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AGENDA C-6(a, b)

APRIL 2008
MEMORANDUM
TO: Council, SSC and AP Members
FROM: Chris Oliver
. ) ESTIMATED TIME
E tive Director
xecuim 8 HOURS

DATE: March 19, 2008
SUBJECT: Charter Halibut

ACTION REQUIRED

(a) Initial review of Areas 2C/3A Halibut Catch Sharing Plan analysis
(b) SSC review of ADF&G report on 2006 charter halibut logbook program

BACKGROUND

Catch Sharing Plan

At this meeting, the Council will conduct an initial review of a proposed halibut catch sharing plan for
Areas 2C and 3A. The No Action alternative would maintain the current guideline harvest level program
for the charter fisheries in these areas. Alternative 2 would implement a catch sharing plan for the two
fisheries that would set an initial allocation to each sector (Element 1) and allow for seasonal increases in
allocation by allowing charter halibut limited entry permit holders to lease commercial individual fishing
quotas for use by anglers in the charter sector (Element 5). Potential catch accounting systems for
monitoring IFQ leases for use in the charter sector are under Element 6. Additional policy decisions on
the regulatory cycle for implementing changes to management measures to restrict the charter sectors to
their allocations (Element 2), potential management measures (Element 3), and potential timelines for
shortening the delay in implementing revised regulations (Element 4) would not be implemented in
regulations. Final action on the catch sharing plan is tentatively scheduled for October 2008, If approved
by the Secretary of Commerce, implementation could occur for the 2010 (or later) charter halibut season.

The analysis was mailed on March 14, 2008. The executive summary is attached under Item C-6(a)(1). A
supplement that addresses Element 6 is included under Item C-6(a}(2). A list of staff requests for Council
clarification of proposed options is provided under Item C-6{a)(3).

ADF&G logbook report (SSC only)

Following completion of 2006 logbook data entry, the Alaska Department of Fish and Game began an
evaluation of the quality and reliability of the logbook data (Item C-6(b)). The goal of the evaluation was
to utilize a number of data analyses and comparisons in order to make a recommendation concerning the
use of logbooks as a reporting mechanism for the charter fishery. The report concludes that logbooks
could be used to manage the charter removals of halibut but would present a mismatch with the
allocation options adopted by the Council for analysis of sector allocations under the proposed catch
sharing plan. Logbook harvests were consistently higher that Statewide Harvest Survey estimates for all
years in which halibut were reported in the logbook.

The SSC is scheduled to review this report and provide comments to the Council at this meeting. The
report was emailed to the SSC on March 25, 2008 and posted on the Council website.



AGENDA C-6(a)(1)
APRIL 2008

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The analysis contained in this document examines two alternatives for managing the charter halibut
fisheries in Area 2C and Area 3A in the Gulf of Alaska, Altenative 1 is the No Action Altemative.
Alternative 2 would create a catch sharing plan for the two areas under which the Council would set
initia! allocations of halibut harvests between the charter sector and commercial IFQ sector and allow for
seasonal increases in allocation by allowing individual charter halibut limited entry permit holders to
lease commercial Individual Fishing Quotas for use by anglers in the charter sector.

Environmental Assessment

The Environmental Assessment (EA) assesses the potential biological, social, and economic impacts of
implementing regulations to set an initial sector allocation between the charter and commercial halibut
fisheries in International Pacific Halibut Commission (IPHC) Regulatory Areas 2C and 3A.,

The problem statement that was adopted by the Council reads, “The absence of a hard allocation
between the commercial longline and charter halibut sectors has resulted in conflicts between sectors
and tensions in coastal communities that are dependent on the halibut resource. Unless a mechanism
Jor transfer between sectors is established, the existing environment of instability and conflict will
continue, The Council seeks to address this instability while balancing the needs of all who depend on
the halibut resource for food, sport, or livelikood.”

The purpose of the proposed actions is to (1) create a catch sharing plan that would set an initial
allocation between the two sectors and tighten the timeline between an overage and a management
response and (2) design a program to compensate the commercial sector for any future reallocations
above the level set at initial allocation. Along with restrictive control measures that were considered by
the Council separate from these proposed actions because the GHL has been exceeded in Area 2C each
year since its implementation in 2004, the proposed sector allocations are intended to stop the de facto
realtocation from the commercial sector to the charter sector for each area. Over the past 11 years, charter
halibut harvests have grown at an annualized growth rate of 6.8% in Area 2C and 4.1% in Area 3A. The
number of active vessels, the total number of clients, the average number of clients per trip, and the
average numbers of trips per vessel are ail at their highest level in the recorded data period of 1998
through 2006. The number of clients per trip (which is one of the best measures of upward pressure on
demand) has increased steadily in recent years. This increase indicates that the number of clients is rising
faster than the number of trips and likely indicates healthy demand for the services provided by the
charter sector,

List of Alternatives
Alternative 1. Status quo

Alternative 1 (No Action) would continue management of the charter sector under the GHL program and
annual harvest control measures. It includes current federal and state regulations that would otherwise
remain unchanged. Emergency orders were issued by ADF&G in 2006 and 2007 to prohibit a sport
fishing guide and sport fishing crew member on a charter vessel in Southeast Alaska from retaining fish
while clients are onboard the vessel during the fishing season; similar E.O.s are expected for 2008.
Current regulations include a two-fish bag fimit, with one of the two fish required to be 32 inches or less
(72 FR 30714]. In June 2007, the Council recommended revisions to Area 2C GHL measures, Because
the GHL was reduced in 2008 from 1.432 M [b to 0.932 M b, NMFS may recommend more restrictive
measures that had been considered by the Council in a final rule expected to be published by April 1,
2008.

Area 2C/3A Halibut Catch Sharing Plan viii Initial Review — April 2008



Alternative 2. Establish a catch sharing plan that includes sector accountability
Element 1 - Initial allocation

Option 1: Fixed percentage

cArea2C Area3A  Based on:

a 13.1% 14.0% - 125% of the 1995-1999 avg charter harvest (current GHL formula)

b. 173 % 15.4 % E 125% of the 2001-2005 avg charter harvest (GHL formula updated thru 2005)
c. 11.7% 12.7% current GHL as percent of 2004

d 151%  12.7% 2005 charter harvest

Option 2: Fixed pounds
- Area2C  Area3A : Basedon:
1.43 Mlb  3.65 Mib 125% of the 1995-1999 avg charter harvest {(current GHL)
. 1.69Mlb  4.01 Mlb 125% of the 2000-2004 avg charter harvest (GHL updated thru 2004)
c. 1.90MIb 4.15Mlb 125% of the 2001-2005 avg charter harvest (GHL updated thru 2005)

Option under a, b, and ¢:

Stair step up and down. The allocation in each area would be increased or reduced in stepwise
increments based on a change in the total CEY. If the halibut stock were to increase or decrease
from 15% to 24% from its average total CEY of the base period selected for the initial allocation
at the time of final action, then the allocation would be increased or decreased by 15%. If the
stock were to increase or decrease from at least 25% to 34%, then the allocation would be
increased or decreased by an additional 10%. If the stock increased or decreased by at least 10%
increments, the allocation would be increased or decreased by an additional 10%.

Option 3: 50% fixed/50% fioating allocation

~Area2C ~Area3A
50%of  and ; 50% of: 50%of:  and  50%of
130% ~1.43 Mib A% 73.65 Mib
b 159% - 1.69 Mlb 154 % 401 MIb
c. 173% - 1.90 Mib 154 % 4.15Mlb

Element 2 — Annual regulatory cycle,

The initial charter allocation would be 2 common harvest pool for all charter limited entry permit holders.
It would not close the fishery when the charter allocation is exceeded. Instead, the allocation would be
linked to an annual regulatory analysis of management measures (delayed feedback loop) that take into
account the projected CEY for the following year and any overages by the charter industry in the past
year(s). This system would work best if there is not a time lag between the overage year and the payback
year. The Council would not revisit or readjust the sector split. An altocation overage would trigger the
regulatory process automatically, in contrast with current GHL management. Any underages would

Area 2C/3A Halibut Caich Sharing Plan ix initial Review — April 2008



accrue to the benefit of the halibut biomass and would not be reallocated or paid forward. The Council
assumes (and would request) that the International Pacific Halibut Commission would set a combined
charter and commercial sector fishery caich limit and would apply the allocations between the two sectors
that would be recommended by the Council in a type of catch sharing plan to the combined fishery catch
limit.

Element 3 — Management toolbox

Tier 1 measures would be utilized by the Council to try to manage the charter common pootl for a season
of historic length and a two-fish daily harvest limit. Tier 2 measures would be utilized if Tier 1 measures
are inadequate to constrain harvest by the charter common pool to its allocation. Due to the delayed
feedback loop in implementation of management measures, management measures will, in general, be
more restrictive to ensure that the charter sector allocation is not exceeded. In providing predictability and
stability for the charter sector, it is likely that the full allocation may not be harvested.

Tier 1 Tier 2

QOne Trip per Vessel per Day Annual Catch Limits

No Retention by Skipper and Crew One Fish Bag Limit for alf or a portion of the Season
Line Limits Season Closure

Second Fish of a Minimum Size
Second Fish at or below a Specific Length

Element 4 — Timelne. The current timeline for the proposal is as described below. [Staff should discuss
what would be needed to implement February Council action for June (the same year)]

Example Scenario I: four-year feedback loop

*  Charter fishery ends 2007

s Qctober 2008: Council receives ADF&G report on final charter halibut harvest estimates for
2007. If the ADF&G report indicates that an allocation overage occurred in 2007, the Council
would initiate the analysis of management measures necessary to restrict charter halibut harvests
to its allocations.

«  December 2008: Council reviews staff analysis {possibly in the form of a supplement) that
updates the previous year’s analysis with final 2007 harvest estimates.

+ January 2009: IPHC adopts combined catch limits for 2009.

»  February 2009: Council takes final action on management measures that would be implemented
in year 2010.

s Winter 2009: NMFS publishes the rule that would be in effect for 2010.

Example Scenario 2: three-year feedback loop

»  Charter fishery, with in-season monitoring, ends 2007

»  October 2007: Council receives ADF&G report on final charter halibut harvest estimates for
2007. If the ADF&G report indicates that an aliocation overage occurred in 2007, the Council
would initiate the analysis of management measures necessary to restrict charter halibut harvests
to its allocattons.

»  December 2007: Council reviews staff analysis {possibly in the form of a supplement) that
updates the previous year’s analysis with final 20807 harvest estimates.

» January 2008: IPHC adopts combined catch limits for 2008.

+ February 2008: Council takes final action on management measures that would be implemented
in year 2009

= Winter 2008: NMFS publishes the rule that would be in effect for 2009

Area 2Cf3A Halibut Catch Sharing Plan X Initial Review - April 2008



Element 5 — Supplemental, individual use of commercial IFQ to allow limited entry permit holders to
lease commercial [FQ in order to provide anglers with additional harvesting opportunities, not to exceed
limits in place for unguided anglers.

Leasing commercial IFQ for conversion to Guided Angler Fish (GAF).

1. AnLEP (Limited Entry Permit) holder may lease IFQ for conversion to GAF for use on the LEP.

2. Commercial halibut QS holders may lease up to 1,500 pounds or 10% (whichever is greater) of
their annual IFQ to LEP holders (including themselves) for use as GAF on LEPs. A CQE may
fease up to 100% of its annual IFQ for use as GAF on their own LEPs.

L2

LEP holder per vessel may not lease more than 200-400 fish.

Suboption: vessels with LEP w/endorsement for more than 6 clients may not lease more than
400-600 fish.

A. LEP holders harvesting GAF while participating in the guided sport halibut fishery are
exempt from landing and use restrictions associated with commercial IFQ fishery, but subject
to the landing and use provisions detailed below.

B. GAF would be issued in numbers of fish. The conversion between annual IFQ and GAF
would be based on average weight of halibut landed in each region’s charter halibut fishery
(2C or 3A) during the previous year as determined by ADF&G. The long-term plan may
require further conversion to some other form (e.g., angler days).

C. Subleasing of GAF would be prohibited.

D. GAF holders may request NMFS convert unused GAF into IFQ pounds for harvest in
compliance with commercial fishing regulations provided the GAF holder qualifies under the
commercial IFQ regulations.

E. Conversion of GAF back to commercial sector

(1) GAF holders may request NMFS convert unused GAF into IFQ pounds for harvest in
compliance with commercial fishing regulations provided the GAF holder qualifies under
the commercial IFQ regulations.

(2) Unused GAF may revert back to pounds of IFQ at the end of the year and be subject to
the underage provisions applicable to their underlying commercial QS.

F. Guided angler fish derived from commercial QS may not be used to harvest fish in excess of
the non-guided sport bag limit on any given day.

G. Charter operators landing GAF on private property (e.g., lodges) and motherships would be
required to allow ADF&G samplers/enforcement personnel access to the point of landing.

H. Commercial and charter fishing may not be conducted from the same vessel on the same day.
Element 6 — Catch accounting system

1. The current Statewide Harvest Survey and/or logbook data would be used to determine the annual
harvest.

2. A catch accounting system would need to be developed for the GAF fish landed in the charter
industry.

3. As part of data collection, recommend_the collection of length measurements when supplemental
[FQs are leased for use and compare to the annual average length to make sure that accurate

Area 2C/3A Halibut Caich Sharing Plan Xi Initial Review — April 2008



removablie poundage is accounted for and to atlow length measurement information gathered to
be used in the formulation of the average weight used in the conversion of IFQs to GAF.

The Council considered 10 options under Alternative 2, Element 1 for initial sector allocations in each
area, These include four fixed percentage options, three fixed poundage options that include suboptions to
step the allocations up or down depending on halibut biomass, and three options that match 50% of one of
the fixed pound and one of the percentage options. Element 2 would define the annual regulatory cycle
focusing on how the halibut charter fisheries common pool of halibut would be regulated in the current
and future years. Element 3 would define the management tool box that would be available to the Council
to adjust future harvest levels. Element 4 provides examples of how the timeline for management
decisions and actions to adjust the charter sector’s harvests, if they are needed. Element 5 defines how
charter operators would acquire and use commercial IFQ to supplement the halibut that is available from
their common pool. Finally, Element 6 provides a discussion of the catch accounting system that would
be needed to monitor two classes of halibut that would be harvested by the charter sector under
Alternative 2.

Effect of Alternatives

The proposed alternatives address halibut resource allocation issues. The proposed alternative to the
status quo would neither affect harvest levels and fishing practices of individuals participating in the
charter halibut fishery nor the health of the halibut stock. Regardless of the amount of halibut biomass
taken by a sector, no adverse impacts to the halibut resource would be expected because the IPHC factors
most resource removals in the halibut stock assessment when setting annual catch limits. Therefore, none
of the proposed altemnatives is expected to significantly impact the halibut stock. None are expected to
affect the physical environment, benthic community, marine mammals, seabirds, or non-specified
groundfish species. There is insufficient data to evaiuate whether groundfish stocks may be affected by
the proposed alternative. There may be an effect on the human environment as there are winners and
losers under any sector allocation.

Regulatory Impact Review

The economic impacts of the alternatives considered in this amendment are discussed in terms of the
status quo and the new options being considered by the Council. The status quo allows the charter fleet in
Areas 2C and 3A to harvest up to the GHL without additional management actions being considered. The
GHL is established annually for IPHC Areas 2C and 3A based on the CEY that is set by the [IPHC. New
options that are being considered by the Council would alter how the charter sector's allowable catch is
determined. Their allocation could be based on a percentage of a combined commercial and charter catch
limit that is set annually by the IPHC', a fixed poundage allocation, or a combination of the two
approaches. The Council is also considering an option that would allow the charter sector to lease IFQ
from the commercial sector. The Guided Angler Fish (GAF) that result from the commercial [FQ are
converted from pounds to fish using the average halibut weight set for that year. 1f halibut are returned to
the commercial sector, the same conversion factor would be used to change fish into pounds of [FQ. GAF
could be harvested under the same bag and size limits that are set for the unguided sport sector.

Alternative 1. Status quo

The status quo is defined by the management measures that are currently in place or are expected to be in
place in the future, Using those management measures, projected charter harvests were calculated.
Projected charter harvests can then be compared to GHLs that are expected to be set based on IPHC CEY
projections.

! The IPHC currently only sets a commercial catch limit. However, their staff has indicated that

they could establish an annual combined commercial and charter catch limit if they were requested to do so by the
Council,

Area 2C/3A Halibut Catch Sharing Plan Xii Initial Review — April 2008



If the charter sector's harvest exceeds the GHL, NMFS would notify the Council of the overage in writing
within 30 days of being advised of the overage. The Council has already considered management
alternatives to implement if an overage occurs under other amendments. An appropriate combination of
the management measures that have been considered could be implemented by the Secretary of
Commerce {0 constrain charter harvests.

Status quo management measures in 2007, for IPHC Area 2C, include the GHL, the proposed
moratorium, a 2-fish bag limit, a prohibition on captain and crew harvest, a requirement that one of the
two halibut in the bag limit must be less than 327, and a line limit that is set equal to the number of clients
on the vessel or six lines, which ever is less. The Area 2C status quo for 2008 is assumed to include the
GHL, the proposed moratorium, a one-fish bag limit, a prohibition on captain and crew harvest, and a line
limit that is set equal to the number of clients on the vessel or six lines, which ever is less. [t is also
possible that a four-fish annual limit is implemented in place of the one-fish annual limit. However, this
analysis assumes the one-fish bag limit would be implemented. Changing the bag limit from two halibut
to one halibut is expected to have a substantial impact on client demand and the number of halibut
harvested.

Implementation of the one-fish bag limit is assumed to be necessary because of the reduction in the Area
2C CEY. The CEY was decreased from 11.4 M b in 2007 to 6.5 M Ib in 2008. Because the CEY was
reduced that amount it triggered a reduction in the Area 2C GHL from 1.432 M Ib to 0.931 M Ib. The
management measures that were in place for 2007 are not expected to limit 2008 harvest to 2 0.931 M Ib
GHL.

The GHL remains unchanged at 3.650 M Ib in Area 3A. Because the GHL remained unchanged in 2008
and is expected to remain unchanged over the time period being considered in this action, the
management measures are expected to remain unchanged. A one-fish bag limit and a prohibition on
skipper and crew harvests are assumed to be in place for the entire 20072011 time period. The charter
moratorium is also assumed to be in place, but it is not expected to impact the amount of charter harvest.
Client demand is assumed not to change as a result of keeping these management measures in place.

Because management measures like the one-fish bag limit are expected to impact client demand, harvest
projections are included that account for that demand change. Estimates were made that include about a
40% reduction in client demand as a result of the one-fish bag limit in Area 2C. A projection was also
made that assumed no change in client demand. Because of uncertainty where changes in client demand
might fail within that range, the average of the two were used to calculate the point estimates used in this
analysis. The harvest projections using the other demand assumptions are included in the analysis, but for
simplicity are not directly compared to the allocation options.

Charter harvest projections were provided by the Northern Economics, Inc (NEI) staff for the years 1995—
2011. Harvest projections were made using an ARIMA model. Estimates included 95% confidence
intervals around the harvest point estimates. The reader is cautioned that the standard errors and the
resulting 95% confidence intervals may be too small. If they are too small, the reader cannot be 95%
confident that the actual charter harvest would fall within the projected range.

Projections for the years 2007-2011 are used to compare projected charter harvest to various charter
allotments (Table ES-1). Comparing the Area 2C harvest projections and the GHL estimates, provided by
the IPHC, indicates that the charter sector would stay within their allocation from 2008-2011. The GHLs
from 2007-2010 fall within the 95% confidence intervals estimated for those years, Charter harvest for
2011 is projected to be less than the 2011 GHL. Therefore, implementing a one-fish bag limit in Area 2C
is expected to keep the charter sector within the GHL over the time period being considered. If the halibut
CEY continues to increase after 2011, the one-fish bag limit may be too restrictive to allow the charter
sector to harvest their GHL.

Area 2C/3A Halibut Catch Sharing Plan xiii Initial Review — April 2008



Harvest projections for Area 3A indicate the charter sector would stay within their 3.65 M 1b GHL every
year, during 2007-201 |, Charter harvests are projected to increase every year from 2007-2011. During
2007, the charter sector is projected to harvest about 3.2 M lb. Their harvest is projected to increase to
about 3.5 M b. Based on those projections, additional charter harvest restrictions would not be required
to keep the fleet within their GHL. However, because of the trend that indicates the charter harvest is
increasing the charter fleet may exceed their GHL in the future.

Table ES-1 Projected charter harvest and GHL under the status quo, 200?—2011

‘Year |IPHC Area 2C " TIPHC Area 3A
' |

i | Projected Lower Upper lGHL (MlPrc_]ected ]Lo;;er Upper lGHL (M
i

Harvest (95% Cl [95% ClI |Ib) 'Harvest |95% CI 95%CI Ib)
(MIb)  |(MI6)  (MIb) M) |1 (M 1)

i A | i R .

(2007 (1459  |L370 (1548 {1432 3.472  [3.075 '3270 365

3264 13153 |3375  '3.65

12008 10999 |0.899 (1100  [0.931

3.254 3.504 3.65

| H |
12009 |1.04] 0.929 [.154 1.074 F3.379
]

'3.431

2000 Tios2  lo9s7  Tezes 1217 3292 |3.570 365 |

2011 (123 foss7  li2e0  [1432 13471 [3.318  |3.624 1365
: . i ] i L.
Source: IPHC estimates of GHL and NEI estimates of charter harvest.

Alternative 2, Establish a catch sharing plan that includes sector accountability
Element 1 - Initial Aliocation

Element ! would revise the halibut regulations to create a catch sharing plan for the charter and
commercial IFQ sectors in Area 2C and 3A. Common pool allocations would be set for harvest by charter
clients of licensed charter businesses; the remainder from a combined charter and commercial IFQ catch
limit that would be set by the IPHC each year would be allocated to the commercial sector. If the charter
sector allocation is exceeded by the charter sector’s harvest, the fishery would not be closed in-season.
[nstead, when an overage occws, additional management measures would be applied future years to
constrain harvests to the allocation. The timeline of how long it would take to determine when an overage
kas occurred and when new management measures would be implemented are discussed in Element 2.
The system would work best if there s not a time lag between the overage and when the new
management measures are implemented, However, it is anticipated that a one or two year lag may occur.
The Council has also stated that its intent is to keep the charter sector within their commen pool allocation
over a five-year rolling average. Clients must abide by any annual, bag, or size limits that are in place for
the halibut charter sector in an area when harvesting from the common pool. GAF may allow charter
clients 1o harvest halibut under the same regulations as the unguided halibut sector, Any halibut harvested
outside of the charter fishery regulations must be identified as GAF.

Staff requests that additional direction from the Council be provided to determine how the five-
year rolling average should be calculated for the first four years of the program.

The Council is considering three basic methods to determine the size of common pool from which all
charter LEP holders may allow their clients to harvest. The first method has four options that would
allocate the charter sector a fixed percentage of a combined commercial and charter catch limit. The
percentages are determined by using formulas based on historic charter harvest. A combined commercial
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and charter catch limit is not currently established by the IPHC. However, IPHC staff has indicated that
they could generate that estimate if the Council and NMFS requested it, The second method has three
options that would allocate the charter sector a fixed number of pounds. A suboption is included under
these options that would cause the fixed pounds to vary in steps associated with predefined changes in the
Total CEY. The suboption causes the fixed pound allocation to behave mote like a percentage based
allocation that changes the amount of halibut assigned to the charter sector in predefined steps. The third
set of options uses half of the result from the fixed pound allocation and half the result of the fixed
percentage option for the same base time period.

Charter harvest estimates were compared to each charter sector allocation to show which allocations
would fund the common pool without the need to impose different management measures. Option 1a is
calculated using 125% of the 1995-1999 average charter harvest (current GHL formula). That option
results in the charter sector being allocated 13.1% of the combined commercial and charter catch limit in
Area 2C and £4.0% in Area 3A. IPHC staff has provided estimates of projected commercial and charter
catch limits for the years 2007-2011 (Table ES-2). The catch limits incorporate the slow up fast down
methodology that is used by the IPHC.

Table ES-2 Combined commercial and charter catch limit using slow up-fast down

Year 2C 3A

2007 1057 3038
2008  7.67 3209
2009 668  33.05
2010  6.63  33.I13

2011 6.87 34.37

Source; [PHC

The projected poundage allocations that result during 2007-2008 are within the 95% confidence intervals
of projected harvest in Area 2C. During 2009-2011 the allocation is not projected to cover charter
harvests. On average, over the five-year period, the charter sector is projected to exceed their allocation
by 0.13 M 1b per year. The allocation in Area 3A is projected to exceed the charter harvest by and average
of 1.25 M Ib per year.

Option 1b (125% of the 2001~2005 average charter harvest - GHL formula updated through 2005) results
in the charter sector being allocated 17.3% of the combined commercial and charter catch limit in Area
2C and 15.4% in Area 3A. The Area 2C allocation is projected to exceed charter harvest during 2007 and
2008. During 2009-2011 the charter allocation is projected to fall within the 95% confidence intervals for
charter harvest. Over the five-year average, the charter sector is prajected to be under their allocation by
an average of 0.18 M ib. In Area 3A, the charter sector allocation is projected to exceed their allocation
every year during 2007-2011. Over that five-year period the charter would exceed their allocation by 1.68
M Ib per year.

Option 1c (current GHL as percent of 2004) results in the charter sector being allocated 11.7% of the
combined commercial and charter catch limit in Area 2C and 12.7% in Area 3A. The Area 2C allocation
is projected to be less than the charter sector’s harvest each year, except 2008. During 2008, the charter
allocation is projected to be within the 95% confidence intervals for harvest. Over the five-year period,
the charter sector is projected to exceed their allocation by an average of 0.24 M lb per year. In Area 3A
the charter allocation is projected to exceed their harvest each year. They are projected to harvest an
average of 0.8 M b less than they would have been allocated from 2007-2011.
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Option td (2005 charter harvest) would yield an allocation of 15.1% of the combined commercial and
charter catch limit in Area 2C and 12.7% in Area 3A. The Area 2C allocation is projected to exceed
charter harvest during 2007 and 2008. During 2009-2011 the charter allocation is projected to fall within
the 95% confidence intervals for charter harvest. Over the five-year average, the charter sector is
projected to be under their allocation by an average of just 0.03 M Ib. In Area 3A the charter sector
allocation is projected to exceed their allocation every year during 2007-2011. Over that five-year period
the charter would exceed their allocation by 0.8 M Ib per year. The Area 3A allocation is the same under
both Options ¢ and 1d.

The allocations under Option 2 issue the charter sector a fixed number of pounds every year. Option2a
would allocate the Area 2C charter sector 1.43 M Ib per year and the Area 3A charter sector 3.65 M lb per
year. Option2b would allocate the Area 2C charter sector 1.69 M Ib per year and the Area 3A charter
sector 4.01 M b per year. Option2¢ would allocate the Area 2C charter sector 1.90 M b per year and the
Area 3A charter sector 4.15 M b per year. Allocations of that magnitude are projected to exceed the
charter sectors harvest almost every year. The only year that it would not is in Area 2C during 2007, That
year the allocation falls within the 95% confidence intervals for harvest. In Area 2C, the charter sector's
allocation is projected to exceed its harvest by an average of 0.29 M 1b (Option 2a), 0.55 M Ib (Option
2b), and 0.76 M Ib (Option 2c) over the 2007-2011 time period. In Area 3A, they are projected to exceed
their harvest by an average of 0.31 M Ib (Option 2a), 0.67 M Ib (Option 2b), and 0.81 M [b (Option 2¢)
over that sane time period.

The suboption that would implement a stair step up and stair step down that adjusts the charter allocation
when the total CEY changes a predefined amount. It should be noted that the starting point from which
changes are measured needs to be defined. Until that is defined, it is not possible to provide the actual
future CEY's that would trigger the changes.

if Option 2a were selected, no changes occur to the charter allocation when the CEY increases or
decreases less than 15% from the baseline amount. Increases greater than that amount would trigger
changes in the charter allocation. The first step changes the initial allocation by 15%. Each additional
10% change in the CEY triggers an additional 10% change in the charter sector’s allocation. In Area 2C,
the first step is triggered by a 15% change in the CEY and results in the allocation increasing or
decreasing 0.21 M 1b. In Area 3A the allocation is changed by 0.55 M Ib. Each additional 10% change in
the CEY results in the charter sector’s allocation increasing or decreasing 0.14 M 1b in Area 2C and 0.36
M Ib in Area 3A.

Because the initial allocation is larger, under Option 2b, the changes in the allocation at each step are also
larger. In area 2C, the initial 15% increase or decrease in the allocation increases or decreases the amount
by 0.25 M Ib. Each additional 10% increase (or decrease) increases (or decreases) the allocation by 0.17
M Ib. In Area 3A, the initial change is 0.60 M Ib, and each additional 10% change moves the allocation
by 0.40 M Ib.

Since the initial allocation is larger under Option 2¢ than either of the other two options, the changes in
the allocation, at each step, are also larger. In area 2C, the initial 15% increase (or decrease) in the
allocation increases {or decreases) the amount by 0.28 M 1b. Each additional 10% increase (or decrease)
increases {or decreases) the allocation by 0.19 M Ib. In Area 3A, the initial change is 0.62 M Ib, and each
additional 10% change moves the allocation by 0.41 M Ib.

Option 3 allocations are based on 50% of the percentage allocation and 50% of the fixed pound
allocation. Because the allocations are based in part on fixed pounds, the charter sector is given a floor
allocation. Their allocation would never drop below that amount unless there are resource conservation
dictates a reduction. Option 3a uses the years 1995-1999. It results in an Area 2C allocation that is
projected to be within the 95% confidence interval of harvest during 2007, 2009, 2010, and 2011. During
2008 the allocation is projected to exceed charter harvest. Over the five-year pericd, on average, the
charter sector’s allocation is projected to be 0.07M Ib more than harvest. In Area 3A the allocation is
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projected to exceed harvest every year. Over the five-year period, on average, the charter sector's
allocation is projected to be 0.80 M 1b over its allocation.

Option 3b is based on the years 2000-2004. Because those ycars were not an alternative under Option 1,
the percentage was calculated for Option 3 using the same formula used in Options la and 1b. Option 3¢
is based on the years 2001-2005. Both Options 3b and 3¢ are projected to yield allocations that are larger
than the charter sector'’s projected harvest, every year from 2007-2011. In Area 2C the allocations, on
average, are projected to exceed the Option 3b harvest by 0.25 M 1b and the Option 3¢ harvest by 0.39 M
1b. In Area 3A the allocations, on average, are projected to exceed the Option 3b harvest by 1.27 M ib and
the Option 3¢ harvest by 1.24 M |b.

Given the above discussion, the only allocations that would exceed the status quo harvest projections are
Options la and Option Ic in Area 2C. All other allocation options are projected to exceed status quo
charter harvest during the 2007-2011 time period. Many of the Area 3A options are not projected to be
binding in the near future.

The percent options do not match (corrected) historical records. The Council can choose to correct the
percentages to the 1/10™ of a percent or maintain the current options as adopted in October 2007;
however, the discrepancies are minor. The analysis would need to address why the Council might choose
to not correct its options to match the historical records.

Element 2 - Annual regulatory cycle

The Council has announced its policy that the charter halibut season would not be closed when its
allocation has been reached. The Council would not revisit or readjust the sector split if an overage(s)
occur. Any underages would accrue to the benefit of the halibut biomass and would not be reallocated or
paid forward to the charter sector. No regulations would be generated as a result of Element 2.

Management of the charter halibut sector to its allocation would be achieved through an annual regulatory
analysis of management measures (delayed feedback loop) that takes into account the projected CEY for
the following year and any overages by the charter industry in the past year(s). Under Element 4, the
Council requested that staff identify potential timelines that would reduce the time between a charter
allocation overage and implementation of regulations to eliminate the overage. Staff identified a number
of scenarios that would reduce the delay 1) an allocation set in a pounds would not be dependent on IPHC
action, however, a two-prong preferred alternative timed with IPHC action could be used with a floating
or hybrid initial allocation; 2} if an overage is identified in October, final action could be scheduled, as
needed, each December (foregoing the 4-week advance release of the public review document and
scheduling SSC review at the same meeting as final action); 3) tiering off a previous analysis and
proceeding straight to final action; or 4) the Council could take action on only a (2-3 page} supplemental
analysis, with a complete, revised EA/RIR/IRFA prepared for Secretarial review. These are discussed in
more detail under Element 4.

Element 3 — Management toolbox

No regulations would be generated as a result of Element 3. The estimated effects of potential
management measures are provided to illustrate how the Council’s preferred policy may be implemented
in the future. Element 3 would establish a Council policy for the management toolbox to be used if the
charter industry exceeds its allocation (Table ES-3). The Council would select the tool (or tools) that
allow it to reduce charter harvest by an amount that is likely to allow the industry to “pay back” the
halibut biomass that amount of the overage(s) in the preceding year(s). Element 3 would establish two
tiers of measures that the Council can utilize to manage the charter common pool. Tier 1 measures would
be utilized by the Council to try to manage the charter common pool for a season of historic length and 2
two-fish daily harvest limit. Tier 2 measures would be utilized if Tier 1 measures are inadequate to
constrain harvest by the charter common pool to its allocation. Due to the delayed feedback loop in
implementation of regulations, management measures may be more restrictive to ensure that the charter
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sector allocation is not exceeded. In providing predictability and stability for the charter sector, the full
allocation may not be harvested.

Table ES-3 Proposed Management Measures by Tier

Tier1 Tier 2

One Trip per Vesse! per Day Annual Cateh Limits

No Retention by Skipper and Crew One Fish Bag Limit for all or a portion of the Seascn
Line Limits Season Closure

Second Fish of a Minimum Size
Second Fish at ar below a Specific Length

If the Council is to meet the regulatory cycle discussed in Element 2, it may have to rely on estimates
from past GHL analyses (NPFMC, 2007b and NPFMC, 2007¢) to estimate the effect of each management
measure on the charter industry’s harvest. Table ES-4 shows the estimated effect of each management
measure by sub-option as analyzed and reported by NPFMC (2007b) and NPFMC (2007¢). Note that the
analyses did not look at the same sub-options for each management area, as the Council tailored the sub-
options to fit each area’s individual management needs.

The approach provided by this element provides a rapid, “back of the envelope” method of estimating the
effect of management measures to reduce charter industry halibut harvest. However, there are limitations
to the approach that should be recognized, including the effect of changing average weights, the effect of
changing harvest composition, and the difficulty of accounting for the interaction effects associated with
utilizing several management measures at the same time.

Element 4 — Timeline

No regulations would be generated as a result of Element 4, The estimated effects of potential timelines
are provided to illustrate how the Council’s preferred policy may be implemented in the future.

Element 4 is linked to the discussion of an annual regulatory cycle under Element 2. Three to four years
may elapse between the year in which (1) an overage occurs; (2) the year in which ADF&G data report
that an overage has occurred; (3) the year in which the Council selects a preferred alternative to address
the overage; and (4) the year in which new regulations are in effect. Elemnent 4 outlines two sceparios for
the timing of regulatory action for a response to an overage. The primary difference between the two
proposed scenarios is when an estimate of charter harvests is available (step 2).

Staff identified that there are no potential time savings in the year in which an overage occurs.
Interagency staff identified that a year in the feedback loop could be eliminated by using halibut harvest
tags® (or some other mechanism) as the measure of charter harvest rather than waiting for the subsequent
October for the SWHS (step 2), but the use of harvest tags to monitor the common pool is not supported
by agency staff or representatives of the charter fleet,

z Preliminary design considerations for a harvest tag program and electronic reporting in an

interagency staff report were provided to the Council in December 2007.
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Table ES-4 Estimated Effect of Management Measures

Tier  Management Measure Sub-Option Estimated Harvest Reduction (%)
Area 2C Area3A’
One Trip per Vessel per Day None 1.8%-24% 55-6.3%
No Retention by Skipper and Crew Nong 4.3%-4.1% 10.4%
Line Lirmits 2 None Not Analyzed Not Analyzed
L] e 0y
Tier 1 Sepond Fish of a Minimum Size 452 ;giﬁ: g:: 3232:: izgﬁﬁ
32 Inches 19.7%-26.1% 18.2%- 24.5%
Second Fish at of below a Length Limit * 34 Inches Not Analyzed 15.2%-21.1%
36 Inches Mot Analyzed 12.1%-18.3%
Four Figh 16.4% 6.5%
Annua! Catch Limits Five Fish 9.3% 4.1%
Six Fish 4.3% 2.1%
Fult Season 39.7% - 57.8% 47.1%-62.9%
May 1.8% - 2.6% 5.0%~66%
. . . 5 June 10.0% - 14.6% 124 - %16.5%
One Fish Bag Limit for All or a Portion of the Season Ay 145% - 211% 17.8% - 23.6%
Tiar 2 August 120%-17.5% 9.9%-13.2%
September 1.4% - 2.0% 1.8% -2.9%
Fuil Season 100.0% 100.0%
May 5.2% 10.5%
Season Closure © June 25.7% 26.0%
July 35.4% 31.1%
Augusi 20.9% 21.2%
Seplember 3.7% 4.0%

1. Numbers for Area 3A reflect the analysis for NPFMC (2007¢) updated with ADF&G's final 2006 harvest estimates.
2. Neither NPEMC (20076} nor NPEMC (2007¢) analyzed line limits as an individual option.
3. Upper estimates include an assumption of a [0% reduction in the demand for halibut charter trips.

4. Upper estimate assumes that anglers catch the average fish below the length limit based on biomass. Lower estimate assumes

that anglers are able to high~-grade by one two-inch size class.

5. Upper estimates include an assumption of a 30% reduction in the demand for halibut charter trips. The analysis did not make
any adjustments for anglers rescheduling their trips to other parts of the season which do not include the one-fish bag limit.

6. Estimates based on ADF&G data provided for NPFMC (2007b) and NPFMC (2007¢). Estimates do not include the effect of

anglers migrating to other months or otherwise adapting to the closure.
Source: NPFMC (2007b) and NPFMC (2007c).

Element 4 - Timeline

No regulations would be generated as a result of Element 4. The estimated effects of potential timelines
are provided to illustrate how the Council’s preferred policy may be implemented in the future.

Element 4 is linked to the discussion of an annual regulatory cycle under Element 2. Three to four years
may elapse between the year in which (1) an overage occurs; (2) the year in which ADF&G data report
that an overage has occurred; (3) the year in which the Council selects a preferred alternative to address
the overage; and (4) the year in which new regulations are in effect. Element 4 outlines two scenarios for
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the timing of regulatory action for a response to an overage. The primary difference between the two
proposed scenarios is when an estimate of charter harvests is available (step 2).

Staff identified that there are no potential time savings in the year in which an overage occurs.
[nteragency staff identified that a year in the feedback loop could be eliminated by using halibut harvest
tags® (or some other mechanism) as the measure of charter harvest rather than waiting for the subsequent
October for the SWHS (step 2), but the use of harvest tags to monitor the common pool is not supported
by agency staff or representatives of the charter fleet.

Depending on the initial allocation and amount of IFQ leasing that occurs in each of the regulatory areas,
from none to two CSP analyses could be submitted each year or they could be combined into a single
analysis and rulemaking. Some streamlining during regional review may occur as these analyses become
annual updates of previously reviewed documents, as compared with wholly new anatyses. No resolution
to a bottleneck is foreseen in which CSP analyses compete with other higher priority analyses for review.

Staff identified alternate methods for streamlining the preparation of a final rule in response to a charter
halibut allocation overage. The Council could adopt onte or more of the following proposals as its policy
for preparing the documents necessary for rulemaking.

¢ The Council could save one meeting cycle by basing its new analysis on the previous, final analysis
and proceeding straight to final action; it would not schedule initial review, which is not a federal
requirement). The analysis would add the most recent year of data and undergo a routine update.

e Assuming notification by ADF&G Sport Fish Division of an overage in October, the Council could
take final action in December (it may have to forego its four-week advance release of the public
review document and prior SSC review (or it could schedule SSC review at the same time as final
action and assume that the analysis conforms with analytical methodology previously approved by the
SSC)). It could adopt a preferred alternative under a fixed poundage allocation or could adopt a two-
prong preferred alternative. A proposed rule would be published prior to IPHC action and solicit
comments on both preferred alternatives or the proposed rule could be published after IPHC action
and solicit comments on the remaining preferred alternative.

« Since an EA/RIR/IRFA is required for Secretarial action (and technically not required for Council
action), the Council could take action on only a supplemental analysis (to its previous year's
EA/RIR/IRFA) similar to the supplemental analysis (2-3 pages provided to the Council in October
2007 on its previously released EA/RIR/IRFA for Area 2C GHL measures
{http://www.fakr noaz.gov/npfme/current_issues/halibut_issues/Area2CGHL_Sup1007.pdf]. A complete,
revised EA/RIR/IRFA would be prepared by Council staff immediately after final action and
submitted to the Secretary (timing of proposed rulemaking would occur depending on whether
allocation was in pounds or percent (and therefore dependent on IPHC action).

e The Council could schedule final action sooner under a poundage charter sector alfocation compared
with a floating allocation because Council action would not be dependent on IPHC action to apply a
Council CSP allocation split of a combined charter and commercial catch limit.

Interagency staff identified that a new type of accounting system should be developed for monitoring
commercial halibut [FQs that would be leased to charter halibut operators to use in excess of the charter
common pool allocation under Altemative 2. It would require in-season monitoring of halibut harvested
using leased IFQs as distinct from those fished against the charter common pool allocation. Not requiring
timely reporting of those halibut harvested under IFQs would result in further delay.

3 Preliminary design considerations for a harvest tag program and electronic reporting in an

interagency staff report were provided to the Council in December 2007.
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The Council may wish to comment on whether any of these policy scemarios for future analyses are
acceptable.

Element 5 — Supplemental, individual use of Guided Angler Fish

Element 5 would revise commercial halibut 1FQ regulations to allow limited entry permit (LEP) holders
to lease commercial IFQ from individual commercial IFQ holders to provide guided anglers with
additional harvesting opportunities in excess of the annual charter allocation. The LEP holder would ask
NMFS to convert the leased IFQ into Guided Angler Fish (GAF). The LEP could then use the GAF to
provide guided anglers with additional harvesting opportunities with the provision that the individual
guided angler’s harvesting opportunities never exceed the daily bag and size limits in place for unguided
anglers.

The most important implications under Element 5 include the following.

¢ Under Provision A-2 the analysis indicates that the proposed leasing levels should provide
adequate GAF to preserve historic harvest opportunities and allow charter sector growth in the
future;

e [Under Provision A-2 there is littie data to suggest what price LEP holders might pay for leasing
GAF;

s Under Provision A-3 the data suggest that different leasing allowances would be needed to
maintain the same level of access to historic harvest opportunities. The analysis found that under
either 400-GAF or 600-GAF leasing allowance certain vessels in Area 3A could be deprived of
their historical harvesting opportunities if the Area were subject to a one-fish daily bag limit for
charter anglers. For example, at the 600-GAF limit 26.5% of the vessels in the larger endorsement
class would be unable to offer their historic opportunities under certain conditions. While Area
3A does not exhibit the same GHL overage as found in Area 2C and there are currently no
differences in the harvest regulations for guided and unguided anglers, the Council may wish to
consider higher GAF-leasing limits in Area 3A to provide equivalemt preservation of
historic fishing opportunities;

o Under Provision C the analysis and discussions with ADF&G staff indicate that:

o The current system of calculating average harvest weights from the previous year would
not be available for IFQ conversion until the end of the following season. For example,
the final estimate of average weight for 2007 would not be available until September
2008,

o Ifthere is a change in the average weight from year to year, it would become apparent the
following year that the charter operator paid either too much or too little for GAF. Since
the conversion is a linear function of the average weight, the percentage error in the
amount of IFQ converted would equal the percentage difference in the average weights
from year to year. These differences would likely cancel out only for charter operators
and 1FQ holders who convert on a reguiar basis over an extended number of years,

o The delay in estimation of average weight may also affect catch accounting. It is assumed
that GAF harvest is tallied as commercial catch, since it is converted from [FQs. Because
the conversion of IFQ to GAF would likely be based on preliminary estimates of average
weight from the previous vear, the accurate accounting of GAF removals could not be
obtained until the final estimates of harvest are available the following year. The degree
to which this accounting error becomes an issue depends on the magnitude of GAF

Area 2C/3A Halibut Catch Sharing Plan XXi Initial Review — April 2008



conversion. If the amount of IFQ converted to GAF is a small proportion of the
commercial catch limit, the error may not be worth addressing;

o Perhaps a more important consideration is whether the average weight of the sport charter
harvest (common poel) should be used to convert IFQ for GAF, or whether the average
weight of GAF should be used. The average weight of GAF may be higher than the
average weight of all charter halibut under certain conditions. In addition, the average
weight of GAF would be dependent on the distdbution of harvest among subareas of
Area 2C or Area 3A. Average weight currently varies quite a bit from port to port. if a
high proportion of GAF are harvested from areas with larger fish, that would result in a
higher average weight;

¢ Under certain conditions that average weight of GAF may not exceed that of common
pool fish. For example, if the charter fishery is restricted by a one-fish bag limit then
common pool fish may have a higher average weight than GAF due to high-grading.
Under a one-fish limit, some anglers would try to harvest the largest fish possible;

» Under Provision D an LEP holder could be prevented from leasing to another LEP holder if the
first lease holder was unable to fish the GAF (e.g., unavoidable circumnstances including long
term illness, injury, boat loss). However, LEP holders may be quick to recognize this limitation
and adapt their [ease agreements to include a reversion clause in the case that the LEP holder is
unable to fish the GAF.

Requests for clarification
Staff seeks Council clarification on the rationale for the following proposed lirnits.

Provision A-2. Commercial halibut QS holders may lease up to 1,500 pounds or 10% (whichever is
greater) of their annual IFQ to LEP holders (including themselves) for use as GAF on LEPs. A CQE may
lease up to 100% of its annual [FQ) for use as GAF on their own LEPs.

Provision A-3. LEP holder per vessel may not lease more than 200-400 fish.

Suboption: vessels with LEP w/endorsement for more than 6 clients may not lease more than 400-600
fish.

¢« Under Provision E(2), the Council’s motion on conversion of GAF back to the commercial
sector lacked guidance on how and when those tramsfers would be allowed. RAM Division
staff has suggested that transfers could be conducted antomatically or only upoz request.
RAM staff recommends that a combination of both options with the same cut-off date could
be implemented. That is, any unused GAFs that were not requested previously to be
returned to the lessor by a date certain would be automatically returned by NMFS on a
certain date. Three scenarios have been identified for these requests: 1) by the GAF holder;
2) by the IFQ holder; or 3) either. GAF holders may request the transfer back to the IFQ
leaseholder at any time during the season (although they have limited incentive if the value
of unused GAFs are not somehow rebated, unless they are (also} the original commercial
IFQ holders and therefore eligible to fish them commercially) or alf unnsed GAFs would
automatically revert back to the IFQ holder (assumed without compensation to the GAF
holder) on a date certain (proposed to be October 1 by staff). Scenarios under which an IFQ
holder reclaimed nnused GAFs before a GAF holder wished to relinquish them would be
problematic, Staff discussions assumed that unused GAFs that return to the IFQ holder
would not be rebated but this issue is primarily contractual; an unrebated retura would
diminish the incentive for GAF holders to request their return but would provide incentive
to only lease what the LEP holder needs to meet client demand during the season. Staff
seeks clarification on the details of how the Council intends these transfers to be conducted.
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Under any scenario, these two-way transfers require a real-time reporting system for the
management of these GAF's for accurate in-season accounting of their balances.

e TUnder Provisions E(1) and E(2), the Council’s intent for its motion regarding the prudence
of obtaining size data from both the common pool and GAFs is unclear. Is this intended as a
request for additional data gathering by ADF&G or NMFS or is it intended to be a
regulatory requirement for determining the appropriate conversion factor for calculating
GAFS and back to IFQ pounds? and

Element 6 - Catch Accounting System

Element 6 encompasses the record keeping and reporting requirements to implement the Council’s
preferred alternative. At final action, the Council would identify its preference for a catch accounting
system to be implemented to monitor IFQ leases that would be used in the charter sector (as proposed
under Element 5). NMFS, in cooperation with ADF&G, would advise the Council in October 2008 of the
data cotlection and monitoring requirements. During interagency staff meetings, agency staff noted that a
more defined alternative is needed before the data collection program can be fully developed. Staff have
identified that the charter sector would be required to provide real time data for GAF harvests for NMFS
to adequately monitor the leases. A real time data collection program for GAFs may include some form of
electronic reporting. While the Council offered three suggestions for NMFS to consider for implementing
the proposed catch sharing plan, additional guidance om Council intent for administration,
implementation, and enforcement is needed for the agency to provide estimates of costs for
implementation.

It is not clear what the proposed Council action would be as a result of its provision under Element
6 that “Given the uncertainty regarding differences in the size of GAF and common poel fish, it
would be prudent {o obtain size data from both groups of fish, especially in the earfy years of the
program.” Is this a recommendation to NMFS or ADF&G to develop such data collection program?

Economic Impacts of the Alternatives

The analysis assumes that the proposed charter sector allocation would be a common peol of fish that
clients of charter LEP holders would be allowed to harvest. When the charter allocation limit is reached,
charter clients would continue to be allowed to retain halibut for the remainder of the year. Exceeding the
common pool allocation would result in more stringent management measures being implemented to
reduce harvest in fiture years. The leasing of commercial [FQ may also be allowed under this
amendment. Leasing of IFQ would allow individual charter operators that hold GAF, to use those fish to
exceed charter harvest regulations when they are below the limits set for the unguided sport fishery.

This analysis does not provide quantitative estimates or confidence intervals for the magnitude of net
national benefits under each option. Nor are those quantitative estimates provided for regional economic
impacts of the alternatives considered in this analysis. Because those estimates cannot be provided given
the information available, the analysis does not identify an optimal allocation. To provide these data,
information on the contribution to national welfare of all commercial removals would be needed. That
information is currently unavailable for the commercial sector and an analysis to estimate those impacts is
outside the scope of what can be completed as part of this document.

Determining which allocation would maximize net national benefits would require detailed information
on costs and expenditures in both the commercial and charter sectors. In addition to cost information, ex-
vessel demand for charter trips and angler willingness-to-pay for trips would also be required. Collecting
that information would be expensive and time consuming. Even if these data were available, changes in
the halibut biomass will impact the optimal sustainable yield and the optimal aliocation of halibut.
Because of these ongoing changes to the resource, any allocation that is optimal when it is made would be
suboptimal in the future. To maintain an optimal allocation, the allocation must be adjusted whenever
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economic or biological conditions change (Criddle 2006). It is unreasonable to assume that overall net
economic benefits could be sustained over time by a management agency altering the allocation.

Charter Sector

The charter sector is comprised of business operators who are licensed by the State of Alaska to provide
guided sport trips. It is not possible to provide estimates of the charter sector’s net revenue. Additional
information on both the revenues generated by the charter sector and the costs associated with providing
those trips would be needed. There is not a complete set of data on the prices charged for a charter trip in
Areas 2C and 3A. General information on trips prices is reported in the RIR, but those estimates are only
intended to provide a small sample of trip prices derived from the business advertising, Those samples are
not intended to represent the mean trip prices in a given area. Information is available from ADF&G
saltwater logbooks on the number of trips taken in each area. However, because we do not have the prices
associate with those trips, generating estimates of charter gross revenue is not possible.

Net revenues in the charter sector cannot be provided. Area-wide data are not available for either gross
revenues or costs of operating the charter business. Both of these pieces of information are needed to
estimate net revenues. The cost and time required to collect these data makes producing these estimates
outside the scope of this analysis.

Criddle (2004, 2006) described four types of management combinations for a halibut fishery shared by a
commercial and charter sector. One combination provided an example of when the commercial fishery
was managed under an IFQ-based system and the charter sector was managed under a regulated open
access sport fishery. Under the regulated open access system, it is assumed that the charter sector harvests
are controlled by some combination of management measures. Criddle concluded that when a sportfishing
charter fleet is comprised of small homogeneous charter businesses, an increase in demand for trips would
result in an increase in trip prices, in the short-run. Long-run effects depend on the types of management
measures used to constrain charter harvests. Size limits, bag limits, annual harvest limits, Jine limits, and
prohibition on captain and crew harvests, if some of the fish went to the clients, could reduce the angler or
operator surpluses generated from the trips. Seasonal closures, restrictions on where fish is allowed, or
limits on the number of clients are examples of management measures that could increase the costs of
providing trips. It is anticipated that all rents in the charter fleet would be dissipated under the limited

entry program,

If management measures restrict charter harvests to their allocation over a five-year rolling average,
increased demand for charter trips would be offset by more restrictive management measures. Therefore,
increases in demand for charter trips are not expected to impact the commercial sector. The commercial
sector would only be impacted if the charter sector is not constrained to its allocation by additional
management measures or if the charter sector is able to convince the Council and the Secretary to increase
its aliocation.

The Council is also considering allowing charter LEP holders to lease GAF from the commercial sector.
We can not predict the magnitude of halibut that would be transferred if leasing is allowed. However,
commercial harvesters must agree to the transfer for it to occur. Charter businesses must pay a sufficient
amount for the IFQs to offset the forgone value of commiercial net revenues (Criddle 2006). Because the
charter LEP holders do not benefit from consumer surplus and commercial harvesters do not benefit from
postharvest surplus, they are not considered by the participants when determining whether to transfer [FQ.

Charter businesses that purchase GAF from the commercial sector would realize increased costs. Those
costs would be passed on to charter clients through higher trip prices. The increased costs and prices are
expected to allow charter businesses to earn normal profits in the long run.
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Commercial Halibut Fishery

Impacts of moderate fluctuations in stock abundance would lead to changes in the commercial quota
under a fixed or percentage based charter allocation. Changes in the amount of halibut harvested by the
commercial sector would impact exvessel prices, commercial net revenue, and post harvest surplus. Given
research conducted by Herrmann et al. (1999) on the price flexibility of Alaska halibut, the changes in
exvessel price that results from increasing or decreasing the amount of commercial harvest in Areas 2C
and 3A as a result of this proposed amendment are expected to be very small. An allocation to the charter
sector that decreases the commercial allocation is expected to result in 2 small increase in exvessel price,
but an overall decline in the net revenue of commercial harvesters. Post harvest surplus is directly related
to the quantity of halibut on the market, so a decrease in commercial harvests would lead to a decrease in
post harvest surplus (Criddie 2006). If the allocation to the charter sector is set at a level that reduces its
harvest during periods when the combined commercial and charter catch limit is steady, the commercial
narvest would be increased and post harvest surplus would increase.

Stock fluctuations may impact the asset value of QS held by commercial harvesters. If the changes to
halibut stocks in Areas 2C and 3A occur frequently and are relatively small, they are not expected to
impact QS values. However, if the stock size is expected to increase or decrease for a longer period of
time it would impact QS asset values. In that situation, a decrease in stock size would reduce QS values |
and an increase in stock size would increase QS values. Redistributing the amount of halibut that is
assigned to the charter sector could have a similar impact on QS values.

Because the QS are expected to generate lower net revenues over the next six years (based on [PHC CEY
projections), the asset value of Area 2C QS is also expected to decline. Persons that are forced to sell their
QS and those that willingly sell their QS would be expected to receive less for their QS. Persons that are
unable to weather the financial downtum would be bought out by persons that are in a better financial
position that feel stock abundance would increase over the long-term and constraints on charter harvests
would help preserve their portion of the combined commercial and charter catch limit. As a a result, Area
2C QS holdings would be further concentrated.

The Area 2C commercial allocation is projected to always be less (during the years considered in this
amendment) under the fixed poundage allocations relative to the percentage based allocations. This is
because the CEY is smaller during those years relative to the base years used to determine the allocations.

Because the commercial allocations in Area 3A are projected to be at or above historic levels in the near
future, the QS values are not expected to decline as a result of short near-term decline in net revenue, If
the trend of higher than historic average allocations is anticipated, the QS values may increase.

Increased demand for charter trips does not affect participants in the commercial fishery when the charter
sector is constrained (Criddle 2006). The proposed harvest limits are assumed to constrain the amount of
halibut the charter sector can harvest over a five-year period (the charter sector harvest is required to be
less than or equal to their allocation over a five-year rolling average), so the commercial allocation would
not be reduced by increased charter harvests. It is also important to note that unless there are stock
conservation concerns, charter overages would have a minor impact on future combined commercial and
charter catch limits.

The commercial sector, however, would be directly impacted by a charter allocation that is larger than the
charter sector would harvest under the status quo. That scenario would allow the charter sector to increase
its harvest, as client demand increases, until they reach the allocation. From that point forward, the
allocation would constrain the charter client harvests and the commercial sector would not be impacted by
further increases in client demand.

If the amount of halibut projected to go unused at the beginning of the year is not reassigned to the
commercial sector, any excess allocation to the charter sector would reduce the commercial allocation
more than is necessary. Forgoing that harvest would reduce postharvest surplus.
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Leasing of GAF would ailow commercial QS holders to lease IFQ to the charter sector. They are only
expected to lease IFQ to the charter sector if they receive sufficient compensation to offset the net
revenue they would derive from harvesting the fish themselves. Because individual commercial
harvesters generate different amounts of net revenue from their allocation, the commercial operations that
generate the lowest marginal net revenue would be most likely to lease halibut. Charter operations that
have the highest net revenue per fish are expected to be the most willing buyers, if their net revenue per
fish is greater than or equal to the lease cost per fish.

Charter Clients

Charter client trips would not be constrained by the amount of halibut available to its sector in-season
under the status quo or the allocation options being considered. However, demand for charter trips could
decline as more restrictive management measures are imposed (e.g., a one-fish bag limit in Area 2C) to
keep the sector’s harvest within its allocation. Because of the excess capacity that is expected to exist
under the moratorium, at least in the short term, charter clients are expected to pay prices for trips that
would allow the charter operators to earn normal profits (NPFMC 2006a).

Differential trip prices could result if clients wanted to use GAF to relax their harvest restrictions. For
example, if a client wanted to harvest two fish in Area 2C, they may need to compensate the charter
operator for the additional cost associated with the lease of the GAF. It is not possible to know how
charter operators would develop price structures for various types of trips. However, the use of GAF
would increase trip costs and those costs are expected to be passed on to the client.

Status quo regulations are expected to be more restrictive in Area 2C than in Area 3A. After 2007, we
have assumed that a one-fish bag limit would be in place in Area 2C. Those management measures are
expected to reduce both consumer demand and consumer surplus relative to regulations in place for Area
3A. In Area 3A the charter clients would remain under a 2-fish bag limit and a possession limit of 4-fish.
The numbers of halibut that may be harvested by a client during the year are not further regulated.
Because of the different management measures in place for the two areas, clients that have the
opportunity may chose to take a trip in Area 3A instead of Area 2C. This behavior would shift demand
from Area 2C to Area 3A. If non-residents increase the percentage of trips they take in Area 34, it may
increase overall consumer surplus relative to what it would be if participation patterns remained static.

We assurne that the (pending) limited entry program would not be a constraint to persons booking a trip.
Competition for clients is expected to keep trip prices at a level that allows charter operators to only earn
normal profits, All else being equal, the price of trips should not increase as a result of the status quo
management measures. Seasonal discounts may continue to be offered, especially in Area 3A, as charter
operators attempt to attract clients during the non-peak seasons. Discounted trips have historically been
available before mid-June and after mid-August.

Consumers of Commercial Halibut

Decreases in the amount of halibut available to consumers would result in increases in halibut prices, all
else being equal. As stated earlier, the ex-vessel price increases as a result of decreased supply are
expected to be modest given the price-flexibility of halibut, Even though the price increases are expected
to be relatively small, the combination of increased prices and reduced availability would decrease
postharvest surplus (Criddle 2006). The decrease in postharvest surplus cannot be estimated for the
various common pool allocation options and is outside the scope of this analysis. However, the options
that generate the smallest charter allocation would result in the largest postharvset surplus.

Allowing the charter sector to lease commercial IFQ would decrease consumer surplus if transfers occur.
The leases would reduce the amount of halibut available to halibut consumers. Because of the direct
relationship between postharvest surplus and quantity supplied, benefits to consumers of commercial
hatibut would be reduced.
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Communities

Economic activity resulting from the charter and commercial halibut fisheries pgenerates income for
residents of the communities where the expenditures occur, Employment is also created in communities
that provide goods and services to the fishing sectors.

The regional economic benefits under the status quo would likely differ from those under an allocation to
the charter sector that imposes additional management measures in future years, However, changes in
regional economic benefits generally do not cause changes in net national benefits.

Under the status quo, the amount of personal income and jobs generated by the charter sector is expected
to increase in Area 3A in the long-run. In Area 2C the sector would experience declines in the short-term,
as a result of stricter management measures imposed to keep the sector within its GHL. If the CEY
increases to higher levels in the future the charter sector would be expected to increase the amount of
personal income and jobs they create above the 2008 Jevels.

No options are being considered that limit the harvest of the charter sector within a fishing season.
However, the management measures that are expected to be imposed on the Area 2C charter fleet starting
in 2008 are expected to reduce client demand for trips (e.g., a one-fish bag limit). When the number of
trips taken is reduced by more restrictive management measures, the charter sector would need fewer
supplies and it would reduce expenditures within the communities that supply those goods. When they
purchase fewer goods and services within the community, it has a negative impact on their economy and
employment, if the reductions are not offset by increased purchases by the commercial sector.

The allocations considered in this amendment would shift the amount of halibut available to the
commercial sector and charter sectors, the overall near-term CEY reductions are likely to have a larger
impact on the Area 2C regional economies than shifling the available halibut among sectors. However,
shifts in the commercial/charter allocations would impact individvals within those communities are more
than the regional economy, because spending by the two sectors would to some extent offset each other.

The total reduction in trips by community cannot be estimated. Information on the expenditures by charter
operators by community is also unavailable. Collecting that information would be both expensive and
time consurning, and is outside the scope of this amendment.

Self-guided anglers and subsistence harvesters

Continuation of the status quo is not expected to impose costs or provide additional benefits to self-
guided anglers or subsistence harvesters. Because halibut removals by those two groups are unrestricted
and deducted from the CEY prior to determination of the proposed combined commercial and charter
catch limit, the amount of halibut harvested by the commercial and charter sectors do not impact the
halibut available to these groups.

Imposing a limit on the amount of halibut charter clients may harvest or reducing their bag limit could
result in some individuals that have access to a private boat fishing for halibut without a guide, when they
would have used a guide service all else being equal. Increasing effort in the non-guided sector is more
likely to occur in Area 3A where the percentage of clients from Alaska is greater than in Area 2C. Public
comments for this action and prior Council actions have included concerns about an increase in unguided
or “bareboat” rentals. “Bareboat” rental companies provide tourists vessels without crew, but with other
equipment required for a successful fishing trips such as maps, GPS locators, and fishing equipment. The
public comments raised both safety and enforcement concerns about the effect of these businesses. The
safety concerns focus on inexperienced boaters navigating in Alaska’s challenging marine environment.
Enforcement concerns have focused on the suggestion that some businesses would claim that a boat rental
is unguided, but then provide a guide who would not identify himseif as such if intercepted by
enforcement staff.
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AGENDA C-6(2)(2)
APRIL 2008

Element 6. Catch accounting system

1. The current Statewide Harvest Survey and/or logbook data would be used to determine the annual
harvest.

2. A catch accounting system will need to be developed for the GAF landed in the charter industry.

3. As part of data collection, the collection of length measurements should occur when supplementali
IFQs are leased for use and compared to the annual average length to make sure that accurate
removable poundage is accounted for and to allow length measurement informationa gathered to be
used in the formulation of the average weight used in the conversion of IFQs to GAF.

The Council adopted the language (above) as part of its intent for catch accounting systems for the charter
sector. There are two types of charter fish to monitor and enforce: commeon pool and GAFs. The Council has
stated its intent to monitor the common peol using ADF&G data. Staff requests clarification of whether any
additional clarification on using the SHWS and/or logbook data is forthcoming as a result of an ADF&G
analysis of the two data collection programs that will be reviewed by the SSC in April 2008, or whether
the identification of a preferred data collection system for monitoring and enforcing the common pool
allocation would be deferred to the agencies. The Council added a third statement regarding its intent that
length measurements of GAFs be collected for accurate accounting.

The Council also adopted the following language (see box) as its intent for the development of a catch
accounting system for GAFs. It specifically did not adopt these three proposed options for analysis that were
recommended by its Halibut Stakeholder Committee in December 2007. It adopted them for NMFS to consider
in its development of an implementation plan for the Council’s preferred alternative. Staff requests that the
Council clarify its intent for preferred features of a catch accounting system for monitoring and
enforcing GAFs. Such clarification will assist NMFS in its development of a discussion of potential alternate
catch accounting systems; this discussion will be included in the next draft of this analysis. NMFS and ADF&G
will be better able to estimate costs for data collection and monitoring requirements after the implementation
options have been better identified by the Council. At final action, the Council may choose to select a preferred
GAF catch accounting system or defer that decision to the agencies.

Recordkeeping and Reporting One of the critical issues for successful implementation of a successful interim
management regime for charter halibut operators is to shorten the feedback loop for collection of data
regarding charter harvests. The Council has requested that staff include in their report a discussion of options
Jor shortening the feedback loop.

It is also the intent of the Council in proposing these options that the real time collection of data should not be
used for in-season management changes or in-season closures; rather it is the intent of the Council that these
options be used to shorten the data collection feedback loop to facilitate the timely advance adoption of
management tools designed to achieve the charter sector allocation without in-season changes or in-season
closures in order to maintain, to the extent possible, a season of historic length with a minimum two fish bag
limit,

Option 1. Electronic Reporting. Each GSM permit holder would be assigned a unique reporting number and
would use that number to electronically report the number of halibut caught by clients that day on a daily
basis. The elecironic reporting would be done either through an Internet website or a dial-in telephone system.
As additional verification each client would sign the mandatory logbook next to the entry containing their
name, license number, number and type of fish caught, and any other required information. Logbooks would
continue to be submitted weekly.




Option 2. Harvest Tag. Uniquely numbered harvest tags would be distributed to each GSM permit holder at
the beginning of the season and additional tags would be available throughout the season if needed. The
number of harvest tags would be greater than the number of fish allocated to the charter sector for that year
(i.e., the tags are not a management tool for restricting or closing charter fishing in-season). When a halibut is
landed the harvest tag would be required to be inserted in the jaw and the harvest tag number recorded in the
log book entry for the angler license number of the person who caught the fish. When the fish is processed the
tag would be removed and mailed in using pre-addressed, stamped envelopes supplied for that purpose. GSM
operators would pay a fee to cover the cost of the envelopes and tags. Harvest tags would preferably be bar
coded to enable machine reading, with peel off bar code stickers for placement in the log book.

Option 3. Punch Cards. Each GSM permit holder would be issued a supply of uniquely numbered punch cards
with punch outs equal to any daily bag limit for that year or six halibut (whichever is fewer). The cards would
issued at the beginning of the season and additional cards would be available as needed (i.e., the cards are not
a management tool for restricting or closing charter fishing in-season). Each day every client angler would be
assigned a punch card and that punch card number would be entered in the log book next to the license
number. As each halibut is landed by a client their respective card would be punched, and at the end of the day
the client would sign the punch card in the space provided. The punch card would then be sealed in a supplied
stamped and addressed envelope, which would be mailed by the permit holder. GSM permit holders would pay
a fee to cover the cost of the punch cards and mailing envelopes. Any log book entry for which a signed punch
card is not received would be corrected to read the maximum number of fish printed on a punch card (i.e., the
daily bag limit or six fish).

The Council may wish to consider the following conclusions from the background section provided below.

1. better estimates of implementation costs will be generated if the Council refines its management
objectives for catch accounting;

2. real time data likely will be required for managing individual GAF accounts;

3. a simpler system to collect real time date would be better (cost, effectiveness, acceptance) than a
complicated system;

4, real time data may be collected under an electronic reporting system;

5. harvest tags are not necessary to monitor and enforce GAFs, but could meet another management goal
of streamlining the delay between an overage and revising regulations;

6. costs associated with transferring IFQs to and from the charter sector would be borne by the
commercial sector under the cost recovery program; and

7. transferring unused GAFs back to the commercial IFQ holder will accrue more costs than one-way
transfers.

Background This following summary is provided to inform the reader of information that will be considered
by the agencies in developing the monitoring and enforcement program to implement the Council’s preferred
alternative. It is provided to assist the Council in providing the requested clarifications on preferred features to
implement the GAF program. It summarizes current management tools and previous reports oen monitoring and
enforcement aspects of previously proposed charter halibut management programs, as discussed by the
Enforcement Committee and an interagency work group.

In February 2008 the Enforcement Committee discussed accounting of the use of commercial halibut [FQs in
the charter fishery. Staff from the Office of Law Enforcement (OLE) provided the following observations on
potential enforcement tools for an initial allocation and accounting commercial IFQs used in the charter halibut
fishery. These comments are presented for discussion purposes only; they are part of the decision making
process for designing the implementation plan.




a. There are two opportunities to check for compliance; at-sea and dockside. There are limited benefits to
tracking a sport caught halibut once it leaves the dock. If it enters the commercial stream, enforcement
staff would pursue a violation of commercial regulations.

b. Either dockside or at-sea, enforcement staff can count halibut on board and compare the count to the
paper logbook. They can also verify catch limits.

c¢. The use of tags may not be appropriate in the charter halibut fishery. Tags may create a new
bureaucracy; they will be redundant to a logbook; and give the industry another regulation with which
to comply.

d. Application Period - Some people may falsify their applications. Applications for quota could
potentially result in fraudulent claims.
I, Qualifying information
il. Ownership information
iii. Historical catch

e. Logbooks - A federal logbook, as designed by Wostmann and Associates, would be very helpful. A
paper logbook that was originally proposed to implement a charter halibut IFQ program would have
required the captain of the vessel to enter halibut into the log immediately after catch, and also require
the sport fisherman who caught it to sign their name and sport fish license number. Logbooks would be
mailed in at the end of the season. Logbooks could also be used as an audit tool to compare with
electronic reports.

f. Electronic reporting - Operators would be given the option to report via internet or using telephone
interactive voice response (IVR) reporting (voice recognition or touch-tone keypad input).

g. Charter vs Sport fishing - Changing the definition to one that identifies a charter vessel as one which is
licensed as such with ADF&G, then that will assist enforcement greatly. This has been a problem in the
past for enforcement to prove a vessel was "for hire” before applying charter regulations to a vessel.

h. Halibut sold commercially - A problem with sport caught halibut from charter vessels being sold
commercially will continue. It is unclear how or whether new regulations would affect that.

The Enforcement Committee discussed the above enforcement issues and made the following observations in
its in February 2008 minutes.

“The summary included an overview of the different accounting tools available, which include electronic
reporting, logbooks, harvest tags, and punch cards. It was noted during the discussion that the individuals
working on the accounting of commercial halibut IFQs have not found any fatal flaws that would make
enforcement and monitoring of the IFQs unachievable. It was also noted that the level of complexity with
regards to enforcement of the commercial halibut IFQOs increases as leasing flexibility for IFQs increases. In
addition, having separate pools of halibut that would accommodate leased IFQ in the charter fishery or guided
angler fish (GAF} and common pool charter halibut fish also increases the level of complexity in accounting of
halibut harvest in the charter vessel fishery. The Committee agreed that in designing and analyzing the
accounting of GAF, the enforcement cost associated with each of the different accounting tools should be very
apparent since enforcement cost will likely influence what accounting tools will be used. Also, the complexity
of the regulations will have some effect on compliance and enforceability (i.e. the simpler the regulations are to
understand, the easier they will be understood by the industry and enforcement personnel). In summary, the
Committee is optimistic that the agencies working on the accounting of GAF will provide an analysis of the
enforcement issues in time for the April 2008 meeting. At that time, the Enforcement Commitiee would be ina
better position to provide specific recommendations to the Council.”



Current management measures include GHLs for Area 2C and 3A that have been set to define a target for
charter harvests. The GHL is not a binding (or *hard”) cap and does not trigger any in-season restrictions on
client harvests when it is reached. Other management measures intended to slow the charter harvest have also
been implemented. Those management measures include a prohibition on skipper and crew harvests of halibut
in Areas 2C and 3A and a maximum size limit of 32” on the one of the two halibut a person may retain as part
of their daily bag limit in Area 2C; a one-fish bag limit may be proposed to correspond to the reduced GHL in
Area 2C for 2008. Management measures may be considered for Area 3A in late 2008 if data indicate that the
2007 GHL was exceeded.

Management of the charter sector does not include a limit on the amount of halibut the charter sector may
harvest, so it is not critical that timely and accurate in-season harvest estimates are generated. The halibut that
remains after deducting the needs of all other sectors from the total available determines the commercial catch
limit. The IPHC used the GHLs in Area 2C and Area 3A in its determination of the commercial fishery CEY
for the first time in 2007, after it was assured that the Council and NMFS would implement management
measures to keep the charter fisheries to those limits. Even under Alternative 2, the allocation to the charter
sector is not a hard cap. Instead current data collection programs focus on providing annual post-season charter
harvest estimates

Measures that restrict the size of halibut retained or the persons that may harvest halibut are difficult to design
to constrain total harvests over time. For example, limiting skipper and crew halibut harvests is expected to
reduce the amount of halibut being harvested, but increased client demand will result in continued growth in
charter harvests by anglers. So, while implementing a limit on skipper and crew harvests reduces the total
amount of halibut harvested by the sector, it is not expected to constrain client harvest as client demand
increases. Because of the problems associated with determining potential harvests that are associated with
specific proposed restrictions, it will be difficult to craft a suite of measures that are precise enough to limit the
charter sector harvest to a desired level without placing undue burdens on the sector (i.e., being more resirictive
than might have been necessary). The Council has acknowledged that more restrictive measures may be
implemented to assure that the charter sector does not exceed its allocation.

The proposed action, which along with a Council recommendation for separate accountability by each sector, is
anticipated to better limit charter harvests. The commercial IFQ program holds each QS holder accountabie for
his/her individual allocation at the end of each year (with overage and underage allowances). The entire charter
fleet (soon expected to be limited to a known pool of businesses that hold charter halibut limited entry permits)
would be held accountable for overages of the sector allocation over multiple years. The Council’s policy for
the proposed action states, “Therefore, the Couacil intends to adjust its management meastires as needed
to ensure that the sport charter sector is held at or below its allocation on average over a rolling five-year
period.” But it is unclear from the Council’s record how it wishes to have this proposed recommendation for a
rolling five-year average implemented. Staff requests that the Council identify its intent. The Council may mean
that it would not respond to individual seasonal overages but only when a seasonal overage exceeds the
average of five year’s harvests in relation to the initial allocation, as harvests in some years may be below the
allocations and could be used to balance out an overage from another year within the rolling five year period.
Additional issues such as whether this policy would be applied only five years after the allocations are
implemented since there is no history to roll into an average prior to its implementation are discussed in more
detail under Element | of the RIR. Staff seeks clarification on how to apply the rolling five-year period.

The Council has identified its intent to regulate the charter sector post-season. Consideration of future
management action(s) would be automatically triggered and scheduled for action after any charter sector
allocation overage (except as clarified by the Council’s policy of applying a rolling five-year average). Any
new regulations would be implemented two to three years after an allocation has been exceeded (or more than
five depending on the requested clarification by the Council). The Council has aiso identified the possibility
that overly constraining measures could be implemented so as to avoid future allocation overages.



A data collection program to implement the proposed alternative must be able to account for charter halibut
harvests against the common pool allocations and to monitor (in-season) commercial IFQs that are leased by
charter limited entry permit holders for use in the charter sector. Note that two data collection programs are
needed; only one to monitor the use of commercial halibut IFQs in the charter sector would be a new program.

Current Data Collection Program The Alaska Department of Fish and Game Sport Fish Division (ADF&G-SF)
is the only management agency that currently collects comprehensive harvest information from the halibut
charter operators. ADF&G-Sport Fish Division began requiring charter operators to submit saltwater logbook
reports to their agency that specifically reports halibut harvests on a weekly basis starting in 2006. Those
logbooks provide halibut specific information, unlike logbooks in previous years that only collected data for
“bottom fish.” The April 10, 2006 statewide news release from ADF&G-SF describes the reporting
requirements and states the following.

“Saltwater sport fish charter businesses are required by law to maintain a logbook for each
vessel that carries clients. Logbooks must be filled out on a daily basis for each charter trip.
Logbook sheets must be returned to ADF&G on a weekly basis, while there is activity. Weeks
of no activity do not have to be returned...

.0t is the responsibility of the licensed sport fish charter business owner to ensure that all
data for fishing activities in 2006 is submitted to ADF&G in the manner described in the
logbook. It is the responsibility of the guide to ensure that daily trip activity is accurately
recorded as described in the loghook.”

A sample page from the 2008 ADF&G-SF logbook is shown below. One logbook report must be completed
and returned for each trip fished. If the trip covers multiple days the logbook identifies which day of the trip
that logbook page covers. The business and vessel section of the logbook identifies the guide business owner,
the guide, and the vessel used to carry clients. The trip information section requires that the date of offload, the
port of offload, the number of clients on the trip, the area fished, the number of rods fished, and the number of
hours spent fishing be reported. Catch and harvest information is collected for each individual angler. Their
sport fish license number is used to identify anglers in the logbook. The number of each species harvested or
released is also recorded in the logbook. The angler’s license information was first required in 2007. Before a
trip begins, the guide must record 1) the 2008 sport fishing license number, permanent identification number
(PID) or disabled veteran (DAV) license number for anyone that will fish during any part of the trip, including
paying and non-paying (comped) anglers and crew; 2) the first and last name of each angler in the space
provided below their license number; the birth date and first and last name and of each youth angler under the
age of 16; 3) for each angler, the number of halibut kept year-to-date YTD in [PHC Area 2C in the “YTD in
2C” box from the back side of the angler’s fish license or 2008 Harvest Record card. At the end of a fishing
trip, the guide that leads the trip must sign and complete the logbook page at the end of each day of fishing or at
the end of each trip within a day (for muitiple trips within a day).



ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF FISH & GAME 2000 SALTWATER SPORT FISHING CHARTER TRIP LOGBOOK. LOGBOOK HO:

333 RASFBERRY RD.. ANCHORAGE ALASKA 99510, QUESTIONS: CALL {307) 267- 2369, f‘\
COMPI..ETE‘INS SECTICN FOR EVERY INSTRUCTIONS: Complete cne row below for g&! angler who fished on this trip.
R7 200 Ftiim & GAUE HUIDHLLE CWRER LICENIES: . MMMGLER 'AND CATCH INFORMATION
P P Ty —— —
=TT =) "y =Ty m ki a @ halen et I —— e it ":."...." \':t'.. m ':_::“ -
Raltirgd) Dt fugd o £ Fatuat g | Pt ipe Fiman
FIHOAIA L CAME CUCELCENIES. 5 onn o ::: ¢ ::::l!—;ﬁ:nnqm ok Ko oo wy] Sesirer | S | Gl | e
[ TAl§ d3ie M3y Jgp=ar more g ———t
8 ey O makair fa. RTE tan once i ruiple dips wire d con | 2end m emr ] peie ren s aar] e | b catbue oo
TRIP NFQRMATION - - men naiege sy ] ol A
~ pate MakER: MO T per__ 12 el ;  BOTEOMFIET
» 8012945 H : 13
12 PORT R COMMURITY TGN FHI N TRIR BEJAS, 2l o 2 i
Juncau Lorry Lurs N Frext th E30R HIM"g LORELE murTES Y
F gy - Cle ©if angler 5 3 Crww Hemnber,
i t 2560148 - P el v ‘( C.rile X i sngler :5 “Comped” T 2
L2 QAT O CONMLCTY 3P GFF-, DHDNG- Al Cher omgineg, Cors f e Manaes - M;m ;IR INge-t RIT
Juneay Rebiy Norow den: of £ Ratioen, xar: malipu: mnl?mc-a's

_.~ pryewern e B HST mars =g res SERTY 1o Can
» 8022336 kel v /C }‘ of ccorresdt Suoche O or A 4ty

£ TOTAL RO FAVING CIERTE DN THE VRS B 5 Of MR o PoswCusly RECT G
) 3 T

Angrar chawer MITi W

chirars in 2, The n.mur)

frrprrRupptirboiipttionidhp iy Mo Dog  Drift ) L ba recarded pror o kEpa-
N | nging spert fsheg.
“OPAMARY STATAREA 3 BOAT KOURS: L 08/ ol [e 1 27 T— 2|1 i
Tageig | TTIRD T renene wa o “ Oryan Baiter T — = /
pagaal po54321 iwie that e weare € Jhglors on NeTe 1 gra F5hnot
I PP 112120 3 I > %3 [e] ¢ DO2M B oNly 5 viers caying 3.recay scesided on (hs
N Moary Bilo Coants, | Wil d Lomsed e . 6338 s apt. This o urn
O e S paying clients ) ang you T3 N0 naed
BozaReEn 112120 L] . 8012346 2 Ivlele F3NRA By FOXY (TSI 148 - F) / .o!‘nno..
COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING FUR ALL TRIPS Jerry Jig 2 e R
Coee e LA Arve Pkt g
_ | |1 HALISAIT ey Wept @ 3B 38 or g > Batn samen and Ectomiss weee
5| | surg e g (el Coy req. TR v% 3 T oW Hip, ..,un'.{nue N RGBT PIge £
H Rargy mMove Man 3 clienty, O iF 3
3 ;:‘p;::rmmumw“mnwm 3 r::s L:eure splntm 2 gt The gu 32 Mt TF e Batotr Jiarent IFHC 363 4S5
2 330TICN. & NOJTE Wie SpRnT - oF avory KOFh a4t St qach o T Wi
] | Rl . g boRomrsh FrpAnE 635 I ChagR OF, ::;:‘ vt Rl W
E ) Fﬂ-ﬂEHOl_OF_!-_ CLALYE oF WS P R L
Tl LA CONTIRLE CR NI T PAQE LF HOAT THAM § ANCLAAS.
CERTIFICATION: oumcitethebeotof oo é I ISR IF ZAIB mAGRMATIOHN IS CONTINIED ON HEXT Masg.

Figure 1 Alaska Department of Fish and Game Saltwater Spert Fishing Charter Trip Logbook

Issues that need to be considered when determining whether the data reported in the logbooks are sufficient to
manage the charter sector harvest allocation include data timeliness, accuracy, and precision. If any of these
components of the logbook data collection program is deemed to be insufficient to manage a charter allocation,
an additional data collection program may be necessary.

Saltwater logbook pages must be submitted to ADF&G-SF each week. Because the logbooks are submitted on
paper, the data must be entered into a database before it can be used. More than 2,000 trips were taken during
the peak fishing weeks in both Areas 2C and 3A during 2006. Since each trip must be reported separately on a
logbook, during the peak season over 2,000 logbook pages would need to be entered into the database. Note
that the remote nature of charter operations may affect any type of electronic reporting.

It is critical that logbook data be accurate to provide a correct measurement of total removals. Individual angler
information along with the harvest data are linked in the logbook to verify that accurate data are being collected
in the logbooks. ADF&G-SF staff will verify logbook data reported by the guide by surveying anglers that are
identified in the logbook about their trip. A report on this comparison is scheduled for review by the Council’s
Science and Statistical Committee in April 2008.

