ base states (Figure 18). About one-quarter of sales
were made to other states in the Gulf region, and another one-quarter to other states
outside the Gulf region.

U.S. States Exported

Outside the (Outside U.S.)

Gulf of Mexico 0.0%

27.6%

Other States

in the Gulf

‘2’; g;’““ e Within

. (]

Respondents’
Base States
46.6%

Figure 18. PERCENTAGE OF LOBSTER SALES DISTRIBUTED TO CUSTOMERS IN
SPECIFIED GEOGRAPHIC AREAS
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An Economic Baseline and Characterization of U.S. Gulf of Mexico Seafood Processors

This section examines the economic and financial data collected through the
administration of the survey instrument. In addition to summary data regarding the
seafood processors’ facilities and labor force, this section also includes three financial
statements (the balance sheet, cash flow statement, and income statement) for a
subsection of respondents who provided complete and useable financial information.

AN OVERVIEW OF THE BALANCE SHEET

A balance sheet is a depiction of a company’s financial status at a particular point in
time. The balance sheet is divided into three parts: assets, liabilities, and equity. The
asset side of the balance sheet includes the firm’s assets and its value at a particular
point in time (Figure 19). The liability side of the balance sheet includes claims against
assets (loans and other debts) and equity or net worth, the difference between
the value of all assets minus liabilities. Equity estimates can be inferred once data
regarding the respondents’ asset values and liabilities have been obtained.

Balance Sheet (Point in Time)

ASSETS LIABILITIES

Facility Structures Loan Balance (Amount Owed)
Facility Equipment
Land

Figure 19. BALANCE SHEET CONFIGURATION
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AN OVERVIEW OF THE CASH FLOW
STATEMENT

The cash flow statement summarizes the flow of money into and out of a firm over
a span of time, such as a year. Cash inflow includes all money flowing into the firm,
including receipts from operating activities and government payments related to the
business (Figure 20). Cash outflow includes all money leaving the business, including
the cost of acquiring inputs or raw materials, labor, and various expenditures related
to owning and operating the business. [tems, such as depreciation, that do not involve
cash receipts or payments are excluded.

Cash Flow Statement (Period of Time)

INFLOWS/RECEIPTS OUTFLOWS/PAYMENTS
Operating Receipts or Inflows Variable Costs Payments
Revenues from Seafood Sales Cost of Seafood Purchased
Revenues from Sales of Other Utility Cost
Products Freight or Shipping Costs
Non-Operating Receipts or Inflows Repairs and Maintenance
Government Payments Other Costs

Labor Costs

Wages, Salaries, Benefits,
Payroll Taxes, etc.

Fixed Costs Payments
Capital Purchases
Rental or Lease Payments

Loan Payments
(Interest and Principal)

Property Tax
Insurance Costs

NET CASH FLOW (+/-)

Figure 20. CASH FLOW STATEMENT CONFIGURATION
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The cash flow statement devised for the Gulf seafood processing sector includes three
sources of cash inflow. Revenues from the sales of seafood, and revenues from the
sales of other products, are classified as operating receipts or inflows. Government
payments related to the business, such as disaster recovery assistance and tariff
payments, are considered to be non-operating receipts or inflows.

The cash flow statement specifies 12 categories of cash expenditures among cash
outflows. Five expenditure categories are treated as variable cost payments and
include the following: cost of seafood purchased, utility costs, freight or shipping
costs, repairs and maintenance, and other costs such as fuel, supplies, and materials.
One category includes labor costs such as wages, salaries, benefits, payroll taxes, etc.
Six are considered fixed cost payments and are as follows: capital purchases, rental
or lease payments, interest payments on loans, principal payments on loans, property
tax, and insurance costs.

AN OVERVIEW OF THE INCOME STATEMENT

An income statement, also known as the profit and loss statement, provides a
measure of the true economic performance of a firm or return to management over a
specified period of time. Net income from operations, a measure of economic return
to a productive activity, is estimated as the difference between operating revenues
(from the sales of products or services) minus all operating expenses, including non-
cash expenses, such as depreciation (Figure 21). Net income before taxes, a firm’s
actual profit or loss, is calculated by subtracting financing costs (interest payments)
from net income from operations and adding non-operating revenues or receipts,
such as government payments.

The income statement may also include an estimate of gross margin, the difference
between revenues from the sales of seafood and the cost of seafood purchases. Gross
margin is an indication of the excess of product revenues over the cost of acquiring
inputs before other expenses are paid. It is not a measure of profitability or return.

For Gulf seafood processors, revenues generated from operations included revenues
from the sales of seafood and other products (but not government payments).
Operating expenditures included non-cash expenses, such as depreciation, and all
expenditures included within the cash flow statement other than the cost of capital
purchases, loan principal payments, and interest payments. Depreciation is not an
explicit cost and therefore needed to be estimated.
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Income Statement (Period of Time)

REVENUES EXPENDITURES
Operating Revenues Operating Expenses
Revenues from Sales of Seafood Cost of Seafood Purchased
Revenues from Sales of Other Utility Costs
Products Freight or Shipping Costs

Labor Costs

Repairs and Maintenance
Rental or Lease Payments
Property Tax

Insurance Costs
Depreciation

Net Income from Operations

Non-Operating Revenues Non-Operating Expenses
Government Payments Loan Interest Payments

NET INCOME BEFORE TAXES (+/-)

Figure 21. INCOME STATEMENT CONFIGURATION

SAMPLING FRAME FOR THE ECONOMIC
AND FINANCIAL STATEMENTS

The sample of survey respondents retained for the preparation and analysis of
the economic and financial statements for Gulf seafood processors included all
respondents for which seafood processing was a main or primary business function
and which provided sufficient information for the completion of the balance sheet,
cash flow statement, and income statement.

As in section 2, the sample used in this analysis excluded respondents who indicated
that 75 percent or more of their activities involved commercial fishing or retailing
and respondents who indicated that 75 percent or more of their activities involved
seafood dealing or distributing and also claimed to have purchased 75 percent or
more of their seafood directly from commercial fishermen. In addition, the sample
also excluded respondents who were unable to provide usable estimates for their
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firms’ market value, outstanding debt, operating revenues, government payments,
and expenditures.

The sample of respondents included for the analysis was 66 firms. Because the
processors who chose not to participate in this research effort refused personal
invitations to do so, a non-response survey, essentially a second invitation to take
part in a survey that they had already declined, seemed impractical. Existing data
regarding the survey population from the NMFS’s annual seafood processor survey for
the baseline study year did allow for a comparison of the segment of the population
retained for the financial analysis (66 firms) to the processors in the population who
were not included or did not complete a survey. The average seafood products sales
reported by these 66 respondents in the NMFS’s processor survey was not significantly
different from the average seafood products sales reported by the NMFS’s processor
survey respondents that were not included in this economic and financial analysis.

Of the respondents included in the economic and financial analysis, a majority were
from Louisiana, followed by Alabama, Texas, West Florida, and Mississippi. Compared
to the NMFS’s processor survey sample from which it was drawn, the subsample
underrepresented Florida and Mississippi and over-represented Louisiana.

For several parameters (types of activities, sources of seafood purchased, disposition
of output, and types of seafood processed), the responses provided by the 66
respondents included in the economic and financial analysis were compared to those
among all processor respondents that were examined in Section 2. For each of these,
the patterns of responses among the respondents retained for financial analysis was
similar to the pattern evident among the broader processor respondent sample.

CHARACTERISTICS OF SEAFOOD BUSINESSES

Respondents were asked to provide two items related to the longevity of their
seafood processing businesses: the year the business started handling seafood at its
current location under current ownership and the age of the main building. Among
respondents included in the financial analysis, the average and median years when
businesses started to handle seafood were 1984 and 1989, respectively (Table 9). The
average age of the main building was 31.9 years.

Table 9. AGE OF FACILITIES AND YEARS AT THE CURRENT LOCATION

Item N Average Median
Age of Main Building (Years) 65 31.9 30

Year the Seafood Business Started at the Current
Location

66 1984 1989
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Respondents were asked to provide several measures related to the physical size of
their processing facilities and businesses. The average area of on-site buildings was
28,844 square feet, and the median area was 9,850 square feet (Table 10). Twenty-
four percent had plants with an area of 2,500 square feet or less, 26 percent had an
area of 2,501 to 9,999 square feet, 26 percent had an area of 10,000 to 26,000 square
feet, and 24 percent had area of more than 26,000 square feet.

In addition to the size of their main building, respondents were asked to estimate
the area and height of the freezer and cooler space for raw and finished products at
their seafood businesses. The area of the freezer and cooler space averaged 7,261
square feet with a median of 2,730 square feet. The height of freezer and cooler space
averaged 13 feet with a median of 10 feet.

The volume of the freezer and cooler space was calculated by multiplying area by
height. The average freezer and cooler volume was 143,239 cubic feet. Median freezer
and cooler volume was 32,000 cubic feet. Volume was less than 6,400 cubic feet
for 25.4 percent of the respondents, between 6,400 and 32,000 cubic feet for 25.4
percent, between 32,000 and 128,000 cubic feet for 25.4 percent, and greater than
128,000 cubic feet for 23.8 percent.

Table 10. DIMENSIONS OF BUSINESS FACILITIES

Item N Average Median
Area of On-Site Buildings (ft?) 66 28,844 9,850
Area of Freezers and Cooler Space (ft?) 66 7,261 2,730
Height of Freezers and Cooler Space (ft) 63 13 10

Volume of Freezers and Cooler Space (ft?) 63 143,239 32,000
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EMPLOYMENT

Respondents included in the financial analysis provided estimates of two types of
employees: full-time employees and part-time or seasonal employees. The average
number of full-time workers was 40.5, nearly five times the median of 8.5 full-time
workers (Table 11). One-sixth had two full-time employees or fewer. Fifteen percent
had between three and five full-time employees, and 18.2 percent had between six and
eight. About one-quarter, 25.8 percent, had between nine and 40 full-time workers,
one-sixth had between 41 and 80 employees, and 7.6 percent had more than 80 full-
time employees.

Table 11. NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES

Item N Average Median
Full-Time Workers 66 40.5 8.5
Part-Time or Seasonal Workers 66 354 12.0
Total Number of Workers 66 75.9 54.0

The average number of part-time or seasonal workers was 35.4, approximately three
times the median number of part-time or seasonal employees. Nearly one-quarter
(24.2 percent) had no part-time or seasonal employees, and nearly one-fifth (19.7
percent) had one to six. About nine percent had seven to twelve part-time employees.
Thirty percent had between 13 and 50 part-time seasonal workers and one-sixth had
more than 50.

The average total number of employees, the sum of full-time and part-time or seasonal
employees, was 75.9 workers, and the median was 54 employees. Eighteen percent
had ten or fewer employees, 13.6 percent had between 11 and 20 employees, nine
percent between 21 and 40 employees, 15.2 percent between 41 and 55 employees,
and 19.7 percent between 56 and 75 employees. Approximately one-quarter (24.2
percent) had more than 75 employees.
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MARKET VALUE OF SEAFOOD PROCESSING
FACILITIES

Respondents provided estimates of the market value of their facilities in response
to a question soliciting the dollar amount they thought their business could sell for
if it were placed on the market. Among those providing complete surveys, average
market value was $5,812,530 (Table 12). The median market value was one-quarter
as large, or $1,275,000. About one-quarter (24.2 percent) reported a market value
of $300,000 or less, and about one-quarter (25.8 percent) had a market value of
$300,001to $1,275,000. Twenty-nine percent had a market value between $1,275,001
and $5,000,000. Twenty-one percent had a market value of more than $5 million.

Table 12. ESTIMATED CURRENT MARKET VALUE?