Recordkeeping and reporting The Council has acknowledged the need to develop timely, accurate, and
independently verifiable charter halibut harvest records, but has left the design of that data collection system to

the agencies. Originally recommended by its stakeholder committee, the Council identified its intent in
proposing the following options that the real time collection of data should not be used for in-season
management changes or in-season closures, Rather the Council intends that one or more of the three proposed

options be used to shorten the data collection feedback loop to facilitate the timely advance adoption of
management tools designed to achieve the charter sector allocation without in-season changes or in-season e
closures in order to maintain, to the extent possible, a season of historic length with a minimum two fish bag

limit.




Because NMFS will not be able to provide cost estimates fora fully developed reporting system in this analysis,
the Council may be precluded from selecting a specific timeline for its preferred regulatory cycle under
Element 4. Therefore, Element 4 (timeline) is descriptive and not a decision point. In fact, priorities outside of
Council (and often NMFS) control will determine the speed with which any regulatory actions are
implemented.

Before reviewing potential reporting mechanisms, it is critical to understand that two separate databases will
be needed to track charter halibut harvests under the proposed alternative. A core database is needed to monitor
harvests to account for the charter halibut allocation, or what stakeholders have come to call the “common
pool.” The Statewide Harvest Survey (SWHS) (or mail survey) self reports charter halibut harvests by anglers.
The SWHS is the basis for determining total charter halibut harvests and setting the Guideline Harvest Levels
for Area 2C and Area 3A. It is the basis for determining the charter halibut allocation in this analysis. A second
database is the logbook survey, which collects self-reported harvests by charter operators. The logbook survey
was the basis for determining eligibility under the limited entry program (and the withdrawn charter IFQ
program). A comparison of self reported charter halibut harvests by ADF&G Sport Fish Division is scheduled
for Council review in April 2008.

A second (and likely more complex) accounting system is needed to monitor and enforce those charter halibut
that will be counted against commercial halibut IFQs that are transferred for use in the charter sector, also
referred to as Guided Amgler Fish or GAF. A GAF would put an angler on par with regulations for an
unguided angler, that is, he/she would be exempt from any regulations specific to reducing charter halibut
harvests.

Management of GAF will require distinguishing a charter halibut that was harvested using leased IFQs from
those fished against the charter common pool allocation. Allowing unused leased IFQs to the charter sector to
revert back to the commercial sector will result in some implementation difficulties (e.g., underage/overage
accounting) that will need to be addressed in the new accounting system, Agency staff identified that GAF
would be managed as whole fish (i.¢., no partial GAFs). Some additional (minor) harvest savings could accrue
due to accounting of a whole average sized fish from the common pool or from GAFs. The size of a second
halibut in Area 2C in 2007 was artificially constrained by current regulations. Note that the revised GHL
reporting/accounting program may use a more specific time and area average weight.

Wostmann (2003b) provided a conceptual design of a landing reporting system of the withdrawn charter IFQ
program, but many comments regarding record keeping and reporting also apply to the narrower application of
commercial IFQs transferred for use in the charter sector. It identified the importance of developing a new
system that would be compatible with the existing commercial halibut [FQ program. It must support the
management of quota shares and the transfer of shares within and between the charter and commercial sectors.
Enforcement of regulations for charter operations is more difficult than for commercial operations because
landing activity is not concentrated at processors, is widely dispersed, and includes many remote locations. An
objective of the data collection program is to make compliance and accurate reporting as easy and convenient
as possible to minimize the incidence of improper reporting caused by confusion over requirements.
Additionally, the system will need to provide features to make enforcement efforts efficient and effective.

For managing a combined charter and commercial fishery CEY, staff noted the following issues as they
relate to the Council’s proposed policy to set a sector allocation and request that the IPHC apply the splits in its
annual process to set catch limits,
a. The TPHC only adopts catch limits; it does not formerly adopt Total CEY or Fishery CEY;
b. Lack of IPHC adoption of CEYs is problematic as basis for any allocation formula; and
¢. Ifa floating allocation is selected, it should be set and measured against the same CEY basis (this is not
the case in current regulations)



In October 2007 the Council requested that interagency staff' review Stakeholder Committee recommendations
for development of a catch accounting system for GAFs using 1) electronic reporting; 2) harvest tags; and
punch cards. Staff recommended against setting an allocation using one type of harvest record and managing
the allocation with another. Staff also identified the dynamic tension between over-reporting (creating catch
history) if records are used as the basis for the allocation and under-reporting (after implementation) if the
perception of enforcement of the allocation is low. While the use of harvest tags to account for common pool
halibut harvests may not be necessary, it could be done to achieve savings of one year between the fishery and
accounting for that year’s fishery. The Council had tasked staff with providing recommendations for how to
reduce the time lag between an overage and implementation of measures to eliminate the overage. Staff
comments follow.

1. Electronic Reporting. Each limited entry permit holder could be assigned a unique reporting number and
could use that number to electronically report the number of halibut caught by clients that day on a daily basis.
The electronic reporting could be done either through an Internet website or a dial-in telephone system. As
additional verification each client could be required to sign the mandatory loghook next to the entry containing
their name, license number, number and type of fish caught, and any other required information. Logbooks
could continue to be submitted weekly.

At an interagency meeting, staff reviewed electronic reporting as a means for effectively monitoring and
enforcing a charter halibut allocation. It identified that electronic reporting (ER) could supplement or substitute
for a harvest tag system (described below). It identified that ER may result in enforcement difficuliies at-sea
because reporting would not occur until the end of the fishing day, theoretically and NMFS needs an
enforcement tool for at-sea boardings. Staff identified potential requirements, such as reporting or signing the
harvest tag “immediately upon landing. . .” NMFS staff plans to examine the commercial E-landings system to
determine where it is not (always) required because internet is sporadic in some locations. However, E-landings
still requires senders to email data. Participants could use satellite phones for reporting. But electronic reporting
is still self-reported, and is not independently verifiable.

2. Harvest Tag. Uniquely numbered harvest tags could be distributed to each limited entry permit holder at the
beginning of the season and additional tags could be available throughout the season if needed. The number of
harvest tags could be greater than the number of fish allocated to the charter sector for that year (i.e., the tags
are not a management tool for restricting or closing charter fishing in-season). When a halibut is landed the
harvest tag could be required to be inserted into the fish and the harvest tag number recorded in the log book
entry for the angler license number of the person who caught the fish. When the fish is processed the tag could
be removed and mailed in using pre-addressed, stamped envelopes supplied for that purpose. Limited entry
permit holders could pay a fee to cover the cost of the envelopes and tags. Harvest tags could preferably be bar
coded to enable machine reading, with peel off bar code stickers for placement in the log book.

Interagency staff identified that harvest tags addressed numerous record keeping and enforcement requirements
for a number of implementation issues including shortening the regulatory timeline by one year, which is of
paramount interest to the Council in the design of this program. A key point to the use of halibut harvest tags is
whether they are issued through charter operators (which results in them taking on characteristics of a share-
based fishery) or directly to the angler (similar to how ADF&G sport licenses are issued). Discussion of the
general design of a harvest tag program includes the following features:

Tags issued by NMFS, since the State of Alaska is not authorized to directly manage halibut;

Linked to ADF&G sport fish license number;

Harvest tag = one fish;

Would be redundant to SWHS and/or logbook program (independent verification with logbook);

Could be used to manage both the common pool halibut and GAF halibut;

o a0 o

! Staff of NOAA, ADF&G, IPHC, and Council convened twice to provide guidance to the Council on draft alternatives for
analysis. Reports were distributed to the Council and public at the December 2007 Council meeting. Since these meetings,
opinions and recommendations may have evolved due to further internal discussions.



f. Common pool halibut harvest tags could be issued equal to the number of fish in the allocation or
increased by a correction factor for unused, lost, etc. tags;

g.  Would not require tag returns; once issued they are counted as fished. Unique number associated with
each tag, entered in loghook for individual harvest record; Basic assumption that all tickets are used (so
allocation is taken) or the number of tickets can be calculated to include the average number of halibut
taken (one ticket — 0.8 fish);

h. Some portion could be issued pre-season (earlier if fixed pound allocation not tied to IPHC decisions);

i. Halibut harvest tags reduce the reliance on self-reporting and increase reliance on independent third

party corroboration;

Could have two types of distinguishable halibut harvest tags:

Common pool halibut harvest tags would be held by individual anglers after obtaining a ADF&G sport

fishing license; and

GAF halibut harvest tags would be held by charter operator who leased commercial IFQs;

m. Both types could have a two-part ticket with one part to be signed by angler; other half to be attached
or copied into the charter operator’s logbook and tumed in with logbook — verifiable paper trail for
enforcement;

L ar

—_—

n. Use caps could allow flexibility to individuals but not allow larger operators to corner the market;

0. Could work best if charter operators can book a client and know that tickets are available and can lease
fish;

p. Some portion of total tags could be sold pre-seascn for advance bookings;

g. Could put time limit on tags to spread them out over the season;

r. Might be able to charge an administrative fee;

s. Could result in secondary resale markets for tags;

t. Harvest tags could have greater value in years of low abundance;

u. Harvest tags could result in overestimates of harvest (because we assume it is used fully once issued),
but it is unlikely to under report (if used legally);

v. Instead of annual toolbox regulations, fewer harvest tags could be issued to reduce harvest; and

w. Economic analysis would have to factor in limited entry aspect of halibut harvest tags.

In its discussions, the staff emphasized timeliness and accuracy of data (faster (only) is not better) as a critical
feature of any management program. Shortening the time period in which charter halibut data can be finalized
for use in management is the main mechanism that has been identified to shorten the delayed feedback between
an overage and implementation of restrictive management measure(s). Staff previously identified some
additional time savings that could be achieved by the Council in changes to its analysis and review process,

3. Punch Cards. Each limited entry permit holder could be issued a supply of uniquely numbered punch cards
with punch outs equal to any daily or annual limit for that year. The cards could be issued at the beginning of
the season and additional cards could be available as needed (i.e., the cards are not a management tool for
restricting or closing charter fishing in-season). Each day every client angler could be assigned a punch card
and that punch card number could be entered in the log book next to the license number. As each halibut is
landed by a client their respective card could be punched, and at the end of the day the client could sign the
punch card in the space provided. The punch card could then be sealed in a supplied stamped and addressed
envelope, which could be mailed by the permit holder. Limited entry permit holders could pay a fee to cover the
cost of the punch cards and mailing envelopes. Any log book entry for which a signed punch card is not
received could be corrected to read the maximum number of fish printed on a punch card (i.e., the daily bag
limit or six fish).

Interagency staff did not discuss the use of a punch card to monitor charter halibut removals.
A fourth option for an interactive voice response system (IVRS) is described by Wostmann (2005) in a report

to NMFS. The primary benefit of an IVRS is to provide an alternative to the web for data reporting when
Internet access is unavailable for data reporting. It could allow charter operators to report from locations that



are off the Internet “grid” but where cellular or satellite phone service is available. An IVRS could come at
additional cost to NMFS and possibly charter operators.

Interagency staff did not discuss the use of IVRS to monitor charter halibut removals.

Previous studies of potential data collection programs In a statement of work developed for a 2003 contract for
development of a now defunct data collection and monitoring program for individually held charter IFQs,
NMEFS staff identified the necessity to collect the data required to adequately implement a proposed program
for the charter halibut fleet. At a minimum, this data collection system would need to collect data on individual
charter vessel operator and/or sportfish client harvests, fleetwide harvests, and the location of harvests. The
data collection system would need to provide data on a timely basis, and provide measures to ensure adequate
monitoring and enforcement of catch data. Typically, this means that data would be independently verifiable
and not based simply on a self-reporting system. A contractor to NMFS provided three reports to guide the
agency in the development of data collection systems to implement a (since withdrawn) recommendation by
the Council for a charter IFQ program. Many of the conclusions and recommendations are germane to the
current analysis.

Wostmann (2003a) surveyed charter data collection programs in other jurisdictions and the data reporting
capabilities and experiences of the charter halibut fleet in Alaska at that time. The report concluded that data
collection should be integrated into the ADF&G logbook (which has since been achieved), electronic logbooks
are feasible although US mail was preferred (although only halibut reporting may mitigate some concemns),
tagging the fish was acceptable to industry but reported to be of questionable value for enforcement and
administration of the program.

On data requirements, Wostmann (2003a) reported that neither recording an angler’s ADF&G sportfish license
number (first required by ADF&G in 2007) nor recording lengths of retained fish was problematic; however,
ADF&G has concems with this approach. The report recommended that rules for measuring and recording fish
lengths must be easily understandable and unambiguous. Appropriate statistical areas must be identified for
reporting (likely to be ADF&G statistical areas); these could be correlated with the corresponding IPHC area in
electronic reporting. It reports that requiring operators to return to the dock before processing or mutilating the
fish in a manner that prevents measuring lengths would pose problems to some operators who lack the storage
capacity for whole fish and would inconvenience operators who process fish before returning to the dock, but
these requirements are currently in place for determining the minimum size or the number of fish caught while
on board the vessel. Operators reported that requirements for data entry before fishing and before docking or
unloading at the end of a trip would not be excessively burdensome.

On internet and phone reporting, Wostmann (2003a) reported that electronic reporting forms are likely to be
used to allow both agency staffs and the charter operators to view activity and account balances of commercial
IFQ transferred for use to the charter sector and to transfer commercial IFQs between commercial and charter
users. It reported that remote operations generally have telephones, and many had Internet access. It is expected
that phone (cellular and satellite) and Internet access has improved in some locations since 2003.

On tagging fish, Wostmann (2003a) reported that most surveyed operators reported that tags would be
ineffective at remote lodges and other locations with a single operator and where enforcement is rare when tags
were considered for monitoring charter IFQ halibut. Operators reported that they could self- regulate those who
fished out of ports with significant charter activity through peer pressure and tips to the agencies.
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AGENDA ¢-6(a)(3)
APRIL 2008

REQUESTS FOR CLARIFICATION FOR HALIBUT CATCH SHARING PLAN
Selection of a preliminary preferred alternative (at least for Elements 5 and 6) would enhance the
agencies’ abilities to implement the Catch Sharing Plan as the Council intends, and to specifically
estimate implementation costs for the record keeping and reporting section of the analysis.

ELEMENT 1

¢ What is the Council intent for implementing the proposed rolling five-year average? The Council may
mean that it would not respond to individual seasonal overages; it would initiate an analysis only
when a seasonal overage exceeds the average of five year’s harvests in relation to the initial
allocation, as harvests in some years may be below the allocations and could be used to balance out
an overage from another year within the rolling five year period. Would this policy be applied only
five years after the allocations are implemented since there is no allocation history to roll into an
average prior to its implementation? Perhaps the Council intends to use the respective GHLs or
estimated annual harvests be used as a proxy during the first five years of the rolling average.

ELEMENTS 2, 3, AND 4

» The Council may wish to comment on whether one or more of the following policy scenarios for
future analyses are preferred. Staff identified alternate methods for streamlining the preparation of a
final rule in response to a charter halibut allocation overage.

1. Assuming notification by ADF&G Sport Fish Division of an overage in October, the Council
could take final action in December. The Council would elect to forego a) initial review, which is
a Council policy and not a federal requirement, and b) its four-week advance release of the public
review document and prior SSC review (SSC review would be scheduled for the same meeting as
final action; this presumes that the analysis conforms with analytical methodology previously
approved by the SSC)). The analysis would add the most recent year of data and undergo a
routine update.

2. Since an EA/RIR/IRFA is required for Secretarial action (and technically not required for Council
action), the Council could take action on only a supplemental analysis (to its previous year’s
EA/RIR/IRFA)} similar to the supplemental analysis (2-3 pages provided to the Council in
October 2007 on its previously released EA/RIR/IRFA for Area 2C GHL measures
[http://www.fakr.noaa.gov/npfme/current_issues/halibut_issues/Area2CGHL_Sup1007.pdf]. A complete,
revised EA/RIR/IRFA. would be prepared by Council staff immediately after final action and
submitted to the Secretary (timing of proposed rulemaking would occur depending on whether
allocation was in pounds or percent (and therefore dependent on IPHC action). Only a regional
review would occur, as this is a routine update of an analysis previously approved by the SSC.

3. The type of allocation (floating, fixed, hybrid) affects the timing of implementation of future
regulatory amendments. Regulations could be implemented sooner under a fixed poundage
charter sector allocation compared with a floating (or hybrid) allocation because Council action
would be independent of the IPHC. Assuming Council action in December (at the earliest), a
proposed rule could not be published prior to the IPHC’s annual meeting in mid-January.

ELEMENT 5

e The GAF-leasing limits proposed for Area 3A are constraining; the Council may wish to expand the
range of options to provide equivalent preservation of historic fishing opportunities as is provided for
Area 2C.

e The analysis and proposed rule must provide the rationale for the following specific proposed limits:



1. Provision A-2. Commercial halibut QS holders may lease up to 1.500 pounds or 10%
(whichever is greater) of their annual [FQ to LEP holders (including themselves) for use as GAF
on LEPs. A CQE may lease up to 100% of its annual IFQ for use as GAF on their own LEPs.

2. Provision A-3. LEP holder per vessel may not lease more than 200-400 fish.

3. Suboption: vessels with LEP w/endorsement for more than 6 clients may not lease more than
400-600 fish.

e Council intent is unclear Under Provision E(2) on conversion of GAF back to the commercial sector.
Staff suggests that transfers back to the commercial IFQ holder occur automatically on October 1.
GAF holders may request the transfer back to the IFQ leaseholder at any time during the season.
Unused GAFs that return to the IFQ holder would not be rebated but this issue is primarily
contractual and not an agency concern; an unrebated return would diminish the incentive for GAF
holders to request their return but would provide incentive to only lease what the LEP holder needs to
meet client demand during the season. These two-way transfers require a real-time reporting system
for the management of these GAFs for accurate in-season accounting of their balances.

e Council intent is unclear under Provisions E(1) and E(2) regarding the prudence of obtaining size data
from both the common pool and GAFs. Is this intended as a request for additional data gathering by
ADF&G or NMFS or is it intended to be a regulatory requirement for charter operators to report the
size of their harvests for determining the appropriate conversion factor for calculating GAFS and
back to IFQ pounds? Staff suggests that agency data collection is preferable to self reporting.

ELEMENT 6
» Additional guidance on Council intent for administration, implementation, and enforcement of guided
angler fish is needed for the agency to provide estimates of costs for implementation;

o It is not clear what the proposed Council action would be as a result of its provision under Element 6
Provision ¢ (above). Is this a recommendation to NMFS or ADF&G to develop such a data collection
program?

« Is there any additional clarification on using the SHWS and/or logbook data as a result of an ADF&G
analysis of the logbook program that will be reviewed by the SSC in April 2008, or whether the
identification of a preferred data collection system for (electronic?) monitoring and enforcing the
common pool allocation would be deferred to the agencies.

e The Council’s motion adopted three potential approaches for the agencies to consider in the
development of a catch accounting system for GAFs. It specifically did not adopt them as options for
analysis. However, NMFS requests that the Council clarify its intent for preferred features of a catch
accounting system for monitoring and enforcing GAFs. Based on Council recommendations, NMFS
will provide a discussion paper on implementation costs during Summer 2008. This information will
be incorporated into the record keeping and enforcement section of the RIR in the public review draft
of the analysis, which is tentatively scheduled to be released by September 1, 2008.



AGENDA C-6(b)
APRIL 2008

Evaluation of the 2006 ADF&G Charter Logbook

Scott Meyer, Robert Powers, Allen Bingham, Michael Jaenicke, Robert Clark,
Kathrin Sundet, and Dora Sigurdsson
Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Sport Fish, Anchorage
March 24, 2008

Background

The ADF&G Division of Sport Fish initiated a mandatory charter boat logbook program in 1998. The
Board of Fisheries adopted regulations requiring annual registration of sport fishing guides and
businesses, and loghook reporting. The logbook and registration program was intended to provide
information on actual participation and harvest by individual vessels and businesses. Information on the
amounts and locations of charter activity were needed by the Board of Fisheries for allocation and
management of Chinook salmon, rockfish, and lingcod, and by the North Pacific Fisheries Management
Council for allocation of halibut.

Since 1998, the logbook design has undergone annual revisions, driven primarily by changes or
improvements in the collection of halibut and rockfish data. Halibut data were collected each year during
the period 1998-2001, but dropped during the period 2002-2005.

The department was concerned about the quality of self-reported information, especially halibut data
collected during a time in which the North Pacific Fishery Management Council was considering
incorporating the charter fishery into the existing individual fishery quota (IFQ) management system for
the commercial fleet. The department conducted an initial evaluation of the 1998-2000 logbook data in
September 2001, This evaluation compared estimates of halibut, Chinook salmon, cohoe salmon, rockfish,
and lingced from the Statewide Harvest Survey (SWHS) with reported harvests from the logbook, and
compared logbook data to interview data from on-site sampling in Southeast and Southcentral Alaska.
Halibut harvests reported in the logbook were generally higher than those estimated by the SWHS in both
IPHC areas 2C and 3A. Results of comparisons between logbook data and SWHS harvest estimates for
other species were variable. Reported logbook harvests of chinook and coho salmon were higher than the
SWHS estimates in Area 2C but comparable in Area 3A. Reported logbook harvests of rockfish and
lingcod were usually comparable to the SWHS estimates, but sometimes higher and sometimes lower.
Comparisons with onsite interviews indicated that halibut harvest reported in the logbook generally
agreed with numbers reported in interviews, For Southeast Alaska, the halibut harvests reported in
logbooks and interviews were within one fish for 90-91% of the trips. For Southcentral Alaska, only 58-
74% of the trips were within one halibut, but the percentage increased each year.

ADF&CG dropped the halibut reporting requirement beginning in 2002 following passage of a motion by
the NPEMC to include the charter fleet into the existing IFQ system. The reporting requirement was
dropped because the NPFMC had determined that initial allocation of quota share would be based on
1998-1999 logbook data, and that the ADF&G logbook could not be used to track IFQ harvest. Federal
halibut agencies indicated clearly that they would develop a separate, possibly electronic, reporting
system. The department did not favor continued collection of questionable data for a fishery for which it
had no management authority. No halibut information was collected in the logbook from 2602 through
2005.

The NPFMC rescinded the IFQ motion in December 2005. At the time, the ADF&G Commissioner
pledged to resume the halibut reporting requirement, and do it in a manner that improved the quality of
the data collected. Measures implemented to improve the quality of logbook data collected in 2006
included:

1. Charter operators were required to report the fishing license number and residency of each
licensed angler, as well as the numbers of fish kept and released on a per-client basis.



2. A weekly submission requirement was re-established. Logbooks have always been required to be
completed at the end of a trip, but the deadline for submission in 2005 was October 15 for trips
made before September 30 and January 15, 2006 for trips made after September.

3. The logbook data entry staff dramatically increased outreach efforts. The department placed
3,011 phone calls to charter operators to correct logbook data that was recorded improperly, or to
request missing data. These calls were intended to improve the data quality and reinforce the idea
that the logbook data were important and were being closely scrutinized. In addition, numerous

calls were made by charter operators to request clarification of procedures for recording logbook
data.

4. Area fishery managers and creel survey and port sampling staff were directed to conduct courtesy
logbook inspections, particularly during the early part of the 2006 season, to answer questions
and help ensure that the new logbook format was being filled out correctly.

5. Whenever possible, creel survey staff in Southeast Alaska and port samplers in Southcentral
Alaska began directly counting numbers of halibut and other species harvested when conducting
charter boat interviews. These counts were made only when all harvested fish of a particular
species were available to be counted, i.e., none of the fish had been cleaned at sea or previously
offloaded). Interviews for which the numbers of harvested fish were counted were designated as
verified, while interviews in which the number of fish kept was verbally reported by the charter
skipper were designated as unverified. Verification counts were done to improve the comparisons
between logbook and interview data by reducing uncertainty regarding the number of fish
actually harvested.

6. An additional technician was added in Southcentral Alaska to conduct interviews and count
{verify) halibut harvest only in the Homer, Anchor Point, Deep Creek, and Seward fisheries.
Referred to as the “roving tech,” this position was added in 2006 only to increase the percentage
of charter trips with verified halibut harvest. This technician also conducted courtesy logbook
inspections early in the season.

7. Anend-of-season mail survey was sent to a random sample of 16,000 charter clients whose
license numbers were listed in the 2006 charter logbook. The primary purpose of the post card
questionnaire was to establish whether information collected from vessels that were observed by
creel survey technicians was similar to information from unobserved vessels. Anglers were asked
whether they fished on a charter boat in 2006, and if so, were asked to provide the numbers of
halibut, king salmon, rockfish, and other fish kept and released. Surveyed anglers were asked to
report only those fish they personally kept and released.

Many of the measures that were implemented in 2006 were continued in 2007 and will be implemented in
2008 with the goal of ensuring integrity in the logbook data. The number of courtesy logbook inspections
by creel survey and management staff was much lower in 2007 because the logbook design was so similar
to the 2006 logbook. In addition, the roving tech position was deleted from the Southcentral Alaska
program after 2006 because the data were not substantially different from data obtained by other port

samplers.
Objectives

Following completion of 2006 logbook data entry, the department began an evaluation of the quality and
reliability of the logbook data. This report summarizes the major facets of that evaluation. The goal of the
evaluation was to utilize a number of data analyses and comparisons in order to make a recommendation
concerning the use of loghooks as a reporting mechanism for the charter fishery.

The analyses and comparisons undertaken in this evaluation were as follows:



1. Examination of overall data quantity and quality as indicated by the frequency of late, missing,
and rmisreported data.

2. Comparisons of participation and harvest reported in logbooks for individual anglers with mail
questionnaires sent post-season to a random sample of charter clients on observed and
unobserved vessels (end-of-season survey).

3. Comparison of reported logbook harvests to harvest estimates from the SWHS for Pacific halibut,
Chinook salmon, coho salmon, rockfish (all species combined), and lingcod.

4, Comparisons of reported logbook effort and harvest by boat trip to verified and unverified counts
of anglers and harvested fish from on-site interviews obtained through creel surveys in Southeast
Alaska and port sampling in Southcentral Alaska. This included comparisons with “roving tech”
data.

5. Comparisons of reported logbook harvest to creel survey estimates for Ketchikan, Juneau, and
Sitka, 2006.

Comparisons of logbook data with SWHS estimates (number 3 above) also raised questions regarding the
SWHS study design and methods of data handling. One question that loomed following previous
comparison of logbook data and SWHS estimates was whether the procedure used to estimate charter
harvest was biased (and that the overall harvest estimate was accurate). The SWHS estimates are obtained
using approximately equal numbers of two different survey questionnaires, a standard questionnaire and a
“supplemental” questionnaire. The standard survey only requests that catch and participation information
be separated into charter and non-charter categories in Area P, or Cook Inlet. The supplemental survey
questionnaire requests this breakdown in all areas of the state. All charter responses are combined to
estimate the charter harvest in Area P. In all other areas of the state, the charter proportion of harvest is
estimated from the supplemental survey, and this proportion is applied to all survey responses. To
examine the potential bias in this estimation procedure, charter harvest for Area P was re-estimated for
the past three years (2004-2006) using the method used in all other areas, and these were compared to the
firtal estimates already produced.

Another possible concern was that editing of SWHS responses to conform to existing bag limits might
bias the harvest estimates. Specifically, responses that include reported harvest that exceeds the daily bag
limit are routinely edited to the bag limit, if the difference is small. If the difference is large, the decision
of whether to edit is done in consultation with area management staff. All 2006 harvest estimates from the
SWHS were re-computed using the raw responses to explore the effect of the bag limit edits.

ADF&G will continue monitoring of logbooks for timely submission, completeness, and accuracy in the
coming years. We will also continue to compare logbooks, the SWHS, end-of-season surveys, and onsite
creel surveys to investigate the consistency of differences in estimates and evaluate the utility of logbooks
to estimate removals by the charter fleet. We are also scrutinizing certain aspects of the SWHS to look for
potential sources of bias in estimation of charter harvest.

Throughout this report, data will be summarized either by IPHC Regulatory Area (Figure 1), or by SWHS
reporting areas (Figure 2).

Results

Overall Data Quantity and Quality

Over 2,600 logbooks were issued, each containing 50 pages upon which to record charter trip data. Of
these, 2,122 loghooks were actually used (at least one page submitted). Logbooks were submitted for
65,575 charter trips in Areas 2C and 3A in 2006; 38,289 trips were logged in Area 2C and 27,286 trips
were logged in Area 3A (Table 1). These trips encompassed 150,991 angler-days of fishing effort in Area
2C and 178,857 angler-days in Area 3A. Reported charter halibut harvests were 111,054 fish in Area 2C
and 265,533 fish in Area 3A.,



A numbser of common reporting issues or errors were examined, Some of these checks were implemented
for the first time in 2006, and by 2007 were incorporated into checking of data at the time of data entry.
The most frequent issue was logbooks received after the due date. For trips made between April 1 and
October 1, 2006, the due date was at least 8 days after the last day fished each week. Due dates were
printed inside the front cover of each logbook. In Area 2C, 3,593 of 38,289 logbook pages (9%) were
received after the due date (Table 2). In Area 3A, 6,475 of 27,286 logbook pages (24%) were received
after the due date. The delinquency rate varied considerably by SWHS area, from a low of 4% in the
Petersburg/Wrangell area to a high of 29% in the North Gulf Coast area (Seward).

Because the logbook submission requirement was changed from a seasonal to weekly requirement, we
also examined the degree of lateness for logbook pages returned afier the deadline. Fifty-seven percent of
late logbooks were received or postmarked within 7 days of the deadline, and an additional 16% were
received or postmarked within 14 days (Table 3). Ninety percent of late logbooks were submitted within
35 days of the published deadline. At the extreme, four logbook pages were submitted 203 days after the
deadline. The department encouraged timely submission but recognized circumstances sometimes
warranted late logbook submission. Staff contacted operators that submitted logbooks more than three
weeks late, and repeat offenders were subject to review by Alaska Wildlife Troopers. Logbook data
submitted afler the January 15 deadline were automatically forwarded to the Alaska Wildlife Troopers
uniess the operator provided an acceptable justification.

Eighty-eight logbook pages were received for which the reported date fished was after the date the
logbook was received by ADF&G (Table 2). These were likely date recording errors by the operators or
date stamp emrors by ADF&G.

The most common omissions or errors included failure to record the angler type, various types of missing
effort or location information, recording of invalid stat areas, recording invalid guide license numbers,
and recording lingcod harvest during the closed season (Table 2). While the numbers of records with
reporting omissions or errors may seem high, the percentages of affected records are relatively low. Much
higher rates of reporting errors were documented in Area 3A logbook data for the years 1998-2004
(internal ADF&G memo). The lower rates of reporting errors in 2006 were probably a result of the
courtesy logbook checks in the field and increased telephone outreach by the logbook data entry staff.

There were no missing ports in the 2006 data. In contrast, an average of 4.5% of Area 3A records was
missing the port of landing during the years 1998-2004. Charter operators sometimes failed to designate
angler type (whether anglers were residents, nonresidents, or crew). Recording angler type may have been
a point of confusion among some operators because the residency and crew designations were not
mutually exclusive, Angler type was still undetermined, after editing using license file data, for 1,912
anglers in Area 2C (1.3%) and 1,096 anglers in Area 3A (0.6%). This particular error was not only
infrequent, but also did not affect reported harvest of any species.

The most common error in effort reporting was failure to record any hours fished for either salmon or
bottomfish. Hours of fishing effort were missing for 442 trips in Area 2C (1.1%) and 401 trips in Area 3A
(1.5%). In comparison, hours of effort were missing for an average of 6.8% of the Area 3A records in the
1998-2004 logbooks. The number of rods used were missing for only 115 trips in Area 2C (0.3%) and
236 trips in Area 3A (0.9%), compared with an average 3.6% of the 1998-2004 Area 3A records. The 274
records with lingcod reported harvested during closed seasons represented a potential illegal harvest of
326 fish, but other possible explanations include released fish being recorded in the “kept” column of the
logbook, other species (such as Pacific cod} being recorded in the lingcod column, or misreporting of the
date. The frequencies of other errors were ail quite low, ranging from virtuaily zero to less than 1% each.

We attempted to detect falsification of angler-days by examining the frequency with which client angler
license numbers were reported. The premise for this analysis was that most people do not typically hire a
charter boat more that a few times per year. We examined the frequency of reported license numbers,
excluding crew, but did not find any conclusive evidence of widespread fabrication of fishing license



numbers (angler trips). A total of 176,427 unique license numbers was reported in logbooks. Over 99.1%
of fishing license numbers were listed on five or fewer trips and only 84 license numbers (0.05%}
reportedly fished in excess of 10 days (Table 4). The maximum number of times a fishing license was
listed was 49. One plausible explanation for frequent listing of some license numbers is that the anglers
were actually crew members but not listed as such.

Comparison to End-of-Season Survey

A random sample of 16,000 anglers whose license numbers were recorded in charter logbooks were sent
post-card questionnaires inquiring about charter fishing activity between June 1 and July 31, 2006 (Figure
3). If they made more than one charter trip during this period, they were asked to report only on the last
trip in that period. Information collected included name of the charter boat or business, and the numbers
of halibut, king salmon, rockfish, and other fish kept and released. All charter boats in the survey were
classified as “cbserved” or “unobserved.” An observed charter boat was any boat that was interviewed or
had its catch sampled at least once during the 2006 season as part of an ADF&G creel survey or port
sampling project. The working hypothesis was that correspondence between survey responses and
logbook data might be lower for vessels in remote ports. Of the 16,000 surveys, 12,164 (76%) were
mailed to clients of observed charter boats.

Following the original mailing, 11,129 more post cards were sent as a reminder mailing to non-
respondents. A total of 7,148 post cards were returned, 628 of which were designated undeliverable. That
resulted in a total of 6,512 valid returned post card surveys. Of these, 443 respondents {6.8%) said they
did not fish on a charter boat between June 1 and July 31, 2006. The percentage of respondents that said
they did not fish on a charter boat was slightly higher for unobserved vessels (7.9%) than for observed
vessels (6.5%). This difference was marginally not significant (° = 3.53, df = 1, P = 0.06).

This left 6,068 responses that could be directly compared to logbook data, 6,059 of which were from
Areas 2C or 3A. Emphasis was placed on comparing reported harvest, rather than numbers of fish
released, because recall bias was expected to be more of an issue for released fish. Anglers often reported
numbers of fish harvested in excess of daily bag limits. Although they were asked to provide information
for only themselves and for only their last trip, in many cases anglers reported numbers of fish kept by the
entire party or numbers kept for all days of fishing between June 1 and July 31. In the latter case, logbook
harvest by these anglers was summed over this period and included in the comparisons to post card
responses.

Comparisons were also done separately for observed and unobserved vessels. Sixty-four percent of Area
2C trips (1,386) and 85% of Area 3A trips (3,316) were on observed vessels (Table 5). The percents of
agreement in reported halibut harvests were 12-21% lower for unobserved vessel-trips than for observed
vessel-trips in Area 2C, Area 3A, and all areas combined (all P values < 0.001). Differences were less
pronounced for Chinook salmon and rockfish among areas, ranging from only 3-10%. Reasons for the
discrepancies are not yet understood, as we have not yet examined the magnitude or direction of the
differences.

To summarize, the primary purpose of the post card survey was to evaluate whether anglers whose license
numbers were reported in logbooks actually fished on those boats. Only 6.8% of survey respondents
indicated they did not fish on a charter boat, and the rate was not markedly different between observed
and unobserved vessels. License numbers recorded in logbooks were either seven digits or six
alphanumeric characters. Much of the 6.8% of “non-trips” could be explained by illegible or transposed
digits, or errors in data entry. Agreement in numbers of fish reported harvested were generally lower for
unobserved vessel trips than observed vessel-trips, but the reason isn't clear. Discrepancies in the reported
harvest could have been due to recall bias on the part of surveyed anglers, surveyed anglers reporting
harvest for more than one day, or surveyed anglers reporting harvest by the entire fishing party, rather
than just themselves. About one-sixth of angler responses exceeded the two-fish bag limit. Party fishing is
reportedly still common statewide, so some discrepancies may have been due to charter operators



reporting two halibut kept per angler when the harvest was unevenly distributed among the clients. The
fact that there are differences in angler-specific reported harvest is not necessarily an indictment of the
logbook data — there may be angler-specific discrepancies even though the total harvest for the vessel-trip
was reported accurately.

Comparisons to Statewide Harvest Survey Estimates

Logbook harvest data were summarized by IPHC area and by SWHS reporting area and compared to
harvest estimates from the SWHS. The Area 2C logbook reported harvests of Chinook salmon, coho
saimon, halibut, and rockfish were all substantially higher than the final charter estimates from the SWHS
(Figure 4). Logbooks were 39% higher for Chinook salmon, 40% higher for coho salmon, 23% higher for
halibut, and 41% higher for rockfish in Area 2C, in numbers of fish (Table 6). The reported loghook
harvest of lingcod was 5% below the SWHS, and within the confidence interval. The Area 3A logbook
reported harvest of coho salmon, halibut, and rockfish all exceeded the SWHS estimate, but the
differences for coho salmon and rockfish were relatively smaller than in Area 2C. Although the logbook
reported halibut harvest was 30% higher than the SWHS estimate, the Chinook salmon harvest was 21%
lower and the lingcod harvest was 14% lower.

Comparisons by SWHS area reveal that the differences in halibut harvest between logbooks and the
SWHS are driven by the Prince of Wales area fishery in Area 2C and by the Cook Inlet fishery in Area
3A (Figure 5). Discrepancies in reported harvest vary by area among species. For example, logbook
harvest is higher than the SWHS estimates for all species except lingcod in the Prince of Wales area
fishery. In the Sitka area fishery, however, the logbook harvest is higher for Chinook salmon, coho
salmon, and rockfish, but nearly the same for halibut and lingcod. And in the Cook Inlet area, logbook
harvests exceed SHWS estimates for halibut, are lower than the logbook estimate for Chinook salmon,
and essentially no different for coho salmon, rockfish, and lingcod. As a general observation, the logbook
harvests are higher than SWHS estimates in most areas for coho salmon, halibut, and rockfish, and lower
for lingcod. Chinook salmon comparisons are mixed.

Possible explanations for the discrepancies include errors in reporting logbook data as well as errors in the
completion of SWHS questionnaires. One partial explanation is that charter operators may have reported
harvest in the logbook that was not considered by anglers to be charter, including trips that were offered
without compensation. Some charter operators reported to ADF&G staff that they logged all trips, even
when some or all of the anglers were fishing for free, primarily to be safe from prosecution for failing to
submit a logbook report. Another partial explanation s that charter skippers or crew that responded to the
SWHS may have considered their harvest to non-charter under the rationale that they can’t guide
themselves.

Re-computation of SWHS halibut harvest estimates without bag limit edits increased the estimates for
areas 2C and 3A by about 7%.This moderated the differences between logbook harvests a little, but did
not change the general outcome of the comparisons.

As described in the objectives section above, there was concem that somehow the use of supplemental
survey questionnaire data to estimate the charter proportion could bias the estimates, Since the Cook Inlet
harvest estimates are derived from standard and supplemental survey data, they were re-estimated for
2004-2006 using only supplemental survey data as is done in all other areas of the state. Cook Inlet
halibut harvest computed using this alternate method was slightly higher for nonresident anglers, lower
for resident anglers, and about the same overall (Figure 6). The guided percentage of harvest was
generally higher for nonresidents and lower for residents, although there were exceptions to these patterns
in some years for some species. In any case, the 2006 guided halibut harvest estimates were virtually
unchanpged using this alternate method, so it does not appear to cause systematic underestimation of the
charter harvest by the SWHS.



Comparisons to On-Site Interview Data
Southeast Alaska

Creel survey crews throughout Southeast Alaska conducted 4,689 charter vessel-trip interviews in 2006.
This included interviews conducted at Yakutat, which is located in Area 3A. The ADF&G logbook
number was recorded during each interview, Using logbook numbers and dates, 3,929 interviews were
matched to a logbook record. These matching interviews represent 10.1% of the 39,089 charter trips taken
in Southeast Alaska in 2006. Sitka accounted for the largest number of matching interviews, followed by
Gustavus, Yakutat, Elfin Cove, and Craig (Table 7). Of the 760 records that could not be matched, 544
had no matching logbook number on the date of the interview, and 216 were the result of interview data
recording errors that were resolved after these comparisons were made.

ADF&G creel survey staff verified the numbers of fish harvested by counting whenever possible, but the
numbers of anglers reported fishing and numbers of fish reported released could not be verified. Creel
survey personnel were able to verify the harvest for 85-96% of the interviews, depending on the species.
The 3,344 interviews for which the halibut harvest was verified (observed and counted by creel survey
technicians) represented 8.6% of all Southeast Alaska charter trips.

Counts of anglers and fish reported in the interviews were compared to data reported in the matching
logbook records by examining the frequency distribution of the differences, where the differences were
calculated relative to the interview data (difference = logbook — interview). Differences were calculated
for the numbers of reported anglers (angler-days), as well as large king (Chinook) salmon, coho salmon,
halibut, pelagic rockfish, yelloweye rockfish, other rockfish, and lingcod kept.

In all cases, the distributions of differences all had strong modes at zero and differences were usually
distributed somewhat evenly on either side (Table 8, Figure 7). Large differences were noted in the
reported harvest of some species. For halibut, the differences ranged from -19 to +7 for unverified
interviews and from -10 to +10 for verified interviews. Differences equal to or greater than +5 were
lumped in the figures. There appeared to be slightly more records with differences in the harvest of
pelagic and other rockfish among the unverified interviews. This suggests there is some benefit to
counting fish during interviews, rather than simply relying on verbal accounts.

Despite the wide range of differences in reported harvest for each species, the average differences were
close to zero. The average difference for halibut, for example, was -0.19 fish per boat-trip for unverified
interviews and 0.00 per boat-trip for verified interviews (Table 8). When summed over all matching
interviews, the effort and harvests recorded in the interview and those reported in the charter logbook

agreed very closely (Figure 8).

Comparisons of the distributions of differences in numbers of released fish showed similar pattems to the
harvest comparisons. All species had strong modes at zero, and the differences were fairly balanced
around zero and essentially negligible (Figure 9). For halibut, the differences in the reported numbers of
released fish ranged from -25 to +37, but 94.5% of the interviews were within +4 fish, and the average
difference was only 0.23 fish per boat trip (Table 8).

Southecentral Alaska

Port sampling staff in Southcentral Alaska obtained 1,423 charter interviews in 2006. The roving tech
conducted an additional 644 interviews for halibut data only. Using logbook numbers and dates, 1,261
port sampling interviews and an additional 599 roving tech interviews were matched to a logbook record.
These 1,860 matching interviews represent 7.0% of the 26,404 charter trips taken in Southcentral Alaska
in 2006. The ports of Homer and Deep Creek accounted for the largest number of matching interviews,
followed by Seward and Kodiak {Table 9). No interviews were conducted at Pasagshak Bay or Anton
Larsen Bay (Kodiak Island), so these boats were probably intercepted at a Kodiak Harbor. Of the 207
records that could not be matched to a loghook trip, 190 interviews had no matching logbook record and



17 could not be matched for other various reasons. Difficulties in matching were probably due to
operators recording a different date on the logbook record, or ADF&G technicians recording an incorrect
logbook number with the interview. In some cases, vessels made more than one trip per day and it was
not possible to determine which trip the interview corresponded with.

Port samplers were not able to verify as large a percentage of interviews as in Southeast Alaska. Only one
technician is assigned to each port, so during peak times of activity they often did not have time to count
fish. Sometimes a portion of the catch had been cleaned at sea or offloaded before the technician arrived
at the vessel to conduct the interview. In addition, technicians were instructed to verify the catch only
when fish were harvested, so none of the trips with zero fish harvested were verified. Nevertheless, the
port samplers and roving tech together verified the halibut harvest for 899 of the 1,860 matching charter
interviews. The 899 interviews for which the halibut harvest was verified (observed and counted by creel
survey technicians) represented only 3.4% of all Southcentral Alaska charter trips.

Differences between the numbers of anglers and fish caught were again calculated relative to the
interview data (difference = logbook — interview). Differences were examined for the numbers of reported
anglers, as well as the harvest and release of halibut, pelagic rockfish, non-pelagic rockfish (yelloweye +
other rockfish), and lingcod kept. No salmon data were collected in the Southcentral region interviews.

The distributions of differences in the number of anglers and reported harvest again had strong modes at
zero and differences were usuaily distributed evenly on either side (Table 10, Figure 10). Differences
ranged from -12 to +10 halibut kept for verified roving tech interviews and from -35 to +5 halibut kept for
verified port sampling interviews. The average differences, however, were only -0.13 halibut per boat-trip
for the roving tech interviews and -0.37 halibut per trip for verified port sampling interviews (Table 10).
When comparing pelagic rockfish, non-pelagic rockfish, and lingcod, there were marked differences in
the distributions of reporting errors between verified and unverified interviews. For each of these species,
nonzero differences were more frequent in the verified interviews. This suggests that when charter
operators were interviewed, they tended to record the same numbers in the iogbook as they verbally
provided the technicians (or vice versa), but these numbers were not necessarily accurate. Some of the
smaller differences could also have been due to miscounts by the technicians. Despite these differences,
the average differences were still close to zero: -1.06 pelagic rockfish, -0.69 non-pelagic rockfish, and -
0.10 lingcod per boat trip. The effort and harvests reported in interviews and recorded in logbooks were
nearly equal when summed over all matching interviews (Figure 11).

As was the case in Southeast Alaska, there was also good agreement on average for reported numbers of
released fish. All species had strong modes at zero, and the differences were fairly balanced around zero
(Figure 12}, Of all species, halibut had the highest number of discrepancies. Differences ranged from -50
to +75 fish, but the average difference was only +0.76 halibut per boat trip (Table 11).

Comparison to Southeast Creel Survey Estimates

Logbook data was subsetted by date, location, and vessel before comparing to creel survey estimates.
Only those records corresponding to the period April 24-September 24, for ports of landing that were
sampled by creel survey personnel, and for vessels that were encountered at least once by creel survey
personnel at those locations were included in the calculations of the comparable logbook harvest

The logbook data compared favorably to creel survey estimates for Junean and Sitka, Logbook harvests
for Sitka were consistently higher than the creel survey estimates across all species, but were either within
the confidence interval on the creel survey estimate or close to it. Logbook harvests for Ketchikan were
substantially higher than the creel survey estimates for halibut and ¢coho salmon, but within the confidence
intervals of the large king salmon and rockfish estimates. It was expected that matching of logbock data
and creel survey estimates would be difficult due to incomplete coverage of the creel survey and
variability in reporting of ports of landings by operators. The poor correspondence of estimates for
Ketchikan is not fully understood. One possible explanation is that the sampling intensity is too low so



that harvest at sampled ports and times is not representative. Charter harvest was not evenly distrnibuted
among sampling sites. This may have led to interviews being missed dug to 2 mismatch between the
sampling schedule and actual return of boats. Another possible explanation is mismatches between the
logbook and creel survey coverage, i.e., the actual port of landing was not exactly as reported. For
example, some operators that landed at private lodges or other unsampled access points in the Ketchikan
area may have reported the port of landing more generally as “Ketchikan.”

Summary and Conclusions with Emphasis on Halibut Reporting

1.

The logbook data contained significantly fewer errors than were observed in prior years. Shortening
the submission period and boosting the outreach program (courtesy logbook inspections, phone calls
from data entry staff) seemed to be effective in reducing the number of logbook reporting errors. A
significant percentage of logbook pages were returned late in 2006 (20% more than 20 days late), but
this may have been due in part to the change from 2005 in the submission deadline,

We were unable to definitively detect falsification of angler trips using frequencies of reported fishing
license numbers, There were too many possible explanations, including people on extended fishing
trips for a variety of species, anglers fishing for free recorded as clients, or crew recorded as residents
or nonresidents rather than crew.

About 6.8% of surveyed anglers whose license numbers were recorded in charter logbooks said they
did not take a charter trip. There was not a large enough difference between observed and unobserved
boats in the percentage of anglers reporting they did not take a charter trip to conclude that operators
of unobserved boats were falsifying angler trips. The most likely explanation for the majority of these
discrepancies is that they were caused by illegible or transposed digits in the reported license
numbers, or keypunch errors by data entry staff. Differences in the harvest reported by clients in the
end-of-season survey and harvest reported in logbooks were not necessarily an indictment of the
logbook data. Discrepancies could have been due to recall bias on the part of clients,
misunderstanding about how to complete the post card questionnaire, and errors in logbook reporting
due to party fishing. Angler-specific differences in reported harvest are not crucial if the reported
harvest for the boat-trip is reported correctly.

The logbook harvest of halibut was 23% higher in numbers of fish in Area 2C and 30% higher in
Area 3A than harvest estimated by the SWHS. No clear explanation has yet emerged for these
differences, but they are consistent with comparisons made for 1998-2001 logbook data. The
discrepancies between logbook and SWHS estimates varied by species, but in general, discrepancies
appeared roughly proportion to the magnitude of harvest. Discrepancies are likely due to a number of
factors acting in aggregate, rather than a single factor that explains the entire difference. Possible
factors include falsification of angler trips in the logbook, reporting of non-charter angler trips as
charter in the loghook, skippers and crew reporting their harvest as unguided in the SWHS, charter
clients reporting their harvest as non-charter in the SWHS, errors in the application of bag limit edits,
and bias in the estimation of the charter harvest in the SWHS.

Although there were sometimes large discrepancies between logbook reported harvests and harvests
reported or observed in creel surveys, the vast majority of charter trips had no difference and the
differences appeared random and close to zero on average. This suggests that even though harvest
reported for any one boat-trip may be in error, the total reported charter harvest is not different from
what creel survey personnel verified by counting fish. Conclusions regarding logbook accuracy from
this comparison are limited by the fact that only about 10% of charter trips in Area 2C and 7% of
charter trips in Area 3A were matched to interviews, and that charter operators would be expected to
report similar numbers in their logbook when interviewed. The only true onsite evaluation of a
logbook would be a logbook inspection made after the logbook was completed, but while fish were
still available to be counted.



6. There was good comrespondence between halibut harvest reported in logbooks and creel survey
estimates for Junean and Sitka, but not Ketchikan. The comparison for Ketchikan was probably
compromised by problems with non-representative sampling or a mismatch in coverage between the
creel survey and logbook data.

Discussion and Recommendations

To the extent possible, this evaluation of logbook data incorporated comparisons to independent sources
of information, including annual and post-season surveys of charter clients, ADF&G creel surveys in
selected ports, and direct onsite creel survey observations including counts of harvested fish at the major
ports of harvest throughout areas 2C and 3A. Although there were discrepancies in reported harvest at the
individual angler level, there was agreement on average in reported harvest at the boat -trip level. In short,
there was no apparent systematic strategic bias in the reported logbook harvest of halibut.

This analysis included limited evaluation of the SWHS estimates. We have so far been unable to identify
any definite sources of bias in the SWHS, but that evaluation is continuing. It is possible that the SWHS
estimate of overall halibut harvest (charter + non-charter) is accurate, and that there is bias in the
procedures used to estimate the charter proportion. At this point, we don’t recommend that the non-
charter harvest be obtained by subtracting the logbook harvest from the total harvest from the SWHS.
This would result in estimates of unguided harvest that are too low, based on charter/non-charter ratios
seen in onsite surveys.

Using the logbook estimates of charter harvest for management offers some clear advantages. Logbook
data are presumably a complete census of halibut harvest, subject only to reporting errors. More
importantly, logbook harvest data can potentially be tabulated as the season progresses. Harvest, or at
least a very accurate projection of harvest, could be made available by October, in time for stock
assessment and discussion of management alternatives for implementation the following season. Based on
this evaluation, we conclude that logbooks could be used to manage the charter removals of halibut.

Adoption of logbooks as the preferred charter harvest monitoring tool by the North Pacific Fishery
Management Council will present a problem with respect to management of annual harvest. Specifically,
the Council will have to address the mismatch between the reported harvest and the allocation options that
were all calculated using past SHWS estimates of charter harvest. Logbook harvests were consistently
higher than SHWS estimates for all years in which halibut were reported in the logbook. Options to
address this mismatch include revision of allocation options, either through recalculation using recent
logbook harvest, or through negotiation.

Applying average weights by SWHS area to logbook numbers results in 2006 charter harvest estimates of
2.094 M 1b in Area 2C and 4.691 M b in Area 3A. These harvest estimates are 16% and 28% higher than
the respective harvest estimates based on the SWHS. The discrepancy in weight between the Area 2C
logbook and SWHS estimates (16%) was smaller than the discrepancy in numbers of fish (23%), due to
differences in the distribution of harvest among ports. The largest difference in numbers was in the Prince
of Wales area (13,298 more fish in the logbook), which had an average weight of only 9.7 1b, well below
the 18.9 Ib average for Area 2C,

We recommend continued application of measures to maintain logbook data quality and accuracy,
including logbook outreach {(phone calls and inspections of charter logbooks), surveys of charter clients,
and verification of charter harvest by direct observation and counting of harvested fish. ADF&G will
continue to monitor logbooks for timely submission, completeness, and accuracy in the near term.
Additional years of comparison between logbooks, SWHS, end-of-season surveys of charter clients, and
onsite creel surveys will be conducted to investigate the consistency of differences in estimates and
evaluate the utility of logbooks to estimate removals by the charter fleet.

10



170°E 180* 170°W 160*W 1500w 140°W 130°W 120°W
65°N : 4 65°N
80°N B0°N
56N 55°N

ueen Charlolte
Gulf of Alaska by

SN L, ‘o I 50°N
45°N 45°N

{70°E 100° 170°W 180°W 150°W 140w 130°W 120°W
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2006 License #: 6454791
2006 SALTWATER CHARTERED SPORT FISHING SURVEY

ALASKA DEPT. OF FISH AND GAME, SPOPT RISH DIVISION, 333 BASPEIRY 20, ANCHORAGE. ALASKA $4513

e
Did you hire a sport fish charter sexvice to conduct saltwater sport fishing in Alaska between
June 1, 2006 and July 31.2006°  YES ] No [

Did you go on more than oie charter trip during this time perfod? YES D XNO D

Date of insr trip within this period:

Date
Naine of company vou chartered with OR the name of the vessel you fished on:
OR
Charter Company Name Fessel Nume

PLEASE WRITE IN THE NUMBER OF FISH KEPT AND THE NUMBER RELEASED FOR THE ABOVE
DATE FISHED. RECORD ONLY THOSE FISH YOU PERSONALLY KEPT AND RELEASED.

HALIBUT KING SALMON ROCKFISH QTHER FISH
KEPT | RELEASED | KEPT | RELEASED | KEPT | RELEASED | KEPT | RELEASED

'(Plagse renam by Fobruany 7, 20077
Denar Alnska Audler,

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game is interested in knowing abowt saltwater
chartered fishing wips that ccawred between June I and July 31. 2006. Even though you may have
fished more thaa once on & chartered fishing trip. we are intevested in your most recent krip wilhin that
time frame. Many househiolds will receive more than one survev, please complete and retura all
survevs.

This survey is not intended to be used as an enforcement tool Lut mther to determine the value and
accuracy of the statewide saltwater logbook program designed for the sport fish charter industry. Due to
the timing of this stwvey. we realize that accurata recall nwy be difficult. so please provide us with your
best recollection of what you “personally” caught and kept. Do pot include those fish “provided” to you
by the capiain or other anglers.

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Sport Fish appreciates the tiine that you'll take to
fill out this short survey. Please remim your survey by February 7. 2007. Your response will remain
confidential. Feel free to contact us if you have any questions:

sfonides@Nishgame.state.aleas

» The number of fish KEPT is the puniber of fish that were landed and retained,
= The munber of fish RELEASED is defined as the number of fish that were legally hookad and

deliberately let go. .
p :

Figure 3. End-of-season post card survey (and instructions) sent to a random sample of 16,000 charter
clients listed in 2006 logboocks.
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Figure 4. Comparison of loghook reported harvests of chinook salmon, coho salmon, halibut, rockfish,
and lingcod to charter harvest estimates from the ADF&G statewide harvest survey for IPHC Areas 2C
and 3A, 2006, Vertical error bars represent 95% confidence intervals for the SWHS estimates.
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Figure 11. Comparison of total ¢ffort (anglers) and harvest reported in charter logbooks (light bars) and
recorded duning 3,929 matching creel survey interviews in Southeentral Alaska, 2006,
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Figure 12, Frequency disiributions of the differences in numbers of fish reported caught and released in
logbooks and imerviews, by species, in Southcentral Alaska in 2006,
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Table 1. Summary of effort and harvest data for the 2006 charter iogbook.

Harvest by Species

Records
SWHS or IPHC Area (= trips) _Angler-Days _ Halibut _ King Salmon Coho Salmonn  Rockfish Lingcad

Ketchikan 7.404 29,553 10,840 5,803 15,051 7,182 505
POW 8,335 30,800 38,079 15,162 38,056 22,512 5,409
PburgMra 1,404 5,469 5,514 960 1,647 1,045 74
Sitka 12,140 48,415 34,454 30,028 64,490 35,438 4,701
Juneau 4,476 18,700 9,392 1,880 16,885 2,594 74
HailSkag 510 1,842 a7 630 10 29 o
Glac. Bay 4,023 16,112 12,578 2,864 8,935 4,245 812
Yakutat 800 3,558 3,368 273 657 2,448 1,186
PWS-NGC 8,408 58,721 62,648 1,338 60,276 33,771 6,748
Cook Inlet 14,695 101,582 180,999 4,710 7,676 5,640 2,654
Kodiak 3,306 14,751 18,318 5,049 9,354 6,932 1,008
Alaska Pen. 175 636 779 2 65 gz 1
Area 2C 38,289 150,991 111,054 57,337 135,173 73,045 11,575
Area 3A 27,286 178,857 265,817 11,370 78,010 48,807 11,593
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Table 2. Summary of major reporting issues and errors in the 2006 charter logbook.

Area 2C Area 3A
[Reporting lasue or Error Ketch | POW | Pbry | Sitka | Jun |H/Ska GlaBy] 2C Tot Yak | PWS | NGulf[Cinlet| Kod | 3AToy AP
No. records {=trips) 7404 | 8335 ) 1401 12,140 | 4476] 510} 4,023 138,286} 800 | 2,769 | 5,639 14,694 | 3,306 |27,286 | 176
| Records received after printed due date 833 | 737 60| 870| 528 62| 503] 3,583 49| 4147|1629, 3683| 697 | 6,475 86

Date fished after date received 5 3 2 1 23 20 a5 64 1
Invalid port 22 22 1] 1] 0
Invatid quide license number 0 0 1 [\ 1 2 3 D
Unknown anglar type {res, nonies, crew) 381 564 28 575 138 20 206)] 1,912 68 158 285 456 119 | 1,085 19
Salmon stat area reparted but salmon reds missing 28 |+ 2 16 8 4 5 70 1 4 18 5 2 30 0
Salmon stat area reperted but saimon hours missing 68 20 10 74 48 5 171 242 1 38 74 15 10| 138 0
Salmon effort reporied but no stat area provided 1 1] 1 1 1] 3 1 4 10 0
Invalid salmon stat area recorded 1 0 1 1 0 0 3 1} 5 4
Botlomfish stat area reported but bottom#fish rods

missing 5 4 9 2 5 0 8 33 3 14 3 78 8| 108 2
Rottomfish stat area reporied but bottomfish haurs

missing 14 18 23 9 20 0 3z 116 13 53 22| 253 33| 376 4
Bottomfish effort reported but stat area missing 1 0 Q 2 10 0 4 1 5 0
invalid hottomfish stat area recorded 5 0 g 1 11 0 15 15 37 0
Both galmon and boftomfish rods missing 22 3o 4 48 Y 6] 115 1 43 50 98] 236 1
Both satmon and bottomfish hours missing 50 146 8 178 26 1] 34 442 3 10 105 153 130 401 2
Records with lingcod harvest reported out of season 3 4 2 141 14 1] 44 186 0 29 11 24 2 78 0

o Legend o Areas:

Ketch=Katchikan, POW=Prince of Wales Island, Pbrg=PetarsburgMirangell, Jun=Juneau, H/Ska=Haines/Skagway, GlaBy=GlaclerBay, Yak=Yakutat, PWS=Prince Wiliam Seund,

NGuiisNorth Guif Coast, Cinlet=Cock Inlet, Kod=Kodiak, AP=Alaska Peninsula and Aleutian Islands.




Table 3. Frequency of logbook pages submitted late (postmarked or received after the published
deadline).

Number of
Numbar of Days Late Lagboak Pages Percent Cumulative Percent
1-7 5817 57% 57%
8-14 1,632 16% 73%
15-21 777 8% 81%
22.28 851 6% 87%
29-35 288 3% 90%
36-42 177 2% 92%
43-49 122 1% 93%
50-56 102 1% 04%
57-203 588 6% 100%
10,154
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Table 4. Frequency of reported angler-trips by license number, 2006 charter logbook.

No. of
Trips Frequency of Cumulative
Reported  License Numbers Percent Percent
1 119,649 67.82% 67.82%
2 23,833 13.51% 81.33%
3 18,018 10.21% 91.54%
4 9,305 5.27% 96.81%
5 4,077 2.31% 99.12%
6 966 0.55% 99.67%
7 289 0.16% 99.84%
8 118 0.07% 99.90%
9 41 0.02% £9.93%
i0 46 0.03% 99.95%
1" 22 0.01% 899.86%
12 14 0.01% 99.97%
13 21 0.01% 99.98%
14 5 0.00% 99.99%
15 6 0.00% 99.99%
16 4 0.00% 99.99%
17 2 0.00% 99.99%
18 2 0.00% 99.99%
19 1 0.00% 99.99%
20 2 0.00%  100.00%
21 0 0.00%  100.00%
22 2 0.00%  100.00%
23 1 0.00%  100.00%
24 0] 0.00%  100.00%
25 0 0.00%  100.00%
26 0 0.00%  100.00%
27 2 0.00%  100.00%
28 0 0.00%  100.00%
29 g 0.00%  100.00%
3

0.00%  100.00%

176,427
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Table 3. Percent agreement in reported harvest between end-of-season post card survey responses and
logbook data for observed and unobserved vessels. Observed vessels were defined as those that were
vither interviewed or had harvest sampled at least once during the 2006 season as part of ADF&G creel
survey or catch sanmpling programs.

Percent Agreement
Number of Trips Chinook
Area Observed/Unobserved Compared Halibut Salmon Rockfish

Area 2C Observed 1,386 72% 70% 74%
Unobserved 784 51% 67% 67%
Area 3A Observed 3,316 78% 92% B7%
Unobserved 573 66% 89% 84%
All Areas Observed 4,702 76% 86% 83%
(2C, 3A, 3B, 4A) Unabserved 1,366 57% 76% 74%
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Table 6. Comparisons, by IPHC regulatory area, of 2006 logbook-reported harvest of Chinook salmon,
coho salmon, Pacific halibut, rockfish (all species combined), and lingcod to charter harvest estimates
from the ADF&G statewide harvest survey (SHS).

Percent Difference

IPHC Area Species Legbook SHS Relative to SHS
Area 2C Chinook 57,337 41,107 39%
Coho 135,173 96,273 40%
Halibut 111,054 90,471 23%
Rockfish 73,045 51,847 41%
Lingcod 11,575 12,237 5%
Area 3A Chinoaok 11,370 14,442 -21%
Coho 78,010 68,360 14%
Halibut 265,817 204,115 30%
Ruockfish 48,807 40,306 21%
Lingcod 11,595 13,542 -14%
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Table 7. Numbers of matching interview and logbook records by port and month for Southeast Alaska,
2006. Port names are as reported in the charter logbook.

Month
Port May Jun Jul Aug Sep Total
AUKE BAY 20 a7 61 36 12 176
BAR HARBOR 0 0 1 0 0 1
BARTLETT COVE 39 0 Q 0 57 86
CEDARS LODGE 0 1 0 0 0 1
CLOVER PASS 0 9 10 13 5 37
CRAIG 5 51 75 53 2 186
CRESCENT HARBOR 0 6 1 6 0 13
ELFIN COVE 44 122 119 a3 16 394
FISHERMANS BEND 1 1 0 1 0 3
GUSTAVUS 0 163 190 140 9 502
JUNEAU 0 4 2 6 0 12
KETCHIKAN 8 43 32 53 31 167
KLAWOCK 1 32 59 29 6 127
KNUDSON COVE 12 51 17 24 14 118
LOG CABIN RESORT 0 0 1 0 0 1
PETERSBURG 4 21 25 49 1 100
SALMON LANDING 7 10 13 17 9 56
SEA OTTER SQUND 0 1 0 0 0 1
SEALING COVE 0 7 4 0 0 1
SHELTER ISLAND 0 1 0 1 o 2
SITKA 118 424 389 422 53 1.416
SPRUCE MILL NEW FLT 4 4 6 5 7 28
STATTER HARBOR 2 B 4 1 0 15
THOMAS BASIN 4 4 9 7 3 23
WHALE PASS (POW) 0 1 0 0 0 1
WRANGELL 5 11 14 12 0 42
YAKUTAT 17 101 a2 110 92 402
Total 23 1,123 1,120 1.078 317 3,929
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Table 8. Frequency distributions of differences between logbooks and matching Southeast Alaska creel survey interviews in the reported numbers

of anglers and fish released and harvested in 2006. The upper table shows frequencies of differences in reported numbers of anglers and fish
released, and the lower table shows the distributions of differences in harvest for unverified (N) and verified (Y) interviews.

Released Fish
Difference Anglers| Large King Caho Halbut Pelagic RF Yelloweye OtherRF  Lingced
5+ t 4 2 73 0 8 23 23
-4 5 3 1 28 H 30 i4 15
-3 6 6 0 37 0 33 17 23
-2 41 17 3 62 0 7 41 57
-1 62 37 7 9 0 63 69 100
0 3,334 3,647 3,861 3,183 3,535 3,726 3,712 3,431
1 107 101 18 131 54 16 1 135
2 a3 34 & 93 47 2 9 o8
3 3 21 8 52 28 2 g 26
4 1 13 2 29 34 1 4 22
S5+ 2 38 13 141 95 3 12 30
Total 3,885 3,921 3921 3921 3,793 391 3,921 s
Min -5 -16 -20 -25 ¢] e =13 -16
Max 5 14 34 37 20 8 12 32
Average -0.07 011 0,03 0.23 0.3 -0.08 -D.05 0.04
Harvested Fish
Large King salmon Coho salmon Halibwut Pelagic rockfish Yelloweye rocklish Other rockfish Lingcod
Difference N Y N Y N Y N Y N Y N Y N ¥
5+ 1 7 5 32 9 a3 4 27 i 1 5 9 1 2
-4 0 4 2 10 6 13 4 13 1 & 2 4] (] 3
-3 3 5 1 1" 4 14 3 14 4 14 9 6 1 9
-2 1 21 8 32 12 26 6 17 5 6 g 18 5 6
-1 6 50 18 101 20 58 16 58 13 49 28 68 7 33
0 246 3,481 229 3,204 508 3,058 108 3,300 278 3,454 184 3,453 215 3,560
1 3 51 7 a8 7 61 5 85 5 41 13 60 5 43
2 1 24 9 30 3 23 2 38 0 18 1 19 2 14
3 0 12 1 19 2 12 1} 28 1 14 3 10 0 8
4 0 5 ] 13 2 14 i} 13 0 8 0 G 0 6
5+ 0 0 1 20 4 3 3 1 4] 4 1 11 0 1
Total 261 3,660 281 3,640 877 3344 151 3642 308 3.613 255 3,666 236 3,685
Min -5 5 -16 -19 -19 =10 -12 -25 -4 -9 -10 -9 -1 -7
Max 2 4 9 20 7 10 16 25 3 5 15 12 2 5
Average -0.07 0.00 0.17 0.1 -0.18 0.00 0.31 0.10 -0.10 0.01 -0.32 0.01 -0.07 0.01




Table 9. Numbers of matching interview and logbook records by port and month for Southcentral Alaska,
2006. Port names are as reported in the charter logbook. The upper table shows matches for the standard
port sampling interviews, and the lower table shows matches for the “roving tech” interviews,

Month

Port May Jun Jull Aug Sep Total
Regular Port Sampling Interviews:

ANCHOR POINT 13 22 23 15 0 73
ANCHOR RIVER 0 2 0 1] 0 2
ANTON LARSEN BAY 1] 0 3 0 0 3
DEEP CREEK 4 130 a0 54 0 278
HOMER 38 a9 76 70 1 274
KODIAK 0 27 79 a5 18 219
NINILCHIK 1] 11 12 4 0 27
PASAGSHAK BAY 0 0 0 1 0 1
SEWARD 0 84 94 77 g 264
VALDEZ 0 36 37 14 0 87
WHITTIER 5 16 ] 3 0 33
Total 60 417 423 333 28 1,261
“Roving Tach” interviews:

ANCHOR POINT - & 39 26 - 71
DEEP CREEK - 56 77 43 - 176
HOMER - 38 1014 55 - 194
NINILCHIK - 4 10 7 - 21
SEWARD - 41 53 43 - 137
Totai - 145 280 174 - 599
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Table 10. Frequency distributions of differences between logbooks and matching Southcentral Alaska
creel survey interviews in the reported numbers of anglers and fish released and harvested in 2006. The
upper table shows frequencies of differences in reported numbers of anglers and fish released, and the
lower table shows the distributions of differences in harvest for unverified (N} and verified (Y)
interviews.

Port Samp RovTech

Released Fish

Diffa rencé Anglars Anglers Hatibut __Pelagic RF Nonpel R Lingcod
-5+ 2 1 110 36 2 5
-4 4 o 27 6 1 4
-3 8 4 29 12 1 10
-2 30 7 50 16 6 17
-1 106 43 89 23 14 49
0 982 505 623 1,143 1,23 1,131
1 85 24 74 4 K| 14
2 37 11 62 7 1 8
3 3 4 23 4 0 1
4 2 o 36 0 0 0
5+ 1 0 158 10 2 5
Total 1,260 559 1,261 1.261 1,261 1,261
Min -7 -5 -50 -40 -1 -23
Max S 3 75 20 6 2
Average -0.03 -0.03 0.76 0,30 -0.02 -0.07
Harvested Fish
Roving Tech Port Sampting
Halibut Halibut Pelagic rockfish MNonpelagic rockfish Lingcod
Differencel Y N Y N Y N Y N Y
-5+ 5 14 9 15 5 3 6 1 0
-4 6 16 3 L] 0 1 1 0 o
-3 2 4 V] 4 2 3 0 0 1
2 26 50 15 9 2 5 9 1 4
-1 28 34 13 17 8 11 1 11 6
0 486 778 234 1,100 42 1,110 65 1,170 46
1 31 25 11 15 7 14 8 8 3
2 5 13 8 7 v} 5 2 4 2
3 & 7 3 5 1 1 0 o 4]
4 3 5 3 2 ] 2 1 0 1
5+ 1 15 1 13 1 ) 0 5 0
Tolal 589 961 300 1,193 €8 1,160 101 1,198 a3
Min -12 -14 -35 =27 -50 -8 -13 6 -3
Max 10 12 S 30 10 27 4 10 4
Average -0.13 -0.12 -0.37 -0.04 -1.06 0.05 -Q.68 0.03 -0.10
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AGENDA C-6

COMMISSIONERS: Suppiemental
CLFF ATLEO . ssu APRIL 2008
FORT ALBERN,B.C. INTERNATIONAL PACIFIC HALIBUT COMMISSION
JALIES BALSIGER PG, BOY 95009
SUNEAL), AK SEATTLE. WA 98145-2000
RALPH G, HOARD
SEATTLE. WA ESTABLISHED BY A CONVENTION BETWEEN GANADA
PHILLIP LESTENKOF TELEPHONE
L AROS AND (HE UNITED STATES OF AMERIGA (206 6341833
NANAIMO, B.C.
GARY ROBINSON Fax;
VANCOUVER, B.C. (206) 632-2083

March 28, 2008

Mr, Eric Olsen, Chair

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th Avenue, Suite 306
Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Eric:

The staff of the International Pacific Halibut Commission (IPHC) notes that the Council will be
considering approving the draft analysis of a Catch Sharing Plan for the Halibut Charter and
Commercial Longline Sectors at its April meeting. We offer the following comments.

The projected catch limits shown in Table ES-2, and perhaps elsewhere in the EA, were
generated in response to a request to illustrate the Slow Up-Fast Down (SUFD) procedure, and
used the Total CEY projections we showed at the February Council meeting. We've talked
internally about the numbers in the table and find that there are several problems. The first is that
the example doesn’t incorporate the fact that projected annual removals, which drive the
following year’s biomass, will differ from 20% because of SUFD. The CEY projections just used
20% removals with no adjustment. If the SUFD adjustment is used, it affects all future numbers.
If removals are greater than 20% then the projections are less positive and, of course, the reverse
would also be true. Additional caveats are that (1) these projections only result in what the IPHC
staff would recommend for catch limits, as final decisions on catch limits are made by the
Commission and may be different than staff recommendations; and (2) apportionment would
also be dynamic over this time period and would be sensitive to SUFD as well as the ultimate
realized exploitation rate.

In light of these comments, we would offer to provide Council staff with a revised set of
biomass, CEY and combined commercial/charter catch limit projections which staff could
incorporate into the analysis.

We note consideration of Option 2 for a fixed-poundage allocation to the charter sector. While it
is the purview of the Council to set the allocation formula, we would like to bring two
considerations to your attention in this regard. The first consideration is that a fixed-poundage
allocation would mean that any costs of decreases or benefits of increases in stock biomass
would be experienced only by the commercial sector. The second consideration is that while the
Commission would apply its SUFD methodology to a combined commercial-charter catch limit,
the effect of the SUFD procedure would be experienced only by the commercial sector. A
percentage allocation formula would create a uniform effect of changes in stock biomass and
application of the SUFD procedure by the Commission. We believe these longer-term effects
merit consideration in your decision and suggest that either the stair-step suboptions or the



percentage allocation can address these concerns. However, we also note that the stair-step
suboptions should specify that any comparisons of stock biomass changes should use
contemporary methodology to estimate both current and past biomass levels. Such a
specification will avoid the problem created when stock assessment methodology changes over
time.

The conversion of commercial IFQ to charter GAF 1s proposed to be based on ADF&G average
weights in the previous year. The Commission staff would further propose that the methodology
and data collection programs upon which these average weights are based be approved by the
Commission staff.

Last, the analysis contains two options for timelines, a three-year and a four-year timeline. The
IPHC staff would urge the Council to adopt the three-year timeline because it provides a more
responsive link between charter catches and necessary conservation measures. The four-year
time line has a much higher potential for persistent overruns of IPHC management targets.

Gregg Williams of the IPHC staff will be attending the meeting, and can answer questions you
may have on this issue.

Sincerely,

A

Bruce M. Leaman
Executive Director

cc: Commissioners
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g[; .Stephame Madsen L | Supplemental
amw LI
B, 200
North Pacific Fishery Management Council U e i AFPRIL 2008
- 605 West 4 Street Suite 306 = s L.
Anchorage, AK 99501 Y

Dear Chair Madsen, e
I am writing to urge the Council to take immediate and effective action to control the charter halibut fishery and
initiate analysis of the crossever proposal.

Please adopt the moratorium using the December 2005 control date and ensure that the moratorium is restrictive

enough to be meaningful. A lenient moratorium will not reduce the GHL overage or protect personal use and
subsistence fishermen from localized depietion of halibut.

The charter industry needs a hard allocation with separate accountability based on the existing GHL. The current

GHL afiowed substantial growth in the charter harvest. The fact that the charter industry continually exceeds its
GHL because of poor management is not reason to increase the'GHL. The commercial fleet would welcome the
opportunity to take more halibut but accepts limits as part of responsible resource management. The charter
industry should be held to the same standard.

In_order to manage to the GHL.. the Counci] must implement effective harvest control measures that wil! be in

Iace for 2008. Clearly the measures shonld be coupled with the crossover proposal, allowing a limited leasing of

2/24/2008

commercial quota to the charter industry. There is no other method that will protect the resource and the’
investments of the commercial quota holders while allowing increased harvest by the charter sector. If charter
owners are unwilling to pay $2 2 pound to lease quota then the demand for more quota must be overstated.

Commercial fishermen are currently investing $18-325/pound to purchase commercial quota. I have worked
hard to become a commercial halibut quota holder and accept conservation burdens and regulatory controls in
exchange for a well-managed, sustainable fishery. Uncompensated reallocation to the charter sector is
indefensible.

The NPFMC has a reputation of being a leader in sustainable fisheries management. Please live up to the
reputation by establishing a responsible management plan for the charter fishery. That plan must include a
meaningful moratorium, effective harvest control measures, and a mechanism for limited compensated
reallocation, such as the crossover proposal.

Thank you for your time and attention.

Sincerely,

bode 1\
Name/Date Hq;\ - N em) ’S’V‘.
Vessel name Kﬂg——-

Address
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Dear Sirs; MAR 1 . Z008

I live in Craig Alaska and my entire income is based on commercial fififpPrR)@.ve seen
the State of Alaska, slowly but surely, sacrifice my king salmon quota to support this
unlimited charter fishery. On a federal level my IFQ share has also been decreased
because of this same hungry charter fishery. 1 have written several letters opposing the
reallocation of the fisheries resource from the commercial fisheries to this unlimited
charter fishery. It has always been unethical for the state or federal government to take
this resource from these commercial fishermen, and just give it to the charter fishery.
Ignoring the fact, that the commercial fisherman is still using it.

I have never seen such a group of selfish people as this charter fleet. Spouting off about
the resource being a public resource and demand to harvest those fish. It would be
interesting if instead of, a commercial fishery, using this resource, there was an old
style charter business using the resource. [ wonder if this public resource argument
would still rage if it was between an old charter operation and a new one. Commercial
fisherman have been portrayed as not being part of the public. Public resource. They are
correct about it being a public resource but it has been allocated already, and the public
depends on it. Public people called Commercial Fishermen. It is unethical for you or the
charter operator 1o disregard me as part of the public and take this resource, already
allocated to me, and just give it to the charter industry, without serious financial
compensation. But, this charter fishery isn’t interested in paying for anything. It’sa
public resource, free for exploitation to them. They aren’t interested in conservation if it
means any sacrifice on their part. ME, ME, ME is all they say. it's ok for the
commercial fleet to take a 47% cut in their take of halibut but don’t dare touch the charter
daily limit of the same halibut. 1t will mean hardship, devastation and total financial ruin
to them even though there isn’t a fact to back up these claims. [ can prove fairly close the
exact dollar amount I have lost due to these cuts. Yet the charter fabrications of financial
ruin are all based on speculation . They’re like a bunch of little kids. Giving them a fixed
allocation, or increasing the GHL, without compensating the commercial sector, will be
treating them like little spoiled kids. To maturely deal with this charter fleet, they need
to be put on a percentage GHL that fluctuates with abundance and they need the
opportunity to buy or lease quota shares from commercial fisherman. That is the long
term and ethical way to deal with this issue.

My halibut IFQ was always my ace in the hole because if I failed in the salmon fishery
there was my halibut to bring me through. Originally, [ was awarded 5400#s, after last
years 20% cut and this years 27%, it is down to 3800#s. Still, I have accepted that in
order to protect this resource there will be times requiring conservation. T will just have
to deal with the lost revenue and do the best [ can. What [ cannot accept is me, the
Commercial fisherman, being the only one required to take conservation measures. It is
time for all members participating in this game, legitimately or not, to grow up and be
treated accordingly. Sincerely, Steve Merritt

Box 332
Craig, Alaska 99921

%&//ﬁ# 2/28/os
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To: NPEMC MAR % - 2008

From: Robert and Alice Schell N.P.FERS.C,
Subject: Charter Allocations
Date: March 07, 2008

The council needs to provide a GHL percentage that coincides with the quota as set by IPHC.
The quota shares that we purchased have been halved since we purchased them. For us, this is
about a $200,000 cut in what we planned on for our eventual retirement. At the present state of the
halibut and trol} fisheries we will be fishing until we move into the Pioneer Home! Our
investments were made at the time the salmon fisheries were in the doldrums and an investment in
the halibut fishery appeared to be the only way to keep our business solvent. Since that
investment, the charter fleet has grown unimpeded and unencumbered by IFQ taxes or catch limits
while the long line fleet has adhered to strict quotas and supported the management of the
resource.. Just where is the equity for all commercial user groups? We can certainly comprehend
the ups and downs of the resource but also certainly feel discriminated against by the ever
expansion of another commercial group with no governmental controls.

ALL wuser groups need to be on the same playing field. The charter segment of the commercial
fishery must be involved in the conservation of the resource. If there needs to be an adjustment to
allow them to lease quota share from the long line segment, pass the regs to allow it. We have
sacrificed to build a viable business. No one should have a free pass. Regulation of the charter
group is long past due.

Sincerely;

Alice Schell

F/V Alice Faye
Box 1367

Sitka, AK 99835
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Again | write to you asking for your support in the rational plan for implementing
a 2C GHL for the charter boat industry.

Since 2007 | have gone from a quota of 21,000 Ib of Halibut that!

purchased down to 13.000 Ibs. Pretty uniucky number, and word has it that we
will take another 20% reduction in 2009 leaving me with only 10,400 ibs of
halibut to harvest, and service a 17,500.00 loan payment.

This 10,400 lbs is not what | based my loan on when | purchased my quota. My
livelihnood will have taken more then a 50% reduction and basic ends may be
hard to meet. At this number the reality will be no payment o the bank on the
130,000.00 loan | owe. Reallocation without compensation to the charter
industry is not an option for many of us QS holders | believe that if the 2C GHL
is not implemented for the charter boat industry the financed 2C quota will go
the way of the subprime housing debacle.

Back in 1996 | testified before the council that we need to cap the charter

industry then. The charter industry at that time claimed that they were regulated -

by vessel moorage, accessibility, availability of hotel rooms etc. this simply has
not been the case and the charter industry has ran rampant and continues to
exceed there GHL with no consequence. Just for conservation reasons they
need a limit. B

All sectors that harvest Halibut need to be on a percentage adjusted basis, just
for conservation measure.

| urge your support in changing the current GHL to a percentage that fluctuates
with abundance. And in doing this so as not to disadvantage any group you
should also support the leasing of quota shares to the charter industry from the
commercial sector. This will allow them the chance to harvest as much fish as
their cliental need.

Thanks for your support

Bill Connor
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Original Message
Subject:Re: The Hill article on Stevens and Panney
Datg:Thu, 06 Sep 2007 17:12:14 -0800
Froi...Joe Chiiders <imchilders@gmail.com>
To:Ed & Kathy Hansen <seafa@gci.net>, Linda Behnken <alfafish@ptialaska.net>, Megan & Walter Pasternak Fooy
<mwpstnk@ptialagka net>

Wunderbar!

On 9/6/2007 4:24 PM, "Kathy Hansen" <seafa@aqci.net> wrote:

Leading The News 4_ht_lp:ﬂlheﬁil_l._comﬂeadinq—the-newsb «Catching fish, netting earmarks up in Alaska

= )
Leading The News #or <http:/ithehill.com/index2.phpPoption=com content&amp;do_pdf=18&amp;id=68246> v

<htip:#thehill.com/index2. php?eption=com content&amp;task=view&amp;id=68246&amp;pop=1 &amp;page=0&amp:It

aiid <hitp:/Ahehill.comfindex2. php?option=com_contentéamp;task=emailform&amp;id=68246&ampiitemid=70>
Catching fish, netting earmarks up in Alaska

f—\

By Manu Raju

September 06, 2007

Sen. Ted Stevens has quietly steered millions of federal dollars to a sportfishing industry group founded b
Penney, a longtime friend who helped the Alaska Republican profit from a lucrative land deal, according t
records and officials from the state.