Item N Average Median

Current Market Value of Facility (Including
Land)

Market Value of Land 66 $1,893,608 $106,600

Current Market Value of Facility Structures
and Equipment (Excluding Land)

66 $5,812,530 $1,275,000

66 $3,918,923 $900,000

Replacement Value of Facility

Brelushng Lene) 64 $4,655,859 $1,100,000
An estimated value of the facilities and plants (excluding land) was generated by
subtracting land values from total market value. The average facilities and plant value
was $3,918,923, and the median was $900,000.

In another measure of value, respondents were asked to estimate the replacement
cost of their facilities, including building materials, equipment, and labor but excluding
land. Among the 64 respondents who provided a replacement value estimate, the
average replacement value was $4,655,859. The median replacement value was
$1,100,000. A direct comparison between the estimated facility market value and
replacement value was made by subtracting replacement value from current market
value. The average difference between market value and replacement value for those
who provided estimates for both variables was $634,314. Thus, the average market
value of a seafood processing facility was approximately half a million dollars less
than the value of the materials and equipment needed to rebuild or replace it.

3 Numbers may not necessarily calculate or sum perfectly as a result of rounding.
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The estimated market value for facilities, excluding the land, was less than the
replacement value for 60.9 percent of respondents who provided estimates for both.
The market value for facilities, excluding the land, was greater than the replacement
value for 32.8 percent, and it was roughly equal to the replacement costs for 6.3
percent.

INSURED VALUE OF PROCESSING FACILITIES

Among the respondents who provided complete questionnaires, the average insured
value of the facility and inventory was $4,088,106, and the median insured value
was $1,050,024 (Table 13). Excluding those who did not carry insurance, the average
insured value was $4,651,983, and the median insured value was $1,575,036.

Table 13. INSURANCE VALUE

Item N Average Median

Insurance Value of Facility and Inventory
(All Respondents)

Insurance Value of Facility and Inventory
(Insured Respondents Only)

66 $4,088,106 $1,050,024

58 $4,651,983 $1,575,036

Approximately eighty-eight percent of the respondents carried insurance for the
baseline year of 2009 (Figure 22). Insurance coverage was less than the market value
of the facility for 45 percent of the respondents, roughly equal to market value for
five percent, and greater than market value for 50 percent.

No Insurance
12.1%

®—— |nsurance
87.9%

N=66

Figure 22. PERCENTAGE OF PROCESSOR RESPONDENTS WITH INSURANCE
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DEBT: OUTSTANDING LOANS

The total amount of all outstanding loans at the end of the baseline year of 2009
was solicited as a measure of respondents’ indebtedness. The average amount of
outstanding loans was $1,331,622, and the median was $44,626 (Table 14). Among
those who carried at least some debt, the average outstanding loan balance was
$2,312,817, and the median balance was $640,515.

Table 14. OUTSTANDING LOANS

Item N Average Median
Amount of Outstanding Loans

(All Respondents) 66 $1,331,622 $44,626
Amount of Outstanding Loans 28 $2,312.817 $640.515

(Only among Respondents with Loans)

About two-fifths (42.4 percent) had no debt, or an outstanding loan balance of $0
(Figure 23). About one-third (34.8 percent) had debt of one to one million dollars,
and 22.7 percent had debt of more than one million dollars.

No Outstanding
Loans
42.4%

®— Outstanding
Loans
57.6%

Figure 23. PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS WITH OUTSTANDING LOANS
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BALANCE SHEET

The balance sheet describes the relationship between a firm’s debts and asset value
at a particular point in time. It compares the businesses assets and its liabilities, or
the financial claims against the assets. The firm’s equity or net worth is the difference
between asset value and the amount of debt. For the analysis herein, asset value is
equal to the current market value of the processing business, and debt is equal to the
amount of outstanding loans.

Among the 66 respondents who provided complete surveys, average asset value
was $5,812,530, average debt was $1,331,622, and average equity was $4,480,908
(Table 15). Median equity was $816,516. Nine percent had equity of $0 or less, forty-
five percent had equity of one dollar to $1,000,000, and 13.6 percent had equity of
$1,000,001 and $2,000,000. About nine percent had equity between $2,000,001 and
$4,000,000, and 23 percent had equity of more than $4,000,000.

Table 15. BALANCE SHEET

Item (N = 66) Average Median
Assets (Market Value) $5,812,530 $1,275,000
Debt $1,331,622 $44,626
Equity $4,480,908 $816,516

EXPENDITURES

The survey solicited estimates of total expenditures for the baseline year of 2009 and
separate estimates for 12 different items. Each individual respondent could elect to
provide a dollar estimate of total expenditures or identify the appropriate dollar range
from a list of 18 different expenditure categories ranging from “less than $50,000”
to “greater than 25,000,000.” There were five expenditure ranges below the one
million dollar level (“less than $50,000,” “$50,001-$100,000,” “$100,001-$200,000,”
“$200,001-$500,000,” and “$500,001-$1,000,000”) and 12 expenditure ranges in
two million dollar increments from “1,000,001-$3,000,000” through “23,000,001-
$25,000,000.” Of the 66 respondents included in the analysis, 47 provided dollar
estimates of total expenditures, and 19 provided dollar ranges for expenditures during
the 2009 baseline year. For those that provided dollar ranges, a midpoint value was
assigned as an estimate of total expenditures.
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TOTAL EXPENDITURES

Average total expenditures were $12,600,547, and median total expenditures were
about one-quarter as large, or $3,311,251 (Table 16). Almost one-third (31.8 percent)
reported expenditures of one million dollars or less. Fifteen percent had expenditures
between $1,000,001 and $3,000,000, another 15 percent had expenditures between
$3,000,001 and $6,000,000, 13.6 percent had expenditures between $6,000,001
and $12,000,000, and 13.6 percent had expenditures between $12,000,001 and
$24,000,000. Approximately 10.6 percent reported expenditures of more than
$24,000,000.

Table 16. TOTAL AND ITEMIZED EXPENDITURE CATEGORIES

Item (N =66) Average Median

Total Expenditures $12,600,547 $3,311,251
Costs of Purchasing Seafood $9,136,101 $1,814,251
Labor Costs $1,236,401 $455,065
Utility Costs $281,370 $65,267
Freight or Shipping Costs $247,993 $16,275
Repair & Maintenance $187,825 $52,310
Capital Purchases $165,574 $5,317
Principal Paid on Loans $66,801 $0
Interest Paid on Loans $86,144 $242
Rental or Lease Payments $85,339 $2,100
Property Tax $45,346 $3,150
Insurance Costs $158,984 $52,330
Other Costs $902,669 $114,452
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ITEMIZED EXPENDITURES

Respondents were asked to provide estimates for 12 individual expenditure items
for the baseline year of 2009. Five were primarily variable cost items: labor, cost
of seafood purchased, freight costs, utility costs, and repair and maintenance costs.
Six items were primarily considered fixed cost items: loan principal payments, loan
interest payments, rental or lease payments, property tax, insurance cost, and capital
purchases of buildings, machinery, and equipment. A twelfth category solicited “other
costs” that respondents might have incurred. Respondents were given a choice to
identify itemized dollar expenditures as dollar estimates or as percentages of the
total annual expenditures.

The cost of seafood purchased was the single largest itemized expenditure category.
The cumulative cost of seafood purchased was 72.5 percent of the cumulative
total expenditures across all respondents (Figure 24). The average cost of seafood
purchased was $9,136,101. The median for the category was $1,814,251. Two-thirds
(66.7 percent) reported seafood expenditures of three million dollars or less, 7.6
percent reported seafood costs between $3,000,001 and $6,000,000, 9.1 percent
had seafood expenditures from $6,000,001 to $12,000,000, and 16.7 percent had
seafood expenditures of more than twelve million dollars.

The cost of labor was the second largest itemized expenditure category, representing
9.8 percent of cumulative total expenditures. Average labor costs were $1,236,401,
and median labor costs were $455,065.

Utility costs and freight or shipping costs, each accounting for about two percent of
cumulative total expenditures, averaged $281,370 and $247,993, respectively. Repair
and maintenance costs represented 1.5 percent of cumulative total expenditures and
averaged $187,825.

The average cost of capital purchases for buildings, machinery, and equipment was
$165,574. Median expenditures for capital purchases was $5,317. Approximately 47
percent of respondents reported no expenditures for this category.

The cost of debt service (loan principal and interest payments) accounted for 1.2
percent of cumulative total expenditures. Average principal payments and average
interest payments were, respectively, $66,801 and $86,144. Median principal and
interest payments were far lower. Approximately 55 percent of respondents paid $0
in principal payments, and half (50 percent) paid $0 in interest payments.

Insurance costs, which averaged $158,984, accounted for 1.3 percent of total annual
expenditures. Median insurance costs were $52,330. The average annual insurance
expenditures among those who paid insurance was $180,912.
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Rental and lease payments and property tax costs each represented less than one
percent of cumulative total expenditures. Average rental and lease payments were
$85,339, and average property tax costs were $45,346. Median expenditures for
these items were far lower: $2,100 for rental and lease expenditures, and $3,150 for
property tax expenditures. Approximately 47 percent of respondents reported paying
$0 in rental and lease expenditures, and 21 percent reported paying $0 in property
tax expenditures.

— Insurance Costs:
1.3%

Other Costs:
7.2%
[ ]

Property Tax: 0.4%

Rent or Lease Payments: 0.7%

Principal Paid on Loans: 0.5%
Repair and Maintenance: 1.5%
Utility Costs: 2.2% —1
[ ]

Freight or Shipping Costs: 2.0%

Labor Costs: 9.8%

Interest Paid

L :0.7%
Capital Purchases: 1.3% on Loans o

Cost of Purchasing Seafood: 72.5%

Figure 24. PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL EXPENDITURES BY EXPENDITURE
CATEGORY

REVENUE FROM SALES OF SEAFOOD

Respondents were asked to estimate total gross sales related to seafood for the
baseline year of 2009. Each respondent had the choice to provide a dollar estimate
or identify the appropriate sales dollar range from a list of 18 different gross sales
categories, ranging from “less than $50,000” to “more than $25,000,000.” The ranges
were identical to the ranges available for total expenditures. Fifty-eight respondents
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provided dollar estimates, and eight respondents identified gross sales categories.
For those who utilized the gross sales categories, sales were estimated as a midpoint
value.

Average gross sales of seafood were $12,643,649, and median gross sales were
$2,646,518 (Table 17). One-third of respondents had gross seafood sales of one million
dollars or less, and one-fifth (19.7 percent) had gross seafood sales of $1,000,001 to
$3,000,000. About twelve percent (12.1 percent) had gross seafood sales between
$3,000,001 and $6,000,000, and 10.6 percent reported gross sales between
$6,000,001 and $12,000,000. Another 15.1 percent reported gross sales between
$12,000,001 and $24,000,000, and 9.1 percent had gross seafood sales of more than
$24 million.

REVENUE FROM SALES OF PRODUCTS
OTHER THAN SEAFOOD

Respondents were also asked to estimate gross sales of seafood products other than
seafood, such as poultry and vegetables. Respondents were given an alternative
means to respond by either providing a dollar estimate or identifying the appropriate
gross sales range among the 18 provided. The ranges were identical to the ranges
available as responses for total expenditures and gross sales of seafood.

Average gross sales of products other than seafood were $513,753 (Table 17). Because
only 14 respondents reported having any sales of products other than seafood, the
median was $0. Among the 14 respondents that reported selling products other than
seafood, average gross sales of products other than seafood were $2,421,976. Their
median gross sales of products other than seafood were $179,554. For all but one
respondent, gross seafood sales were greater than gross sales of products other than
seafood.

Table 177. REVENUES FROM SALES OF SEAFOOD AND OTHER PRODUCTS

Item (N = 66) Average Median
Revenues from the Sales of Seafood $12,643,649 $2,646,518
Revenues from the Sales of Other Products $513,753 $0

Total Revenues $13,157,402 $2,797,485

44



An Economic Baseline and Characterization of U.S. Gulf of Mexico Seafood Processors

TOTAL REVENUES

Total revenues were estimated by adding together revenues from the sales of seafood
products and revenues from the sales of products other than seafood. Average total
revenues were $13,157,402, and median total revenues were $2,797,485 (Table 17).
Cumulative revenues from the sales of seafood products accounted for 96 percent of
cumulative total revenues.

One-third of respondents reported total revenues of less than one million dollars, 18.2
percent reported total gross sales of $1,000,001 to $3,000,000, and 13.6 percent
reported total gross sales of $3,000,001 to $6,000,000. About eleven percent (10.6
percent) had total gross sales of $6,000,001 to $12,000,000, 15.1 percent had total
gross sales of $12,000,001to $24,000,000, and 9.1 percent had more than $24 million
in total gross sales.

GOVERNMENT PAYMENTS RELATED
TO SEAFOOD BUSINESSES

Respondents were asked to estimate total payments that they received from the
state and federal government for the baseline year of 2009. These included tariff
moneys, grants, and disaster assistance, etc. Average government payments among
all respondents was $116,624 (Table 18).

Table 1S. GOVERNMENT PAYMENTS RELATED TO SEAFOOD BUSINESSES

Item N Average Median
Government Payments (All respondents) 66 $116,624 $0

Government Payments
(Among respondents that received payments)

24  $320,716 $73,502
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Since only 36.4 percent of the respondents claimed to have received any government
payments for the baseline year of 2009 (Figure 25), the median government payment
was $0. Amongthe 24 respondents that received them, average government payments
were $320,716, while the median government payments were $73,502.

Received No
Government
Payments
63.6%

L 4

Received
Government
Payments
36.4%

N=66

Figure 25. PERCENTAGE OF PROCESSOR RESPONDENTS WHO RECEIVED
GOVERNMENT PAYMENTS

CASH FLOW STATEMENT

The cash flow statement is a financial statement that shows the flow of money into
and out of a company over a period of time. Money accruing to the company is called
cash inflow. Money leaving the company is called cash outflow, which includes the
various costs of owning and operating the business. Transactions that do not directly
create cash receipts and payments are excluded. The difference between inflow and
outflow—net cash flow—reflects the business’s liquidity or solvency and is useful in
determining the short-term viability of a company.

CASH INFLOW

Cash inflow was calculated as the sum of revenues from the sales of seafood products,
revenues from the sales of products other than seafood, and government payments
related to the seafood business. Average cash inflows were $13,274,026 (Table 19).
Median total cash inflows were $2,797,485.
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Table 19. CASH FLOW STATEMENT

Item (N = 66) Average Median
Cash Inflow $13,274,026 $2,797,485
Revenues from Sales of Seafood $12,643,649 $2,646,518
Revenues from Sales of Products Other
than Seafood B9l 75 #i0
Government Payments $116,624 $0
Cash Outflow $12,600,547 $3,311,251
Costs of Purchasing Seafood $9,136,101 $1,814,251
Labor Costs $1,236,401 $455,065
Miscellaneous Expenditures $2,228,045 $617,694
Net Cash Flow $673,479 $6,381

Cash inflows were less than one million dollars for 31.8 percent of the respondents
(Figure 26). Total cash inflows were between $1,000,001 and $2,000,000 for 9.1
percent of the respondents, and between $2,000,001 and $6,000,000 for 24.3
percent. About ten percent (10.6 percent) had total cash inflows between $6,000,001
and $12,000,000, 15.1 percent had total cash inflows between $12,000,001 and
$28,000,000, and 9.1 percent had cash inflows that were more than $28 million.
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Figure 26. DISTRIBUTION OF CASH INFLOWS
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CASH OUTFLOW

Cash outflows were equivalent to total expenditures. Average cash outflows were
$12,600,547, and median cash outflows were $3,311,251 (Table 19). For 31.8 percent
of the respondents, cash outflows were one million dollars or less. Cash outflows
were between $1,000,001 and $2,000,000 for 6.1 percent of the respondents and
between $2,000,001 and $6,000,000 dollars for 25.8 percent (Figure 27). Outflows
were between $6,000,001 and $12,000,000 for 10.6 percent of respondents, between
$12,000,001 and $28,000,000 for 16.7 percent, and more than $28,000,000 for 9.1
percent.

Number of Respondents

Figure 27. DISTRIBUTION OF CASH OUTFLOWS

NET CASH FLOW

Net cash flow is the difference of cash inflows minus cash outflows. Average net cash
flows were $673,479, and median net cash flows were $6,381 (Table 19). About 55
percent of the respondents had positive net cash flows. Approximately 12 percent
had net cash flows of less than -$1,000,000. Almost thirty-two percent had net cash
flows between -$1,000,000 and -$1. About 38 percent had net cash flows of $0 to
$1,000,000, and 18.2 percent had net cash flows of more than $1,000,000 (Figure
28).
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Figure 28. DISTRIBUTION OF NET CASH FLOWS

INCOME STATEMENT

The income statement allows for a different presentation of profitability than the
cash flow statement. The income statement includes revenue payments associated
with production activity in the production year, cash expenses incurred in that year,
and non-cash expenses, such as depreciation. The income statement includes loan
interest payments but excludes capital purchases and loan principal payments.

The income statement in Table 20 begins with revenue from the sales of seafood
and subsequently subtracts the cost of seafood sold to estimate the gross margin
from seafood. It then combines revenue from seafood sales with revenue from the
sales of products other than seafood to compute total revenue. Operating and
depreciation expenses are then subtracted from total revenue to estimate net income
from operations. It then considers interest expenses and government payments to
calculate net income before taxes.
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Table 20. INCOME STATEMENT*

Item (N = 66) Average Median

Revenue from Seafood Sales $12,643,649 $2,646,518

Cost of Seafood Sold $9,136,101 $1,814,251

Gross Margin from Seafood $3,507,548 $883,359
Gross Margin/Seafood Sales 27.7%

Revenue from Non-Seafood Products $513,753 $0

Total Revenue $13,157,401 $2,797,485

Operating Expenses $3,145,928 $1,028,899
Wages and Salaries $1,236,401 $455,065
Utility Costs $281,370 $65,267
Freight or Shipping Costs $247,993 $16,275
Repair and Maintenance $187,825 $52,310
Rent or Lease Payments $85,339 $2,100
Property Tax $45,346 $3,150
Insurance Costs $158,984 $52,330
Other Costs $902,669 $114,452

Depreciation $221,147 $54,575
Capital Acquisitions $23,677 $760
Facility Structures & Equipment $197,469 $46,827

Net Income from Operations $654,227 $7,534

Interest Paid on Loans $86,144 $241

Government Payments $116,624 $0

Net Income before Taxes $684,707 $27,976
Net Income/Sales 5.2%

4 Numbers may not necessarily calculate or sum perfectly as a result of rounding.
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Gross margin is a measure of the difference between revenue from the sales of seafood
minus the cost of seafood purchased before other expenses are paid. Average gross
margin from seafood sales was $3,507,548, and median gross margin was $883,359.
More than one-third (37.9 percent) had gross margins of less than $500 thousand, and
one-sixth (16.7 percent) had gross margins between 500 thousand and one million
dollars (Figure 29). One-sixth had gross margins between one million and two million
dollars, one-sixth had gross margins between two and six million dollars, 4.5 percent
had gross margins between six million and eight million dollars, and 7.6 percent had
gross margins greater than eight million dollars.
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Figure 29. DISTRIBUTION OF GROSS MARGINS

Total revenues were estimated as the sum of revenues from the sales of seafood plus
revenues from the sales of products other than seafood. As presented heretofore,
average total revenues were $13,157,401.

Operating expenses were estimated as the sum of wages and salaries, utility costs,
freight and shipping costs, repairs and maintenance costs, rental and lease payments,
property taxes, insurance costs, and other cash expenditures. Average operating
expenses were $3,145,928, and median operating expenses were $1,028,899.

According to Barron’s Dictionary of Finance and Investment Terms, depreciation is
a measure of the “consumption of capital during production” and is used in place
of capital purchases and payments on principal made during the production year.
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This research did not solicit estimates of depreciation from the survey population
during the interview process given the difficulties associated with individuals having
to estimate, calculate, or provide accurate measures of depreciation. The analysis
herein includes depreciation estimates for two different types of capital assets: capital
purchases acquired during the production year and the firm’s other facility structures
and equipment assets.

The capital purchases made during the production year were assumed to depreciate
over seven years, following the U.S. Internal Revenue Service’s depreciation schedule
for fish processing equipment, using a straight-line depreciation rate of 0.143. Average
depreciation of capital assets purchased in the study year was $23,677, and median
capital-purchase depreciation was $760 (Table 20).

Giventhat firms possessed depreciable assets obtained in years prior to the study year,
these assets were likely to consist of a varied lot, consisting of vehicles, equipment,
electronics, and non-residential real estate structures. This research did not solicit the
identification of different types of depreciable facility assets or an enumeration of
their value.

The value for this diverse array of assets was estimated as the difference between
the value of the firms’ facility structures and equipment minus capital purchases
made during the study year. These assets were depreciated over 20 years using a
straight-line depreciation rate of 0.05. Depreciation expenses for facility structures
and equipment averaged $197,469 (Table 20).

Total depreciation expenses consisted of the sum of the depreciation of facility
structures and equipment and the depreciation of capital acquisition for the baseline
study year. Average total depreciation expenses® were $221,147, and median total
depreciation was $54,575.

Net income from operations was estimated as the difference between total revenue
minus operating expenses and depreciation expenses. Average net income from
operations was $654,227, and median net income from operations was $7,534.

Net income before taxes is a measure of the return to the processors’ management.
Net income before taxes is the sum of net income from operations minus interest
expenses plus government payments related to the seafood business. Average net
income before taxes was $684,707, and median net income before taxes was $27,976.

5 In addition to the depreciation rate of 0.05 for the facility structures and equipment, this research
performed sensitivity analysis that employed two alternative depreciation rates: a 14-year rate and a
39-year rate. Depreciation estimates for the facility structures and equipment varied slightly under
these alternatives and as a result the 0.05 20-year rate was used.
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Net income was positive for 58 percent of the respondents. Net income before taxes
was less than negative one million dollars for 15.2 percent of the respondents and
between negative one million dollars and negative one dollar for 25.7 percent (Figure
30). Net income before taxes was between $0 and $500 thousand for 36.4 percent of
the respondents, between 500 thousand and one million dollars for 7.6 percent, and
greater than one million dollars for 15.2 percent.
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Figure 30. DISTRIBUTION OF NET INCOME BEFORE TAXES
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OPPORTUNITY COST

Opportunity cost is treated conceptually as income forgone as a result of maintaining
the capital invested in the seafood processing firm instead of an alternative income-
earning investment. In practice, it can be difficult to measure opportunity cost
because an estimate of the income that is not realized as a result of not pursuing
alternative enterprises can be difficult to assess. Though all measures of opportunity
cost are open to debate and interpretation, an estimation of opportunity cost may
be informative of the return from seafood processing activities relative to other
investment opportunities.

Following the example of economicresearch regarding seafood processors conducted
by the NMFS’s Northwest Fisheries Science Center, this research obtained an estimate
of opportunity cost by multiplying the market value of each firm times the yield on
Moody’s BAA-rated seasoned corporate bond rates (all industries) for the baseline
year of 2009 (7.29 percent). By this measure, average opportunity cost was $444,930,
and median opportunity cost was $97,598 (Table 21).