Critics say those earmarked federal dollars could be the first example of how Stevens rewarded Penney fo

deal in Utah that reportedly earned the senator more than $125,000. Penney’s group, for its part, rewarde
.Stevens with several expensive gifts at the time it was receiving the earmarked dollars.

20of5 3/2/2008 4:54 P}
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=hitp:ad the hill. comiadelick php?n=afi6od33> Stevens and his aides woul
comment this week, but supporters of the earmarks strongly defend the nature of the funding and dispute
accusations that the money was used to reward Penney’s group. Supporters say the funding is desperately
to help preserve and protect the salmon population along the pristine and popular Kenai River.

F’gnney. wh-_:l earlier this year testified before a grand jury as part of a federal investigation inte political e
in Alaska, did not return telephone calls, and his Alaska-based attorney, Bruce Gagnon, declined to comm

An ongoing federal corruption probe has implicated Stevens, whose house was raided by the FBI and IRS
There is no evidence that the earmarks to Penney's group are part of that investigation, though one source
was aware that the FBI had been contacted about the matter,

[t remains unclear whether the earmarks violate any laws prohibiting official business in exchange for fin:
transactions, but at the very least, it creates an "appearance” problem, eritics say.

“That certainly shows an appearance of Stevens using his official position to financially benefit a group ru
individual who had cut him in on an investment which was paying spectacular returns,” said Ken Boehm,
chairman of the National Legal and Policy Center, a watchdog group.

Penney told the Anchorage Daily News in 2004 that he invited Stevens in on the Utah land deal in “appre:
for all he's done for Alaska and the country.” Stevens invested $15,000 initially in 1098, but sold his share
property for $150,000 in 2004, according to press reports and his financial disclosure records,

That occurred around the same time that Stevens, as a senior member on the powerful Appropriations

Committee, helped the Kenai River Sportfishing Association through the federal treasury. The group, whi
founded by Penney, who now sits on the board of directors, secured more than $4.5 million between fisca
and 2006 to conduct and oversee research efforts on salmon populations in the Kenal River and a major 1

The spending laws do not specifically say the money was targeted for the group, but the funds were given
after Stevens's office instructed the Alaska Department of Fish and Game to do so, according to officials 1l

Penney's group works to promote tour-guided salmon fishing for sport, an economic enginge that creates j
drives up tourism and property value in the Cook Inlet area of Alaska. Penney himself has seen the price ¢
properties along the Kenai rise, including a 1.3-acre parcel of land that he sold to Lisa Murkowski, the stat
junior Republican senator, for $179,400. Murkowski this year backed away from the deal after it was reve
bought the land significantly under the assessed value of $214,900, and denies any wrongdoing despite ar
complaint by the National Legal and Policy Center that is pending against her.

Penney has long fought for sport fishermen to get increased access to the Kenai, much to the chagrin of
commercial fishing industry groups, which are fierce competitors with sport fishermen over salmon alloc:
Officials from the commercial fishing industry say that the group shut them out of determining how to sp
earmarked dollars, alleging the sporting group is using the funding to lay the groundwork to help them at
commercial sector’s expense

“This is probably the largest research grant that has come to the Kenai River and it basically has been laur

by the state agency,” said Ken Tarbox, who works on behalf of commercial fisherman and private anglers
Cook Inlet. “It was a terrible public process and Stevens should be ashamed of his behavior.”

Fofs 3272008 4:54 PM
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Ricky Gease, executive director of the sportfishing group, denies those accusations, saying commercial gre
“trying to impede the advancement of information to manage these fisheries better.” Fam

Gease also downplayed Penney's influence within the group, pointing to the fact that he is just one of 13 p-
wha sit on the board of directors. He said his group worked with leading scientists to determine where be:
spend the earmarked dollars to ensure money heads to researchers to review ways to preserve salmon
populations. Gease argued that none of the money has been used for administrative and management cos
instead has been targeted for projects aimed at restoring, preserving and protecting salmon populations.

“Senator Stevens wanted to make sure the money was given to reputable groups, and that's what we did,”
said.

Penney, a well-known real estate developer and political donor in the Cook -Inlet area, has longstanding t
Stevens and other politicians in the state. Between 2001 and 2003, Stevens stayed free of charge at a Brist
resort known as the Golden Horn Lodge, which was co-owned by Penney. But Stevens paid those bills afte
disclosed that he stayed for free at the expensive resort.

Stevens and Penney, along with the former head of the Veco energy company, Bill Allen, also co-owned a
horse before Allen pleaded guilty earlier this year to bribing state lawmakers.

Penney has personally contributed more than $78,000 over the last decade, mostly to Republican politici
including over $3,000 to Stevens and his political action committee, according to Federal Election Comm
records.

Stevens has long been a strong booster of the Kenai River Sportfishing Association, helping it become a m
player in Alaska over highly contentious fish-allocation issues, which dominate local politics. Stevens holé
popular fundraiser known as the Kenai River Classic every swmmer, raising about $1 million annually for
group as members of Congress and corporate officials descend on the river to fish for salmon, ~

According to his most recent financial disclosures, the group has rewarded Stevens with several gifts over
years, including the years it received earmarked dollars: a $1,400 rifle in 2003; a pistol worth $1,800in 2
$800 revolver in 2005; and an $850 Marlin Guide gun in 2002.

Watchdog groups have long questioned Stevens’s relationship with Penney. Keith Ashdown, vice presiden
watchdog group Taxpayers for Common Sense, said the earmarks could be the “the first example that sho
Stevens gave back to Penney in exchange for lucrative business dealings.”

Current and former Alaska agency officials deny that allegation, saying the money was used for a nonprof
with substantial expertise on one of the most crucial sectors of the fishing industry in Alaska.

McKie Campbell, who ran the Alaska Department of Fish and Game from April 2005 to January, said the
earmarked money was used for habitat protection and the development of salmon. “To that end, those be
groups,” he said.

Susan Aspelund, special assistant to the commissioner at the Alaska Department of Fish and Game, argue
funding has

come under scrutiny because of the intense battles between the commercial and sportfishing sectors over
allocations in the river.

She said Penney's connection with Stevens shouldn’t conflict with what is enormously important federal f
aimed at helping with fish habitat.

“My take is that Alaska is so small that nobody would receive anything if simply having relationships with
was a factor — especially in the fish world,” Aspelund said.
hitp:/fwww_ adn.com/news/alaska/newsreader/story/9281700p-3196376¢.himl N
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Unsustainable Resource
Dear Editor: Am I the only one hear-
ing stories about the outspoken pro-
prietor of a local charter lodge who al-
legedly ordered four new aluminum
vesseis from a local shop for a million
dollars? :

- That makes it clear to me why the
main street crowd, the bankers and
Chamber of Commerce types, support

bloated charter fleet. Once it becomes
.. apparent how far out of sync the spec-

i ulative bubble of charter capitalization
ke . _1Is, with the downward cycle of fishery
P " fesources, those kinds of loans cer-
- lainly begin to Jose their luster.

hype is that the sky is the limit in ex-
ploiting our natural resources, and at-
. acking traditional fisheries.
kvAsa commercial fisherman, I have
. withessed: epic cycles of abundance,
~"and decline. In the 1980s there were
“s0 ' mapy halibut it was difficult to troll
for salmon. It was physically demand-
‘ing 10 shake so many halibut. 1 sus-
pect: we worked on mostly one- or
two-year classes of halibut, essentially
< one humungous school of fish, for a
o i [decade and a half. Today you can troll
ial.  :all summer and scarcely catch a hal-
ibut, 4
= 1 All the political lobbyists, all the
] bribery:and political chicanery in the
3. world: 151"t poing to bring back those
fishi” I sippose someday they may be
A back: but probably not in our lifetime.
S tour shy - Halibiif Stocks are better in the central
ol e all petFagsd /8ulL Bit, a5 long as they are heavily
N300 one way i3y expbited there, it's less likely that ma-
N our nuie ¥ j for migrations will shift the biomass
il : in this direction,
- The biologically insupportable
M ! bubble of speculation, in the charter
§ fishery, will have to face a comrection
. in the market. They will try to miti-
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ef0ns, red snapper, and other species.
But, ultimately, political manipulation
will prove to be no panacea for unsus-
tainable rates of exploitation in an
. over-capitalized, economically and
* socialjuntenable fishery.

Thére is no evidence to support
claims that imposition of conservation
medSures on charter boats will have
any negative effects on their prof-
itability, whatsoever. Regulation of
charter fishing should have com-
menced 15 years ago. A couple of let-

from Dove Island staff do little 1o

h the negative tide of local public

heask: . Opinteg, -"_I:Z&qu‘%;)‘c_lrcd_ residents
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continuing over-capitalization in our

| It becomes apparent how silly the

gate their halibut losses by mounting -

iy e e s

. <1 longlined for 20 yea
- fished for. nine years, ap
i . the differences. Spog#caught fis

Halibut Resource -
Dear- Editor:  The halibut resour
has declined, no doubt. But I'm ha
ing 4 hard time swallowing that ch:
ter” fishing is the only reason. Som
how’we're suppose 10 believe that 1)
‘commercial IFQ fishery, according
Sig, is a perfect system. I think it's g
some serious issues like: high-gra

- ing; shaking dead legal flea-bitten ar

“small halibuts, looking for the lar;

. most valuable fish.

-7, In the derby days if it was legal, .

- fled-bitten, we kept it. There wasn
" the luxury of 260 days of pick-an

" choose longlining. Are all these fis

left_ hinging on the hooks for hour
“Sometimes days, surviving? I doubt -
the rockfish and flea-bitten fish aren’
. The- little halibuts that get shoo
severely stressed, drift lethargically
the bottom,

charte
ve see

“don’t hang on hookgor longer than
takes to_hook, Hefit and bring to th
boat. Limits g#halibut, we're trying t
get on a geffly basis, it is not a quok;
We cap#bt caich yesterday's limits.

"had a choice between usin

fhiing poles with four 10 six hooks i

Flig or two to four hours or se
ting a longline, I'd choose the latter
It's- much more effective. A millio
Byjted " hooks will be in the wate

1s. before the charter fishin;
st and for months after it ends, Oh
diq ! mention the 30-hook subsistenc:
lorglines or the huge amount of IFQ
befhg consolidized in Sitka and bein;
fighed ‘locally? "1 think we've al
piffyéd.a hand in this diminishing hal
ibut regource.

As'Pr Dove Island Lodge, manag.
ing figferies by limiting lodge permit:
is segfing a bias and bad precedence
for fhe city, beter left to the state
agfior federal managers. .

_ Eric Morisky, Sitka
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605 West 4™, Suite 306 &
Anchorage, AK 99501-2252 MAR - )
Baranof Excursion L 200 T
PO Box 8523 N

Ketdhikan, AK 99901 PRige,

RE: Charter Halibut Allocation

Baranof Excursions runs a fleet of 20 Lund skiffs that we take locals and visitors
out tp experience Southeast Alaska tradition and bottom fishing. We employ 22- 26
captgins a season with the vast majority being local residents of Ketchikan. We pump §1
millipn a year in expenses and payroll into the local economy.

| With the Secretary of Commerce currently considering the IPHC recommendation
of 1 fish per day and a 4 fish annual limit for guided fisherman and a GHL of 931,000
pourlfis, this would create a very tough situation for the charter industry in Southeast
Al The NMFS estimates that a 1 halibut daily bag limit could result in up to a 30%
redu¢tion in angler demand. With small profit margins this would close several fishing
opergtions in Southeast Alaska.
The Commercial- Charter fishing allocation battle for halibut is not a conservation
issuej The amount of halibut taken annually by the Area 2C charter fleet is a small
percentage of the halibut biomass, and it is actually less than what the IPHC historically
adds ps a buffer to the allocation for the Area 2C commercial fleet in years when the
bio is declining.
The hook and line industry has been destabilized by the uncertainty in the charter
ind . The only way to bring back stability to both the charter and commercial
fishegies in area 2C is to provide the charter industry with a fixed annual allocation.
We stipport a fixed annual allocation of 1.9 million pounds. This allocation coincides
with the control date set for the moratorium on halibut charter boats. A fixed allocation
of 1.9 million pounds allows al} fishing regulations to be set far in advance and stops the
annugl change to fishing regulations that are detrimental to the charter industry.
With our guests planning as much as a year in advance, a floating allocation will
uncertainty and have a negative impact on business. The uncertainty of not
g the allowable catch in 2C will send our clients to other areas to fish. A floating
ion will mean endless allocation battles that waste taxpayer time and money both
Ity and locally.
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Thomas B. Botts
PO.Box 424
. Hoonah, Alaska 99829
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North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
605 W. 4™ Ave. Ste.306
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 MAR 1o

2008

NPERuC,

Dear Council Members,

" It has come to my attention that the North Pacific Fishery Management Councit
will be addressing options for the 2C and 3A halibut charter interim management plan.
The plan includes options to increase the guided harvest level without compensating
commercial quota share holders. Another option is to change the GHL to a fixed
allocation, with no regard to the abundance of the stock.

Needless to say, dealing with these issues over and over is exceptionally tiring.
The guided sport charter industry refuses to share in the conservation of the halibut
stocks, demanding a larger GHL, while at the same time I have lost 48% of my halibut
quota in the past two years alone. I live in a small fishing village in Alaska where fishing
is one of the few means of making a living. The reduction in my income is having a
serious impact already, and coupled with the higher costs of fuel, 1 may well have to
leave the area all together in order to find work. Fishing for me is not just a sport.

In the interest of fairness, I don’t see why the charter industry should be ailocated
fish that were given to me under the IFQ program. The exploding growth of the charter
industry is decimating the resource and reallocating finances away from the historical
users. I’m asking that you put an end to all of this foolishness and change the current
GHL to one that fluctuatates with abundance.

I would support the Council if they should decide to provide charter operators
with the opportunity to lease quota shares, but to outright increase their GHL at my
expense is totally unacceptable,

Sincerely,

At L.

'Ihpmas B. B_otts
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North Pacxﬁc Fishery Management Council
605 West 4%, Suite 306
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252

4 oy
Re: Charter Halibut Fishery | NeResc,

Council Members:

This letter is to support continuation of the 2 halibut per day limit for the Clients of
Charter Fisherman in Area 2C. I am neither a Commercial fisherman nor a Charter
Fisherman. I am a Sport fisherman who has lived in Southeast Alaska for over 35
years. I am also a past Chair of the Greater Ketchikan Chamber of Commerce and
* past Board Director for the Alaska State Chamber of Commerce.

The reasons I give my support for the 2 halibut per day limit are numerous and varied
so0 I will try and make this as short as I can without lessening the importance of the
issue.

My first reason to continue the current limit is based on the science as presented by
the Internationpal Pacific Halibut Commission. In a recent 2008 meeting of this group
they concluded the Halibut stocks are above a level of concern. This is the group
charged with keeping an eye on the Halibut Biomass or total numbers of Halibut. To
put it plainly-There are enough Halibut.

My second reason is relative to my family, friends, and my community. I have lived
through the rise and fall of the Timber Industry and have seen the affect of well
intended but misguided regulations and limitations put on an industry. It appears to be
happening again, only this time to the Charter industry. In the case of the Timber
. industry, the devastation caused by a well meaning government will never be made

up for. It would be cruel for a remnant of opportunity from the timber industry, such
as the Charter industry, also be taken away. The Charter industry, for many of my
family, friends and my community, is part of our last stand here in Southeast Alaska.
We cannot continue to learn from the mistakes of over-regulation.

Probably the other thing I feel compelled to include is what seems to be the unending
imposition of direction in my life by those who do not live here They are not “stake
holders”. Unless you have tried to raise a family, own a home, participate in building
a community here in Southeast Alaska, it is difficult for me to understand how you
can be a “stake holder”. We (the people of Southeast Alaska) have chosen to live here
no matter the conditions and bave paid our dues. Please recognize what we have
created out of the wilderness and do not continue to take it away. Respect our wishes
and trust that we will take good care of our environment and fisheries. We have
everything at stake.



As | said previous, I am an avid sport fisherman and spend over a 100 days a year on
the water. I share with Charter fisherman and Commercial fisherman the same
available fish. There are no fences under the water. Please keep the 2 fish limit for the
Charter fisherman. To discriminate against any one group is unacceptable and 1 can
only hope you will not allow that to happen.

I would appreciate your careful consideration of this matter. There is enough halibut
to go around. That one fish difference in the limit may not seem like much, but for
many, it will make the difference in their businesses remaining economically viable.
This is not only true for the Charter fleet, but others such as Bed and Breakfasts,
Marinas, lodges, hotels, grocery stores, and many others in our visitor industry.
Please leave the current 2 fish limit in place for the Guided Anglers that come to
Southeast Alaska, or as you know it, Area 2C.

Thank you,

Kloy o éa&s-—mqu_/
Lloyd Gossman

PO Box 9238
Ketchikan, Alaska
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Chairman Olsen and NPFMC members, -
N.PRE!S.C.

Once again, I'd like to take some time to express my concerns about the halibut
fishery.

My first year halibut fishing was in 1983 as a crewmember on my father’s boat. [
received 1000 1bs of 2C halibut for my participation in the “derby days”. After [FQ’s
came out I deckhanded for some real crazy guys until [ had enough money to buy more
pounds and again fish my own boat. Two years ago [ had 6500 lbs, this year I get to fish
about 3500 pounds.

For my family halibut fishing has always been a way to make salmon trolling
profitable. Two years ago I could smell the tar heating up and hear the chickens getting
plucked by the charter fleet for the commercial fishermen, so I decided 1 needed to
diversify in to some blackcod. Now I have another $110,000 in quota loans to make and
less halibut to subsidize my IFQ purchase. Thankfully I still troll, and last fall [ started
operating a sea cucumber diving vessel to make needed extra money for a growing
family, Health reasons that limit me from diving my own cuke permit also make me
undesirable as a deckhand. I can not troll much harder without fishing around the clock
or in 30 knot plus winds. My health now demands that I have a deckhand and it is hard
to support a good guy on just what I make trolling. I would like to buy more pounds to
offer a living wage for my crew but the fishery seems too unstable. I suppose I should
get a different job, but fishing can be a hard habit to quit if your head is a square as mine.

[ supported the halibut moratorium on charter vessels. Long-term the moratorium
will only spell trouble for trollers. New charter fishermen will still be allowed to fish
salmon, rockfish, and lingcod and only the halibut charter vessels will be limited.
Without a comprehensive solution in Southeast Alaska the already red hot king salmon
allocation issue will only get worse. Rockfish and lingcod bycatch by longliners will be
further threatened by an ever increasing charter harvest. After the charter fleet has
finished gorging themselves on the caucus of commercial fishermen (trollers) the state of
Alaska will see what a problem overcapitalization in the charter industry really is. Local
sport and subsistence fishermen already see the problem. I realize many of these issues
the NPFMC has already given the The Board of Fisheries to deal with but the council
should be aware of were this issue is going. I think even most Southeast charter
operators agree that it is long past time for comprehensive limited entry. I remain
concerned that 2C commercial fishermen, our impact on the local economy, and our
clients the consumer are being sacrificed to maintain an ever increasing charter harvest.

Please do not change the GHL for halibut charter fishermen. Beyond one fish a
day, free market solutions like leasing or compensated reallocation should be the only
avenue for charter growth in low abundance years. They are both as fair as me buying
more quota to stay in the same place.

Local charter operators can still sell the total Southeast Alaska experience, not
just the promise of maximum fish boxes to pay for your fishing venture. Let the meat
hunter mentality go west, and after the boom and bust cycle of charter economics have
ravaged the local fishing opportunities around more coastal communities other people
will see the problems with unregulated growth.

Please understand that [ am not blaming charter fishing for the decline in 2C
quota. I think that the blame rests squarely on the shoulders of the [PHC, something



about pride coming before the fall. Once IPHC was the standard for good management,
now they look guilty of a decade of guesswork management. This lesson should not go
unnoticed in the rest of Alaska. Now SE fishermen must accept whatever reduction is
necessary to rebuild our resource.

However around Sitka the charter fleet is responsible for some of the localized
depletion. When Sitka enacted the Local Area Management Plan (LAMP) it had an
unintended effect. It created a line fishery on “the corner” at Cape Edgecombe. “The
corner” as local trollers call it, is a tide rip that is created by the westward setting current
turning around the old lava fields of Cape Edgecombe. From Cape Edgecombe to the
‘blackcod edge is only about twelve miles, a real pinch point for coastal halibut migration.
Not to mention that “the corner” is the feeder source of most of the fish that go into Sitka
Sound.

For as long as I can remember there used to be a ping pong paddle patch of little
halibut on “the corner”. Trollers usually fished above the mass of halibut because you
couldn’t get a salmon to bight your hooks because the halibut were so thick. Within three
years of the LAMP that ping pong paddie patch was pounded flat by the charter fleet. As
close to town as you could get and great fishing, why spend extra money on fuel to go
somewhere else. Now charter boats must range farther from town to even catch one fish.
It is much easier for me to troll deeper at “the corner”, but at what cost. I believe that
Sitka’s charter fleet has helped contribute to localized depletion, but are not the only
problem.

Sitka’s transportation system has attracted four fish buyers with a waterside
investment as well as a hand full of smaller operators. Last year Sitka was one of the top
ports in Alaska for airlift of fresh fish. All those markets have attracted a lot of fishermen
and have no doubt increased fishing pressure locally (within 30 miles up and down the
coast). Sub-district management may be the only way to insure that local stocks are not
over fished. I would hate to see it but it must be considered.

Also most fishermen knew that the charter fleet would be a problem for 2C. The
smart money invested in 3A. SE fishermen with 3A quota have created a line fishery at
the 3A/2C line. The increased fishing pressure at the line has no doubt had a greater
impact on coastal halibut migration than say in the derby days when this line was
unfished for most of the year. Perhaps this is another case for sub-district management.
Maybe the problem can be addressed by a 5 or 10 mile closed area on either side of the
line. I’'m sure the Canadians would then want the same thing on the south end.
Controversial perhaps but this too must be considered.

I like halibut fishing and think that it is something worth fighting for. The charter
fleet can pry my last pound from my cold dead fingers. Don’t forget to smile.

Thank you for taking your time to read my letter and thanks for your service to
public progess.

Bert Bergman
Sitka, Alaska

AR Boper
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Chair
North Pacific Fishery Management Council MA:? b
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Dear Stephanie and fellow management counci! members,

| am writing to you today because of my concern over the management of the charter industries
halibut quota. 1am a lifelong Alaskan and have fished halibut commercially for the past 36
consecutive years. Our family has put a lot of faith, money, time, and energy into the halibut fishery.
My wife has had to buy halibut [FQs and fishes with me, along with our two daughters. My oldest
daughter will be going off 10 college next fall, and a major part of her savings for that has come from
the halibut fishery. Our family relies heavily on the halibut fishery for a major part of our income. 1
thought a few years ago the council was going to have a handle on the charter industry and their
interest in it. That plan was abandoned and I realize that was not your doing or at least [ hope not. |
don’t have to tell you that the charter fleet numbers in the Craig area have gone through the roof with
no limits, 1'm glad to see a moratorium on new members is finally in place. Our outside coast, in the
summer, is a horrible sight. The days of peaceful fishing with a sport rod are long gone in the
common areas. Now there are tons of boats vying for the same spot like a bunch of vultures, because
of pressure to preduce. It is not pleasant for the local people to be around them, and I can’t imagine it
is for the guests either. The outside of Noyes and Baker Island used to have lots of nice halibut within
a mile of the beach. [t makes me sick to see the amount of halibut juveniles that are being consumed
by the charter fleet daily. The Waterfall fleet alone catches staggering numbers. Over the last ten
years the charter halibut size average has gone way down and the harvest number totals just keep
rising. The commercial fleet has implemented their own management system through your agency,
and our money to ensure that the commercial halibut fishery will stay a viable business. The charter
industry has done nothing to help with managing itself let alone the halibut industry. ! strongly urge
you to not allocate from the commercial sector to go to the charter industry. Two years ago, [ spent
$100,000 to buy more halibut IFQ, only to have it cut in haif. If the charter industry wants more
poundage, then let charter captains buy it in the same uncompensated manner that the commercial
sector has had to since limited entry. I know the commercial cuts in the last two years are supposed to
be based on sound science, but the charter fleet believes it should not also take cuts, but get more.
The charter fleet has gone over their allocation ever year and their penalties and adjustments should be
based on a percentage system just like the commercial. Y ou must stop this open-ended reallocation
system that is happening and come up with a set percentage based allocation. At present itis like a
giant snowball out of control. I'm very disappointed, because for years we’ve asked the council to get
this under control, and with the lack of a system, it’s now a much bigger problem. I strongly oppose
fixed allocations, because that does not make good science management sense. | am respectfully
relying on you to come up with a fair system, based on science and the needs of all Alaskans, that
depend on the halibut fishery in 2C.

Smcerely, C % é /
Bnan Castle '\
Box 243

Craig, Alaska 99921
907-826-3489
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Midnight Sun Halibut Charters
Captain Jim Thompson -
P.0O. Box 1114
Soldotna, Alaska 99669

03-13-08

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
Eric Olson Executive Director

Chris Oliver, Executive Director

605 West 4th Avenue, Suite 306
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252

Fax: 807-271-2817

NPFMC Members,

The intent of this letter is express concern with issues the NPFMC is facing on Charter Halibut
Allocation.

It is imperative at this juncture that the NPFMC arrive at a final solution. This process has dragged
on for pushing 20 years with absolutely no solution.

It is of vital importance to the State of Alaska’s tourism industry that traditional seasons and bag Kmi™
of two fish per person with no size limitations or annual restrictions are maintained.

The Charter Fleet needs a large allocation and it needs to be fixed, We are tired of fighting with our
commercial neighbors and the infighting this process has caused within our industry.

The Moratorium already passed by the NPFMC needs to be fast tracked and implemented.

The NPFMC has the opportunity to bring stability to the Charter Industry and end this aliocation war
for good. Thousands of local businesses and millions of users of this fishery are depending on it.

Sincerely,

\

im Thompson
Owner/Operator
Midinght Sun Halibut Charters
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March 11, 2008

Dear Sirs; N.RES o

I would like to make a few comments on the charter boat halibut catch problems in
Southeast Alaska. Our family has been hurt a great deal by the growing charter fleet in
area 2¢ or Southeast, In the last two years our LF.Q.’s have been cut by 47% ! Part of
that cut is due to the fact there are less halibut around as you know. But, part of our cut is
due to the growth of the charter fleet. It is troubling to me watching want is going on
with the way the charter fleet will not make any moves on its own to help rebuild the
number of halibut.

There needs to be action taken to keep the charter catch within the GHL that was set at
125% of their catch at that time. Maybe in time we could come up with a plan in which
they could lease shares from longlines. At least this way fishing family’s like mine
would get something out of it. We purchased about 75 % of our halibut shares and it is
VERY hard to watch some other group steal food off my family’s table.

Sincerely ’
}’.«’ —

Jors LA ; /A/‘ E'
Brian Warmuth
F/V Corsair

P.O. Box 6382
Ketchikan AK
99901



NPFMC ~ March 14, 2008
605 West 4th Ave., Suite 306 U\f‘"“"*—-“ =
Anchorage, Ak 99501 MAR 1

Dear Council. NPESC.

I am a halibut longliner and have owned a home in Sitka since 1989.
The IFQ's I hold were purchased with my hard earned cash.

I applaud the Council for their conservation efforts to protect the resource;
however attempting to do it only by taking quota from the commercial
fishermen and allowing unrestrained growth in the charter sector catch is a
flawed policy. The ultimate end effect of this policy will be the financial
destruction of the halibut longliners plus the inability to provide halibut at a
fair price to 300 million Americans. This only to feather the pockets of a few
thousand charter fishermen and put halibut on the table of their customers
and select friends.

TO CONTINUE TO TAKE MY QUOTA AND ALLOW THE CHARTER
FLEET TO CATCH THESE FISH WITHOUT ANY PAYMENT IS UNFAIR
AND WRONG!! The council needs to know that there is a great deal of

resentment brewing as a result of this because of the grossly unfairness of the
present arrangement.

The one fish charter fisherman limit must be put and kept in place until some
other fair and equitable arrangement is in place.

THE CHARTER FLEET MUST SHARE IN CURTAILING THEIR CATCH
ALONG WITH THE COMMERCIAL FISHERMEN AS NECESSARRY TO

CONSERVE THE RESOURCE.
Respectfully Submitted,

<"—7/

/ <

N{ ‘an Sowards
Bx. 974, Sitka Ak



March 135, 2008
Walter Soroka

T}/ S e PO Box 849
Ng&"' S @D Willow, AK 99688
NPFMC
605 West 4% Ave, MAR 17 2008
Ste 306
Anchorage, AK 99501 N.PR.C.
Dear Sir or Madam,

,I would like my comments considered when the NPFMC addresses halibut charter
interim management plan options for areas 2C and 3A.

I am retired and to supplement my income, invested part of my *“retirement nest egg” in
the purchase of halibut quota share in area 3A. I fish every summer in Prince William
Sound.

I am concemned that the charter industry, which has grown exponentially in the past ten
years, is unfairly demanding a larger share of limited halibut resources without sharing
any of the conservation responsibilities imposed on commercial fishermen.

Quota share owners, even relatively small time operators like me, have invested
substantially in our businesses, rely on fishing for our livelihoods and support fisheries
management and enforcement through payment of fees based on our landings.

Reallocating part of my QS, which I paid for with my retirement savings, to a charter
operator who's biggest investment may be a skiff and outboard motor, would be patently
unfair and likely make my small business unprofitable.

I strongly support charter operators investing in their businesses just as I did by allowing
them to purchase or lease QS from existing owners like me. This would allow charter
operators to operate successful, competitive businesses, share in conservation measures
and management and enforcement costs.

Thank you.

Walter Soroka
Willow, AK



FROM :MIKERLORRAINE DALY FAX MO, @ fug. B85 2885 @7:37PM Pl

March 17, 2008

NPFMC
605 West 4 Ave., Ste 306
Anchomge, AK 99501

Dear Chairman Olson and Council:

I was very hopeful and proud to sce the charter and setline fishermen negotiate an
atnicable zgrecenent on the interim plan st the NPFMC October 2007 council meeting, The
two user groups secmed to agree on a main objective to hold in high regards a developing
plan that preserves the halibut stocks in area 2C for all uscr groups.

The 2C commercial fleet has proven time and again their continued commitment to the
conservation of the whole stock. I mysclf purchased with Joan moncy 2478 pounds of
IFQ a few yeats ago. Today T am left with 1754 pounds due to the seties of cuts made to the
2CGHL.ItealizcthismaynotsemnlikeaverylugeinvcaunmtbutIwasveryproudtobe
able to purchase these pounds 2nd aow 1 worty that my investment may be in danger of
shrinking even mote do to the Charter flcet's greed. What happened to the unity we saw in
October’s meeting when the Charter members stood up in front of the conndl with the
commercial members and announced they wanted to work together for the hetter of the
whole stock? I can't afford to have the charter sector be given a percentage of my balibut

that I am paying for

The 2C Charter fleet should have 2 floating GHL as the Commercial fleet does. Their
GHL should fluctuate with the halibut stocks thus keeping in step with conservation so all
user groups can have adequate access to the halibut resource. A lcase program between the
commercial and charter sectors would eliminate the need for a hard GHL thus providing the
charter sector the ability to harvest mote halibut if needed.

Finally, T would just like to point out I am cne of the hundreds if not thousands that
have purchesed their halibut IFQ in area 2C that truly have a financial weighted interest in
preserving the stocks, [ see the cost of fishing rising substantially and my guot decteasing
considerably. My investment is struggling to survive.  The Charter scctor should accept
the tesponaibility as the Commexcial sector has and have a floating GHL with lease options.

‘Thank you for your time,

o 5

Lotraine Daly
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March 16, 2008 has

Me. Eric Olson, Chairman
North Pacific Fishery Management Council Ny

605 West 4th, Suite 306 ALy c
Anchorage, AK 99501-2252 I

Dear Chairman Olsan;

[ run a small family owned and operated charter business out of Ketchikan, Alaska. | strongly
oppose the proposed one fish limit. If you put a one fish limit on Area 2C, what are we suppose
to tell our clients? Most of them booked their trips last year expecting the same limits they had
then. To impose a one fish limit a month before the season starts is not fair to our clients. We
are not commercial fisherman and our business ¢an not be run like commercial fishing. For the
commercial guys if the GHL goes down normally the price would go up. If the GHL goes up the
price goes down and it all works out to about the same amount of money in the end. Itisn't the
- same in the charter industry, It takes years to build up a good clientele, it will take no time to
loose them. A one fish limit ane month before the season begins may do just that. When you
consider that British Columbia and 3A have a two fish limit. Why would anyone want to come to
Southeast next year?

The Charter Industry has come a long way in a few years. We should have our moritorium in
place by 2010. We need yeur help for the next couple of years to get all of this in place without
loosing our clientele in the process. We need stable management of our halibut resource.
Most of our trips are sold six to twelve months in advance. It doesn't work for us to have limit
changes a few months before the season. We've been selling our trips as a two fish fimit all
year long, because right now it Is a two fish limit. If you change the limit we are going to have
a Iot of irate people and loose a lot of cllents.

t would like to see 1.9 miltion pounds in area 2C and 4.15 million pounds in area 3A as a fixed
allocation, one of the options the Council is considering. We need to keep a two fish limit in 2C
to compete with British Columbia and 3A. If you consider the amount of commercial halibut
bycatch (between ten and fifteen million pounds), we are not asking that much. | am not
against commercial fishing. | longlined for fourteen years. | do, however think there is enough
fish out there for all of us to make a living.

Thank you for your time and consideration,

> # ,r"‘ -
SincarelyW ﬁ‘%ﬁ

Jim Moody, Owner/Operator
First City Chanters, Ketchikan, Alaska

H I., .
i,
-
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Mr. Eric Olson, Chaimman ﬂ& 9y

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 Waest 4th, Suite 306
Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

Dear Chairman Qlson:

| run a small family owned and operated charter business out of Ketchikan, Alaska. | strongly
oppose the proposed one fish limit. If you put a one fish limit on Area 2C, what are we suppose
to tell our clients? Most of them booked their trips last year expecting the same limits they had
then. To impose a one fish limit 2 month before the season starts is not fair to our clients. We
are not commercial fisherman ard our business can not be run like commercial fishing. For the
commercial guys if the GHL goes down normally the price weuld go up. if the GHL goes up the
price goes down and it all works out to about the same amount of money in the end. It isn't the
- same in the charter industry. It takes years to buiid up a good clientele, it will take no time to
lcose them. A cne fish limit one month before the season begins may do just that. When you
consider that British Columbia and 3A have a two fish limit. Why would anyone want to come to
Scutheast next year?

The Charter Industry has come a long way in a few years. We should have our moriterium in
place by 2010. We need your heip for the next couple of years to get all of this in place without
loosing our clientele in the process. We need stable management of our halibut resource.
Most of our trips are sold six to twelve months in advance. It doesn't work for us to have limit
changes a few months before the season. We've been selling our trips as a two fish limit all
year long, because right now it is a two fish limit. If you change the limit we are going to have
a lot of irate people and loose a lot of clients.

| wouid like to see 1.9 million pounds in area 2C and 4.15 million pounds in area 3A as a fixed
allocation, one of the options the Council is considering. We need to keep a two fish limit in 2C
to compete with British Columbia and 3A. If you consider the amount of commercial halibut
bycatch {between ten and fifteen million pounds), we are not asking that much. | am not
against commercial fishing. | longlined for fourteen years. 1 do, however think there is snough
fish out there for all of us to make a living.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

N ), -
Sincerelyw y; 27

Jim Mcody, Owner/Operator
First City Charters, Ketchikan, Alaska

.l




Dear sirs;

I'would like to make a few comments on the catch of halibut by the charter fleet. My
husband is a longliner in Southeast Alaska. We have seen the halibut quota cut by 47%
in the last two years. There needs to be something done with the charter fleet you need to
set a fixed percentage of halibut that the charter boats can catch and that is it. How can
the Council cut our family’s quota and just give it away to the charter fleet? Is this fair?

Thank you
Conel RS 'LL,‘LMMDU{]

Chrol A.S. Warmuth




March 14, 2008
NORTH PACIFIC FISHERIES MANAGEMENT COUNCIL

M. Eric Olsen, Chair J A

605 W. 4™ Avenue, Suite 306 L
Anchorage, AK 99501-2252 ed
RE: Halibut Charter Allocation/Comment MPe.,,
‘Dear Mr. Chairman:

My name is Jay Haun. 1 own and operate a C Class longline/troller. I have longlined
since before the TFQ program was started but failed to qualify for initial issue of any
quota share. At that time the United States was negotiating the salmon treaty with
Canada and the U.S. salmon quota was going to shrink.

As a matter of survival to my commercial fishing business, I began to purchase halibut
IFQ, There were years when the halibut price was so low that I was unable to make my
loan payments without using my troll income. I worked non-fishing jobs in the winter to
pay the monthly bills. When I finally paid for my first halibut IFQ block, I used it to
finapce another block.

Before the quota cuts started two seasons ago, halibut fishing was two-thirds of my
income. This season halibut fishing will be one-third of my income. These cuts are
necessary to protect the resource and insure a fishery in the future. However, the loss of
one-third of my income at a time of soaring expenses is painful and those fishermen with
large payments will be left with nothing,

The commercial charter fleet’s current GHL needs to be converted to a percentage of the
total allowable catch and needs to be managed to stay within that catch limit. All user
groups need to be held responsible for conserving the resource. To do other wise would
be short-sided, unfair, and most of all detrimental to the resource.

The commercial longliners cannot withstand another cut in their quotaduetoa
reallocation from one commercial user to another. For the council to give the charter
fleet the right to catch more fish after it forced me to buy the right to catch them is wrong
and would be considered criminal in the private sector. The commercial charter operators
that feel they need more halibut too survive should be able to purchase IFQ just as I did.
Most importantly, all user groups need to be held responsible to protect the resource.

Sincerely,

-

Jay M. Haun
Owner/Operator
FV/CINNABAR
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North Pacific Fishery Management Council Hap i . “:»L
Eric Olson, Chair L&

605 W 4" Ave, Suite 306 NPge.

Anchorage, AK 99501-2252 SR

My name is Brian Merritt and I have lived in Wrangell. Alaska for 40+ years. |
started commercial fishing for salmon and halibut with my father when [ was 8. When |
was 18, I bought my first commercial fishing boat for $10,000. The boat was small and
old, yet very functional. From this vessel [ hand trolled for salmon and fished for
halibut. I'made good money with these two fisheries and eventually saved up enough
money to put a down payment on a $30,000 power troll permit and a $120.000 fiberglass
boat. It took me 8 years of hard fishing to pay off this boat and permit. During some of
these early years with my new boat, I barely made enough money to make my loan
payments, but this did not bother me as | thought someday I will have everything paid for
and then I can start saving some money, maybe buy a house or own a vehicle that is less
than 10 years old, etc. Well about the time I had everything paid off, the rapidly
growing charter fleet came to the Alaska Board of Fish and lobbied for a portion of the
trollers’ king salmon quota. They were successful and were awarded 17% of the total
number of king saimon that could be caught by commercial fishermen. As time went by
this growing charter fleet continued to lobby and received more of the commercial
trollers’ quota. Before the charter fisherman took part of my king salmon quota away. |
could fish for kings for roughly 3-4 weeks in the summer and that would generate about
half my trolling income. Eventually, due to charter fleet growth and the king quota
being reduced, [ ended up fishing for kings for ONE week in the summer' At this point
in time, realizing I would not be able to generate the income from trolling that I used to, I
sold my troll permit and went into gillnetting. I did this so I could get away from the
growing charter fleet influence that was strangling my fishing future! Notice that I spent
£150,000 to become a commercial troller!

The growing charter fleet at that time (1998) would absolutely not consider any
type of limited entry program like the state of Alaska imposed on all of its commercial
salmon fishermen in the early 1970’s. The charter fleet has continued to grow
unchecked with free access to anyone that wants to be a charter fisherman.

At this time, if you want to become a charter fisherman in Alaska. you get a
license, called a USCS 6-pack, an ADFG sport guide & business license and then take
people out on your boat and charge them for the experience whether they catch any fish
or not. Quite simple and a very low investment, considering a lot of charier operators
use their personal recreation boat to charter with. Another point that needs to be made is
I live in Alaska all year whereas a lot of the charter operators just come up here for the
summer, rape the land of its resources, and then take this money they made in our state
and spend it down south!

Four years ago, in an attempt to diversify my fishing business, [ bought 5,000
pounds of halibut quota. This cost me $55,000 and I’m making payments on it every
year to pay it off. In the last two years my 5,000 pounds of halibut quota was cut 42%
because way too many charter fishermen are catching way too many halibut. My quota



has severely dropped due to increased charter clients catching more halibut, and there is
no end in sight because there is no limit on the growing charter fleet! A key point 10
remember is the charter operators didn’t pay one cent for the halibut they’re catching and
its coming right out of the same pie I had to spend $55,000 to get a small piece of?
Doesn’t it seem only fair that they should have to purchase halibut quota shares like 1 did
to access a limited amount of fish?

Here’s an example that might explain the situation a little better: Assume you
decide to purchase an acre of land that has 100 apple trees on it. You plan on selling
apples from the trees to make money and help pay off the $100,000 you borrowed to buy
the land with. The first year you pick 10,000 apples, the second 8,000, the third 5,000.
Obviously your profits are going down each year. You wonder what is happening to your

» apples so you go and watch your orchard. You notice that many times during the day
different sight seeing buses stop along side the road and tourist get out and go raid your
apple trees. Is this fair for these clients to steal your apples? s this fair for the bus
operators to exploit your fruits when they could go out and buy their own orchard for
their clients to molest? Of course the answer to these questions is NO! Hopefully this
helps you fully understand how commercial fishermen feel about how charter fishermen
are stealing the resources away from the long established Alaska commercial fishermen!

Twice in my 235 year career as a commercial fisherman, charter operators have
financially damaged my business! In order to stop the crippling of the Alaska
commercial fisherman anymore these steps need to happen:

1. Limit Charter Operators in Alaska by continuing to put a priority on the
implementation of the halibut moratorium.

2. Require all charter operators to lease halibut quota for their clients to catch, (111
bet if this happens the charter operators will self impose a one halibut bag limit
per client!!!)

3. Allocate to the charter fleet the GHL as a floating percentage that adjusts with

changes to the halibut abundance.

Sincerely,
B

Brian Merritt
F/V Sharlene C

L



March 14, 2608

North Pacific Fishery Management Council

Chris Oliver, Executive Director NPFMC e e
605 West 4° Avenue, Suite 306

Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252 E R85 R0
NPFMC Members,

I would like to express my concern with issues the NPFMC is facing with the Charter
Halibut Allocation in Area 2C.

It is important for all parties concerned, Alaska fishing charters, resident and non-
resident sport fishermen, all tourism related businesses and commercial halibut fishermen
that the NPFMC arrive at a final solution once and for all in the sport halibut atlocation
battle. This process has been active for nearly 20 years with absolutely no solution at this
time. Itis imperative that NPFMC arrive at a final solution.

It is of vital importance to the State of Alaska’s tourism industry that traditional seasons
and daily bag limit of two halibut per person with no size limitations be set that will be
consistent from season to season,

The Alaska sport halibut charter fleet needs a arge enough altocation to carry them
through the tourist season without the fear of getting shut down before the end of the
season. Tourist to the State of Alaska as well as halibut charter businesses expect and
deserve this consistency.

The halibut Moratorium already passed by the NPFMC needs to be fast tracked and
implemented immediately.

" The NPFMC has the opportunity to bring stability to the Halibut Charter Industry.
Thousands of local Alaska businesses and millions of users of this resource are
depending on your decision that will end the halibut aliocation battle forever.

Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

C, 2. 3 - ‘ 2
s
Mike Hopley
Alaskan Adventure Charters
P.O. Box 4273

Soldotna, Alaska 99669
(907) 262-7773
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voww.AlaskanGameFisher.com
Game Fisher

P.C. 8ox 1127, Scidoinag, Alaska 99669 . /‘\
(F07) 262-2080 » Fax (907) 260-2676
E-Mail: gamefsh@alaska.net

To: NPFMC
From: Mel Erickson
Subject: Charter halibut allocation

I have been a charter boat operator since 1989 in Cook inlet, and we have been dealing with this
allocation problem and without a charter beat management plan since 1993.

The NPFMC is a failure and borders on ridiculous that it cannot solve this problem in the past 15 years.

You had the perfect solution with the IFQ plan and then in 2005 the State of Alaska fed you a bunch of
garbage that it could implement a limited entry plan and the NPFMC trashed the IFQ plan.

Now 3 years later still nothing except restrictions on the halibut charter fieet on daily annual & size ™
limits the deter anglers from taking fishing trips.

It is way past time that you fix this problem now.
1: implement the moratorium on charter boats nowl
2: Allocate enough fish to the guided angler to harvest 2 fish of any size all season with no annual limit.

3. implément a management plan that will reduce the number of charter boats in the future,

Thank You.
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Date: 3-17-2008 Pg1of2
To: NPFMC
Dear Council Members,

' My name is Gary Aulbach. I live in Petersburg Alaska. I have fished Halibut as a
deckhand and IFQ permit holder for the past 22 years. In March of the 2006 season 1
purchased an additionat 3,054 1bs of IFQ’s and financed them 100% with the equity I bad
in the 5,788 pounds I already owned. Afer the quota reductions of the past two years, I
currently own 4,999 pounds of quota. I have lost every single pound I purchased and a bit
more. Unfortunately, I still must pay for the money I borrowed for IFQ’s which I no
longer have. I am not a full time fisherman so I do have other resources to fall back on,
however, fishing provides a large part of our income and that portion of income has been
drastically cut in the last two years.

The Charter industry claims that the economic hardship imposed by a one fish per
day limit would be devastating. Let’s sell them each 3,054 pounds of IFQ’s, and then take
them away but have them keep paying on the loan. That is where I am, so don’t tell me
about economic hardship. Also, as is the case with myself, I can not think of any charter
fishing business owner who depends on charter fishing for all of their income. I may be
wrong, but I believe all the charter owners here are either School Teachers, School
Administrators, people who have already retired from another job, people with seasonal
jobs, and people who take time off from their usual jobs to do charter services during the
summer season. Many of them do not even live here, but live and work in the lower 48
states and are only here in the summer. If one fish a day seams so scary, why not
advertise it as, ”Catch as many as you like, just keep one per day.” Catch and release is
already becoming the standard throughout the world. The complaint you hear from the
folks buying the charter trips year after year, is that if they can catch two fish a day, when
they get back home they can sell enough fish to pay for their trip and still put some in the
freezer.

The publics access to the publics fish will not be denied by imposing a one fish
limit. Take a look at guided hunting for example. The public still has its’ own access to
hunting for Deer, Elk, Bison etc., but they can also choose to be guided to where the
animals are. Just try to book one of these hunts less than a year or two in advance and you
will find that the good operators are already booked up. Halibut charters offer the same
type of service to people who want to fish. I believe a one fish a day limit wil have no
effect on the industries ability to book fishing trips. After all, these trips are paid for by
the half day or full day, not by how many fish you can catch.
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I have taken the combined 47% cut in my IFQ’s the last 2 seasons and have tried
to remain optimistic. I am willing to trust the science and take care of the resource that is
important to all of us. I am not willing to have my percentage of the resource taken away
just to be given to another user group for their profit. I also feel that the existing GHL for
the charter industry should be dropped by the same percentage as the Commercial harvest,
and for once in the history of the Charter GHL they should have to not exceed that level,
of face some sort of consequence! Commercial barvesters have never exceeded their
overall harvest level. A fixed allocation for the Charter operators will never work because
they will definitely out grow it over time and then will ask for more.

I support the idea of allowing Charter operators to lease or buy quota shares and
therefore invest in their and the resources future as I have. I also support the Charter
operators GHL being on a percentage basis that will fluctuate up or down as the
abundance of stocks dictates.

If you are going to eventually take away all of my IFQ’s so that the Charter
operators can flourish in area 2C, then please pay me for the shares that I have lost and
the shares I still have, and I will quietly drift away.

Thank you for your time.

Gary Aulbach
P.O. Box 726
Petersburg, AK 99833
807-772-4714

& At
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March 20, 2008 iy

i L-) Wi - 7.
Joel Pasquan Nﬁis%&:.ug Vi
PO Box 845 D :
Haines, AK 99827 VAR 2 . oppg =~

North Pacific Fisheries Management Council N

Eric Olson, Chair Yo,
605 W. 4T Avenue, Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501

Fax: 907-271-2817
RE: Halibut Charter C-6

I am a lifelong Alaskan that moved out of Juneau to Haines three years ago. I have been
a commercial fisherman for 45 years. 1 have purchased halibut quota share. Halibut is an
important component of my livelihood. I am participate in the salmon gillnet and king
and tanner crab fisheries in Southeast Alaska. Iuse to own a Dungeness crab permit
which I sold to help finance the purchase of additional halibut quota shares.

The halibut charter issue has dragged on to long and & resolution needs to be found to this
issue. The Council needs to provide the charter industry a floating allocation that adjusts
with the halibut biomass and that is equivalent to the current GHL., The GHL ir 2003
provided at that time an additional 25% to the charter fleet for growth. They need to live
within this allocation and purchase or lease quota share for any future re-allocation
adjustments.

I now live in Haines that is a small rural community, the charter fleet has remained very
stable with just a couple of local operators, Haines is a commercial fishing conununity
that is reliant upon a healthy commercial industry. Further allocating commercial quota
share to the charter industry will be devastating to the community.

The downtum in halibut price from last year and the loss of quota share has significantly
cffected the amount of income I will receive this year. I have already fished all of my
quota share and fished at the same time last year — 1 earned 357,000 last year (2007) and
this year (2008) only earned $34,814 on halibut.

o M @W—"
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To Eric Olson,
NPFMC;

This letter is to encourage you 1o vote yes to keeping the Charter Halibut Fleet allocation
at there GHL as a floating percentage. This well insures that they can keep in the same
pattern as the longline commercial fleet. The Halibut biomass is a very sensitive issue
and with other user groups coming to the table. It is important for all of us to stay with in
our tota] allowable catch.

This is a very important issue to me for. | am a third generation Alaskan and live here
withmy wife and two young girls. Halibut is a good portion of our income.

The fish were dealt out in 1995 and please don’t reallocate them to some other group.

If they want more then the ghl allows let them buy IFQ*s like the rest of us. ..

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME.
Jerome E Dahl Jr.

1275
Petersburg Alaska. 99833
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" Letter of concern regarding halibut Page 1 of 1

From: dg4430@aol.com
To: halibutcoalition@gmail.com; oguliemez@doc.gov; com crome@alaska gov, Todd_Bertoson@commerce.senate.gov;
ame_fuglvog@murkowski senate.gov; dave.whaley@roail.house.gov; jim batsiger@noaa.gov; Denby. Licyd@alaska.gov
Subject: Letier of concern regarding halibut
Date: Thu, 20 Mar 2008 10:37 am

To Whom it May Concem:

My wife and | are commercial fishermen here in Southeast Alaska. We have fished for halibut for over 20 years and
participate in other fisheries such as biackecod, tanner crab, king crab and salmon. We have a 58 foot boat equipped with an
auto baiting system for our longline aperation as well as the full line up of equipment needed to participate for alt of our other
fisheries. We have invested thousands of dollars each year to maintain and improve our boat and equipment as wel as our
investment in FQ's. | was young and just staring fishing when the qualifying years fer IFQ's were taking plzce. Therefore,

| wasn't awarded a huge allotment of IFQ's, only a small amount. We had to invest a lot of money in IFQ's which my wife
and | did, so we could continue to make maney in the halibut fishery.

Our coneem here with what is going on with the charter halibut issue is this. The charter industry, wether they realize this
yet, is a corumercial fishing venue. Charter operations are on ihe rise as is the amount of clients wanting fo catch a hafibut
ortwo, This puts a strain on the rescurce, which needs to be managed amongst many users. A foed GHL isn't 2 good idea
since it will cause problems later on , with over fishing as an exampie. This is a fishery with a huge team of people working
to keep it viable. If's one of the best managed fisheries around. Hatibut charter operators need to be able to lease or even
purchaseIFQ'sandimrﬁtinwbusin&esjustasmmerﬁa!halibutﬁshmmmmmkemmey. The cumment
systanfnrma:teraperausisashopgaprneasureforsmmihmgmatneedstnbedonetomanageagmwingwchr. The
currentGHl.needslnbeadhemdtobymechmteropmﬁomandmamnagemmgmupsnaedbmnaplaninplacelhat
is & mone permapent solution.

The charter groups are demanding an increase in the GHL. While | understand and sympathize with the restriction placed
on them, we feel that this is similar to a spoiled child demanding more ice cream after being toki no. This isn't gbout the
charter sector being punished by the commercial use folks, this is about conserving a resource for fiture use. We have'! )
taken a 40% reduction in pay over the past two years in IFQ reduction amounts, basically for the good of the fish. This hu.
every commercial fisherman very hard; we didn’t want it but know and understand that & needs to be done, But we go with
it because wa want to confinue to fish for halibut and provide for a much larger amount of pecple who have no means to fiy
to Alaska, spend the money to hire a boat and guide to go cateh fish. We are providing food to a huge majority of pecple all
overmeworld.notaselectgroupaﬂommfewwhohmmemeanswmtchaﬁshorwo.%&ooareghﬁngmewbﬁc
access to public fish. if these folks went to a store and bought halibut in the amount of their trip to Alaska, they would have
a freezer full.

lncbaing.p!easebewfycerefulhyourdedsimsregamﬁ!isresmmandtlwd:arterboatmlhit We all have to
share, we all need to be careful about what we do now and how that impacts the resource in the futuve. Commercial
fishermen have done their part with 40% reductions in their IFQf's. Keep the one halibut limit for the charter sector in place
duﬁngﬁiisﬁmeofmermmnnuu'tbamsomemisnoovarﬁahhgbyemyumwbohasmtohalmut commercial
users, charier boats, sportsmen and subsistence users. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Randy and Dina Gregg
F/N Patriot

PO Box 20373
Juneau, Alaska 99802

Pianning your summer road trip? Check out AOL Travel Guides.

http:/fwebrmail.aol.com/35304/aol/en-us/Mail/PrintMessage.aspx 31207200
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Darell Ness

PO Box 240454
Douglas, AK 99824
907-364-2501

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
Eric Olson, Chair

605 W 4™ Avenue, Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

March 25, 2008
RE: Charter Halibut

1am a commercial fisherman who has participated in the halibut fishery for a very long
time. While I did not support the development of the IFQ program, it became the law of
the land and because of that I further purchased additional halibut quota share throughout
Alaska. I just sold out of Area 4 A but still hold halibut in Area 2C, 3A and 3B.

I don’t understand how the Council can develop & program — fine tune it for 15 years and
then pul! the rug out from underneath the participants of the program that they created to
provide for another commercial industry the charter ficet.

1 feel that the charter fleet needs an allocation that is sensitive to the resource by floating
~with biomass as the commercial fleet does. The charter allocation should not be higher
than the current GHL in regulation. At the time the GHL was formulated they provided
for growth by granting the charter fleet 125% of their harvest at the time,

At the time of the development of the commercial IFQ program, the Council did not have
any frouble ignoring the impact of the program on crew members, why should more
consideration be given at this time to the charter fleet.

Darell Ness



MAR 21 20y —%-20-08

AP FA(

fé’ﬁ@-«)m -/ﬁe DC & 34 /%/;i(f céa-/th Ja}éﬁ'n .

M@f\:l;rt M?ﬁ ﬁ/ﬁl\

/’4/ A9n8 O3 dqr/ Gus)&)p&m eaJ cz’. a4 :9-40//

éaaﬂ[‘ c/ammy-c..a—/ pLMQ’\ J«za Ot S, ZEDs ‘JQV" 4a/4/L

R Q‘f"‘efx 34. 7 edo a/ed.[/{aac/ 0(-"'3\5. #4 ¢ %a/ﬁ

RG> Qdc/ Af_f‘t »Cr-( d@‘—é écu/ )é! gwcé«._ﬂ" 9// c))[ )‘(! JF@\*

4
7 Sen, g..l 57[// o 297 4 on 7“'4&-/\ . c:at/ 4‘Pwt o /aan_s

At cu)u\ #e 57[5!( OJC 4/6 Lew, ép-Z:uocla\A’é, 7&4/!‘ 42674

woed S 2, pm-[-qx f _sac/ 2 Ps,

Ths _comerial A_/L/ sochor _was /@/ fu'd mpd

‘n /’Mf\f voa"‘s qce qn&./ AQJ QC)LG// GO0, )‘(( ‘ﬁ{GDL Q/é’f"é’fj_rf-

(QS rq-« l‘now) O'p ¢co-rSf  wk ‘/Q}Q ‘#\t’; u,O.S a.tt/ a/ou.v\_s r..-.a)/4

- Jock
‘Q‘A{ Q'Of”["\ -}o‘lm&nctj Q/A /? ¥h e QAQ#)Z&" .S@C)z:’f" "\‘?_5 .SFPA ﬂ&{nc

(L«Lé_mﬂlk. _Z_ Age 8 zmes)[faj i Sqa [cq.\?[ dem ,,)lo
J% g0y e allocaton

mz gpe-"o)(zon CMt/ Qm &[fv /
a-ﬁ the resexe ‘Pfeﬁ Fhe  commer: N ;‘A{ charta~ seAy

/Q c/o S u.JOu/C' é{ QK‘ZL’“EM{ly Uf\'pb\"“ Qﬂ.kj Jn.-:S)L omt/-l._

ée’ put 7"‘\{ C’.Acwltf sevlw u))L wq«)zs i) ép’ ‘_S}U(’n Mor€

af A wx/qufe I .1 q‘f- )‘q\( E’MA}F é7p A ’781

i@’(’ Aadt 45 remacn OUL ‘ﬂ\?lf“ Cvf/‘Pﬂ’L @(7,1—\ l‘-‘-SJL GS

we do. AMer  oll thate wd edab £ s seJ‘-ﬁr and_« £~

'H\L 4—‘~qevm”°mé -{:.y- Somt q:&uﬂ‘\ *Qx- Fgon,

/‘0 a~¢ -t Oﬂ-/y r‘é"'\( a,ssd— ..L AQLQ q\!l

-Q\c.*— &On’\' Le*— Cpai @"«J‘ L/‘ é‘-—/- A&u{ éc’&'\ KJQV")M. ﬂ?[t"PS/L

O ‘p“f‘ MOW‘/I yoqr‘S




-~

/45 fer 4y c/Lam{er Mf‘i /C’G-JM. 9@/('-1 o

‘ﬂ‘-L C_Qnmm-edu/ Sé’c‘/ﬂf‘ ,_gl am- ﬂa:'.)?L %os&/ G,S 7(3{\4 cua/

'ﬂ\!u ‘J !Dt Da.v,hr.. ‘p,a-f‘ gmeﬂs £y o ,r€Sorxe )LLQ)L

hoZ\eLu-L 5‘\102 )ﬁﬁ Ocv *rq-br" 2y #ﬁ L '7‘11-\94 cc.,rwn# /lo«-ff_

£t anees fo %&er’ /HL

:gf'hcer—t gy _
:Tqr { GLS )L,_‘A B,
FO Boy 9¢2

/‘)18#‘9\.?./' 4h 9?60 3

(982) 235=/079

F// quf' ﬁ_




March 22, 2003

North Pacific Fishery Management Council H
Eric A. Olson, Chairman 605 W. 4th Avenue, Suite 306 PFEM.C,
Chris Oliver, Executive Director Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

* | have read the 147 pages having to do-with catch sharing between commercial and charier, The whale
thing is very biased in favor of commercial fishing interest. The proposals are somewhat complicated and
hard 1o understand. On page 13 you have 39 abbreviations and on page 22 you have a new one. What is

COE?

The one fish bag limit pretty much puts us (charier fishing) out of business. Most sportsmen who have
fished for halibut in the past expect to take their 2 fish home to eat. This is not a catch and release fishery
like marlin and sailfish. | don't believe they would be willing to pay the price and only be ablt to catch one
fish. Another thing, our economy is tanking and the high fuel prices will drive the price of charters higher,

As for leasing from the commercial sector: This won’t work, for one thing it would be cost prohibitive, We
are talking about 2 - 20 pound fish, What would vou hive to pay for the IFQ) if the commercial fisherman is
getting 55 a pound at the dock, who knows? If you could get it a $2 a pound that would be S20 mare you

p— would have to charge for a single fisherman for the charter. There also may not being anyone willing to
lease the IFC)Y's.

As far as the amount of fish we will need in the near fufure: we will need enough fish to get us by until we
get a long-term solution, That would mean we would need at least 4,15 MLB.

I have been charter fishing out of Homer for 26 years. | run about 90 to 100 trips a year. As it stands now,
with the moratorium, the guys who get in with the lower amount of trips will be able 1o grow to whatever,
which would put us over the GHL, 5o then | would have 1o be cut back to allow their growth. THIS |
DON™T LIKE. Charter fishing is the only thing [ dso for a living, it"s how [ feed my family, just like
commercial guys,

One other thing, what about the bycarch? What's the deal, why can they waste more fish then the
sportsmen catch? Is it becouse they are commencial fishermen? Let's get this taken care of before vou start
limiting the charter fishing industry.

A sportsfishermen with an Alaskan Fishing license is not a lesser person because he fishes on a charter boat
as opposed to a private boat. Why are you limiting this person by what beat he fishes on?

Mike Huff

Captain Mike's Charters

PO Box 269

Homer, Alaska 99603

(907) 235-8348

cell: 399-3 1 25Web site: www capimike com

=7




| Continued from Page G-1 |

puideline harvest, saving
there was no justification for
it, And the Department of
Commerce, which oversees
council action, is still review-
ing the decision, said
spokesman Steve Pennover
in Jureaw, .

The secretary of Com-
Merce can reverse the deci-
Si0n.

“It will be overturned.”
predicted John Lewis, an An-
chorage angler who serves
o an advisory panel to the
council. He i3 one of two
sportfishing representatives
iflicially involved in a mix of
icientific and ﬂd\-jsnr}r COfTE-
nittees  including several
lozen people,

The council itself has no
iportfishing representative,
hough the Magnuson Fish-
wies and Conservation Act
afls for such representation.

Other regional councils
nanaging fisheries re-
ources within the 200-mile
one along the North Ameri-
an coast have been sued
wer this issue, and all other
ouncils now have sport-fish-
1€ represeniatives.

Coffey predicted thar if
e Commerce Department
oesn't overtum the latest ac-
on by the Morth Pacific
ouncil, it may get sued,

“sport fishing has no rep-
sentation here,” Coffey
1d.*

"It's not in compliance
ith the Magnuson Act,” Cut-
T said. “What we need iz a
oston tea party, Thev're
dking the rules, and we
we nothing to say."
Council members
i recognized that,
"My feeling is (the coun-
1) really didn't want to do
i5," Coffey said.

He said it appeared the
oup just pgrew tired of
ember Linda Behnken, &
presentative of Sitka long-
iers, constantly complain-
4 about how the Foxes wera
the henhouse,

“I think Linda Behnken is
* reason theyv're even mass-
i with thiz,” Coffey said,
hey're using it as a club to
tke the charter boats do
nething” to regulate their

Iy

Py s o
i el e

Spor fishing boats such as the Legacy out of Seward may lace new

fishery,

Behnken told The Associ-
ated Press that charter boat
skippers will be expected to
limit their fishing as catches
approach the harvest limit
How they will do that is not
clear.

“Under no circumstances
will the charter season ever
be closed or curtailed"
Behnken added.

“They have been tasked
with working through the
Board of Fisheries process to
slow down their harvest so
that they live within these re-
quirements."”

Though restrictions are
aimed at the charter-boat in-
dustry, state sport fish direc-
tor Kevin Delaney said the
big impact hits anglers.

Only a tiny percentage of
Alaska anglers have their
own, ocean-capable fishing
boats, he said.

“Without the ability to
charter out," he said,
"Alaskans simply don't have
access, really a majovity of
people don't have access o
the fishery."

In the past, some charter
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boat skippers have endorsed
that idea, figuring that if the
number of charter boats is
hirmited they can steadily jack
up prices for charters and
make more money

But a state charter buat
coalition has taken a position
firmly against limits and
IF (s,

IFQs are nothing bur a
giveaway of a public re-
source, said charter boat
skipper Rob Zollo of Homer.

The commercial Ffishery,
he said, controls more than 90
percent of the carch, “:und
that’s how they want to keep
1y

“Who are they? Do they
own these fish? .. It seems
prefty illepal ™

Caffey wants to see a solid
economic study of the halifr
Fisheries to determine whete

the greatest benefit accryes- Justification for this™ :
for the state of Alaska /M FosE

“Basically, what the coui-
cil did is they made the pHe-
sumption that Alaska bene.
fits from capping the sSP0
catch,” Delaney said.

He's not sure that's true.
Meither is Coffey,

——
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resinctions.

"We tried to give them an
out for everything,” CofSss
added, noting that there ;
few areas in Alaska whe, o
compelition between charter
boats and commercial halibug
longliners is leading to local
fish shortages

Coffey and. two other fish
board members on a halibur
committee told the council
that the board could address
local problems — with the
council’s oversighe,

"They agreed that was the
right idea,” Coffey said
“They're managing the
HELiji;_.‘.i-i:a._d_'.[i-@..Ja_a_I thing

¥ want to do is iarmege Sit-
ka Sound, &‘

“It really kind of 5urprusu:i"-.
me they went to a guideline |
harvest (in the end). There |
Was a statement by the scien
tific_folks—thar there was ny'
{5

suggest the council vme

against the guideline harvest.

Bt the end, it went
dhead, s
M rs—the—most_pidiedl —
thing I'vé aver seen” s

1n

Zollo,
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Wayne lvers

P.O. Box 42 . |
Yakutat, AK. 99689 R
March 19, 2008 N vaf \Y Lj
NPFMC MAR 9 ~
605 West 4 Ave., Ste 306 2 < 2008
Anchorage, AK 99501

"tp.am.c.

Dear North Pacific Fishery Management Council,

[ started long lining halibut out of Yakutat in 1982, while still in high school. Like most of the guys my
age, I fished out of a set net skiff. At that time the IFQ Program was a hard pill to swallow. I received just
over 1,200 Ibs. Since then my family has worked hard to build up enough 1FQ to make a living off of our
35 fi boat.

I feel it is fair, necessary, important and long past time to enforce the charter boat GHL. We can’t just
continue to allow one commercial user group unlimited growth while cutting their excess from the
commercial fishermen.

When purchasing my IFQ, I bought in good faith. I was buying a small piece of the pie. My piece grows
smaller as the charter boats exceed their GHL.

T urge you to resolve this issue now. Ido not necessarily care how they regulate that indusiry (IFQ, Bag
limits, shorter season, etc) But they cannot continue to exceed their GHL. The charter fleet must also share
in the responsibility of conservation. If the resource begins to diminish, we must all do our part and cut our
catch to protect this resource and our future,

As I struggle to make my payments, 1 think of this upcoming meeting. I hope that maybe this time we can
mdke some real progress on this issue.

Thank you for your time,
o/, Lo
Wayne lvw
Yakutat, AK
ce: Halibut Coalition, halibutcoalition @ gmaif.com
Secretary of Commerce, Carlos Gutierrez cgutiprrez@doc, gov
Govemnor Palin’s Fishery Advisor, com.crome@alaska.gov
Senator Steven's office, Todd Bertason @commerce. senate.goy
Senator Murkowski's office, ame _fuglvon@murkowskj.senate.gov,
Representative Young dave whaley @mail house. gov
Director, NMFS, jim.balsiger@noan.gov
Commissioner ADF&G Denby.Llovd@alaska.gov



NPFMC, | am a commercial Halibut fisherman with Quota in area 2C. In
addressing options for the Halibut interm management plan | submit my view of the
subject,

GHL's of any species of game or gamefish fluctuate with abundance, | see no
rational for Halibut to be any different. This year my commercial harvest for 2C Halibut
has been cut by 27%, preceeded by last year's cut of nearly 20%. | believe these
reductions have been necessary to protect the future healith of the Halibut resource
and | feel the Sport sector at large should feel no different. | imagine the only
difference in this scenario is that the Sportfishing sector wishes to have more of the
Commercial sector's Quota to make up for the shortfall.

| am not against the Sportfishing sector acquiring more of the Commercial
sector's Quota but the method by which this transfer is made needs to be fair. | have
purchased all of my Halibut Quota and that took years of work and $3$3 to accomplish.

I side with the argument of many in the Charter industry that the purchase or
lease of Quota may price them out of business. This is why | don't differentiate on the
methods employed to harvest Sportfish. | don't think it is fair that only cne section of
Sportfishing {Charter), has to pay for it's growth but rather all Sportfisherman should
share in this burden, the "Charter Industry” is only one methcd of Sportfishing that
continues to need more fish.

Certainly the Charter industry can afford to pay more for it's growth than a kid
fishing from the shore but | feel the State of Alaska as a whole will benefit from the
flexibility of being able to transfer Quota from Commercial to Sport. One way this can
be accomplished is for the State to purchase or lease Quota and transfer it to the
Sportfishing sector. ADF&G could then apply fees it felt appropriate to recover this
investement over the long term.

A few years ago my 2C Quota was reduced by 6% to allow for a 25% growth in
the Charter industries. This is enough with taking Quota.

Sincerely, Jeff Kerbel
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North Pacific Fishery Management Council: MAR 2 .- 2008

My name is Rick Ballas and I am an Alaskan comr':églgfﬂﬁbut and salmon
fisherman here in Cordova, Alaska. Along with my partner Sarah Ecolano, a second
generation Alaskan born and raised commercial fisherwoman, we have adopted the way
of the sea to provide for us. We live simple here and fishing is our sole source of
economic income. '

A few years after buying into the PWS commercial salmon gillnet fishery, I was
advised by a successful retiring fisherman to diversify in order to survive. Economically
speaking, diversification is an expensive investment for a commercial fisherman to
consider. Being I had a familiar background in the halibut fishery, I chose to purchase
Halibut QS. With the decline in the PWS commercial herring fishery, halibut would
prove to be the much needed economic opportunity prior to the May opening of the
commercial salmon gillnet season. This early opportunity (March/April) to fish the
Halibut QS close to home and with limited Commercial Sportfishing pressure has
become invaluable at making this venture worthwhile as a small boat fishery.

Fishing for myself and Sarah is not only
business but our lives. Purchasing the Halibut QS and creating a Direct Marketing
Seafood Business are just two important steps in our diversification and long term
commitment to the fisheries we are involved in. Since the QS purchase 1 have designed
and built a new custom aluminum fishing vessel, F/V EYAK RYDER, to allow me to
safely harvest and market my own Halibut QS. The design and construction of the boat
was done and completed in Cordova during a two.year period, by Webber Marine. This
provided multiple employment opportunities for local welders and crew during the winter
construction process when work is often scarce. The following year a second additional
combo gillnet/longliner boat was designed and built at the same shop, creating three years
of additional winter economy based on the premis of IFQ harvest.

Our commitment within the fishery does not end with the delivery of our catch
to the processors. It continues with the marketing of our halibut to the public direct. We
have touched countless people in our campaigns and feel we are a making a difference.
Commercial fisherman are the suppliers of seafood to the public masses while the
Commercial Charter Fleet benefit only those few who can afford to go.

As a commercial fisherman I have not only played by all the rules but have aided
in designing and supporting them, usually at some monetary cost to me. Qver the years [
have adjusted my business plans to meet unexpected pitfalls and have enjoyed believing
my conservation efforts are helping when harvest levels are increased. I have grown
increasingly concerned at the rising numbers of Commercial Charter Sportfishing boats
that are effectively targeting the fishing grounds of area 3A. The increase of newer boats
that are faster and more technologicaily specialized at targeting halibut and other fish
species are having an impact on the resources. Through the use of VHF radios and cell
phones the Commercial Charter Sportfishing boats, working at some extent together, are
able to search out and find the traveling schools of fish quicker and put additional boats
on the resource.



When catch levels exceed established yearly harvest limits without any
management repercussions, whether commercial harvest or commercial sportfish,
something is wrong. Halibut, in particular, are not an unlimited resource to be trrationally
harvested by anyone. There is no question on whether or not the Commercial Charter
Sportfishermen has had an impact on the wild stocks more now than ever. The unchecked
Charter catch numbers continue to surpass established harvest limits annually. The time
to react is now and in a way that does not have a negative impact on my purchased QS
allotment. I absolutely cannot afford any more reductions or transfers of my QS
especially to the Commercial Charter Fleet. Let them pay as I have.

The Commercial Charter Sportfishermen should contribute their part toward the
future conservation of the species as myself and the commercial fleet has. Make it so all
sectors share in the resource conservation by changing the current GHL to a percentage
that fluctuates with abundance levels of the species. Understanding that Commercial
Charter Sportfishermen may wish to expand there operations; I support the Council in
providing the charter operators with the opportunity to lease QS, therefore investing in
the resource and the future of the fishery as myself and other commercial fishermen have.

The purchase of the QS, the building of the boat and associated gear/equipment
used in harvesting my QS, the computers and much, much more has put Sarah and 1 in
extreme long term hazardous debt. I do not wish to disclose the actual amount of monies
and properties at risk that we have put forth in striving to accomplish our sound business
goals within the fishery. Increased fuel prices, bait prices, license fees, insurance
premiums, reductions in quota and increased local Commercial Charter S portfishing
harvests have all impacted both of us above and beyond any business plan I could have
designed five years ago. [ cannot afford to lose my quota shares being reallocated to the
Commercial Charter Sportfishing fleet, Every year if I lose more of my quota percentage
that I so preciously protect and pay more to find the fish that once were, my life becomes
one harder to live within the decreasing profit margins I will face. Please decide on this
issue now and without impacting the commercial fleet anymore than it already has. [ feel
I'have done everything right and its time now for the Commercial Charter Fleet to do
their right and invest in quota the same way we have .

5:«;@%&@‘_‘
rr 4
Aol T Lottt s

émﬂ?ffbmj/ ,/ff/e‘/ma-h
éraém/ /4/‘45‘ 4—/0\



Mar 21 08 02:24p the global group 3n3-s526-1518 P-

TROPHY

555 2P| ALASKA SPORTFISHING RESORT

KING
LODGE

March 21, 2008 Sent by Fax: 907-271-2817

Uy .
Eric Olson, Chairman u “ ~==:§ §
Chris Oliver, Executive Director J:J
North Pacific Fishery Management Council MAR 2 2008 '
605 West 4™ Avenue, Suite 306
Anchorage, AK 99501 N.PR

RE: Halibut Allocation
Gentlemen:

As a reference point, our fishing lodge is located between Ninilchik and Anchor Point right on the
Cook Inlet. From May through August, approximately 20 guests s¢qy with us per week. They fish for
Halibut and Salmon each day for 5 days. We have 5 beats and 5 Licensed US Coast Guard Captains in
addition to me as the back up Captain. Needless to say, with this business activity, we are concerned
abuut all the fisheries, but extremely concerned about the Halibut Allocation Issues. Let me by brief.
We need: :

Traditional scasons and bag limits.

A fixed allocation, but 125% of the actual catch previously approved under the original IFQ.
No limitation or 2estrictions on the size ~ two Halibut is simply two Halibut.

After all these years, a final resolution with no more changes.

The process to be posthaste.

In summary, uncertainty of limits causes sport fisherman, primar} ly from the lower 48 states, to stuy
"home. Reduction of the daily limit from 2 Halibut to 1 will destray our business. Who will spend the
maney to visit Alaska to catch ¥ of what was originally caught, especially when the summer air fares
are up about 40% in the last two years? We have surveyed our extensive data base and the answer is
clear. Few people will pay more to catch less.

Thaunks for your time and consideration.

Bruoe H. Butterwick, Owner!Captam

' 800-972-4320 » www. TrophyKing.com » email: fishtki@aol.com « 1830 Denver West Dr. #2423 Golden, CO 80401
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North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th Avenue, Suite 308
Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Nerth Pacific Fishery Management Council,

! have watched my 2C Halibut quota shrink by 20% last year and 27% this year
for & combined 41.6% in two years. Having faith in the Council, the Halibut
Commission, and the science behind the cuts makes them no lass painful, but |
can accept them as the “right” action for the resource. If taking a cut in income
and a decline in the value of my investment of aver 40% will help the resource, |
can accept that and look forward to an improvement in the future.

What | cannot accept or rationalize In any way is watching the fish | am giving
up for conservation being reallocated to another commercial entity, the halibut
charter fleet. As a commercial user of Halibut the charter fieet should also share
in the conservation efforts. The mast expeadient way 10 accomplish this is to
adopt the_current guideline harvest level as a percentage and allow it to
fluctuate up and down with abundance. The Council should also allow a
mechanism for the charter operators to lease quota from commercial fishermen
in & fair market system that will allow for growth while fairly compensating
commercial quota holders who voluntarily decide to lease their quota.

Thank you for considering my comments.

Sincerely,

Matthew R. Metcalf
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NpEree,
VIA FAX 907-271-2817
North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
605 West 4th Street, Suite 306
Anchorage, AK 99501
Dear Council Members:

I'have been an active sport fish user of Area 2C halibut since my family moved to Alaska
in 1954. Atan early age 1 would dangle a hook into the water off a dock or my skiff, sometimes
feeling the tug on my line from a halibut,

In 1982, I began to longline commercially for halibut, alone at first, then two years prior
to the onset of Individual Fishing Quotas (IFQs), with three crewmen on my third boat. Upon
the implementation of IFQs, I was granted 7840 Ibs of halibut. Unfortunately, my highest

- production years of 30,000 per annum did not count.

By 2006, I had purchased and paid for mcre than $250,000 worth of 2C halibut IFQs to
bring my poundage up to 32,000 Ibs,, comparable to my Jast pre-IFQ years production. Now in
2008, I have lost 47% of my poundage and most of my investment because of biological
necessity, and continued charter boat over-harvesting.

While the total burden of halibut conservation has fallen upon only the commercial
longline sector, the charter operator’s usage contimues to grow. Charter operators argue that their
investments are large and their clientele deserving of a two fish bag limit. They continue to
argue for an ever-increasing GHL, a bigger share of a finite resource with the pain of
conservation measures along with its financial losses to be bome by others, namely the
commercial sector.

To be effective, conservation measures have to be implemented by the collective. In
other words, all users need to be held accountable and responsible for the long-term viability of
the species, and should do so willingly. In this case, charter operators need to do their share for
the conservation of halibut stocks upon which they profess to need for their very survival. The
continued “taking” from others and “gimme more” for free and without consequence, will only
jeopardize the resource, commercial longliners and their clients, the homemakers and restaurant
users of America, and will create an ongoing imbalance in the very real and necessary
conservation efforts needed to preserve a viable halibut resource for the benefit of all.
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1 urge the Council to sﬁpport and implement fair and equitable conservation measures on
charter operations. The right to harvest a renewable natural resource such as halibut only comes
with the responsibility to insure its viability for future generations.

Sincerely,

e SOL?

Charles E. Wood

F/V Talon

P.0O. Box 383

Petersburg, AK 99833-0383
907-772-3480

ec: Governor Sarah Palin / cora.crometalaska gov
Commissioner ADF&G / Denby.Lloyd{@alaska gov
Secretary of Commerce, Carlos Gutierrez / cgutierrez@doc.gov
Director, NMFS / 1im.balsiger{@noaa gov
Senator Lisa Murkowski / amme _fuglvog@murkowski senate.gov

Senator Ted Stevens / Todd Bertoson/@commerce.senate.gov
Representative Don Young / dave. whaley@mail house.gov
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March 24, 2008 NG

North Pacific Fisheries Management Council . VIA FAX 907-271-2817
605 West 4th Street, Suite 306
Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Council Members:

Since the implementation of IFQs, | can count over a million dollars in 2C halibut
quota share purchased amongst a handful of boats adjacent to my skipper’s. These are
small boat owners (under 50°) who believed in the principle and biology of the mandated
IFQ program, and proceeded to invest their hard-earned money or transacted bank loans
to further secure their futures.

All 2C commercial halibut fishermen have taken a combined 47% biological quota
share cut in the past two seasons. Many are now paying on quota share they can no
longer fish so servicing their debt is a real concern. Meanwhile, the Council has failed to
.~ rmake the 2C sport charter fleet accountable to their guideline harvest level, which has
been consistently exceeded without consequence.

What's needed: We’ve been writing these same letters for over a decade with the
same recommendations - it's time for the Council to finally impose a fixed allacation
system, using the same biology, on the 2C charter halibut fleet with immediate
enforceable consequences.

Sincerely,

/s/ Suzanne West

P.O. Box 383

Petersburg, AK 99833-0383
807-772-3480

ec: Governor Sarah Palin / cora.crome@alaska.gov
Secretary of Commerce, Carlos Gutierrez / cgutierrez@doc. gov

Senator Lisa Murkowski / arne fuglvog@murkowski.senate.gov

Senator Ted Stevens / Todd Bertoson@commerce.senate. oV

Representative Don Young / dave.whaley®@mail. house.gov

Director, NMFS / jim.balsiger@noaa.gov

Commissioner ADF&G / Denby.Lloyd@alaska.gov
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____ Charter Halibut Task Force _
P.0. Box 8500 Ketchikan, AK 99901 www.charterhalibutorg ~ 1-877-588-8819

R ) Eil‘ “
March 20, 2008 MAK 3., 2008
M. Eric Olson
Chajrman SAPEoa e
North Pacific Fishery Management Councii ’
605 West 4th, Suite 306
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252

Dear Chainnan Qlson:

The Charter Halibut Task Force (CHTF), representing charter fishing operators whose
clients catch halibut off Alaska, fully supports a nomination for Rex Murphy to a seat on the
Advisory Panel. The North Pacific Fishery Management Council is faced with exceptional
circumstances when consideting proposals to allocate halibut between the commercial and
charter fleets off Alaska, and Rex has firsthand knowledge and background on the complicated
issues. During this critical time, Rex will pmvideava]mblecharterperspecﬁvctoapanelﬂm
has minimal charter insight or understanding.

Furth;ermorc, Rex is both conservative and fair-minded toward the careful management of
not only the interpational halibyt Tesource, but the many fisheries the AP must consider, Rex is
known throughout the charter industry for his constant analysis of numbers and documents that
come from the NPFMC and IPHC. He has proven his desire to make a difference at the NPFMC
by committing to the Charter Halibut Stakeholder Committee for the past year and a half. He
understands and respects the Coungil process and his level-headed apalyses wovid be valugble
contributions to the many issues reviewed by the Advisory Panel.

Rex’s diverse background gives him a uniquely broad perspective. He grew up in Alaska,
then went to the lower 48 fo pursue a university degree and a successful carcer as a software
engineer with a highly ranked Fortune 500 company. He returned to Alaska to start his own
business, and is now preparcd to use his problem solving skills by serving on the Advisory Panel,

We urge you not to miss this opportunity to add another valuable player to the AP by
selecting Rex Murphy for this service.

Sincerely,

Kimberly Tebrugge
Charter Halibut Task Force
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Charles B Wilber
P 705 Etolin
AN Sitka, Alaska 99835
ewilber@eoi net
North Pecific Fisheries Management Conneil

Dear Council Members,

Halibut Stocks are down in area 2C (Southeast Alaska). The IPHC has recommended a
27% cut for 2008,

The Commercial Response: This is & big cut (47% in two years)! It's going to really
hurt my business, but we shouldn’t secrifice long term abundance for short term gain,

The Sport/Charter Response: This is going to hurt my business. We should still be
atlowed to increase our catch by increasing the GHL so our busingsses won’t suffer.