Table 21. OPPORTUNITY COST

Item (N = 66) Average Median
Opportunity Cost $444,930 $97,598
Net Income before Taxes - Opportunity Cost $239,777 -$18,106

The difference of net income before taxes minus opportunity cost (Table 21)
provides an estimate of the firms’ economic profitability relative to the return on
alternative investment opportunities. If the estimate of opportunity cost presented
here is accepted, average net income minus opportunity cost is $239,777. Median net
income minus opportunity cost is less than zero (-$18,106). Based on this measure
of opportunity cost, net income before taxes is greater than opportunity cost for 42
percent of the respondents and less than opportunity cost for 58 percent.
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The previous section presented a characterization of the Gulf seafood processing
sector using two measures of central tendency, average and median, for various
parameters and measures of economic performance. These statistics, while informative
and succinct, may nevertheless present an oversimplification of the complex and
diverse population of businesses that range from those with annual sales of less than
$100 thousand to those with annual sales of multiple hundreds of millions of dollars.

This section contains analysis that encompasses some of the diversity of the seafood
processor sector by presenting descriptive statistics of processors within four
divisions defined by the respondents’ self-described estimated current market value.
The “micro” division includes all respondents with an estimated market value of less
than $1,000,000, the “small” division includes all respondents with a market value
of $1,000,001 to $5,000,000; the “medium” division includes all respondents with
a market value of $5,000,001 to 20,000,000; and the “large” division includes all
respondents with a market value of over $20,000,000 (Table 22).

Table 22. DELINEATION OF MARKET VALUE DIVISIONS

Cumulative Cumulative Cumulative

Estimated Seafood Seafood

Division Market Value N Market Value Purchases Sales
Micro Less than $1 Million 28 $10,927,000 $25,586,087 $42,475,942
Small $1to $5 Million 21 $46,150,000 $122,425,043 $182,740,633
Medium $5 to $20 Million 1 $91,416,667 $131,896,537 $168,892,529

Large More than $20 Million 6  $235,133,333 $323,074,992 $440,371,746

Respondents in the micro division represented 42.4 percent of the sample but had
a cumulative market value of 2.8 percent of the combined market value across all
respondents. They purchased 4.2 percent of the dollar value of seafood purchased
by all respondents and sold 5.2 percent of the value of the sample’s total seafood
sales. The small division, 31.8 percent of the sample, accounted for 12.0 percent of the
combined market value of the processors’ sample, 20.3 percent of the dollar value of
all seafood purchased, and 21.9 percent of the combined sample’s seafood sales. The
medium division of respondents represented only 16.7 percent of the sample, 23.8
percent of the sample’s combined market value, 21.9 percent of the combined sample’s
seafood purchases, and 20.2 percent of the combined sample’s seafood sales. The
large division of respondents represented only 9.1 percent of the sample, and had a
cumulative market value of 61.3 percent of the sample’s combined market value. Their
seafood purchases comprised 53.6 percent of the combined seafood purchases and
had seafood sales that comprised 52.6 percent of the sample’s combined seafood
sales.
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Respondents in all size divisions reported obtaining seafood from a variety of sources.
Those in the micro, small, and medium divisions acquired most of their seafood from
domestic sources (Table 23). Among the respondents in the micro division, 47.0
percent was purchased from domestic seafood dealers and distributors, about 15
percent directly from commercial fishermen, and 14.6 percent from other domestic
seafood processors. Among respondents in the small division, about one third was
acquired from domestic dealers and distributors, and another third was acquired
directly from commercial fishermen. In the medium division, two-thirds of the
seafood was purchased from seafood dealers and distributors, and one-fifth was
bought directly from commercial fishermen. Respondents in the large division are
distinguished by obtaining relatively little seafood from domestic sources and a large
share (86.3 percent) directly from imported sources. Over 95 percent of the seafood
obtained by all respondents directly from imported sources was purchased by the
respondents in the large division.

Table 23. PERCENTAGE OF SEAFOOD OBTAINED FROM THE FOLLOWING
SOURCES-IN TERMS OF COSTS-BY MARKET VALUE DIVISIONS

Item All Micro Small Medium Large
Vessels Owned by Respondents 1.5% 4.5% 2.5% 3.3% 0.0%
Independent Commercial Harvesters 15.3% 151% 34.1% 21.0% 52%

Domestic Seafood Dealers &
Distributors

30.6% 47.0% 30.4% 65.8% 7.5%

Domestic Seafood Processors 3.5% 14.6% 1.0% 9.1% 1.0%
Imported Seafood 42.7% 0.8% 3.9% 0.7% 86.3%
Other 6.4% 181% 28.1% 0.0% 0.0%

There was little difference across size divisions in terms of the average age of the
firm’s main buildings (30 to 37.5 years old) or the average business establishment
year (1980 - 1987) (Table 24).

Table 24. AGE OF THE MAIN BUILDING AND THE YEAR THE BUSINESS
STARTED AT THE CURRENT LOCATION BY MARKET VALUE

DIVISIONS
Item All Micro Small Medium Large
AVERAGES
Age of Main Building (Years) 31.9 30.0 32.5 32.5 37.5
Year Business Started at Current 1984 1987 1980 1985 1985

Location
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There was a great range of difference in the average square footage of on-site buildings
and freezer and cooler volume among micro division respondents (18,040 ft?, 15,965
ft®), small division respondents (23,584 ft?, 109,582 ft*), medium division respondents
(32,104 ft2, 176,485 ft3), and large division respondents (91,696 ft?, 757,149 ft3) (Table
25).

Table 25. SQUARE FOOTAGE OF ON-SITE BUILDINGS, FREEZER & COOLER
SQUARE FOOTAGE, AND FREEZER AND COOLER VOLUME BY
MARKET VALUE DIVISIONS

Item All Micro Small Medium Large
AVERAGES

Area of On-Site Buildings (ft?) 28,844 18,040 23,584 32,104 91,696

Freezers & Cooler Area (ft?) 7,261 1,459 4,722 9,938 38,315

Freezers & Cooler Volume (ft®) 143,239 15,965 109,582 176,485 757,149

Of the combined number of employees hired by all respondents, 20.7 percent were
employed by micro division respondents, 25 percent by small division respondents,
20 percent by medium division respondents, and 34.3 percent by large division
respondents. The average number of employees rose consistently across the size
divisions from 37 employees (7.2 full-time, 29.8 part-time) in the micro division to
59.5 employees (38.8 full-time, 20.7 part-time) for the small division to 90.8 (37.7 full-
time, 53.1 part-time) in the medium division, to 287 employees (206.5 full-time, 80.5
part-time) for the large division (Table 26).

Table 26. NUMBER OF FULL-TIME AND PART-TIME WORKERS BY MARKET
VALUE DIVISIONS

Item All Micro Small Medium Large
AVERAGES

Full-Time Workers 40.5 7.2 38.8 37.7 206.5

Part-Time or Seasonal Workers 354 29.8 20.7 53.1 80.5

Total Number of Workers 75.9 37.0 59.5 90.8 287.0
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The current market value of respondents’ assets varied substantially across size
divisions. The average estimated current market value of the respondents’ facilities
was $390 thousand dollars in the micro division, $2.2 million in the small division, $8.3
million in the medium division, and $39.2 million in the large division (Table 27). The
market value of land comprised 16.1 percent of total asset value in the micro division,
28.5 percent of total asset value in the small division, 27 percent of total asset value
in the medium division, and 36.3 percent of total asset value in the large division.

Table 27. CURRENT MARKET VALUE BY MARKET VALUE DIVISIONSS®

Item All Micro Small Medium Large
AVERAGES

Current Market Value
of Facility (Including 5,812,530 390,250 2,197,619 8,310,606 39,188,889
Land)

Market Value of Land 1,893,608 62,679 626,661 2,240,909 14,235,533

Current Market Value
of Facility (Excluding 3,918,923 327,571 1,570,958 6,069,697 24,953,356
Land)

BALANCE SHEET

Given the summary balance sheet in Table 28, the average asset value was equivalent
to the average estimated current market value of the seafood processors’ businesses,
the parameter that defined the size divisions. As a result, the average market or asset
value increased in conjunction with the size divisions from $390,250 for the micro
division to $2,197,619 for the small division, to $8,310,606 for the medium division, to
$39,188,889 for the large division. Within each size division, average facility structures
and equipment values comprised the majority of average current market value.

& Numbers may not necessarily calculate or sum perfectly as a result of rounding.

59



An Economic Baseline and Characterization of U.S. Gulf of Mexico Seafood Processors

Table 28. BALANCE SHEET BY MARKET VALUE DIVISIONS?

Item All Micro Small Medium Large
AVERAGES

Assets 5,812,530 390,250 2,197,619 8,310,606 39,188,889

Debt 1,331,622 238,621 582,374 1,136,453 9,412,471

Equity 4,480,908 151,629 1,615,245 7,174,154 29,776,418

Average debt also increased steadily across size divisions from $238,621 for the micro
division, to $582,374 for the small division, to $1,136,453 for the medium division,
to $9,412,471 for the large division. About 53.6 percent of respondents in the micro
division, 52.4 percent of respondents in the small division, 72.7 percent of respondents
in the medium division, and 66.7 percent in the large division carried outstanding
debt.

Equity or net worth displayed a pattern similar to the assets and debt. Equity was
$151,629 in the micro division, $1,615,245 in the small division, $7,174,154 in the medium
division, and $29,776,418 in the large division.

INSURED VALUE

The average insured value of the respondents’ seafood businesses (including facility
value and inventory) was $800,006 in the micro division, $2,280,992 in the small
division, $5,556,440 in the medium division, and $23,065,528 in the large division
(Table 29). A large majority of respondents in each division reported carrying
insurance.

Table 29. INSURED VALUE BY MARKET VALUE DIVISIONS

Item All Micro Small Medium Large
AVERAGES

Insured Value
(Facility & Inventory)

Percent with Insurance 87.9% 78.6% 100% 90.9% 83.3%

4,088,106 800,006 2,280,992 5,556,440 23,065,528

7 Numbers may not necessarily calculate or sum perfectly as a result of rounding.
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CASH FLOW STATEMENT

The cash flow statement, represented by net cash flows, is the difference between cash
inflows and cash outflows. For two size divisions, average cash outflows were larger
than average cash inflows, and consequently, net cash outflows were negative among
respondents in the micro division (-$63,142) and the small division (-$457,201) (Table
30). These negative average estimates are the result of a minority of respondents
that encountered relatively large negative net cash flows. In contrast to the negative
averages, a majority of respondents in the micro division (53.6 percent) and the small
division (54.6 percent) had positive estimated net cash flows. Average net cash flows
were $204,352 in the medium division and $8,928,490 in the large division. A majority
of respondents in both the medium division and large division had positive net cash
flows.

Table 30. CASH FLOW STATEMENT BY MARKET VALUE DIVISIONS?