Ploase resist inoreaging the Charter GHL to satisfy the demands of the over capitalized
Charter fleet, The initial GHI was 125% of the existing catoh, Increasing the GHL only
rewards the Charter flcet for consistently going over their alloation, The only change to
the GHL that the Couneil should consider is to convert the fixed GHL to a percentags
allgcation which would fluctuate with the abundance estimates, A percentage allocation
would allow the charter fleet to share the gain and foel the pain.

Individual Charter operatars who are in danger of going over their GHL should be
allowed to lease quota from the Commercial seotor. This would altow Charters an
opporiunity to increase their business while sompensating Commercial quota share
holders for their loss of fishable quota.

Please implement effective management measures to control the runaway guided
sport/charter catch so that it doesn’t exceed the GHL The Charter Harvest has exceeded
its GHL the past three years and tive Commercial fieet has subsidized this overage, All
harvesters, sport and commercial, need to stay within their allocation, The process to put
effective control measures on the Charter fleet has gone on for the past fifteen years, and
effective management is long overdue

In my position as Chairman of the Board for Seafood Producers Cooperative I've
witnessed all of our Halibut fishermon (240 Halibut fishing members) taking a
digproportionate finapcial thrashing because of this issue. When the Charter flect poes
over their GHL the overage corues right out of individually held commercial IFQ. Plus,
the reduction in quota also hurts the 500 fisherman membet/owners of SPC. We've spent
a lot of money building a plant and hiring the staff to operate it. When production is
reduced the production costs per/Ib are increased, and profitability is decreased for all,
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Fishing is full of uncertainty, Commercial fishermen realize that our suecess or failure is
pinned to the overall health and abundance of fish stocks, The charter/sport fishery needs
to realize that they can’t guarantee their clients increased catches in the face of declining
Halibut abundance.
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P.C. Box 2693, Soldotna, AK 99669
907.440.9510 www.fishwhittier.com

Mer. Eric Olson T enen .
et o &qnﬂ

Chairman
North Pacific Fishery Management Council - 8907 ~ 3 dYw
605 West 4th, Suite 306 A

T e N
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252 o '35'7 ey
Dear Chairman Qlson:

[ have been a charter operator based in Whittier for the past eleven years. The charter
industry is a sensitive industry vital to the economic well being of port towns such as
Whittier,

Unlike the commercial fleet, there are no economic buffers in place for us, nor do we
expertence rising ex-vessel prices when quotas decline. Operations such as mine
absolutely depend on the ability to offer our clients the expectation of harvesting two
halibut and must operate for the entire historical season. It is certain that the potential
restrictions on the charter fleet will serve to cripple the industry.

I believe that there is finally a sense of unity among most operators. Consider the
following.

At 2 minimum, the Council needs 1o select as its preferred alternative a fixed allocation
of at least 1.9 million pounds in Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds in Area 3A. An
adequate fixed allocation combined with upholding the moratorium will allow a season of
historic bag limits and duration. This is the only solution which will allow the survival of
operators like me, and the world class fishery which we have (and are on the verge of
losing) today.

Thank you,

Mathew Kopec
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March 25, 2008

Mr, Eric Olsen REC .
NPFMC MAE ~ Y e
605 W. 4% Avenue, Suite 306 R
Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Chairman Qlsen and members of the NPFMC,

Please tell me who is more important to YOU:
1. The public that buys theit halibut from a grocery store or restaurant
2. The public that travels to Alaska and rides on a commercial-guided fishing
trip to obtajn their halibut
Ask yourseif: #1, #2, or are they both of the same importance?

I fish halibut commercially in areas 2C and 3A and have for the last 32 years. Over the
last 2 years in area 2C my IFQ catch has been reduced 41 6% because of concerns for the
health of the halibut resource. Fifty percent of the halibut I fish I bought on the apen
market. To secure my loan I put up everything I own. Fifty percent of my halibut is
original issue [FQ: I was given 80% of my catch during the qualifying years, not like the
commercial-guided charter fishermen who were given 125% of their best years. Now in
2008, the commercial-guided charter fleet wants 30% more tacked on to their 125%.
Also, they want a hard-cap, not a percent GHL based on abundance. They must think that
always asking for more halibut over the years, is the way to a fair and equitable allocation
for the commercial-guided charter industry,

With the 2C halibut resource in trouble, all users of this important fisheries resource
should be good stewards of the resource. Both commercial set-line, and commercial-
guided charter industry should share in the rebuilding of the halibut resource in Southeast
Alaska (2C). I ask you to keep the commercial-guided charter quota no higher than the
percentage equivalent GHL that was assigued by the Council with the 1.43 million
pounds in 2003 (13%). Given that the commercial-guided charter GHL is 0.93 million
this year, with a declining stock, it would certainly be appropriate to assign a lower
percentage allocation than 13%. Tt is worth remembering that the commercial-guided
charter industry is usually well over their allocation. A fixed allocation is not a
conservation-based management strategy.

Walter Pasternak
F/V Christi Rob
Box 830

Sitka, Alaska 99835
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March 20, 2008
The Honorable Sarah Palin
Govemor of Alaska
P.0. Box 110001 &k it
Juneau, AK 69811-0001 j\f‘g@mw .
Mr. Eric Olson MAR - , ‘,’e&
Chairman T ey T
North Pacific Fishery Management Council £ 5
605 West 4th, Suite 306 FEr

Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252
Dear Govemor Palin and Chairman Qlson:

All of us who have signed below are writing you to express our strong support for a fixed
annual allocation of at least 1.9 million pounds of balibut in Ares 2C and 4.15 million pounds of
halibut in Area 3A for charter fishing off Alaska. Sport caught fish is one of Alaska’s most
value-added resources, and contributes tens of millions of dollars to the economies of coastal
communities in Southeast and Southcentral Alaska.

Alaska needs 2 charter industry with stability. Adopting a fixed pound allocation of at
least 1.9 million pounds for Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds for Area 3A would provide for the
continuation of the charter industry in Alaska as it exists today. Allocating 6.05 million pounds
— only 8.2 percent of the average amount of halibut allocated each year by the International
Pacific Halibut Commission (IPHC) to the fisheries off Alaska — is & reasorable solution. It is
the level that most closely tracks what charter anglers canght in 2005, the year the Council chose
as the control date for the charter fleet moratorium. 6.05 million pounds is far less than the 11
miltion plus pounds of halibut taken annually by commercial fisherjes in the form of bycatch
under rules recommended by the Council, and just 10.4 percent of the 58 million pounds
allocated on average by the IPHC to the commetcial halibut fleet off Alaska since 1998.

The charter industry differs from the commercial industry in that it depends on stability
and advance notice of rules—most clients book their trips a year out. Charter operators cannot
significantly increase or decrease capacity from year to year to adjust to annual increases or
decreases in allocation. They simply can’t build more rooms or put more people on a boat they
don’t have, any more than they can afford to mothball rooms or boats they do have. The charter
flect is also different from the commercial fleet because they do not sell pounds of fish, they sell
a fishing experience, which is based on client expectations of the opportunity to catch fish. To
remain competitive in the global marketplace, Alaskan charter operators need to reliably offer
their clients the opportumity to catch two halibut & day, something they have traditionalty been
able to do for decades.

The North Pacific Fishery Management Council hes adopted numerous different
managemsnt regimes for fisheries off Alaska. Each is tailored to best meet the needs of that
particular fishing industry segment. The Council needs to adopt 4 management scheme that
makes sense for the charter industry, and should not adopt measures simply because they mirror
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how the commercial fleet is managed. A fixed pound allocation of at least 1.9 million pounds
for Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds for Area 3A will provide certainty and stability for both the
charter industry and the commercial industry. Tt will also ensure that the State, the North Pacific
Fishery Management Council, NMFS, and the coromercial and charter industry participants
won’t have to devote significant time and resources io annual changes in halibut regulations.

af0y your consideration of this letter.

Sport Fisherman

2911 Old Orchard Road NE
Cedar Rapids, IA

52402

TOTAL P.@2
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March 24, 2008

The Honorable Sarah Palin
Governor of Alasks ° _ :
P.0.Box 116001 el
Juneau, AK 99811-0001 j“ e |

- Mag ;. .ré '
Mr. Eric Olson, Chairman <o lggy e
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th, Suite 306 Bree.

Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252
Dear Governor Palin and Chairman Qlson:

We are writing you to express our strong support for a fixed annual allocation of at least 1.9 miltion
pounds of halibut in Ares 2C and 4.15 million pounds of halibut in Area 3A for charter fishing off

Alaska. Sport caught fish is one of Alaska’s most value-added resources, and contributes tens of
i [t - . e in Southeast and gl A :

iltions of dollars to the eco omies of coasts

My daughter and 1 enjoy our annual fishing expedition to Alaska each year. It is the one time we can
be together for any lerjgth of time without husbands. We even brought some extra friends the Jast few
years (yes, female ones as not only men like to fish) and had @ ball, Living in Oregon we are now
faced with the Federal closure of salmon fishing for goodness knows how long so our fun trips for
fishing excitementml the more important as we need the fish for our year long meat supply for two
families. We utilize fish almost daily and used to fish often here in Oregon. Now it is more fun to go
to Alaska, enjoy the sgenery, people and get our Christmas shopping for our extended families
completed in one fell swoop. We love the shops in Sitka and have even be accorded extra hospitality
by our charter ownier Who had a shop kesper open the shop at not normal shopping hours so we could
obtain some desired m!erchandise prior to our leaving Sitka,

But here you are trying to shut down our ability to fish and come back with two halibut as always (we
fove the chicken halibqt) and less salmon, not to mention rock fish. What is wrong with you people?
If you follow through with your rules, we are going to be looking at other places to fish and shop as
there are other good sites out there beljeve it or not and we WILL leave Alaska to you who do not
wigh to have us there ahy longer.

Alaske needs & charter industry with stability, Adopting a fixed pound allocation of at least 1.9
million pounds for Arep 2C and 4.15 million pounds for Area 3A would provide for the continuation
of the charter industry {n Alaska as it exists today. Allocating 6.05 million pounds — only 8.2 percent
of the average amount pf halibut allocated each year by the Intemational Pacific Halibut Commission
(IPHC) to the fisheries ‘pff Alaska - is a reasonable solution, It is the level that most closely tracks
what charter anglers capght in 2005, the year the Council chose as the control date for the charter fleet
moratorium. 6,05 million pounds is far less than the 11 million plus pounds of halibut taken annually
by commercial fisheries in the form of bycatch under rules recommended by the Council, and just 10.4
percent of the 58 million pounds allocated on average by the IPHC to the commercial haiibut fleet off
Alaska since 1998, !

The charter industry dié’ers from the commercial industry in that it depends on stabilit;_r and advance
notice of rules—most clients book their trips a year out. Charter operators cannot significantly
increase or decrease capacity from year to year to adjust to annual increases or decreases in allocation.
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They simply can’t b\jlild more rooms or put more people on & boat they don’t have, any more than they
can afford to mothbal! rooms or boats they do have. The charter fleet is also different from the
commercial fleet because they do not sell pounds of fish, they sell a "fishing experience”, which is

The North Paclfic Fishery Management Council has adopted numerous different management regimes
for fisheries off Alaska, Each is tailored to best mect the needs of that particular fishing industry
segment. The Council nceds to adopt a management scheme that makes sense for the charter industry,
and should not adopt measures simply because they mirror how the commercial fleet i managed. A
fixed pound allecation of at teast 1.9 mitlion pounds for Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds for Area 3A
will provide certainty and stability for both the charter industry and the commercial industry. It will
also ensure that the Sate, the North Pacific Fishery Management Council, NMFS, and the commercial

and charter industry ;farticipants won’t have to devote significant time and resources to annual changes
in halibut regulations,

So do you want us and our friends back in Alaska or not!

Thank you for your consideration of this letter.

Mrs. Jennifer Sper!
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March 20, 2008
The Honorable Sarah Palin
Governor of Alaska CEAY e,
P.O. Box 110001 i \l el |
Juneau, AK 99811-0001 H, 4R “f [i ,

Mr. Eric Olson
Chairman fr{f:‘f‘ re
North Pacific Fishery Management Council N
605 West 4th, Suite 306

Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252

| Dear Governor Palin and Chairman Olson:

All of us who have signed below are writing you to ¢xpress our strong support for a fixed
annual allocation of at least 1.9 million pounds of halibut in Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds of
halibut in Area 3A for charter fishing off Alaska. Sport caught fish is one of Alaska’s most
value-added resources, and contributes tens of millions of dollars to the economies of coastal
commumiries in Southeast and Southcentral Alaska.

Alaska needs a charter industry with stability. Adopting a fixed pound allocation of at
least 1.9 million pounds for Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds for Area 3A would provide for the
continuation of the charter industry in Alaska as it exists today. Allocating 6.05 million pounds
—only 8.2 percent of the average amount of halibut aliocated each year by the [nternational
Pacific Halibut Commission (IPHC) to the fisheries off Alaska — is a reasonable solution. I is
the leve| that most closely tracks what charter anglers caught in 20085, the year the Council chose
as the control date for the charter fleet moratorium. 6.05 million pounds is far less than the 11
million plus pounds of halibut taken annually by commercial fisheries in the form of bycatch
under rules recommended by the Council, and just 10.4 percent of the 58 million pounds
allocated on average by the IPHC to the commercial halibut fleet off Alaska since 1998,

The charter industry differs from the commercial indusiry in that it depends on stability
and advance notice of rules—most clients book their trips a year out. Charter operators cannot
significantly increase or decrease capacity from year to vear to adjust to annual increases or
decreases in allocation. They simply can’t build more rooms or put more people on a boat they
don’t have, any more than they can afford 10 mothball rooms or boats they do have. The charter
fleet is also different from the commercial fleet because they do not sell pounds of fish, they sell
a fishing experience, which is based on client expectations of the opportunity to catch fish. To
remain competitive in the global marketplace, Alaskan charter operators need to reliably offer
their clients the opportunity to catch two halibut a day, something they have traditionally been
able to do for decades.

The North Pacific Fishery Management Council bas adopted numerous different
management regimes for fisheries off Alaska. Each is tailored to best meet the needs of that
particular fishing industry segment. The Council needs to adopt a management scheme that
makes sense for the charter industry, and should not adopt measures simply because they mirror
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how the commercial fleet is managed. A fixed pound allocation of at least 1.9 million pounds
for Area2C and 4.15 million pounds for Area 3A will provide certainty and stability for both the
charter industry and the commercial industry. It will aiso ensure that the State, the North Pacific
Fishery Management Council, NMFS, and the commercial and charter industry participants
won’t have to devote significant time and resources to annual changes in hatibut regulations.

Thank you for your consideration of this letter.

Respectfuily,

Name Company Signature
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F/V Midnight Ryder
Dennis J. Bartlett
P.Q. Box 876819
Wasilla, AK 99687
(907) 373-3965 or 841-5708

March 22, 2008

NPFMC TN e
605 West 4™ Ave., Suite 306
Anchorage, AK 99501

Re: Halibut Charter lssue

Dear Eric Olson and Council Members;

I'am Dennis J. Bartlett, been a crew member or fished my own halibut for the last 36 years. As
of 2 years ago my [FQ’s in 2C were the highest at 6,000 pounds. My IFQ poundage has dropped

in 2008 to 3,100 pounds. The reduction of this quota puts financial strain on my business and
my family. | currently still owe on my halibut fishing vessel, have to maintain the operating

expenses, which include insurance and moorage the vessel Is currently moored in Wrangell, AK.

| have purchase additional 1500 pounds of [FQ’s which is currently paid for. These IFQ’s are
only worth approximately 900 pounds in 2008,

I feel it is wrong that commercial quota is being given to sport fishery. The IFQ program was
designed for the commerciai fishery. | do support that all sectors share the resource
conservation by changing the current GHL to 2 percentage that fluctuates with abundance.
Sincerely,

Dennis J. Bartlett
Owner/Operator

- 1



F/V Kayleigh Ann Mag -, i_é |
The Short Family T <boe
Joe, Gwynne, Kayleigh & Matthew T
March 23, 2008

Dear Chairman Olsen and Members of the Council,

My name is Joe Short, and I am a 3¢ generation commercial fisherman who has lived in
Petersburg for the last 30 years. When IFQ’s were initially issued, I was allocated 22,000
Ibs, of 2C quota and have since pirchased 30,000 Ibs. to supplement my income, I have
two children who fish with me and ajso own IFQs. My wife Gwynre and I rajsed
Kayleigh and Matthew to be self-sufficient and they both uge income generated by
commercial fishing especially halibut to help pay for their college education,

My family bas chosen to tive and work year-round in Petersburg, one of Alaska’s greatest

working waterfront communities, By living in Petersburg year-round we contribute o
the local economy by mooring 2 boats in the harbor, We spend on maintenance between

S ty,

¢ Sh
Captain, F/V Kayleigh Ann

TVL VTR0 RONZ/RZ /00
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Steve Fish and Kari Johnson :

P.0. Box 6448 Sitka Alaska 99835 o ﬁf’% “

o
Eric Olson, Chair Hap . =y
North Pacific Fisheries Management Council < 0 e L
Anchorage, Alaska heg '

Re: Halibut Charter Management, April C6
Dear Mr. Olson and Council Members,

It is time to sever the cord between the commercial and charter industries. It
is grossly unfair that the charter fleet is allowed to continue taking fish from
the commercial longline sector and the fish eating public. Continuing to
elude any meaningful cutbacks for conservation of the resource, they still
clamor for more fish even as area 2C IFQ holders have lost over 40% of our
quota in the last two years, willingly, for conservation. Kari and I have
borrowed money and bought all the 2C quota we own, and supported the
second major quota cut in two years, because we trust the IPHC when they
say that, in a word, it is necessary for conservation and thus for the fisture of
our business and the resource.

To have a separate allocation is the only fair way to make the charter fleet
accountable for the fish they catch, responsible for the consequences of the
growth of their industry, and to start to heal the divisions felt in many
Alaskan coastal communities. The growth of the charter industry has been
good for the Alaskan economy in many ways, but that growth has come at a
cost to other users of the halibut resource. Before there was a guided sport
industry in Alaska, the halibut resource was fully utilized by commercial
(feeding the seafood industry as well as the American and International fish
eating public), sport, and subsistence fishermen. Enough is enough. Itis
long past time to stop the unbridled growth of charter businesses from
eroding other Alaska businesses, and making it more and more difficult for
sport and subsistence fishermen to bring a fish home for dinner.

Alternative 1 is not an alternative. Under alternative 2, option Ea gives the
charter industry a percentage, which floats with resource abundance, equal
to the GHL which was passed by the council after years of testimony and
which allowed the charter fleet a cushion to grow. It is not the commercial
fisherman’s fault that the charter fleet was aliowed to grow until it
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overharvested their GHL. Since when is overharvesting rewarded at a cost
to the totally regulated and accounted commercial catch and the unguided
sport and subsistence fishermen?

Lastly, any further adjustment, reallocation or transfer of fish from the
commercial to the charter sector needs to involve willing parties on both
sides, and must be compensated, for example by an [FQ lease provision.
Nothing else is fair or reasonable.

Thank you for your time, and your commitment to fish and faimess.

Steve Fish and Kari Johnson

Ut



My name is Matthew Short and T am a 4 generation commercial fisherman who has
lived in Petersburg for 20 years. I fish with my father on his boat, the F/V Kayleigh Ann
and I have purchased IFQs, 1 have saved my state dividend money and purchased IFQs
with it to help pay for college and as ap investment in my future. 1 presently have a

commercial sector, a large portion of young fisherman like myself. Witha reallocation
this would more than likely put us out of business. Thank you for your time and

consideration.
Sincerely, .

W”‘%g J& : 1) TR -
Matthew Short \ 1y B I
Crew, F/V Kayleigh Ann AR - e

PP

My name is Kayleigh Short, a 4™ generation commercial fisherman who has lived in
Petersburg for 22 years. 1 fish with my father on his boat, the F/v Kayleigh Ann, While

I .am not only concemed abut the economic effects of this fight but also the survival rates
of the halibut, If the charter fleet is not faced with more strict regulations and
enforcement of these regulations, there will scon be no stock left for anyone. Currently,
regulations on charter fisherman are not being enforced with consequences. As a result

a halibut fishery, which means my family and myself will be out of business; left in debt
with no source of income. Thank you for your time and serious consideration of the
consequences to commercial fisherman and the halibut fishery if the charter fleet is not
regulated.

TS

Kayleigh Short
Crew, F/V Kayleigh Ann

YV BTIQON ONAZ /%7 /0N
200



Farrweather Fish, Inc.
Lisa Newland

PO Box 1729

Gig Harbor, WA 98335

March 24, 2008 ‘__I: xi‘ T - -.J;‘:;..r s

North Pacific Fishery Management Council = g
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306
Anchorage, AK 99501 ORI

RE: Charter Halibut

Fairvreather Fish, Inc, a small family fishing operation, has purchased many IFQ’s and supports
a substantial mortgage in this Halibut Fishery.

This investment was based ip patt on the many past “Reports to the Fleet”, which states
numerous titaes since 1995, that limited changes to the quota share pool may occur only due to
the scttlement of administrative appcals. The devaluation of the Quota Share Pool through the
reallocation to other user groups is equivalent to changing the Quota Share Pool.

The Counci} should not take actions that canse loss of value to any established QS Pools, after
purchases, sales, and transfers have already occurred. Actions of those types could devastate
small businesses, There should be careful consideration of rules to protect Original QS Pools.

If you chenge the GHL Fairweather Fish, Inc. will be making principal and interest payments for
the next ten years, on quota it no longer can barvest! And they will not be alone in that, The GHIL
should be fixed at the level of 1995, the first year of Halibut IFQ Fishery.

The Charter Fleet should be allowed to buy the commercial quota. With Charter IFQ’s the same
ceonomic stabilization will occur, and with subsidizing and transfer of commercial quota into
charter quota, there should never be a shortage of Halibut for the charter sector during tourist
season. They will have a mortgage, but they will still have their businesses. That is the situation
many in the commercial sector are facing.

Your consideration of these comments is greatly appreciated.
Sincerely,

Lisa Newland

Fairweather Fish, Inc.
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CITY OF HOONAH

P.O. Box 380 - Hoonah, Alaska 99629 . (207) 945-3683 - FAJ

March 24, 2008

North Pacific Fisheries Management Council A4 P~ b
Eric Olson, Chair b *’3538 Vi
605 W. 4™ Avenue, Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501 Mz

Fax: 90G7-271-2817

Dear Council Members,

I am writing to ensure that our voice as coastal community is heard as you weigh your !
decision in regards to the halibut charter issue.

1.

Hoonah js a community of 850 year round residents. Qur economy is resource based apd
fisheries is the leading driver for our residents. The IFQ system has hurt our local

|
|

community with the flight of quota from long time fisherman to the urban centers whe
wealth is concentrated. Coupled with flight of quota from Hoonah, we have seen a
decline in harvestable quota for conservation reasons. We in Hoonah can appreciate th
need to conserve for future generations and don't dispute the need to set harvest
guidelines to preserve the halibut stocks.

f

k

With the above ongoing issues for our local fisherman we are now facing a fixed
allocation issue for the charter fleet. It seems that we are now on our third strike, 1:
a difficult position in trying to ensure that the allocation issue is fair and equitable. |}
Hoonah is a top port in Southeast for longline fisheries with 32 different quota holders

making up rougly 1.5 percent of the 2C quota share, while nearly 8% of all halibut |3
landings were in fanded in Hoonah. However we do have a growing charter fleet that |
needs access to quota as well.

My municipality does count on raw fish tax which totals well over a hundred thousand
dollars on an annual basis. The lions share of that total comes directly from the longlir ;
fisherics. I would urge that the council support a provision for the charter fleet based of
a floating allocation that mirrors the quota system. If there are conservation needs the: 5,
all gear types need to support that initiative. We cannot ask the commercial fisherman

O
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carry all the load for conservation. If the charter fleet wishes to become a player they
need to be asked to take conservation measures when the need azises, such as this year

[ hope that you can strike the appropriate balance as you move forward and ask the
Charter fleet to take a reduction when the conservation dernands it and help preserve th
nural fishing communities of Alaska.

Thanking you in advance for the chance to offer testimony on behalf of Hoangh.

Respectfully,

Bt 9./

Demnis H. Gray, Jr.
Mayor

p3
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. 'i ~~
From: Carolyn Nichols <garenichols@hotmail.com> MIAF,
Date; Mon, Mar 24, 2008 at 6:27 AM e
Subject: council letter BN

To: halibutcoalition@gmail.com
Please pass this on to the council as i do not have a fax available to me .

To: NFFMC

1 am writing about the reduction in the halibut quota in Alaska for the upcoming 2008 season for .
commercial halibut fishermen. 1 own quota share for hatibut and sablefish. Some of it is initial allocation
and some of it ] have bought. It is my sole income. J am willing to tighten my belt and take the reduction
in the quota because I believe in the [FHC's recommendations. They have a good track record on halibut
management.

The charter fishing sector has an extremely bad track record on resource use. They continually go over
their GHL and cry for more,

1 feel most strongly that the charter fishermen should take their designated quota lowering too. 1 see
nothing that makes them any different thao 1 am in the economic hardship this will cause. 1 have plenty of
bills to pay too. ] will probably have to go get another job to makeup the difference with the reduction in
the halibut quota.

1 see nothing different in their complaints that clients are expecting to catch two fish. | was expecting to
catch more than | am going to get 100 also. The public that eats this fish will see less of it on the market to

I see no basis for their cries that people won't come to fish for only one fish- There are lots of places in
the world that are catch and release only that are fully booked. All they have to do is market it as 2
sportfishing experience instead of a maximum meat trip. To be contrary 1 might add that by and far the
majority of the population that is the public buying this fish gets it from the commercial fishermen via
stores and restaurants across the country and never will go to Alaska to catch their own- but have a right
to & steady supply too.

The huge difference 1 see between the commetrcial longline fleet and the guided charter sector is the total
disrespect for both the health of the resource and anyone but themselves that the charter sector has. The
longline fleet is willing to take cuthacks for the health and well being of the resource. The guided charter
sector is not. The longline fleet agreed to a 25% increase in the charters historic catch for the charter
GHL. The charter fleet just cries and demands for more,

I fee) very strongly that the charter GHL should be a percentage of the overall catch so that it fluctuates
with the allowable catch. This would do several things. It would put the charters and longliners on the
same playing field in that both would be on a percentage allocation which would make it so neither could
come complaining that the other is getting an increase at the others expense. This is good management. It
would also make the charters share in the conservation of the resource in years when the allowable catch
is Jower, This being responsible and caring about the health of both the resource and the others uscr
groups would be a new concept to the charter industry, but [ am sufe in time they would get used to the
idea that the universe does not center around them.

i also feel that the measures before the Secretary of Commerce to create fair ways to control the guided
charter harvest are imperative to the health of the halibut resource- which should be #1.1f this means that
the charter fleet is restricted to a one fish Jimit for their season — so be it- 1 am sure the public does not
want to see the charter fleet be the cause of overfishing the resource as well as the joca! depletion already
happening around towns with larger charter flests.

Thank You
Carolyn Nichols
P.0.Box 226
Sitka, AK 99835
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ALFA/STELLER/WBLOCK PAGE
From: Steve Dantels <atgve@highlinertodge.com= -
Date: Mon, Mar 24, 2008 at 8:10 AM | E .
Subjest: Please forward to NMFS X .
Yl —

I am unable to send this directly, Please forward e
Dear North Pacific Fishery Management Couocil, ‘
The Halibut Charter Industry’s unbridied growth must stop!

1 am a commercial Fisherman who derives all of my anpual income from the commercial long-
\ine fishery. | have borrowed over $500,000. to invest in Halibut IFQs. My loan is almost paid off
now. It is grossty unfair to me that the halibut charter fieet should be able to usurp my hard
camned (and dearly paid for) fishing quota. These people haven't paid a thing!

My family and 1 depend on commercial fishing for ALL of our annual income. 1 fish with my
two grown sons who also depend on commercisl fishing for ALL of their annual income. The
commercial halibut fishery provides sustainable jobs in our community (Pelican, Alaska) and
benefits many ofber businesses in Alaska, such as grocers, barge fines, repair shops, airlines. and
restaurants. We have invested heavily in JFQ because of the stability proraised by the
government.

The open ended reallocation from the commercial halibut fleet to the charter halibut industry has
reduced the value of my IFQ, reduced my ability to make a Jiving, and made it more difficuit for
we to pay off my IFQ loan.

The only fair and obvious way to remedy the encroachment of the Halibut Charter Industry on my
hard earned living is to insure that all sectors share in resource conservation by changing the
carrent GHL to a percentage that fiuctuntes with abundance.

if the Charter halibut industry needs room for growth; T support allowing the sale or lease of
halibut IFQ for that purpose.

Sincerely,

Steve Daniels

Jilt Daniels

Joe Daniels

Jon Daniels

Box 707

Pelican, Alaska $9832
907-735-2476

360-607 6592
steve@highlinedodge com



MNorth Pacific Fishery Management Council MAR | BT -
Eric Olson Executive Director 0
Chris Oliver, Executive Director LT

605 West 4th Ave, Suite 306 "

Anchorage, Alaska 59501
NPFMC Members,

Hundreds of Alaskan businesses and millions of dollars of tourist revenues are at stake
and are based on your recommendations concerning the Charter Halibut Allocation.

Below are some of my concemns with the outcome of your decisions:

1. We need a final solution with no more annual changes

2. We need a fixed allocation with the same 125% of the current catch they gave us
when the original IFQ was voted in.

3. We need traditional Seasons and traditional Bag Limits

4. The Moratorium needs to be fast tracked and implemented

5. We need Bag Limits of two fish with no restrictions on size

The NPFMC has the opportunity now to bring this allocation war with our commercial
friends to an end and also give long term stability to the State of Alaska tourism industry
and to small businesses.

We are depending on you and thank you for your considerations.

Sincereﬂy /Z%/
7Wr15; %

U‘HF‘IEI’:"UPEIE’(DF Saltwater Adventures

E-mail salth2oadventures@yahoo.com
(907)240- 36539 Anchorage based Cell
P.0O. Box 39328, Ninilchik, AK 99639
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March 25, 2008

507 Three Eagles Street J “’-. 2

Colorado Springs, CO : e fi
80806 MAR ~ N
M. Eric Olson )

Chairman ABwo,

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th, Suite 306

Anchorage, Alaska 98501-2252

VIA FACSIMILE: 907.271.2817

Dear Chairman Olson:

All of us who have signed below are writing you to express our strong support for a fixed
annual allocation of at Jeast 1.9 million pounds of halibut in Area 2C and 4.15 million
pounds of halibut in Area 3A for charter fishing off Alaska. Sport caught fish is one of
Alaska’s most value-added resources, and contributes tens of millions of dollars to the
econcmies of coastal communities in Southeast and Southcentral Alaska.

Alaska needs a charter industiy with stability. Adopting a fixed pound allocation of at
least 1.9 million pounds for Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds for Area 3A would provide
for the continuation of the charter industry in Alaska as it exists tcday. Allocating 8.05
million pounds ~ only 8.2 percent of the average amount of halibut allocated each year
by the International Pacific Halibut Commission (IPHC) to the fisheries off Alaska — is a
reascnable solution. It is the level that most closely tracks what charter anglers caught
in 2005, the year the Council chose as the control date for the charter fleet moratorium.
6.05 million pounds is far less than the 11 million plus pounds of halibut taken annually
by commercial fisheries in the form of bycatch under rules recommended by the
Council, and just 10.4 percent of the 58 million pounds allocated on average by the
IPHC to the commercial halibut fleet off Alaska since 1998.

The charter industry differs from the commereial industry in that it depends on stability
and advance notice of rules—most clients book their trips a year out. Charter operators
cannot significantly increase or decrease capacity from year to year to adjust to annual
increases or decreases in allocation. They simply can't build more rooms or put more
people an a boat they don't have, any more than they can afford to mothball rooms or
boats they do have. The charler fleet is also different from the commercial fleet
because they do not sell pounds of fish; they sell a fishing experience, which is based
on client expectations of the opportunity to catch fish. To remain competitive in the
global marketplace, Alaskan charter operators need to reliably offer their clients the
opportunity to catch two halibut a day, something they have trad itionally been able to do
for decades.

Paga 1 of2
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The North Pacific Fishery Management Council has adopted numerous different
management regimes for fisheries off Alaska. Each is tailored to best meet the needs
of that particular fishing industry segment. The Council needs to adopt a management
scheme that makes sense for the charter industry, and should not adopt measures
simply because they mirror how the commercial fleet is managed. A fixed pound
allocation of at least 1.9 million pounds for Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds for Area 3A
will provide certainty and stability for both the charter industry and the commercial
industry. It will ‘also ensure that the State, the North Pacific Fishery Management
Council, NMFS, and the commercial and charter industry participants won't have to
devote significant time and resources to annual changes in halibut regulations.

Thank you for your consideration of this letter.

Respectfully,

e

Nicholas Daley

Page 2 of 2
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Charles E Wilber . -
705 Etolin ST e
Sitka, Alaska 99835 4 | L.
il ci.net MAR ¢ s0pg
North Pacific Fisheries Management Council R

Dear Council Members,

Halibut Stocks are down in arca 2C (Southeast Alaska). The JPHC has recommended a
27% cut for 2008.

The Commercial Response: This is a big cut (47% in two years)! It’s poing 1o really
hurt my business, but we shouldn’t sacrifice long term abundance for short term gain.

The Sport/Charter Response: This is going to hurt my business. We should still be
allowed to increase our catch by increasing the GHL so our businesses won't suffer.

Please resist increasing the Charter GHL to satisfy the demands of the over capitatized
Charter fleet. The initial GHI. was 125% of the existing catch. Increasing the GHI, only
rewards the Charter fleet for consistently going over their allocation. The only change to
the GHL that the Council should consider is to convert the fixed GHL to a percentage
allocation which would fluctuate with the abundance estimates. A percentage allocation
would allow the charter fleet to share the gain and feel the pain.

Individual Charter operators who are im danger of going over their GHL should be
allowed to lease quota from the Commercial sector. This would allow Chartets an
opportunity to increase their business while compensating Commercial quota share
holders for their loss of fishable quota.

Please implement effective management measures to control the runaway guided
sport/charter catch so that it doesn’t exceed the GHL The Charter Harvest has exceeded
its GHL the past three years and the Commercial fleet has subsidized this overage. All
harvesters, sport and commercial, need to stay within their allocation. The process to put
effective control measures on the Charter fleet has gone on for the past fifteen years, and
effective management ia long overdue

In my position as Chairman of the Board for Seafood Producers Cooperative I've
witnessed all of our Halibut fishermen (240 Halibut fishing members) taking a
disproportionate financial thrashing because of this issue. When the Charter fleet goes
over their GHL the overage comes right out of individually held commercial IFQ. Plus,
the reduction in quota also hurts the 500 fisherman member/owners of SPC. We've spent
a lot of money building a plant and hiring the staff to operate it. When production is
reduced the production costs per/lb are increased, and profitability is decreased for all.
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Pfshing is full of uncertainty, Commercial fisherinen realize that our success or failure is
pinned to the overall health and abundance of fish stocks. The charter/sport fishery needs

to realize that they can’t guarantee their clients increased catches in the face of declining
Halibut abundance,

Thanks for your consideration,

A

Seafood Producers Cooperative



81/31/1994 20:36 9A77473462 ALFA/STELLER/WBLOCK PAGE

March 24, 2008 Y
< N "l Wiia

2 FANY
” MAR ¢ . 2008
North Pacific Fishery Management Counci
Anchorage, AK

Psi MOEr e
DmEﬁcs

My name is Kevin Beam. I am 26 years old and I have been fishing for my entire fife and
1am a second generation fishermen out of Sitka, Halibut fishing is a very large portion of
my income. I purchased my IFQ and intend to be a career longliner.

I am conservation minded and the halibut stock is in decline. Obviously, any allocation
io the charter industry should be based on a percentage of the stock abundance, not a
fixed ailocation. That is the only management scheme that is good for the resource.

I also think that the charter industry allocation should be based on no more than their

initial allocation, which was 125% of their top years — this is way more generous than the
commercial flect was offered.

I noticed in the analysis that the charter GHL was assumed to be 1.43 million pounds. We
all know that the GHL is actually now 0.93 million pounds and the halibut stock s still in
decline. The Council should be more conservative because of these facts.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,

Kevin Beam
Sitka, Alaska

82
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N.RE K of
Dear Eric,

I have been commerciat longlining halibut since 1983. Halibut has been an important
part of my income, and my family’s income. I understand that quotas have to fall and
rise with abundance in ordsr to bave sustainable fisheries. In my way of thinking it is
critical that the charter industry have a hard allocation that is tied to abundance.

The charter industry allocation should not exceed 13%, as this is equivalent to their initial
GHL which was based on 125% of their highest catch. When commercial fishermen were
issued IFQ their allocation was based on 80% of their recent historic catch 5o the charter
industry already has a favorable allocation.

Obviously the 2C halibut stock is in decline, the commercial fleet has taken a huge cut in
their quota in the past 2 years, and the short term outlook is for more declines. In light of
this the charter industry is still asking for more fish, which seems pretty irresponsible,
and is not reflective of resource stewardship.

Please consider the halibut resource, and the negative impact of any reallocation on the
historic commercial longline fishery in sending this analysis forward.

ly,
Randy Nichols

F/V Nekton
Sitka, Alaska

21
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Dear members of the Council,

I have been involved in the commercial balibut fishery since the age of twelve and
five years ago bought my first piece of quota and have since then bought more at a great
expense, Commercial halibut fishing has been an important part of my family s way of
life since the early 1980’s and I hope to see this fishery continue to be a viable way for
people to eam their living, | would like to see that this fishery is maintained for the
benefit of the subsistence, sport, and commercial sectors.

Having bought all of my quota shares I feel that the reduction in the halibut quota
while necessary to maintain the resource should not be something that only the
commercial sector has to bear the brunt of. The resent reduction in the halibut quota has
made my personal ability to pay off my quota shares a much stower process and while
this is undesirable, the resource is more important. With this having been said. shouldn't
all user groups participate in the maintaining of the halibut resource?

The charter fishery wants to have their GHL increased without any compensation
to commercial quota share holders and while this may not hurt some people. there are
others such as myself who cannot afford to have their halibut quota keep disappearing.
Why should the charter fishery get to have how ever many halibut they want while the
rest of the user groups of this resource suffer? The charter fisher should have either a
fixed allocation or an even better option is to have an aliocation that is allowed to
fluctuate depending upon the abundance of halibut. Then if a charter operator wants to
catch mote halibut he/she could lease halibut quota there by compensating the
comumercial sector and allowing the charter industry growth at the same time.

I am urging the council to take measures to not allow the charter industry to have
an increase in their GHL; one user group shouldn’t be allowed to benefit from a decrease
in the halibut quota while the other user groups suffer. Even more importantly by
allowing an increase in the GHL would almost be saying that the charter industry is more
important then the halibut resource and this is not true. By not increasing the GHL and
making it so the charter fishery has an allocated amnount of the quota available which is
allowed to fluctuate with the abundance levels, and leaving the option for the charter
fishery to lease commercial quota when needed. 1 feel that the council would be takin g
steps forward in protecting this valuable resource.

Sincerely,

Ryan Nichols
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March 25, 2008

Mr. Eric Olson, Chair Ay
North Pacific Fishery Management Council -~ “ Ceimi -
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306 Wap . I
Anchorage, AK 99501 4 2008
NPFMC FAX: (907) 271-2817

RE: COLORADOANS LOVE ALASKA’S HALIBUT

Doear Mr. Olson, Chair,

Our family cnjoys cating sustainable, healthy wild fish from  Alaska—
particularly halibut and salmon. Dug to the travel costs and time, we do not visit
Alaska very often and rely on purchasing our fish directly from the fisherman,

store, or restaurant.

We understand that this council is considering halibut management decisions
that will affect our access to America’s halibut resource, Therefore for the benefit
of our family and all America’s consumers, we urge you to proceed forward with
implementation of prudent management measures based on sound biology and
resource conservation that will enable us to continue to enjoy this great tasting
and nutritious protein.

Respectfully,
o~ - —)
k"/"éra-t:/j ((ff 6}71’7 it h_

Harvey & Mona Luck
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March 25, 2008 -

e
Mr. Eric Olson, Chair Map 5 L[:_;
North Pacific Fishery Management Council “ ZOge
605 West dth Ave, Ste 306 Npe.

Anchorage, AK. 99501 Lo P

NPEMC FAX: (907)271-2817 VIA FAX

RE: COLORADOANS LOVE ALASKA’S HALIBUT
Dear Mr. Olson, Chair;

Onr family enjoys eating sustainable, heakthy wild fish from Alaska—particularly halibut and
salmon. Due to the travel costs and time, we do not visit Alaska very ofien and rely on
purchasing our fish directly from the fisherman, store, or restaurant.

We understand that this couneil is considering halibut management decisions that will affect
OUF access 1o Amenich’s halibut resource. Therefore for the benefit of our famaly and all
America's consumers, we urge you to proceed forward with implementation of prudent
management measures based on sound biology and resource conservation that will enable us
1o continue to enjoy this great weting and mutritions protein.

Sincerely,
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To Who it may Concern,

The 47% quota reduction of 2007/2008 Area 2C Commercial Halibut IFQ shares
has cut my family's annual income almost in haif. § am lucky to have a halibut fishing job
at all as | never found the shares affordable while ralsing a family. I have been iucky not
to be replaced on deck by a shareholder. The IFQ program changed my plans when they
came into being and | adapted. | believe that sound management and protection from
over-harvesting of this and ali other fisheries is of a higher priority than that of allowing
any and all interaste to harvest.

in tite 2008 halibut charter nterim management plan are options to raise the bag
limit by increasing the GHL without compensating for these pounds being taken from the
investors of commeycial quota shareholders, change the GHL to a fixed or fluctuating
allocation, and allow charter operators to lease shares from the commercial sector.

A higher bag limit during a time of low halibut abundance would quickly affect the
ability for Coastal villagers to harvest sport and subsistence halibut while ignoring the
biology and corresponding conservation measures.

A fixed allocation daes not atiow for the natural fiuctuations of abundance, while a
flexible guideline would take into consideration any recent impacts to the resource and
fair distribution of the resotrce would be allocated amang harvesters.

Allowing Charter operators {o lease Quota shares from shareholders would be a
way of finally tracking actual hatibut pounds caught by this fleet and would allow
responsible members of the Charter Fleet to invest in the Hallbut resource and future.

Sound management is based on reliable science. All of Alaska's fisheries are
dependent an non-politicized science that has the health and longevity of these target
species as its primary goal. The cost of this science and management should be a cost
shared by all harvesting participants. Charter operators have been in a very grey, very
lucrative area of fisheries harvest by not being included in sharing the cost of
management, by over fishing their Guideline Marvest year after year after year and now
by asking for more halibut stocks to be affocated in 2008 to the charter operators when
all other Guideline Harvests Levels are being reduced. This is in direct conflict with all
scienice available and all parties sharing responsidility for the health of Alaska's halibut.
The uniimited and rapid growth of the charter fieet and the over-harvesting of our near
;::re halibut have affected the Alaska resident sport, subsistence and commercial

ers.

Jeff W. Rabinson

PO Box 633
Petersburg Ak 99833
007 772 4647
aibartaj@gci.net

TOTAL P.81



03725708 14:30 FAX 713 688 6200 DEPTH IMAGING ' idoo1

March 25, 2008

North Pacific Fishery Management Council

605 West 4¢h Ave, Ste 306 " b"@
Anchorage, AK 99501 AR 2 & 2008 '

NPFMC FAX: (907) 271-2817
VIA FAX RPELs

Mr. Eric Olson, Chair T, igk‘z, | |

PROTECT ALASKA’S HALIBUT

Dear Mr. Qlson, Chair,

Our family enjoys eating sustainable, healthy wild fish from Alaska—
particularly halibut and salmon.

I am deeply concerned with the limited regulations on the halibut sport fishing
guide services in particular, and feel there is a great need to control the number
» of guides and their related catch.

We understand that this council is considering halibut management decisions
that will affect our access to America’s halibut resource. Therefore for the benefit
of our family and all America’s consumers, we urge you to proceed forward with
implementation of prudent management measures based on sound biology and
resource conservation that will enable us to continue to enjoy this great tasting
and nutritious protein.

Respectfully,

AT e

Jason Westem
3411 Walnut Bend Ln #212
Houston, TX 77042
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March 25, 2008

Mr. Eric Olson, Chair
North Pacific Fishery Management Council

605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306 A\

Anchorage, AK 99501

NPFMC FAX: (907) 271-2817 MAR ;| "

VIA FAX ¢
RPEre

PROTECT ALASKA’S HALIBUT

Dear Mr. Olson, Chair,

Our family enjoys eating sustainable, healthy wild fish from Alaska—
particularly halibut and salmon. Due to the travel costs and time, we do not visit
Alaska very often and rely on purchasing our fish directly from the fisherman,
store, or restaurant.

I am deeply concerned with the limited regulations on the halibut sport fishing
guide services in particular, and feel there is a great need to control the number
of guides and their related catch.

We understand that this council is considering halibut management decisions
that will affect our access to America’s halibut resource. Therefore for the benefit
of our family and all America’s consumers, we urge you to proceed forward with
implementation of prudent management measures based on sound biology and
resource conservation that will enable us to continue to enjoy this great tasting
and nutritious protein.

David Korte
4210 Thickey Pines Ct.
Katy, TX 77494
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Mr. Eric Olson, Chairman , MAR 9 ¢ 4

North Pacific Fishery Management Council 2! 2008

605 West 4%, Ste 306 :

Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252 HreE e

FAX (907)271-2817
Dear Chairman Olson:

Having previewed the schedule for the April *08 NPFMC meetings, I recognize, as usual,’

the disproportionate percentage of time devoted to charter concerns and sport-caught
halibut harvests. I.am shocked that you actually believe the time and resources of the AP
and the Council should be allocated to inconsequential sport-harvest concerns. Every
sport concern sponsored by commercial fishing interests has been purely rhetorical and
unsubstantiated by documentation. Every One! Iam equally shocked that your body
actually believes your mission should be to attack and restrict any sub-group of the sport
fishing public- specifically, those sport anglers choosing to hire transport in order to
access halibut, :

Each of you occupies an important seat of a critical management body. In the past, the
North Council has acted with obvious bias and reckless disregard for the management
consequences. This council has been structured completely outside the spirit and intent
of the Magnason-Stevens act, and has failed miserably to insure that valuable natural
resources are secure. Like the IPHC, this council is fueled by economic concerns of
those accumulating great wealth from our resources and not the future of those resources
per se. Past council actions have disregarded the Alaska Constitution and its Public Trust
Doctrine which preserves these natural resources for the citizens of Alaska. Twice the
Federal Court has ruled that commercial fishermen do not “own” this resource or the
exclusive “right” to access the resource. Past councils have abandoned their charge of
conservation and acted solely as agents of special interest. Rationalization programs,
railroaded by the commercial fishing monopoly on the North Council, are prime
examples. World recognized economists have labeled the NPFMC”s halibut
rationalization program as a huge “mistake” which will certainly spell the demise of the
resource. Now, in the wake of rapidly declining harvestable halibut numbers (after 12 .
years of commercial halibut IFQ’s), you are seeking to steal the tiny percentage of Sport-
caught harvest to cushion the high profit of Longliners a little while longer!

Your efforts and attention should be much more appropriately directed to “commercial®
halibut waste. Dr. Bruce Leaman, Director or IPHC, has publicly stated that “in terms of
pure numbers, the commercial fishermen kill and waste more halibut than they harvest
and sell.” The sport harvest is permissive and without negative impact. The majority of
sport-caught halibut would have been discarded by commercial fishermen as too small,
while even the smallest halibut fillet would have certainty been utilized by a sportsman’s
family. I urge you to have the courage to mandate video monitoring on all commmercial

fishing vessels and accurately document harvests.
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The Council should cease ail attacks on public access to halibut. There is no cause and
effect relationship to any current,problems related to resource survival, All challenges
are rhetorical and totally withoutmerit! As a sport fisherman who accesses his halibut by
Charter Boat, I can assure you that indefensible limiting restrictions on the public (any
sub-group of sport fishermen, ie. charters clients) will be challenged in Federal Court in
the future. My dollars will be offered to legal representation, and my future votes will be
cast for a Governor who is not sponsored by the United Fishermen of Alaska, rather for
one who respects the Constitution of the State of Alaska and its people.

Sincerely,

s Ly ds

John Edwards



To: NPFMC FROM: Robin Reed

605 WEST 4™ AVE. PO Box 877332
SUITE 306 Wasilla, AK. 99687
ANCHORAGE, AK. 99501 j S,

March 24, 2008 MAg ¢ - 00g " /

COUNCIL MEMBERS, pe .,

I am sending this letter in regards to the charter industry demanding an increase in their GHL. I
am sorry but these individuals had ample opportunity to go to an ifg pregram or limited eatry
into their industry as did the setline commercial fishermen. They opted to ignore these fixes in the
90’s. Now they have reached their allocated share of the guideline harvest levels and act as if this
was a sarprise regulation. The fact that they want a fixed allocation goes against all good
management practices in conserving what is probably the best managed fishery resource in the
world, I THERFORE URGE YOU TO CHANGE THE CURRENT GHL TO A PERCENTAGE
THAT FLUCTUATES WITH THE STOCK ABUNDANCE SO ALL USER GROUPS SHARE IN
THE RISK AND REWARD.

The quota drop this season alone, in conjunction with what appears to be lower prices at the dock
is going to probably ata minimum cause a 10 - 12 % drop in my income if not more, especially
with the economic problems that are going on in the U.S. at this time. This also makes it much
more difficult to make the quota share payments thus reducing net income. I realize not only
commercial setline fishermen have expenses, as do the charter operators, THIS IS A BUSINESS
WE ARE ALL IN FOR THROUGH GOOD AND BAD TIMES AND JUST KEEP THE
PLAYING FIELD LEVEL ALLOCATE BY PERCENTAGE IN GHL..

Sincerely;
Robin Reed /
3ot/ W’/
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] s ot i
Mr. Eric Oson NIE&;““ ‘
Chairman o "‘"’"“’ i :
Morth Pagific Fishery Manag:eesent Council MAR o - $hos
605 West 41, Suiic 306 Ro: 2008
Anchorage, Alaska 99501.2:50 M
L e

“%ae '.‘."."c.

Dear Chairman Olson:

Sport caught fish is one of Alaska’s mosi valued-added resources. In Southeast Alaska alone,
nearly 700 vessels serve 32,00 sport fishermen I operate “Kingfisher Charters and Lodge” .
in Southeast Alaska, and each wear, I take 200 prople on the trip of a lifetime~the ultimate
Alaskan tishing adventure. F or many, this is the only version of Alaska they will ever
experience—they do fot waas to backpack, kayak, or drive—they cose io-Alaska to fish.
Southeast Alaskan communitics have come to depend on this ecovomic resource for survival,

Now, my clients’ fishing experience in Southeast Alaska could be diminished by 50%.
Unfortunately, it costs me exactly the same amount (or more, with rising fuel costs) to take them
fishing.

The North Pacific Fisheries Management Council is currently considering charter halibut
allocation, ’m writing to advotaie that the Couricil expand its options for analysis to include 2 -
7 fixed pound allocation for Aren 2C and Area 3A. that is high enough to support the fleet that will
exist under the charter moraorium plan that the Councii adopted last year. That amount should
be sufficient to allow for a scason of traditional length with a two fish daily bag limit, the same
timit the industry has historizaily operated unde:: for decades without adversely affecting the
halibut resource. It should zis0.include. additional pounds beyond the 1.9 million pounds for
Area 2C and 4.15 million. pounds for Area 3A, the highest levels currently in the analysis, to
-accommodate the 72 new pertrits in Ares 2C.and Y1 new permits in Area JA that the Council
inictuded for quatified comn:umties in those aress, The current options before the Council do not
include an smeunt that-will support the moratorum qualified fleet plus the new community
permits; and-adopting a altenation that will net support the effort levels-the Councit agreed to-in:
the moratoriiin is certain 1o mean this allocation issue will remain a problern for years to come.

At a minimum, the Council needs io seiect as its preferred alternative a fixed ailocation of at
least 1.9 million pounds fa Ares 2C 2nd 4.15 million pounds in Area 3A. This is presently
the highast option before the Council, and still represents Tess than what has already been
harvested in Area 2C in 2005, A fixed allocation is needed so charter operators and sport
fishermen can plan for the each upcoming season, A fixed allocation also ensures that the
Council, NMFES, and the State won't have to devote time and resources to annual changes in
halibut regulations.

The constantly changing halibut regulations and. potential one fish daily bag limit could bring the charter
industry - a vital part of Southzast Alaska’s economy — to.collapse. Canada and Area 3A are not facing
a similar one fish daily fimil-—what is to stop sport fishermen from going to either of these areas to
p—-— obtain two fish? The NMFS estrnates that a one fish daily bag limit would result in 6,600 to 27,600
fewer anglers fishing in Ares 20 At $500 per ungler {a very conservative cstimate) these reductions



would translate into a direct loss of at least $4.5 15 $13.5 million aanually in Area 2C. Thisisa
tremendous nsk that the Councit need not imposc: on Souineast Alaska communitics.

The charter industry differs from the commercial industry ia thay it dupends on stability and
aidvance notice of rules—most clients book their:trips a year out Also, 1oy business and other
charter aperators cannot significantly increase or decrease capacity from year to year, adjusting
o annual increases/decreases in afiocation. You simply can’t build more rooms or put more
people on a boai you don™s have, any more than you can moihbail roums or boats you do have.
This 18 why a fixed allocation is as important as $1e number of pound's of fish.

Aleska needs a charter halibut industry with stability. That is why the Council should add to the
options for analysis a new higher fixed allocation that would actually accommodate the charer
fleet as 1t will exist under the moratorinin. Ai a ininiiwn, iic Cown il should seleot as the
grcferred alicrnative a fixed pound alfocation at feast 1.9 mitkian pouads for Arca 2C and 4.15
nillion pounds for Arca 3A to proscrve the charter industry im Alaska as it oxists today.
AHocating a minimum of 6.05 million pounds — z mere 8.2 percent «f the average amount of
halibut allocated by the International Pacific Halibut Commission to the fisheries off Alaska — is
a.viable solulion. ‘The Council regularly adopis rales thai aliow comaerciai fisheries oil Alaska
t323ke more than 10 miltion pouids of halibut annually in the forme of bycatch  forty percent
more than the minimum amount the charter industry is seeking to stay in business.

Thank you for your consideration of my letter.

W

f
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Chairman Eric Olsen and Council Members ' o
North Pacific Fishery Management Council MAR < 2003
Anchorage, AK

Dear Eric and Council Members:

1 have been a halibut fishermen since 1980. 1 had some initial IF Q allocation based on
80% of my catch history during the qualifying years and have purchased some additional
IFQ in the interim. Over the past two years | have sold a large portion of my (FQ because
of the threat of the charter industry to the commercia) halibut fishery. [ invested this
halibut money in a state-managed sablefish fishery. | would have preferred 10 have
continued fishing halibut but it seems that we have been fighting for equity and (airness
and getting a deaf-ear - particularly from the State of Alaska representatives, which is
highly disappointing. Over 80% of the 2C halibut IFQ holders are Alaska coastal
residents and over 30% of these shares have becn purchased by Alaskan residernts.

I'am still highly dependant on my remaining halibut as part of my fishing portfolio, |
urge the Council to move forward the analysis with a hard allocation based on a fixed
percentage of the Fishery CEY. I think this allocation should not exceed 13%. An ¥
charter use of halibut beyond this allocation should be compensated and must be leased
from 2 willing participant. Tying increases in their future growth directly to their costs,
assures that they become careful of the resource and thoughtfu! in their prowth.

Finally, the charter industry must be held to the same standards of accounting and
enforcement as the commercial setline fishety in order 10 provide harvest data for
accurate stock assessments and the charter industry must help pay for this accounting and
enforcement similar to the commercial setline fleet.

Gt Opane

Forrest Dodson
F/V Casino

ol
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Mr. Eric Olson PRI .
Chairman ) .\'\_,a o
North Pacific Fishery Management Council MAR < K
605 West 4™, Suite 306 4 2003

Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252
Dear Chairman Olson:

On behalf of Cross Sound Lodge I am writing you to express our conside-able concern
with regulations currently being considered at the next North Pacific Fishzry
Management Council mecting. The Council is faced with exceptional cinsumstances
when considering proposals to allocate halibut between the commercial and charter flects
off Alaska. Depending on what regulations and measures are ultimately adopted, my
business, and the econotny of Elfin Cove could be severely harmed,

I want to express my concem over the effects that possible outcomes will have,

Sport caught halibut is one of Alaska’s most value-added resources. National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS) estimates a one fish limit would result in 10%-%0% fewer
anglers which translate to 9,000 to 27,000 fewer anglers in Southeast Alaska. If each
angler spent just $500.00 per trip, an extremely conscrvative estimate, since many pay
twice that per day at lodges, that would be a direct loss of $4.5 million to 1$13.5 miltion.
This does not effect just the Charter Industry, this is money that will not go to fuel, bait,
and food on the boat, it will not go to hotels, rental car agencies, restaurants, additiopal
tours, and the many souvenir shops, and the loss of these businesses will ei¥ect all of the
loca] retail business. Due to the 1 fish limit and the fragile economy this would put our
lodge out of business.

Because of high fixed operating costs most of the charter industry is working with a very
small profit margin, a 10% to 30% loss of business will have a devastating effect, for
many businesses it will not be possible to survive.

The appropriate action in this case would be to adopt a halibut catch sharing allocation to
allow the charter sector to continue to offer anglers two halibut a day duriny; a season of
historic length.

Alaska businesses need a Charter Industry with stability. Adopting a fixed pound
allocation of at least 1.9 million pounds for Area 2C and 4,15 million pouncls for Ares 34
would provide for the continuation of the Charter Industry in Alaska as it e;ists today.
Allocating 6.05 million pounds-only8.2% of the average amount of halibut allocated each
year by the IPHX to the fisheries off Alaska- is a reasonable solution. ¥t is the level that
most closely matches the charter ¢ catch in 2005, the year the Council chose as the
control date for the charter fleet moratorium.

Sincerely
Cross Sound Lodge
Elfin Cove Alaska
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Mzt. Eric Olson e
Chairman PR
North Pacific Fishery Management Council MAR < 700

6035 West 4%, Suite 306
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252

Decar Chairman Qlson:

Sport caught fish is one of Alaska's most valued-added resources. In Sowheast Alaska
alone, nearly 700 vessels serve 92,000 sport fishermen. 1 operate a charte: business in
Southeast Alaska, and each year, I take approximately 300 guest on the trip of 2
lifetime—the ultimate Alaskan fishing adventure, For many this is the on'y version of
Alaska they will ever experience—they do not want to backpack, kayak or drive—they
come to Alaska to fish. Southeast Alaskan communities have come to dep:nd on this
economic resource for survival,

Now my clients’ fishing experience in Southeast Alaska could be diministed by 50%.
Unfortunately, it costs me exactly the same amount (or more, with rising fue] costs) to
take them fishing. You can sec what a complicated business position this ‘uts me in, T
have had 35% cancellations this year due to the pending NMFS decisions on halitut bag
limits,

The North Pacific Fisheries Management Council is currently considering charter halibut
allocation. I'tn writing to advocate that the Council expand its options for analysis to
include a fixed pound allocation for Area2C and Area3A. that is high enough to support
the fleet that will be sufficient to allow for a season of traditional length with a two fish
daily bag limit, the same limit the industry has historically operated under for decades
without adversely affecting the halibut resource. 1t should also inelude adelitional pounds
beyond the 1.9 miilion pounds for Area2C and 4,15 million pounds for Ar¢a 3A, the
highest levels currently in the analysis, to sccommodate the 72 new permits in Area 2C
and 91 new permits in Area 3A that the Council included for qualified communities in
those areas. The current options before the Council do not include an amount that will
support the moratorium qualified fleet plus the new community permits, and adopting a
allocation that will not support the effort levels the Council agreed to in th2 moratorium
is certain to mean this allocation issue will remain a problem for years to come.

At minimum, the council needs to select 2s its preferred altemative a fixed allocation of
at least 1.9 million pounds in Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds in Area 3A. This is
presently the highest option before the Council, and still represents les than what had
already been harvested in Area 2C in 2005. A fixed allocation is needed sc charter
operators and sport fishermen can plan for the each upcoming season. A fixed allocation
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also ensures that the Council, NMFS, and the State won’t have to devote time and
resources to annuai changes in halibut regulations.

The constantly changing halibut regulations and potential one fish daily tag limit could
bring the charter industry- a vital part of Southeast Alaska’s economy- to collapse.
Canada and Area 3A are not facing a similar one fish daily limit- what is to stop sport
fishermen from going to either of these areas to obtain two fish? The NMIFS estimates
that a one fish daily bag limit would result in 9,000 to 27,000 fewer anglers fishing Area
2C. At $500.00 per angler(a very conservative estimate) these reductions would translate
into & direct loss of as least $4.5 to $13.5 million aopually in Area 2C, Tlisisa
trespendous risk that the Council need not impose on Southeast Alaska communities.

The charter industry differs from the commercial industry in that it depends on stability
and advance notice of rules—most clients book their trips a year out. Als), my business
and other charter operators cannot significantly increase or decrease capacity from year to
year, adjusting to annwal increases/decreases in allocation. You simply czn’t build more
rooms or put more people on a hoat you don’t have, any more than you can mothball
rooms and boats you do have. This is why a fixed allocation is as important as the
nurnber of pounds of fish.

Alaska needs a charter halibut industry with stability, That is why the Council should
add to the options for analysis a new higher fixed allocation that would acually
accommodate the charter fleet as it will exist under the moratorium. At minimum, the
Council should select as the preferred alternative a fixed pound allocation of st least 1.9
tnillion pounds for Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds for Area 3A to presetve the charter
industry in Alaska as it exist today.

Allocating a minimum of 6.05 million pounds- a mere 8.2 percent of the a‘verage amount
of halibut allocated by the International Pacific Halibut Commission to the fisheries off
Alaska- is a viable solution. The Couneil regularly adopts rules that allow commercial
fisheries off’ Alaska to take more than 10 million pounds of halibut annually in the form
of bycatch—forty percent more that the minimuom amount the charter industry is seeking
to stay in business,

Thank you for your consideration of my letter.

Respectfully,

N
Jbe Kulavik

Eagle Charters & Lodge
Elfin Cove, AK
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Mr. Eric Olson

Chairman

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th, Suite 306

Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252

Dear Chairman Olson:

On behalf of the Prince William Sound Chaster Boat Association, [ am writing you to express
our considerable concern with regulations carrently being considered at the next North Pacific
Fishery Management Council meeting. The Council is faced with exceptional circumstances
when considering proposals to allocate halibut between the commercial and charter fleets off
Alaska. Depending on what regulations and measures are uitimately adopted, my business, all
other charter operators, and the economy of Valdez could be severely harmed.

I wanted to express my concern over the effects that possible outcomes will have.

Sport caught halibut is one of Alaska’s most value-added resources. National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS) estimates a one fish 1imit would result in a 10%-3 0% fewer anglers which
translates to 9,000 to 27,000 fewer anglers in Southeast Alaska. If each angler spent just $500 per
trip, an extremely conservative estimate since many pay twice that per day at lodges, that would
be a direct loss of $4.5 million to $13.5 million. This does not effect just the Charter Industry,
this is money that will not go to fuel, bait, and food on the boat, it will not go to hotels, rental car
agencies, restaurants, additional tours, and the many souvenir shops, and the losses of these
businesses will effect all of the local retail businesses. Valdez is a little different than the charter
operators in other parts of the state, in that we have a little less non-resident tourists and a lot
more resident fisherman who count on their annual fishing charter to provide them with enough
fish for the winter. If & one fish limit were imposed in our region we could expect 10 se< 2 drop of
at least 60% of our business. In Valdez we also have the longest run to catch halibut an average of
70 miles each way. With the price of fuel now and any negative restrictions that may be imposed
on us, we would not have very many clients willing to pay for a charter in which they can only
keep 1 fish.

Because of high fixed operating cost most of the charter industry is working with a very small
profit margin, a 10% to 30% loss of business will have a devastating effect, for many businesses
it will not be possible to survive.

The appropriate action in this case would be to adopt a halibut catch sharing allocation to would
allow the charter sector to continue to offer anglers two halibut a day during a season of historic

length.

Alaska businesses need a Charter Industry with stability. Adopting a fixed pound allocation of at
least 1.9 million pounds for Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds for Area 3A would provide for the
continuation of the Charter Industry in Alaska as it exists today. Allocating 6.05 millica pounds
— only 8.2% of the average amount of halibut allocated each year by the [PHC to the fisheries off
Alaska - is a reasonable solution. Itis the level that most closely matches the charter catch int
2005, the year the Council chose as the control date for the charter fleet moratorium.

Sincerely,

(. —

Dourn &-v-\e}
Pres.  puasCRA
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E‘ORGET—ME-KNQT CHARTERS
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March 18, 2008 MAR ¢ : 2008
North Pacific Fishery Management Council

605 West 4*, Suite 306 | TN ST
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252 "o o

Council Members,

Good fishing to you a!! § am a charter aperator in area 2C. This is my 12* season as
Owner/Operator of this small business, providing fishing for satmon and halibut. 1 also
sell State fishing licenses to approximately 400 clients a year. Many years ago, 1 fished
for halibut commercially, back when they had 24 hr, 48 hr, 7 day, and 14 day openings.
They told us that our participation would establish our entry level 1o the commercial
Fishery. What ever happened to thai? § never received any IFQ. Back then, | also did
charter fishing with Al Turner, on the vessel Silverlady, when | was not out fishing
commercially for halibut. | bought this vessel from Al and have been fishing it solo since
1996, because | thought that | could make a better living charter fishing.

If this council goes along with the proposed 1 fish daily and so many fish annual limit, it
will hurt my business. 1was recently contacted by a client who wanted to go fishing for
a four day charter—two days for salmon and two days for halibut-—six persons @250.00
Dotlars each. That's $1500.00 a day. They were ready to book, but when § disciosed that
the halibut Jimit may go down to one fish daily per person, they decided to hold off,
because it was not worth it, just for one fish. In addition, under the Council’s recently
passed Moratorium, that begins in 2009, Y will be effectively excluded from Charter
fishing for halibut altogethar.

if you really think that the sport charter fishery is destroying the Halibut Fishery, then
its time to shut down the halibut industry all together. I've heard of halibut being raised
With some success in Norway and Japan. Maybe we could learn how, so then we could
have halibut for the State of Alaska. Then we could have a State managed sport fishery
for halibut. Or maybe you can make a recemmendation to give two million two hundred
thousand pounds (2,200,000 Ibs) to the Alaska Department of Fish and Game annuatly
for area 2C—they seem to have a good program going for this growing industry.

Sincerely,

lﬁan Leighto
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FORGET-ME-KNOYT CHARTERS

PR Y
Mr. Eric Olson MAR 2 2008
Chairman
North Pacific Fishery Management Council Frasoea
605 West 4th, Suite 306 ’

Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252
Dear Chairman Olsen:

1 am writing you o express my considerable concern with regulations curzrently being considered at
the next North Pacific Fishery Management Council meeting. The Council is faced with
exceptional circnmstances when considering proposals to allocate halibut between the commercial
and charter fleets off Alaska. Depending on what regufations and measures are ultimately adopted,
my business, and the economy of Ketchikan could be severely harmed.

1 wanted to express my concem over the effects that possible outcomes will have.

Sport canght halibut is one of Alaska’s most value-added resources. National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS) estimates a one fish limit would resuit in a 10%-30% fewer anglers which
translates to 9,000 to 27,000 fewer anglers in Southeast Alaska, If each angler spent just $500 per
trip, an extremely conservative estimate since many pay twice that per day at lodges, that would be
2 direct loss of $4.5 million to $13.5 million. This does not effect just the Charter Industry, this is
money that will not go to fuel, bait, and food on the boat, it will not go to hotels, rental car
apencies, cestaurants, additionzl tours, and the many souvenir shops, and the losses of these
businesses will effect ali of the local retail businesses.

Because of high fixed operating cost, most of (he charter industry is working with 2 very small
profit margin, a 10% to 30% loss of business will have a devastating effect, for many businesses it
will not be possible to survive.

The appropriate action in this case wonld be to adopt a halibut catch sharing allocation to would
allow the charter sector to continue to offer anglers two halibut a day during a season of historic
length.

Alaska businesses need a Charter Industry with stability. Adopting 2 fixed pound ailocation of at
least 1.9 million pounds for Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds for Area 3A would provide for the
continuation of the Charter Industry in Alaska as it exists today. Allocating 6.05 miflion pounds —
only 8.2% of the average amount of halibut allocated cach year by the IPHC to the fisheries off
Alaska —~ is a reasonable solution. 1t is the tevel that most closely matches the charter catch in
2005, the year the Council chose as the control date for the charter flect moratorium.

Sincerely, , -
/ il‘v&m ighton ’
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Mr. Eric Olson Wag .

Chalrman - R
Morth Pacific Fishery Management Counil

605 West Ath, Suite 306 Pey .

Anchomge, Alaska 99501-1252

Besr Chamas Olson:

I have owned and operated Inlet Charters in Homer for over 20 years and have
been commenting and participating in the council process since 1993, I'm
writing to advocate that the Council expand its options for analysis to include a
fixed pound allocation for Area 2C and Area 3A that is high enough to support
the fleet that will exist under the charter moratorium plan that the Council adopted
last year. That amount should be sufficient to allow for a season of traditional
length with a two fish daily bag limit, the same limit the industry has historically
operated under for decades without adversely affecting the halibut resource. Tt
should also include additional pounda beyond the 1.9 million pounds for Area 2C
and 4.1 5 million pounds for Area 3A. The highest levels currently in the analysis,
to accommodate the 72 new permits in Area 2C and 91 new permits in Area 3A
that the Council included for qualified communities in those areas. The current
options before the Council do not include an amount that will support the
moratorium qualified fleet plus the new commumity permits. Adopting an
allocation that will not support the effort levels the Council agreed to in the
moralorwm is certain to mean this allocation issue will remain a problem for
years (o come.

At a minimum, the Council needs to select as its preferred alternative a fized
allocation of at least 1.9 million pounds in Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds
in Area 3A. This is presently the highest option before the Council, and still
represents less than what has already been harvested in Area 2C in 2005, A fixed
allocation is needed so charter operators and sport fishermen can plan for the each
upcoming scason. A fixed allocation also ensures that the Council, NMFS, and
the State won't have to devote time and resources to annual changes in halibut

regulations.

™ 4 L M-
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Mr. Eric Olson L
Chairman < E Sl LI
North Pacific Fishery Management Council M4 p . i
605 West 4th, Suite 306 “ gy

Anchorege, Alaska 99501-2252 £,

Dear Chairman Olson:

Sport caught fish is one of Alaska’s most valued-added resources. In Southeast Alaska aloze,
nearly 700 vessels serve 92,000 sport fishermen. I operate a chaster business in Southeast
Alaska, and each year, 1 take approximately S00 guests on the trip of a lifetimc-tijle ultimate
Alaskan fishing adventure. For many, this is the only versiun of Alaska they will gver
experience--they do not wanl to backpack, kayak, or drive--they come 1o Alaska to fish.
Southeast Alaskan communities have come to depend on this economic resource for survival.

Now, my clients’ fishing experience in Southeast Alaska could be diminished by 50%.
Unfortunately, it costs me exactly the same amount (or more, with rising fuel costs) to take them
fishing. You can see what a complicaled business position this puts me in, 1 havel had numerous
cancellations this year due to the pending NMFS decisions on halibut bag limits,

The North Pacific Fisheries Management Council is currently considering charter halibut
allocation. I’m writing to advocate for a fixed allocation of at least 1.9 million pounds in Area
2C and 4.15 million pounds in Area 3A, one of the options the Council is considering, so
charter operators and spurt fishermen can plan for the each upcoming season. A fixed allocation
also ensures that the Councit, NMFS, and the State won’t have to devote time and resources to
annual changes in halibut reguiations. While 1.9 million pounds is below what the 2C charter
fieet has actually harvested in 2005, and would not be enough if the industry continued to grow,
we need stability and are supporting the Council’s moratorium, which we hope NMFS will put in
place by 2010 to stabilize the charter industry,

The constantly changing halibut regulations und potential one fish daily bag limit.could bring the charter
industry — a vital part of Southcast Alaska’s economy — to collapse. Canada and Area 3A are not facing
a similar one fish daily limit—what is to stop sport fishermen from going to cither of these areas to
obtain two fish? The NMFS estimates that a one fish daily bag limit would result in 9,000 to 27,000
fewer anglers fishing in Area 2C. At $500 per angler (a very conservative estimate) these reductions
would translate into a dircct loss of at least $4.5 1o $13.5 million annually in Area 2C. Thisisa
tremendous nisk that the Council need not impose on Southeast Alaske communitics.

‘T'he charter industry differs from the commercial industry in that it depends on stability and
advance notice of rules -most clients book their trips a year out. Also, my business and other
charter operators cannot significantly increase or decrease capacity from year to year, adjusting
to annual increases/decreascs in allocation. You simply can’t build more rooms or put more
people on a boat you don’t heve, any more than you can mothball rooms or boats you do have.

-~ This is why a fixed allocation is as important as the nurber of pounds of fish.
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Alaska needs a charter halibut industry with stability. Adopting a fixed pound allocation at the
highest level under consideration by the Council of 1.9 million pounds for Area 2C and 4.15
million pounds for Arca 3A is the amount that would provide for the continuation of the charter
industry in Southeast as it exists Woday. Allocating 6.05 miilion pounds — a mere 8.2 percent of
the average amount of halibut allocated by the International Pacific Halibut Commission to the
fisheries ofl’ Alaska — is a viable solution. The Council repularly adopts rules that allow
commercil fisheries off Alaska to take 15 million pounds of halibut snnualty in the form of
bycatch — more than twice the amount the charter industry is seeking to stay in buisiness.

Thank you for your consideration of my letter,

Respectfully,
Darell Welk ~ www.alagkanfishingadventures.com
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Mr. Eric Olson and Cauncil members C
North Pacific Fishery Management Council Wi -
605 West 4th, Suite 306 L
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252

Fax: {907)271-2817 r-

Dear Chairman Olson and Council members:

The charter industry differs from the commergial industry in that it depends on stability and advance
notice of rules. Many of my clients book their trips a year in advance. My business and that of other
charter operators cannot significantly increase or decrease capacity from year to year in response to
annual increases/decreases in allocation.

Personally, | have a hard time with any proposed allogation that is not applied to the entire
recreationfsport fishery, simply because | view it as a subtle move to force charter operators into the
commercial fishery, Allocations are in pounds, but the charter business centers around clients catching a
defined number of fish. | view attemnpts to compromise this basic fact as trying to put a square peg into a
round hole.. and trying to shave off the edges of that square peg to force it through! The enly sector of
the halibut fishery that fishes pounds is the commercial sector.

That said, if we absolutely must work within an altocation, I'd hope that our “allotment” enables charter
halibut fishers to fish under the same rules and regulations that ALL recreational/sport fishers fish
under. This means not only 2 fish/day...but no individual annutal harvest limit, no restriction on skipper
and crew fish, no size limits, etc., UNLESS these conditions are imposed on the entire recreational/sport
halibut fishary.

Another concern is that a fixed allocation does not translate into a fixed number of fish, which is really
critical to our business and what recreational/sport halibut fishing is based on. Under a fixed allocation, i
average weights go up, then number of fish we can catch may go down. [f the average weight drops, we
may be faced with "under-harvesting” and trigger actions we may not wish (like cteating a lower allocation
for us during the next year, opening up a flcodgate for new businesses which would further exacerbate
the “near shore depletion” problem, etc.).

Another "sticky” point is how allocations individually apply to businesses closing, or new ones
forming? Do we follow the model of commerciat IFQs that have taken on monetary values? Does an
allecation to the halibut charter operation further perpetuate the notion that these fish BELONG TO US
{which would be wrong, wrong, wrong!)?

Finally, I'd hope we make a strong point that any allegation arrived at is a stop-gap measure until a final
solution is implemented. it should be sufficient to allow halibut charters to operate with the same rules
and regulations that appiy to other recreationalfsport fishers. It should alse allow for at least some type of
modest growth, primarily in areas that are under-fished andfor underutilized. At the moment, the numbers
that seem reasonable are 4.5 million pounds In 3A and 2.5 million pounds in 2C. | would remind the
Council that an allocation of 7 million pounds falls short of a mere 10 percent of the average amount of
halibut allocated by the International Pacific Halibut Commission to the fisheries off Alaska, The Council
regularly adopts rules that allow commercial fisheries off Alaska to take more than 10 million pounds of
halibut annually iri the form of by-catchl

Respectfully,

David Goldstemn
PWS8 Eco-Clarters
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March 26, 2008
Lo
MAR - .
Chairman Eric Olsen and Council Members ©oih
North Pacific Fishery Management Council .
Anchorage, AK res
Dear Eric and Council Members:

I am a halibut skiff fisherman with area 2C shares. In the last 2 years we bave seena
dramatic reduction in quota allocation. We have agreed to this in the interest of managing
halibut stocks to rebuild in Southeast. It is difficult to watch the charter sector call for a
greater allocation and disregard the sacrifices we have made to increase abundance of
halibut stocks.

1 think it is important to send a message that all user groups need to share in the
management of the fisheries for the health of all industries. My opinion is that halibut
charter sector should be fixed to an abundance-based percentage of the total allowable
catch,

If some charter operators feel they need more fish to catch, a lease option would be a
reasonable mechanism to meet demands. Simply reallocating harvest rights is not fair and
would be damaging to those of us that bought our quota.

The 2008 season will be short because of our reduced quota which gives us more time to
advocate for sound management practices. [ would urge the Council to consider all sides
of this issue and keep the sustainability of our industries in mind.

Thank you.
Temry Perensovich

Sitka, AK
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Mr. Eric Ofson -
Chairman bine
North Pacific Fishery Management Council nen
605 West 4th, Suite 306

Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252 Pra-.
Fax:(907)271-2817

Dear Chairman Olson:

We are Dennis and Rene Cook, we own and operate a Bed and Breakfast and fishing charter
business in Sitka, AK.

Sport caught fish is one of Alaska’s most valued-added resources. In Southeast Alaska alone,
nearly 700 vessels serve 92,000 sport fishermen. We operate a charter business in Southeast
Alaska, and each year, we take approximately 225 clients on the trip of a lifetime—the ultimate
Alaskan fishing adventure. For many, this is the only version of Alaska they will ever
experience--they do not want to backpack, kayak, or drive—they come to Alaska to fish.
Southeast Alaskan communities have come to depend on this economic resource for survival.

Now, my clients’ fishing experience in Southeast Alaska could be diminished by 50%.
Unfortunately, it costs me exactly the same amount (or more, with rising fuel costs) to take them
fishing. You can see what a complicated business position this puts us in. We have had three,

-~ four party group cancellations this year and more unreserved days for 2008 than usual. I feel it is

due to the pending NMFS decisions on halibut bag limits, along with the slowed economy.
People will spend their money where they are guaranteed they will get the most for their dollars.
None of us like to play a guessing game with our vacation time and money.

The North Pacific Fisheries Management Council is currently considering charter halibut
allocation. I'm writing to advocate that the Council expand its options for analysis to include a
fixed pound allocation for Area 2C and Area 3A that is high enough to support the fleet that will
exist under the charter moratorium plan that the Council adopted last year. That amount should
be sufficient to allow for a season of traditional length with a two fish daily bag limit, the same
limit the industry has historically operated under for decades without adversely affecting the
halibut resource. It should also include additional pounds beyond the 1.9 million pounds for
Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds for Area 3A, the highest levels currently in the analysis, to
accommodate the 72 new permits in Area 2C and 91 new permits in Area 3A that the Council
included for qualified communities in those areas. The current options before the Council do not
include an amount that will support the moratorium qualified fleet plus the new community
permits, and adopting a allocation that will not support the effort levels the Council agreed to in
the moratorium is certain to mean this allocation issue will remain a problem for years to come.

At a minimum, the Council needs 1o select as its preferred alternative a fixed allocation of at
least 1.9 million pounds in Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds in Area 3A. This is presently
the highest option before the Council, and still represents less than what has already been
harvested in Area 2C in 2005. A fixed allocation is needed so charter operators and sport
fishermen can plan for the each upcoming season. A fixed allocation also ensures that the
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Council, NMFS, and the State won’t have to devote time and resources to annual changes in
halibut regulations.

The constantly changing halibut regulations and potential one fish daily bag limit could bring the charter
industry — a vital part of Southeast Alaska’s economy — to collapse. Canada and Area 3A are not facing
a similar one fish daily limit—what is to stop sport fishermen from going to either of these areas to
obtain two fish? The NMFS estimates that a one fish daily bag limit would result in 9,000 to 27,000
fewer anglers fishing in Area 2C. At $500 per angler (a very conservative estimate) these reductions
would translate into a direct loss of at least $4.5 to $13.5 million annually in Area 2C. Thisisa
tremendous risk that the Council need not impose on Southeast Alaska communities.

The charter industry differs from the commercial industry in that it depends on stability and
advance notice of rules—most clients book their trips a year out, Also, my business and other
charter operators cannot significantly increase or decrease capacity from year to year, adjusting
to annual increases/decreases in allocation. You simply can’t build more rooms or put more
people on a boat you don’t have, any more than you can mothball rooms or boats you do have.
This 1s why a fixed allocation is as important as the number of pounds of fish.

Alaska needs a charter halibut industry with stability. That is why the Council should add to the
options for analysis a new higher fixed allocation that would actually accommodate the charter
fleet as it will exist under the moratorium. At a minimum, the Council should select as the
preferred altemative a fixed pound allocation at least 1.9 million pounds for Area 2C and 4.15
million pounds for Area 3A to preserve the charter industry in Alaska as it exists today.
Allocating a minimum of 6.05 million pounds — a mere 8.2 percent of the average amount of
halibut allocated by the International Pacific Halibut Commission to the fisheries off Alaska — is
a viable solution. The Council regularly adopts rules that allow commercial fisheries off Alaska
to take more than 10 million pounds of halibut annually in the form of bycatch — forty percent
more than the minimum amount the charter industry is seeking to stay in business.

Thank you for your consideration of my letter.
Respectfully,

Dennis Cook
Rene' Cook
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March 25, 2008

North Pacific Fishery
Management Council ; N
Eric Olson, Chairman UG
605 West 4™ Ave., Suite 306 rea .
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252 o

Re: Agenda Item C-6 Halibut Charter Maoagement

Council Members,

1 own a small charter service in Ninilchik, Alaska. I have been in business for 20 years. Thank you for
the opportunity to express my opinion concerning the upcoming Council action on Initial Review of
Charter Halibut 2C/3A Catch Sharing Plan analysis.

Becausc of no industry entry controls since 1997 when the GHL was created [ feel a new allocation is
pertinent to the survival of our industry. The established GHL was based on 125% of the harvest

A amount. The reasoning for this amount in 1997 has as much necessity now as it did then. Certainly the
Couneil should provide a sufficient allocation that allows for growth as well as providing for latent
capacity due to the lack of entry controls leading up to the moratorium date of December 2005. The
potential that the moratorium will meet Secretarial approval, could be delayed or even denied places
much more pressure on the GHL as it exists today as thete are no limitations to entry into the guided

halibut industry.

An allocation adjustment should be relative to the most recent charter halibut harvest data available
allowing for anticipated growth up to the implementation of a long term solution. If the Council takes no
action in regards to latent capacity in the interim, our industry will require a larger GHL for stability.
The options in the analysis for allowing charters to lease halibut from the commercial halibut industry
bear burden on long term fully developed charter businesses only. A new entrant who is less then fully
developed can grow freely within the GHL, as the GHL becomes more restraining the fully developed
charter businesses will be forced to acquire more access. It makes no sense to forca this burden on to
Iong-term fully developed halibut charter businesses alone.

In the analysis it is identified that there is potential need for implementing separate allocation decisions
and separate management requirements based on the separate needs in [PHC areas 2C and 3A. |t is my
opinion that now is the best time to implement separate actions that take into account the indifferences
hetween these 2 areas. What is presumed workable in area 2C is not acceptable in area 3A. The data is
area specific and it would be wise to make that distinction now in regards to the allocation and
manasgement measures baing considered. One example would be that it is my understanding that the

— P.O. Box 39547, Mile 137.3 Sterling Awy. South, Ninilchil, Alaska 99639

hatp://www.deepereekfishing.com fishward@acsalaska.net
{907) 567-3518 (year round) toll free: 1-888-324-3518
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Charter fleet in area 2C is supportive of a fixed allocation whereas here in area 3A there is much support
for a 50% fixed and 50% floating allocation which would give some added opportunity when stocks are
in higher abundance. This also affords to “Share the Gain” “Share the Pain” concept. When stocks are in
decline, management measures (tools) would be used to keep the flect within the GHL. It is my opinion
that a 1.9 mlb fixed allocation or higher is acceptable in area 2C wheress a 4.15 mib allocation, 50%
fixed, 50% floating is acceptable in arca 3A. Other items concerning the indifferences between these 2
areas would be to consider that area 2C caters to cruise ship and lodge dependent clientele and area 3A
is more dependent on the Alaska resident for clientele. These Alaska residents that patronize the halibut
charters in area 3A have an expressed expectation to return home with sustenance. Bag limit and
associated restraints will affect them more in area 3A.

In the analysis I have concems for the lack of information on the assessment of the quality of
information within the analysis as required by the Quality of Information Act. There are multiple
instances throughout the analysis that states a lack of information or the information required is outside
the scope of the analysis. I would suggest this lack of information would make it difficult to make an
informed decision. What is the purpose of the analysis? The lack of economic impact information will
lead to a blind decision and after 15 years dealing with this I would ask the Council to develop this lack
of data before final action.

I have one final concern. The lack of understanding of how the commeon pool harvest allows some
charter companies to expand their historical harvest within the pool but forces charter businesses that are
fully developed to carry the burden of leasing commercial IFQ (GAF) or forego traditional business
volume. The analysis offers no understanding of how this common pool approach impacts the harvest of
some charters while it allows harvest opportunity growth to others. If there is any concern for the fair
impact within the charter sector it would require the analysis to explain the full impact within this
managerment regime until a comprehensive long term solution is implemented.

Thank you for the opportunity to express my views,
Most izg)ectﬂ.\lly,
\‘—ﬂ—vﬁbg N

Captain Tim Evers
Fishward Bound Adventures, Big Valley Lodge & Cabin Rentals, Deep Creek Sport Shop
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Mr. Eric Olson DR

:] . it

North Pacific Fishery Management Council Wdp -
605 West 4th, Suite 306

Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252 Fea..

Dear Chairman Olson:

Sporifishing is one.of Alaska’s most valued-added resources. I operate Alaska Wildrose
Charters in South-central Alaska (3A), and each ycar, 1 take approximatcly 500 ¢lients on the trip
of a lifetime “the ultimate Alaskan fishing adventure”. They come here for the experience, but
most of all they come to fish for Halibut. Alaska’s coastal communities depend on this economic
resource for survival,

The North Pacific Fisheries Management Council is currently considering charter halibut
allocation. I'm writing to advocate that the Council expand its options for analysis to include a
fixed pound allocation for Area 2C and Area 3A that is high enough to support the fleet that will
exist under the charter moratorium plan that the Council adopted last year. That amount
should be sufficient to allow for 2 season of traditional length with a two fish daily bag limit, the
same limit the industry has historically operated under for decades without adversely affecting
the halibut resource. It should aiso include additional pounds beyond the 1.9 million pounds for
Arca 2C and 4.15 million pounds for Area 3A, the highest levels currently in the analysis, to
accommodate the 72 new permits in Area 2C and 91 new permits in Area 3A that the Council
included for qualified communities in those areas. The cuzrent options before the Council do not
include an amount that will support the moratorium qualified fleet plus the new community
permits, and adopting a allocation that will not support the effort levels the Council agreed to in
the moratorium is certain to mean this allocation issue will remain a problem for years to come.

At a minimum, the Council needs to select as its preferred alterative a fixed allocation of at
least 1.9 million pounds in Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds in Area 3A. This is presently the
highest option before the Council, and still represents less than what has alrcady been harvested
in Area 2C in 2005. A fixed allocation is needed so charter operators and sport fishermen can
plan for the each upcoming season. A fixed allocation also ensures that I don’t need to spend
the next ten years testifying hefore the Council, NMFS, and the State, and they won’t have to
devote time and resources 1o annual changes in halibut regulations.

The constantly changing halibut regulations and potential one fish daily bag limit could bring the charter
industry ~ a vital part of Southeast Alaska’s economy — to collapse. Area 3A is not facing a similar one
fish daily limit—what is to stop sport fishermen from going to 3A to obtain two fish and pushing it
over the quota? The NMFS estimates that a one fish daily bag limit would result in 9,000 to 27,000
fewer anglers fishing in Area 2C. At $500 per angler (a very conservative estimale) these reductions
would translate into a direct loss of at least $4.5 to $13.5 million annually in Area 2C. Thisisa
tremendous risk that the Council need not impose on Southeast Alaska communities.

The charter industry differs from the commercial industry in that it depends on stability and
advance notice of rules—most clients book their trips a year out. Also, my business and other
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charter operators cannot significantly increase or decrease capacity from year to year, adjusting
to annual increases/decreases in allocation. You simply can’t build more rooms or put more
people on a boat you don’t have, any more than you can mothball rooms or boats you do have.
This is why a fixed allocation is as important as the number of pounds of fish.

Alaska needs 4 charter halibut industry with stability, That is why the Council should add to the
options for analysis a new higher fixed allocation that would actually accommodate the charter
fleet as it will exist under the moratorium, At a minimum, the Counctl should select as the -
preferred altemative a fixed pound allocation at least 1.9 million pounds for Area 2C and 4.15
million pounds for-Area.3A to preserve the charter industry in Alaska as it exists today,
Allocating 2 minimum of 6.05 million pounds — & mete 8.2 percent of the average amount of
halibut allocated by the International Pacific Halibut Commission to the fisheries off Alaska — is
a viable solution. The Council regularly adopts rules that allow commercial fisheries off Alaska
to take more than 10 million pounds of halibut annually in the form of bycatch — forty percent
more than the minimum amount the charter industry is seeking to stay in business.

Thank you for your considcration of my letter,

Respectlully, Frank Casey
Alaska Wildrose Charters
POB 343

Clam Gulch, Alaska
907-252-4525
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Van Saun Charters
£O Box 39622
Ninilchik, AK 99639
(907)567-3547

yscharters@hotmail.com .
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March 25, 2008

Eric Olson, Chairman
North Pacific Fisheries Managemen( Council A,
605 West 4™ Ave. Ste 306 :
Anchorage AK 99501-2252

Dear Eric,
I am writing in regard to the on going (16 years now) Charter Boat Halibut Allocation Issue.

In 1993 when the NPFMC first began action against the Charter Fleet we questioned why the
approximately 5 million pounds being caught by anglers aboard charter boats was an issue, given the
fact the NPFMC was allowing approximately 15 million pounds By-Catch to be thrown over the side
dead. This fish had no economic berefit to Alaska and was a total and complete waste of a valuable
resource, At the time the NPFMC told us they were working on cleaning up those fisheries
respousible for By-Catch and therefore it was not an issue they would address with us,

Since that time no “cleaning up” has occurred. Twenty percent of the over all cateh is still throwa
over the side dead. This is all done to the benefit of just a few very large and very lucrative companies
with little if any benefil to the people of Alaska. How much longer can this go on?

The Charter Fleet is the center attraction for tourists who spend hundreds of millions of dollars in
Alaska every year. The halibut caught on Charters benefit thousands of businesses, employ tens of
thousands of Alaskans, and allow rural coastal Alaskan communities to thrive,

With due respect, our entire community, including cormmercial ong lners, feet the time to address the
issue of By-Catch is long over due. It is a complele tragedy to restrict the minority who benefit so
many while allowing big businesses, who benefit so few, to do so much damage.

I ask that you please take to heart the magnitude of this issue and do what is right for the fish, the
people of Alaska, and the future of our tourism industry by leading the NPFMC to clcan up By-Catch.
The Charter Flcct needs recognition for its value to Alaska and greater consideration by the Council.

Sincerely,
D\
Capt. Rod Van'

Owner Operator

=N Van Saun Charters
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M, Eric Olson
Chaitman NPFMC

CONCLUSION

True Alaskans are being forced to give up their fishing rights and livelihoods to support the non-Alaskan
factory trawl fleet that contributes little or nothing to Alaska’s economy. This hardly seems better than
the foreign draggers of past years or the high seas gill-netters from an Alaska citizen’s point of view.

I am encouraging the NPFMC to do the right thing and set a reasonable and stable GHL for sport/charter
caught halibut of 2 million pounds for 2C and 4.2 million pounds for 3A; reverse the assumption based
reallocation of halibut biomass from 2C to 3A until some accurate scientific data actually exists to
warrant this process; and take immediate action to greatly reduce the trawl caught bycatch, which is
killing millions of juverile hatibut and salmon.

Thank you for your consideration,

Jeff Wedekind
President, Chinook Shores Inc.
Ketchikan, Alaska

CC:

The Honorable Governor Palin

Cora Crome

Senator Ted Stevens

Senator Lisa Murkowski

Representative Don Young

Carlos M. Gutierrez, Secretary of U.S. Department of Commerce
Condoleezza Rice, Secretary of State
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'CHINOOK SHORES INC.

Southeast Alaska Fishing and Waterfront Lodging
119 Potter Road — Ketchifan, Alaska 99901

March 24, 2008

Mr, Bric Olson, Chainman g £
North Pacific Fishery Management Council ’
605 West 4th, Suite 306

Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252 Fre .

Dear Chairman Olson:

BACKGROUND

[ have lived in Southeast Alaska full time for the last 20 years. I first came to Ketchikan as a deckhand
on a salmon tender at age 14. Ispent the next 15 years working on salmon seiners and long lined halibut,
black cod and brown crab from areas 2C to 4B. | was set on buying a SE Alaska limit seiner & permit
and planned on using the boat to fish halibut and black cod as well. But not only was I cut out of the IFQ
process that year, my current long-line job was in jeopardy because I didn’t have any IFQ’s to contribute
to the boat.

At this point I fell back on a construction engineering degree and went to work for a large construction
company in Ketchikan. 1 worked for this well established company for ten years building roads and
harbors all over Alaska but after 43 years of being in business this SE Alaska company (South Coast Inc.)
went bankrupt. .

I didn’t want to leave SE Alaska so I supported my family taking on any work I could find and then
seized an opportunity to develop some family property and build a fishing lodge. My family and Thave
been operating this fishing lodge in Ketchikan for three years and are finally starting to show a profit. We
have a total capacity of 24 people and operate two halibut/salmon charter boats and 4 self-guided salmon
fishing boats. We also take pride in the fact that all of us who profit from this lodge are also year round
residents of Ketchikan.

E OMI

There are many people in my siteation who after the mills closed and forests shut down, turned to tourism
and charter fishing as a new way of life. Salmon and halibut fishing is the number one activity drawing
overnight tourists (fly-ins) to SE Alaska. The majority of the charter fishermen and small lodge owners
live in Alaska and the money spent with us remains in our communities sustaining our economy.

1 have spent a second mortgage and my life savings on our lodge and now the proposed 1 halibut limit in
2C is threatening its existence, clients who have heard the roomers have already told me that they will
figh in Canada or 3A where they can catch 2 halibut/day should we be reduced to a single fish limit.
Unlike commercial fishermen we don’t self a product, we offer a service so the fewer fish we are able to
catch the Jower the price we are able to demand (supply & demand economics doesn’t work for us). We
also cannot easily shift our fishing effort from one area to another as commercial fisherman can. Because
of this, if we are to yemain in business we require a stable GHL. Most of our clients purchase their trips
one or two years in advance so planning for the future is cracial, A moving GHL simply doesn’t allow
this, and that®s why I am asking you to consider a stable GHL which allows for growth and more closely

R2IB-/.62-/0R ' SW3 WH9E:9 BRODZ 92 Yew



March 24, 2008 BEa - )
Mr. Eric Olson LU
Chairman NPFMC

matches the 2005 moratorium control date for our fishery, Our communities in Southeast Alaska have
been economically devastated over the last 15 years from the loss of the tiraber industry and the economic
hit from farmed salmon. Our rebound through tourism is finally bringing people back but taking another
direct hit on the number one tourist attraction of SE Alaska would once again set our sensitive local
economies in a tailspin.

REALLOCATION

It seems illegitirnate that the reallocation of fish from 2C to 3A be of such magnitude that the 3A quota is
virtually unchanged while in 2008 area 2C loses 27% of it's CEY from 2007 and over 40% from 2006 .
There is a definite shift of the quota from 2C to 3A since 2006 with little or no scientific data to back up
this decision. Since 1596 halibut stocks are down in each respective area by over 25% and instead of
proportionately reducing the CEY in each area only 2C was reduced so 3A could maintain their CEY,
which is 8% higher than in 1996 even though the exploitable biomass in 3A is 26% smaller according to
IPHC pubiished data. These reallocation decisions are based on an eastward and southward migration of
halibut, which has been common knowledge for decades but only now seems to be of interest for this

purpose.

It appears that fishing halibut in the guif is in part an interception fishery similar to that of migrating
salmon, however, under the new reedel IPHC 15 recommending to concentrate the caich effort in a central
location with no actual scientific data that this is beneficial for the stacks or the fishery. It is definitely
not beneficial to the fishermen in areas 2A,B&C that some of these halibut will eventually migrate to. It
hardly seems fair that the sport/charter fishermen of area 2C should burden the fate of this new modeling
system.

BYCATCH

It seems the massive bycatch of trawl caught halibut (the largest halibut interception fishery) is being
discarded as a necessity to maintain the huge trawl fleet with no consideration of the effects on the
Alaskan commercial and sport fishermen other than to reduce their quotas and GHLs.

In 2006, 9.075 million net pourds of halibut were lost as bycatch in the trawl fisheties alone, Using 4
pounds as the average weight of these halibut, approximately 2.3 million individual halibut were lost due
to this fishery in 2006. The average weight of a halibut caught in the IPHC directed fishery is 27 pounds.
(IPHC Report of Assessment and Research Activities 2000 at p.77) Therefore, even assuming these ish
would suffer natural mortality of 50% the potential overall loss of these fish to the directed IPHC fisheries
couid be as kigh as 30.6 million pounds (2.3/2*27) or more than 1/2 of the total IPHC harvest quota for
all areas in 20081

The IPHC, however, assumes & loss of only 1.7 pounds to the directed fishery from | pound of bycatch
this would still amount to a loss of over 15 million pounds or 25% of the total IPHC harvest quota for all
areas in 2008 and twice as much as the charter indusiries GHL. These numbers simply do not lie and
when compared fish for fish instead of pound per pound the bycatch is astonishing. No matter how you
analyze it, if the average size of a halibut caught in the IPHC directed fisheries is 27 pounds and the
average size of a halibut caught in the trawl fisheries is 4 pounds, the trawl fishery is likely to catch as
many or more halibut as bycatch than the directed halibut fisheries will be allowed to catch in
208!
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March 5, 2008

Mr. Eric Olson, Chair

Horth Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 W 47 Ave, Suite 306

Anchorage, AR 99501-2252

Fax Mo. (907) 271-2817

Dear Mr Olsen:

| am a charter boat operator in Sitka, Alaska, and am commenting on the Council’s agenda
ftern C-6& Halibut Charter Management.

The guided sport industry can only function with a fixed pound allocation. The fixed pound
allocations, before the Council for analysis, are insufficient to accommodate the charter fleet
as it will exist under the moratorium, set at December 9, 2005. | suggest the Council add for
analysis a 2.3 million pound allocation for Area ZC and a 4.5 million pound allocation for Area
3A. This will provide for a two fish bag limit, no in-season changes or closures, a season of
historical length, plus address latent capacity, military participation and community quota
entities.

- The Council also needs to request economic data on the guided sport industry, to move
forward. The Council cannot afford to make an allocative decision and address stability,
without knowing the economic impact of the Council's decisions on the guided recreational
fishing industry.

The recreational fishing industry, both guided and unguided, has always been conservation-
minded. If the IPHC deems the existence of a conservation emergency, such that halibut
quotas for all users, in all areas off Alaska, must be significantly reduced, | have no prablem
with the IPHC adjusting bag limits across the entire recreational fishing sector to achieve
reductions in harvest and protection of the resource.

Keeping conservation in mind, and struggling for 2 2 million pound allocation of halibut far
Area 2C, | think it would help to reanalyze halibut wastage by the longline fleet (totalling
over a milllon pounds annually), and halibut bycatch by the trawl fleet (12 to 16 million
pounds annually. )

e R RN S e

Again, | urge the Council to analyze a 2.3 million pound allocation for Area 2C and a 4.5
million pound allocation for Area 3A, as the guided sport allocation must be sufficient to
sustain our industry and the communities we live in. Thank you for considering my

COMm

Since A

Greg Kain/Owner
Kain's Fishing Adventures, inc.

8113-20th Streat East « Edgewood, Washingion 88371 » B00-926-7032
wwrw kainsfishingadventuras.com * Email - emall @ kainsflishingadveniures.com
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Don Beeson
19931 Grant Circle
Eagle River, AK 99577

March 25, 2008

Mr. Eric Olson, Chair 208
North Pacific Fishery Management Council

605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306 d

Anchorage, AK 99501

NPFMC FAX: (907) 271-2817 VIA FAX

RE: HALIBUT FISHERIES
Dear Mr. Olson, Chair,

I have been involved in Alaska’s fish processing industry for most of my lifetime
(1966-2000). I'm well aware of the issues of allocative batiles throughout this
state, particularly in Cook Inlet. To foster socioeconomic stability of coastal
Alaska, it is jmperative that all commercial interests/sectors share in
conservation of the resource and are managed on a level playing field.

The charter and setline sectors must be managed the same way with separate
accountability (SA). This would protect the resource, create economic stability
and allow economics decide reallocation without constant allocation battles.
Those charter or setline operations that wish to increase their operation would

need only to purchase or lease QS.

My family mainly accesses the halibut resource directly through fishermen or
from the local grocery or restaurant. I implore you to make the GHL a
percentage that fluctuates with abundance so all sectors share in resource
conservation. I support the Council providing charter operators with the
opportunity to lease QS, investing in the resource and their future just as the
setline fishery has.

For the benefit of all Americans, users, and the resource, I urge you to proceed
forward with implementation of a long-term solution that will put sefline and

charter sectors on the same playing field with equitable, fair rules based on
sound biology and resource conservation.

Respectfully,
Don Beeson

Plant Manager, Icicle Seafoods (Retired)



Mr. Eric Olson

Chairman

North Pacific Fishery Management Council o

605 West 4th, Suite 306 AR ;o
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252 gl
Fax: (907)271-2817 Frpe

March 26, 2008
Dear Chairmnan Olson;

My pame is Suzi Daniels. { own Ripple Cove Charters in Gustavus, Alaska. We are in area 2C.,
I have two sportfishing vessels and have been in business since 2004. Each year, I fish just
under 100 guests. I have one lodge now (my second to open in August) and in prior years, have
employed two LOCAL captains and several part-time LOCAL lodge/kitchen employees. Sport
caught fish are one of Alaska’s most value-added resources. This year, over 25% of my
RETURN clients are NOT booking due to the proposed four-fish annual and one fish daily limit.
I' have reduced my help to one captain and will do most of the lodge support myself in response
to this reduction in business. Like many other charter businesses, my clients are serious
fisherman and are not interested in hiking, kayaking, or sightseeing. In fact, the majority of them
come to Gustavus and have never seen Glacier Bay because they strictly want to fish. They
have shared with me that they can’t justify the expense of an airline ticket and the fishing trip for
the few halibut they will be allowed to keep. It's funny that no one really complained last year
when the limit was two halibut daily, where one had to be under 32 inches. They are just
looking at it like as if their fishing trip will be reduced by 50%. During silver season, where I
have seen the greatest number in regular rebookings, we can augment the fishing day with time
salmon fishing. Duting the remainder of the summer I could only augment the day with king
salmon fishing at Deer Harbor or rock fishing about % of the way to Deer Harbor but this is 4 2.5
hour run for me each way. If1 tried to make this trip each day I would surely go out of business
within a month. Gustavus is a small town. My reduction in business is already having an impact
on the 350 residents (- 2 jobs). If I go out of business, another one of the 350 residents will lose
their job.

The charter moratorium, if implemented, will likely put half of the Gustavus fishing fleet out of
business, since many of the businesses popped up in 2006 or 2007. In fact, as the proposal is
currently written, one of my boats will¥ut of the bottom fishing business. The North Pacific
Fisheries Management Council is currently considering charter halibut atlocation. I’m writing to
advocate that the Council expand its options for analysis to include a fixed pound allocation for
Area 2C and Area 3A that is high enough to support the fleet that will exist under the charter
moratorium plan that the Council adopted last year. That amount should be sufficient to allow
for a season of traditional length with a two fish daily bag limit, the same limit the industry has
historically operated under for decades without adversely affecting the halibut resource. It
should also include additional pounds beyond the 1.9 million pounds for Area 2C and 4.15
million pounds for Area 3A, the highest levels currently in the analysis, to accommedate the 72
new permits in Area 2C and 91 new permits in Area 3A that the Council included for qualified
communities in those areas. The current options before the Council do not include an amount



that will support the moratorium qualified fleet plus the new community permits, and adopting a
allocation that will not support the effort levels the Council agreed to in the moratonum is certain
t0 mean this allocation issue will remain a problem for years to come.

At a minimum, the Council needs to select as its preferred alternative a fixed allocation of at
least 1.9 million pounds in Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds in Area 3A. This is presently
the highest option before the Council, and still represents less than what has already been
harvested in Area 2C in 2005. A fixed allocation is needed so charter operators and sport
fishermen can plan for the each upcoming season. A fixed allocation also ensures that the
Coungcil, NMFS, and the State won't have to devote time and resources to annuat changes in
halibut regulations.

The constantly changing halibut regulations and potentiat one fish daily bag limit could bring the charter
industry — a vital part of Southeast Alaska’s economy — to collapse. IT HASN”T BEEN
IMPLEMENTED YET AND PEQPLE IN GUSTAVUS ARE ALREADY LOSING THEIR JOBS.
Canada and Area JA are not facing a similar one fish daily limit—what is to stop sport fishermen from
going to either of these areas to obtain two fish? The NMFS estimates that a one fish daily bag limit
would result in 9,000 to 27,000 fewer anglers fishing in Area 2C. At $500 per angler (a very
conservative estimate) these reductions would translate into a direct loss of at least $4.5 to $13.5 million
annually in Area 2C. This is a tremendous risk that the Comncil need not impose on Southeast Alaska
communities. THE ECONOMY IS IN BAD ENOUGH SHAPE ALREADY AND PEOPLE ARE
STRUGGLING TO MAKE ENDS MEET. WITHOUT JOBS, WHAT ARE THE LOCAL
GUSTAVUS RESIDENTS TO DO? -~

The charter industry differs from the commercial industry in that it depends on stability and
advance notice of rules—most clients book their trips a year out. Also, my business and other
charter operators cannot significantly increase or decrease capacity from year to year, adjusting
to annual increases/decreases in allocation. You simply can’t build more rooms or put more
people or a boat you don’t have, any more than you can mothball rooxs or boats you do have.
This is why a fixed allocation is as important as the number of pounds of fish.

Alaska needs a charter halibut industry with stability. That is why the Council should add to the
options for analysis a new higher fixed allocation that would actually accommodate the charter
fleet as it will exist under the moratorium. At a minimum, the Council should select as the
preferred alternative a fixed pound allocation at least 1.9 million pounds for Area 2C and 4.15
million pounds for Area 3A to preserve the charter industry in Alaska as it exists today.
Allocating a minimum of 6.05 million pounds — 2 mere 8.2 percent of the average amount of
halibut allocated by the International Pacific Halibut Commission to the fisheries off Alaska —is
a viabie solution. The Council regularly adopts rules that allow commercial fisheries off Alaska
to take more than 10 million pounds of halibut annually in the form of BYCATCH - forty
percent more than the minimum amount the charter industry is seeking to stay in business. THIS
DOESN’T MAKE SENSE!!! COMMERCIAL FISHING DOLLARS SPEND ONCE.
SPORTFISHING DOLLARS SPEND MANY TIMES OVER. My clients buy liquor at the local
liquor store owned by 3 Gustavus residents. My clients spend at the local gift shops owned by
local Gustavians. My clients fly from Juneau on small airlines that employee Gustavus pilots
and desk representatives. All of these people rely on the many Gustavus charter businesses, not -~



comimercial fiskerman, for their jobs. I am asking that you please atlow our clients to catch two
halibut per person per day, without an annual limit. Most fish for five days max. The
moratorium will put the majority of the fleet out of business. Please support limits this year and
during the moratorium that will allow those of us remaining to stay in business so that we may
continue to employ the local Alaskans that work in a variety of fields to support the sportfishing
industry.

Thank you for your consideration of my letter,

Respectfully,
Susan Daniels/owner Ripple Cove Charters LLC

- ‘///‘;'-?m )"‘dg
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Kenneth & Dea
20441 Ptarmigan Blvd. N
Eagle River, AK 99577 R
AR ¢ aa

March 26, 2008 - Hg
M. Eric Olson, Chair L
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306
Anchorage, AK 99501
NPFMC FAX: (807) 271-2817 VIA FAX

RE: ALASKA HALIBUT FISHERY

Dear Mr. Olson, Chair,

Our family has been involved in catching fish for the world’s consumption since
Alaska’s halibut fishery derby days. Also, our family holds multiple salmon
permits. Like a 3-legged stool, the fishing industry and coastal economies rely
on stable, well-managed individual fisheries to stand and prosper. We have just
recently completed construction of a new vessel for $1,000,000.00 that is planned
to partially work as a halibut longliner and we need stability in this sector!

To foster socioeconomic stability of coastal Alaska, it is imperative that all
commercial interests/sectors share in conservation of the resource and are
managed on a level playing field. The charter and setline sectors must be
managed the same way with separate accountability (SA). This would protect
the resource, create economic stability and allow economics decide reallocation
without constant allocation battles, Those charter or setline operations that wish
t(;ta inc)rease their operation would need only to purchase or lease QS (Quota
Share).

Please do not make management decisions that will make the halibut setline
fishery economically unstable with open allocation to the commexcial charter
operators. We implore you to make the GHL a percentage that fluctuates with
abundance so all sectors share in resource conservation. We support the
Council providing charter operators with the opportunity to lease QS,
investing in the resoturce and their future just as the setline fishery has.

For the benefit of all Americans, users, and the resource, we urge you to proceed
forward with implementation of a long-term solution that will put setline and

charter sectors on the same playing field with equitable, fair rules based on
sound biology and resource conservation.

Respectfully,

e,
Kenneth & Dea
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/\ | Deep Creek Charterboat Association

F.0. Bux 413—Ninilehik, AK 99639

barch 25, 2008 yt
Eric Olson, Chairman MAR .
North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
e Trem 605 West 4% Ave, Ste 306 rey
547363 Anchorage AK 995012252 '
IR psalshie nel
sz e Re: Agenda Item C-6 Halibut Charter Management
2W2-2oh
] Dear Chairman (fson,
“Mrmber-ai-Large
Tes My
j S The Deep Creek Charterboat Association (DCCA) represents 50 Charter Boat

Businesses in Winilchik, Alaska. On average, members of DCCA have been in the
Halibut Charter Industry over 12 years. The intent of this letter is to express concemn
about measures the NPFMC is threatening (o take against our industry without sufficient
analysis of the situation.

l_n 1997 the Council passed the Guideline Harvest Level. However, the council failed to
implement any controls on growth in the industry. As a result of new growth the
charter fleet ix now very close to the GHI..

In December of 2005 the NPFMC passed a Moratorium on new entrants. This
moratoram 15 still going through the process with the NMFS but is scheduled for

completion this year. Onee the Moratorium is implemented there will be a cap on the

numbcer of boats in the charter boat fleet. It has been reported that as many as 25% of
the existing Neet will not qualify under the Moratorium. Yet currently the fish those
non qualifiers are catching is being counted against the entire fleet. DCCA members are
confused as to why this issue has not been addressed in the Analysis.

DCCA respectfully asks the NPFMC to secure analysis on the following issues:

1) How many boats will qualify for under the Moratorium Guidelines?

) What will the exposure be for maximum possible fish that qualifying group
would land?

3) How many fish will be required to allow that flest to continue to fish within
traditional seasons and bag limits?

4) How muny fish will be needed to accommodate the CQE Permits the Council
has set aside?

J3) 'What will be the economic impact to the Charler Fleet and Coastal Alaskan
Communities if cach of the proposed measure is taken”

&) Under the Moratorium what will be the potential growth of Charters that were
running parl lime during the qualifying years? Will growth in the part time
sector once aeain nush the Charter Fleet over their allocation?
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v Uk,

@4 Deep Creek Charterboat Association

With proper analysis the Council may find fish caught by the post moratorium fleet will
fall with or close to the current GHL and leave no need for any future action.

Decisions made without proper analysis will cause Jong term financial harm to over 1200
statewide Charter Businesses and thousands of other small businesses that depend on the
tourism industry. This would be an irreversible tragedy!

Alaskan Coastal Communitics depend on the attraction sport fishing for Halibut. The
number of people and businesses affecied by decisions by the NPFMC on Halibut Charter
Management is sufficient to justify complete analysis. The members of Docp Creek
Charterboat Association respectfully ask the Council to give attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Rod Van Saun

President
DCCA
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Mr. Eric Olson

Chairman

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
G5 Wesl 4th, Suite 306

Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252

Fax: (907)271-1817

Dear Chairman Olson:

Spart caught fish is one of Alaska’s most valued-added resources. In Southeast Alaska alone,
nearly 700 vessels serve 92,000 sport fishermen. | operate a charter business in Southeast
Alaska, and each year, | take approximately 450 clients on the trip of a lifetime--the ultimate
Alasken fishing advenwre. For many, this is the only version of Alaska they wall ever
experience--they do not want to backpack, kayak, or drive--they come to Alaska to fish.
Southeast Alaskan communities have come to depend on this economic resource for survival,

Mow, my clients’ fishing experience in Southeast Alaska could be diminished by 30%.
Unfortunately, it costs me exactly the same amount (or more, with rising fuel costs) to take them
fishing. You can see what a complicated business position this puls me in. | have had several
complaints and cancellations this year due to the pending NMFS decisions on halibut bag limits.

The Morth Pacific Fisheries Management Council is eurrently considering charter halibut
allocation. I'm writing to advocate that the Council expand its options for analysis 1o include a
fixed pound allocation for Area 2C and Area 3A that is high enough to support the fleet that will
exist under the charter moratorium plan that the Council adopted last year. That amount should
be sufficient to allow for a scason of traditional length with a two fish daily bag limit, the same
limit the industry has histerically operated under for decades without adversely affecting the
halibut resource. It should also include additional pounds beyond the 1.9 million pounds for
Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds for Area 3A, to accommodate the 72 new permits in Area 2C
and 91 new permits in Area 3A that the Council included for qualified communities in those
aress. The current options before the Council do not include an amount that will support the
moratorium qualified fleet plus the new community permits, and adopting a allocation that will
not suppent the effort levels the Council agreed to in the moratorium is certain 1o mean this
allocation issue will remain a problem for years to come,

Al a minimum. the Council needs to consider a fixed allocation of at least 2.3 million pounds
in Area 2C and 4.5 million pounds in Area 3A. A fixed allocation is needed so charter
operators and sport fishermen can plan for the each upcoming season. A fixed allocation also
ensures that the Coungil, NMFS, and the State won't have to devote time and resources (o annual
changes in halibut regulations.

9113-20th Street East » Edgewood, Washinglon 98371 = B00-926-7032
www kainsfishingadventures.com = Email - email @kainshshingadvaniunes.com
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The constantly changing halibut regulations and potential one fish daily bag limit could bring the charter
industry — & vital part of Southeast Alaska’s economy —to collapse. Canada and Area 3A are not facing
a similar one fish daily limit—what is to stop sport fishermen from going 1o either of these areas to
obtain two fish? The NMFS estimates that a one fish deily bag limit would result in 9,000 to 27,000
fewer anglers fishing in Area 2C. At $500 per angler {a very conservative estimate) these reductions
would translate into a direct loss of at least $4.5 to $13.5 million annually in Area 2C. Thisisa
wemendous risk that the Council need not impose on Southeast Alaska communities.

The charter industry differs from the commercial industry in that it depends on stability and
advance notice of rules—most clients book their trips a year out. Also, my business and other
charter operators cannot significantly increase or decrease capacity from year to year, adjusting
to annual increases/decreases in allocation. You simply can’t build more rooms or put more
people on a boat you don’t have, any more than you can mothball rooms or boats you do have.
This is why a fixed allocation is as important as the number of pounds of fish.

Alaska needs a charter halibut industry with stability. That is why the Council should add to the
options for analysis a new higher fixed allocation that would actually accommodate the charter
fleet as it will exist under the moratorium. The Council should select a fixed pound allocation at
least 2.3 million pounds for Area 2C and 4.5 million pounds for Area 3A to preserve the charter
industry in Alaska as it exists today. The Council regularly adopts rules that allow commercial
fisheries off Alaska to take more than 10 million pounds of halibut annually in the form of
bycatch — forty percent more than the minimum amount the charter industry is seeking to stay in
business.

Thank you,

Sincerely,

Greg er
Kain’s Fishing Adventures, inc
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BRENT M. WESTERN
2500 Autumn Drive
Anchorage, AK 99516
Fmail: bmwfish@alaska.net

March 24, 2008 -

Mr. Eric Olson, Chair Prmes- o
North Pacific Fishery Management Council

605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306

Anchorage, AK 99501

NPFMC FAX: (907) 271-2817 VIA FAX

RE: CHARTER HALIBUT

Dear Mr. Olson, Chair,

My family has fished Alaska’s waters since the 1960s and we depend on the
commercial halibut fishery for over 50 percent of our annual income. We have
invested heavily in Individual Pishing Quota (IFQ) because of the stability
promised by the government. We represent and provide access for the silent
majority of American consumers who enjoy eating halibut and cannot afford to
or are unable to eatch their own dinner throughout all our great states!

I originally qualified for a small amount of IFQ and have since mortgaged my
house to purchase additional IFQ. This IFQ represents 90% of my quota and I'm
still paying for it—not only to the bank, but also through open charter
reallocation, Is this fair? I most emphatically and certainly say NO! This open
reallocation is like getting robbed every year.

I have always paid my way in my business ventures and I would do the same if I
decided to enter any business enterprise, includintﬁ halibut chartering. Seeing
that I do have a 50-Ton Master License. In fact, with the passage of the Charter
[FQ program on December 8, 2001, which would create a more stable industry 1
had planned to augment my operation to involve halibut sport charters, All
along believing in the process, and now the rug has been yanked out beneath my

feet.

Rescinding the previous passed Charter IFQ was a very unfortunate and unfair
decision. Changing the rules of the game right in the middle has definitely
effected my business plan and in turn has let the Johny-come-latelies who cried
and whined their way to have this council change the established rules and place
a moratorium on new entrants.

In 1983 the Secretary disapproved a proposed commercial halibut moratorium
because it would not have resclved the basic problem of overcapitalization in the
halibut longline fishery (Fed. Reg. Vol. 57, No. 233/ Thurs. 12/03/1992 57131).
This seems to be exactly the same scenario we currently now face with halibut

sport charters.
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Halibut Charter
March 25, 2008

Page2 of 2

I find it very disheartening that most charter operators are still demanding an
increase in the Guideline Harvest Level (GHL). Charter operators claim that the
economic hardship imposed by the pending one halibut bag limit will be
devastating. Many are also asking for a fixed allocation, refusing to share in
conservation of the resource. Many of the same charter operators consider it
unfair that they should have to lease Quota Share (QS) in order to catch more
halibut, calling their service the public's access to the public's fish.

What has occurred to the 2C and 3A setline ﬁshe:?r has been more devastating!
The setline fishery has abided by the sound principles of conserving the resource,
not taking but buying additional quota to augment operation while all along

viding access to the America consumer. I guess the zﬁarter operators want the
whole cake and to eat it too.

The charter and setline sectors must be managed the same way with separate
accountability (SA). This would protect the resource, create econamic stability
and allow economics decide reallocation without constant allocation battles.
‘Fhose charter or setline operations that wish to increase their operation would

need only to purchase or lease QS.

Please do not make me financially insolvent and take my livelihood away by
giving some of my hard earned QS fo a charter operator. 1 implore you to
mmake the GHL a percentage that fluctuates with abundance so all sectors share
in resource conservation. I support the Council providing charter operators
with the opportunity to lease QS, investing in the resource and their future
just as I have. .

For the benefit of all Americans, users, and the resource, ] urge you to proceed
forward with implementation of a long-term solution that will put setline and

charter sectors on the same playing field with equitable, fair rules based on
sound biology and resource conservation.

Respectfully,

nt M. Western

(IFQ Owner / FV Roulette)
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TONY WESTERN
53320 Lindgren Court
Kasitof, AK 99610

March 25, 2008 ar

Mr. Eric Olson, Chair

North Pacific Fishery Management Council

605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306

Anchorage, AK 99501

NPEMC FAX: (907) 271-2817 VIA FAX

RE: CHARTER HALIBUT
Dear Mr. Olson, Chair,

I have fished Alaska’s waters since the 1960s and I depend on the commerdal
halibut fishery for over 50 percent of our annual income. I have invested heavily
in Individual Fishing Quota (IFQ) because of the stability promised by the
government. The hundreds of other longliners and myself represent and provide
access for the silent majority of American consumers who enjoy eating halibut
and cannot afford to or are unable to catch their own dinner throughout all our

great states!

1 originally qualified for a small amount of IFQ and have since used the colatral
in my house to purchase additional IFQ. Jhave worked hard through rough seas
and have risked my life and hard assets to make the life I have now. However
through the open annual reallocation of the setline halibut resource to the charter
sector, all my rewards to the risk that I took is being taken away. Js this fair? I
most emphatically and certainly say NO! This open reallocation is like getting

robbed every year.

I find it very disheartening that most charter operators are still demanding an
increase in the Guideline Harvest Level (GHL), Charter operators claim that the
economic hardship imposed by the pending one halibut bag limit will be
devastating. Many are also asking for a fixed allocation, refusing to share in
conservation of the resource. Many of the same charter operators consider it
unfair that they should have to lease Quota Share (QS) in order to catch more
halibut, calling thetr service the public's access to the public's fish.

What has occurred to the 2C and 3A setline fishery has been more devastating!
The setline fishery has abided by the sound principles of conserving the resource,
not taking but buying additional quota to augment operation while all along
providing access to the America consumer. I guess the charter operators want the
whole cake and to eat it too.
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Halibut Charter
March 23, 2008

Page 2 of 2

The charter and setline sectors must be managed the same way with separate
accountability (SA). This would protect the resource, create economic stability
and allow economics decide reallocation without constant allocation battles.
Those charter or setline operations that wish to increase their operation would
need only to purchase or lease OS.

I have always paid my way in my business ventures and I would do the same if I
decided to enter any business enterprise, including halibut chartering. This
council must create a level playing field for all sectors.

Please do not make me financially insolvent and take my livelihood away by
giving some of my hard earned QS to a charter operator. 1 implore you to
make the GHL a percentage that fluctuates with abundance that all sectors
must share in resource conservation. I support the Council providing charter
operators with the opportunity to lease QS, investing in the tesource and theix
future just as I have.

For the benefit of all Americans, users, and the resource, ] urge you to proceed
forward with implementation of a long-term solution that will put setline and

charter sectors on the same playing field with equitable, fajr rules based on
sound biology and resource conservation.

Respectfully,

(IFQ Owner/ FV Roulette)

ony
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Kirt Western
6005 More Lane
Anchorage, AK 99504

March 25, 2008 R s

Mr. Btic Olson, Chair

North Pacific Fishery Management Council

605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306

Anchorage, AK 99501

NPFMC FAX: (507) 271-2817 VIA FAX

RE: CHARTER HALIBUT

Dear Mr. Olson, Chair,

My family has fished Alaska’s waters since the 1960s and along with the
American consumer, Alaska’s coastal communities and my family—we have all
benefited from the stability of the IFQ program.

The charter and setline sectors must be managed the same way with separate
accountability (SA). This would protect the resource, create economic stability
and allow economics decide reallocation without constant allocation battles.
Those charter or setline operations that wish to increase their operation would

need only to purchase or lease QS.

I have always paid my way in my business ventures and I wotld do the same if {
decided to enter any business enterprise, including halibut chartering. This
council must create a level playing field for all sectors.

Please do not make my family financially insolvent and take our livelihoods
away by giving some of our hard earned QS to a charter operator. I implore
you to make the GHL a percentage that fluctuates with abundance so all
sectots share in resource conservation, I support the Council providing charter
operators with the opportunity to lease QS, investing in the resoutce and their
future just as I have.

For the benefit of all Americans, users, and the resource, I urge you to proceed
forward with implementation of a long-term solution that will put setline and
charter sectors on the same playing field with equitable, fair rules based on

sound biology and resource conservation.

Respectfully,

Ay

Kirt J. Western
(IFQ Owner)
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Mike Anderson
4640 Shoshoni Drive
Anchorage, AK 99516

March 25, 2008

M. Eric Olson, Chair

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306

Anchorage, AK 99501

NPEMC FAX: (307) 271-2817

VIA FAX

RE: THE ALASKA HALIBUT LONGLINE FLEET IS MY ACCESS

Dear Mr. Olson, Chair,

As a lifelong Alaskan, who doesn’t have the intestinal fortitude to catch my
own fish—1I rely on purchasing my fish from the store, restaurant or directly
from the fisherman. 1 understand that this council is considering management
decisions that will affect my access to the halibut resource.

Therefore for the benefit of my family and all America’s consumers, I urge you
to proceed forward with implementation of prudent management measures
based on sound biology and resource conservation that will allow myself
continued access to this great tasting and nutritious protein through those who
work vicariously for all of nus—the Alaska halibut longline fleet.

Respectfully,

127 T

Mike Anderson

PSS — Iw FhcT, THE KT TmE I wewl on
A oppr IT QST MY Py 31200
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Laura Marcucci
7020 Arnold Ave. C

EAFB, AK 99506 -
March 25, 2008
Mr. Eric Olson, Chair WAL s
North Pacific Fishery Management Council ks
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306

Anchorage, AK 99501
NPFEMC FAX: (807) 271-2817

VIA FAX

RE: THE ALASKA HALIBUT LONGLINE FLEET IS5 MY ACCESS

Dear Mr. Olson, Chair,

My family zelies on purchasing my fish from the store, restaurant or directly
from the fisherman. We love seafood and eat jt around 3 times per week. Asa
military family we move around a lot and unfortunately, we are moving from
Alaska this spring and therefore will need more than ever to access Alaska’s
excellent seafood of halibut, salmon, etc.... through commercial fishermen.

We understand that this council is considering management decisions that will
affect my access to the halibut resource. Therefore for the benefit of my family
and all America’s consumers, We urge you to proceed forward with
imglementaﬁon of prudent management measures based on sound biology
and resource conservation that will allow my family continued access to this
great tasting and nutritions protein through those who work vicariously for all
of us—the Alaska halibut longline fleet.

Respectfully, .
e i
:( - N . ;}&".
\ J_f ’
N .

Laura Marcucc
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Ruby Frasier
3736 McCain Loop
Anchorage, AK 99503

March 25, 2008

M, Eric Olson, Chair

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306

Anchorage, AK 99501

NPFMC FAX: (807) 271-2817

VIA FAX

RE: THE ALASKA HALIBUT LONGLINE FLEET IS MY ACCESS

Dear Mr. Olson, Chair,

Due to the time and costs of halibut charters, 1 rely on purchasing my fish
from the store, restaurant or directly from the fisherman. Ilove seafood and eat
it on a regular basis. I understand that this coundil is considering management
dedisions that will affect my access to the halibut resource.

Therefore for the benefit of all America’s consumers, I urge you to proceed
forward with implementation of prudent management measures based on
sound biology and resource conservation that will allow myself continued

access to this great tasting and nuiritious protein through those who work
vicariously for all of us—the Alaska halibut longline fleet.

Respectfully,

%%?M

Ruby Frasier
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March 5, 2008

Mr. Eric QOlson, Chair e
North Pacific Fishery Management Council

605 W 4™ Ave, Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

Fax No. (907) 271-2817

Dear Mr Olsen:

We are commenting on the Council's agenda item C-6 Halibut Charter Management. The
guided sport industry can only function with a fixed pound allocation. The fixed pound
allocations, before the Council for analysis, are all insufficient to accommodate the charter
fleet as it will exist under the moratorium, set at December 9, 2005. We suggest the
Councit add for analysis a 2.3 million pound allocation for Area 2C and a 4.5 million pound
allocation for Area 3A. This will provide for a two fish bag limit, no in-season changes or
closures, a season of historical length, plus address latent capacity, military participation
and community quota entities,

The Council also needs to request economic data on the guided sport industry, to move
forward. The Council cannot afford to make an allocative decision and address stability,
without knowing the economic impact of the Council's decisions on the guided recreational
fishing industry,

The recreational fishing industry, both guided and unguided, has always been conservation-
minded. If the IPHC deems the existence of a conservation emergency, such that halibut
Qquotas for all users, in all areas off Alaska, must be significantly reduced, we have no
problem with the IPHC adjusting bag limits across the entire recreational fishing sector to
achieve reductions in harvest and protection of the resource.

With conservation in mind, and asking for a 2.3 million pound allocation of halibut for Area
2C, we think it would help to reanalyze halibut wastage by the longline fieet (totaling over a
million pounds annually), and halibut bycatch by the traw fleet (12 to 16 million pounds
annually,)

Thank you for considering our comments.

Sincerely,

Wk LI By 1

Beverly P Minn « Kent F. Hall « 500 Lincoln St. Unit B0 « Sitia, Alaska 99835-7655 » (907) 747-5089
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M. Eric Olson

Chairman C.

North Pacific Fishery Management Council N

605 West 4th, Suite 306 fimE
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252 HIAL

Dear Chairman Qlson:
Dear Chairman Olsen:

On behalf of the Qcean House Inn 1 am writing you to express our considerable concern with
regulations currently being considered at the next North Pacific Fishery Management Council
meeting. The Council is faced with exceptional circumstances when considering proposals to
allocate halibut between the commercial and charter fleets off Alaska. Depending on what
regulations and measures are ultimately adopted, my business, and the economy of Homer could
be severely harmed.

[ wanted to express my concern over the effects that possible outcomes will have.

Sport caught halibut is one of Alaska’s most value-added resources. National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS) estimates a one fish limit would result in a 10%-30% fewer anglers which
translates to 9,000 to 27,000 fewer anglers in Southeast Alaska. If each angler spent just $500 per
trip, an extremely conservative estimate since many pay twice that per day at jodges, that would
be a direct loss of $4.5 million to $13.5 million, This daes not effect just the Charter [ndustry,
this is money that will not go to fuel, bait, and food on the boat, it will not go to hotels, rental car
agencies, restaurants, additional touss, and the many souvenir shops, and the losses of these
businesses will effect all of the local retail businesses. We run aimost 5000 clients thru our
business each summer and over 82% of our guest come here to fish. The impact of such a loss
would most likely mean the end of my business. Therefore [ am urging you to please think of the
econemic bardship it would bring to our community.

Because of high fixed operating cost most of the chaster industry is working with a very small
profit margin, a 10% to 30% loss of business will have a devastating effect, for many businesses
it will not be possible to survive.

The appropriate action in this case would be to adopt a halibut catch sharing allocation to would
allow the charter sector to continue to offer anglers two halibut a day during a season of histeric

tength.

Alaska businesses need a Charter Industry with stability. Adopting a fixed pound allocation of at
least 1.9 million pounds for Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds for Area 3A would provide for the
continuation of the Charter Industry in Alaska as it exists teday. Allocating 6.05 million pounds
— only 8.2% of the average amount of halibut allocated each year by the IPHC to the fisheries off
Alaska - is a reasonable solution. It is the level that most closely matches the charter catch in
2005, the year the Council chose as the control date for the charter fleet moratorium.

Sincerely, ./
(aomgd YOS

Larry J. Goode

Ocean House Inn

1065 Krueth Way

Homer AK 99603
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wir. Eric Olson

Chairman

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th, Suite 306

Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252

Fax: (907)271-2817

Dear Chairman Olson:

Sport caught fish is one of Alaska’s most valued resources. In Southcast Alaska
alone, nearly 700 vessels serve 92,000 sport fishermen. 1 operate a vacation house
rental and many of my guests are here in Homer for the chance to catch a sport
caught halibut. Many Alaskan communities have come to depend on this
economic resource for survival.

Now the fishing experience in Southeast Alaska could be diminished by 50%.
Unfortunately there has been a noticeable lack of studies to document this
economic impact.

The North Pacific Fisheries Management Council is currently considering charter
halibut allocation. | firmly believe that the Council is pursuing a myth that is built
on a house of cards, specifically, the separation of the recreational fishermen into 2
different classes. [’m writing to advocate that the Council expand its options for
analysis. 1 would like to see the council request an analysis for the management of
the recreational halibut harvest as a single group, managed under one set of rules.
Simplicity has always been a wise course of action to take. Regulating the
recreational halibul fishery as a single group regardless of whether you happen 1o
have the good fortune to own a boat and have ready access to a fishing site will
eliminate a large number of the problems that you currently find yourselves
wrestling with.

P.0. Box 3309 = Homer, AK 99603
www_alaskancottages.com * Email: infoi@alaskancotiages.com
(907} 2356525
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In absence of common sense, I feel that the Council is shortsighted in not having a
request in place for a fixed pound allocation for Area 2C and Area 3A that is high
enough to support the fleet that will exist under the charter moratorium plan that
the Council adopted last year. That amount should be sufficient to allow for a
season of traditional Jength with a two fish daily bag limit, the same limit the
industry has historically operated under for decades without adversely affecting the
halibut resource. It should also include additional pounds beyond the 1.9 million
pounds for Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds for Area 3A, the highest levels
currently in the analysis, to accommodate the 72 new permits in Area 2C and 91
new permits in Area 3A that the Council included for qualified communities in
those areas. The current options before the Council do not include an amount that
will support the moratorium qualified fleet plus the new community permits, and
adopting a allocation that will not support the effort levels the Council agreed to in
the moratorium is certain to mean this allocation issue will remain a problem for
years {o come.

More importantly, the Council in it dogged pursuit of the concept of treating
recreational fishermen differently will continue to battle the problems that arise
from this discriminatory treatment. You will find yourselves running out of fingers
with which to plug all of the leaks in the dike that you are building.

Thank you for reading my letter

Respectfully, -

e

o . ~
Holly Vdn Pelt
Alaskan Cottages
Homer, AK 99603




Mar 26 08 08:33a

Petersburg Charter Boat Association
P.O. Box 1507
Petersburg, Alaska 99833

March 25, 2008
M. Eric Olson o
Chairman Wi
North Pacific Fisheries Management Council

605 West 4™, Suite 306

Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252

RE: Agends Item C-6, Halibut Charter Management
Mr. Chair, Council Members:

The membets of the Petersburg Charterboat Association consisting of 17 businesses operating 25 vessels,
relies heavily on halibut during the month of July due to lack of availability of ather species. There are no
rockfish or lingcod at anytime in our area and we are between salmon runs during that time. The charter
industry in Petersburg can not survive on a 1 fish daily bag lirnit. We need the ability to offer our clients
the chance to catch 2 halibut a day in order to market cur area and the month of July in particular, If we
lose that opportunity, a majority of charter businesses in Petersburg will be unable to survive. There is not
the cruise ship traffic or other walk-in tourists we can target to fill in the loss of client demand created by
a | fish daily bag Yimit. Our clients are destination travelers specifically coming to uur tuwn to sportfish
and harvest halibut for their personal consumption.

We respectfully submit the following cumnments conceming the December 2007 Council Action and Draft
EA/RIR Analysis.

The Churwer Halibur Management draft EA/RIR and the most recent stock assessments from the IPHC
makes clear the halibut resource is healthy and the issue before you is strictly an allocation between two
user groups.

The EA/RIR admits to lacking the economic data to evaluate the importance of the charter industry to
Alaska’s coastal communities or the effects of the management actions proposed. At the same time it
dismisses the need for this data because of being “expensive and time consurming”. 1t goes on to suggest
that expenditures (economic contributions) in or to local commuaities are interchangeable between
charter and commercial users and that communities would suffer little adverse impact from the Council’s
action. Where is the data to support that assumption? The incompleteness of the draft EA/RIR is
misleading to the Council members and to the public.

While the Petersburg Charterboat Association supperts the Council continuing to move forward with
management actions to resolve the allocation issue, we fee! the following changes need to be made to the
existing motion:

1) Based on new information conceming evaluation of logbook reported harvest, additional fixed
pouwsulage uptions between 2.1 million pounds (most current year harvest by logbook data) and 2.6 million
pounds (based on the Council’s previous formula of 125% of the most recent 5 year average in setting the
original GHL) for area 2C. The Council’s support of the proposed Moratorium with it’s built in potentiat
for increased vessel participation by development of CQE permits, which could increase the number of
vessels by as much as 10% in area 2C, warrants consideration of an allocation of at least this leve! or
higher.
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2) Replace the stair-step option to the fixed poundage options with a provision to match, in the guided
sportfishery, any reduction in the non-guided sportfishery for conservation necds as detcrmined necessary
by the IPHC as a result of an overall decline in the halibut biomass,

Element 5, leasing of commercial TF() for use as Guided Anglor Fish; this management option should not
be considered a “fix” for an inadequate initial allocation to the charter sector. Leasing of IFQs for GAF is
problematic, creating yet another set of differential regulations for spostfishers. “Supercharters”, those
businesses that can afford to lease IFQs to usc as GAF, will offer their clients a higher level of access to the
resource creating an “exclusive clags” of sportfishers. This type of managemeat option will require
increased data gathering, reporting requireraents and enforcement. Additional problems are the expected
high costs to clients associated with leasing as well a3 Lack of availability of IFQs to the charter sector, As
proposed, the leasing option does not appear to be a practical component for charter management,

The North Pacific Fishery Management Council has adopted many different management plans for fisheries
in Alaska. The Council needs to adopt a management plan that will work whils providing stability and
vigbility for the charter industry. A fixed poundage ailocation of at least 2.15 milkion pounds is a step in the
right direction.

Thank you for your consideration.
Stan Malcom

President, Petersburg Charterboat Association

02
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Mr. Eric Olson AT
Chairman

North Pacific Fishery Management Counci

605 West 4th, Suite 306

Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252

Dear Chairman Olsen:

On behalf of Petarsburg Fishing Adventures 1 am writing you 1o express our considerable
concemn with regulations currently being considerad at the next Pacific Fishery Management
Council meeting. The Council is faced with exceptional gircumsiances when considsring
proposals to allocate halibut between the commercial and charter fleets off Alaska. Depending on

Sport caught halibut is one of Alaska's most value-added resources. National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS) estimates a one fish limit would resylt in a 10%-30% fewer anglers which
iranslates to 9,000 to 27,000 fewer anglers in Southeast Alaska. If each angler spent just $500
per trip, an extremely consarvative esfimate since many pay twice that per day at lodges, that
would be a direct loss of $4.5 million to $13.5 milion. This does not effect just the Charter
Industry, this is money that will not go to fuel, baft, and feed on the boat, it will not go to hotels,
rental car agencies, restaurents, additional tours, and the many souvenir shops, and the losses of
these businesses will effect alf of the local retail businesses. My é;u&ets spend $500 per day, are
they g:irng to come back when they only can catch one fish per day? They spend over $1000
on airfare and stay for § days and the proposed regulations will only let them catch 4 fish per
year, is this geod business? Will they come back?

Example:
a 1 fisherman
Alrfare (from west coast) $1000
Lodgirg an%guidfng
5 days 600
Fish processing
4fish@30tbs  $150
Total cost  $4,750

They get to take home 80 Ibs of processed halibut and will have to fish one day without keeping
a single fish. The fish they catch will cost them $100 per b.

Because of high fixed operating cost most of the charter industry is working with a very small
profit margin, a 10% to 30% loss of business will have a devastating effect, for many
businesses it will not be possible to survive.

The appropriate action In this case would be to adopt a halibut catch sharing aflocation 1o would
allow the charter sector to continue to offer anglers two halibut a day during a season of historic

tength.

Alaska businesses need a Charter Industry with stability. Adopting a fixed pound allocation of at
least 1.9 milfion pounds for Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds for Area 3A would provide for the
continuation of the Charter Industry in Alaska as it exists today. Ailomﬁn'g_ls.os miltion pounds —
only 8.2% of the averaige amount of halibut allocated each year by the IPHC to the fisherles off
Alaska - is a reasonable solution. It is the ievel that most closely matches the charter catch in
2005, the year the Council chose as the control date for the charter fleet moratorium.

Sincerely,
o~ Capt. Peter Troy

Mar. 26 2088 11:18AM P1 _
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March 5, 2008

Mr. Eric Otson, Chair il
North Pacific Fishery Management Council S
605 W 4™ Ave, Suite 306 RN
Anchorage, AK 99501-2252 .

Fax No. (907) 271-2817

Dear Mr Otsen:

nd adjoining
‘sPdFmGibbonandlamtheownerandopentorofacharterboata _
?:3:1?: :ent:u bausiness in Sitka, Alaska. | also teach Alaska History and Social !:'.tudlas f:::::\
State of Alaska at Mt. Edgecumbe High School.lamcornmentingonthecmuagend

-6 Halibut Charter Management.

sport industry can onl function with a fixed pound allocation. The fixed pound
ﬂfewm, before mugml fog analysis, are insufficient to accommodate the charter fleet
as it will exist under the maoratorium, set at December 9, 2005. | suggest the Council add for
analysis a 2.3 million pound allocation for Area 2C and a 4.5 million pound allocation for Area
3A. This will provide for a two fish bag limit, no in-season changes or closures, a season of
histortcal length, plus address latent capacity, military participation and community quota
entities.

The Council also needs to request economic data on the guided sport industry, to move
forward. The Council cannot afford to make an atlocative decision and address stability,
without knowing the economic impact of the Council’s decisions on the guided recreational
fishing industry.

The recreational fishing industry, both guided and unguided, has always been conservation-
minded. If the IPHC deems the existence of a conservation emergency, such that halibut
quotas for all users, in all areas off Alaska, must be significantly reduced, | have no problem
with the IPHC adjusting bag limits across the entire recreational fishing sector to achieve
reducttons in harvest and protection of the resource.

Keeping conservation in mind, and struggling for a 2 million pound allocation of halibut for
Area 2C, | think it would help to reanalyze hatibut wastage by the longline fleet (totalling
over a million pounds annually), and halibut bycatch by the trawl fleet (12 to 16 million
pounds annually, )

Again, | urge the Council to analyze a 2.3 million pound atiocation for Area 2C and 2 4.5
miltion pound allacation for Area 3A, as the guided sport allocation must be sufficient to

sustain our industry and the communities we live in. Thank you for considering my
comments.

Sincerely,

Paul FitzGibbon
Alaska Getaway
1009 HPR

Sitka, AK 99833
(907) 966-3474
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M. Eric Olgon 4 \Xﬂﬂ\"""” W o
Lham'n:m. . ‘ VAR 5 ) s
North Pacific Fishery Management Council 008

605 West 4th, Suite 306

Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252 .,

Dear Chairman Olson:

My name is Darell Welk. I own and operatc Alaskan Fishing Adventures, Ketchikan. I am very
concemed that a one fish bag limil will reduce the number of guests that we will b able to get o
come to Alaska and spend their money in our state,

Since the possibility of the one fish bag limit, 1 have had an extremely hard tlmefillmgthe rest
of our season. In years past our trips would be full by now. When [ have to explain the

uncertainty of the halibut bag Jimit my customers have been changing plans and will be tuking
their vacations und their money elsewhere.

The North Pacific Fisheries Management Council is currently considering charter halibut
allocation. I'm writing to advocate that the Council expand its options for analysisfto include a
fixed pound allocation for Area 2C and Area 3A that is bigh enough o support the; fleet that will

A~ exist under the charter moratorium plan (hat the Courcil adopted last year, That amount should

be sufficient to alfow for a season of traditional length with a two fish daily bag limit, the same
limit the industry has historically operated under for decades without adversely aﬁ';ecﬁng the
halibut resource. It should also include additional pounds beyond the 1.9 miltion pounds for
Ares 2C and 4.15 million pounds for Area 3A, the highest levels currently in the analysns, to
accommaodate the 72 new permits in Area 2C and 91 new permits in Area 3A that the Council
included for qualified communities in those areas. The current options before the Counc:l do not
include an amount that will support the moratorium qualified fleet plus the new community
permits, and adopting a allocation that will not support the effort levels the Com:ncg1 agreed to in
the moratorium is certain to mean this allocation issue will remain a problem for years o come.

At a minimum, the Council needs to selecl as its preferred alternative a fixed allocation of at
least 1.9 million pounds in Area 2C and 4.15 miltion pounds in Area 3A. Thisjis presently
the highest option before the Council, and still represents less than what has been
harvested in Area 2C in 2005, A fixed allocation is nceded so charter operators and sport
fishermen cap plan for the each upcoming season. A fixed allocation also ensures ﬂmt the
Council, NMFS, and the State won't have to devote time and resources to annual changes in
halibut regulations. |

The constantly changing halibut regulations and potential one fish daily bag limit could bring the charter
industry — a vital part of Southeast Alaska’s economy - to coflapse, Canada and Area 3A are not facing
a similar one fsh daily limit—what is to stop sport fishermen from going to either|of these arcas to
obtain two figh? The NMFS cstimates that a one fish daily bag limit would result in 9,000 to 27,000
/o~ fewer anglers fishing in Area 2C. At $500 per angler (a very conservative estimntli:) these reductions



MRR-26-2088 B9:16 From:KNUDSON COVE 9072478660 Ta: 198072712817 P.2s2

wold translate into a direct Joss of at least $4.5 to $13.5 million annually in Area 2C, Thisisa
tremendous risk that the Council necd not impose on Southcast Alaska communities,

The charter industry differs from the commercial industry in that it depends on mbrhty and
advance notice of rules—most clients book their trips a year out. Also, my business and other
charter operators cannot significantly increase or decrease capacity from year to year, adjusting
to annual increases/decreases in allocation. You simply can’t build more rooms o pul more
people on a boat you don’t have, any more than you can mothball rooms or boats you do have.
This is why a fixed allocation is as important as the number of pourds of fish.

Alaska needs a charter halibut industry with stability. That is why the Council should add to the
options for analysis a new higher fixed allocation that would actually acoommodnde the charter
fleet as it will exist under the moratorium. At a minimum, the Council should select as the
preferred alternative & fixed pound allocation at least 1.9 million pounds for Area )C and 4.15
million pounds for Area 3A to preserve the charter industry in Alaska as it exists today.
Allocating a minimum of 6.05 million pounds - a mere 8.2 percent of the average amount of
halibut ellocated by the International Pacific Halibut Commission to the fisheries oﬁ‘ Alaska —is
a viable solution. The Council regularty adopts rules that allow commercial ﬁahencs off Alaska
to take more than 10 million pounds of halibut annually in the form of bycatch forty percent
more than the minimum amount the charter industry is secking to stay in business.

Thank you for your consideration of my letier.
Respectfully,

Darell Weik ~ www.alaskanfishingadventres.com
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Dear Chairman Olson:

Sport caught fish is one of Alaska’s most valued-added resources. In Southeast Alaska alone,
nearly 700 vessels serve 92,000 sport fishermen, I operate a charter business in Southeast
Alaska, and each year, I take approximately 4 to 6 people on the trip of a lifetime--the ultimate
Alaskan fishing adventure. For many, this is the only version of Alaska they will ever
experience, some of my clients are disabled they do not have the option to rent boats and go
fishing on their own. When you put a different bag limit for Guided and non-guided anglers you
are discriminating against people with disabilities. A sport fisherman is a sport fisherman be it
guided or unguided. My clients come to Alaska to fish. Southeast Alaskan communities have
come to depend o this economic resource for survival,

Now, my clients’ fishing experience in Southeast Alaska could be diminished by 50%.
Unfortunately, it costs me exactly the same amount (or more, with rising fuel costs) to take them
fishing. You can see what a complicated business position this puts me in. I have had 30 fishing
days of cancellations this year due to the pending NMFS decisions on halibut bag limits.

The North Pacific Fisheries Management Council is currently considering charter halibut
allocation. I'm writing to advocate that the Council expand its options for analysis to include a
fixed pound allocation for Area 2C and Area 3A that is high enough to support the fleet that will
exist under the charter moratorium plan that the Council adopted last year. That amount should
be sufficient to allow for a season of traditional length with a two fish daily bag limit, the same
limit the industry has historically operated under for decades without adversely affecting the
halibut resource. It should also include additional pounds beyond the 1.9 million pounds for
Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds for Area 3A, the highest levels currently in the analysis, to
accommeodate the 72 new permits in Area 2C and 91 new permits in Area 3A that the Council
included for qualified communities in those areas. The current options before the Council do not
include an amount that will support the moratorium qualified fleet plus the new community
permits, and adopting a altocation that will not support the effort levels the Council agreed to in
the moratorinm is certain to mean this allocation issue will remain a problem for years to come.

At a minimum, the Council needs to select as its preferred alternative a fixed allocation of at
least 1.9 million pounds in Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds in Area 3A. This is presently
the highest option before the Council, and still represents less than what has already been
harvested in Area 2C in 2005. A fixed allocation is needed so charter operators and sport
fishermen can plan for the each upcoming season. A fixed allocation also ensures that the
Council, NMFS, and the State won’t have to devote time and resources to annual changes in
halibut regulations.
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The constantly changing halibut regulations and potential one fish daily bag limit could bring the charter
industry — a vital part of Southeast Alaska’s economy - to collapse. Canada and Area 3A are not facing
a similar one fish daily limit—what is to stop sport fishermen from going to either of these areas to
obtain two fish? The NMFS estimates that a one fish daily bag limit would result in 9,000 to 27,000
fewer anglers fishing in Area 2C. At 3500 per angler (a very conservative estimate) these reductions
would translate into a direct loss of at least $4.5 to $13.5 million annually in Area 2C. This is a
tremendous risk that the Council need not impose on Southeast Alaska communities.

The charter industry differs from the commercial industry in that it depends on stability and
advance notice of rules—most clients book their trips a year out. Also, my business and other
charter operators cannot significantly increase or decrease capacity from year to year, adjusting
to annual increases/decreases in allocation. You simply can’t build more rooms or put more
people on a boat you don’t have, any more than you can mothball rooms or boats you do have.
This is why a fixed allocation is as important as the number of pounds of fish.

Alaska needs a charter halibut industry with stability. That is why the Council should add to the
options for analysis a new higher fixed allocation that would actually accoramodate the charter
fleet as it will exist under the moratorium. At a minimum, the Council should select as the
preterred alterative a fixed pound allocation at least 1.9 million pounds for Area 2C and 4.15
million pounds for Area 3A to preserve the charter industry in Alaska as it exists today.

Allocating a minimum of 6.05 million pounds — a mere 8.2 percent of the average amount of
halibut allocated by the International Pacific Halibut Commission to the fisheries off Alaska ~ is

a viable solution. The Council regularly adopts rules that allow commercial fisheries off Alaska
to take more than 10 million pounds of halibut annually in the form of by-catch — forty percent
more than the minimum amount the charter industry is seeking to stay in business.

Thank you for your consideration of my letter.

Respectfully,

=,

Captain Bryce Brucker
Big B’s Alaskan Fishing Adventures
P.O. Box 18046 Coffman Cove, AK 99918
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ED STAHL
F/V 'NIKKI MARIE' CIV
651 DEERBERRY CT N
KETCHIKAN, AK 99301
907-247-2481

ednimargo@kpunet.net
March 17, 2008

North Pacific Fishery Management Council

605 West 4th, Suite 306 : MAR -

L San,
- ‘..UJ&

Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252
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Charter Halibut proposals

Dear Chairman Olson:

If your halibut proposals are implemented it will be devastating to many Alaskans. This salt-water guided fishery
enjoys the largest resident participation of any fishery in the state. | know your task is daunting as you are the first to
take on this huge Guided Sport Fish Industry that helps fue! the econamy of Alaska. But | too, feel obligated to fight
for what is right. | am not asking for one halibut from the commercial sector but rather for you not to create victims
of a faulted 2004 and 2005 log bock.

I have been a charter boat owner/operator out of Ketchikan for twenty-three consecutive years. As proposed by
your council | will lose my ahility to charter for halibut. These are my points:

P
Re:
p— :
e *

My past halibut catches have helped establish today’s harvest levels. | am entitled to my portion.

In the spring of 2002, | was instructed by my A.D.F.G. sport fish blologist that “we don’t have to log halibut
anymore”. This stated with a sigh of refief, and the word *halibut’ stricken from the log ledgers, | took this
literally. I did not log my halibut trips from the spring of 2002 through 2005, In 2006 when halibut
reappeared in the log ledgers, | started logging halibut again.

My biologist failed to mention the never before used method of togging halibut effort only. This was written
only in parenthesis in the instruction section.

Enforcement Officers did not enforce "halibut effort”. They too were lost in its obscurity and vagueness and
they wouldn’t have enforced it even had they known. There is not one citation for not reporting ‘halibut
effort’ 2002 through 2005. Yet there are many citations for filling out the log book a few minutes late or not
post-dating them soon enough. Contested, 2004 and 2005 log books will not stang in court.

This never before used method of logging effort only was even kept quiet among fellow charter operators.

All logged halibut effert, 2002 through 2005 is now convoluted with rockfish, ling cod, and shark fishing.

The N.M.F.M.C. would be awarding halibut permits based on rockfish, ling cod, shark fishing and any other
type of bottom fishing.

There is a huge difference between just bottom fishing and targeting mature halibut,

A.D.F.G. employees were always aggravated for having to administer the logbook of the federally managed
halibut.

Ta prove halibut participation, only years where the word ‘halibut’ was intentionally omitted from the log
ledger are being used to qualify for halibut permits.

Halibut fong-liners had the luxury of using the two best of five previous years to establish participation,
Charter boats get two years only.

One halibut in one year kept long-finers in the commercial halibut quota program.

Four halibut trips in 2004 and four halibut trips in 2005 put charter operators out of their fishery.

My loghooks show a clear pattem of halibut participation, six to thirteen trips per season, except for the
vears | was instructed not to Jog halibut and where the halibut column was deleted.
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In 1990 | upgraded to a larger, heavier custom built 30 vessel. My reasoning for this very expensive
investment was a safer boat for open ocean crossings to our customary halibut grounds. Removing me from
my halibut fishery will pface an economic hardship upon my family.

One party of fous, fishing three days salmon, one day halibut, represents $4,000 to a charter boat. Four such
multi-day parties represent $16,000 !ost income to many operators and their families. One halibut trip is
significant in our industry. | need approximately twenty-five halibut per season ta prevent a 30% loss of my
family’s income. We need the ability to say “yes, we can take you halibut fishing too.”

Issue twenty-five halibut tags per seasan to participants like me who fall through the cracks of your process.
These tags would also cover the halibut we catch while trofling. We have an established legal history of these
troll caught halibut. These troll catches have contributed directly to the harvest levels we have today. These
catches come out of our GHL. These halibut need to be addressed and awarded to proper recipients.
A.D.F.G. specifically instructed captains not to log this effort in 2004 and 2005.

By making all small time halibut guide permits non-transferable, you are eliminating an entire sector of the
guided sport fish industry forever, enabling the large operators to swell even larger as fewer captains will
enjoy more fish, This Is against the norms of sodiety and it is discrimination. Make all small permits
transferable. These smaller operations are legally established fisheries that deserve to continue and flourish
same as the iarger operations,

It is wrong for a country to deny its citizens their accustomed jobs, their place in society that enhances their
local economy, while maintaining and preserving the utilization of a public resource. The Alaska State
Constitution requires that restricting or removing fishermen must be based upon reseurce or to prevent
economic distress among fishermen. Halibut stocks are heaithy; long-liners and charter boats have been

enjoying their most lucrative seasons ever. Alaska cannot remove one fisherman from this fishery. You can
limit the catch but not the fishermen.

Article Vill, Section 15 of the Alaska Stete Constitution — No Exclusive Right of Fishery., No
exclusive right or special privitege of fishery shall be created or suthorized in the natural waters of
the State. This section does not restrict the power of the State o {imit ertry it any fishery for
purpases of resource conservation, to prevent economic distress among fishermen and those
dependent upon them for a livelihood and to promote the efficient development of equaculture in
the Stute. (Amendment approved August 22, 1972 - Effective Octaber 14, 1972).

| have no representation on the North Pacific Fishery Management Council.

Council members, there are many of us. We are easy to find throughout the coastal communities of Alaska. Please
do somfethmg for us. This is your opportunity to do something good for the small operaters of Alaska wha do the
most with the fewest halibut, and such action will not hurt one cornmercial fisherman.

Sincerely,

ELSTRG

Ed Stahl

Ce:

The Honorable Governor Palin

Carlos M. Gutierrez, Secretary of U.S. Department of Commerce
Condoleezza Rice, U.S. Secretary of State

Page2
Ed Stahl 651 Deerberry Ct N, Ketchikan AK 99901
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Alaska State Legislature

Representative Andrea Doll
House District 4

i B L

Chairman Eric Olsen MAR © 2003 © March2s, 2008
North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
Delivered by FAX: 907-271-2817 R Tm e

Dear Chairman Qlsen:

T am writing to express my concern about the Council's allocation of halibut between the
commercial and charter flcets that operate off the coast of Alaska, Many of my constituents have
contacted me with their concerns over the effects that the proposed halibut limits will have on
their charter businesses.

As a result of my constituents’ concerns, I have looked into current halibut issues and have a few
concerns of my own. Please congider the following the serious economic impacts of your
- decision when you address halibut limits:

* Halibut limits adopted in 2007 have resulted in a significant decrease of the Charter
catch. A single season is not sufficient time 1 determine whether these limits have been
effective. They should be given more time to work.

* With only two years until the Council’s recommended Limited Entry Program for charter
halibut will likely begin, and with the halibut catch sharing issue now before you, it
would not be appropriate to implement any action that would impose economic
devastation to the charter sector in one region. The proposed allocation to the charter
sector thut amounts to one halibut daily or four halibut annually is not appropriate.

¢ Because of high fixed operating costs, most of the charter industry fishermen are working
with a very small profit margin. A 10% to 30% loss of business will have a devustating
effect on many charter businesses, with a rebounding effect on supporting businesses, so
that it will be difficult for some to continue.

I am encouraged by the fact that several options are available and that the Council and Secretary
have latitude when deciding appropriate action, The appropriate action in this case would be to
adopt a halibut catch sharing allocation that would allow the charter sector to continue to offer
anglers two halibut a day during a season.

Charter cutch was significantly reduced in 2007 under rules that still allowed two halibut a day
and it is reasonable to expect those reductions will continue this year. With only two years until

State Capitol, Juneau, AK 99801-1182 » Phone: 907-465-3744  Fax: 907-465-2273
Rep_ Andrea_ Doll@legis.state.ak.us ¢ www.akdemocrats.org/doll
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Chairman Eric Olsen 2
Naorth Pacific Fisheriez Management Council

the Limited Entry Program will be introduced, and with curreat regulations already reducing the
charter catch, it would have a devastating economic effect on SE Alaska communities to adopt a
halibut catch sharing allocation that essentially would limit charter fishing in SE Alaska to one
halibut a day or four halibut annually.

The charter fishing industry differs from the commercial fisheries in that it depends on stability
and advance notice of rules; most clients book their trips a year ahead. Charter operators cannot
significantly increase or decrease capacity from year to year nor can they raise their prices to
compensate for less fish.

The Council has adopted many management regimes for fisheries off the coast of Alaska. Bach is
tailored to best meet the needs of that particular fishing industry segment. The Council needs to
adopt a management scheme that will provide certainty and stability for both the commercial and
charter sectors.

Sincerely,

ﬂ&fm—v— 7>"L

Representative Andrea Dol
Alaska State Legislature

cc: The Honorable Sarah Palin
Governor, State of Alaska
Hand-delivered

Carlos M. Gutierrez
Secretary, Department of Commerce
Fax: 202-482-2741
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Chairman L
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603 Weat 4th, Suite 306 ‘
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Fax: (907)271-2817 2063
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Dear Chairman Olson:

Sport caught fish is one of Alaska's most valued-added resources. In South Central Alaska
alone, neatly 700 vessels serve 92,000 sport fishermen. 1 operate 2 charter business in South
Central Alaska, and each year, [ take approximately 600 guests, resident and non resident, on the
trip of a lifetime--the ultimate Alaskan fishing adventure. For many, this is the only verston of
Alaska they will ever experience--they do not want to backpack, kayak, or drive~-they comg to
Alaska to fish. South Central Alaskan communitles have come to depend on this economic
resource for survival.

Now, my clients’ fishing experience in South Central Alaska could be diminished by 50%.
Unfortunately, it costs me exactly the same amount (or more, with rising fuel costs) to take them
fishing. You can se¢ what a complicated business position this puts me in.

The North Pacific Fisheries Management Councll is currently considering charter halibut

7 allocation. I'm writing to advocate that the Counci! expand its options for analysis to include a

fixed pound allocation for Area 2C and Area 3A that is high enough to support the fleet that will
exist under the charter moratorium plan that the Council adopted last year. That amount should
be sufficient to allow for & season of traditional length with a two fish daily bag limit, the same
litnit the industry has historically operated under for decades without adversely affecting the
halibut resource. 1t should also include additional pounds beyond the 1.9 million pounds for
Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds for Area 3A, the highest levels currently in the analysis, to
accommodate the 72 new pormits in Area 2C and 91 new permits in Area 3A that the Council
included for qualified communities in those areas. The current options before the Council do not
include an amount that will support the moratorium qualified fleet plus the new community
permits; and adopting a allocation that will not support the effort levels the Council agreed to in
the moratorium is certain to mean this allocation issue will remain a problem for years to come.

At a minimum, the Council needs to select as its preferred alternative a fixed allocation of at
least 1.9 million pounds In Avea 2C and 4.15 million pounds in Area 3A, This is presently
the highest option before the Council, and still represents less than what has already been
harvested in Area 2C in 2005. A fixed allocation is needed so charter operators and sport
fishermen can plan for the each upcoming season. A fixed allocation also ensures that the
Council, NMFS, and the State won't have to devote time and resources to annual changes in
halibut regulations.

The constantly changing halibut regulations and potential one fish daily bag limit could bring the
charter industry - a vital part of Southeast Alaska’s economy — to collapse, Canada and Area 3A are not

Fammat facing a similar one fish daily limit—what is to stop sport fishermen from going to either of these areas
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to obtain two fish? This would be good for me in the short term, but who’s to say South Central wont be

next? The NMFS estimates that g one fish daily bag limit would result in 9,000 to 27,000 fewer anglers
fishing in Area 2C, At $300 per angler (a very conservative ¢stimate) these reductions would translate
into a direct loss of at least $4.5 to $13.5 million annually in Area 2C. This is a tremendous risk that the
Council need not impose on Southeast Alaska communities. .

The charter industry differs from the commercial industry in that it depends on stability and
advance notice of rules—most clients book their trips a year out, Also, my business and other
charter operators cannot significantly increase or decrease capacity from year to year, adjusting
to annual increases/decreases in allocation. You simply can't build more rooms or put more
people on & boat you don’t have, any more than you can mothball rooms or boats you do have,
This is why a fixed allocation is as important as the number of pounds of fish.

Alaska needs a charter halibut industry with stability. That is why the Council should add to
the options for analysis a new higher fixed allacation that would actually accommodate the
charter fleet as it will exist under the moratorium. At a minimum, the Council should sctect as
the preferred alternative a fixed pound aflocation at least 1.9 million pounds for Area 2C and
4.15 million pounds for Area 3A to preserve the charter industry in Alaska as it exists today.
Allocating & minimum of 6.05 million pounds — a mere 8.2 percent of the average amount of
halibut allocated by the Intemational Pacific Halibut Commission to the fisheries off Alaska —is
a viable solution. The Council regularly adopts rules that allow commercial fisheries off Alaska
to take more than 10 million pounds of halibut annually in the form of bycatch — forty percent
more than the minimum amount the charter industry is seeking to stay in business, 7~

— L
Respectfully, ° ,«/d,/ .

Frank Senders
Alaska Trophy Outfitters
Soldotna, AK
907.252.7413

Thank you for your consideration of my letter.
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Cordova District Fishermen United

Celebrating 70 Years of Service to Commercial Fishermen in Cordova, Alaska
P.O. Box 939 Cordova, Alaska 99574 Telephone 907.424.3447 Fax 907.424.3430

March 26, 2008
Eric Qison, Chairman RS
North Pacific Fisheries Management Counc b
805 W 4™ Avenue, Suite 306 MAH” .-
& P
SENT BY FACSIMILE TO $07-271-2817 L

Agenda item C-8 Halibut Charter 2C/3A Catch Sharing Plan

Chairman Qlson and members of the Counci,

On behalf of the CDFU Groundfish Division | am submitting these comments on the Initial
Review of the Halibut Charter 2C/3A Catch Sharing Plan. .

CDFU is one of Alaska's oldest fishing organizations and represents the interests of over
300 fishermen and their families in the Prince William Sound and North Gulf Coast region.
We have a long tradition of constructive and successful involvement in fisheries poficy
arenas supporting sustainabie fishing practices, fisharies research, seafood marketing, and
the economic stabllity of Alaska's coastal communities.

Although we have concemns about a number of issugs in the analysis, we believe that the
analysis is adeguate overall, and we recommend that the Council make the necessary
revisions and comections befare releasing it for public review and final action in October as
originally scheduled.

Qur primary comments on the analysis are as follows:

than that in 3A, the original GHLs expressed as a percentage and in pounds, the charter
secior harvests associated with the level of effort for the moratorium qualifying year of 2005,
and harvest levels from other recent years. Arguing for an aflocation greater than that taken
with the level of effort during the qualifying year of 2005 undemnines the ratonale for a
moraterium. This range of opticns was agreed upon by representatives of both sectors in
December, and is more than adequate.

We also want to highlight the fact that reallocation has differential impacts on coastal
communities. Cordova is a prime example where realtocation does not simply transfer
economic activity from one sector in the community to another. There is only one full tme
charter operator in Cordova; tourism has ramained a smail compenent of the econamy in

P13
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spite of efforts 1o expand it. Table 58 in the analysis shows that in 2006 the number of
anglers associated with trips terminating in Cordova was 818, siightly mare than Seldovia
(680), but less than cther small towns such as Larsen Bay (1,757), Whittier (2,743), and
Yakutat (3.201).

Also, Cordova does not qualify as an Amendment 68 community, and therefore is not eligible
for the either the CQE program or to receive charter moratorium permits. Teobigtobe a
CQE community, but without a charter fleet in the real sense of the word, reallocating halibut
away from the commarcial sector will cnly hurt communities fke Cordova. The benefits will
accrue instead to larger communities — ike Seward and Homer - that already have
economies with greater opportunities and diversificaticn, lower costs of iving, and large
established charier fleets.