Item All Micro Small Medium Large
AVERAGES

Cash Inflow 13,274,026 1,579,600 9,055,565 15,816,952 77,950,594
Revenues from
Sales of 12,643,649 1,516,998 8,701,935 15,353,866 73,395,291
Seafood
Revenues from
Sales of Other 513,753 42 385 228,381 56,749 4,550,104
Products
Government 116,624 20,217 125,248 406,337 5,198
Payments

Cash Outflow 12,600,547 1,642,743 9,512,766 15,612,600 69,022,103
Costs of
Purchasing 9,136,101 913,789 5,829,764 11,990,594 53,845,832
Seafood
Labor Costs 1,236,401 335,712 1,106,164 1,396,214 5,602,460

Miscellaneous
Expenditures

Net Cash Flow 673,479 -63,142 -457,201 204,352 8,928,490

2,228,045 393,241 2,576,837 2,225,790 9,573,811

& Numbers may not necessarily calculate or sum perfectly as a result of rounding.
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CASH INFLOWS

Cash inflows were estimated as the sum of total revenues plus government payments
related to each respondent’s seafood business. Average cash inflows were $1,579,600
in the micro division, $9,055,565 in the small division, $15,816,952 in the medium
division, to $77,950,594 in the large division.

TOTAL REVENUE

Average revenues from sales of seafood ranged from $1,516,998 in the micro
division and $8,701,395 in the small division to $15,353,866 in the medium division
and $73,395,291 in the large division (Table 30). Average revenue from the sales of
products other than seafood varied from $42,385 in the micro division, to $228,381
in the small division, to $56,749 in the medium division, to $4,550,104 in the large
division. About 14.4 percent of respondents in the micro division, 23.8 percent of
those in the small division, and 36.4 percent in the medium division reported sales of
products other than seafood. Only a minority of respondents in the large division sold
products other than seafood.

Total revenue, the sum of revenue from the sales of seafood and the sales of products
other than seafood, increased consistently across size divisions. Average total
revenues rose from $1,559,383 in the micro division to $8,930,316 in the small division,
to $15,410,615 in the medium division, to $77,945,395 in the large division.

GOVERNMENT PAYMENTS

Average government payments related to the seafood processing businesses rose
from $20,217 in the micro division, to $125,248 in the small division, to $406,337 in the
medium division, and decreased to $5,198 in the large division. About 28.6 percent
of the respondents in the micro division, 38.1 percent of those in the small division,
and 63.6 percent of those in the medium division reported receiving government
payments for the baseline study year. Only a minority of respondents in the large
division reported receiving government payments.

CASH OUTFLOWS

Cash outflows are equivalent to total expenditures. Cash outflows were $1,642,743 in
the micro division, $9,512,766 in the small division, $15,612,600 in the medium division,
and $69,022,103 in the large division.

62



An Economic Baseline and Characterization of U.S. Gulf of Mexico Seafood Processors

TOTAL EXPENDITURES

Total expenditures included the sum of the cost of seafood purchased plus labor costs
and miscellaneous expenditures. Miscellaneous expenditures are the sum of utilities,
freight and shipping, repairs and maintenance costs, rental and lease payments,
property tax, payments on loan principal and interest, capital purchases, insurance,
and other costs.

For respondents in the micro division, the average cost of seafood purchased
($913,789) was 55.6 percent of average total expenditures ($1,642,743) and average
labor costs ($335,712) were 20.4 percent (Table 31). Among respondents in the
small division, average total expenditures were $9,512,766. Given total expenditures,
the average cost of seafood purchased ($5,829,764) represented 61.3 percent, and
average labor costs ($1,106,164) were 11.6 percent.

The average cost of seafood purchased was $11,990,594 among respondents in the
medium division, which was 76.8 percent of the division’s cash outflows ($15,612,600).
Average labor costs, $1,396,214, comprised 8.9 percent of average cash outflows
for this division of respondents. Among the respondents in the large division, the
average cost of seafood purchased was $53,845,832, and average labor costs were
$5,602,460. For respondents in the large division, average seafood costs were 78
percent, and average labor costs were about 8.1 percent of average cash outflows
($69,022,103).

Table 31. TOTAL EXPENDITURES AND ITEMIZED EXPENDITURE CATEGORIES
BY MARKET VALUE DIVISIONS?

All Micro Small Medium Large
AVERAGES

Total 12,600,547 1,642,743 9,512,766 15,612,600 69,022,103
Expenditures
Costs of
Purchasing 9,136,101 913,789 5,829,764 11,990,594 53,845,832
Seafood
Labor Costs 1,236,401 335,712 1,106,164 1,396,214 5,602,460
Misc.

. 2,228,045 393,241 2,576,837 2,225,790 9,573,811
Expenditures

° Numbers may not necessarily calculate or sum perfectly as a result of rounding.
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INCOME STATEMENT

The income statement, which takes into account non-cash expenses such as
depreciation, evaluates the true economic performance of a business for a period of
time. For the various market value divisions of seafood processors evaluated herein,
the income statement included gross margins from the sales of seafood, operating
expenses, depreciation expenses, and calculated net income from operations and net
income before taxes.

GROSS MARGINS FROM THE SALES OF
SEAFOOD

Gross margins from the sales of seafood, the difference of revenues from the sales of
seafood minus the costs of seafood purchased, increased in dollar terms across the
market value divisions (Table 32). Average gross margin was $603,209 in the micro
division, $2,872,171 in the small division, and $3,363,272 in the medium division. In
the large division, average gross margin was $19,549,459. The ratio of average gross
margin over average seafood revenue was 39.8 percent in the micro division, 33.0
percent in the small division, 21.6 percent in the medium division, and 26.6 percent in
the large division.
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Table 32. INCOME STATEMENT BY MARKET VALUE DIVISIONS™

Item All Micro Small Medium Large
AVERAGES
Revenue from 12,643,649 1,516,998 8,701,935 15,353,866 73,395,291
Seafood Sales
Cg:f d°f Seafood 9,136,101 913,789 5,829,764 11,990,594 53,845,832
Gross Margin from 5 o, c18 603,209 2,872,171 3,363,272 19,549,459
Seafood
Gross Margin/ 27.7% 39.8% 33.0% 21.6% 26.6%
Seafood Sales
Revenue from 513,753 42,385 228,381 56,749 4,550,104
Other Products
Total Revenue 13,157,401 1,559,383 8,930,316 15,410,615 77,945,395
Operating 3,145,928 661,248 3,330,952 3,166,420 14,055,940
Expenses
Wages and 1236,401 335712 1106164 1396214 5,602,460
Salaries
Other Operating 1909505 325535 2224787 1770204  8.453,479
Expenses
Depreciation 221,147 20,759 96,991 341,703 1,369,812
Net Income from 654,227 -36,412  -327,391 -88,102 8,673,811
Operations
Interest Paid on 86,144 16,254 95,406 94,635 364,314
Loans
Government
Payments 116,624 20,217 125,248 406,337 5,198
Received
Net Income before 684,707 -32,449 -297,549 223,600 8,314,696
Taxes
Net Income/ 5.2% 22.1% -3.3% 1.5% 10.7%

Sales

19 Numbers may not necessarily calculate or sum perfectly as a result of rounding.
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OPERATING EXPENSES

Operating expenses are the sum of wages and salaries, utility costs, freight and
shipping costs, repairs and maintenance costs, rental and lease payments, property
taxes, insurance costs, and other costs. Average operating expenses ranged from
$661,248 in the micro division to $3,330,952 in the small division, $3,166,420 in the
medium division, and $14,055,940 in the large division (Table 32).

DEPRECIATION EXPENSES

Average total depreciation expenses varied from $20,759 in the micro division, to
$96,991 in the small division, to $341,703 in the medium division, to $1,369,812 in the
large division (Table 32).

NET INCOME FROM OPERATIONS

Net income from operations is estimated as the difference of total revenues minus
the costs of seafood purchased, operating expenses, and depreciation expenses. For
three divisions, the summation of average seafood costs, operating expenses, and
average depreciation exceeded average total revenue, and consequently, average
net income from operations was negative. Net income from operations was -$36,412
in the micro division, -$327,391 in the small division, and -$88,102 in the medium
division. In the large division, average net income from operations was $8,673,811
(Table 32).

NET INCOME BEFORE TAXES

Net income before taxes is estimated by subtracting interest payments from, and
adding government payments to, net income from operations. In the micro division,
average net income before taxes was -$32,449, and 64.3 percent had positive net
income before taxes. In the small division, average net income before taxes was
-$297,549, and 61.9 percent had an estimated net income before taxes that was greater
than zero. Average net income before taxes was $223,600 among respondents in the
medium division, of which 55 percent had a positive net income before taxes, and
$8,314,696 among respondents in the large division, where a majority had positive net
income before taxes. The ratio of average net income before taxes over average total
revenue ranged from -2.1 percent in the micro division, to -3.3 percent in the small
division, to 1.5 percent in the medium division, to 10.7 percent in the large division
(Table 32).
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According to the baseline year of 2009, most firms in the Gulf seafood processing
sector demonstrated positive net worth and achieved positive net cash flow and
positive net income. The average value of the processors’ assets, measured by the
respondents’ assessments of the firms’ market values, was $5.8 million. Average debt
was $1.3 million, and average net worth was $4.5 million. About 40 percent reported
carrying no debt. Among the 60 percent that had debt in any amount, average debt
was $2.3 million.

Respondents’ average total cash inflows were $13.2 million. Seafood sales, which
averaged $12.6 million, constituted the majority of total sales. Most respondents
obtained all their revenues from seafood sales. Only 21 percent reported sales revenue
from any products other than seafood.

Expenditure patterns reveal that purchases of seafood were the largest single
expenditure category, representing about 70 percent of total cash outflows. The
majority obtained seafood from domestic dealers or distributors and independent
domestic commercial seafood harvesters. Only one-sixth reported buying any seafood
directly from imported sources.

The second largest single expenditure category was salaries and wages. These labor
costs constituted about nine to ten percent of total cash outflows. Most respondents
employed 54 or fewer part-time and full-time workers.

Estimated net cash flow and net income before taxes were positive for a majority of
respondents for the baseline year. Average net cash flow was $673 thousand.

One must keep in mind that it is difficult to speak of a typical “seafood processor.” The
title applies to a diverse array of businesses, varying in the type of seafood handled,
the product forms produced, and business size.

About 40 percent of the respondents claimed that their firm’s market value was less
than $1 million. About 30 percent reported a firm market value of $1 million to $5
million, about 16 percent reported a market value of $5 million to $20 million, and nine
percent reported a market value of more than $20 million.

Average net cash flows among respondents with less than $5 million of market value
were negative. For firms with a market value between $5 million and $20 million,
estimated net cash flow was $204 thousand while estimated net cash flow for firms
with estimated market values greater than $20 million was $8.9 million. This analysis
demonstrated that while many firms in the seafood processing sector enjoyed positive
net cash flows and net incomes, there are also many who have experienced economic
difficulties.
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Processors in the Gulf produced products made from shrimp, oyster, crab, finfish,
crawfish, lobster, and other seafood types. Shrimp was the most commonly processed
seafood type, followed by crab and oyster.

A certain degree of specialization is apparent among Gulf seafood processors.
The majority (59.2 percent) processed only one type of seafood. About 18 percent
processed two types of seafood. Less than one quarter processed three or more
types of seafood.

Most processors reported selling seafood products to dealers or distributors and
retailers. The majority of shrimp and finfish sales were sold to purchasers in states
outside the Gulf. The majority of crabs, oysters, and crawfish were sold to customers
in states within the Gulf. This regional distribution of seafood sales sheds some light on
the marketing of processed output, but it does not necessarily reveal much about the
distribution of Gulf seafood products at the retail level. The majority of Gulf seafood
processors’ sales were made to distributors and dealers that may have eventually
sold seafood processed in the Gulf to other customers outside the region. Further
research regarding seafood distributors’ operations may be needed to determine
the geographical distribution of Gulf seafood in stages of the marketing value chain
beyond the processor level.

Though this research examined the financial performance of the seafood processing
sector in the Gulf, it was unable to fully address the nature, scope, and origin of
the economic opportunities and challenges facing the industry. Further research on
specific economic and marketing issues affecting the seafood processing sector, such
as seafood imports, fluctuating operating costs, and shifting market preferences for
seafood products, may prove necessary.
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Appendix 1. TABLES WITH 2009 FINANCIAL AND ECONOMIC RESULTS

(AVERAGES)"
MARKET VALUE DIVISIONS
(In 2012 USD unless Total
otherwise stated) Sample Micro Small Medium Large
Number of
Observations 66 28 21 1 6
BUSINESS CHARACTERISTICS
Age of Main Building 219 20 295 295 275
(Years)
Veer Buslness Siarizd of 1984 1987 1980 1985 1985
Current Location
Area of On-Site
Buildings (ft?) 28,844 18,040 23,584 32,104 91,696
Feezers & Ceeler SEaee 7261 1459 4,722 9938 38,315
Area (ft?)
Freezer & Cooler 143239 15965 109,582 176,485 757,149
Volume (ft3)
Full-time Workers 40.5 7.2 38.8 37.7 206.5
Part-time or Seasonal 35.4 29.8 20.7 53.1 80.5
Workers
Total Number of Workers 75.9 37 59.5 90.8 287

Appendix 1 continued on next page

T Numbers may not necessarily calculate or sum perfectly as a result of rounding.
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Appendix 1 Cont’d. TABLES WITH 2009 FINANCIAL AND ECONOMIC RESULTS

(AVERAGES)

(In 2012 MARKET VALUE DIVISIONS
USD unless
otherwise Total
stated) Sample Micro Small Medium Large
Number of
Observations 66 28 21 L 6

BALANCE SHEET

Total Assets 5,812,530 390,250 2,197,619 8,310,606 39,188,889
Mf;ﬁzt Value of 893,608 62679 626,661 2240909 14,235,533
MIRIER VRIS @ 3,918,923 327571 1570958 6,069,697 24.953.356
Facilities

Liabilities 1,331,622 238,621 582,374 1,136,453 9,412,471
Percentage with
Outstanding 57.6% 53.6% 52.4% 72.7% 66.7%
Loans

Equity 4,480,908 151,629 1,615,245 7,174,154 29,776,418
Percentage with 87.9% 78.6%  100.0% 90.9% 83.3%
Insurance

Insurance
CovelEge 70.3%  205.0% 103.8% 66.9% 58.9%
(Percentage of
Assets)

Appendix 1 continued on next page
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Appendix 1 Cont’d. TABLES WITH 2009 FINANCIAL AND ECONOMIC RESULTS

(AVERAGES)
(In 2012 MARKET VALUE DIVISIONS
USD unless
otherwise Total
stated) Sample Micro Small Medium Large
Number of
Observations 66 28 21 1 6
CASH FLOW
Inflow 13,274,026 1,579,600 9,055,565 15,816,952 77,950,594
Seafood Sales 12,643,649 1516,998 8701935 15353,866 73,395,291
Sales of Products
other than 513,753 42,385 228,381 56,749 4,550,104
Seafood
Government 116,624 20,217 125248 406,337 5198
Payments
Outflow 12,600,547 1,642,743 9,512,766 15,612,600 69,022,103
Purchases of 9.136,101 913,789 5,829,764 11,990,594 53,845,832
Seafood
Wages and 1,236,401 335712 1,106,164 1396214 5,602,460
Salaries
Utility Costs 281,370 73,900 226130 307,455 1,395,080
Freight or 247,993 37,042 144,393 163,893 1,749,206
Shipping Costs
Repairs & 187.825 54,778 135,797 235274 903,820
Maintenance
Capital 165,574 38292 156,062 247.710 642,265
Purchases
Principal Paid on 66,801 13160 100,582 113,241 113,753
Loans
Interest Paid on 86,144 16,254 95,406 94,635 364,314
Loans
Rental or Lease 85,339 7.379 52,606 113,450 512,176
Payments
Property Tax 45,346 4,016 19,006 33,977 351,257
Insurance 158,984 48,587 205,008 207,412 424 297
Other Costs 902,669 99,833 1441847 708,743 3.117.643
Net Cash Flow 673,479 -63,142 -457,201 204,352 8,928,490

Appendix 1 continued on next page

72



An Economic Baseline and Characterization of U.S. Gulf of Mexico Seafood Processors

Appendix 1 Cont’d. TABLES WITH 2009 FINANCIAL AND ECONOMIC RESULTS

(AVERAGES)
(In 2012 MARKET VALUE DIVISIONS
USD unless
otherwise Total
stated) Sample Micro Small Medium Large
Number of
Observations 66 28 21 L 6
INCOME STATEMENT
R:;’aeif'o“: df;‘;rl';s 12,643,649 1,516,998 8,701,935 15,353,866 73,395,291
Cg:fezf Seafood 9,136,101 913,789 5,829,764 11,990,594 53,845,832
Gf’rzs;:‘ ';':;?(')'l g 3,507,548 603,209 2,872,171 3,363,272 19,549,459
Gross Margin/ o o o o o
o o 27.7% 39.8% 33.0% 21.6% 26.6%
Revenue from
Sales of Other 513,753 42,385 228,381 56,749 4,550,104
Products
Total Revenue 13,157,401 1,559,383 8,930,316 15,410,615 77,945,395
o::;:::jjs 3,145,928 661,248 3,330,952 3,166,420 14,055,940
Wages and o o o o o
S 39.3% 50.8% 33.2% 44.1% 39.9%
Utility Costs 8.9% 11.2% 6.8% 9.7% 9.9%
Fg?‘\lﬁ]o?ir?é Coste 7.9% 5.6% 4.3% 5.2% 12.4%
R;Z?r']rtse f‘ance 6.0% 8.3% 41% 7.4% 6.4%
Rggir‘;reﬁte:se 2.7% 1.1% 1.6% 3.6% 3.6%
Property Tax 1.4% 0.6% 0.6% 1.1% 2.5%
Insurance Costs 5.1% 7.3% 6.2% 6.6% 3.0%
Other Costs 28.7% 15.1% 43.3% 22.4% 22.2%
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Appendix 1 Cont’d. TABLES WITH 2009 FINANCIAL AND ECONOMIC RESULTS

(AVERAGES)
(In 2012 MARKET VALUE DIVISIONS
USD unless
otherwise Total
stated) Sample Micro Small Medium Large
Number of
Observations 66 28 21 L 6
INCOME STATEMENT CONT’D.
Depreciation 221,147 20,759 96,991 341,703 1,369,812
Capital 23.677 5,476 22317 35,423 91,844
Acquisitions
Facility
Structures 197,469 15.283 74.674 306,281  1277.968
& Equipment
Net Income from 654,227  -36,412 -327,391 -88,102 8,673,811
Operations
Interest Paid on
86,144 16,254 95,406 94,635 364,314
Loans
Government 116,624 20,217 125,248 406,337 5,198
Payments
Net Income 684,707  -32,449 -297,549 223,600 8,314,696
before Taxes
Net Income/ 5.2% 2.1% -3.3% 1.5% 10.7%

Sales
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Appendix 2. SEAFOOD PROCESSOR SURVEY INSTRUMENT

"SSQUISNQ AU YA PIIBIOOSSE SINIALOR ID[IBIAI 1O “108$2001d “Io[BAP “10)SIAIRY AU SIPNIOUL SSAUISNQ POOJLIS Y, |

" purL o oo U

_H_w (an[ea pue] Supn[our) A0} SIUD JO SN[BA JONIBIN 'V

(pue] pue guowdinba ‘s3uiping sapnjout siyJ,)
({I0J [[9S PINOM 1 J[UIY) NOA OP YONW MOY ‘punj ay1 yfjis Appoy PIOS dIdm UOTYBIO] ST} J& SSAUISNq POOJeas SIY) J0J AN[I0e] oY JT  °S

soedsoN [] (1)) wSey _ _t.wm _ _ 4

((a8e103s 91SUO
jusuewrad 10 pasn syony pajeroSLgal Surpnjour) Jonpold paysiuly pue mel JoJ UOLEBIO[ SIY} 18 90eds I9[000 pue 19zaa1) ) Jo dzis djewrxoidde oy stjeyp ¢

T R

{uoneo0] SIy) 18 ssedwooud ssauIsng poojeas SIy) Jo S3uIp[Ing 931s-uo ) op 129) arenbs (103 Auew MOH ¢

I

(dIYSIoUMO JUSLIND JOpUN UONBOO] SIY} J& POOJEds Ful[puey 1e)s SSAUISNg POOJeas SIY) PIP JedK Jeyp\ 7
O — R
{UONONISUOD AOUIS UOHEDO] SIY} J& | SSAUISNG POOJEIS SIY) JO SUIP[ING Urew 3y} Jo 93 AY) SLIBYM |

{9UOU J0 0.13Z ST JIMSUE UE JI . (),, ILIM ISBI[J  UB[q SUIY)AUE IABI] JOU OP ISLI[J
*3)ewInSd Js3q J10 ‘uonewxoadde “ldquinu [enj)de 3y) ALIM Isedd ‘uonsanb yoeas aog

600 JOA SOILLSIMALDVIVHD dHTVHA ANV JOSSHIOUd AOOAVHS :V NOLLDHS

ATAANS A TVHA ANV HOSSHOOUd dOO04AVES SALVLS 411D

[req

Appendix 2 continued on next page

75



An Economic Baseline and Characterization of U.S. Gulf of Mexico Seafood Processors

Appendix 2 Cont’d. SEAFOOD PROCESSOR SURVEY INSTRUMENT

]
[ ]

(room 1od smoy (f ueyy sso7)

(s193j10M JO #) Sumred 600C "€
(peom 12d snoy a10W 10 (f)
(s103010M JO #) SUMINT 600T "V

(SI93I0M JO Joquunu [€303) oY) Suowe Iy Wiy dpn[our ased[d ‘ssaursng poojeas SIy) je SyIoM Jumo ) J)

{SYIUOW 7 [[€ JOAO UOIBIO] SIY} J& SSaulsng poojeds siy) Aq pasojdwa a1om ojdoad Auewr moy Ajorewrxoidde ‘600z ur

000°000°0Z$ Uey} 1918310
000°000°0C$ - 100°000°ST$
000°000°ST$ - 100°000°01$
000°000°01$ - 100°000°S$
000°000°S$ - 100°000°€$
000°000°€$ - 100°000°T$
000°000°T$ - T00°00S$
000°00S$ - 100°0ST$
000°0ST$ - T00°00TS
000°00T$ - T00°0S$
000°0S$ uewy sso]

O (i
1 (o1
©
(€
@
©
(s
(4
(¢
(T
(1

ooooooooao

AJOojuoAur pue ANIOe] SIY) JI0J dN[BA PAINSUI JO dJuey — <----

[

6007 Ut 9oueImsu] ON[]

s

600C Ul AI0judAul pue AJIoe] SIY) I0J dN[eA painsu] "y

(A103u0Aur pue quowdinbs ‘s3urpyng sopnjour sy )
(6007 UT UO1EBO0] SIY} 18 AIOJUdAUL pue AJI[IoR) SIY) JO ONJBA PAINSUI AU} SEM JRyM ‘pue] ay) SuIpnjour JoN

s

4

(ooe[dar 0y 10qe] pue quowdinbe ‘sjeroyewr Juipying sopnjout sIy )

LU0T1BO0] SIY} B AJI[IOR] SSOUISNQ POOJLIS A} 10J Anpoy 9q 1509 Judwode]dal ay) pjnom jeym ‘puej Ay Surpnjoul JoN’

8

Appendix 2 continued on next page

76



An Economic Baseline and Characterization of U.S. Gulf of Mexico Seafood Processors