2. The kind of allocation is important.
We have serious concems about the options for a fixed allocation in pounds. Completely

disconnecting the allocation from the health of the resource is a radical departure from the
abundance based management that has made fisheries management in Alaskan waters an
axsmple of good stewardship in the U.S. This does not foster eanservation ethics. [t creates
a sense of entitement deapite the possible consequences to the health of other fish
resources, or access to the resource by other users. We suppert a fixed percentage
allocation based on the original GHL.

its important to remember that in the "GHL Committee® that was formed by the Counci just
after the Charter {FQ program was rescindad, the charter sector representatives were
adamant about revising the GHL to “stair step up” with increases in abundance. This was at
a time when halibut abundance was rising, and benefiting from this increase in abundance
was a way to avoid exceeding the GHL, and having management measures imposed on the
charter industry. Should the Council select a fixed poundage allocaticn, we fully expect the
charter sector to come back {o the Councif and ask once again to change their allecation so
that it rises with abundance.

X 1Y AV SCAA ST 2118 TEHIVEasL LIELE

Timely and accurate harvest data is a basic foundation of good fishery management, The
SWHS method of collecting charter harvest data is not sufficient for the Catch Sharing Pian
because the one year delay in getting final harvest data affects the ability of the Councii to
either remove or implement management measures in a timely manner. We are concerned
that this defayed feedback loop will make it difficult for the Catch Sharing Plan to work
successfully, and reference the SSC minutes of the February 2008 Councll meetings about
the problems it cayses.

“Delayed feedback loops exhibit cyclic overshoot and undershoot around the intended target,

but control rules can be designed to dampen the oscillation if the system is stationary and
deterministic. If the system includes a random element, or a trénd or other nonstationarity,
management actions will tend to exacerbate cyclic overshoot and undershoot. The upshot of this
is that it is unlikely that catches in the charter-based halibut sport fishery can be constrained to
intended targels when there is a 1-2 year delay between prosecution of the fishery and generation
of data regarding the magnitude of removals and another 1-2 year delay between when the data

® Pagu2
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arc available and management measures are selected and implemented.” (SSC minutes, Feb,
2006)

In the analysis, Council staff have provided a discussion of what ¢ah be done to streamfine
thve decision making process. Howevar, it would be helpful to both sectors if agency staff
can provide further explanation of how the cydiic overshoot and undershoot can be avoided
using more detafled scenarios than those described in the analysis.

We alsc have some concems about the accuracy of the SWHS data, based on the
“Evaluation of the 2008 ADF&G Logbook” report recently completed by ADF&G. This report
has a number of implications for the Catch Sharing Pian that we will be prepared to discuss
in greater detail at the Council meeting.

The analysus states that one purpose is to (2) design a pmgrarn to oompenaate ﬁ'le
commercial sector for any future reallocations above the level sat at initial action™. This
sentence seems to be a remnant from a previous analysis that included options for
compensated reallocation for the chaster sactor common pool with specific funding
machanisms. These options have since been removed. The sentence therefore doesn't
comectly describe the mechanism for leasing commaercial IFQ on an individual basis. We
suggest the statement should be rephrased (borrowing from the SSC's February 2006
minutes) to read something like “(2) design a program to allow the lease of IFQ from the
cermmercial to the charter sector, and remove the Council's role as sole arbitrator of
aflocation between the two sectors with actions taken to benefit one sector resulting in
uncompensated costs to the other sector.”

| will provide further comments in testimony at the Council meeting, and am available to
discuss any of these issues before then.

Thank you for taking these commants into considaration.

Sincerely,

D‘:% /Jfr_,..A-A

Dan Hull, Chairman
CDFU Groundfish Division

& Peged

P
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North Pacific Fisheries Management Council LI
Dear Council Members;

I know you've all heard a lot of "them against us" stories in the Jast few years, the reason
why is obvious. However, I don't see it like that. In my eyes we arc all in this together,
as a matter of fact, my family's commercial fishing business is very similar to a
commercial charter business. My husband and I were deckhands for years, we didn't
receive any original issue quota, so when it came time for us to start our own business we
were faced with the choice of buying quota or buying a boat, and not being able to afford
both, we chose to buy a boat. Since 2000 we have made a business out of "chartering”,
taking along quota holders who are either unable to or choose not to fish their quota on
their own boat any longer. This, along with fishing the small amount of quota we've been
able to buy and some summer trolling has allowed us to stay a viable business and live in
Southeast Alaska.

So [ can understand how the Southeast charter indusiry feels about having their client's
bag limits reduced, because that’s what's happened to us in the last two years, 20% in '07
and now 27% in '08. Basically OUR clients have had their "bag limit" cut in balf. So to
me it's not apples and oranges, it's apples and apples. We're all in this together and it's up
to all of us to share thie responsibility of conservation. It's a scientific fact that 2C halibut
stocks are on the decline, converting the current fixed charter GHL to a percentage
allocation that fluctuates with abundance, and insisting that ALL harvesters stay within
their allocation is an important step in turning this decline around.

This does not necessarily mean that individuals in the charter sector cannot continue to
grow their businesses, the compensated reallocation plan would allow charter operatots to
invest in their own growth by leasing quota above and beyond their allocation if they so
desire, just as individuals in the commercial flect have the ability to invest in halibut
IFQ's.

It's important to remember that the charter and commercial sectors are not the only user
groups out there suffering from the declining halibut stock, Lacal Area Depletion is a
very real problem. Southeast is an area where locals fill their subsistence needs by
personal use fishing and setting subsistence halibut skates with their small boats in and
arouind the bays and sounds near coastal communities. As abundance drops this is harder
and harder to do -

I've heard the argument that guided chartex is the "public's right to catch the public's
fish", well you know what? I'm a member of the public too, so is my daughter, my
husband; the personal use and subsistence fiskers that count on being able to put fish in
their freezer every year are members of the public, as are the people who buy the fish the
commercial fishers supply to the grocery store. We are all members of the public and it is
up to all of us to share the responsibility to conserve this public resource, therefore I ask
yon, as members of the Council, to spread the burden out and resist increasing the
Charter GHL in a time when abundance is down and conservation should be our main

a1 -
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AR T o T P.O. Box 22834
funeau Ak. 99802
hekimbaled carlp 05@yahoo.com

N.PEMC.
605 W. 4% St. STE 306
Anchorage Ak. 99501

Dear Chairman,

Thank you for giving me the opportunity to comment on the
Halibut GHL for charter operators, in areas 2C & 3A. I have beena
commercial longliner for 28 yrs. I was an original issue IFQ stakeholder,
and invested in more IFQ’s to further my business of providing quality
halibut to the American public. At this time, that investment was a mistake,
as | am suffering great financial hardship as a result of my purchase. My 2C
quota’s have dropped 40% in 2 years, and the value of my IFQ’s has also
dropped by a similar amount.

I have seen a lot of changes to the management of the Halibut
fishery over the years. Commercial halibut fisherman have always been
conservators of the resource. We have provided fish to the American public
for well over 150 years. It is only recently that the emergence of the
Commercial Charter Industry has started competing for the same fish ag the
Commercial Longliners. There has been a lot of comments from the Charter
Industry about their business being the “people’s access to the people’s
fish”. But nothing could be farther from the truth. Only a small percentage
of the American public have any desire to come to Alaska, and an even
smaller number of people that visit Alaska want to fish. And of those, an
even smaller number want to fish exclusively for Halibut. So out of a
population of 450 million, only 250,000 people may desire to spend the
money to come to Alaska, and go halibut fishing. We (commercial long
liners) provide quality halibut to the vast majority of American citizens that
wish to eat an excellent fish, but may not wish to actually go fishing to catch
it. We (commercial longliners) are the ultimate “people’s access to the
people’s fish.

This is not to say that there should not be a Commercial Halibut
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Charter industry. Only that this industry should be capped, and regulated
just like any other commercial fishery in Alaska. I believe that charter
operators should be required to invest in the future of the Halibut resource,
just as I and hundreds of other commercial iongliners have. And I also
believe that there GHL should be fixed to a percentage of the available fish
in any area, The continuing practice of the Commerial Charter Fleet of

. going over their GHL, without compensation to IFQ holders that have
invested in the future of the Halibut resource, needs to be stopped.

Thank you for considering my comment’s and for your service on the

N.PFM.C.
% lf / il

Carl Peterson Ir.
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Tacirmen Gsorn and Council members, ' N
am wr;t’::‘ag o woice my suphort Tor the interim plan

Ziement &, Opfion i, A} that sllows c change to the current
stwmmercic! enarier SL so that it may fluctuate with abundan:x,

iy name is Soott File, T am 9 vears old and have been flShl*‘!—..
cowemersictly since Y was 10, I grew up in Petersburg, Alaske anc

row Hve in Juneau, Alaska. I woor my boat and base al! of #iwy
Hahing operations out of Hoonah, Alaska, I fish commercially i~
= ¢ *or ealmon, halibut and sablefish, I have seen mary
cranges in these fisheries over the past 39 yvears, Nore of ¢ Sz
nenges have concerned me more then this ongoing allocation

ES R By . 7
e cver halsut.

-'-":'—me” i Tishers are axpec ad to do more with less. The quat

PR L]

avgtem hes pecome knewn as the "incredible shrinking quota” in
zur househzid and amengst other fishermer as well,

e peiiz 2vz we are fincneing Tne commercial charter indusiry

and the Zemise of cur very livaiihood. Our costs have risen zv.zr-jf

weor, but cur guota shars has aet. With the lower queota sharss
hie secson we were expeciing a higher price, but no such luck.
The price nos beea consistently dropping since the season opesnz:
we are row fuced with The highest costs in my lifetime, far iess
USTC and ¢ lower price "'ﬂn the year pbefore. I was dumfouncis:
whan AFTER The seasen ned opened I was notified by certifiss

terer thet our sabi frs guota share was again lowered,

+
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‘g ol s not just affect the commercial
fighars TF hos o orofound effect on the families, coastal
sommurities, smal businesses and other fisheries that are

. - - -ty S | s
gzoandent on This fishery,

Zen sayself and other fishermen vhe longline fishery finances 1
soimon Tishery. Many commercial fishermen use their longline
wraceeds iz poy thelr faderal income tax and start up costs for
r fizherieg ‘Ma" They cre ’-?‘“JOI\'ed in, So tha‘r me;ans "rhm"

Wiien we received our guota Tor This season it was as usual lowzr
Then ‘me wenr perore, e knew that this meant we wouid have
spend izos Than we expected ot the Wrangeli shipyard. We crz
zutting of t".-aasair nrojects for longer then we should because

zuary vear we make less and less in our longiine fishery and our
sxnenses sondinue fo climd ai an unprecedented rate.

T know Thst mony charier oseratoers have said that a one haiizy
il wouid he dev stating o them, Think about the
reial Fishermen whe heve had their quota almost cut in
T used to have o ¢rew of B for the longline fishery, now
¢ 2. Thie has affected not only the coastal
gt ‘.-'h *." Hies "nc" live in fhese commt.n;‘bes an
e
:

L o-.

T+ ig ver hars Yo understand the commercial charters positics
wien they sontinde “c go over their GHL year affer year e.v..,u
arvmp baing siven.a higher EHL then the commercial Tishers hos
czzs giver with IFG implementation. What is particularly hars =
seliow i The chiarter szotor is regulated very little, while The
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cammar-:ia? fighermen are regulated Yo the point of extinction.

2 somwmerciai charters continue To disregard the GHL and cra
oy ,."a‘;'i ng withou? any Tines, forteitures or jail time
wRich by ¥he way are cppiied to commercial fishermen.

L)

The most digturking nort of this scenarie however, is the

— --t¥ - 1

ot the commerciar charter sector 1o share in The
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T6 foike qucts :1"3 ¢t The expense of my family, my business ai
ne orew mamners thet count on these fisheries

or emgisvnent. If this over-harvesting by the commercial
r

charter szetar continues I will not nave a Fishery To participar: *
zng Iwill "::;-::: no choice byt Yo come up To your offices in
fncherage ogx wou To right this wrong day after day beccuse i7

wnile The resident commercial fisners, local sport and subsistes«::
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March 5, 2008 e
B Co g

Mr. Eric Olson, Chair M4 R o "‘!fj

North Pacific Fishery Management Council “ 2008 -

605 W 4" Ave, Suite 306 o~

Anchorage, AK 99501-2252 HRR LN

Fax No. (%07} 271-2817 E

Dear Mr Olsen:

| am a charter boat operator in Sitka, Alaska, and am commenting on the Council’s

agenda item C-6 Halibut Charter Management.

The guided sport industry can only function with a fixed pound allocation. The fixed

pound allocations, before the Council for analysis, are insufficient to accommodate

the charter fleet as it will exist under the moratorium, set at December 9, 2005. |

suggest the Council add for analysis a 2.3 million pound allocation for Area 2C and a

4.5 million pound allocation for Area 3A. This will provide for a two fish bag limit, no

in-season changes or closures, a season of historical length, plus address latent

capacity, military participation and community quota entities.

N The Council also needs to request economic data on the guided sport industry, to

move forward. The Council cannot afford to make an allocative decision and address
stability, without knowing the economic impact of the Council’s decisions on the
guided recreational fishing industry.

The recreational fishing industry, both guided and unguided, has always been
conservation-minded. If the [PHC deems the existence of a conservation emergency,
such that halibut quotas for all users, in all areas off Alaska, must be significantly
reduced, | have no problem with the IPHC adjusting bag limits across the entire
recreational fishing sector to achieve reductions in harvest and protection of the
resource.

Keeping conservation in mind, and struggling for a 2 million pound allocation of
halibut for Area 2C, | think it would help to reanalyze halibut wastage by the longline
fleet (totalling over a million pounds annually), and halibut bycatch by the trawl fleet
(12 to 16 million pounds annually.)

Again, | urge the Council to analyze a 2.3 miltien pound allecation for Area 2C and a
4.5 million pound allocation for Area 34, as the guided sport allocation must be
sufficient to sustain our industry and the communities we live in. Thank you for
considering my comments.

Sincerely,
Dustin Ward
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From: Dennis Gudmundson <akwildsides@gmat!.com>
Date: Wed, Mar 26, 2008 at 10:46 AM -
Subject: Halibut charter management plan A )
To: halibutcoalition@gmail.com, akwildsides@gmail.com = WA
i B L -y

4 RBUS

To whom it may concemn.

I was issued some quota in the start of the IFQ system, but 90% of it I have purchased. |
have been working hard to pay off the dept that these purchases have cost me. In a few
years I hope to have these loans payed off that I made over 10 years ago.

1 can't see how anybody can say that it would be fair to reallocate some of these Quota
shares to charter fishermen that I have not even payed off yct !

I believe that al] sectors should share in the resource conservation by changing the current
GHL to a percentage that fluctuates with abundance. Most of my quota is in 2C where we
have taken the brunt of the quota reduction these last 2 seasons due to conservation
measures. Last season we saw a lot of smal) fish that will be ready to harvest in the next
few years. It is my hope that the NPFMC will see to it that these fish will have a chance
to mature and not be caught by charter operations that have a set allocation that has
nothing to do with conservation. It is my hope that they will stay within the guideline

e that was set up a few years ago.
I fish with my family, my son and daughter are my crew for most of our quota and it is
our main source of income. I hope that the NPFMC will make the right choose and rule in
favor of conservation of the resource and Alaska fishing families.

Sincerely,

Dennis Gudmundson
PO Box 777

241 Beach Rd.
Haines AK. 99827

a1
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Fish Kodiak Adventures
PO Box 4296
Kadiak, Alaska 99615
www fishkodiak.com
Toll Free; 888-568-2882
(907) 4812882

March 25, 2608
MAR = yp0g
Mr. Eric Olson -
Chairman, North Pacific Fishery Management Council P

605 West 4™ Ave., Suite 306

Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252

Fax: (907)271-2817
Dear Chairman Qlson:

1 operate a charter/fishing guide business in a remote part of Kodiak Island for the past seven
years and each year I take approximately 400 fishing guests on the trip of a lifetime, —-the ultimate
Alaskan fishing adventure. Many days we will fish all day and never see another sport fishing boat.
These guests come to Kodiak to fish from other states and countries. Unfortunately most every one
of my guests want to catch a halibut on this ultimate Alaskan Fishing Adveniure.

I address the North Pacific Fisheries Management Council’s current consideration for sport
charter halibut allocation, I'm writing to advocate that the Council expand it’s options for analysis to
include a fixed pound allocation for Area 2C and Area 3 A that is high enough to support the local
fleet that will exist under the charter moratorium plan that the Council adopted just last year. That
amount should be sufficient to allow for a season of traditional length with a two-fish daily bag limit,
the same limit the industry has historically operated under for decades without adverse affects of our
halibut resource. It should also include additional pounds beyond the 1.9 million pounds for Area
2C and 4.15 million pounds for Area 3A, the highest levels currently in the analysis, to
accommodate the 72 new permits in Area 2C and 91 new permits in Area 3 A that the Council
inclnded for qualified communities in those areas. The current options before the Council do not
include an amount that will support the moratorium qualified fleet plus the new community permits,
and adopting a allocation that will not support the effort levels the Council agreed to in the
moratorium is certain to mean this allocation issue will remain a problem for years to come, a
problem our Alaskan children will need to seriously address..

At a minimum, the Council needs to select as it’s preferred alternative a fixed atlocation of at
least 1.9 million pounds in Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds in Area 3A. This is presently the
highest option before the Council, and still represents less than what has already been harvested in
Area 2C in 2005, A fixed aliocation is needed so local charter operators and sport fishermen can plan
for the each upcoming season. A fixed allocation also ensures that the Council, NMFS, and the State
won’t have to devote needless time and resources to constant annual changes in halibut regulations.
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Chairman, North Pacific Fishery Management Council
Papgo Two,

The charter industry differs from the corsmercial industry in that it depends on st ility and
advance notice of rules— ali my clients book their trips a year in advance. The chaster industry also
differs in the fact that we are not selling fish. We are just providing a platform from which a person
can catch halibut. The same halibut that before the implementation of IFQ’s was considered to
be a public resource belonging to all Alaskans. My business cannot significantly increase or
decrease capacity from year to year, adjusting to annual increases/decreases in allocation. This is why
a fair fixed allocation is as important,

Alaska needs a charter halibut industry with stability. That is why the Council should add to the
options for analysis a new higher fixed allocation that would actually accommodate the charter fleet
as it will exist under the moratorium. At 2 minimum, the Council should select as the preferred
alternative a fixed pound allocation at ieast 1.9 million pounds for Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds
for Area 3A to preserve the charter industry in Alaska as it exists today. Allocating 2 minimum of .
6.05 million pounds — a mere 8.2 percent of the average amount of halibut allocated by the
International Pacific Halibut Commission to the fisheries of Alaska — is a viable solution. The
Council regularly adopts rules that allow commercial fisheries of Alaska to take more than 10 million
pounds of halibut annually in the form of by-catch — forty percent more than the minimum amount
our local charter industry is seeking to stay in business.

Thank you for your anticipated consideration of my letter.

Resp ly, 4 :

- Richard D. Baker
Owner/Qperator
Fish Kodiak Adventures
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From: Kathy Peavey

To: cgutierrez@doc.gov ; cora.crome@alaska.gov ; Todd_Bertoson@commerce.senate.gov :
arne_fuglvog@murkowski.senate.gov ; dave. wheley@mailhouse.gov ; jim balsiger@noaa.gov :
Denby.Lloyd@alaska.gov ; Kathy Peavey

Sent: Tuesday, March 25, 2008 10:13 AM

Subject: Alaska Halibut Fishing family

NPFMC I N 1
605 West 4th ave. Suite 306 MAR . 2008
Anchorage, AK 99501 ' .

B B

To whom it may concern:

My name is Matt Peavey, I am a lifelong commercial fisherman, [ have been involved with watching the
IPHC guide the halibut resource for the commercial fisherman long before the charter fishermen arrived
on the scene. [ am dismayed at the way the charter interests are acting over the reduced halibut catch in
area 2C. We have taken reductions in the name of conservation and so should the charter fishermen.

My daughter and wife along with myself have invested in our future with halibut quota only to see it
drastically reduced to satisfy another entity that bas not been forced to purchase quota. The loss directly
to my family is devastating; current loans due, fitel prices soaring and college tuition jncreasing and taxes
to pay is overwhelming.

While the JPHC has continued the cutbacks on our halibut quota, T don't mind that as long at it is in the
name of conservation. However, to do it for the overpopulated charter fishing fleet then { am 1060%
opposed.

I am writing this letter is dismay at the way in which the charter fleet is acting over the reduced halibut
catch for them. A solution that I think is ideal is limiting the charter fishecmen to hook and relesse. The
clients would be satisfied with the thrill of the catch.

This is not the first time that our Jivelihood has been threatened. Twenty years ago this started with the
commercial trollers king salmon quota. The chaster fisherman went after slices of that quota and are still
after it today.

We chose to live in Alaska and support the econamy year round. 1 encourage you to think about the
future of my children and their right to grow up to be commercial fishermen,

We insist upon a fair and financial worry free existence,

Matt Peavey -IFQ holder
Kathy Peavey — IFQ holder
Katring Peavey -IFQ holder
Steven Peavey — Deckhand
Melissa Peavey - Deckhand
F/V Anne Louise

POB 442 Craig, AK 99921
907-826-3856

peavey@aptalaska.net
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March 25, 2008

To Whom It May Concern:

I am submitting this letter to express my concern about the proposed plans by the NPFMC to
implement restrictions on the sport fish charter industry in Alaska based on data derived from the
ADF&G Sport Fish Charter logbook program. I am a retired ADF&G staff member who worked
for the Department of Fish and Game for nearly 30 years with 18 years of this tenure spent
working as the ADF&G Sport Fish Division Area Managertent biologist in Ketchikan, Alaska.
During miy temure as the Area Mansgement biologist, I witnessed a wide variety of changes in the
SE Alaska sport fishery including the implementation of the mandatory charter logbook program.
Looking back on tay career as the area maragement biologist, 1 view the Logbook program for
the charter industry as one of the more challenging sctivities assigned to myself and other
department staff.

The reason that I feel this is reflected in the nearly yearly changes made by the department in the
rules regarding the mandatory logbook and the data that was required to be reported by the
charter industry. Despite strong efforts by ADF&G staff including myself to explain the changes
as this program evolved through meetings with charter groups, lodges, and individual charter
operators, [ noticed each year that a level of confusion existed within many charter operators
concerning the rules govemning this program, the data that was required to be reported on the
iogbook forms , and the long term use of the logbook information. With this in mind, I want to
express my concern about the proposed plan by the NPFMC to use data derived from the State of
Alaska Sport Fish charter logbook program for implementing changes in management of the
sport fish charter fishery in Alaska.

Sincerely:

m -
Steve Ho

Retired

PO Box 7064

Ketchikan, Alaska 99901
(907) 247-7847
me3l23@gci.net
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| March 20, 2008
The Honorable Sarah Palin T 3
Governor of Alaska _ FANY : ;.SL
P.O. BOX 110001 MA ~ :
Jumeau, AK 99811-0001 | | RZ 2008

Mr. Eric Olson : AL
Chai -
North Pacific Fishety Management Council

605 West 4th, Suite 306

Anchorage, Alaska $9501-2252

Desr Governor Palin and Chairman Olson:

All of us who have signed below are writing you to express our strong support for a fixed
annual allocation of at least 1.9 million pounds of halibut in Area 2C and 4.15 million pourds of
halibut in Area 3A for charter fishing off Alaska. Sport caught fish is one of Alaska’s most
value-added resonrces, and contributes tens of millions of dollars to the economies of coastal
communities in Southeast and Southcentral Alaska.

Alaska needs a charter industry with stability. Adopting a fixed pound allocation of at
least 1.9 millicn pounds for Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds for Area 3A would provide for the
contimuation of the charter industry in Alaska as it exists todsy. Allocating 6.05 million pouads
— only 8.2 percent of the average amount of halibut allocated each year by the Intemnational
Pacific Halibut Commission (IPHC) to the fisheries off Alaska —is a reasonable solution. It is
the leve! that most closely tracks what charter anglers caught in 2005, the year the Council chose
as the contral date for the charter fleet moratorium. 6.05 willion pounds is far less than the 11
million plus pounds of halibut taken anmally by commervial fisheries in the form of bycatch
under rules recommended by the Council, and just 10.4 percent of the 58 million pounds
allocated on average by the IPHC to the commerciat halibut fleet off Alaska siice 1998.

The charter industry differs from the commercial industry in that it depends on stability
and advance notice of rules—most clients book their trips a year out. Charter operators cannot
significantly increase or decrease capacity from year to year to adjust to annual increases or
decreases in allocation, They simply can’t build more rooms or put more pecple on a boat they
don’t have, any more than they can afford to mothbail rooms or boats they do have. The charter
fleet is also different from the commercial fleet because they do not sell pounds of fish, they sell
a fishing experience, which is based on client expectations of the opportunity to catch fish. To
remain competitive in the global marketplace, Alaskan charter operators need to relisbly offer
their clients the opportunity to catch two halibut 2 day, something they have traditionally been
able to do for decades. :

The North Pacific Fishery Management Council has adopted numerous different
management regimes for fisheries off Alaska. Fach is tailored to best meet the needs of that
perticular fishing industry segment. The Council needs to adopt a management scheme that
makes sense for the charter industry, and should not adopt measures simply because they mirror
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how the commercial fleet is managed. A fixed pound allocation of at least 1.9 million pounds
for Area 2C and 4.15 miilion pounds for Area 3A will provide certainty and stability for both the
charter industry and the commercial indusiry. It will also ensure that the State, the North Pacific
Fishery Management Council, NMFS, and the commercial and charter industry participants
won’t have to devote significant time and resources to annual changes in halibut regulations.

Thank you for your consideration of this letter.
| Respectfully,




20, 2008
The Honorable Sarah Palin
Govemor of Alaska
P.O. Box 110001 o .

J AK 99811-0001 R :
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Mir. Eric Olson MAx U
Chairman "2

North Pacific Fishery Management Council

605 West 4th, Suite 306 R.p
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252

Dear Governor Palin and Chairman Olson:

All of us who have signed below are writing you to express our strong support for
a fixed annual allocation of at least 1,9 million pounds of halibut in Area 2C and 4.15
million pounds of halibut in Ares 3A for charter fishing off Alaska. Sport caught fish is
one of Alaska’s most value-added resources, and contributes tens of millions of dollars to
the economies of coastal communitics in Southeast and Southcentral Alaska.

Alaska needs a charter industry with stability. Adopting a fixed pound atlocation
of at least 1.9 million pounds for Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds for Area 3A would
provide for the continuation of the charter industry in Alaska as it exists today.
Allocating 6,05 million pounds — only 8.2 percent of the average amount of halibut
allocated each year by the International Pacific Halibut Commission (IPHC) to the
fisheries off Alaska — is a reasonable solution. It is the level that most closely tracks what
charter anglers caught in 2005, the year the Council chase as the control date for the
charter fleet moratorium, 6.05 million pounds is far less than the 11 million plus pounds
of halibut taken annuatly by commercial fisheries in the form of bycatch under rules
recommended by the Council, and just 10.4 percent of the 58 million pounds allocated on
average by the IPHC to the commercial halibut fleet off Aluska since 1998.

The charter industry differs from the commercial industry in that it depends on
stability and advance notice of rules—most clients book their trips a year out. Charter
opmﬂommnotsigniﬁwnﬂymmordwmwpacityﬁomywmemadjustm
annual increases or decreases in allocation, They simply can't build more rooms or put
morepeopleonaboalmeydon'thave.anymorethantheycanaﬁ‘ordtomoﬂxballmoms
or boats they do have. The charter fleet is also different from the commercial fleet
bwauseﬂxeydonotsellpoundsofﬁsh.theysellaﬁshingexperience,whichisbasedon
client expectations of the opportunity to cach fish. To remain competitive in the global
mukﬂplm,Ahskmchmtﬁcpﬁﬂmneedmmﬁabboﬁerﬂ:drcﬁemmeoppommﬂy
tocatchtwohalibutaday,somethingﬂ:eyhavetradiﬁonallybeenabletodofordecades.

The North Pacific Fishery Management Council has edopted numerous different

management regimes for fisheries off Alaska. Each is tailored to best meet the needs of
that particular fishing industry segment. The Council needs to adopt a management
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scheme that makes sense for the charter industry, and should not adopt measures simply
because they mirror how the commercial fleet is managed. A fixed pound allocation of at
ieast 1.9 million pounds for Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds for Area 3A will provide
certainty and stability for both the charter industry and the commercial industry. 1t will
also ensure thet the State, the North Pacific Fishery Management Council, NMFS, and the
commereial and charter industry participants won't have to devote significant time and
resources to annual changes in halibut regulations.

Thank you for your consideration of this letier.
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March 20. 2008
The Honorable Sarah Patin
Governor of Alaska
P.O. Box 110001
Juneau, AK 99811-0001
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Mr. Eric Olson
Chairman MAR ¢ - 2003
North Pacific Fishery Management Council

605 West 4th. Suite 306 Y
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252 o

Dear Governor Palin and Chairman Qlson:

All of us who have signed below are writing you to express our strong support for a fixed
annual allocation of at least 1.9 miltion pounds of halibut in Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds of
halibutt in Area 3A for charter fishing off Alaska. Sport caught fish is one of Alaska’s most
value-added resources, and contributes tens of millions of dollars to the economies of coastal
commmities in Southeast and Southcentral Alaska.

Alaska needs a charter industry with stability. Adopting a fixed pound allocation of at
least 1.9 million pounds for Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds for Area 3A would provide for the
continuation of the:charter industry in Alaska as it exists today. Allocating 6.0 million pounds
—only 8.2 percent of the average amount of halibut allocated each year by the International
Pacific Halibut Commission (IPHC) to the fisheries off Alaska ~ is a reasonable solution. It is
the level that most closely tracks what charter anglers caught in 2005, the year the Council chose
as the control date for the charter fleet moratorium. 6.05 million pounds is far less than the 11
million plus pounds of halibut taken annually by commercial fisheries in the form of bycatch
under rules recommended by the Council, and just 10.4 percent of the 58 million pounds
allocated on average by the IPHC to the commercial halibut fleet off Alaska sigce 1998,

The charter industry differs from the commercial industry in that it depends on stability
and advance rotice of rules—most clients book their trips a year out. Charter operators cannot
significantly increase or decrease capacity from year to year to adjust to annual increases or
decreases in allocation. They simply can’t build more rooms or put more people on a boat they
don’t have, any more than they can afford to mothball rooms or boats they do have. The charter
fleet is also different from the commerciai fleet because they do not sell pounds of fish, they sell
a fishing experience; which is based on client expectations of the opportunity to catch fish. To
remain competitive in the global marketplace, Alaskan charter operators need to reliably offer
their clients the opportunity to catch two halibut a day, something they have traditionally been
able to do for decades.

The North Pacific Fishery Management Council has adopted numerous different
management regimes for fisheries off Alaska. Each is tailored to best meet the needs of that
particular fishing industry segment. The Council needs to adopt a management scheme that
makes sense for the charter industry, and should not adopt measures simply because they mirror
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Deet is managed. A fixed pound allocation of at least 1.9 million pounds

how e cp ;

for Area 2C antd 4.15 million pounds for Area 3A will provide certainty and stability for both.the
charter industry and the commercial industry. It will also ensure that the State, the North Pacific
Fishery t Council, NMFS, and the commercial and charter industry participants

vote significant time and resources to annual changes in halibut regulations.

Thank you for your consideration of this letter.

nFyErne fonsh

Respectfully,
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March 20, 2008

'The Honorable Sacah Palin

Governor of Alaska el .
P.0. Box 110001 o T
Juneau, AK 99811-0001 MA}? .
Mr. Erie Olson Sy
Chairman AN TN

North Pacific Fishery Management Coungil
605 West 4th, Suite 306
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252

Dear Gavernor Palin and Chairman Olson:

All of us who have signed helow are writing you 1o cxpress our strong support for a fixed
annual allocation of at Jeast 1.9 million pounds of halibut in Arca 2C and 4.15 mLIEon pounds of
halibut in Area 3A for charter fishing off Alaska. Sport caught fish is one of’ Alaska’s most
valuc-added resources, and contributes tens of mittions of dollars to the economi S of coastal
communitics in Southcast and Southcentral Alaska. T

Alaskn needs & charter industey with stability. Adopting a fixed pound aﬂ!}ca{mn of al
least 1.9 million pounds for Arca 2C and 4.15 million pounds for Area 3A would prowdc for the
continuation of the charter industry in Alaska ax it exists today. Aliocating 6.05 myillion pounds

only 8.2 percent of the average amount of halibut allocated each year by the Inlermational
Pacific Halibut Commission (IPHC) o the fisheries off Alaska - is a reasonable solutmn his
the level that most closely tracks what charter anglers caught in 2005, the year thel Council chose
as the control date for the charter flect moratorium. 6,05 million pounds is far less than the 11
million plus pounds of halibut taken annually by commercial fisherics in the furm{of bycatch
under rules rccommended by the Council, and just 10.4 percent of the 58 million pounds
allocated on average by the IPHC to the commercial halibut fleet off Alaska siru:e| 1998.

;

The charter industry differs from the commercial industry in that it depends on stability
and advance notice of rulcs—most clicnts book their trips a year out. Charter ope’mtors cannot
significantly increase or decrease capacity lrom year to year to adjust to annual 1nEreases or
decreascs in allocation. They simply can’t build more rooms or put more people on a boat they
don’t have, any more thun they can afford to mothball rooms or buats they do havE ‘The charter
fleet is also different from the commercial fleet because they do not self pounds of fish, they sell
a ﬁshmg expenence, which is bascd on clicnl expectations of the opportunity to catch fish, To
remain compelilive in the global marketplace, Alaskan charter operators need 10 relmbly offer
their clients the opportunity to catch two halibut a day, something they have tmdnhonally been
ablc to do for decades.

The North Pacific Fishery Management Council has adopted numerous different
managemeni regimes for fisheries off Alaska. Each is tailured W best meet the needs of that
particular fishing industry segment. ‘The Council needs to adopt a munagement sghemc that
makcs sense for the charter industry, and should not adopt measures simply because they mirror
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how the commercial fleet is managed. A fixed pound allocation of at Jeast 1.9 million pounds
for Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds for Area 3A will provide cortainty and Stdblhty for both the
charter industry and the commercial industry. Tt will also ensurc that the State, the North Pacific
Fishery Management Council, NMFS, and thc commercial and charter industry pall‘I:ICI]J-EmtS

won’t have to devote SIgnmcam time and resources to annual changes in halibut regulations.

Thank you for your cong

ideration of this letter.

Respectlully,
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March 20, 2008
The Honorable Sarsh Palin
Governor of Alaska
P.O. Box 110001 _ o
1 - . “‘,‘,;: “.:1‘ "f“- i .-
Juneau, AK 99811-0001 J \‘1 o
Mr, Eric Olson May -
Chairman © iy
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th, Suite 306
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252

Dear Governor Palin and Chairman Olson:

Al of us who have signed below are writing you to express our strong support for a fixed
anmual allocation of at least 1.9 million pounds of halibut in Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds of
halibut in Area 3A for charter fighing off Alaska. Sport caught fish is one of Alaska’s most
value-zdded resources, and contributes tens of millions of dollars to the cconornies of coastal
communities in Southeast and Southcentral Alaska.

Alaska needs a charter industry with stability, Adopting a fixed pound allocation of at
least 1.9 million pounds for Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds for Area 3A would provide for the
continuation of the charter industry in Alaska as it exists today. Allocating 6.05 million pounds
- only 8.2 percent of the average amount of halibut allocated each year by the Intemational
Pacific Halibut Commission (IPHC) to the fisheries off Alaska — is a reasonable solution. Itis
the level that most closely tracks what charter anglers caught in 2005, the year the Council chose
as the control date for the charter flect moratorium. 6,05 million pounds is far less than the 11
million plus pounds of halibut taken annually by commercial fisheries in the form of bycatch
under rules recommended by the Council, and just 10.4 percent of the 58 miilion pounds
allocated on average by the IPHC to the commercial halibut fleet off Alagka since 1998,

The charter industry differs from the commercial industry in that it depends on stability
and advance notice of rules—most clients book their trips a year out. Charter operators cannot
significantly increase or decrease capacity from year to year to adjust to annual increases or
decreases in allocation. They simply can’t build more rooms or put more people on a boat they
don’t bave, any more than they can afford to mothball rooms or boats they do have. The charter
fleet is also different from the commercial fleet because they do not sell pounds of fish, they sell
aﬁshhgupeﬂme,whichisbasedmcﬁmtexpeaaﬁomoftheoppommﬁymcatchﬁsh To
temain competitive in the global marketplace, Alaskan charter operators need to reliably offer
their clients the opportunity to catch two halibut a day, something they have traditionatly been
able to do for decades.

The North Pacific Fishery Management Council has adopted numerous different
management regimes for fisheries off Alaska. Each is tailored 10 best meet the needs of that
particular fishing industry segment. The Council aeeds to adopt a management scheme that
makes sense for the charter industry, and should not adopt measures simply because they mirror
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how the commercial fleet is managed. A fixed pound altocation of at least 1.9 million pounds
for Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds for Area 3A will provide certainty and stability for both the
charter industry and the commercial industry. It will also ensure that the State, the North Pacific
Fishery Management Council, NMFS, and the commercial and charter industry participants
won't have to devote significant time and resources to annual changes in halibut regulations.

Thank you for your consideration of this letter.
Respectfully,

P2/2
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March 20, 2008
The Honorable Sarah Palin
Governor of Alaska
P.0. Box 110001
Junean, AK 99811-0001

Mr. Eric Olson P R
Chaiman = . MaR - ..
North Pacific Fishery Management Couneil £ 2l
605 West 4th, Suite 306

Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252 P

Dear Governor Palin and Chairman Olson:

All of us who have signed below are writing you to express our strong suppert for a fixed
annual allocation of at least 1.9 million pounds of halibut in Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds of
halibut in Area 3A for charter fishing off Alaska. Sport caught fish is one of Alaska’s most
value-added resources, and contributes tens of millions of dollars to the economies of coastal
communities in Southeast and Southcentral Alaska,

Alaska needs a charter industry with stability, Adopting a fixed pound allocation of at
feast 1.9 million pounds for Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds for Area 3A would provide for the
continuation of the charter industry in Alaska as it exists today. Allocating 6.05 million pounds
_only 8.2 percent of the average amount of balibut allocated each year by the Intemationat
Pacific Halibut Commission (TPHC) to the fisheries off Alaska — is a reasonable solution. Itis
the level that most closely tracks what charter anglers caught in 2005, the year the Council chose
as the control date for the charter fleet moratorium. 6.05 million pounds is far less than the 13
million plus pounds of halibut taken annually by commercial fisheries in the form of bycatch
under rules recommended by the Council, and just 10.4 percent of the 58 million pounds
allocated on average by the IPHC to the commercial halibut fleet off Alaska since 1998,

The charter industry differs from the commercial industry in that it depends on stability
and advance notice of rules—most clients book their trips a year out. Charter operators cannot
significantly increase or decrease capacity from year to year to adjust to annual increases or
decreases in allocation. They simply can’t build more rooms or put more people on a boat they
don’t have, any more than they can afford to mothball rooms or boats they do have. The charter
fleet is also different from the commercial flcct because they do not sell pounds of fish, they sell
a fishing experience, which is based on client expectations of the opportunity to catch fish. To
temain competitive in the global marketplace, Alaskan charter operators need to reliably offer
their clients the opportunity to catch two halibut a day, something they have traditionally been
able to do for decades.

The North Pacific Fishery Management Council has adopted numerous different
management regimes for fisheries off Alaska. Each is tailored to best meet the needs of that
particular fishing industry segment. The Council needs to adopt a management scheme that
makes sense for the charter industry, and should not adopt measures simply because they mirror
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how the commercial fleet is managed. A fixed pound allocation of at least 1.9 million pounds
for Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds for Area 3A will provide certainty and stability for both the
charter industry and the commercial industry. It will also ensure that the State, the North Pacific
Fishery Management Council, NMFS, and the commercial and charter industry participants
won’t have to devote siguificant time and resources to annual changes in halibut regulations.

Thank you for your consideration of this letter.

Respectfully,

v Fout e | ZLAOL 2
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March 20, 2008
The Honorable Sareh Palin
Governor of Alaska
P.O. Box 110001
Juneau, AK 99811-0601

Mr. Eric Olson ‘e

Chairman MAR i
North Pacific Fishery Management Council e
605 West 4th, Suite 306
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252

Dear Govemnor Palin and Chairman Olson:

All of us who have signed below are writing you to express our strong support for a fixed
annual allocation of at least 1.9 million pounds of halibut in Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds of
halibut in Area 3A for charter fishing off Alaska. Sport caught fish is one of Alaska’s most
value-added resources, and contributes tens of millions of dollars to the economies of coastal
communities in Southeast and Southcentral Alaska,

Alaska needs a charter industry with stability. Adopting a fixed pound allocation of at
least 1.9 million pounds for Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds for Area 3A would provide for the
continuation of the ¢harter industry in Alaska as it exists today. Allocating 6.05 million pounds
— only 8.2 percent of the average amount of halibut allocated each year by the International
Pacific Halibut Commission (IPHC) to the fisheries off Alaska — is a reasonable solution. It is
the level that most closely tracks what charter anglers caught in 2005, the year the Council chose
as the control date for the charter fleet moratorium. 6.05 million pounds is far less than the 11
million plus pounds of halibut taken annually by commercial fisheries in the form of bycatch
under rules recommended by the Council, and just 10.4 percent of the 58 million pounds
allocated on average by the [PHC to the commercial balibut fleet off Alaska since 1998.

The charter industry differs from the commercial industry in that it depends on stability
and advance notice of rules—most clients book their trips a year out. Charter operatots cannot
significantly increase or decrease capacity from year to year to adjust to annual increases or
decreases in allocation. They simply can’t build more rooms or put mere people on a boat they
don’t have, any more than they can afford 1o mothball rooms or boats they do have. The charter
fleet is also different from the commercial fleet because they do not sell pounds of fish, they sell
a fishing experience, which is based on client expectations of the opportunity to catch fish. To
remain competitive in the global marketplace, Alaskan charter operators need to reliably offer
their clients the oppartunity to catch two halibut a day, something they have traditionally been
able to do for decades.

The North Pacific Fishery Management Council has adopted numerous different
management regimes for fisheries off Alaska. Each is tailored to best meet the needs of that
perticular fishing industry segment. The Council needs to adopt a management scheme that
makes sense for the charter industry, and should not adopt measures simply because they mirror



2008-03-25 17:12 THE CAMPBELLS 9072472315 >> 19072712817 P2/2

how the commercial fleet is managed, A fixed pound allocation of at least 1.9 million pounds
for Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds for Area 3A will provide certainty and stability for both the
charter industry and the commercial industry. It will also ensure that the State, the North Pacific
Fishery Managemest Council, NMFS, and the commercial and charter industry participants
won't have to devate significant time and resources to annual changes in hatibut regulations.

Thank you for your consideration of this letter.

Respectfully,
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March 20, 2008
The Honorable Sarah Patin
Goveor of Alaska
P.O. Box 110001 i _'
Juneau, AK 99811-0601 LR
M. Eric Olson MAg
Chairman
North Pacific Fishery Management Council o
605 West 4th, Suite 306
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252
Dear Governor Palin and Chairman Olson:

All of us who have signed below are writing you to express our strong support for a fixed
annual allocation of at least 1.9 million pounds of halibut in Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds of
halibut in Area 3A for charter fishing off Alaska. Sport caught fish is one of Alaska’s most
valye-added resources, and contributes tens of miltions of dollars to the economies of coastal
communities in Southeast and Southcentral Alaska.

Alaska needs a charter industry with stability, Adopting a fixed pound allocation of at
least 1.9 million pounds for Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds for Area 3A would provide for the
continuation of the charter industry in Alaska as it exists today. Allocating 6.05 million pounds

- only 8.2 percent of the average amount of halibut allocated each year by the International
Pacific Halibut Commission (IPHC) to the fisheries off Alaska - is a reasonable solution. It is
the fevel that most closely tracks what charter anglers caught in 2005, the year the Council chose
as the control date for the charter fleet moratorium. 6,05 million pounds is far less than the 11
million plus pounds of halibut taken annually by commercial fisheries in the form of bycatch
under rules recommended by the Council, and just 10.4 percent of the 58 million pounds
allocated on avetage by the IPHC to the commercial halibut fleet off Alaska since 1998.

The charter industry differs from the commercial industry in that it depends on stability
and advance notice of rules--—most clients book their trips a year out, Charter operators cannot
significantly increase or decrease capacity from year to year to adjust to annual increases or
decreases in allocation. They simply can’t build more rooms or put more people on a boat they
don’t have, any more than they can afford to mothball rooms or boats they do have. The charter
fleet is also different from the commercia! fleet because they do not sell pounds of fish, they sell
a fishing experience, which is based on client expectations of the opportunity to catch fish. To
remain competitive in the global marketplace, Alaskan charter operators nced to reliably offer
their clicnts the opportunity to catch two balibut a day, something they have traditionally been
able to do for decades.

The North Pacific Fishery Management Council has adopted numerous different
management regimes for fisheries off Alaska. Each is tailored to best meet the needs of that
particular fishing industry segment. The Council needs to adopt a management scheme that
makes sense for the charter industry, and should niot adopt measures simply because they mitror
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how the commercial fleet is managed. A fixed pound allocation of at least 1.9 million pounds
for Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds for Area 3A will provide certainty and stability for both the
charter industry and the commercial industry. It will also ensure that the State, the North Pacific
Fishery Management Council, NMFS, and the commercial and charter industry participants
won’t have to devote significant time and resources to annual changes in halibut regulations.

Thank you for your consideration of this letter,

Respectfully,
A%GQ’VW
e T (s Wi
‘ T Kebhikan® \w{




March 20,

2008
The Honorable Sarah Palin
Governor of Alaska
P.O. Box 110001
Juneau, AK 99811-0001 L
A\
Mr. Eric Olson iar
Chairman : AL
North Pagific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th, Suite 306 rey
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252

Dear Governor Palin and Chairrnan Olson:

All of us who have signed below are writing you to express our strong support for a fixed
annual allocation of at least 1.9 million pounds of halibut in Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds of
halibut in Area 3A for charter fishing off Alaska. Sport caught fish is one of Alaska’s most :
value-added resources, and contributes tens of millions of dollars to the economies of coastal
comupunities in Southeast and Southeentral Alaska.

Alaska needs a charter industry with stability. Adopting a fixed pound allocation of at
least 1.9 million pounds for Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds for Area 3A would provide for the
continuation of the charter industry in Alaska as it exists today, Alloeating 6.05 million pounds —
only 8.2 percent of the average amount of halibut allocated each year by the International Pacific
Halibut Commission (IPHC) to the fisheries off Alaska ~ is a reasonable solution. It is the level
that most closely tracks what charter anglers caught in 2005, the year the Council chose as the
control date for the charter fleet moratorium. 6.05 million pounds is far less than the 11 million
plus pounds of halibut taken annually by commercial fisheties in the form of bycatch under rules
recommended by the Council, and just 10.4 percent of the 38 million pounds allocated on
average by the IPHC to the commercial halibut fleet off Alaska since 1998.

The charter industry differs from the commercial industry in that it depends on stability
and advance notice of rules—~most clients book their trips a year out. Charter operators cannot
significantly increase or decrease capacity from year to year to adjust to annual increases or
decreases in allocation. They simply can’t build more rooms or put more people on a boat they
don’t have, any more than they can afford to mothball rooms or boats they do have. The charter
fleet is also different from the commercial fleet because they do not sell pounds of fish, they sell
a fishing experience, which is based on client expectations of the opportunity to catch fish. To
remain competitive in the global marketplace, Alaskan charter operators need to reliably offer -
their clients the opportunity to catch two halibut a day, something they have traditionally been
able to do for decades.

The North Pacific Fishery Mavagement Council has adopted numerous different
management regimes for fisheries off Alaska. Bach is tailored to best meet the needs of that
particular fishing industry segment. The Council needs to adopt 2 management scheme that
makes sense for the charter industry, and should not adopt measures simply because they mirror



how the commercial fleet is managed. A fixed pound allocation of at least 1.9 million pounds for
Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds for Area 3A will provide certainty and stability for both the
charter industry and the commercial industry, It will also ensure that the State, the North Pacific
Fishery Management Council, NMFS, and the commercial and charter industry participants
won’t have to devote significant time and resources to arnual changes in halibut regulations.

Thank you for your consideration of this lefter.

Respectfully,

Name Company Signature
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Mr. Eric Olson, Chairman _
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4™, Ste 306 |
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252. S
FAX: (907)271-2817 bai

Dear Chairman Olson,

Re: Agenda item C-6

As an active member of the Homer Chamber of Commerce, I am very concerned thatan

inadequate allocation would severely negatively affect the economy of Homer and other
Coastal Communities. The B&B’s with whom I have spoken state that about 80% of first
time visitors to Homer are drawn to Homer because it is “the Halibut Capital of the
World” and almost 100% of return visitors come to Homer to fish.

These visitors, including most Alaskans from outside of Homer, depend on Charter Boats
to taxi them to catch their halibut. If they are denied access to the resource just because
they do not have their own boat or don’t feel safe taking their boat in our waters, you are
discriminating fishermen who all have equal rights to their resource.

Although a sociceconomic analysis has not been included in the EA/RIR, one can look at
the overall importance of tourism in Alaska. According to a Visitor Statistics Program for
the State of Alaska conducted by McDowell Group in summer, 2006, there were 672,600
visitors that arrived in Alaska by air or by vehicle. These are the visitors that come to
South Central Alaska. They spent an average of $1350. Per person — Total of $908
million dollars. Total spending by all visitors IN ALASKA during the summer of 2006
was $1.5 billion- 2 substantial impact on Alaska’s economy!

It is imperative to consider the economic importance of recreational fishing in Alaska.
Therefore, the allocation must be consider a proper allocation of halibut that will carry
this industry to the long term solution, at which time a mechanism could be in place to
allow for sector allocation shifts, if necessary.

Fixed poundage, rather than fullj floating, is essential. Because of the business plan of
charter companies and the effects of the “client choice™ on where and when 1o fish, the
Charter Sector cannot sustain itself if the allocation goes down. They also cannot absorb

- the gains if the allocation goes up.

Additional options need to be analyzed before the council decides on its preferred option.
Please add an option for: 2.3 million pounds for Area 2C and 4.5 million pounds for
Area 3A in order to accommodate the CQE permits and the other provisions for growth
built into the charter fishing moratorium program (such as Military Boats treated as . |
unguided recreation fishing, but poundage being counted again the guided recreation
fishing sector). ]
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ADF&G has determined that the logbook data is more accurate than the Mail out Survey
concluding that the Charter harvests were in fact 16% higher in Area 2C and 28% higher
in 3A. Subsequent allocation levels should reflect the elevated ADF&G information.

The Council’s motion also includes a temporary provision to allow leasing of commercial
IFQs to the recreational sector until there is a permanent long term solution. Sucha
proposal unfairly favors the wealthy operator because the income generated by a leased
fish will not return enough to result in any profit. If the Leasing provision becomes an
excuse for an insufficient allocation, the average charter owner will suffer.

Thank you for considering my comments.
Very truly yours,

4éwé£iuaékmxﬁs
Donna C Bondioli :

Homer Alaska
907-235-4114
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UNITED FISHERMEN OF ALASKA

211 Fourth Street, Suite 110
Juneau, Alagka 998011172
{907} 5B6-2820
(907} 463-2545 Fax
E-ail; ula# uia-fiish.org
v Lta-tish.org

March 26, 2608

North Pacific Fishery Management Council e

Eric Olson, Chair ! -

605 W 4" Avenue, Suite 306 kig [ "

Anchorage, AK 99501-2252 ‘ 5,3{_ L
e

RE: Charter Halibut C-6
Dear Chairman Olson and Council Members,

United Fishenmen of Alaska (UFA) supports the Regulatory Amendment for a Catch
Sharing Plan between the Halibut Charter and Commercial Longline Sectors in [PHC
Area 2C and Area 3A. We do have some misgiving and questions about the program.
The main decision points for the NPFMC on this Catch Sharing Plan is the type of
allocation and the amount of the allocation. UFA supports Element 1 — Option 1 —a.
(Fixed percentage of a combined comimercial and charter allocation and the current

GHL).

For a successful catch sharing plan, UFA believes that the following are critical elements
for a catch sharing plan.
o A floating allocation that adjusts with the biomass
¢ Accurate and timely accounting of charter harvest, for both the common pool
allocation and the fish that are harvested under leased IFQ’s.

The Catch Sharing Plan

The catch sharing plan takes a small step forward in addressing a key component of the
problem statement by allowing charter operators to lcase quota share. This
establishes a mechanism for transfer between sectors but threatens to undermine progress
toward sector stability by including options for a fixed charter sector allocation. There is
no clear indication that the catch shanng plan will more effectively manage on a real time
basis than charter harvest under the GHL.. Resolution of this issue must tie both
commercial sectors - setline and charter - to resource abundance, implement accurate and
timely reporting of charter harvest, and provide a mechanism for transfer between sectors
that allows growth through individual investment,

1of4
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UFA’s misgivings about the catch sharing plan (CSP) stem from the June 2007 NPFMC
recommendation for 2C management measures, publication of the Proposed Rule, and the
charter sector’s claims that they had ne advance notice of regulatory changes. We feel
that the NPFMC recommendation a year in advance is enough notice of possible
regulatory changes. If the charter fleet is unwilling to accept the GHL as being an
allocation, then how does this catch sharing plan differ from the current situation where
the charter industry fights against every restriction in every management or political
forum? ’

If there is not greater assurance that this allocation will be binding and accepted by the
charter industry, it may be necessary to restore the potential for in-scason closure of the
charter season to the analysis. Short of that, UFA seeks clear definition from the Council
that the intent is to establishing a meaningful allocation through this catch sharing plan
that allows growth only through individual investment.

When cvaluating the initial allocation, UFA urges the Council to consider the
following:

» Alaska has a history of maintaining resource health through abundance based
management. Good stewardship depends on all commercial sectors, charter and
setline, having a long-term interest in resource health. Uncoupling the charter
sector from abundance will do little to encourage conservation.

« Implementation of the 2008 2C GHL harvest restrictions and the halibut charter
moratorium may result in increased “assisted” non-guided sport halibut harvest.
As calculated in the analysis, granting the charter fleet a fixed allocation
translates to only the set-line scctor losing quota to accommodate increased
non-guided harvest. This places undue burden on the setline sector.

e The fixed allocation also raises questions about Council priority. If halibut stocks
decline drastically, curtailing setline harvest, would the charter sector “fixed”
allocation stand while restrictions are placed on subsistence and non-guided sport
harvest? While not specifically addressed, the description of the fixed allocation
suggests this would be the case. Does that accurately reflect Council priority?

s An incredible amount of testimony was provided by the charter industry
starting in December of 2005 protesting that the current GHL was unfair
because it did not float with halibut abundance, This argument will again
come before the NPFMC with a fixed allocation when the charter industry has to
start paying for leasing or purchasing under a long term plan. They will once
again claim that it is unfair that the biomass is increasing and that they have to
purchase QS instead of benefiting from the increase. For example:

o In December of 2005, Bob Penney provided a handout stating that the
NPFMC should “Apply percentage allocations to all sectors of the
fishery,” signed by the following organizations of Alaska Charter
Association, Cook Inlet Sporifishing Caucus, Recreational Fishing
Alliance, Sitka Charter Boat Operators Association, Kenai River
Sportfishing Association, Alaska Outdoor Council and International Game
Fish Association.

20f4
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o In the Feb 2006, NPFMC News and Notes reporting on the
recommendations by the GHL committee. Recommendation number 3
“Develop options to link the GHL to some measure of abundance as
determined by the IPHC for Areas 2C and 3A: a) stair step up {0 mirror
the stair step down currently in regulations; and b) change the GHL o a
fixed percentage that floats with abundance and

o In the Final Rule published June 4, 2007 (Volume 72, Number 106, pages
30714-30728) in the summary of comments opposing the proposed rule
NMFS states that most of the comments received from recreational anglers
were form letters that indicated that the current GHL was not a fair
allocation for the sport fishing sector because .. * 4} the GHL should
increase stepwise if the abundance of halibut also increases.” (page 30717)

e In the development of the last GHL established in law in 2003, the charter sector
wanted a fixed allocation to provide stability and then complained when the
commercial industry benefited from increased abundance. Complaints from
the charter sector continned until the IPHC announced catch limit
recommendations that projected biomass declines. Charter testimony then
changed to a demand for a fixed allocation. History will repeat itself under a
fixed allocation. It is important to determine an allocation and type of
allocation that works for both sectors in times of high abundance and in
times of low abundance.

s Although the charter fleet would like to characterize this as an allocation rather
than conservation issue, UFA reminds the Council that underlying every
allocation conflict is the long-term need to sustain the resource for the future. All
users of the resource that are benefiting financially from access to the resource
should be equally responsible for the health of the resource and share in the
good and bad times of abundance. That is resource conservation.

Impacis to the Setline Industry
When considering the initial allocation, UFA urges Council members to remember that

the economies of many coastal communities rely heavily on the setline industry. Many
of these communities do not have large charter operations working out of their
community. Further reductions in the halibut quota share to the individual quota
share holder harms not only that small family business, their crew members and
their family, but also the processing operations, the processing crew members, and
the supply businesses.

Had the charter sector received their preferred altemative of a fixed allocation of 1.9Mlbs
in 2C and 4.15Mlbs in 3A in 2008, the 2C setline quota would have been redaced by an
additional 16% on top of the 27% reduction mandated by the [PHC. While the charter
sector talks of the “potentially devastating” effects of a one fish bag limit, setline
fishermen can document the economic impact of the 27% quota reduction in 2C in 2008,
coming as it did on the heels of a 20% quota reduction in 2007. Adding an additional
16% reduction, simply to accommodate a sector that claims it can not adjust to change,
would be unconscionable.

Jofd
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While there has been consolidation within the halibut quota share program, most of this
consolidation has benefited Alaska by moving quota share into the hands of local
Alaskan residents, most of whom reside in rural communities. Alaskan residents hold
81% of the 2C quota share and 56% of the 3A quota share. Most quota holders in both
areas hold less than 5,000 pounds. These are small family businesses dependent on
access to a healthy, relatively stable supply of halibut.

In summary: UFA supports the catch sharing plan with a fixed percentage allocation that
floats with abundance (Element 1 — Option 1 a.) We hope the NPFMC members
regardless of their personal opinions about IFQ programs realize that for 15 years the
setline industry has been purchasing into this program in order to access and participate
in the halibut fishery. These are small family operations in coastal communities where
every dollar earned is important. Reductions in quota share harms not only the small
family business operation but the crew members involved in the fishery, the processing
operations that are wholly dependent upon the fishermen bringing product into the plant,
the processing workers and supply businesses.

We understand that this is still just the interim plan and we would like to reiterate the
important elements that will prevent this issue from being in front of the NPFMC again
and again in the future: 1) an effective abundance-based allocation between setline and
charter sectors; 2) a market based mechanism to transfer quota between sectors through
individual investment; and 3) timely and accurate accounting for halibut catch.

Sincerely,
Mark Vinsel
Executive Director

4 of 4
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My name is Heather Saline and my family and [ live in Sitka. In 2000, my bhusband
and I bought I elass 2C Halibut quota. In order to do this we secured a quota share loan
from the federal government. Since 2006, we have seen our quota go from 9,000 bs. to
under 5,000 {bs, our income from our quota has been cut in half while our mortgage has
stayed the same.

Beceuse of the decrease in our income from this cut, we can no fonger afford health
ingurance out of pocket and 1 have recently been forced to take a job outside the home to
supply health benefits for my family even though [ am the mother of two small children,
with a third on the way. This is tough to take, but what makes it almost unbearable is
that while my family is struggling to do what it takes to stay in Sitka and raise a family,
despite dealing with the constant financial setbacks of quota cuts, the charter industry
ocontinues to go over it's GHL, and then seems to think that they should get rewarded for
their overages. In this time of low abundance, when all of us having to tighten our belts
in the name of conservation, I can't believe the charter industry is actually asking for an
increase in their GHL, especially when they've already been given 125% of their highest
existing catch. I'm asking you to please resist increasing the charter GHL, to do so would
only reward them for past overages. The only change to the current GHL that should be
considered is to convert to a percentage allocation that would change as abundance
changes. Also, if the charter fleet really feels they need more fish, then adopting some
form of compensated reallocation would give them the opportunity to invest in their
business, just as we were asked to do,

My husband and I have chosen to stay and raise our family in Sitka, no matter what it
takes. I sincerely hope that commercial fishing is part of our futurc, as it has been a large
part of our life and livelihood for the past 25 yrs. The only way this can happen is if we
ALL share the burden in times of low abundance.

Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

! !i 3 . ‘- . el
S ) v X
MAR ; 223 =

Heather Saline

PO Box 3183 o,
Sitka, AK 99835

747-7889



PAGE 82
@1/3@/1994 23:35 077473462 ALFA/STELLER/WBLOCK

NPFMC March 14, 2008

605 West 4th Ave., Suite 306 e e

Anchorage, Ak 99501 s " =
HAR T A

Dear Council.

R L A S

I am a halibut longliner and have owned a home in Sitka since 1989.
The IFQ's I hold were purchased with my hard eamed cash.

T'applaud the Council for their conservation efforts to protect the resource:
however attempting to do it only by taking quota from the commercial
fishermen and allowing unrestrained growth in the charter sector catch is a
flawed policy.  The ultimate end effect of this policy will be the financial
destruction of the halibut longliners plus the inability to provide halibut at a
fair price to 300 million Americans. This only to feather the pockets of a few
thousand charter fishermen and put halibut on the table of their customers
and select friends.

TO CONTINUE TO TAKE MY QUOTA AND ALLOW THE CHARTER
FLEET TO CATCH THESE FISH WITHOUT ANY PAYMENT IS UNFAIR
AND WRONG!! The council needs to know that there is a great deal of
resentment brewing as a result of this because of the grossly unfairness of the
present arrangement.

The one fish charter fisherman limijt must be put and kept in place until some
other fair and equitable arrangement is in place,

THE CHARTER FLEET MUST SHARE IN CURTAILING THEIR CATCH
ALONG WITH THE COMMERCIAL FISHERMEN AS NECESSARRY TO
CONSERVE THE RESOURCE.

Respectfully Submitted,

Norman Sowards
Bx. 974, Sitka Ak

CC AL Fid
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Bobbi M, Walker
Executive Direclor

Bobh Zales, Il
Panarna City Boatman Assn.
President

Ed O Brien
Maryland Charter Boat Assn.
First Vice-President

Tom Becker
Mississippi Charter Boat Captains
Segond Vice-President

Gary Krein
Charterboat Assn, of Puget Sound
Secretary

Ron Maglio
Michigan City Charterboat Asan.
Treasurer

Member Associations :

Alaska Charter Agsociation

Beach Haven Charter Fishing Assa.
Black River Charter Guides Assn

| /“Qape Cod Charter Boat Assn

Sape May County Parly & Charter Boat
Capiree Boatman Open & Charter Boats
Charterboat Assn. of Puget Sound
Chicago Sportfishing Assn.

Deep Creek Charterboat Assn.

Pestin Charterboat Assn

Eastern Lake Erie CharterBoat Assn.
Fiarida Guides Association, Inc.
Genesee Charferboat Assn, Inc.
Golden Gate Fishermen's Assn.

Homer Charter Assn.

Islamorada Charterboat Assn.

Indiana’s North Coast Charter Assn.
Kenosha Charterboat Assa.

idaine Assn. of Charter Captains
Marathon Guides Association

Marco Island Charter Captain's Assn.
Maryiand Charterboat Assn.

Michigan City Charterboat Assn.
Mississippi Charterboat Captain's Assn.
Crange Beach Fishing Assn.

Panama Cfy Boatmen Assn
Pennsylvania Lake Erie Charter Caplain
Petersburg Charferboat Assn,

Port Aransas Boaimen Ine.

Prince William Sound Charter Boat Assn
Seward Charterboat Assn.

Sitka Charter Boat Operators Ass.

{,..{tportﬁshing Agsociation of Caiifornia

sinhatchee Charterbeat Assn
virginia Charter Boat Assn.
Waukegan Charier Boat Assn.
Westport Charterboat Association

981-81911 T~293 PO@2/062 F-793

P.O. Box 2990, Orange Beach, Al 36561
P: 251-981-5136, F: 251-981-8191
info@nacocharters.org, www.nacochariers.org

Mr. Eric Olson, Chairman
North Pacific Fishery Management Council

605 West 4th, Suite 306 L
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252 - G

sy
March 26, 2008 : o

Pear Chairman QOlsen,

On behalf of the National Association of Charterboat Operators I am writing to express our
critical concern with regulations currently being considered at the next North Pacific Fish-
ery Management Council meeting. The Council is faced with exceptional circumstances
when considering proposals to atlocate halibut between the commercial and charter fieets
off Alaska. Depending on what regulations and measures are ultimately adopted, our
members, and the economy of Alaska could be severely harmed. We want to express our
concern over the effects that possible cutcomes will have.

Sport caught halibut is one of Alaska’s most value-added resources. National Marine Fish-
eries Service (NMFS) estimates a one fish limit would result in a 10%-30% fewer anglers,
which translates to 9,000 to 27,000 fewer anglers in Southeast Alaska. If each angler spent
just $300 per trip, an extremely conservative estimate since many pay twice that per day at
lodges, that would be a direct loss of $4.5 million to $13.5 million. This does not effect
just the Charter Industry, this is money that will not go to fuel, bait, and food on the boat, it
will not go to hotels, rental car agencies, restaurants, additional tours, and the many souve-
nir shops, and the losses of these businesses will effect all of the local retail businesses.

Because of high fixed operating cost most of the charter industry is working with a very
small profit margin, a 10% to 30% loss of business will have a devastating effect, for many
businesses it will not be possible to survive.

The appropriate action in this case would be to adopt a halibut catch sharing allocation that
would allow the charter sector to continue to offer anglers two halibut a day during a sea-
son of historic length.

Alaska businesses need a Charter Industry with stability. Adopting a fixed pound allocation
of at least 1.9 million pounds for Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds for Area 3A would pro-
vide for the continuation of the Charter Industry in Alaska as it exists today. Allocating
6.05 million pounds - only 8.2% of the average amount of halibut atlocated each year by
the IPHC to the fisheries off Alaska — is a reasonable solution. It is the level that most
closely matches the charter catch in 2005, the year the Council chose as the control date for
the charter fleet moratorium.

Sincerely,

Kobert F Lates, 1

Robert F. Zales, 11
President
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¥ March 25, 2008

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
Eric Olson, Chairman

605 West 4" Ave., Suite 306, beap
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252 i

Council Chairman,

My name is Robert Ward and I have been a six passenger halibut only
fishing charter operator from Homer, Alaska for the past 22 years. My business
is very successful and my community receives all my operating expenses
locally and my clients contribute to the local communities even more than they
contribute to my business. My experience in the council process 15 extensive
beginning in September 1993 on the original Halibut Charter workgroup, a
committee participant through the development of the Halibut Charter GHL,
the Halibut Charter IFQ committee and I sat on the Advisory Panel for five
vears. | hope my involvement has never offended anyone, it is just that 1 care
about this issue and I feel you want that kind of input into your efforts. [ have
been involved in this process longer than most Halibut Charter skippers have
been wearing pants with a zipper in the front,

I am here to comment on the Initial Review of Charter Halibut 2C/3A
Catch Sharing Plan analysis and whether it is complete enough for a decision
to be based on the information it contains and if it is ready to be released (o the
public,

This analysis has many valid and pertinent points of information on an
industry that over the past 14 years this council has watched mature, In recent
years this council has taken action that has caused much discontent and upset
within the charter industry and in some Alaskan communities while attempting
to find the right balance of control and access for my industry. While working
around a commercial management plan that allows little opportunity for the
other users we have been without options of stability, marketability and future
growth. In my experience at the council I have always felt this was the one
Issue not recognized when the council approved the commercial IFQ plan. I
believe we would not be spending so much time and personal financial
resources on this issue had the council taken a more visionary approach to the
whole halibut user community when deliberating the commercial [FQ
program. This is the first time in the history of any regional council that
another user group has bumped up against an IFQ’d resource and you must
recognize how 1t looks from this seat. Don’t lock us out of a future.

~———— P.0. Box 631, Anchor Point, Alaska 99556 # (907) 235-7014 * www.awardcharters.com —
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There is no question the halibut charter industry requires a management
plan that will continue to provide the diverse economic contribution all
Alaskan coastal communities depend on, and resource access is the point of
contention that must be resolved with only the resource in mind. There are
many ways of looking at the information contained in the analysis but without
our complete attention on the halibut nothing else is relevant. I will point out
to you the halibut resource is very healthy and your apatysis should show this
in the same perspective the IPHC coastwide assessment presents. It is only the
recent TPHC change in their assessment that has brought area 2C into the
perceived cutrent crisis. This is not a conservation issue, it is strictly allocative.

1 will also point out to you that this is still the American’s resource with
only the harvest rights of a floating allocation provided to the commercial
longline fleet. The past history of the removals of subsistence, guided and non
guided recreational and your own sanctioned bycatch of halibut leaves the
commercial allocation what is left and that has always been the major portion.
There is no order of law that determines the commercial allocation a priotity
and I feel this council has turned that fact around. These are Ametican fish and
America must be allocated their rightful access, and the American Public
chooses to utilize the safe and responsible Alaskan chatter boat fleet, don’t
remove that choice by diminishing their harvest opporiunity.

I feel the analysis is incomplete and much of it is out of perspective of
the issues stated before. There is sufficient evidence the original basis of the
GHL, that being the Alaska Statewide Harvest Mailout Survey, has been
underestimating the actual harvest by guided recreational anglers and the duty
of the analysis is to present the most accurate and current information
available. I recommend this council include the latest logbook information,
after all you have required that we furnish this harvest data since 1997, never
considering the additional burden this bas caused the charter operators, now
that it reinforces what we have been telling you since 1993, use it. A new
allocation must be recommended for analysis and that amount must be relative
to current harvests and the current fleet size you have allowed. Others have
offered amounts but your staff can provide the current level of harvest

estimates and you should include it for analysis and it must be considered for
final action.

The analysis does not provide current economic impact information for
the charter industry which can be closely estimated on the back of an envelope
with Alaska Sportfish license sales information, your required logbook harvest
data and advertised charter prices, why is there nothing that provides what the
loss pf business might cost the coastal communities. Even close estimates will
provide a better picture of the impact than no information at all. To read the
analysis leads one to believe we are discussing a recreational activity with no

- b



MAOR-26-88 WED 11:43 HOMER CHARTER ASSOC 907 235 22832

economic value, we are an industry with associated costs that benefit every
coastal community. This allocation inequity does not just impact the
commercial fleet, especially when you consider the additional fisheries most
commercial fishermen participate in and their holdings of IFQ 1n other area
across Alaska and the Bering Sea. I do not participate in any other fisheries
outside my 794 pounds of IFQ my wife and I eamed under the commercial
program. Just for your information we fish it with 2 rods and reels on our
charterboat, hardly commercial fishing as you know it, and I use those eamings
to attend council meetings. The charter economics support many associated
services in every community and this analysis does not even recognize that fact
much less quantify it.

The interim plan for the charter fleet is not defined or analyzed for your
benefit of knowing how the common pool restrictions will impact the
traditional and historical charter fleet more than the recently established
moratorium qualified charter. You must realize a charter that has a full
calendar of business now and relies on the complete season will be forced to
forgo business when the restrictions become constraining. A new charter
business will be allowed to increase his portion of the common pool harvest at
no expense but as he grows the common pool is used up sooner, forcing the
fully developed charter to either forgo business volume or if selected and
affordable, lease commercial IFQ’s to supplement their historical pottion of
the common pool o prosecute their traditional customer base. This should be
examined and understood because it will show you just how important a
sufficient allocation will be. You allowed the new boats in, now provide for
them, don’t take it from me, their being allowed to enter an industry that you
have determined is overcapitalized is your doing, not mine.

I recommend you consider the issues described above and by the other
charter participants before you send this analysis out for public review and
cooument. You are facing an increasing public access requirement and it is your
swom duty to manage the resources of this country for all users, do your
obligation honestly and with vision for future resource users.

Most Respect

e

Robert Ward

.83
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Mr. Eric Olson e
Chairman tag
North Pacific Fishery Management Council L uin
805 West 4th, Suit 306

Anchorage, Alaska 99501-25622 ey s
FAX: {807) 271 2817

Dear Chaiman Olson,

| have owned and operated my charter business since 1985. At the time ) started
there was a great debate going on about the unknown future of cur indusiry.
That debate is still gaing on today.

| believe it unfair that we are the only group that cannat increasee, but only decrease our catch.
I think we should be given a fixed rate to at least be on par with the bycatch group.

As 3 business | need fo be able to ptan in advance what my clients will be able to do as | enter
into contract with them at the fime they book for the comeing season.

| advocate that the council approve an initial allocation useing Option 2 fixed pounds, with
our 2001-2005 average. This is needed to reflect the increased number of boats aliowed
to enter the industry after the criginal GHL was put in place.

Thank you for your time,

Phil Warran

dba; Comfort Charters
PO Box 4

Homer, Alaska 89603
807 235 1374

S riem




State Capitol

REPRESENTATIVE BILL THOMAS luneau. AK 99801-1182
(907) 465-3732

ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE DISTRICT 3 (388) 461-3732
FAX (907) 465-2652

North Pacific Fishery Management Council VAR :
Bric Qlson, Chair (!
605 W 4™ Avenue, Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501 Ty

Dear Council Members,

[ write to you today as a concerned halibut fisherman and as the State Representative for
House District 5, covering rural Southeast Alaska, Yakulat and Prince William Sound.

I am a Native Alaskan, born and raised in the Haines / Klukwan area. T have harvested
halibut for 35 years, and over that time [ have seen remarkable changes in the
managemment structure. Halibut is a fully aflocated resource that provides a critical
economic base for the people of my region. It is this essential base economic activity that
keeps the villages of coastal Alaska viable as communities, 80% of 2C quota is held by
Alaska residents, and 63% of those Alaskans are from rural communities. Villages in my
region depend on the commercial industry for the significant number of jobs and wealth it
creates. Furthermore, the Fisheries Business Tux revenue received by local governments
helps pay for essential basic services such as education funding, police and fire
ptotection, public water and sewer services, and harbor maintenance.

Over my long career as a commecial fisherman 1 have gone through the painful process
of rationalizing our fishery to prevent the tragedy of the commons. My fellow fishermen
with whom 1 grew up and who are the lifeblood of our communities have gone through
the same process. Many have had to take on huge debts in order to continue their
participation in the industry and to be able to retmain in their home communities. Indeed
many others simply haven’t been able to continue as halibut fishermen. Collectively, we
in the cormmercial sector recognized that we would have to sacrifice open access to the
resource in order (o stabilize the industry, improve quality and ensure conservation of the
resource. Since then, the growth of the charter sector has eaten away at the commercial
quotas, causing considerable hardship for those of us who have long since taken the
difficult steps necessary to mitigate our own growth,

With this history in mind, I am very concerned about the fixed allocation options for the
charter sector in the catch sharing plan that the Council is currently considering. It is
patently unfair to allow the charter sector to have a fixed quota level, while other user
groups are allocated quota on a “floating™ basis. Other species, such as king salmon, ling
cod and rockfish are allocated based on abundance based management. I strongly believe
that all user groups should be held to the same standard: when stocks are high, everyone

emati: Representative.Blll. Thomus &!egis.state.ak.ug
wabpage: www.akrepublicans argithomas/
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benefits by higher catch allocations, and conversely, in times of lower abundance
everyone suffers equally. Abundance based management is the hallmark of fisheries
management in the North Pacific. The Council should not depart from that concept in
adopting a catch sharing plan for the various users of the halibut resource.

The charter sector must understand that they cannot be held to a different standard than
the rest of us. Those businesses should not grow at the expense of those of us whose
participation in the fishery has supported the regional economy for decades.

T urge the council to adopt an allocation plan that is fair to all user groups and does not
hold one sector to a different standard than the others.

Sincerely,

William A. “Bill” Thomas, Jr.
Representative, House Distyict 5

1

cc:  Denb¥ Lioyd, Commissiorer'of Fish and Game
Cora Crome, Fisheries Policy Advisor, Office of the Governor

Ansen s 2807 GG 1NA QUUAHI -TATIUINASTNAAN Ud £0:21 8002-92-4VH
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JUNEAU, ALASKA

March 25, 2008 | MAR J

North Pacific Management Council
Eric Olson, Chair

605 W. 4® Avenue, Suite 306
Anchorage, AK. 99501

Dear Mr. Olson,

As the General Manager for Taku Fisheries in Juneau, I am writing
regarding the allocation of the Halibut resource to the Sport Charter
industry. Our company has bought Halibut from Commercial fishermen
since the inception of IFQ’s in 1995 and we are a substantial buyer of both
2C and 3A Halibut. Halibut has been 30% of our business the past 13 years
and is obviously critical to the continued well being of our business as well
as that of our workers and customers.

We, as well as the rest of the Industry have invested heavily in terms of
plants, docks, and sales effort in the Halibut business. We realize nothing
stays the same forever but we sure do have a strong interest in seeing the
Halibut resource stable and viable. We are in agreement with the IPHC that
the resource in area 2C is stressed and probably being over fished and needs
some relief in terms of lower quotas. We are not in agreement to continually
let the sport charter industry exceed its guideline harvest by millions of
pounds in the face of Commercial quota cuts of nearly 50% in 2007 and
2008. The sport charter catch in Southeast Alaska (2C) is substantial and to
allow this over fishing to continue may in fact jeopardize our business, jobs,
and well being.

550 South Frénklin Street
Juneau, AK 99801,
(907) 463-4617




Mar 26 08 10:42a Taku Fisheries 9074634644 p.2

We must jointly share the pain and rebui.ild the Halibut stocks. We realize
that sharing the resource is necessary but so is being a prudent steward of the
resource as the Commercial sector has been for the past 100 years.

We need higher quotas and a stronger resource to provide more poundage to
run through our fish plants. Higher prices may help the fishermen but the
processing industry needs poundage to run through the plants and higher
prices does not necessarily translate to a healthy processing industry. We
cant recoup the loss of poundage and quotas with sirply higher fish prices.

We urge you and the Council to not allow catch increases by the. Sport
Charter segment of the industry and to cap and reduce their quota and
guideline harvest to make it commensurate with the cuts taken by the
Commercial sector. '

Thank you for your consideration on this matter and feel free to contact me
with any questions or comments.

- Sincerely,
Eper R U—
Eric R. Norman

General Manager
Taku Fisheries/Smokeries
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March
20. 2008
The Honorable Sarah Palin
Governor of Alaska
P.O, Box 113001
Juneau, AK 99811-0001

M. Eric Olson U VU
Chaisman AN '

North Pacific Fishery Management Council Map -
605 West 4th, Suite 306 ALY )
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252

Nr-ge-.- -

Dear Governor Palin and Chairman Olson:

All of us who have signed below are writing you to express our strong support for
a fixed annual allocation of at least 1.9 million pounds of halibut in Area 2C and 4.15
million pounds of halibut in Arca 3A for charter fishing off Alaska. Sport caught fish is
one of Alaska’s most value-added resources, and contributes tens of millions of dollars to
the economies of coastal commumities in Southeast and Southcentral Alagka.

Alaska needs a charter industry with stability. Adopting a fixed pound allocation
of at least 1.9 million pounds for Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds for Area 3A would
provide for the continuation of the charter industry in Alaska as it exists today.
Allocating 6.05 million pounds — only 8.2 percent of the average amount of halibut
allocated each year by the International Pacific Halibut Commission (IPHC) to the
fisheries off Alaska - is a reasonabie solution. It is the level that most closely tracks what
charter anglers caught in 2005, the year the Council chose as the control date for the
charter fleet moratorium., 6.05 million pounds is far less than the 11 million plus pounds
of halibut taken snnually by commercial fisheries in the form of bycatch under rules
recommended by the Council, and just 10.4 percent of the 58 million pounds allocated on
average by the IPHC to the commercial balibut fleet off Alaska since 1998.

The charter industry differs from the commencial industry in that it depends on
stability and advance notice of rules—most clients book their trips & year out. Charter
operators cannot significantly increase or decrease capacity from year to year to adjust to
annual increases or decreases in allocation. They simply can’t build more rooms or put
mote people on a boat they don’t have, any more than they can afford to mothball rooms
or boats they do have. The charter fleet is also different from the commercial fleet
because they do not sell pounds of fish, they sell a fishing experience, which is based on
client expectations of the opportunity to catch fish. To remain competitive in the global
marketplace, Alaskan charter operators need to reliably offer their clients the opportunity
to catch two halibut a day, something they have traditionally been able to do for decades.

The North Pacific Fishery Management Council has adopted numerous different
management regimes for fisheries off Alaska. Bach is tailored to best meet the needs of
that particular fishing industry segment. The Council needs to adopt a management
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scheme that makes sense for the ¢

because they mirror how the commercial fleet is managed. A fixed pound allocation of &

least 1.9 million pounds for Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds for Area 3A will provide

certainty and stability for both the charter

Thank you for your consideration of this [etter.
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harter industry, and shouid not adopt measures Sumnp;”

industry and the commercial industry. It will
also ensure that the State, the North Pacific Fishery Management Council, NMFS, and the
commercial and charter industry participants won’t have to devote significant time and
resources to annual changes in halibut regulations.

Respectfully,
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Mr. Eric Ofson LT i

Chairman . f,
North Pacific Fishery Management Council Mag P
605 West 4th, Suite 306 i
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252 pe o

Fax: (907)271-2817 SR

Dear Chairman Ol%on:

Sport canght fish is one of Alaska’s most valued-added resources. In Southeast Alaska alone,
nearly 700 vessels serve 92,000 sport fishermen, T operate a charter business in Southeast
Alaska with 3 boats, and each year, I take approximately 1,300 Fisherman on the trip of a
lifetime--the ultimate Alaskan fishing adventure. For many, this is the only version of Alaska
they will ever experience~they do not want to backpack, kayak, or drive~they come to Alaska to
fsh. Southeast Alaskan communities have come to depend on this economic resource for

survival.

Now, my clients’ fishing experience in Southeast Alaska could be diminished by 50%.
Unfortunately, it costs me exactly the same amount (or more, with rising fuel costs) to take them
fishing. You can see what a complicated business position this puts me in. I have had several
cancellations this year due to the pending NMFS decisions on halibut bag limits.

The North Pacific Fisheries Management Cowncil is currently copsidering charter halibut
allocation. I'm writing to advocate that the Council expand its options for analysis to include a
fixed pound allocation for Area 2C and Arca 3A that is high enough to support the fleet that will
exist under the charter moratorium plan that the Council adopted last year. That amount should
be sufficient to allow for a season of traditional length with & two fish daily bag limit, the same
timit the industry has historically operated under for decades without adversely affecting the
halibut resource. 1t should also include additional pounds beyond the 1.9 million pounds for
Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds for Area 3A, the highest levels cuxrently in the analysis, to
accommodate the 72 new permits in Area 2C and 91 new permits in Area 3A that the Council
included for qualified communities in those areas. The current options before the Council do not
include an amount that will support the moratorium qualified fleet plus the new community
permits, and adopting a allocation that will not support the effort levels the Council agreed to in
the moratorium is certain to mean this allocation isstte will remain a problem for years to come.