Appendix 2 Cont’d. SEAFOOD PROCESSOR SURVEY INSTRUMENT

000°000°1Z$ - 100°000°61$ [] (ST  000°000°TT$ - 100°000°6$ [] (0T  000°000°1$ - 100°00s$ [ (S
000°000°61$ - 100°000°LT$ [] (¢!  000°000°6$ - 100°000°L$ ] (6 000°00S$ - 100°00¢$ [
000°000°5T$ ueyy 13ea10 ] (81 000°000°L1$ - 100°000°51$ [] (€1 000°000°LS$ - 100°000°s$ ] (8 000°00T$ - 100°001$ [ (¢
000°000°ST$ - 100°000°€T$ [ (L1 000°000°ST$ - 100°000°€1$ [] (T  000°000°S$ - 100°000°€$ [ (L 000°001$ - 100°0s$ ] (¢
000°000°€T$ - T00°000°TZ$ [1 (9T 000°000°€T$ - T00°000°TT$ [ (IT  000°000°€S$ - 100°000°T$ 1 (9 000°0s$ uem ssoT [ (1
AQCO v—owr—ov ssauisnqg sIy) JIoJ sosuadxo 600C [8103 JO owﬁmﬂ— ‘d

i (0)
_w ssoursnq SsIy} JoJ sosuadxa 600 [€10L 'V
¢, (030 ‘SuiSeyoed ‘03e103s ‘uvonerrodsuen ‘saninn ‘sarjddns ‘10qe] ‘poojess SurAnq :9jdwexs 10,])
{UOIIBI0] SIY} JB SANIADIR SSIUISN( POOJEIS .AINOA 0} POJe[al A[3021Ip Aoy} St sasuadxd (7 €303 INOK dIoM JBYA\
_ |$ v
4010

‘sooryoa ‘syeoq quowdmbe ‘sSurp[ing ‘pue[) UOIEOO] SIY) J& SSOUISNG POOJLIS INOA 103 SULO] JUIPUEBISINO [[E JO JUNOWE [EJ0} O} SEM JBYM ‘600 JO PUS A} 1Y

{9UOU 10 0.J9Z ST JOMSUE UE JI (), AJLIM SB[  ue[q Surgiiue dABJ] Jou op ISLI[J
*3)ewISI )s3q 10 ‘uoneurxoadde ‘Idqunu [en)de AY) LM Ised[d ‘uonysanb yoed aog

600 JOA SLSOD YA'TVHA ANV JOSSHOOUd AOOAVES ‘4 NOLLOJS

% 001

1e101,

(Apoads) :xompO

AXV_H_ (1owmsuod ay) 03 APoa1p s3onpoid PooJeas Jo J[BS 3Y)) SANALOR ISIRIY
AXV_H_ (3onpoud oy Surjasal pue sjonpoid MU OJUI POOJBIS JO UOHBULIOJSURI) SAIAIOR JOSSI00I

(poojeas Surosal pue 3ulAnq) SANIANOL JOINQLISIP / I9[BA(

o\c_H_ (POOJBaS 189AIRY 0] S[9SSAA JuIysy [eroIowuod Sunerado) Suiysy [BIOISWWO))

< @ JAad

3S02 Jo OWNHEOO.HDQ

:600C UT SONIATOE SUIMO[[O] O} JO OB UI POAJOAUT A[JOSIIP SEM —S)SOD JO SULIQ) UI—SSAUISNG POOJeds INoK Jo juaoad jeym jedIpur ased[d ‘6

illgl

ApAnoy

Appendix 2 continued on next page

77



An Economic Baseline and Characterization of U.S. Gulf of Mexico Seafood Processors

Appendix 2 Cont’d. SEAFOOD PROCESSOR SURVEY INSTRUMENT

%

|

R:(©)

| $

‘uorysanb 1xau ay 03 onunuod asedld ‘ou J] °g

Lueo] © pey ‘(9,) 10 (§) ste[jop ur ‘vaoqe pajodar saseyoind [erdeds oy Jo Junowe jeym sk J1 'y

saseyoIng [eade) oN [] | ON[] SHA [] (2a0qe g moy ur payiodar saseydand [eyrded oy Jo Aup 10j Jno ULo[ € 9¥e) SSOUIsNq poojeas ok piq ‘v

% E _ _% sasuadxq 6007 8101 TN
AxV_H_ MO | |$ *910 ‘SSUTUOSBIS “SOOY009 ‘SOIAAINS TruoIssajold Tong ‘sjerrarew Sunjoed ‘sofddns uononpoid 107 §1500 1010 T
HXW_H_ s (0) _ _m *010 ‘uonesuaduiod SIOIOM ‘S}eoq ‘so[oIyaA quawdmbo ‘s3urp[ing 10J s)S00 dourINSU]
% ] ¥o | |$ xe) Kusadorg
AX._H— MO _ _m 010 quowdmbao ‘Arourgoew ‘puel ‘sioren} as-qol ‘ooeds agel10)s 29 Iuzooy ‘s3urping 10J syuowAed oseo Jo [RJUYy |
AXV_H— dO _ _m sueo| uo pred 1sa1au] "
AXV_H— d0 _ _m sueo| uo pred [ediourrd ‘0
HX._U A0 _ _% *039 ‘sje0q pue ‘quatudmbo ‘Arourgorw pasn pue mau ‘s3urpyngq jo saseyond rende) g
HX._H_ R:(0) _ _% *019 ‘s3e0q ‘sypony ‘quatdmba ‘s3urpmg uo $1s0d douruUIERW puk Hedoy ‘H
AX._H_ JdO _ _w soo1A19s Juiddiys pue XFpPo, ‘SJ N I0F $IS00 WSIa1] "
Hx,_H_ Jo _ _m *0)0 TesodsIp d1sem ‘10mas ‘191em ‘sed ouedoid ‘ses [emnjeu ‘ANOLIOJ[S 0] SIS0d AN D
HXW_H_ Mo | s paseyoind poojeas JO 1500 [0, '
AXU_H_ MO _ _w Qouemsur Juawkojdwoun pue ‘(1919 ‘yYDIJ) soxe) [[oiked ‘syjousq ‘sosnuoq ‘sofep) YV

Isuddxy 6007 BI0L JO %, dsuddxy 6007 [¥IOL

oA0qe Yz uonsanb ur parjroads se sasuadxa (¢ 18103 JO (%) 3uddaad oy3 p10oa1 ased[d ‘so3ejudoarad Surpraoid d[qe).rojwod 30w e NOA JJ 4

[

*UOIJBOO] SIY} J& 60T Ul SSIUISNG POOJEIS IN0A 0} paje[ar A0aIIp Aoy} st sasuadxa In0K 2Jed0[[e ased[d s
'$011030180 SUIMO[[0] Y} 10§ SASUAAXI ¢((T INOA dZIWd)! ISLI{ 4

€

Appendix 2 continued on next page

78



An Economic Baseline and Characterization of U.S. Gulf of Mexico Seafood Processors

Appendix 2 Cont’d. SEAFOOD PROCESSOR SURVEY INSTRUMENT

%001 [enby pnoys ejo,

% ( Aproads) s1opO A
% SAEIS paNu) ayi SpIs;MO - "H
% s10ssoo01d poojeds paseq 'S’ d
% SI0INQLYSIP / SIQ[BOP POOJEIS paseq 'S’ D
% S[OSSOA UMO IOy} 9je1ddo oym sI9)soATey paseq 'S’ N d
%, (JrosmoA Surpnjouy) ssaursng Sy} Aq poumo

S[9ssoA 9jerado oym si19isoArey Jo sureyded poseq ‘'S’ VY

350D jo (¢,) AJ)[I9%] ANOX 10J POOJEIS JO I2IN0S

{,S90IN0S JUIMO[[0] 9} WOIJ AWED --}SO0D [€}0} JO SWLI) UI-- UOIBOO] SIY} JB SSaUIsng poojeas siy) £q paurejqo 1o paseydind poojess [[e Jo (2,) 93ejuadiad jeyp

_ _m _mxomm_H_ | sousng[] | spunod _H___ _ 17 1dYPO 'H
_ _w _mxomm_H_ | spoysnq[] | spunod _H___ _ HEREiToRe)
_ _w _ﬁomm_H_ | s[eysnq[] | spunod _H___ _ 133sqoY g
_ _w _ﬁomm_H_ | steysnq[] | spunod _H___ _ ysgmer) g
_ _w _ﬁomm_H_ | sfeysnq[] | spunod _H___ _ ysgui "
_ |$ [sxoesT | sreusnq] | spunod ] | _ 19sK£0 D
_ |$ [soesT | sreusnq] | spunod ] | _ qer) g
_ |$ [s39esT | sieysnq] | spunod ] | _ duys vy
6002T uI ($) LSOD LT EEDS) 600¢ ur paseyding adA L,

SSOYUD [B10L ALLLNVNO SSOUD [¥I0L

*2197 1S0J JBY}) dPN[OUT OS[B PUE JUNOD J[qnOp j0u op asea[d ‘dAoqe ¢g uonsanb ul 300 [aN} PUL AOUBUJUIBW [ISSIA AU} PAPN[OUT dABY
PUE S[OSSOA UMO IO SUISN SSAUISNQ INOK 10 POOJEAS JSOATEY NOA JI :o[dwexo IO, "SSAUISNQ INOA 10J POOJEIs dINDIE 0] 1500 A} JUNOD A[GNOP JOU Op ASEI[J

$Anq 01 LSOO SSOUD [E10) 3} SEM JeyM
‘oeI0A® UO ‘pUB ‘60T UI [£I0} Ul X g UONEIO] SIY} J& SSAUISNq INOA PIP POOJEdS JO syoes 10 ‘sjoysnq ‘spunod SSOYD Auewr Moy ‘poojess Jo adK) yoes 104

{9UOU .10 0.19Z SI JIIMSUE UE JI . (),, ALIM ISBI[J  ue[q Suryjsue dABJ] Jou op Ised[J
*3)ewINSI Js3q J10 ‘uoneurxoadde ‘ldqunu [en)de 3y) LM Isedld ‘uonsanb yoed aog

600 JOA SOLLSIMALDOVIVHD AALVTHY AdOOAVHS ‘D NOLLDHS

[

Appendix 2 continued on next page

79



An Economic Baseline and Characterization of U.S. Gulf of Mexico Seafood Processors

Appendix 2 Cont’d. SEAFOOD PROCESSOR SURVEY INSTRUMENT

_ _w _ﬁomm_H_ | stoysnq] | spunod _H__ _ _ T:ga9y10 "H
_ _m _ﬁomm_H_ | spoysnq] | spunod _H__ _ _| |||||| T IYPO O
_ _w _ﬁomm_H_ | soUsng[] | spunod _H___ _ 1338qo] A
_ _w _mvﬁomm_H_ | sousng[] | spunod _U__ _ ysgmer) g
_ _m _Eomm_u | stoysnq[] | spunod _H___ _ ysgur "
_ _m _mxoam_u | speysnq] | spunod _H__ _ _ 133860 D
_ _w _mxoﬁ_“_ | steysnq] | spunod _H__ _ _ qer)d g
_ _w _mxomm_ﬂ_ | steysnq] | spunod D_ _ _ duinyg v
600T ut ($) SH'TVS U0 YI3YyD) 6007 UI A'TOS ALLLNVNO adAy,

SSOYUD [e¥IoL

SSOUD [eIoL

$600¢ ut 2d4) pooyeas yoed 10§ SATVS SSOUD [E10} AU} d1oM JeyMm

PUB ‘600 Ul [810} UI UOIIBOO] SIY} J& SSaulsnq InoA Aq (' TOQS 9I19M Poojeas Jo syoes Jo ‘sjaysnq ‘spunod SSOUYD 8101 Auetl Moy ‘poojeds Jo adA} yoes 104

e

Appendix 2 continued on next page

80



An Economic Baseline and Characterization of U.S. Gulf of Mexico Seafood Processors