At a minimum, the Council needs to select as its preforred alternative a fixed allocation of at
least 1.9 million pounds in Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds in Area 3A. This is presently
the highest option before the Council, and still represents less than what has already been
harvested in Area 2C in 2005. A fixed allocation is needed so charter operators and sport
fishermen can plan for the each upcoming season. A fixed allocation also ensures that the
Council, NMFS, and the State won’t bave to devote time and resources to annual changes in
halibut regulations.

The coiiswnﬂy changing halibut regulations and potential one fish daily bag limit could bring the charter
industry — a vitat part of Southeast Alaska’s economy — to collapse. Canada and Area 3A are not facing
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a similar one fish daily limit—what is to stop sport fishermen from going to either of these areas to
obtain two fish? The NMFS estimates that a one fish daily bag lirait would result in 9,000 to 27,000
fewer anglers fishing in Area 2C. At $500 per angler (a very conservative estimate) these reductions
would translate into a direct loss of at least $4.5 to $13.5 million annually in Area 2C. This isa
tremendous risk that the Council need not ixpose ofi Southeast Alaska communities.

The charter industry differs from the commercial industry in that it depends on stability and
advance notice of rules—most clients book their trips a year out. Also, my business and other
charter operators cannot significantly increase or decrease capacity from year to year, adjusting
to annual increases/decreases in allocation. You simply can’t build more rooms or put more
people on  boat you don’t have, any moxe than you can mothball roors or boats you do have.
This is why & fixed ailocation is as waportant as the number of pounds of fish.

Alaska needs a charter halibut industry with stability. That is why the Council should add to the
options for analysis a new higher fixed allocation that would actually accommodate the charter
flect as it will exist under the moratorium. At a minigum, the Council should select as the
preferred alternative a fixed pound allocation at Jeast 1.9 million pounds for Area 2C and 4.15
million pounds for Area 3A to preserve the charter industry in Alaska as it exists today.
Allocating 2 minimum of 6.05 willion pounds — a mere 8.2 percent of the average amount of
halibut allocated by the International Pacific Halibut Commission to the fisheries off Alaska - is
a viable solution. The Council regularly adopts rules that allow commescial fisheries off Alaska
to take more than 10 million pounds of halibut annually in the form of bycatch - forty percent
more than the minimum amount the charter industry is seeking to stay in business.

You just cant take one area such as 2C to a one fish Jimit without doing to everyone. You are
making it so difficult for us in 2C to operate as a successful Charter Boat Operation. People will
just go to other places that allow 2 per day. Its not fair that we have great halibut fishing and we
are being punished for it. At the very least, plcase allow usto have an annnal 6 fish fimit, 90%
of all our trips are booked as 5 day trips, If we only bave a 4 fish limit, you are cutting off 20%
of our business right there! Please consider other options, and let 2C be competitive with the
other areas, its only FAIR..... .

Thank you for your consideration of my letter.

Respectfully,
Josh Cozby

Black Rock Charters
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Homer Charter Association

P.O.Box 148 Homer, Alucka. 99603 (907 ) 253-2282 phone/fic.

March 25, 2008 Jan T i,
North Pacific Fishery Management Council : i
Etic Olson, Chairman Mag Iy
605 West 4™ Ave., Suite 306, + <0G,
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252 .

The Homer Charter Association is a trade association of halibut fishing charter
service providers operating from Homer, Alaska. Our membership is mac!e up of
companies sorme of which have been in business for over 25 years providing the general
public with access to the halibut resource representing more than 30 companies with
more than 40 charter boats. Our boats carry from six passengers to more than twenty
eight passengers on daily, multiple day and multiple trips per day fishing voyages. We
wish to comment on the upcoming council action on Initial Review of Charter Halibut
2C/3A Catch Sharing Plan analysis. We do not feel it is complete enough to release for
public review.

The failure of the council 1o set industry entry conlrols back in 1993, 1995, 1997,
and 2001 during the original GHL development has created the need for a new allocation.
The reasoning for 125% of the harvest amount used during the original GHL decision has
even more bearing now as it did before. The council must provide a sufficient allocation
that allows for some limited growth as well as providing for the latent capacity now
evident due to the lack of entry controls leading up to the moratorium controt date of
December 2005. From past experience with this council our membership bas no
confidence that the moratorium will meet prompt secretarial approval, that the
moratorium may be delayed or even denied, placing that tauch more pressure on the GHL
as it exists today. The basts for the GHL is now 12 years old and still there are no
unmediate controls in place to limit entry into the guided recreational industry. This
shoutd be explained and made a part of the analysis.

The allocation adjustment must be relative to the most recent harvest amount
while allowing for the growth anticipated up to the implementation of any long term
solution. As filed in the Federal Register when the original GHL was implemented the
council intended to provide some additional growth until a permanent solution was
found. This council recinded the only permanent solution that the industry ever supported
and now we are back here with nothing to show for it except distrust and more harvest.
The decision by this council to provide even more growth within the moratorium in the
number of boats allowed for the outlying areas, further justifies the allocation adjustinent
must suificiently cover this need. In addition we cannot carry the needs by the military
boats when their harvest was never included in the original GHL amount. This needs
your c?r{ection once and for all and the analysis should address it for your fisal decision.
The original GHL was relative to 1999-2000 time frame because these were the two years
most recent to the council's action. This same consideration should be recognized and
ackpgwledgefl_ by tl_:e analysis and you should indicate if it is still the council’s intent in

-.a1
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We find in many places the analysis states a lack of information or the .
information required is outside the scope of the analysis. How can information that is
needed to make an informed decision, and required by law to be contained in an analysis
be considered outside the scope of the analysis, what is an analysis for then? What an
oxymoron. We feel the total absence of economic impact information on the charters
forces the council to make a blind decision and we advise the council to develop this
information prior to any final action. The lack of economic information on the charter
industry lends to make one believe there will be no economic impact, this is so bias. It
should be documented how this analysis me¢ts the requirements of the Quality of
Information Act, and i€ not why.

The change of area biomass assessment modeling by the IPHC has in itself
created the allocation crisis in area 2C. When considering the impact in that area and the
lack of charter allocation the analysis should point this change out and contain
explanation as how the timing of this has come into play. The overall halibut biomass is
healthy and the small amount of charter overage can be absorbed with no further
adjustments to the commercial IFQ’s and no threat to the stocks. I this council can
sanction the 11 million pounds of non directed halibut bycatch annually with no concemn
for the overall biomass then the charter overage should not drive the councit’s decision
on the charter allocation. There are other more politically correct adjustments this council
could be deliberating with respect 1o the halibut resource and this analysis should put this

issue in perspective.

Our final concern is the lack of explanation of how the commen pool harvest
allows some charter companies to expand their historical harvest within the pool but
forces those charter companies that are fully developed to carry the burden of forcing
them to forgo traditional business volume or leasing commercial IFQ's if so selected as
the common pool is exhausted. The analysis does not offer any understanding of how this
common pool approach impects the traditional and historical harvest of some charters
(our membership mostly) while it allows barvest opportunity growth to others. If the
council has any concern for the fair impact within the charter industry it would require
the analysis explain the full impact within this management regime until a comprehensive
long term sofution is decided and implemented. If this council refuses to take any action
on the development of the latent capacity in the interim a much larger allocation (even
beyond what is currently analyzed) is required for industry stability. If selected the option
for allowing charters to buy or lease supplemental resource will be born by the long term
fully developed charter businesses only. A less than fully developed charter busipess can
grow freely within the GHL and as the GHL becomes more constraining only the fully
developed charter businesses will be forced to forgo business opportunity or acquire more
access. The council cannot force this bueden on the traditional fully developed charters
alone and the analysis should explore this inequity, and those associated costs.

Once our comments have been addressed in the Initial Review of Charter Halibut

2CI3A .Catch Sharing Plan analysis we feel then it could be sent out for public review and
a decssion could be based on it’s contents.

i
Robert Ward - Secret

.02
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Homer Charter Association

P.O.Box 148 Hoﬁu. Aladea 99603  (907) 235.2282 phone/fixx.
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North Pagific Fishery Management Council MR
Eric Olson, Chairman RS,
605 West 4% Ave., Suite 306,
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252 TR

The Homer Charter Association is & trade association of hatibut fishing charter
service providers operating from Homer, Alaska. Qur membership is made up of
companies providiog the general public with access to the halibut resource representing
more than 30 companies with more than 40 charter boats. Our boats carry from six
passengers to more than twenty ejght passengers on daily, multiple duy and raultiple trips
per day fishing voyages. Wo wish to comment on the Blement 6. Catch Accouating
System paper.

Providing the council selects the options which would allow the IPHC Area 2C
and 3A halibut charter industry participants to fish within the common pool until the
harvest restrictions require implementation, and the charters are permitted to lease
commercial IFQ to be converted into GAF for fishing beyond the common pool an

accounting system that may require measuring the halibut used in the GAF we see the
following issue.

If a charter was fishing under a 1 fish bag limit and they had sufficient leased IFQ
converted to GAF, how and who would determine which halibut was from the common
pool and which fish was from the leased GAF? The design of two monitoring systems
leads to the requirement of the determination of which fish was caught under which
program. This will not work in the field and any enforcement of the determination would
be an agency nightmare,

We feel o use two monitoting systems is not necessary as the average size of the
charter harvest is just that, an average and as there will be a minor amount of commercial
IFQ converted to GAF and used in this way it will not be necessary to create a separate
monitoriig syste for the halibut used as GAF.

The enforcement and the monitoring will create more burden than this accounting

information could be of value, We advise this separate accounting and monitoring be
eliminated from consideration.

%Respeo{f \
<t L\/&
Robert Ward
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Mr. Eric Olson 4

Chairman M AF
North Pacific Fishery Management Council "
605 West 4™, Suite 306

Anchorage Alaska 99501-2252 pras -
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Dear Chairman Olson:

I realize that the Council is facing important decisions directly related to the sport caught halibut
of Southeast Alaska. As a 17 year charter fisherman, with past experience in the troll fishery and
long line fishery (prior to implementation of IFQ), my business depends entirely upon my ability
to provide a safe and consistent quality fishing experience. The majority of my clients do not
intend to “pay for their trip” with the number of fillets they bring back home with them, although
if they do they certainly pay a premium for each pound of fish taken back.

I also understand the value and benefit to the consumer to be able to purchase fresh halibut almost
entirely year round, so I don’t gripe about the affect that the IFQ system has had upon local
fishing waters, (prior to the IFQ, most commercial halibut long lining was done where the
fisherman had a “sure bet” of taking the maximum amount of halibut in the short amount of time
allowed, [ fished these openings as a deckhand and remember clearly the same boats that now
fish closer to home and at their leisure running quite a few miles and usualy to the “outside”™
waters to be insured & bigger catch, now a days, it is not unusual to see long line buoys in what
for many years were areas these boats would not have stopped for.)

Regardless of past changes to the fishery and their direct effect on focal btomass, I still average
approximately 100 miles round trip to get clients out and away from the local waters so as to
avoid “over fished™ areas or simply to fish areas where we may not see another boat. [ am just
now starting to hear feedback from many of client friends who have fished many years with me,
seeing restrictions in the lingcod fishery, the Red snapper fishery (more than once I have seen the
bays floating with “incidental” Red snapper carcasses and marveled at how those fish, released
from a long iner, could have provided a sport angler with a great memory) and of course the
King Salmon fishery, it is not good. Should the NPFMC further restrict the Southeast Alaskan
sport charter fisherman by reducing the sport caught halibut to one fish, it will have a devastating
affect on my business directly. We (my family and T) live year round in Ketchikan, our boat stays
»é%, unlike many of the commercial boats I see arriving in the spring and going home in the fall.
My boys are fifth generation Alaskans, and whether they choose to commercial fish or charter
fish they still see the value added to one sport caught halibut and the affect taking that away
would have to our local community.

1 am asking you to not restrict the balibut limit to one fish per day in 5.E. Alaska, but rather, if
restrictions must be made, to instead lmit the sport caught halibut in area 2C to 1.9 million
pounds, insuring the economic importance that a consistent sport charter halibut fishery provides
to the communities in S.E, Alaska.

Thank you for your service and many hours of consideration in these matters.
Sincerely,
Ray Kolean

6339 Mayo Ln
Ketchikan Alaska, 99901

W [(oleald
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FORGET-ME-KNOT CHARTERS

The Honorable Sarah Palin

Governor of Alaska S '

P.0. Box 110001 b T
Jugeau, AK 99811-0001 WAX VRN

M. Eric Olson MAR Z . 2008 =
Chairman

North Pacific Fishery Management Council | T

605 West 4th, Suite 306 R
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252

Dear Governor Palin and Chairman Qlson:

All of us who have signed below are writing you to express our strong support for
a fixed annual allocation of at least 1.9 million pounds of hatibut in Area 2C and 4.15
million pounds of halibut in Area 3A for charter fishing off Alaska. Sport caught fish is
one of Alaska’s most value-added resources, and contributes tens of millions of dollars to
the economies of coastal communities in Southeast and Southcentral Alaska.

Alnska needs a charter industry with stability. Adopting a fixed pound allocation
of at least 1.9 million pounds for Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds for Area 3A would
provide for the continuation of the charter industry in Alaska as it exists today. Allocating
6.05 million pounds — only 8.2 percent of the average amount of halibut allocated each
year by the International Pacific Halibut Commission (IPHC) to the fisheries off Alaska —
is a reasonable solution. It is the level that most closely tracks what charter anglers caught
in 2003, the year the Council chose as the control date for the charter fleet moratorium.
6.05 million pounds is far less than the 11 million plus pounds of halibut taken annually by
commercial fisheries in the form of bycatch under rules recommended by the Council, and
just 10.4 percent of the 58 million pounds allocated on average by the IPHC to the
commercial halibut fleet off Alaska since 1998.

The charter industry differs from the commercial industry in that it depends on
stability and advance notice of rules—most clients book their trips a year out. Charter
operators cannot significantly increase or decrease capacity from year to year to adjust to
annual increases or decreases in allocation. They simply can’t build more rooms or put
more people on a boat they don’t have, any more than they can afford to mothball rooms
or boats they do have. The charter fieet is also different from the commercial fleet
because they do not sell pounds of fish, they scll a fishing experience, which is based on
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client expectations of the opportunity to catch fish. To remain competitive in the global
marketplace, Alaskan charter operators need to reliably offer their clients the opportunity
to catch two balibut a day, something they have traditionelly been able to do for decades.

The North Pacific Fishery Management Council has adopted numerous different
management regimes for fisheries off Alaska. Each is tailored to best meet the needs of
that particular fishing industry segment. The Council needs to adopt 2 management
scheme that makes sense for the charter industry, and should not adopt measures simply
because they mirror how the commercial fleet is manapged. A fixed pound allocation of at
least 1.9 million pounds for Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds for Area 3A will provide
certainty and stability for both the charter industry and the commercial industry. It wall
also epsure that the State, the North Pacific Fishery Management Council, NMFS, and the
commercial and charter industry participants won't have to devote significant time and
resources to annual changes in halibut regulations.

Thank you for your consideration of this letter.

Respectiully,

Pt Name Company Signature

Cuand Le'lqh“oh Forqet Me Kot ehardcrs M‘@@
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March 20, 2008
The Honorable Sarah Palin
Govemor of Alaska
P.O. Box 110001
Juneau, AK 99811-0001

Mr. Eric Olson -"4’4,? o %‘:f
Chairman 2 ;'éi :
North Pacific Fishery Management Council . gy =

605 West 4th, Suite 306 i
Anchorage, Alagia 99501-2252 B

Dear Governor Palin and Chairman Olson:

All of us who have signed below are writing you to express our strong support for a fixed
annuat allocation of at least 1.9 million pounds of halibut in Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds of
halibut in Area 3A for charter fishing off Alaska. Sport caught fish is one of Alaska’s most
value-added resources, and contributes tens of millions of dollars to the economies of coastal
communities in Southeast and Southcentral Alaska.

Alaska needs a charter industry with stability. Adopting a fixed pound allocation of at
least 1.9 million pounds for Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds for Area 3A would provide for the
continuation of the charter industry in Alaska as it exists today. Aliocating 6.05 million pounds
- a mere 8.2 percent of the average amount of halibut allocated each year by the International
Pacific Halibut Commission (IPHC) to the fisheries off Alaska - is a reasonable solution. It is
the level that most closely tracks what charter anglers caught in 2005, the year the Council chose
as the control date for the charter flect moratorium, 6.05 million pounds is far less than the 11
million plus pounds of halibut taken annually by commercial fisheries in the form of bycatch
under tules recommended by the Council, and just 10.4 percent of the 58 million pounds
allocated on average by the IPHC to the commercial halibut fieet off Alaska since 1998.

The charter industry differs from the commercial industry in that it depends on stability
and advance notice of rules—most clients book their trips a year out. Charter operators cannot
significantly increase or decrease capacity from year to year to adjust to annual increases or
decreases in allocation. They simply can’t build more rooms or put more people on a boat they
don’t have, any more than they can afford to mothball rocms or boats they do have. The charter
fleet is also different from the commercial fleet because they do not sell pounds of fish, they sell
a fishing experience, which is based on client expectations of the opportunity to catch fish. To
remain competitive in the global marketplace, Alaskan charter operators need to reliably offer
their clients the opportunity to catch two halibut a day, something they have traditionally been
able to do for decades.

The North Pacific Fishery Management Council has adopted numerous different
management regimes for fisheries off Alaska. Each is tailored to best meet the needs of that
particular fishing industry segment. The Council needs to adopt a management scheme that
makes sense for the charter industry, and should not adopt measures simply because they mirror
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how the commercial fleet is managed. A fixed pound allocation of at least 1.9 million pounds

for Ares 2C and 4.15 million pounds for Area 3A will provide certainty and stability for the

charter industry. It will also ensure that the State, the Council, NMFS, and the commercial and

charter industry participants won’t have to devote significant time and resources to annual

changes in halibut regulations.

Thank you for your consideration of this letter.

Respectfully,

Company

Signature

/] 27
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March 20, 2008

The Honorable Sarah Palin

Govemor of Alaska

P.O. Box 110001 .

Juneaun, AK 99811-0001 W .

Mr. Eric Olson M4 B
Chairman O g
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th, Suite 306

Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252

Dear Governor Palin and Chairman Olson:

All of us who have signed below are writing you to express our strong support for a fixed
annual allocation of at least 1.9 million pounds of halibut in Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds of
halibut in Area 3A for charter fishing off Alaska. Sport caught fish is one of Alaska’s most
value-added resources, and contributes tens of millions of dollars to the economies of coastal
communities in Southeast and Southcentral Alaska.

Alaska needs a charter industry with stability, Adopting a fixed pound allocation of at
least 1.9 million pounds for Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds for Area 3A would provide for the
continuation of the charter industry in Alaska as it exists today. Allccating 6.05 mitlion pounds
- only 8.2 percent of the average amount of halibut allocated each year by the International
Pacific Halibut Commission (IPHC) to the fisheries off Alaska — is a reasonable solution. It is
the level that most closely tracks what charter anglers caught in 2005, the year the Council chose
as the control date for the charter fleet moratorium. 6.05 miilion pounds is far less than the 11
million plus pounds of halibut taken annually by commercial fisheries in the form of bycatch
under rules recommended by the Council, and just 10.4 percent of the 58 million pounds
allocated on average by the IPHC to the commercial halibut fleet off Alaska since 1998.

The charter industry differs from the commercial industry in that it depends on stability
and advance notice of rules—most clients book their trips 2 year out. Charter operators cannot
significantly increase or decrease capacity from year to year to adjust to annual increases or
decreases in allocation. They simply can’t build more rooms or put more people on a boat they
don’t have, any more than they can afford to mothball rooms or boats they do have. The charter
fleet is also different from the commercial fleet because they do not sell pounds of fish, they seli
a fishing experience, which is based on client expectations of the opportunity to catch fish. To
remain competitive in the global marketplace, Alaskan charter operators need to reliably offer
their clients the opportunity to catch two halibut a day, something they have traditionally been
able to do for decades. '

The North Pacific Fishery Management Council has adopted numerous different
management regimes for fisheries off Alaska. Each is tailored to best meet the needs of that
particular fishing industry segment. The Council needs to adopt a management scheme that
makes sense for the charter industry, and should not adopt measures simply because they mirror

.1



Mar 28 08 12:10p

how the commercial fleet is managed. A fixed pound aflocation of at least 1.9 million pounds
for Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds for Area 3A will provide certainty and stability for both the
charter industry and the commercial industry. It will also ensure that the State, the North Pacific
Fishery Management Council, NMFS, and the commercial and charter industry participants
won’t have to devote significant time and resources to annual changes in halibut regulations.

Thank you for your consideration of this letter.

Respectfully,
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TROLLER POINT FISHERIES, INC.

FV Ocean Oasis
1120 E Huffinan Road; Suite 24-306

Anchorage, Alaska 99515
907-344-1866

March 26, 2008

North Pscific Fishery Management Council

605 West 4™ Avenus, Suite 306 79 s
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

907-271-2817 fax

To Whom It May Concern,

I am an [FQ bolder of both 2C and 3A halibut. As a fisherman, my family relies
on the harvest of the halibut IFQ for the long term. We have purchased nsarly our entire
quota. This brings me to my question for you; as an owner of 2m asset that I have
purchased are you ready to give me some of your home or vacation land or what ever you
have purchased or are paying for? Because | want more, but don't feel I should have to
pay for it. I, my wife, and both of our children bave purchase quota, the kids have been
paying for theirs and plan to use their revenue to pay for college in a couple years. We
have played by the rules and demand conservation by all user groups that includes the
charter boat operators rnd customers. A percentage based charter quota is the enly fair
thing! And if they want or need more than the historical allocations they need to put up
or sinzt up.

Mark Hofiann
Dianna Hofmann
Kyle Hoftnann
April Hofmann
F/V Ocean Oasis



March 23, 2008

NPFMC Map . i
605 West 4th Avenue, Ste. 306 < Zogg ]
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 P

Dear NPFMC:

| am a 2C-D longline halibut fisherman in Southeast Alaska and |
have continually tried to build up my harvest by purchasing small
blocks of quota share to expand my business. | have done this by
taking fishing profits and reinvesting them with the assistance of my
local bank in obtaining more quota share. Each year | find my
available harvest eroded by the uncontained growth of the Halibut
Charter fishing industry. There is always uncertainty in fishing but it is
awfully difficult to make financial decisions when the resource you
are targeting has a harvesting sector(Charter boats) that is allowed to
expand beyond any traditional level. | have serious bank payments in
order to operate my business. It's way past time for the Charter Boat
industry to stop whining and accept the reality that limits on their
harvest is a biological and economic neccesity. If the Charter
industry is a viable enterprise they should have to make the same
hard economic decisions | have made to operate and expand my
business. No one likes restrictions on their business enterprise but
when it is based on the exploitation of a finite resource there is no
other option. Please put this matter to rest by establishing a limiting
structure for the Charter industry that will allow me to stay in
business and the Charter industry to operate at their traditional
harvest percentage in a framework of fluctuation based on
abundance. | support establishing an opportunity for the Charter
industry operators to lease existing quota share to allow expansion of
their enterprise. Please act in a decisive manner to bring some
stability to this industry. It's time for the Charter industry to stop
hiding behind the ridiculous veil of being sportsmen and come to the
table as any other commercial user group. If the industry is so viable
there should be nothing to fear in operating on an equal footing with
longliners. We are both commercial users of the resource and qutoa
share will migrate to the most viable sector.

SINCERELY, d |
. ;.ﬂ——-’?ﬂ_..——z_\

James L. Larson F/V Spaniard's Bay
Box 20888
Juneau, Alaska 99802
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To Whom It May Concern

13 years ago I was allocated a small percentage of the halibut quota
that I earned fishing in the commercial longline fishery in area 2C. That
quota share over the years has remained the same as the poundage from it
has fluctuated up and down according to biomass. It started out at 1300 lbs
rose to as high as 1800 pounds and has steadily dropped to just over 900Ibs
for this year. It represented about 10 to 15% of my fishing income over the
years, Now its looking like it is going to disappear entirely due to the fish
grab being attempted by the commercial charter industry. It’s past time for
this to stop. The charter industry must be held accountable for their catch of
the halibut quota.

Therefore I would like the council to hold the charter industry to
their GHL as recommended by the IPHC. I would also like them to adhere
to a GHL based on abundance, just like the commercial longline fishery is
required to do. If they want to lease quota shares from longline fishermen
that’s fine. If they want to purchase quota that’s okay too. But this
constant pressure on the council to just keep handing them a portion of the
longline quota has got to stop.

I have already lost enough, but not nearly as much as some of my
peers who have lost 10’s of thousands of dollars over the past few years.
The council seems to have put this off long enough, so make your decision!
This is what I would like to see as well as every other longline fisherman
I’ve talked to.

Sincerely yours,

Patrick Tyner

F/V Rauma

(it T
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Anchorage, AK 99501

My name is Steve Merritt. I live in Craig, Alaska and am a life long Alaskan. My entire
income comes solely from commercial fishing. I have an IFQ share of halibut and
depend on it heavily. When I was awarded my IFQ, I had not owned my own boat long
enough to take advantage of all the qualifying years. | had two zero years figured in with
the five qualifying years. I had just purchased a fiberglass troller and I was $100,000 in
debt. 1. of all people, should have opposed the IFQ program. Because I knew my
desperately needed income would go down because of it. But I did not. I had faith and
trusted the IFQ creators, believing that it was the best way to manage this resource.

They were right and I have survived the initial hardship of the new IFQ program. Now I
find, with the explosion of the charter fishing industry, that the creators of the [FQ
program are threatening to reallocate some of my halibut shares to them. The Secretary
of Commerce and the North Pacific Fisheries Management Council are these creators.

IN 1863 the United States Congress created the Home Stead Act. They did this to
facilitate economic development of this country, using one of the few resources they had
in abundance, unsettled land. Farmers and the like were given 160 acres of land to own
and make an economic asset for their country. They did that. The land was developed
and the country took advantage of the developing economy. When more settlers
appeared on the scene and there wasn’t any more land left to distribute, this government
kept their agreement with the original homesteaders. They did not start carving and
taking the land away from these farmers. In order for these new settlers to acquire land
they had to buy or lease it from these homesteaders. Because of this, these two groups of
people live side by side in harmony today. Those that bought and leased the land from
these homesteaders had a sense of legitimacy to the land they now lived on. By the same
token the homesteaders themselves felt this same legitimacy toward the new settlers
because they had been paid for their Jand. The Homestead Act was abolished by the
congress in 1977. It was deemed somewhat of a success, with the major blemish on it
being that the raitroad companies acquired a major part of the land using the act.. It still
holds today that if sormeone wants a piece of the land given to the homesteaders, they
have to buy or lease it from the original owners ancestors.

The IFQ share you have given me is my 160 acres. 1 trusted the NPFMC when they
created it . You have obviously learned from the Homestead Act, because when you
created the IFQ program, you made provisions to keep the railroad companies of the
fisher world from getting too much of it. I am concerned whether or not you remember
how to treat the new settlers of the fishing world (i.e. charter fisherman) . Please do not
g0 back on your word and carve my land from me. These two groups of people will
never live side by side with any sense of legitimacy toward one another if you do that.
The commercial fisherman will never respect the NPFMC or the entire process if you
violate your given word.



The allocation options before you will test you on your ability to keep your word. ..
First, the option of a fixed number of pounds at sufficient amount to keep a 2 fish daily
bag limit puts the charter harvest way over their current allocation. In order to
accommodate this, you will have to take more halibut from the commercial sector. You
will violate our agreement if you do that.

You will hear how any option that forces the charter clients to a one fish limit will cause
total financial ruin and hardship. They speculate that a one fish limit would cause
cancellations from anywhere between 30 and 50 percent. Speculate is the key word here.
Then charter operators paint their operation as being on the very brink of bankruptcy and
this would put them in the red. They eagerly tell you about their speculation of lost
clients. You don’t hear much about the fact, that for every cancellation, it opens the
possibility for a different client to fill the spot. And they don’t mention that most of them
required 2 deposit fee for the charter and it is forfeit if the client cancels. They don’t
want you to think about their chance to recoup the loss. Most of these deposits are
between 30 and 50 percent of the cost of the charter. If someone cancels, they get 30%
of their fee and they didn’t even have to go. There is also the possibility that someone
else will fill the vacancy. So there are serious misconceptions and misrepresentations
involved in their financial ruin argument. They say these all these things to persuade you
to look at this issue from any point of view other than that of what your congressional
predecessors would have. It is a desperate attempt to get you to violate your given word
to the commercial fisherman that the land given to him will be his until he sells it.

The only options you can support without violating the core ethics of your IFQ program
are the following.

1, Allow charter operators to lease quota shares from the commercial sector. This option
gives the charter operators the ability to attain a two fish bag limit for their clients on an
individual bases.. It also gets them to semi participate in the [FQ program which is the
ultimate solution in my opinion. They will have to pay for it just like the new settlers paid
the homesteader.

2. Adopt a GHL that fluctuates with abundance of the stocks. It is the only fair way to
manage this resource between these two groups of people. The financially motivated user
groups of this resource should share the pain of the conservation of it.

I think it’s possible that the charter fleet could have an abundance based allocation and
the amount be set high enough to get a 2 fish bag limit out of the deal. That means they
will take fish from me to accomplish that. Again, anything like that shreds the
authenticity and respectability of your predecessors and their agreements. Please if you
value this process and respect it you must keep your word given to the commercial
fisherman. Sincerely,

Steve Merritt
Box 332
Craig, Alaska 99921 N
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March 33, 2008
Dear Chairman Olsen and Members of the Council,

My name is Joe Short, and [ am a 3" generation commercial fisherman who has lived in
Petersburg for the last 30 years. When IFQ’s were initially issued, I was allocated 22,000
Ibs. of 2C quota and have since purchased 30,000 Ibs. to supplement my income. Ihave
two children who fish with me and also own IFQs. My wife Gwynne and I raised
Kayleigh and Matthew to be self-sufficient and they both use income generated by
commercial fishing especially halibut to help pay for their college education.

My family has chosen to live and work year-round in Petersburg, one of Alaska’s greatest
working waterfront communities. By living in Petersburg year-round we contribute to
the local economy by mooring 2 boats in the harbor. We spend on maintenance between
the 2 boats approximately 40-45 thousands a year at the shipyard and machine shops. We
own our home, and we are still making payments to one of the local banks on Halibut
IFQs we purchase with a balance of $180,000. Our extremely active commercial fishing
fleet is a source of great pride for our town, but the recent decline of our halibut quota
due in part to the charter halibut fleet has created instability in Petersburg. Asa
commercial harvester and long standing member of the Petersburg community, I
urge the council to hold the charter halibut fleet to the current GHL. Any allocation
higher than the current range would be rewarding a sector for consistently exceeding their
quota. As a harvester (and personal use/subsistence user) I feel that this practice is
wrong, and will encourage sectors to fight with one another.

This year at the [PHC meetings | was amazed (shocked) at the charter sector, with all the
science presented on the Halibut stocks and the commercial sector willing to endure the
hardship of another 27% cut on top of last years 24% cut, the charter sector did not once
mention conservation, all they were concerned with was the economic hardship on their
members. Well we have a lot of young fishermen that have financed IFQ’s with the
Federal Loan Program that are fishing them now & are hoping to just break even.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

oe Sh
Captain, F/V Kayleigh Ann



My name is Matthew Short and I am a 4™ generation commercial fisherman who has
lived in Petersburg for 20 years. I fish with my father on his boat, the F/V Kayleigh Ann
and I have purchased IFQs. I have saved my state dividend money and purchased IFQs
with it to help pay for college and as an investment in my future. [ presently have a
Federal loan halibut IFQs for $160,000.00. I plan to graduate from college and move
back to Petersburg but the existing fight between the commercial and charter halibut fleet
has me worried about my future as a harvester. Because the charter fleet a relatively new
sector is not being held to their GHL and is growing rapidly and asking for a reallocation
from the commercial sector. There are millions of dollars of financed IFQs in the
commercial sector, a large portion of young fisherman like myself. With a reallocation
this would more than likely put us out of business. Thank you for your time and
consideration.

Smcerely,

Matthew Short %

Crew, F/V Kayleigh Ann

My name is Kayleigh Short, a 4™ generation commercial fisherman who has lived in
Petersburg for 22 years. [ fish with my father on his boat, the F/V Kayleigh Ann, While
growing up I saved my permanent fund dividends as well as my income from commercial
fishing and was able to purchase IFQs. This has been an investment to help finance my
college education as well as contribute to the family business. 1 plan to graduate from
college and move back to Petersburg, but the existing fight between the commercial and
charter halibut ficet has me worried about my future as a harvester. With resent quota
cuts, I am already struggling to pay for my college education.

I am not only concerned abut the economic effects of this fight but also the survival rates
of the halibut. If the charter fleet is not faced with more strict regulations and
enforcement of these regulations, there will soon be no stock left for anyone. Currently,
regulations on charter fisherman are not being enforced with consequences. As a result
further restrictions are being put on commercial fisherman. Soon there will no longer be
a halibut fishery, which means my family and myself will be out of business; left in debt
with no source of income. Thank you for your time and serious consideration of the
consequences to commercial fisherman and the halibut fishery if the charter fleet is not
regulated.

Siscerely ﬁ/ ﬁ/

Kay clgh Short
Crew, F/V Kayleigh Ann
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Chairman Eric Olson aad Council Members
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4™ Ave., Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Chairman Olson and Members of the Council,

On behaif of the Halibut Coalition, I submit the following comments and
recommendations on Agenda Jtem C-6: Halibut Charter Management.

It is important to consider the problem statement and the stated purposes of the proposed

action:
«The absence of a hard allocation between the commercial longline and charter
Ralibus sectors has resulted in conflicts Detween sectors and tensions in coastal
communities that are dependent on the hallbut resource. Unless a mechanism for
transfer between sectors Is established, the existing environment of instabillty and
conflict will continue. The Council seeks to address this instability while balancing the
needs of all who depend on the halibut resource for food, sport, or livetikood.”
The purpose of the proposed actions is to (1) create a catch sharing plan that
would get an initial atlocation between the two sectors and tighten the timeline
between an overage and a management response and (2) design a program 10
compensate the commercial sector for any future reallocations above the level set
at initial allocation. Along with restrictive control measures that were considered
by the Council separate from these proposed actions because the GHL has been
exceeded in Area 2C each year since its implementation in 2004, the proposed
sector allocations are intended to stop the de facto reallocation from the
commercial sector 1o the charter sector for each area.

When the Council rescinded the charter IFQ program in 2005 there was a
commitment that this action would not result in re-allocation while a different long-
term solation was being developed. Likewise in 2006, the Council unanimously
voted to maintain the GHL as published in the Federal Register until superceded by
a long term solution. The range of alternatives is incomplete in that the current
GHL of 931,000 Ibs is not reflected in either the fixed poundage options or the stair

step options.
Element 1 _Initig) Allacation

In reading the problem statement and the purpose of the proposed action the Halibut
Coalition supports Alternative 2, Element 1 Option 1, sub-option a or ¢. The Coalition
firmly maintains that the GHL, or a number below the GHL., translated 10 a percentage
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that fioats with a combined Fishery Constant Exploitation Yield (CEY), continues to be
the only defensible starting point for the initial allocation. {n 2000 the Council
established the GHL as the upper bound on charter harvest and included a 25% quota
bonus above historic high charter harvest levels; subsequently the Council committed to
managing to the GHL until a long-term management strategy is implemented.. When the
quota program for the commercial fishery was established the average qualifying halibut
fishermen received 80% of their recent harvest numbers—and had to buy their way back
to pre-program levels. The charter flcet should not be rewarded for exceeding its GHL:
Sub-options b and d allow credit for overages in the charter fishery and should not be
moved further forward. The 13.1% allocatien is also appropriate based on recent
management actions: the 2008 charter GHL is equivalent to 13% of the 2C Fishery CEY
and is also the average of the last three seasons (2006-2008).

Option 2 and option 3 are unacceptable because they are based on a fixed poundage. The
current status of the halibut stock should be enough evidence of the negligence in this
approach. At the June 2007 Council meeting there was widespread disbelief that the
charter GHL would decline to 930,000 pounds in 2008. The stocks are in decline, the
{PHC has changed their understanding of the stock size and the stock distribution,
resuiting in the lowest quotas for area 2C in nearly 2.5 decades. Fixed poundage is not an
acceptable management strategy and also decouples the benefits of resource stewardship
from the user group. Given the great strides made in ecosystem management and fisheries
conservation it is puzzling that a fixed poundage quota is under consideration by the
Council. We recommend dropping Options 2 and 3 of Element | from the analysis.

ent2 — Ann to cle

The Halibut Coalition supports Element 2 in that an allocation overage would
automatically trigger a regulatory process and that any underages would accrue to the
benefit of the halibut resource (and ultimately to both the commercial setline and charter
industry through increased future biomass).

Element 3 — Management Toolbox

The Halibut Coalition supports the use of a management measures to hold charter
industry catch to their allocation. We believe that the first three tools under Tier 1 should
be required regardless of catch level relative to the charter industry allocation.
Commercial setline fishermen may not retain catch while conducting their fishing
businesses and it is reasonable to prohibit charter skippers and crew from retaining catch
while conducting their fishing businesses.

Element 4 — Timeline

This element is strongly tied to Element 6 — the catch accounting system. Clearly there
needs to be a more responsive system for management action. A four year period is
grossly inadequate for responsible fisheries management. Our understanding of stock
condition in area 2C dramatically changed over a 2 year period — responses must mirror

82
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these important assessment changes. The Steff have identified several possibilities for
streamlining the regulatory timeline such initiating action based on end of season
numbers, tiering off previous analysis, and moving to final action in one meeting using
tier 1 or 2 management measures. The HC supports these efforts to streamline the
process and notes that this proposed process is similar to the one used to manage the
salmon, rockfish, and lingcod sport fisheries.

ent 5 -~ emental, individual use ercial I

A stated purpose of this amendment is to “design a program to compensate the
commercial sector for any future reallocations above the level set at initial atlocation”.
The supplemental, individual use of Guided Angler Fish should be a market-based
system that provides the charter fleet with the same opportunities to make long-term
investments in the resource and their own businesses as was created through the
establishment of the halibut/sablefish IFQ program. The starting point for the market-
based system should be the current GHL translated into a percentage of the combined
directed commercial setline and charter industry GHL (13%). The mechanism for
transfer should allow transactions between willing buyers and sellers, and must attach
costs to increases in charter harvest or other sectors dependent on the halibut resource
will suffer. Finally, the Coalition urges the Council to take care not to undermine critical
provisions of the halibut QS program, and to ensure charter harvest is effectively
monitored and accounted for in the future.

The Halibut Coalition cautions that localized depletion is more likely with increased
charter catch near coastal communities and any leasing system should be limited to the
total amount of fish that can be harvested near communities. ADF&G halibut hacvest per
unit of effort from Sitka indicates a 47% decline in HPUE between 2003 and 2007; in
Craig the decline was 58% between 2002 and 2007 (Tersteeg and Jaenicke 2008).
Localized depletion is affecting all halibut harvesters, including charter clients.

The Halibut Coalition recommends changing item 3B to require the use of area
specific average weights (i.e. Sitka average weights for GAF assigned to Sitka charter
operations, Prince of Wales average weights for GAF assigned to Craig charter
operations). The data in the analysis (figure 11, figure 12 etc) indicate significant
differences in average weight between ports within a management area and these specific
data should be used for more accurate catch accounting.

Element 6 — untin

The recent report by ADF&G evaluating logbook data compared to SWHS and creel data
is informative (Meyers, S. et. al. March 24, 2008). The Halibut Coalition supports the use
of the logbook data and the creel data to document charter industry halibut catch instead
of the SWHS. However, the creel sampler should count all of the halibut fanded for
every interview conducted. Currently only a subset of interviewed trips have associated,
documented fish counts. Also, the creel sampler should collect the charter logbook at the

B3
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time of interview as this will serve as verification of accurate reporting at the time of
landing, similar to a processor fishticket in the commercial setline fishery.

Xtem 3 should require, instead of recommend, that lengths be taken from all fish
that are part of the GAF landings and this information should be used to determine

the average weight of GAF fish by area.
EfY; v

The Halibut Coalition does not support the statement that the “proposed alternatives to
the status quo would neither affect harvest levels and fishing practices of individuals
participating in the charter halibut fishery nor the health of the halibut stock”. Any
further reallocation of halibut from the commercial setline fishery to the charter industry
reduces the knowledge of actual harvest. The SWHS, the logbook data, and the creel
program all have different estimates of halibut harvest for the charter industry and in
some cases these differences are highly significant. This has real and negative
implications for accurate stock assessment as fishery removals is a critical element of any
stock assessment.

The Halibut Coalition also disagrees with the statement that there is “insufficient data to
evaluate whether groundfish stocks may be affected by the proposed alternative™. In area
2C the charter industry exceeded their allocation of demersal shelf rockfish (DSR). The
Board of Fisheries intended this allocation to provide for historic bycatch needs of the
halibut charter industry without allowing expanded use of that resource by the charter
industry. Any increase in charter industry allocation of halibut is likely to increase
bycatch of DSR.

Economic Impacts of Alternatives

There is & lot of discussion of “demand” in the charter industry sections of the analysis
yet no parallel section for the commercial setline fishery. As has been made abundantly
clear by past Council testimony of CEQO Tom MeLaughlin of Seafood Producers
Cooperative, there is a huge, unmet market demand for commercial halibut. There are
active fishing businesses that are eager to expand their business (in some cases just to
keep even with past production) and many qualified crew members who have been
unable to acquire quota given the limited supply. Any reallocation away from the
commecial setline fishery not only reduces individual quota holders’ income but reduces
the revenue generated by processing facilities and markets, and creates a situation where
it is difficult to continue to compete in the international marketplace.

Sommary

In closing, the Halibut Coalition supports moving the amendment forward for final
action in Qctober but requests that the options for a fixed poundage ailocation or a mixed
percent and fixed poundage allocation be removed, and the fixed percentage allocation be
revised to include the 2008 status quo (0.93 million pound charter industry GHL) . The
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supplemental, individual use of Guided Angler Fish should be a market-based system that
provides the charter fleet with the same opportunities to make investments in the resource
and their own businesses as was created through the establishment of the halibut/sablefish
IFQ program. The starting point for the market-based system should be no more than the
current GHL translated into a percentage of the combined directed commerciat setline
and charter industry GHL (<13%). The mechanism for transfer should allow transactions
between willing buyers and sellers, and must attach costs to increases in charter harvest
or other sectors dependent on the halibut resource will suffer. Finally, the Coalition
urges the Council to take care not to undermine critical provisions of the halibut QS
g:tougram, and to ensure charter harvest is effectively monitored and accounted for in the
re.

Coalition members will be available at the April meeting to provide more specific
recommendations on the analysis and analyzed alternatives.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

ﬁ.&(/w{

Jev Shelton for the Halibut Coalition
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Dear Mr Clsen:
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March 20, 2008

The Honorable Sarah Palin
Govemor of Alaska

P.0. Box 110001 RS
Juneau, AK 99811-0001

Mr. Eric Olson 2008
Chairman 2o mr

Notth Pacific Fishery Management Council e
605 West 4th, Suite 306

Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252

Dear Governor Palin and Chairman Olson:

All of us who have signed below are writing you to express our strong support for a fixed
annual allocation of at least 1.9 million pounds of halibut in Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds of
halibut in Area 3A for charter fishing off Alaska. Sport caught fish is one of Alaska’s most
value-added resources, and contributas tens of millions of dollars to the economies of coastal
communities in Southeast and Southcentral Alaska.

Alaska needs a charter industry with stability. Adopting a fixed pound allocation of at
least 1.9 million pounds for Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds for Area 3A would provide for the
continuation of the charter industry in Alaska as it exists today. Allocating 6.05 million pounds
— only 8.2 percent of the average amount of halibut allocated each year by the Intemational
Pacific Halibut Commission (IPHC) to the fisheries off Alaska - is a reasonable solution. Itis
the level that most closely tracks what charter anglers caught in 2005, the year the Council chose
as the control date for the charter fleet moratorium. 6.05 million pounds is far less than the 11
million plus pounds of halibut taken anaually by commercial fisheries in the form of bycatch
under rulcs recommended by the Council, and just 10.4 percent of the 58 million pounds
allocated on average by the IPHC to the commercial halibut fleet off Alagka since 1998.

The charter industry differs from the commercial industry in that it depends on stability
and advance notice of rules—most clients book their trips a year out. Charter operators cannot
significantly increase or decrease capacity from year to year to adjust to apnual increases or
decreases in allocation. They simply can’t build more rooms or put more people on a boat they
don’t have, any more than they can afford to mothball rooms or boats they do have. The charter
fleet is also different from the commercial fleet because they do not sell pounds of fish, they sell
a fishing experience, which is based on client expectations of the opportunity to catch fish. To
temain competitive in the global marketplace, Alaskan charter operators need to reliably offer
their clients the opportunity to catch two halibut a day, something they have teaditionally been
able to do for decades.

The North Pacific Fishery Management Council has adopted numerous different
management regimes for fisheries off Alaska. Each is tailored to best meet the needs of that
particular fishing industry segment. The Council needs to adopt a management scheme that
makes sense for the charter industry, and should not adopt measures simply because they mirror
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how the commercial fleet is managed. A fixed pound allocation of at least 1.9 million pounds

for Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds for Area 3A will provide certainty and stability for both the
charter industry and the commercial industry. 1t will also ensure that the State, the North Pacific

Fishery Management Council, NMFS, and the commercial and charter industry participants
won't have to devote significant time and resources to annual changes in halibut regulations.

Thank you for your consideration of this letter.

Respectfully,

SEVEENE NTERFEFSE

e RGTEAN

T Sigmatre:

P2s2
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SEARGO

SouthEast m Guidea Organization

March 26, 2008 L
. LC! e

Chairman Eric Olson e

North Pacific Fishery Management Council Y g

605 West Fourth Street, Suite 306 ro ve

Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252
Dear Chairman QOlson,

SEAGO (South East Alaska Guides Organization) currently represents
over eighty charter fishing vessels and operators who conduct guided
sport fishing for halibut and other species in Southeast Alaska waters.
Our members have reviewed the draft documents EA/RIR associated
with the upcoming April Council meeting agenda Item C-6 Halibut
Charter Management and respectfully make the following comments
and requests for your consideration.

SEAGO members have made substantial investments in vessels and
lodging operations in Southeast Alaska over the past years. The social
and economic value of these investments to the coastal communities
of Southeast Alaska has not been properly assessed in the

documents that have been prepared to date by Council staff. The
impacts of the proposed actions on the charter operations will be
substantial depending on what final action the Council chooses, but
the informational foundations are not adequate. The EA/RIR informs
the reader that the economic data is needed, but then says it is
outside the scope of the analysis. A MacDowell Group study of the
charter industry’s economic impact in the Sitka area cited a figure of
over $30 million annual contribution to the local economy. We would
suggest that the Council ask the State of Alaska to provide the staff
and pursue appropriate funding to gather and analyze the data which
Is needed to make a fair and rational decision on this issue.

SEAGD » PO, Box 422 + Sitha, Alasha 99835 - SO7.847.31201
www.ooagoalaska.org :
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The members of SEAGO request that the council add an additional
option for area 2C: Fixed poundage of 2.1-2.6 million pounds. We
believe that the latent capacity and Community Qualified Entity
permits that are mandated by the Council’s action on the charter
fishing moratorium currently under review by the Secretary of
Commerce can only be accommodated by a higher fixed allocation to
area 2C. Our members also request that the Council add an
additional option for area 3A: Fixed poundage of 4.5- 5.0 millian
pounds. The recent study completed by the ADFG of the logbook
charter halibut data shows that the present options may not reflect
the current harvest of halibut. We believe it is appropriate that an
analysis be completed using the best available information.

We are concerned that the analysis is biased in regard to assuming
that the Secretary will impose a one fish daily bag limit for 2C and
that the charter operators in 2C can maintain and attract new clients
under this proposed reduction. In order to remain competitive in
their markets, our members require a halibut season of historicat
length and the two fish daily bag limit, which is currently sustainable
without causing a conservation concern.

SEAGO does not belleve the proposed leasing of quota shares
program is a viable option to provide for the future maintenarice of
the charter halibut sport fishery, but we would be willing to study
alternatives which may be identified in this review process.

The recent actions of the International Pacific Halibut Commission
have resulted in a redistribution of fishing effort and avatfability of
halibut resources to our operations and to the IFQ quota
participants, but the immediate impacts have not been fully
identified within the current analysis. The analysis needs to fuily
explore what other options and tools the Council could pursue to
buffer the short term economic dislocation/hardship to iFQ and
charter halibut participants.

Many of SEAGO’s members have made large investments in shore
side lodging which is necessary to conduct their destination charter
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fishing operations. We would like the Council to recognize that
moving these facilities is clearly not a viable option. The Council
should also recognize that these owners would not be able to afford
the development of other facilities in new locations.

! .
The primary issue before the Council is to establish what level of
allocation to the charter halibut industry will be required to insure a
thriving and consistent charter halibut industry that continues to
make substantial contributions to the economies of Alaska’s coastal
communities. The Council should recognize that the charter hatibut
industry’s present usage of halibut is considerably less than that
which the Council routinely allocates as by catch to insure the
continuation of the very important Bering Sea and Gulf of Ataska
ground fish operations.

We ask that the Council review our needs for a sufficient allocatlon
as a component of maximizing the economic benefits of the total
halibut resource available for extraction, and not to view our request
as merely a taking from the IFQ commercial quota.

We loak forward to warking with the Council family to insure that the .
Halibut Charter Management concerns are appropriately addressed,

Tom Ohaus
Acting Chair, SEAGO
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Mr. Eric Olson, Chairman A ol
Morth Pacific Fishery Management Council "' 's
By Fax MAR . a0 ™ 's Cove
Friemdy Workd- laan Sportiabing
Re: C-6 Charter Halibut Management S -
Ketchikan, AK 391
: . Tnquiries 1 530-852- 1859
Dear Chairman Olson: Basiness WT-200-7552
: xS Focsimile #07-247-155
The North Pacific Fisheries Management Council is currently a2 alasbestiode.cim

considering charter halibut allocation. 1'm writing to advocate

that the Council expand its options for analysis to include a fixed pound allocation for Area 2C
and Area 3A that is high enough to support the fleet that will exist under the charter
moratorium plan that the Council adopted last year. That amount should be sufficient 10
allow for a season of traditional length with a two fish daily bag limit, the same limit the industry
has historically operated under for decades without adversely affecting the halibut resource. It
should also include additional pounds beyond the 1.9 million pounds for Area 2C and 4.15
million pounds for Area 3A, the highest levels currently in the analysis, to accommodate the 72
possible new permits in Area 2C and 91 possible new permits in Area 3A that the Council
included for qualified communities in those areas. The cument options before the Council do not
include an amount that will support the moratorium qualified fleet plus the new community
permits, and adopting a allocation that will not support the effort levels the Council agreed 1o in
the moralorium is certain 1o mean this allocation issue will remain a problem for years to come.

A fixed allocation is needed so charter operators and sport fishermen can plan for the each
upcoming season. A fixed allocation also ensures that the Council, NMFS, and the State won't
have to devote time and resources to annual changes in halibut regulations.

The charter industry differs from the commercial industry in that it depends on stability and
advance notice of rules—most clients book their trips a year out. Also, my business and other
charter operators cannot significantly increase or decrease capacity from year to year, adjusting
to annual increases/decreases in allocation. You simply can’t build more rooms or pul more
people on a boat you don’t have, any more than you can mothball rooms or boats you do have.
This is why a fixed allocation is as important as the number of pounds of fish.

The Council regularly adopts rules that allow commercial fisheries off Alaska to take more than
10 million pounds of halibut annually in the form of bycatch. 1 fully understand that amount of
bycatch is needed for the viability of a billion dollar trawl fishery. However, if it is legitimate to
allow that amount in order to preserve one fishery, should not there also be consideration for a
small amount - only 60% of the amount allowed for the trawl bycatch - to be set aside 10
maintain a viable, stable charter industry?

Respectfull :
Patricia L. Sﬁpﬁmiuns Manager

www.alaskasbestiodge com
"We've been doing this awhile”

Fimif wr cmline af wwraodasdhasdedindpe rom
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March 25, 2008 O . Sggﬁsman’s Cove Lodge
SERWY . ka's Priendly Workd-{ s Sportisiring

Mr. Eric Olson big R T Reservations Office
Chairman . Y Zogg Box 8500
North Pacific Fishery Management Council - Ketchikan, AK 3931
605 West 4th, Suite 306 LR S-962-7
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252 B mﬂlm,w,ms?

] Facsimile 909-247-1255
Re: C-6 Halibut Charter Management infoq alaskashestiodge.com

Dear Chairman Olson:

For the first time in the long history of the Charter Halibut issue, the charter industry is at last
united in what it needs from the Council. You will hear all of the salient points in written and oral
comments in the coming week, however it all boils down to stable and predictable seasons
which can be provided by the two basic needs of the charter industry as repeated for over a
decade in documaents from the Council and other agencies:

1. A 2-fish daily bag !imit with no other restrictions;

2. A season of histeric length.

There is only one way of providing those two basic needs: An allocation in fixed pounds
at a level that will accommodate the charter fleet as it existed on the Control Date of
December 9, 2005, plus the additional burdens written into the Moratorium/LEP such as
the CQEs, the Military Recreational fleet, and the predicted latent capacity. Of course
there should be a conservation consideration that would kick in, in the event of a
collapse of the stocks. That can be worked out.

| have baen involved in the charter halibut issue for at [east 18 years, beginning at the IPHC
several years before the debate ever arrived at the North Council in 1983. | have served on all
three Charter Halibut committees at the Council and innumerable work groups. We are so
close to a solution! My one fear, after all these years, is that we will not get it right.

We are not talking about a lot of fish here. Probably a few hundred thousand pounds,
(certainly less than a million pounds) over the current harvest will stabilize the charter fleet
under the MoratoriurmiLEP for the foreseeable future. That's not even as much as the IPHC
"gave" to the Canadians and Area 2A last January...just for the asking! And when you stabiiize
the charter fleet you stabilize the entire halibut fishery and the coastal economies that have
grown up around them...and this endless confiict, that we are all so weary of, finally, goes away.
The analysis needs to be expanded to include the options for additional fixed poundage needed
to accomplish this.

Let's see if we can - finally - get this done, and done right.

www.alaskashestiodge.com
"We've been doing this awhile"
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March 25, 2008 ..
PR

Chairman Eric Olsen and Council Members

North Pacific Fishery Management Council

Anchorage, AK

Re: Regulatory Amendment for a Catch Sharing Plan between the Halibut Charier and
Commercial Longline Sectors in IPHC Regulatory Area 2C

Dear Eric and Council Members,

In the commercial fishing industry there are many variables and there are many risks.
However, one thing is sure. Conservation of our resources is absolutely nccessary for
sustainability. Conservation and sustainability takes management. Through management
and effective enforcement of these principles. the commercial fishing industry has
sustained. We need to manage all users groups and hold them to the same standards. The
charter fishing industry needs to be held accountable for their actions and piven the
necessary tools for a successful, sustainable fishery that stays within their allocation, To
do this we support changing the GHL to an allocation with a direct correlation with
growth and decline of the halibut biomass. We support a charter industry allocation of
13% of the 2C Fishery CEY. This is equivalent to their original GHL (which gave 25%
for growth), and is also equal to the recent 3 year average percent of Fishery CEY and the
2008 percent of Fishery CEY.

If growth is necessary in the charter industry, allow them to lease quota share so that the
cost of their growth is paid by them and not at the expense of the commercial flect. Quota
share costs money and the commercial fleet has invested heavily in this federal program.
Uncompensated reallocation will destroy many commercial businesses and increase the
tensions between these two sectors.

We ask the Council to remember that the purpose of this amendment is to reducc tensions
in coastal communities by setting a hard allocation and designing a program that
compensates the commercial sector for any future reallocations.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

2!(9»!{ /4// r /l/ V\ el\ Y M oy .
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Catch Sharing Plan between Halibut Charter and Commercial Area 2C
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Mr. Eric Olson, Chau‘ ! ;AP 'z KUOE
North Pacific Fisheries Management Council 3/22/08
605 West 4™ Si¢ 306 P

Anchorage, AK. 99501
Dear Chair Olson,

I am writing to comment on the Halibut Charter Catch Sharing Plan, My name is Jeff
Farvour, and [ am a crewmember on a 46° longline boat in Sitka, AK.

Currently, [ am trying to purchase some 2C Halibut quota because | would like to
spend the rest of my life commercial fishing for halibut out of my home, Sitka (some
think that I am crazy). I am struggling with the idea of investing so much, just to have it
reallocated to the charter industry. A good portion of my income used to be made by
commercial longlining halibut in 2C, but I have seen my paycheck diminished from the
reduced catch limits in our 2C halibut quota. I see the quota reductions as a responsibility
to resource conservation that is necessary for all user groups to support, 1 believe that this
will ensure that all user groups and consumers will be able to enjoy Alaska halibut in the
future. Some speculate that reduced catches bring higher prices, but we have yet to sec
that, nor should we depend on that assumption.

[ support Alternative 2, Element 1, Option 1a as an allocation for the charter sector. |
believe that all users of the halibut resource need to have limits that are connected to
abundance-based management. If there were a need for even more halibut for the charter
industry, I would support a lease program that allows a limited amount of IFQ hafibut te
be leased by the charter fleet.

Ax important reality to consider in this issue is localized depletion. The localized
depletion problem atound Sitka is growing and I am sure that it is significant in other
communities as well. The amount of tensions here in Sitka continue to grow and I really
don’t see it getting any better until we get a handle on the newest business of high-impact
resource extraction, the charter sector.

Thank you for the opportunity to give input on this issue.

Sincerely, j\j]L %
Jeff Farvour |

Sitka
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March 26, 2008

Chairman Eric Olson and Council Members _
North Pacific Fishery Management Council i
Anchorage AK MAR 2 snn

Dear Eric and Council Members LR

Tanagement pool of a limited and changing resource,

Last fall I purchased my first block of halibut quota. I leveraged what capital 1 had 1o
purchase a small block of 2C halibut, [ pian on continuing to invest in the haljbut fishery
to build a future for my young family. When I borrowed froney to purchase my pounds. 1
understood that the resource was pot infinite or static, | accept that quotas will he
adjusted to protect the resource. Owning a quota share that varies with the biomass and
management decisions has propelled me into political involvement, Stakeholders who are
involved in the political process are an essential component to sustainable fisheries,

depend on this resource to succeed.

Stephen Rhoads
Sitka AK
f/v Bertha R
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KENAL! RIVER SPORTFISHING

ASSOCIATION

March 26, 2008 o

Mr, Eric Olson, Cheairman
North Pacific Fishery Management Council .
605 West 4th, Suite 306

- Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252

FAX: 907-271-2817
Dear Chairman Olson;

Kenai River Sportfishing Association would like to comment on the upcommg NPFMC
discussion of Halibut Charter Management, Agenda Item C-6. '

We have reviewed the Regulatory Amendment for a Catch Sharing Plan between the Halibut
Charter and Commercial Longline Sectors in IPHC Regulatory Area 2C and Area 34 -
Environmental Assessment / Regulatory Impact Review / Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis
and offer the following thoughts, The problem statement that was adopted by the Council reads:

The absence of a hard allocation between the commercial longline and charter halibut
sectors has resulted in conflicts between sectors and tensions in coastal communities that
are dependent on the halibut resource. Unless a mechanism for tronsfer between sectors
is established, the existing environment of instability and conflict will continue. The
Council-seeks to address this instability while balancing the needs of all who depend on
the halibut resource for food, sport, or livelihood.

We note that the problem statement is not based upon biological conservation ot comprehensivé
economic analysis considerations. The IPHC management takes into consideration biological
data, and the EA/RIR points out that comprehensive economxc data is not availabie for analysis
at this time. ,

In'light of the fact that deliberation by the NPFMC for the issue of halibut charter management is
therefore not for biological conservation or economic consideration, we request that the initial
allocation for the halibut charter sector be sufficient such that it allows the existing fleet (under

_ the moratorium) and angler experience to be robust in nature. As current harvest allocations for
longline and bycatch allow for a robust nature to exist in these various commercial seafood
sectors, we ask that the same consideration for adequate harvest allocation be provided to the

-halibut charter industry and the anglers it serves,

Dedicated fo preserving the greatest sportfishing river in the world, the Kenal.

a1

PO Box 1228 « 224 Kenai Ave,, Sulte 102 » Saldotna, Alaska 99669 )
Phone: (807) 262-8588 ¢ Fax: (807) 262-8582 + www.kenalriversportfishing.com = E-mall: Info@bkenalriversportfishing.com
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It is important that the initial allocation to the halibut charter sector be sufficient for the current
charter fleet to accommodate current angler demand and moet the current angler expectation of
reasonably priced trips to harvest two fish per day. If an adequate initial allocation is provided to
the halibut charter sector to ensure its current robust nature, then a fair mechanism can be
established for transfer between sectors that has a high likeiihood of success.

If, however, the initial allocation shortchanges the halibut charter sector and provides inadequate
to ensure the current robust nature of this important industry, then the likelihood of success for
any subsequent action on transfer mechanisms between sectors will be greatly reduced. We
support the Council's desire to provide stability for those industries that make use of halibut
resources, if it is done in a fair and equitable manner,

We therefore ask that Council actions towards this end be done so that the current demand of
anglers seeking fo use charters at reasonable rates to harvest halibut (for an opportunity of two
fish per day) is met. We support Council actions that provide for a robust halibut charter fleet
(for both charters operators and anglers), which then can be a successful basis for a fair
mechanism of transfer and stability between sectors.

Thank you for your consideration on this important matter. -

Respectfully,

Ricky Gease, Executive Director
Kenai River Sportfishing Association

-B2
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eAlaskg |
Charter ™
ceAssociation >
PO Box 479, Momer, AR 50503

“To pressyve and protect \he Age and rescurces of Alasha's Sport Mshermen.”

March 26, 2008

Mr, Eric Olson T

Chairman Mige .

North Pacific Fishery Management Council BRI,
605 West 4th, Suite 306 . el
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252 e

Fax: (907)271-2817
Dear Chairman OQlson:

In response to the call for testimony on the pending Council's meeting agenda item C-6,
Halibut Charter Management, the Alaska Charter Association (ACA) respectfully submits
the following comments.

First, the Alaska Charter Association is a statewide organization that represents over 180
members and associate members, Our mission- “to preserve and protect those fishing
rights and resources necessary for the Alaska charter fleet to best serve the
recreational fishery.”

Our comments are made against a backdrop recognizing that the coastwide halibut
resource is in excellent condition, and the proposed actions that may be taken by the
Council relating to charter halibut management are done to allocate the resource between
competing sectors, and bas nothing to do with conservation of the resource.

The ACA wishes to remind the Council that the charter fleet exists to serve recreational
anglers, both nonresidents of Alaska, as well as Alaskan residents. The fleet believes that
all American anglers have equal right to their resource, and that any allocation program
nieeds to ensure equality for all resident United States anglers,

The Council, in its deliberations, is setting forth the Council’s policy on coastwide halibut
resource utilization. The ACA desires an appropriate balance in sector allocation be
established which will maintain 2 healthy longline fleet, a healthy trawl fieet, and a healthy
recreational charter fleet. All three are important economic contributors to our econamy.
The allocation (6.45M#) suggested later in this document will allocate less than 8.75%
(percent) of the coastwide exploitable halibut resource to guided recreational fishing. This
reasonable use of the halibut resource will allow the Alaskan recreational charter fleet to

91
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continue to fill its historic role in the State’s economy, while maintaining a very healthy
commercial fleet.

With respect to the draft EA/RIR, the ACA views this document as an incomplete analysis
since it has yet to include the economic analysis of the proposed action on the Alaskan
sport charter fleet. It appears that it is a forgone conclusion that what may be the economic
consequences of the Council's action on the charter industry is of little or no concern to the
Council and therefore does not warrant adequate analysis.

The ACA has consistently testified before this Council for the inclusion of a complete
socioeconomic analysis that will clearly dcfine for the reviewing public and the Council,
the possible impacts that will result from Council action. It simply appears to be
itresponsible for the Council to take an action without understanding those impacts.

The ACA in its deliberations of the Council’s December motion determined that the
proposed allocation options are inadequate to meet the needs of the recreational charter
Neet. The ACA has taken a position that the allocation should be sufficient to carry this
industry to the long term solution, at which time 2 mechanism should be in place to allow
for sector allocation shifts, should that be desirable.

Analyses provided to the Council in April 2007, demonstrated that the appropriate
alloeation, based on a season of historic length, and the historic 2 fish bag limit would
require 2.58M# in Area 2C, and 4.41M# in Area 3A, This was based on ADF&G estimates
for 2006 that were later determined to be high.

A similar analysis using actual ADF&G 2006 harvest, and the estimated 2007 harvest,
yields a new allocation of 2.3M# to carry Area 2C through 2011. Similarly a 4.5 Million
pourd allocation for Area 3A (where there is a projected 9% biomass increase over the
next five years) is in order to accommodate Community Quota Entity (CQESs) permits,
military boat growth, and other provisions for growth that are built into the charter fishing
moratorium program, The potential impact of these elements could increase the fleet by as
much as 10% in 2C, and 15% in 3A.

The ACA analysis points out the inadequacy of the proposed allocation options that are
being considered. The ACA respectfully requests that a larger, sufficient allocation be
approved for analysis between now and the October Council meeting,

The ACA requests that the type of allocation in the preferred alternative be a fixed
allocation without any stair step provisions, A fixed allocation is the only means of
ensuring sector stability. We request this for the reasons listed below.

A. A sufficient fixed pound aliocation will result in long term stability for the charter
sector. This allows owners to book well in advance of an upcoming season without the
worry of fluctuations resulting from a floating allocation program.
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B. It will allow sllocation managers to refine their tools to keep the charter harvest within a

an acceptable range of the allocation.

C. Under a fixed allocation, the only annual fluctuation will be the average fish weight.
This variation, over a rolling average, should be reasonably stable.

D. A sufficient fixed allocation ensures that NMFS and the State, not to mention the
Council and both commercial and charter fishermen, will not have to devote time and
- resources to annual changes in halibut regulations.

E. A fixed allocation protects the industry from modeling changes that the IPHC may
make in the future.

A fixed allocation with a stair step provision is not a fixed ailocation, as we are eye witness
to the deterioration of a “fixed” GHL in Area 2C.

The ACA is aware that the biomass could possibly drop to a dangerously low level. We
expect that if this were to accur, the IPHC will adjust bag limits across the entire
recreational sector to achieve the required reductions in harvest to protect the resource
from over fishing.

The Council’s motion includes a provision to allow leasing of commercial IFQs to the -~
recreational sector in order to provide anglers with additional harvesting opportunities.

While the concept sounds like a reasonsble option, it is not economically feasible. The

current lease values of [FQ pounds are such that no one but a very deep pocket can take

advantage of this program. Such a proposal unfairly favors the wealthy operator. The

average charter operator cannot afford o lease because the income generated by a leased

fish will not return enough to result in any profit. Thus, leasing IFQs will not substitute

for, or sugment an insufficient allocation.

Sincerely, : : )
mi’mﬁdem

Past Script: As we walk to the fax to submit our comments, it is being brought to our
attention that ADF&G are advising that historic harvests, using logbook data, are 16 &
28% higher in 2C & 3A respectively than determined from the Statewids Harvest Surveys.
This being the case, the numbers derived in this testimony need to be adjusted once the
impact of the State’s input is fully understood



Mar 26 2008 3:21PH PPsS 360 Saz 9124

To: Mr. Eric Olsen, Chairman,
and Council Members of the North Pacific Fishery Management Council

| am Roger Gross, a 34-year participant in the Alaska commercial halibut fishery. The
commercial sector has made many sacrifices over the years in the name of conservation. it has
not happenead without paying a price. Many of us were forced to find work outside the industry
or to buy back in, often mortgaging our boat, home, and anything else of value.

| fish Area 2C halibut, exclusively. In the past fwo years [ have seen a 47% reduction in my
livelihood. Not only has my annual income been drastically reduced, but the overall value of my
QS has plummetad, as well. | cannot afford to have more of my QS being reallocated to a
charter operator. | support the Councll in providing charter operators with the opportunity to
lease QS, investing in the resource and in their future, as | have.

The Area 2C commercial halibut flaet cannet shoulder the halibut stocks censervation burden
alone and shouldn't have to. The guided sport sector has never been held accountable for
consgervation in the halibut fishery. They have exceeded their GHL 4 years running. Anytime it
is even suggested that the guided sport sector stay within their GHL thay scream financial ruin.
All sectors must share in resource conservation by changlng the current GHL to a percentage
that fluctuates with abundance.

| implora the council to step up to the plate and make the right decision for the halibut stocks, All
sectors must be held accountable. We all shared in the gain, now it's time to share the pain.

Sincerely,

Roger g Gross

FN Tucee
172 Libby St
Sequim, WA 98382
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Charter Halibut Task Force
P.O. Box 8500 Ketchikan, AX 99901 www.charterhalibut.org 1-877-588-8819

March 26, 2008
M. Esic Olson iao
Chaimman MAR
North Pacific Fishery Management Couacil R oopg
605 West 4th, Suite 306
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252 pr s
Dear Chairmnan Olson:

The Charter Halibut Task Force (CHTF), representing charter fishing operators whose
clients catch halibut off Alaska, respectfully submits the following comments about Agenda ltem
C-6, Halibut Charter Management.

In addressing the issue of halibut charter management, it is important for the Council to
keep the issue in perspective. The Council has been working on this issue in one form or another
since 1993, and there has been a lot of heated rhetoric, Looking at some basic facts may help
clarify the issue and make it easier to keep the real issues in focus.

M you take the catch limits approved by the International Pacific Halibut Commission
{IPHC) from 1998 to 2008, the average amount of halibut available to the commercial 1FQ fleet
off Alaska has been 58.07 million pounds. According to figures reported by the IPHC, from
1998 to 2007 (the latest year for which information is available), the average amount of halibut
bycatch taken each year off Alaska is 11.15 million pounds, and the average charter catch of
halibut for Areas 3A and 2C combined is 4.71 million pounds. This means that, on average over
the last 10 years, the commercial IFQ fleet bas been allocated 78.55 percent of the available
halibut, 15.08 percent of the available halibut has gone to bycatch, and only 6.37 percent of the
available halibut has been taken by anglers fishing from charter vessels.

If you look at the alleged problem, the charter industry exceeding its Guideline Harvest
Level (GHL) in Areas 2C and 3A since the GHL was first published in 2003, the swm total of
that excess over four years (2004 to 2007) is 1.49 million pounds for Ares 2C, and 270,000
pounds for Area 3A. If you assume that measures had been put in place so that the charter fleet
was held to the GHL each of those four years, and apply the [PHC’s formula for calculating the
commercial catch limits that would bave been given to the commercial IFQ fleet in the absence
of the charter overages, the Council would discover that the sum total of the increased allocati
to the commercial IFQ fleet in Area 2C over those four vears would have been less than 700,000
pounds — not even 200,000 pounds per year! The combined charter overages pales in
comparison to the 4.1 million pounds of additional halibut that the IPHC permitted the Area 2C
commercial [FQ flect to harvest in excess of the IPHC’s own fishery constant exploitable yield
(fishery CEY) for Area 2C during those same four years.

www.charterhalibut.org Page 1
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Charter Halibut Task Force
P.0. Box 8500 Ketchikan, AK 99901 www.charterhelibutorg  1-877-588-8819

Evett if the Council assumes the worst, and retroactively recalculates charter harvests
based on the information provided in the just released Alaska Department of Fish & Game
document suggesting that logbook data may in fact be more accurate than originally believed,
and that therefore the charter harvests were in fact 16 percent higher in Area 2C and 28 percent
higher in Area 3A, the ten year total average charter catch would increase from 4.71 million
pounds to 5.85 million pounds, and would still be just 7.79 percent of the average amount of
halibut available for bycatch, charter, and directed harvest off Alaska (bycatch under this
scenario is 14.85 percent and the commercial IFQ flect would still get 77.35 percent).

Finally,theCouncilneedswconsiderwhatisthepmperaﬂocmion of halibut that is
necessarywkeepthedmﬂmdusuyopmﬁngmAhskaatthclevelssetbytheComdljust
last year through its action recommending a charter moratoriunt. This is the same exercise the
Councilmdemk&seachyeermdetemﬂningtheappmpﬁatemoumdhaﬁbmwaﬂowefor
bycatch to ensure the successful prosecution of numerous other commercial fisheries off Alaska.
The Council does rot link its bycatch allocations — which currently account for approximately
twice as much halibut as the charter fieet has historically taken — with increases or decreases in
the catch allocation given by the IPHC to the commercial IFQ fleet. The same should be true for
the charter fleet. The question before the Council is what amount of halibut is sufficient to
mma“fairandeqmtable”a]locationofhalibmtothechmterﬂeetattheleveidetemﬁnedby
theCouncilthroughitsmomtorimnacﬁon,notwhatstepsshouldbemkento:educachaner
harvest in order to provide a minimal increase in the value of commercial quota shares.

Now,mtumtothedraﬁEAfRIRﬂiatistofonnthcbasisforﬁlcCoumﬂ‘soonsidemﬁon
of halibut charter management. First and foremost, the draft EA/RIR makes clear that the halibut
resource is Tobust and in no danger, with the consequence that none of the proposed actions
un i item have anv conservation impact — this is purely & question of allocating
fishery resources between competing user groups.

Second, the draft EA/RIR shows that the primary factor behind the significant reduction
in TPHC catch limits in Area 2C, and thus the potential loss in quota share value to commercial
fishermen in Area 2C, is not the activities of charter fishing operators or their clients; itis a
sedistribution of commercial fishing effort from Southeast Alaska fishery management areas o
Northwestern Alaska fishery management areas caused by a decision of the Ins iopal Pacific
Halibut Commission (JPHC) to move from a “closed atea” assessment model to a “coastwide”

assessment model.

Third, the draft EA/RIR and the Council's own deliberations with respect to its annual
Jecisions to allocate more than 10 miltion pounds of halibut as bycatch to enable the successful
prosecution of other commercial fisheries make clear that sufficicat halibul can be made
available to maintain a healthy charter fishery off Alaska with a two fish daily bag limit for a
season of historic length without additional restrictions.

www.charterhalibut.org Page 2
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discussioninthedraﬁEAlenga:dingtheexpe.ctedn}tpactonhaI}‘bm
@msggem?;g and ex-vessel pricing, which assames that .there will be little overall mcrease
in halibut prices because decreases in Area 2C IFQ catch limits are offset by corresponding
increases in the TFQ catch IimitsinotherIPHCmsoﬁ'Alaska,makes'clearthatconsugxersof
commercial caught balibut will not be harmed by the IPHC’s xedisu-ibuuop of 'commemal
fishing effort or by allowing charter fishing for balibut to continue at its historic levels.

Fifth, while the draft EA/RIR in assessing the potential change in ex-vessel price and
quota share value properly recognizes that cormercial halibut fishing off Alaska must be
considered as a whole, a factor also reflected in the IPHC’s change from a closed area to a
coastwide assessment model, the draft EA/RIR never provides the Council with a comparison of
charter fishing as a percentage of total halibut fishing off Alaska, choosing instead to compare
charter fishing to commercial fishing on an IPHC area by area basis.

Sixth, the draft EA/RIR provides no discussion of the commercial halibut IFQ program
nor considers how provisions of that program could allow commercial fishermen who are
adversely impacted by the IPHC’s decision to redistribute fishing effort to mitigate those
impacts, and does not provide any information about the number of commercial IFQ holders who
are not adversely impacted by the IPHC decision because they hold quota shares in both the
ateas that are adversely impacted and the areas that benefit from the IPHC’s redistribution of
fishing effort.

Seventh, the draft EA/RIR provides no discussion or recognition of the fact that charter
fishing operators have mede significant investments, based on fishing regulations that have
remained unchanged for decades, in shore based facilities to service charter halibut clients, and
ignores that those facilitics are essential to the charter industry and cannot easily be relocated.

Eighth, the draft EA/RIR is seriously flawed in & number of ways: A) it assumes for
purposes of the “status quo” analysis that the Secretary of Commerce will adopt the most
draconian of the options presented in a recent NPRM — a one fish daily bag limit for Area 2C ~
even though the Secretary has not yet taken such a step; B) it assumes that the value to the
Nation of commercial caught halibut is greater than charter canght halibut without providing any
support for such conclusion; C) it assumes that charter and commercial expenditures in local
communities are essentially interchangeable and therefore communities would suffer little
adverse impact, without any attempt to quantify or support such a conclusion; and D) it
acknowledges that there is insufficient economic data available for analysis of the impacts of the
proposed actions on the regional and local economies, but then attempts to dismiss the need for
such data by claiming that collection of the data would be “expensive and time consuming” and
therefore “outside the scope of this analysis.”

Ninth, the analytical flaws in the draft EA/RIR resuit in the Council being presenied with
a bjased and inaccurate picture of the impacts the proposed actions would have on charter fishing

www.charterhalibut.org o Page 3
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operators and their clients, as well as on Jocal and regional economies that depend on charter
fishing.

Tenth, the draft EA/RIR never provides the Council with any analysis of the actual
benefits, in terms of the amount of additional halibut the IPHC would allocate for commercial
harvest and the additional revenue from such allocation, that would accrue to the commercial
IFQ holders if each of the options were adopted, leaving the Councii and the public with no
means of assessing whether the benefits are worth the costs.

In closing, the Council should recognize that the past three years charter harvest records
demonstrate that the existing regulations governing the charter halibut harvest are already
working to reduce the impact of such harvests on the commercial IFQ fleet. If the Couneil
intends to proceed with making recommendations for further management of charter halibut
fishing off Alaska it should:

1) add two additional fixed poundage options for analysis —

A) one set of 2.3 million pounds for Area 2C and 4.5 million pounds for Area 3A
in order to accommodate the Commumity Qualified Entity permits (which permit a 10
percent increase in the number of permits in Avea 2C and a 15 percent increase in the
number of permits for Area 3A) and other provisions for growth built into the charter
fishing moratorium program recommended by the Council to the Secretary of Cotnmerce;
and

B) a secoond set of numbers, to be determined based on further information
supplied when recalculations of the actual charter barvest numbers become available
based on the logbook data analyzed by the Alaska Department of Fish and Game
(assuming the same level of increase as ADF&G found for 2006 applied to the ten year
charter catch average discussed above with the same 125 percent increase included in the
highest existing option before the Council), my calculations indicate the numbers would
be 2.29 million pounds for Area 2C and 5.02 million pounds for Area 3A);

2) replace the existing stair-step sub-option to the fixed poundage options with a
conservation clause that would limit the charter allocation to the daily bag limit set by the IPHC
for all recreational fishing, so that if the IPHC reduces the daily bag limit for unguided and
subsistence fishing in order to protect the resource, the charter bag limit would also be reduced
notwithstanding whatever fixed pound allocation is provided in regulation;

3) revise the problem statement to provide equal weight and emphasis to maiataining a

-healthy charter fishery off Alaska in order to continue to provide public access to this valuable
resource;

= rr———— e
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4) collect the economic data necessary to provide an acctrrate assessment of the costs and
benefits to local and regional economies, charter fishing operators and clients, and commercial
fishermen of its proposed actions;

5) include in the analysis and options for addressing the revised problem statement
adjustments to the commercial halibut individual IFQ program to address the adverse economic
impacts of the IPHC’s decision to redistribute fishing effort on particular individuals holding
commercial IFQ) shares that were devalued by that [IPHC action; and

6) leave undisturbed the cuxrent IPHC treatment of charter harvest removals in order to
accommodate annual variations in average fish weight that will cause annual charter harvests to
fluctuate around a fixed pound allocation, thus allowing the IPHC allocation algorithms to
continue to buffer the commercial flect from changes in biomass, removals, or allocation policy;
and

7) at 2 minimum, if the Council adopts a preferred alternative for purposes of further
analysis, that preferred alternative should be a fixed pound allocation of at least 2.3 million
pounds for Area 2C and 4.5 million pounds for Area 3A, without any stair step provision and
with the conservation clause described in recommendation 2 above.

In summary, the charter industry should be treated as a valuable fishery in its own right,
not as a poor stepchild to the commercial IFQ fleet. Even if the Council adopted the most
appropriate of the fixed poundage options proposed above, the combined 7.31 million pound
allocation would still only constitute 9.74 percent of the average amount of halibut that has been
available for directed commercial harvest, bycatch, and charter harvest off Alaska over the past
ten years.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.
Respectfully,

Earl W. Comstock
Counsel to CHTF

www.charterhalibut.org ' Page 5
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_ ALASKA GLACE

(A0S i)

Chairman Fric Olson and Council Members
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 W. 4™ Avenue, Suite 306 RN
Anchorage, AK 99501-2252 ‘

Re: Agenda Item C-6 Halibut Charter
Dear Chairman Olson & Council Members:

Alaska (Hlacier Seafoods is wriling in support of the Regulatory Amendment for a Catch
Shuring Plan hetween the Halibut Charter and Commercial Longline Scctors in IPHC
Regulatory Arca 2C and Area 3A with an allocation that is a fixed percentage using the
current G11L formula. (Alternative 2, Clement 1, option la)

7 Alaska Glacier Seafoods is a processor located in Juneau that purchases halibut, salmon,

crab, sen cucumbers, sublefish and other species. We just built a new facility in Juncas
partly hased on being more accessible to fishermen wishing to unload halibut. Halibut is
a key component to our business bul reduced poundage severely reduces our gross
revenue and affects the price puid for other species to the fishermen.

Alaska Glacier Sealoods believes in the State of Alaska principal of abundance based
manngement and thit al) should share in the health of the vesource. The charter fleet ix
managed by a fixed parcentage allocation in the king salmon, ling cod and rockfish
fisheries. Why shouldn’t hulibut be manuged in (the same fashion?

Alaska Glacier Seafoods provides employment to 65 cmployecs in Juncau.

The processing scetor is tied to the health of the fishermen and fishery resources, please
consider our contribution to this industry in this proccss.

Sincerely,

W\ Z—

Mike Eri
President of Alaska Glacier Scafoods

P.0. BOX 34363 » JUNEAU, ALASKA 99803 « (307) 780-3500 + Fax: (307) 780-4286
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Ficed fo: 907-221-28)7

Sitka Charter Boat Operators Association

e e et PO Box 2422 Sitka Alaska 99835

March 26, 2008

Mr. Eric Olson

Chairman O

North Pacific Fishery Management Council - e

605 West 4th, Suite 306 LAk .
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252 Ll

Dear Council Member,

The Sitka Charter Boat Operators Association, representing 54 members, submits the
following comments pertaining to item C-6 Halibut Charter Management, on your
agenda.

We thoroughly agree with the Council’s objective, as stated in the Charter Halibut
Interim Measures, “to achieve the charter sector allocation without in-season changes
or in-season closures in order to maintain, to the extent possible, a season of historic
tength with a minimum two fish bag limit.” Unfortunately, the analyses requested in
this motion, are NOT sufficient to reach the Council’s objective,

To begin with, we believe the Problem Statement is misleading, The conflict
between the longline and charter halibut sectors is not a result of the “absence of a
hard atlocation.” It is the result of a misunderstanding about ownership of the halibut
resource and the impacts of the guided sport harvest on the commercial barvest.
Unfortunately, some commercial fishing proponents incorrectly consider the halibut
resource as their property, and any grawth of the guided recreational sector to
negatively affect their economic well-being. Nothing could be further from the truth.
Individual quota share values and ex-vesset eamings have dramatically increased since
the GHL was established.