Appendix 2 Cont’d. SEAFOOD PROCESSOR SURVEY INSTRUMENT

5

L
aridoaddp a.1oym sutiof jonpo.ad puv poofvas o sadd} 42y10 Ul 2j14M 0] 22.4f 123 D] ],
7001 ]| % [2 [2 [2 % |
=T 19WO
7001 ]| & & & [ & |
+T 1900
%001 ] [% % % % % [& |
IIIIIIIIIIII YO T edoyi0 1210 +A2YIO payoo) 24r]  193sqo]
%001 [% % % % % % |
|||||||||||| YO T 419yIO pay00) u2z0.4, pajoad 217 YSHMEBID)
%001 ] [% % % % % % |
\\\\\\\\\\\\ #2410 20y paypalg paiojid  papvay .10/ painD aj0yy  Ysgurg
%001 ] [% % % % % % |
\\\\\ o R 7% popvoig u9Z0A payonys oum ysd 19350
%001 []% % % % % %
| | | I I I !
|||||||||||| «PYIO e ddyl0 papvaig 112Ysyos p2300> dwnuify aa17 qer)
%001 [[% %o %o %o %o %o
I I I I I I |
feor, . w20 . «AYIO papvaLg  pPauldAdp L0/ Pa]ad] uo-pvagy SS2]pDIL] duiLiyg

600C Ul SIB[[0(J JO SULIJJ, Ul SJ[ES ULIO }INpoig

"M0]9q x0q dwLIys popealq Y} Ul 9, ] PI0IAI P[nom nok ‘(siejjop

JO SwId) UI) 600 Ul SoTes dwLIys [[e JO 9,0 10J PAIUN0OIL JUNOWE Jey) pue ‘600z Ul dwLiys popeaiq Jo 000°001$ PIOS ssoulsnq oA J :ojdurexs 10,4

[

"UOTILOO] SIY) & SSAUISNQ POOJLaS INOA I0] ‘SIR[[OP JO SULId) UI ‘SHTVS SSOUD 600 1ok
Jo a3euad1ad e se waoy 3onpoid yoed jo areys oy djedrpur aseod ‘9dAy poojeas yoes 10 -9dA) poojeas yoed 10j swiof }onpord JUSISIJIP SISI [qe) SUIMO[[0) YL, ‘§

Appendix 2 continued on next page

81



An Economic Baseline and Characterization of U.S. Gulf of Mexico Seafood Processors

Appendix 2 Cont’d. SEAFOOD PROCESSOR SURVEY INSTRUMENT

oS

000°000°0S$ ey 1018310 ]
000°000°0S$ - 100°000°9t$ []
000°000°9t$ - 100°000°C+$ []
000°000°C#$ - T00°000°8€$ []
000°000°8€$ - T00°000'+€$ []
000°000°7€$ - 100°000°0€$ []
000°000°0€$ - T00°000°9C$ []
000°000°9T$ - 100°000°CT$ []
000°000°CZ$ - T00°000°8T$ []
000°000°8T$ - T00°000FT$
000°000%1$ - T00°000°0T$
000°000°01$ - T00°000°9$
000°000°9% - 100°000°C$
000°000°C$ - 100°000°TS
000°000°T$ - 100°00¥$
000°00%$ - 100°00C$
000°00T$ - 100°001$
000°00T$ Uey sso]

oooogoooao

ENGEREN )

600C W safes SSOUD T1V

Jo o8uey
A0

600C W s9[es SSOUD T1V

Jojeio],

e

(81
@
(€)1
(st
(1
(€1
(T1
(1
(o1
(6
(€
03
©
(s
(%
(¢
(c
(1

000°000°ST$ Uey 1918310 []
000°000°SZ$ - 100°000°€C$ []
000°000°€T$ - 100°000°1C$ []
000°000°1Z$ - T00°000°61$ []
000°000°61$ - T00°000°LT$ []
000°000°LT$ - T00°000°ST$ []
000°000°ST$ - T00°000°€T$ []
000°000°€1$ - 100°000°T1$ []
000°000°TT$ - T00°000°6$ []
000°000°6$ - T00°000°LS$
000°000°L$ - T00°000°S$
000°000°S$ - T00°000°€S
000°000°€$ - T00°000°T$
000°000°T$ - 100°00S$
000°00S$S - 100°00Z$
000°00Z$ - 100°001$
000°00T$ - T00°0S$
000°0S$ Uey) sso]

goooogoooao

ENCEREN )

600C Ul S9[eS Paje[ad dOOAVAS-NON
SSOYD jo a8uey

d0

|$

ysijpeo / so[qeradoa / Annod :ojduwrexo 104

1AJroadg)

600¢C Ul S9[ES Paje[dyd AOOAVHAS-NON
SSOYD &0 L

(81
(031
o1
(st
(1
(€1
(T1
(rr
(o1
6
(8
0
©
(s
(4
(¢
(c
(1

000°000°5C$ uey) 191ea1D ]
000°000°SZ$ - 100°000°€T$ []
000°000°€T$ - 100°000°1C$ []
000°000°1T$ - T00°000°61$ []
000°000°61$ - T00°000°LT$ []
000°000°LT$ - T00°000°ST$ []
000°000°ST$ - T00°000°€T$ []
000°000°€T$ - T00°000°TT$ []
000°000°TT$ - T00°000°6$ []
000°000°6$ - T00°000°LS
000°000°L$ - T00°000°SS$
000°000°S$ - T00°000°€S$
000°000°€$ - T00°000°T$
000°000°T$ - 100°00S$
000°00S$ - 100°00T$
000°00Z$ - 100°001$
000°001$ - T00°0S$
000°0S$ ueyy sso]

ooodgooooaon

R RENS)

:600C W s9[eS PIje[dYy AOOAVIS
SSOYD jo a3uey

R:(©)

-600C Wl s9[eS PIJe[3y AOOAVIHS
SSOYD &0 L

‘(g 1eq) o3uel e se so[es 9say) 11odar 03 991) [99] 9L

{UOTIBDO[ SIY} J& SSauIsng IN0A 10§ SHTVS SSOUD POOJEas-uou pue (I3jemies Woly) poojess Jo SATVS SSOUD [810) Y} 1M JeyM ‘600T Ul

(81
(L1
1
(st
(1
(€1
(T1
(rn
(o1
(6
(€
0
©
(s
(2
(€
(T
(1

S

Appendix 2 continued on next page

82



An Economic Baseline and Characterization of U.S. Gulf of Mexico Seafood Processors

Appendix 2 Cont’d. SEAFOOD PROCESSOR SURVEY INSTRUMENT

T4 TV ‘SN VT XL = UoI3ar (JNOD) OIXIIAL JO JIND 4

(001 ] [% [2 [2 % |
('S'N 21 9prsino) payrodxg JNOD 91} OPISINO SOIBIS IOYIQ 4 UOISAI [NOD 93 Ul $9IB)S 1010 oje)s-ug 4 E1Te)

(%00 % [& [ [& |
("S’N 2y 2pIsino) paurodxg JNOD 91 OPISINO SAIBIS IOYIQ 4 UOISAI NOD 9Y) Ul $9IB)S 1010 9je)S-uf 1 13930

(7001 ] [% [2 [2 % |
('S'N 2y} apIsino) payrodxyg JNOD 93} 9PISINO SOIBIS IO 4 UOISAI [AOD O3 Ul $9IB)S 1010 oyeys-ug 13)sqo

(7001 ] [% [2 [2 % |
('S'N 2y 9prsino) payrodxyg JNOD 91} OPISINO SOIBIS IO 4 UOISaI JAOD 93 Ul $9IB)S 1010 oye)s-ug ysgmer)

[0t ] [% [2 [2 [ |
('S’ 21 9prsino) payrodxg JNOD 911 OPISINO SOIBIS IOYIQ 4 UOISI NOD 93 Ul $9IB)S 1010 9je)s-uf ysgurj

(2001 ] [% [2 % % |
(‘S’N 21 2pisino) pauodxg JNOD 91 9PISINO SRS IOYIQ 4 UOISAI NOD 9Y) Ul $9IB)S 1010 oyes-ug REITY.N)

[0t % [ % [& |
('S’ 21 9prsino) payrodxg JNOD 911 OPISINO SOIBIS IOYIQ 4 UOISAI NOD 93 Ul $9IB)S 1010 9je)s-u| qear)

(w01 ] % & [ [& |
eoL ('S’ 2y 9pIsino) payrodxyg JNOD 91} OPISINO SOIBIS IOYIQ) 4 UOISaI JAOD 93 Ul $9IB)S 1010 oyes-ug duiLiyg

1R

60072 Ul SUOEBI0] SUIMO[[0 Y} 03 AP PIOS (STB[[0( JO SULIA], U]) SI[ES PO0JeIS JO d3LIUIdJ

“dwiys 10y mooq £1039380  JANOD U3 OPISINO SEIS JAYI0,, U} Ul %()| PIOJ2I P[nom noA ‘uoidar
OJTXAIA] JO JIND) J) APISINO SIS JOYI0 03 P[Os A[30aIrp sem dwLIys Jo 000‘01$ PUB 600¢ ur dwiiygs Jo 00‘00T1$ PIos noA 1 odwexa 104

{UOIIBD0] SIY} JB SSaUISNg POOJEs INOA WO} poojeds dIys Jo/pue [[9S A[3O2IIP NOA PIP d1dYM ‘SIB[[OP JO SULId) UI ‘600 UL

Appendix 2 continued on next page

83



An Economic Baseline and Characterization of U.S. Gulf of Mexico Seafood Processors

Appendix 2 Cont’d. SEAFOOD PROCESSOR SURVEY INSTRUMENT

0l

"600C Ul A1}SNpUL 3y} PUB SSAUISN] POOJLIS INOA 0} JUBAS[AIL AIB [39] NOK SUIOUOD IO SJUSWWOD AU dABI[ 0} 921 [93] 9SeI[J ' |

600 JOA SHLON ANV SINHNINOD :d NOLLDJS

_ _mw 600T Ul paAI9OaI syudwiAed (JeIopo puk 91e1S) JUSWIUIJAOS [BI0], 'V

(032 “@oue)sisse 1o)sesIp ‘Aouow jueid ‘Aduow Jjue) :9jdwexs 10,)
{UO1IBI0] SIY) JB SSAUISNG POOJBIS INOA 0) PAIB[AI AU} SB PIAIOAL sjudwAed ([BIOpPa) pue 9Je)s) JUSWILIIAOS [8]0} A} AIOM JeyMm ‘00T Ul

% 001 1e10L
Hxv_ (Aproads) xoqnO
Hx,_ dlqnd SYyL
Hx,_ (919 ‘sdoys poojeos ‘sa10)s A190013 ‘SJUBINEBISII) SIONLIOY
|
|

(yonpoud oy Surjosar 1o/pue syonpoid Mou Ojur POOJEIS JO UOIBULIOJSULT)) SIOSSO0I]

<@ JAd

(poojeas Surosal Jo/pue FWANQ) SIOINQLISI / SI9[BIJ

SIB[[O( JO SULIJ ], Ul So[eS pPO0Jeds JO UoneUnSI
so[eS pooJeos
Jo o8ruodrog

(Sennua
Surmorjoy oy 03 paddrys 10/pue pjos sem (sIe[[Op JO SULID) UI) UOHELIO] S} J& SI[BS PO0Jeds SSOYD InoA Jo oSejuoorad jeym ‘6007 Ul

e

84