We believe the second sentence of the Problem Statement should read, “Unless a
FAIR mechanism for transfer...is established, the STABILITY of the charter hatibut
industry is at risk.” The third sentence insinuates halibut provides “food” for
subsistence users, “sport” for charter users, and a “livelihood” for commercial users.
For clarification, halibut provide food and sport for charter clients and a tivelihood for
the charter industry.

In the Management Objectives section, the last two sentences need to reflect that
“the Council intends to adjust its management measures as needed to ensure the
sport charter sector targets its allocation, while maintaining the historic length of the
sport season.” it is overkill to manage the charter fleet to “below its allocation,”
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when the IPHC provides a SUFD mechanism which allows the longline fleet to harvest
above the CEY, (by 2.9 million pounds for 2008) and allows the trawl fleet a 12-16
million pound halibut bycatch. We support erring on the side of conservation, but
erring on the side of conservation needs to apply equally to the longline and trawi
fleets, as well,

Under Alternatives for Analysis, the Council is missing a comparative econemic
analysis for the best use of the public’s halibut resource. We must state again for the
record, it is imperative that the Councit gathers and analyzes data on the economic
impacts to the charter industry and coastal communities, prior to making an
allocative decision. The use of the GHL to establish an allocation also needs be to be
analyzed. The original purpose for the GHL, back in the late 1990s, was to prevent a
reduction of quota share value, not to set an atlocation.

We recommend discarding Option 1 Fixed Percentage and Option 3 50%Fixed/50%
Floating, because both options result in a percentage of the CEY, which is not suitable
for the guided sport fishing industry.

To meet the Council’s objective to provide a two fish bag limit, no in-season
changes or closures, and a season of historical length, plus meet the additional
needs of latent capacity, military participation, and Community Quota Entities
(resulting from the Council's December 2005 sunset date for a charter halibut
moratorium), the Council must add for analysis under Option 2, Fixed Pounds:

1. 125 percent of the actual 2005 charter harvest in pounds.
2. 125 percent of the 2002-2006 average charter harvest.
3. 2005 charter harvest with a 2 fish daily bag limit and no size restrictions.

(Please note as this letter is being submitted, we have become aware of ADF&G'S
latest report on logbook data posted to the Council’s website, yesterday. In light of
this most recent data being presented by the State, an even higher allocation may be
needed. )

Under Option 2, Fixed Pounds, we are against a stair stepping suboption. Stair
stepping changes “fixed” poundage to “floating” poundage, which is not acceptable.
Assuming the charter industry starts with an acceptable allocation, the Council should
analyze the effect of no increase when the CEY goes up, to no decrease when the CEY
goes down.

To maintain a stable charter industry, we are willing to give up an increase in pounds
in years of high abundance, for fixed pounds in years of low abundance, provided
there is no conservation emergency. A “conservation emergency” is one in which the
overall halibut bicmass decreases such that hatibut quotas for ALL areas off Alaska
must be significantly reduced. We are willing to reduce our harvest if a conservation
emergency exists. (NOTE: The recent IPHC model change has resulted in a large
reduction In the Area 2C commercial catch quota, but not a large reduction in the
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overall commercial catch quota for Alaska, and thereby does not constitute a
“conservation emergency.”)

Pertaining to Element 2, Annual regulatory cycle, we do not understand why “an
allocation overage would trigger the regulatory process automatically,” but an
allocation underage cannot do so. Unless, the reason is to penalize instead of manage
the charter sector.

While the Council is requesting the IPHC determine a catch-sharing plan, the Council
should atso request fult accountability be applied to the longline fleet as well as the
charter fleet. With a history of annual removals of milliens of pounds of legal and
sublegal halibut wastage by the longline industry, their legal wastage mortatity must
be applied anly to the longline allocation, instead of being deducted from the total
CEY prior to determining allocation harvest limits. Longtine sublegal wastage is not
even included in the total CEY, and this also needs to be apptied only to the longline
altocation, for full accountability.

Under Element 3, Management Toolbox, Tier 1, we suggest adding one fish any size
and a secand fish, less than 32 inches or over 60 inches, The sentences regarding
“management measures” in this section are the same as those written under
Management Objectives and our comments are the same, as well. These sentences
should be replaced with “the Council intends to adjust fts management measures as
needed to ensure the sport charter sector targets its allocation, while maintaining the
histeric length of the sport season.” We also believe guided and unguided anglers
deserve equal treatment and Tier 1 measures need to apply to both.

We request the Council remove Tier 2 measures as these measures will severely
damage and disrupt the stability of the charter industry,

Under Element 4, Timeline, we support the four-year timeline. We have clients
making reservations ane to two years in advance. NMFS regulatory annguncements
made on April 1, with application starting on June 1, does not work for our industry.

Element 5, invelving the supplementation with IFQs (or conversion to GAFs), is not
financially feasible, even if the charter fleet’s initial allocation is acceptable,

Under the catch accounting system of Element 6, we only see a need for item 1,
which is the present system of ADFG’s logbooks and Statewide Harvest Survey,

And finally, regarding Recordkeeping and Reporting, we understand the objective is
to shorten the time it takes for the Council to receive harvest information.
Unfortunately, all options listed quadrupte the charter captain and client’s time to
record and report the data. All options involve 2 to 4 additional recording efforts, yet
fail to replace or eliminate any current recording methods.
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If there was a way to shorten the data collection feedback loop, we betieve the Sport
Fish Division of the Department of Fish and Game, would be using it today. If the
NMFS does not want to rely an ADFG processing, a carbon copy of our logbook pages
can be submitted by the ADFG, to the NMFS, for their entry.

In summary, we appreciate this opportunity to comment on the initiat review of the
charter halibut allocation. We commend the Council’s objective “to achieve the
charter sector allocation without in-season changes or in-season closures in order to
maintain, to the extent possible, a season of historic length with a minimum two fish
bag Umit.” To achieve this, the Council must request for analysis the three
atternatives we have listed above, under Option 2.

Before the guided recreational sector will consider exploration of a compensated
reallocation program, the initial allocation must be In fixed pounds and sufficlent
enough to provide stability, and sustainability, for our industry and the
communities we live in,

Thank you, and we lock forward to the Council's next meeting on this topic.

Sincerely,

Theresa Weiser
President
Sitka Charterboat Operators Association
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March 26, 2008
North Pacific Fishery Management Council LAR o
Eric Olson, Chair

605 W 4™ Avenue, Suite 306 o

Anchorage, AK 99501
Desr Council Members,

I write to you today as a concerned halibut fisherman who is concerned about the
sustainability of the halibut resource if the charter industry is granted a fixed allocation.

The council is instructed to act in a manner consistent with prudent conservation of the
resources and to provide sustainable harvests of fishery resources where applicable. The
current proposal to create a fixed allocation for the charter industry appears to contradict
any notion of sustainability. What happens to the halibut resource under poor ocean
survival regimes when the charter industry bas a fixed allocation?

In no other fishery does the North Pacific Management Council provide for fixed
allocations. In all state and federal fisheries surrounding the state of Alaska, the fisheries
are managed to provide for a sustained yield with long-term sustainability the underlying
concern. It would be extremely ironic if the charter industry were granted a fixed
allocation as the precedent in doing so would undermine the basic premise of
sustainability.

In the 1990s, the council adopted specific actions to limit the commercial harvest of
halibut and to limit the number of participants. This action wasn’t without great hardship
for many individuals left out of the fishery. Long-term sustainability of the resource and
of the industry was the overriding factor that precipitated the action to rationalize the
commercial halibut fishery. Unfortunately, I was attending college and only participating
as a crew, thus I did not qualify for any halibut IFQs, The council’s actions which
created the IFQ fishery seemed to create a stable business in which to investin. The
council also worked with NMFS to create a loan program for people not granted quota
originally to purchase [FQs. Through these consistent council actions directed at
providing a sustainable commercial fishery, I decided to invest in the Halibut IFQ
fishery.

In order to participate, I had to scrape by-often working two or three jobs o generate
enough of a down payment which helped secure loans to purchase IFQs. My halibut
loans are bigger than some people’s home mortgages. Like the charter fisherman, I too
have boat and gear payments, a home in Juneau Alaska; and I too struggle to find & way
to start and raise a family. Had I known that the rationalization of the halibut fishery
would be undone by new participants continually eating away at my IFQs under the guise
of the cbarter industry, I would not have entered into any long-term loan arrangements
for Halibut IFQs.
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While I have been affected greatly by the recent passivity of the council to regulate the
charter industry, it would be duly unjust to provide the charter industry with a fixed
allocation. Please adopt measures consistent with the notion of sustainability with
regards to the halibut resource and future allocations. Granting a fixed allocation to the
charter industry will likely bankrupt my business and destroy any model of sustained
yield and long-term sustainable use of halibut.

Sincerely,
Chris Knight

623 10® Street
Juneau, AK 99801
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F/V Ocean Gold

Ed & Kathy Hansen 9369 North Douglas Hwy
Phone: 907-586-6652 Juneau, Alaska 99801
hafapreee | Fax: 907-523-1168 Emalil: gillnetdak.net

March 25, 2008

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
Eric Olson, Chair

605 W. 4% Avenue, Suite 305

Anchorage, AK 99501

RE: Halibut Charter - C&
Dear Eric and Council Members,

I support a fixed percentage allocation at the level of the GHL that
floats with abundance. If the allocation does not float with
abundance we will just be back in front of the Council arguing the
allocation issue again when the biomass turns around and starts
increasing.

We have been talking to quota share holders in small communities
and throughout Southeast, and these huge cuts in the quota has
made it impossible already for the smaller QS holder to catch and
deliver their halibut. It would cost more to run the halibut to a
town that has a processor than would be made by the sale of the
fish. Yet, these fishermen have relied on the income from the
IFQ’'s to maintain their subsistence lifestyle. Unless you go their
community and talk to them, you will never receive this
information,

As far as the rest of the story, you have heard it all.

Sincerely,

AT G

Ed Hansen
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Southeast Alaska Fishermen's Alliance %.
9369 North Douglas Highway

Juneau, AK 99801 *
Phone 907-586-6652
Fax 907-523-1168 Website: http://wew.seafaorg E-mail: seafa®@gci.net
March 26, 2008
Morth Pacific Fishery Management Council A
Eric Olson, Chair A i
H05 W 4™ Avenue, Suite 306 MAR :_L
£

Ancheroge, AK 99801-2252 Z008

Dear Chairman Olsen and Council Members,

—
i
-

RE: Halibut Charter Agenda Item C-6

Southeast Aleska Fishermen's Alliance (SEAFA) supports the current Catch Sharing Plan
that is under initial review although we have some concerns. We support, Alternative 2;
Element 1, Opticn la.

One aspect of this plan that fully eddresses the problem statement is the ability to lease
GAF fish in the charter industry and we are fully supportive of this section
We do have o question regarding Alternative 2, Element 5, E (1). Is the intent really that
only a charter operatar can convert unused GAF back inte commercial IFQ's pounds? As
written this would likely be the effect since you can only convert back if the GAF holder
qualifies under the commercial IFG regulations. Alternative languoge might be:

(1) GAF holders may reguest NMFS to convert unused GAF inte IFQ pounds for
harvest in compliance with commercial fishing reguiations provided that the pounds are
retorned to the IFQ holder that ariginally leased the IFQ' te the GAF holder.

Accurate and full accounting of the charter sector is imperative to maintain a healthy
resource. IPHC must have accurate information in order to successfully sustain and
maintain a healthy resource. The legbook report hos just confirmed the commercial sectors
concerns previcusly commented on about the dif ferences between the lagbosk data and the
SWHS,

SEAFA will provide additional comments at the meeting. We want a chance ta listen and
determine what the effect of the ADFG logbook report will be to this analysis.
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Mr. Eric Olson, Chaitman ‘ . g I
North Pacific Fishery Management Counc ) ;
605 West 4th, Stuie 306 MAR ¢ 2003
Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

Ay
Dear Chairman Olson, P e

I was born in Wramgell in 1951 and moved alf over the state with my family until we settled in Haines in 1961. My
father was in the Army and worked in communications for all those years.

1 have owned and operated a 6-pack charter business in the Haines/Skagway/Auke Bay/Cross Soun.d areas for over
20 years. I (and/or my family) bave also fished cormercially, deck-handed commercially, and participated in sub-
sistence fishing for all of my life. For us, it was a necessity and a way of life. We really didn’t have too many other
options available to us growing up in Alaska in the 50's and 60’s, so the tradition contimted throughout my lifetime
and my son, bom and raised in Haines and now age 28, is also a commmercial trol) permit holdex as well as o 6-pack
charter operator and boat ownsr.

I recail the days when fish were a guarantccd commedity. I agree that it has changed drastically. 1 operated a suc-
cessful fishing charter business in Haines for many years, but when the commercial IFQ’s for batibut were distrib-
uted, the halibut virtually dried up in the upper Lynn Capal. One had 1o go farther gnd farther away and pretty soon
it was disheartening to collect money from a client after fishing for a solid 8 hours and not even getting a bite.
Then the King Salmon limits were imposed, and again, aside from the 2-week “nin”, salmon fishing was never the
same a9 when ] was a kid growing up in the upper Lynn Canal. Therefore, I ventured back out towards Elfin Cove
and started chartering out there for & years. Obviously, the closer one got to the ocean, the better the fishing,

I have had 1o adjust my business accordingly over the years with the decrease in abundapee of fish and the (egula-
tions put into place. I changed from a day charter to 2 week-long Jiveaboard, leaving from Junesu and cruising to
Glacier Bay National Park, Elfin Cove and Pelican, sightsecing, wildlife vicwing and fishing along the way. We
process our cach right onboard with a commercial vacuum packer and a full size chest freezer on out flying
bridge. We pride ourselves in providing a top notch adventure for our clients, complete with comfortable accom-
modations and our knowledge as lifelong Alaskans in the area. We have a cancessionaires permit for entry into
Glacier Bay National Park (one of 15 ten-year permits awarded to charter operators in the state). We fill out an
abundance of paperwork daily and again, take pride in the fact that we do a good job and follow all state and fed-
eral rules and policies. We participate in the USCG S-star safery vessel program and have been awarded 4 stars
{the 5th one is lacking due to the size of our onboard zodiac),

We sped thousands of doliars armually 10 sell our trips at sportsmen’s shows in the lower 48. The number one
comment we heard this year at the shows was if Alaska limited the batibuc carch to one per day or an annual limit
of 4, then potential clients would journey to Capada instead for their halibut fishing. Siace there arc already King
Salmon limits imposed, to further inpose strict halibut Jimits will deter the tourist from coming all the way to
Alaska, when they could easily go to Canada on the road system and catch more fish. While 1 agree that something
st be done, let’s not jeopardize chatter industry in Alaska due to over-conservative measures.

1 am bothered by some of the praposed dialogue for future regulations and policies that could be imposed on the
charter industry. Data has shown that a sport caught fish is worth much more in dollars than a commercially caught
fish for our state. Our clienis come in at least one day prior to bepmning the tip with us. Some come in several
days prior and spend all the fime sightseeing m Juncau, Some stay a day or two in Juneau after the trip is over with
us. Each client we take spends thousands of dollars to go on our trip, plus zirfare, hotel, food and drink in Juncan,
rental car in Juneau, entettainment and shopping in Juneau. We sell fishing licenses onboard, pay docking fees,
moorage fees, buy all of our food and supplies in Jupeau, fuel, repairs and maintewance ctc. Our annual permits
and licenses, office supplies, concessionaires fees with Glacier Bay, and mouch more adds up to $100,000 per year.

We are a small mom aad pop busitiess but we contribute 97% back to Alaska, Multiply that by the number of char-
ter operators in this state and it adds up to millions of dollars, Qur voice may not be as strong as commercial fisher-
roan, but our contributions/revenues to the State are asttonomical.

As for charter halibut altocations, | would like to recommend a fixed allocation of at least 2.3 million pounds in
Area 2C and 4.5 million pounds in Arca 3A. In light of the most recent logbook data being presented by the Sate,
this higher allocation is necessary and only fair to continue to contribute to the State’s economy in this industry.

a1



@3/26/2008 15:24 9877473646 AKPREMTERCHARTERSINC PAGE.

1'd also like to comment on a proposal of the possible reteation of halibut carcasses as well as not being able to
process when a liveaboard is Dot in 8 porl for 3-5 days. We often anchor out in sccluded coves in Glacier Bay or
elsewhere before we arrive at the ports of Elfin Cove or Pelican 4 or 5 days later. The quality of our product will
suffer if we can't get it processed in 2 timely manner. When we drop our clients back off at the atport on the last
day of their trip, their fish boxes are ready to go when we hit the dock. They generally have about 30 mibutes to
get to the airport and get checked in once We arvive at Auke Bay. How are we suppose to deal with processing and
freezing if wa can't take care of the catchon a daily basis? I feel like we are being treated a8 guilty until proven

innocent regarding our reporting of catch.

Any logical person could look at our Jog book, mateh up the estimated poundage with what is in our freezer and be
able to fell if we are retaining more fish than we are recording {(which we wouldn’t do), Maybe you should allow
for length of fish 1o be written in the log books s a tatal tally can be made in estimated poundage compated to
what is being retained?

T thank you for allowing us the due process of commenting on these issues, Pleasc kelp us stay in buginess to live
year-round in Alaska and continue to help support others financially through our business to tive here as well,

Respectfully,

&u,;' . Lrorace
Craig S. Loomis
First Qut, Last In Yacht Adventures

a2
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Adventure Charters and Marine Services, Inc.

508 Canyon Rd or Slip 4-1-Thomas Basin, Ketchikan, Alaska 99301
E-mail:@info@chartertheboat.com Ph 807-225-2628 Fax 807-225-2627 or Cell 907-617-2628 Web Site: chartertheboat.com

Marine Cargo Fishing Charters
Small Vessel Towing Assistance Hunting Charters
March 26, 2008

uuuuu

This letter is sent via facsimile to: (907) 271-2817 - % .
T OMAR

National Pacific Fisheries Management Council
605 West 4™ Suites 306
Anchorage Alaska 99501

SUBJECT: Request for addendum to the Moratorium Guidelines concerning Charter Vessels

Although the International Halibut Commission has again determined the process for which Charter
Vessels will qualify to continue providing Halibut Charters to the Public, I would like to request that
further consideration for long term charter vessels who were registered in past years with the Pacific
Halibut Commission prior and including the State of Alaska LOG BOOK program to be qualified to
fish halibut for hire.

This request for public hearings are in light of the inconsistencies between the

State of Alaska Log Book instructions and unintentional misinformation by the enforcement and
fisheries divisions that halibut reporting was not under the jurisdiction of the state during qualifying
years. Many charter boat operators did net report halibut catch and/or effort in the logbooks,
especially when halibut alone were targeted. Please honor this request for public hearings in fairness
for all so that these issues can be addressed and long term participants in this industry will not lose
their livelihood.

For most Charter Fishing is a Cottage Industry here in Alaska. This industry has far reaching
benefits within small communities, lodging, restaurants, air travel, and visitor shopping contribute to
the local. 15 years ago the Department of Commerce and Economic Development stated that each
sports fish caught contributed te over $750 of revenue to the state. I don’t know what that is today
but even looking at old information it is important not to consider that point.
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For myself and others alike may fall trap to the recent rulings by the commission, our Company as

7"\ well our previous Compaay (Seldovia Sport Charters & Ecatours LLC. have been providing Halibut

Charters for the public for many years. Vessels associated with these companies have been registered
with the Internationat Halibut Commission and later with the Alaska Department of Fish & Game
when log books were required by the State of Alaska.

Our present company Adventure Charters & Marine Services, has heen a full time year round
operation providing fishing charters and water transportation from Kadiak, South-central, and
Southeast Alaska. We are well known even within your council and have testified to you in
Anchorage as early in the mid 1990’s, We have been consistently active every year in this industry.
We urge your council to for the faivness for all to honor this request

Sincerely, William Spencer
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The B O a.t‘“' bring home you piece of Alaska!

Adventure Charters and Marine Services, Inc.

508 Canyon Rd or Slip 4-1-Thomas Basin, Ketchikan, Alaska 99901
E-malt:@info@chartertheboat.com Ph $07-225-2628 Fax 907-225-2627 or Cell 07-617-2628 Web Stte: chartertheboat.com

Marine Cargo Fighing Chartors
Small Vessel Towlng Asslistance Hunting Charters

March 26, 2008
This letter is sent via facsimile to: (907) 271-2817 /s

National Pacific Fisheries Management Council Ly
605 West 4™ Suites 306 AT
Anchorage Alaska 99501

1 think it would be better and clearer for our company to state our position first but I hope you
continue to read the rest of this text, The fisheries need to be protected and we need to be fair to ali.

Our Position:
FOR AREA 2C: TWO HALIBUT PER DAY, NO MORE THAN 6 HALIBUT PER YEAR
FOR NON RESIDENTS, CONSIDERATION OF A SLOT LIMIT THAT TARGET MALE
HALIBUT FOR CHARTER VESSEL OPERATIONS, AND OVERALL LENGTH LIMIT FOR
IFQ HOLDERS TO RELIEVE FRESSURE AND ALLOW LARGER FEMALE HALIBUT TO
SPAWN AND REPLENISH DEPLETING STOCK.

Our Company as well our previous Company (Seldovia Sport Charters & Ecotours LL.C. has been
providing Halibut Charters for the public. Vessels associated with these companies have been
registered with the International Halibut Commission and later with the Alaska Department of Fish
& Game when log books were required by the State of Alaska.

Our present company Adventure Charters & Marine Services has been a full time year round
operation providing fishing charters and water transportation from Kodiak, South-central, and
Southeast Alaska.

Adventure Charters & Marine Services the protection of all wild stock, fair resource allocation to
both sports fishermen and commercial endeavors as well,

Area 2C has already the highest limitations of any other Areas in Alaska. Area 2C limits vessels to six
fishing poles in the water where as all other lecations in Alaska can have as many poles as paying
sports fishermen. In other parts of Alaska have not restricted the much safer and more cost effective
“Inspected” vessel where more that 6 passengers are allowed on board to fish,

For my region based out of Ketchikan having over 860 square miles of fishing area from Throne Bay
right down to the Canadian Boarder there are not more that 25 vessels participating in daily basis
halibut charters.
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Southeast’s regulations that already exist present an economic hardship and safety issue to the
industry already. Smaller “uninspected” vessels have that are limited to 6 passenger are the standard
of this fishery. Larger as well “Inspected” vessels do not have the efficiencies as smaller vessels but do
provide greater safety.

To further limit the halibut charter boat catch will collapse the industry here in Southeast Alaska.
Non Resident Sports fishermen will go out to South-central Alaska, Kodiak, or out in the Aleutian
Chain where 2 halibut can be caught daily with no annual limit for less money. Flights into
Anchorage and Charter Boat fees are considerable less than Southeast.

For my own business, I may have to return deposits to my customers whom have already booked for
the 2008 season and will loose further revenue because of these proposed regulations.

I do however support a 6 fish limit for the 2008 season only for non residents. I agree that the fishery
needs to address the catch issue but one fish per day will cause a collapse of this industry in Southeast
Alaska.

Sincerely, William Spencer
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Chairman
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
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Dear Chairman Qlson:

gt :

Please allow me to iutroduce myself. My name is Ben Ng and | am the owner and operator of
ALASKA SEASPORT ADVENTURES, primarily a sport fishing charter operation. I have
operated this small business siace 1995, starting out in Kodiak and moving my operation in 2000
to Junean. Let me also add, that I have harvested halibut comnercially since 1979 as a crew man
aboard several Jongliners in Alaska , but did not qualify for any IFQ’s as a crewman. Sport
caught fish is one of Alaska’s most valued-added resources and we can all agree that tourist
dollars add mightily to our local economy. Now, my clients’ fishing experience in Southeast
Alaska could be greatly diminished by reducing the daily bag limit by 50%. This will no doubt
lead to cancelled bookings and Jost revenue for all in our industry.

The North Pacific Fisheries Management Council is currently considering charter halibut
allocation. I'm writing to advocate that the Council expand its options for analysis to include a
fixed pound allocation for Area 2C and Area 3A that is high enough to support the fleet that will
exist under the charter moratorium plan that the Council adopted last year. That amount should
be sufficient to allow for a season of traditional length with a two fish daily bag limit, the same
limit the industry has historically operated under for decades without adversely affecting the
halibut resource. Xt should also include additional pounds beyond the 1.9 million pounds for
Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds for Area 3A, the highest levels cutrently in the analysis, to
accormmodate the 72 new permits in Area 2C and 91 new permits in Area 3A that the Council
included for qualified communities in those arcas. The current aptions before the Conngil do not
include an amount that will support the moratorium qualified fleet plus the new commumity
-permits, and adepting a allocatien that will not support the effort levels the Council agreed to in
the moratorium i certain to mean this allocation issue will remain a problem for years to come.

At a minimum, the Council needs to select as its preferred alternative a fixed allocation of at
least 1.9 million pounds in Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds in Area 3A. This is presently
the highest option before the Council, and still represents less than what bas already been
harvested in Area 2C in 2005. A fixed allocation is needed so charter operators and sport
fishermen can plen for the each upcoming season. A fixed allocation also ensures that the
Council, NMFS, and the State won’t have to devote time and resources to annual changes in
halibut regulations.

The constantly changing halibut regulations and potential one fish daily bag limit could bring the charter
industry — a vital part of Southeast Alaska’s economy ~ to collapse. Caneda and Area 3A are not facing
a similar ong fish daily limit—what is to stop sport fisheroen from going to either of these areas to
obtain two fish? The NMFS estimates that a one fish daily bag limit would result in 9,000 te 27,000
fewer anglers fishing in Area 2C. At $500 per angler (a very conservative estimate) these reductions



would translate into a dizrect ioss of at least §4.5 to $13.5 million anmually in Area 2C. Thisis a
‘tremendous risk that the Council need not impose on Southeast Alaska communities.

The charter industry differs from the commercial industry in that it depends on stability and
advance notice of rules—most clients book their trips a year out. Also, my business and other
charter operators cannot significantly increase or decrease capacity from year to year, adjusting
to annual increases/decreases in allocation. You simply can’t butld more rooms or put more
peoplc on a boat you don’t have, any more than you can mothball rooms or boats you do have.
This is why a fixed allocation is as importaot as the number of pounds of fish.

Alaska needs a charter halibut industry with stability. That is why the Council should add to the
options for apalysis a new higher fixed allocation that would actually accommodate the charter
fleet as it will exist under the moratoriun. At a2 minimum, the Council should select as the
preferred altemative a fixed pound allocation at least 1.9 million pounds for Area 2C and 4.15
million pounds for Area 3A to preserve the charter industry in Alaska as it exists today.
Allocating a minimum of 6.05 million pounds — a mere 8.2 percent of the average amount of
halibut altocated by the International Pacific Halibut Commisston to the fisheries off Alaska —is
a viable solution. The Council regularty adopts rules that allow commercial fisheries off Alaska
to take more than 10 million pounds of halibut anmuelly in the form of bycatch — forty percent
more than the minimum amount the charter industry is seeking to stay in business.

Thank you for your consideration of my letter.
Sincere]

CAPTAIN BEN NG

ALASKA SEASPORT ADVENTURES
10408 FOX FARM TRAIL

JUNEAL), AK 99801

807-760-3154

807-230-6791 CELL

807-790-4548 FAX
BENFISHNG@AOL.COM
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March 26, 2008

Chﬂilmm i \\-\::_! =t ey Ny
North Pacific Fishery Management Council MAR ¢ . i
605 West 4th, Suite 306 & 0

Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252

Dear Chairman Olson:

Sport canght fish is one of Alaska’s most valued-added resources. In Southeast Alaska alone,
nearly 700 vessels serve 92,000 sport fisherrmen. 1 operate a charter business in Southeast
Alaska. For many of my clients, this is the only version of Alaska they will ever experience--
they do not want to backpack, kayak, or drive--they come to Alaska to fish. Southeast Alaskan
communities have come to depend on this economic resource for survival.

Now, my clients’ fishing experience in Southeast Alaska could be diminished significantly.
Unfortunately. it costs me exactly the same amount (or more, with rising fuel costs) to take them
fishing. You can see what a complicated business position this puts me in.

The North Pacific Fisheries Management Council is cutrently considering charter halibut
allocation. I'm writing to advocate that the Council expand its options for analysis io include a
fixed pound allocation for Area 2C and Area 3A that is high enough to support the fleet that will
exist under the charter moratorium plan that the Council adopted last year. That amount should
be sufficient to allow for a season of traditional length with a two fish daily bag limit, the same
limit the industry has historically operated under for decades without adversely affecting the
halibut resource. It should also include additional pounds beyond the 1.9 million pounds for
Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds for Area 3A, the highest levels currently in the analysis, to
accommodate the 72 new permits in Area 2C and 91 new permits in Area 3A that the Council
included for qualified communities in those areas. The current options before the Council do not
include an amount that will support the moratorium qualified ficet plus the new community
permits, and adopting a allocation that will not support the effort levels the Council agreed to in
the moratorium is certain to mean this allocation issue will remain a problem for years to come;

At a minirmwn, the Council needs to select as its preferred alternative a fixed allocation of at
least 1.9 million pounds in Area 2C and 4.15 mittion ponnds in Area 3A. This is presently
the highest option before the Council, and still represents less than what hss already been
harvested in Area 2C in 2005. A fixed allocation is needed so charter operators and sport
fishermen can plan for each upcoming season. A fixed aliocation also ensures that the Council,
NMFS. and the State won’t have to devote time and resources to annual changes in halibut
regulations.

The constantly changing halibut regulations and potential one fish daily bag limit could bring the
charter industry —a vital part of Southeast Alaska’s economy — to collapse. Canada and Area 3A
are not facing a similar one fish daily limit—what is to stop sport fishermen from going 10 either
of these areas to obtain two fish? The NMFS estimates that a one fish daily bag limit would
result in 9,000 to 27,000 fower anglers fishing in Area 2C, At $500 per angler (a very
conservative estimate) these reductions would translate into a direct loss of at least $4.5 to $13.5
million annually in Area 2C. ‘this is a tremendous risk that the Council need not impose on
Southeast Alaska communities.
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The charter industry differs from the commercial industry in that it depends on stability and
advance notice of rules—most clients book their trips a year out. Also, my business and other
charter operators cannot significantly increase or decrease capacity from year to year, adjusting to
annual increases/decreases in allocation. You simply can't build more rooms or put more people
on a boat you don’t have, any more than you can mothball rooms or boats you do have. This is
why a fixed allocation is as important as the number of pounds of fish.

Alaska needs a charter halibut industry with stability. That is why the Council should add to the
options for analysis a new higher fixed allocation that would ectually accommodate the charter
fleet as it will exist under the moratorium. At a minimum, the Council should select as the
preferred alternative a fixed pound allocation at least 1.9 million pounds for Area 2C and 4.15
million pounds for Area 3A to preserve the charter industry in Alaska as it exists today.
Allocating a minimum of 6,05 million pounds — 2 mere 8.2 percent of the average amount of
halibut allocated by the International Pacific Halibut Commission to the fisheries off Alaska - is
a viable solution. The Council regularly adopts rules that allow commercial fisheries off Alaska
to take more than 10 million pounds of halibut annually in the form of byeateh — forty percent
more than the minimum amount the charter industry is seeking to stay in business.

Thank you for your consideration of my letter,
Respectfully,

B ekl

John B. Morrell
Sitka Sound Charters of Junean
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Juneau Chartfer Boat Operators Association
P. O. Box 34522
Juneau, Alaska 99803

Chairman Eric Olson -
North Pacific Fishery Management Council P T
605 West 4th, Suite 306 Iiap -
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252 e o

3/26/2008
Dear Chairman Olson:

The Juneau Charter Boat Operators Association represents some 20
independently owned guided sport fishing businesses located in the Juneau
area. Our membership ranges from cruise based charter operators to full
service fishing lodges. We are writing to comment on Agenda item C-6
Charter Halibut Menagement.

Initial Allocation

We feel there was not enough analysis done by the Council on the economic
impact to charter/lodge operators and coastal communities by reductions
and redistributions of catch limits below healthy industry levels due to the
allocation options available.

We believe. the initial allocation should include an option that reflects a
healthy charter industry as represented on the control year of the
morataorium. Option 2: ¢. fixed pounds. 1.9MIb for 2C is closest to the
actual catch on that date (Dec. 9, 2005) However that amount is 3%
(52,000 Ibs) below the actual catch while Option b, is 14% below and
Option a, (the current GHL) is 28% below the actual catch on the control
date. As fixed casts are high and rising and the charter fleet can not
readily adapt to changes in catch limits should any of these options be
adopted it would likely trigger the bankruptcy of some operators in the
first year of implementation. This possibility nzeds to be weighed in the
analysis,

If we draw a straight correlation between harvest and aperatars in area
2€, Option 2:c. would bankrupt 3% of the halibut fleet in the first year
while Option 2:b. would bankrupt 14% of the existing fleet, and option 2:a.
would bankrupt 28% of the existing the fleet. As many permit holding
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Juneau Charter Boat Operators Association
P. O. Box 34522
Juneau, Alaska 99803

vessels would be part of multi-boat lodge sperations, the impact would
probably me more sever as the loss of income of one boat could bring the
entire operation into bankruptcy. There is no analysis on the economic
impact on the entire region should option 2:a, be adopted and there is a
28% reduction in guided spert fishing harvest. We would like to see an
analysis of what the economic impact would be to communities where these
opergtors are based far each of these options?

Additionally we would like to see an option included for analysis that makes
allowance for CQE that the Council included in the Moraterium. With a
potential influx in CQE participants another 10% of the existing industry
in area 2C would be shifted away fram current community economies.
What will happen to large aperations like Waterfall when 38% of the
current 2€ halibut harvest is removed from their potential catch? How
will the Prince of Whales ecenomy be affected?

As CQE operators access the allocated resource more existing operators
will likely bankrupt. Essentially for every operator that enters the under
the CQE provision an existing operater must be eliminated or worse the
loss will be disbursed over the entire fleet until a tipping point is reached
where entire segments of the existing industry will be pushed aut by new
CQE entrants. We would like o see some analysis of how this shift in
effort will impact communities that loose existing businesses?

If in setting an initial allocation the intent of the Council is to preserve a
healthy charter industry that contributes economically to the communities
where it presently exists then a higher option should be included for
analysis that considers the above inevitability. We recommend as a
minimum the 2005 charter harvest plus at least 10% in area 2€ to dllow
for CQE or 2.11MIb, We feel this amount would minimally preserve the
status quo of a reasonably healthy charter industry under the terms of
the moratorium as passed by this Council,

Status Guo
In order for a reasonable analysis to proceed it must use the 2005 control

year for status quo. That was the last year of the traditional 2 fish any
size, no annual limit, skipper crew retention as well as the contro! date
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Juneay Charter Boat Operators Association
P. O. Box 34522
Juneau, Alaska 99803
year. That is the status quo. That is the traditional regulation that the
guided sport fishing industry has lived under for decades. This is the
status quo that our livelihood depends on.

The status quo the EA/RIR uses is 2008 and it assumes that the 1 fish bag
limit and 4 fish annual limit will be signed into law. These limits have not
and might not be signed into law. By definition status quo is an existing
state of affairs. The one fish limit is a proposal; a propesal is a plan for
consideration. This is a flaw in the analysis that undermines the very
bedrock of the EA/RIR. The status quo of a healthy charter industry is
pre 2006, which is clearly demonstrated in area 2C by the drop in harvest
brought on by emergency regulations in 2006 (non-retention by skipper
and ¢rew) and 2007 (the minnow rule.) Those regulations not only brought
a drop in harvest they brought a drop in economic benefit for charter
operators. They were not promulgated for resource conservation reasons
they were promulgated for the economic benefit of one user group over
another, The only reasonable status quo is 2006, prior to regulation
medifications that were implemented to reduce the charter catch,

To use proposed regulations that indisputably bring about a collapse to the
charter industry as status quo is to cancede the charter sector is dead on
arrival to the analysis. We feel that the EA/RIR needs to be reevaluated
using a healthy charter sector as a model. That model is a two any size
fish beg limit, no annual limit, captain and crew retention as it was at the
time of the control date in 2006.

Problem Statement
If the intention of the Council is to “balance the needs of all who depend

on the halibut resource for food, spert and livelihsad” as the Problem
Statement for December 2007 Council Action Charter Halibut Interim
Measure, Initial Allocation and Future..dated 12/6/07 declares, then it
should be as important to preserve a healthy Charter sector as it is to
preserve the income of commercial IFQ holders. Both sectors depend on
the halibut resource for livelihood. It should be as important to preserve
the value of the charter industry to the economies of coastal communities
as it is to preserve the value of the commercial fishing industry to these
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Juneau Charter Boat Operators Association
P. O. Box 34522

Juneau, Alaska 99803
same communities. The best possible option is to have both industries
thrive.

The EA/RIR says in its Problem Statement that:

(1) Pressure by charter operations may be contributing to localized depletion in
several areas.

This statement is vague and unsubstantiated. Many factors contribute to
localized depletion including D class commercial halibut boats, the
blanketing of migration corridors by the long line fleet and environmental
changes. '

(2) The recent growth of charter operations may be contributing to overcrowding
of productive grounds. Again vague and unsubstantiated; overcrowding is a
relative term; to which productive grounds does this statement pertain?
According to the IPHC there are no resource depletion issues. Charter
halibut operations in 2c have actually declined in recent years.

This problem statement has grown stale and needs to be revised. The
arbitrary and unsubstantiated wording needs to be eliminated and the
purpose needs to be brought up to date, The EA/RIR assumes the
economic benefit of the long line halibut fishery is far greater than the
econamic value of the guided sport fishing industry to local communities
without any recent facts to back it up this premise.

It goes on 1o state the purpose of this action is to reduce the charter
harvest to the 6HL. The Abstract states that it examines alternatives
intended to bring the charter harvest down to 1.217MIb, the GHL adjusted
for the coastwise assessment model This action would in effect cut the
charter harvest nearly in half frem the healthy 2006 model. The IPHC
makes it clear that no halibut resource problem exists. Therefore, to cut
the charter sector’s portion of the historic harvest is purely allocation.

The NPFMC adopted the GHL to address the open-ended reallocation of halibyt
from the commercial to the guided sport sector and to provide a measure of
stability to the halibut industry and coastal communities while the NPFMC
develops a long-term plan for the guided sport sector.

This long term plan has taken over ten years and still we labor with it. In
that decade the economy of Southeast Alaska has evolved. The timber
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Juneau Charter Boat Operalors Association
P. O. Bax 34522

Juneau, Alaska 99803
industry has faded and been replaced by sport fishing as a major economic
force to many communities. To suddenly push the charter sector back o
1995-1999 levels will have an economic impact similar to what the collapse
of the timber industry had before. The economic factors that drove the
GHL have changed. Now, coastal communities are beginning to depend on
charter revenues as much as commercial fishing revenues, in some areas
like Prince of Whales Island perhaps more. The 6HL solution that may
have helped these communities in the early $0s could damage them now.

To bring the guided sport sectar back dewn to the GHL will create an
economic hardship which falls short of the Council's stated purpose to
“balance the needs of all who depend on the halibut reseurce.”

Cutting the healthy model (2006 harvest plus the growth from CQE built
into the moratorium) by nearly 50% will bring a complete collapse of the
lodge/charter industry as it exists today. This suggests an effort to
sacrifice one user group to the benefit of the other, a far cry from
balance. The resultant collateral damage will bring economic hardship to
all who work within the charter industry, those who provide secondary
services like processing, foed, fue! and local transportation, those who
bring sport fishers to Alaska and state and community governments that
will suffer reduced incomes from license sales and taxes. We feel these
issues need to be addressed in the ER/RIR,

The inconsistencies in problem statements, old baseline data for the
establishing 6HL and the economic impact to communities need to be
brought into prospective with 2008 realities, It is myopic to think that
holding the charter sector to an arbitrary number based on decade old
information is economically OK, even if it precipitates a collapse of the
industry. It is like suggesting that the long line fleet should be held to the
x-vessel price of halibut in 1995 forever because it seemed like a good
price then--irrespective of market conditions in 2008,

Conclusion

Regardless of the GHL, the people involved in the charter industry and the
communities where these businesses are based rely in the heaithy charter
model for their economic well being. To suppress the charter industry to
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Juneau Charter Boat Operators Association
P. O. Box 34522
Juneau, Alaska 99803
the GHL or to base an allocation amount on a lower than optimal harvest
level will bring hardship to the families and communities who rely on the
charter industry for their livelihood in real time, These hardships need to
be weighed and measured against the benefits of this action. To not
carefully weigh the consequences of this action before implementation is
poor mancgement, poor planning, and could cause grave and unnecessary
economic hardship to the very communities the Council was seeking to
protect,

We would like to see the following included in the evaluation:

1. Initial allocation option that represents a heaithy charter industry:
at least 2.11MIb for area 2C and 4.77Mib fixed.

2. Use the 2006 healthy model of the charter industry as Status Quo.

3. Revise the problem statement and the spirit of the analysis to the
intent of balancing users rather than reducing the charter based
econemy to improve commercial based economy. We feel this is
fundamental to the Magnussen-Stevens Act and can be done by
evaluating the consequences resulting from the proposed allocation
options to include economic hardship to the charter sector and to
local economies.

Sincerely,

oy

Chris Conder, Vice-President
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Alaska Adventures Unitd. Inc.

Summer (April-Sept): P.O. Box 6244 Sitks, AK 99838
Winter (Oet.-Mareh): P.O. Box 771328 Stesmboat Spriugs, CO 80477
Phone: 907-747-5876 E-Mafl: akfish@gpei.net

M. Eric Olson

North Pacific Fishery Management Council . ~

605 West 4%, Suite 306 =

Anchorage, AK 99501-2252 PAR
Dear Chairman Olson, L

Charter fishing is a valuabie industry that provides well paying jobs and millions of
dollars to the economies of communities throughout Alaska. The Charter industry needs
regulatory stability. Consistent regulations matter to ous clients. Bag limits matter to our
clients. Our clients typically book their trip and pay at least a 50% deposit 6 months to a
year in advance. Their willingness to continue to do so will be hard to ensure in the face
of uncertain regulations,

1 feel that the fixed pound allocation options presently before the Council are insufficient
to accommodate the charter fleet as it will exist under the moratorium, set Dec 9%, 2005.
We need a fixed poundage allocation that makes sense. We need an allocation that
allows the existing fleet to fish a 2 per day bag limit for the historic season. We don’t
need 3 fish during years of high abundance to ensure our clients come back but we can’t
count on them coming back for a 1 fish bag limit. Yes, some anglers will come, but due
to the high operating costs associated with a charter business, even a 10-15% loss in
bookings potentially marginatizes profit to the point it becomes necessary to seriously
consider whether or not the business is worth operating.

The charter industry is conservation minded. If the IPHC decides that there is a
conservation emergency such that halibut quotas for alf users must be significantly
reduced, I have no problem with the IPHC adjusting bag limnits across alf users to reduce
harvest and protect the resource. If the charter fleet is facing a 1 fish bag limit because
conservation is a concern,  think additional analysis of halibut wastage by the longline
fleet (1 million pounds annually) and halibut wastage by the trawl fleet (12 to 16 million
pounds annually) is needed.

Thank you for considering my comments.

Mike Wallisch
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M. Eric Olson —

Chairman i Lan

North Pacitic Fishery Manegement Council HAR
605 West 4th, Suite 306 e
Anchorage, Alagka 99501-2252 Fop.

Dear Chairman Olson:

Un behalt of The Junean Charter Hoat Uperators Agsocighion, | am writing you to express our
considerable concern with regulations currently bemg considered at the next North Pacific Fishery
Management Uouncil meeting. ‘Lhe Uonnctl 15 taced with axceptional cireumstances when considsnng
proposals to allocate halibut between the commercial and charter flests off Alaska. Depending on what
regulations and measures are witunately adopted, my busiress, and the aconomy of Juneau cowld be
severely harmed. | wanted to express my concern over the effects that possible outcomes will have.

Sport caught haltbyt 15 one ot Alaska’'s most value-added resources. Nat:onal Manne Nishenes Service
(NMFS) estimates a one fish limit would result in a 10%-30% fewer anglers which translates to 9,000 to
21,008 tewer anglers in Scutheast Alaska. it each angier spent just 350U per trip, an extremely
conservative estimate since many pay twice thet per day at lodges, that wounld be a direct loss of $4.5
myikion to ¥13.5 muthon. ‘Lhes does not attiect just the Charter indusiry, this 1S money that will not go to
fuel, bait, and food on the boat, it will not go to hotels, rontal car agencies, restaurants, additional tours,
ﬁd.themanysoumﬁ-sbops.andﬂwlosmofthm businesses will affect all of the tocal retail
RINESKER, '

Becal..lseotmghtlxedopemungmst,mostutttlechanﬂ'mdustlylsworhngw:ﬂlawrysmaupmm
mergin. A 10% to 30% loss of business will have a devastating effect, which for many businesses it will
not be possible to sarvive.

‘Lke appropriate action mn ttus case would be 10 adopt a halibut catch sharing allocation which would
allow the charter sector o continue to offer anglers two halibut a day during a season of historic length.

Alaska busmesses need a Uharter industyy with stabilsty. Adoptng 8 toked pound aliocation of at east 1.9
million pounds for Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds for Area 3A would provide for the continustion of
the Charter ledustry in Alaska as it exists todsy. Allocating 6.05 million pounds — cnly §.2% of the
average amount of halibut ailocated exch year by the IPHC to the fisheries off Alaska — is a reasonable
solution. It is the level that most closely matches the charter cateh in 2005, the year the Council chose as
the control date for the charter fleet moratorium.

Sincerely,

3. el

ohn B. Morrell
Sitka Sovnd Charters of Jomeau
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Rum Runner Charters

F. O, Bes 210954
Auke Boy, AK 99821
ST - TR -
Mr. Enc Olson -
Chairman EAL
Morth Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West d4th, Suite 306

Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252
Dear Chairman Olson:

Sport caught fish is one of Alaska’s most valued-added resources. In Southeast Alaska
alone, nearly 700 vessels serve 92,000 sport fishermen. [ operate a charter business in
Southeast Alaska, and each year, | take over 600 on the trip of a lifetime—the ultimate
Alaskan fishing adventure. For many, this is the only version of Alaska they will ever
experience--they do not want to backpack, kayek, or drive—-they come to Alaska to fish.
Southeast Alaskan communities have come fo depend on this economic resource for
survival.

Now, my clients’ fishing experience in Southeast Alaska could be diminished by 50%.
Unfortunately, it costs me exactly the same amount (or more, with rising fuel costs) to
take them fishing. You can see what a complicated business position this puts me in. |
have had cancellations this year due to the pending NMFS decisions on halibut bag
lumits.

The North Pacific Fisheries Management Council is currently considering charter halibut
allocation. I'm writing to advocate that the Council expand its options for analysis o
include a fixed pound allocation for Area 2C and Area 3A that is high enough 1o support
the fleet that will exist under the charter moratorium plan that the Council adopted last
year, That amount should be sufficient to allow for a season of traditional length with a
two fish daily bag limit, the same limit the industry has historically operated under for
decades without adversely affecting the halibut resource. Tt should also include
additional pounds beyond the 1.9 million pounds for Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds for
Arca 3A, the highest levels currently in the analysis, to accommodate the 72 new permits
in Area 2C and 91 new permits in Area 3A that the Council included for qualified
commumities in those areas. The current options before the Council do not include an
amount that will support the moratorium qualified fleet plus the new community permits,
and adopting a allocation that will not support the effort levels the Council apreed to in
the moratorium is certain to mean this allocation issue will remain a problem for years to
come.

Al a mimimnum, the Council needs to select as its preferred alternative a fixed allocation
of at least 1.9 million pounds in Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds in Area 3A. This is
presently the highest option before the Council, and stll represents less than what has
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aiready been harvested in Area 2C in 2005. A fixed allocation is needed so charter
operators and sport fishermen can plan for the each upcoming season. A fixed allocation
also ensures that the Council, NMFS, and the State won't have to devote time and
resources to annual changes in halibut regulations.

The constantly changing halibut regulations and potential one fish daily bag limit could bring the
charter industry —a vital part of Southeast Alaska’s economy — to collapse. Canada and Area 3A
are pot facing a similar one fish daily liuit—what is to stop sport fishermen from going to either
of these areas to obtain two fish? The NMFS estimates that a one fish daily bag limit would
result in 9,000 to 27,000 fewer anglers fishing in Area 2C. At $500 per angler (a very
conservative estimate) these reductions would translate into a direct loss of at least $4.5 to $13.5
ntillion annually in Area 2C. This is a tremendous risk that the Council need not impose on
Southeast Alaska communities.

The charter industry differs from the commercial industry in that it depends on stability
and advance potice of rules—most clients book their trips a year out. Also, my business
and other charter operators cannot significantly increase or decrease capacity from year to
year, adjusting to annual increases/decreases in allocation. You simply can’t build more
rooms or put more people on & boat you don’t have, any more than you can mothball
rooms or boats you do have. This is why a fixed allocation is as important as the number
of pounds of fish.

Alaska needs a charter halibut industry with stability. That is why the Council should
add to the options for analysis a new higher fixed allocation that would actually
accommodate the chartor fleet as it will exist under the moratorium. At a minimum, the
Council should select as the preferred altarpative a fixed pound allocation at least 1.9
million pounds for Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds for Area 3A to preserve the charter
industry in Alaska as it exists today. Allocating a minimum of 6.05 million pounds —a
mere 8.2 percent of the average amount of halibut allocated by the Intemational Pacific
Halibut Commission to the fisheries off Alaska — is a viable solution. The Council
regularly adopts rules that allow commercial fisheries off Alaska to take more than 10
million pounds of halibut annually in the form of bycatch — forty percent more than the
minimum amount the charter industry is seeking to stay in business.

Thank you for your consideration of my letter.

Respectfully,
,

apt. Chris Conder
Rum Runner Charters
POB 210954
Auke Bay, AK. 99821
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The Whale's Eye Lodge
PO Box 210166

Auke Bay, Alaska

99821

(907) 723-2920

E-mail whaleseye@starband.net

www. JuneauAlaskaFishing.com

NPFMC
605 W. 4™, Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 9959]

3/21/2008 ]
Agenda item C-6 AR

Dear Council Members, P iy

My family and 1 operate a small fishing lodge on a remote island near Junean. We started building our
lodge in 1986 and opened for business in 1993, Our Lodge caters to from 2 to 6 clients at a time and
operates June through August. My wife and I, and my son and his family derive all of our income
from our small lodge operation. From the time we began operation our clients have harvested
approximately 150 to 200 halibut per year. We have not increased our catch or our capacity nor do we
intend to.

I am writing again to ask that the North Council consider an allocation that provides the charter
industry enough fish so my family business can survive. Afier several years in day charters and 15
years of lodge operation we still live with the uncertainty that our income and investment could vanish
with a Motion of the North Pacific Fisheries Management Council. We have lived through several
attempts al & moratorium, a GHL that was implemented without constraint of new participants,
increasing pressures from the commercial industry to curtail growth in the charter harvest and for the
last two scasons a one fish limit hanging over our heads like a puillotine.

Through all this we have faced no resource emergencies. Our small family business has practiced
what 1 consider good management. We face no debt issues. We have striven to conduct ourselves in a
sustainable manner. We use the most energy efficient equipment we can afford and make use of
altemnative fuel when we can. We recycle our renewable waste products. We operate within the law
and we encourage our clients to harvest only what they need. We contribute to the economy of our
community. The only failure [ can identify is our failure to present ourselves as worthy of a reasonable
allocation from this Council.

As [ write this we arc waiting for a final decision from the Secretary on the June 2007 Council Motion
1o restrict 2-C charter bag limits to un-marketable levels based on projections known to have inflated
the charter harvest by more than twenty percentage points.

Where fishing is a way of life
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1 can only judge the intent of this Council from its actions and the actions of this Council so far
indicate what appears to be a willful intent to bankrupt long standing lodge and multi day operations to
maintain the value of commercial IFQs. Y hope 1 am wrong. 1would like to think that balancing the
bharvest between users is paramount on your minds. I would like to think that a healthy commercial
fishery existing along side a healthy charter fleet is the primary goal of this Council in making halibut
allocation decisions. I strongly feel that both industries, flourishing, is the best possible option; best
for the communities, best for Alacka and best for the prosperity of our children.

If the intent of the Council is to maintain a viable lodge and charter industry in Alaska under the

moratorium then it is imperative to consider a bealthy charter industry option for analysis. This option

needs to represent a full season two fish bag linit, no aumual limit, skipper crew retention. I request

ﬁaﬁxedpmmds aption of 2.2MIb for 2C, 4.7Mib for 3A be placed in the fixed pounds menu for
ysis.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter,

Rick Bierman
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Cd)' AlaskaLongline

FISHERMEN'S ASSOCIATION

403 Lincoln Street, Suite 237 Sitka, Alaska 993}5
March 26, 2008 o s

Chairmasa Eric Olson and Council Members

North Pacific Fisheries Management Council .
605 West 4™ Ave., Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Chairman Olson and members of the Council,

On behalf of the Alaska Longline Fishermen’s Association (ALFA), 1 am submutting the
following comments on Ageada Item C-6 Regulatory Amendment for Catch Sharing Plan
between the Halibut Charter aud Setlive Industry in IPHC Regulatory Areas 2C and 3A,

Interi t
As the Council is well aware, ALFA has participated in efforts to address the uncontrotled growth
in the halibut charter sector for the past 15 years. ALFA proposed a number of the elements
currently included in the proposed interim Catch Sharing Plan, including quota share leasing
opportunities for individual charter operators (crossover proposal) and uncoupling charter harvest
from the setline harvest (separate accountability). When the initial draft of the Interim Plan
mandated closure of the charter season if the GHL was reached, Al.FA joined the work protip to
develop an alternative less onerous to the charter industry. ALFA steod before the Council with
representatives of both the charter and settine industry to express support for sorme of the
elements of the catch sharing plan that are currently before you. ALFA continues to suppont
those elements that address the Council’s problem statement, both problem statements specific to
this issue and problem statements that have guided development of the halibut charter
management plan since 1993,

That said, ALFA's support of the Catch Sharing Pian has been significantly compromised
by elements and options that exacerbate, rather than address issues identified in the
problem siatement—namely uncompensated reallocation of quota between sectors und
allocations that uncouple the charter sector from abundance. These options DO NOT
address the Council’s problem statement; in fact, they do exactly the opposite. promoting
instability and further imbalance between “the needs of all who depend on the halibut resource
for food, sport or tivelihood.” {Problem statement guiding this amendment) For reasons
discussed in more detail below, ALFA recommends these options be dropped from the
analynis,

Note: Althosgh most included statistics are specific lo 2C, these comments have equal bearing
on both 2C and 3A.

Defining the Problem
El =initi io

83
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March 26, 2008

Chairman Eric Olson and Council Members
Maorth Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 W. 4™ Avenue, Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Eric and Council Members,

| am writing to comment on agenda item C-6: Regulatory amendment for a catch sharng
plan between the halibut charter and commercial longline sectors in IPHC regulatory arca
2C and area 3A. | am a retired ADF&G groundfish biologist having worked lor ADF&G
for over 25 years. My comments largely surround the conservation and managemeni
needs for sustainable resource management.

| was encouraged 1o hear Governor Palin address fisheries management in her State of the
State address with these words “We're supporting our tremendous fisheries — for 150
years they have been the economic and social heart of vur coastal communities. They
define and sustain us, and [ will not let politics interfere with managemeni-for-
abundance of our largest private sector employer®.

Abundance-based manapement is the only acceptable approach for sustainable
management of resources and Alaska has lead the world in conservation-based [isheries
management. [t is unacceptable to have options that are not tied to abundance move
forward for further analysis. Please remove Options 2 and 3 from Element |. Under the
current stock assessment and the 0.93 charter industry GHL., most of the alternatives
under these options exceed this vear's GHL. By setting the charter industry allocation to
a percent based on abundance they will become more responsible resource stewards anad
will benefit from this directly. The IFQ system has directly increased the resouree
stewardship of commercial setline fishermen — this stewardship is unlikely to continue il
setline fishermen are penalized because of unregulated growth in a new industry.

| would urge the Council to use the same standards and prninciples used to manage
commercial fisheries for management of the charter industry. This industry hus been

peorly managed for years, resulting in large over runs of their GHL. It would be o terrible -
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Victoria O’Connell 20f3

precedent to allow this sector to benefit directly from poor management. The industry has
been on potice that they were expected to be managed for the published GHL levels and
the fact that their catch may have exceeded these levels is not a relevant starting point for
discussion of reatlocation. The commercial sector clearly has more demand for halibut
than their quota but is well managed to hold harvest to their allocation. Do you teally
want other commercial fisheries to exceed quotas in an effort to have more resource
allocated to them? It is almost ridiculous to think the Council would reallocate resource
unde this scenario but somehow the charter industry is held toa lesser standard than
other industries.

Catch accounting is critical to stock assessment and sustainable fisheries management, It
is very clear from the recent ADF&G report evaluating the charter logbook program the
hat neither the SWHS nor the Jogbook program accurately represents catch. 1 am troubled
by procedure to edit the SWHS catch numbers to the bag limit when differences are
greater than the bag limit but small, and make an uninformed decision on edits whep
differences are great. The logbook data provides a timely method of collecting
information and is likely to be more valid than the SWHS but only if there is independent
verification of that data. Creel samplers should be required to collect all logbook pages
when approaching a skipper for an interview and they should be requited to count all
halibut landed from interviewed trips. If current funding is insufficient for this purpose
than the charter business should be assessed a fee, similar to the IFQ program. to help pay
for enforcement and management of their fishery. I suggest that license holders should be
required to legibly sign the back of the logbook page for their trip verifying the catch.
This would make logbook pages more similar to fish tickets and tie anglers and gu ides 1o
the trip. This would also allow ADF&G or NMES to subsample trips for secondary
interviews of clients.

1 encourage the Council to read the National Academy of Science Report “Review of
Recreational Fishing Survey Methods™ (http:/www.nap.edwcatalog/1161 6.html). 1
encourage staff to consider contracting Dr. Lynne Stokes (SMU) and Dr. Jay Breidt

(CSU), statisticians who served o this panel, to review and evaluate charter catch
accounting.

Finally, please consider the impacts of any increase in charter allocation to rock{ish
stocks. In area 2C the demersal shelf rockfish allocation was made by the Board of

Fisheries to allow bycatch of DSR during charter halibut fishery and is not sufficient to
allow increase in harvest. The charter allocation of DSR was exceeded in 2007.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Victoria O’Connell
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March 25, 2008
Hip oo
Chairman Eric Olsen and Council Members STt
North Pacific Fishery Management Council .
Anchorage, AK -

Re: Regulatory Amendment for a Catch Sharing Plan between the Halibut Charter and
Commercial Longline Sectors in JPHC Regulatory Area 2C

Dear Eric and Council Members,

in the commercial fishing industry there are many variables and there are many risks.
However, one thing is sure. Conservation of our resources is absolutely necessary lor
sustainability. Conservation and sustainability takes management. Through managemeht
and effective enforcement of these principles, the commercial fishing industry has
sustained. We need to manage all usets groups and hold them to the same standards. The
charter fishing industry needs to be held accountable for their actions and given the
necessary tools for a successful, sustainable fishery that stays within their allocation. To
do this we support changing the GHL to an allocation with a direct correlation with
growth and decline of the halibut biomass. We support a charter industry allocation of
13% of the 2C Fishery CEY. This is equivalent to their original GHL (which gave 25%
for growth), and is also equal to the recent 3 year average percent of Fishery CEY and the
2008 percent of Fishery CEY.

If growth is necessary in the charter industry, allow them to lease quota sharc so that the
cost of their growth is paid by them and not at the expense of the commercial fleet. Quota
share costs money and the commercial fleet has invested heavily in this federal program.
Uncompensated realiocation will destroy many commercial businesses and increase the
tensions between these two seclors.

We ask the Council to remember that the purpose of this amendment is to reduce tensions
in coastal communities by setting a hard allocation and designing a program that
compensates the commereial sector for any future reallocations.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Dyt .
" Thel Nlasev.

Noaler

a4
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Petition Letter 3
Catch Sharing Plan between Halibut Charter and Commercial Area 2C )
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Petition Letter 4 March 25,2008
Catch Shanng Plan between Halibut Charter and Commercial Area 2C
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Mr. Eric Olson, Chair -

North Pacific Fisheries Management Council Cam 3/22/08
605 West 4™ Ste 306 v
Anchorage, AK. 99501

Dear Chair Olson,

I am writing to comment on the Halibut Charter Catch Sharing Plan. My name is Jeff
Farvour, and I am & crewmember op a 46 longline boat in Sitka, AK.

Currently, 1 am, trying to purchase some 2C Halibut quota because 1 would like to
spend the rest of my life commercial fishing for halibut out of my home, Sitka (some
think that I am ctazy). | am struggling with the idea of investing 50 much, just to have it
reallocated to the charter industry. A good portion of my income used to be made by
commercial longlining halibut in 2C, but  have seen my paycheck diminished from the
reduced catch limits in our 2C halibut quota. I see the quota reductions as a responsibility
{0 resource consérvation that is necessary for all user groups to support. [ believe that this
will ensure that all user groups and consumers will be able to enjoy Alaska halibut in the
future. Some speculate that reduced catches bring higher prices, but we have yet to sec
that, nor should we depend on that assumption.

1 support Alternative 2, Element 1, Option 1a as an allocation for the charter sector. 1
believe that all users of the halibut resource need to have limits that ace connected to
abundance-based management. If there were a need for even more halibut for the charter
industry, I would suppost a Jease program that allows a limited amount of [FQ halibut 1o
be Jeased by the charter fleet.

An important reality to consider in this issue is localized depletion. The localized
depletion problem around Sitka is growing and I am sure that it is significant in other
communities as well. The amount of tensions here in Sitka continue to grow and I really
don’t see it getting any better until we get a handle on the newest business of high-impact
resource extraction, the charter sector.

Thank you for the opportunity to give input on this issue.

Sincerely, q J\/L 4/
Jeff Farvour - ]

Sitka

@9
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March 26, 2008

Chairman Eric Olson and Council Members
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
Anchorage AK

Dear Eric and Council Members

I began commercial fishing in Alaska in 1996. The recently imptemented IFQ program
was still being met with skepticism from many. Fisherman who were not originally
issued quota were especially frustrated with the prospect using capital to purchasc a right
that other were issued. I have watched as that system has been proven a successful
management pool of a limited and changing resource.

Last fall | purchased my first block of halibut quota. | leveraged what capital | had to
purchase a small block of 2C halibut. I plan on continuing to invest in the halibut (ishery
to build a future for my young family. When I borrowed money to purchase my pounds. 1
understocd that the resource was not infinite or static. I accept that quotas witl be
adjusted to protect the resource. Owning a quota share that varies with the biomass and
management decisions has propelled me into political involvement. Stakeholders who are
involved in the political process are an essential component to sustainable fisheries.

Turge the council allocate the halibut catch in all user groups based on the changing
biomass of the resource. If the balibut charter industry is issued a static volume of fish to
harvest, they will be exempted from political involvement. The fisheries need every
stakeholder active in the sustainability of the resource. If all hafibut harvested in Alaska
are accounted for and managed there will be plenty of opportunity for alt business who
depend on this resource to succeed.

Stephen Rhoads
Sitka AK
f/'v Bertha R
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Petersburg Vessel Owners Association

P.O. Box 232
Petersburg, Alaska 99833
Phone (907) 772-9323
March 25, 2008
Eric Olson, Chair AL
North Pacific Fishery Management Council e
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306 __ e
Anchorage, AK 99501 S

Via Fax: 907.271.2817
RE: AGENDA ITEM C-6 CHARTER HALIBUT MANAGEMENT
Dear Chairman Olson and Members of the Council,

Petersburg Vesset Qwners Association is a diverse group of commezcial fishermen based
in Alaska, We participate in a variety of fisheries statewide with our foremost interest
being the commercial longline fisheries managed by the North Pacific Fishery
Management Council. PVOA appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Regulatory
Amendment for a Catch Sharing Plan between the Halibut Charter and Commercial
Longline Sectors in IPHC Area 2C and Area 3A, agenda item C-6.

PVOA supports ALTERNATIVE 2, OPTION 1, SUBOPTION A, which includes a fixed
percentage initial allocation based on the current GHL formula (125% of the 1995-1999
average charter harvest) that floats with resource abundance.

ELEMENT I- INITIAL ALLOCATION

PVOA supports an abundance-based allocation based on the current GHL formuia as it
was originally established as that number was calculated by providing an extra 25% room
for growth on top of historical harvest. Any GHL above the current GHL is encouraging
a sector for exceeding allocation. An allocation based on fixed poundage is unacceptable
a5 it does not promote stewardship for the resource that we are afl dependant upon. Each
sector needs to be held accountable for the health of the resource and a fixed poundage
allocation does not accomplish that.

ELEMENT 2- ANNUAL REGULATORY CYCLE

PVOA is in support of Element 2 that links and allocation to an annual regulatory
analysis of management measures that take into account the projected CEY for the
following year and any overages by the charter industry in the past year(s). Any underage
would accrue to the benefit of the halibut biomass and would not be reatlocated leaving
halibut in the water and thus contributing to the overall biomass.
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Petersburg Vessel Owners Association

£.0. Box 232
Petersburg, Alaska 99833
Phone (907) 7729323

March 23, 2008

Eric Olson, Chair

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306

Anchorage, AK 99501

Via Fax: 907.271.2817

RE: AGENDA ITEM C-6 CHARTER HALIBUT MANAGEMENT
Dear Chairman Olson and Members of the Council,

Petersburg Vessel Owners Association is a diverse group of commercial fishermen based
in Alaska. We participate in a variety of fisheries statewide with our foremost interest
being the commercial longline fisheries managed by the North Pacific Fishery
Management Council. PVOA appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Regulatory
Amendment for a Catch Sharing Plan between the Halibut Charter and Commercial
Longline Sectors in IPHC Area 2C and Area 3A, agenda item C-6.

PVOA supports ALTERNATIVE 2, OPTION 1, SUBOPTION A, which includes a fixed
percentage initial allocation based on the current GHL formula (125% of the 1995-1999
average charter harvest) that floats with resource abundance.

ELEMENT I- INITIAL ALLOCATION

PVOA supports an abundance-based allocation based on the current GHL formula as it
was originally established as that number was calculated by providing an extra 25% room
for growth on top of historical harvest. Any GHL above the current GHL is encouraging
a sector for exceeding allocation. An allocation based on fixed poundage is unacceptable
as it does not promote stewardship for the resource that we are all dependant upon. Each
sector needs to be held accountable for the health of the resource and a fixed poundage
allocation does not accomplish that.

ELEMENT 2- ANNUAL REGULATORY CYCLE

PVOA is in support of Element 2 that links and aflocation to an annual regulatory
anatysis of management measures that take into account the projected CEY for the
following year and any overages by the charter industry in the past year(s). Any underage
would accrue to the benefit of the hatibut biomass and would not be reallocated leaving
halibut in the water and thus contributing to the overall biomass.
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March 20, 2008

The Honorable Sarah Palin
Govemor of Alaska

P.0O. Box 110001

Juneau, AK 99811-0001

Mr. Eric Olson
Chairman Map .

North Pacific Fishery Management Council © 2008
605 West 4th, Suite 306 e

Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252 S

Deaar Governor Palin and Chairman Qlson:

All of us who have signed below are writing you to express our strong support for a fixed
annual allocation of at least 1.9 million pounds of halibut in Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds of
balibut in Azea 3A for charter fishing off Alaska. Sport caught fish is one of Alaska’s most
value-added resources, and contributes tens of millions of dollars to the economies of coastal
communities in Southeast and Southcentral Alaska.

Alaska needs a charter industry with stability. Adopting a fixed pound allocation of at
least 1.9 million pounds for Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds for Atea 3A would provide for the
continuation of the charter industry in Alaska as it exists today. Allocating 6.05 million pounds —
only 8.2 percent of the average amount of halibut allocated each year by the International Pacific
Halibut Commission (IPHC) to the fisheries off Alaska - is a reasonable solution. It is the level
that most closely tracks what charter anglers caught in 2005, the year the Council chose as the
comtrol date for the charter fleet moratorium. 6.05 million pounds is far less than the 11 million
plus pounds of halibut taken annually by commercial fisheries in the form of bycatch under rules
recommended by the Council, and just 10.4 percent of the 58 million pounds allocated on
average by the [IPHC to the commnercial halibut fleet off Alaska since 1998.

The charter industry differs from the commercial industry in that it depends on stability
and advance notice of rules—most clients book their trips a year out. Charter operators cannot
significantly increase or dectease capecity from year to year to adjust to annual increases or
decreases in allocation. They simply can’t build more rooms or put more people on a boat they
don’t have, any more than they can afford to mothball rooms or boats they do have. The charter
fleet is also different from the commercial fieet becanse they do not soll pounds of fish, they sell
a fishing experience, which is based on client expectations of the opportunity to catch fish. To
remain competitive in the global marketplace, Alaskan charter operators need to reliably offer
their clients the opportunity to catch two halibut & day, something they have traditionally been
able to do for decades.

The North Pacific Fishery Management Council has adopted numerous different
management regimes for fisheries off Alaska. Each is tailored to best meet the needs of that
particular fishing industry segment. The Council needs to adopt a management scheme that
makes sense for the charter industry, and should not adopt measures simply because they mirror
how the commercial fleet is managed. A fixed pound allocation of at least 1.9 million pounds for
Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds for Area 3A will provide certainty and stability for both the
charter industry and the commercial industry. It will also ensure that the State, the North Pasific
Fishery Management Council, NMFS, and the commercial and charter industry participants
won’t have to devote significant time and resources to annual changes in halibut regulations.
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Thank you for your consideration of this letter.
Respectfully.

Merre
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Bryan Bondich
P.O. Box 66

Homer, Ak, 32603

. SO
- Bl LA
March 26, 2008 bidp
A
M. Eric Olson -
Chairman

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 Wast 4", Suite 306

Anchorage, Ak. 99501-2252

Fax(907) 271-2817

i own and aperate a halibut charter/adventure service out of Homer. | have been a participant in
the fishery since 1992 and have made significant investments in my business. | experience an annual
expense overhead in excess of 80%. Nearly every dallar | make is reinvested in safety gear or enhanced
opportunities for my ¢lients. | take home an annual personal income well below the National Poverty
level. 1At the time | started my business, and at this time | have 3 constitutional right to continue what

t've built for myself.

| came to Alaska to live a life free of corrupt government and big money control, where | could
make what | could for myself and just go fishing in the middie of nowhere and mind my own business.
Well, since we know each other, that obviously has not happened. Throughout my involvement in “the
process”, | have learned how to properly address and testify before the Council. | have always been
respectful and courteous, albeit generally poignant. 1 have reaily worked hard to work with the Council
and not be counterproductive.

In order to fairly and reasonably analyze the "policy” and the aptions presented for an initial allocaticn
scheme batween halibut fishery sectars, it is imperative to review and evaluate the following
considerations with respect to substantial negative ecpnomic impacts to the charter sector and its
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communities, which are dependent on a healthy charter fleet and the tourism it generates, as well as,
the safe access such a fleet provides the public to Their resource:

1. The history of GHL “Policy™

2. The affect on and perception of the guided recreational angler.

3, The "Need” and “Problem” for which the proposed action Is a “Solution”.

4. The DATA which defines and supports, or invalidates the “Need” for action and or the action
itself.

S. The Economic Comparisons which justify or invalidate the “Need” or the “Fairaess and
Equitability” of substantially negatively impacting the livelihoods of the charter operator and
causing significant economic hardship to the communities that depend a healthy charter fleet.

6. Viable options which are available and feasible, which are Not in conflict with current and
applicable law, which will Not have burdensome and expensive administration and enforcement
costs, and will Not have likely significant economic hardships Imposed on Elther sector or the
communities which depend on them,

It 2l began in Dec .1991. The Councll decide to “give away” the right to access a public
resource(the Pacific Halibut} in an effort to promote safety at sea (that’s ok those guys really needed
some extra element of safety).

Immediately the commercially controlled advisory panel { + 2.5 BILLION dollars of represented
commercial interests (20} VS. 1 recreational voice) realized the potential windfall from the public
resource and wanted it all befare the infant charter fleet became aware of fisheries politics.

In Feb. of '92, a proposal had already been submitted, by the Alaska Longline Fisherman
Assoclatlon, to cap the charter fleet {and the unguided recreational angter), in order to “establish® a
“right” to the halibut resource; based on the intent (and stated Purpose and Need) of “minimizing the
reduction in QS value”; which was “caused” by “the dramatic and uncontrolled growth of the
recreational sectar”. With the Advisory Panel comprised almost entirely of commercial Interests, the
concept was welcomed with open arms and they jumped at the opportunity to crush the infant charter
fleet. In Nov. of ‘92, (the director of ALFA) was appointed to the Council and then all the fun really
began. (Since that time, there has NEVER been a time when ALFA did NOT hold , at least 10% of the
Councll and Advisory Panet seats). {note; ALFA represents less than 10% of individual commercial 05

holders; and over 90% of the iargest QS holders, by volume).

By 1585, the commercial dominated AP and Council had masterminded a scheme to create
“policy” before the charter sector and the recreational angler were even aware of fisheries politics.
Realizing their plan would be in direct violation of National Standard #5 {of the mandate which dictates
and authorizes their authority) which clearly states: “....nn measure shall be soley based on ecanomic
allocation.” {Particularly with respect to... a "give away” program.}, as weli as the spirit, intent, and 709
of the remaining Standards of the Magnuson/Stevens Act: and realizing the conundrum of legally
justifying their action (in the face of such blatant disregard for #5), they brilliantly tossed in a few fishery

"buzzwords” and a bunch of fog factor about community stability and socloeconomic well-being etc.
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Since that time (with the exception of rescinding the fatally flawed IFQ programy}, the Council's
Intent has been to legally manipulate, procedurally circumvent, and politically wrangle to implemant a
terribly poor, inherently flawed, and, at best, questionably legal “policy”. [ don’t understand why the
Council refuses to pursue a management scheme that will be successful, legally founded, and trufy “fair
and equitable” to ALL users. (and not SOLEY for the exponential economic benefit of the 1129
individua! members of the longline sector}.

When 1 first confronted Chris Oliver, while he was speaking, as NPFMC executive director, at the
NOAA “empowering communities” Conference quite a few years ago, the question | asked was, what
responsibility does the Council have to the public; and how does anyone non-commercial be even
recognized. | explalned at the time that this question stemmed from my Councif experiences when a
huge number charter operators had sgent hundreds of dollars of their hard earned money teo stand
before the Councif and oppose ANY “unneeded” biolagically unfounded GHL action. The Council
completely ignored the needs a2nd opinicns of the industry and alf those who supported them; and went
on ahead with ne consideration. Chris stated, at the time, that the Council was: required to actin
accordznce with the Magnuson/Stevens Act and ALL of the National Standards, and thusly, were
required to be responsible and responsive ta ALL those that use an/or benefit from the resource; and
that the way to be recognized, is to be “involved” In the Councll “process”.

Since that time, | have become absorbed. | have attended nearly avery subsequent meeting,

nearly every stakeholders meeting; | have submitted my name muttiple times for various committees. |
- have spent thousands of dollars | don’t have, and heen away from my home for over a hundred days in

the last several years. |, and many others, have giver up all aspects of life to “participate in the Council
‘Pracess”. (I personally have not been allowed to participate in committees or backroom discussions,
because the Commercial (longline sector) controlled “Council Process” does not want to be held to ANY
degree of legal or scientific accountability). Still to this day, the charter industry is NOT recognized
{except for the small handful, willing to sell out their industry and the recreational angler} as having a
valid credible voice. We are merely considered to be an annoying little gnat that stands in the way of
the political, not resource based, agenda.

From the time the charter fleet was first bullied into fishery politics, the charter industry has
worked diligently in an attempt to prevent future “conflicts” among user groups. This is most recently
exemplified by the industry’s reluctant willingness to concede to a moratorium with the intent of
creating a “freeze” on the fleet size and specificaily for the purpose of gathering accurate data to be
used In decision making, The industry eventually accepted this measure “in good faith” with the
misguided understanding that this Council would collect {or, at least, gather publicly available data'}, in
an un bias fashion, and then actually analyze comprehensive, accurate, and reasonably comparative
socioeconomic and harvest data PRIOR to decision making.

We have repeatedly shown a willingness explora the possibility of an official allocation. We
have explained a willingness to accept an official fixed (non-floating) aliccatlon which was sufficient

! (MeDowell Group report 2006) hitp://sitka.net/downoads3/Sitka%20Visitar®20Data, pdf,

http:/fwww.fakr.noaa.gov/rarn/ifqreports.htm,‘




Mar 26 08 04:55p Donna Bondioli 907-235-4114 P.4

enough to maintain the charter fleet into the future. An allocation established to provide some stability
to the sector. We have been willing to work under these guidelines with the understanding that we
want 10 see the whole (or....some,... ANY kind of (?)) picture, prior to decision making. The Council does
not even understand the basic sociceconomic picture and, we (the charter sector and the guided
recreational angler) are 2 valid, economically impartant user group, and we want potentially
economically devastating “decision making” based on some kind of {or ANY) substantive data.

The Council has egregiously Ignored its responsibilities to even attempt to collect and present
relevant data. Since the Sole stated Purpose and Need for “controlling the growth of the charter
sector” {clearly pubiished in the Federal Register) is to pravent the reduction in QS value, it is of critical
importance and absolutely mandatory for the Council to present actual real data which reflects the
values of QS. Itis extremely disconcerting that absolutely 100% relevant DATA, which is [elsewhere)
collected and publicly presented, by the Council’s own agency {NOAA), has NOT been presented for
analysis at ANYTIME or ANYWHERE, and, if fact, has been intentionally concealed.

In addition, the efforts made by the Council to present ANY kind of secioeconomic information,
or to even attempt to present some kind of socioeconomic comparison, are Not “fair and Equitable” and
are woefully unacceptable. Having been a participant in the 2C 11/27/07 GHL “analysis” “key informant
interview” {9 people) ) experienced the extent to which the Council was willing to gather pertinent
information. The Scope of the Interview was vastly incemplete, based on the personal opinicas of 1.3%
of potentially affect operators, {except % of us aren’t from 2C), and not relevant in any way ta the
Purpose and Need. There was Zero attempt to quantify ANY negative impacts to the charter cperator,
much less the State, and particularly NOT the communities which are DEPENDENT on a healthy resource
and a healthy charter industry. it was purely intended to generate some hogwash in order to create an
illusion that the Council was satisfying their legal requirements, It is disconcerting that although we
have expressed a willingness to “see the picture”, the Council insists on presenting a grade school
scribble as a Van Gogh. {Not surprisingly, the current allocation “analysis” lists ZERQ, as the number of
charter operators and community officials consuited with respect to significant negative economic [or
any) impacts).

For 16 years now, our industry has been fighting a problem statement which is hased sclely, on
"achieving the Magnuson/Stevens Standards” and developed because, “the rapid and uncontrolled
growth of the charter sector would decrease the vatue of Commercial Quota Shares".

Our efforts finally brought to light the blatant disregard (by the Council) for the spirit, the intent,
and 80% of the Nationai Standards in developing the “charter IFQ Plan", and it was rescinded in 12/05.
All of a sudden, NOAA attorneys, NPFMC lawyers, the Councll members and Staff started saying that the
Magnuson/Stevens Act did Not apply, at all, to halibut. Apparently, according to the Council, that after
14 years, the only applicable legal statute pertaining to restricting or bankry pting the charter sector is
from the Halibut Act, which states that aliocations Must be "fair and Equitable” to all users. This
statement drops the qualification contained within the National Standard which includes: “except that
No allocation shall be solely for economic purposes.”

With the IFQ plan rescinded, our industry reverts, in theary back to GHL policy. Which, of
course, is based on achievement of the Naticnal Standards of the Magnuson/Stevens Act: And the
rapid growth of the charter sector reducing the quota share value.
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At the time the Secretary of Commerce signed the finai GHL rule as "advisory" (not an
allocation}, the 2nalysis did not even present the INCREASE in Quota Share Value {well over 300%, at the
time), which publicly available on NOAA's website. (see attached discussion on GHL “nalley”™),

{99% of these currently presented alfocation options are based an arbitrary and capricious GHL
policy; and, in additior,..... are based on no definable "NEED* or "PROBLEM" (See attached discussion
on the GHL, problem statement, atc.).

Below is the stated purpose for imposing an insufficient and legally unfounded allocation
scheme:

vifi) = ‘The purpose of the proposed action Is to : (1) create a plan to set an initial allocation {which
would), (2) design a program to compensate the commercial sector.....because the GHL was

“exceeded”...; And intended to stop the De Facto reaflocation. (de fac - to : actual ly existing, esp.
when without lawful authority §* {ironically this sounds like the very definition of GHL history and
“policy”} :

The intent on this allocation is to restrict the guided angler harvest (p. ), based on
ZERO data{again), to guarantee an artificial market for the sale of Quota Shares (which, of
course, are LEASED share-based access rights). There has been ZERO attempt by this Council in
16 years (even though it was a stated concern for GHL “problem since 1993} to gather or even
create the ilusion of analyzing ANY socio-economic data. Although this Council has repeatedly
quoted 2807 McDowell Group studies with regard to Commercial Economics, they have
steadfastly refused to admit to recent, relevant, unblased studies commissioned from the

o McDowell Group by the Sitka community development and tourism bureau. These studies

indicate (when applied to simple mathematics) the potential losses to charter operators and
communities to range from the 10's of millions to a Hundred million doliars annually...... Yet
this information is not presented.

After countless millions of dollars, and 16 wasted years, ! cannot understand why the Council
refuses to try to implement a2 ptan which will be suecessful, and pass legal muster; and Insists on using
questionable legal wrangling and Council rhetoric to try to create a de facto (de fac-to : actually

existing, esp. when without lawful authority) reallocation away from the guided
recreational angler and those businesses that service them.

2.) Here is a quote from one of my long standing clients, an Anchorage
resident, which she submitted for comment of the proposed 2C restrictions in
November, It very pertinent, as the Council has failed to recognize the impacts of a
speculated 25-80,000 guided recreational anglers; which the Councii is considering
depriving of the opportunity and right to experience the wonders of the Alaskan ocean.

“t am a recreational angler. | choose to aceess my public halibut resource via a charter service, |
choose this method of harvesting MY fish because our local waters are among the most deadly in the
world. Using a charter service, ! know that SAFETY is the first priarity, and thot those services are
required by law to have the necessary equipment to keep me olive in case of a potentially deadly
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occurrence. | belfeve that the NPEMC, in considering the efimination of my constitutional right to access a
public resource, has the responsibifity and obligation to use the “best ovailable data® (publicly available,
current, and most importantly, extremely relevant} to present for analysis und actually analyze {by
definition and NOT Council rhetoric) for the purposes of conservation and science based fishery
management, |believe that the Commercially controlied Councif and its process has intentionally been
remiss and negligent, as well as, arbitrary and capricious, in its attempts to satisfy its political agenda
(justification of very poor “policy”) of trying to “give eway” mare of MY public resource; to cover up the
evidence that MY public resource should have never been “given away” in the first place. | am sickened
that the Federal Government and the NPFMC has not felt it was importont to present extremely relevant
FACTUAL dota which is published by its own agency. THIS REEKS OF CORUPTION TO ME. With the
political mood of this country screaming for the Change in backroom big money politics, it is High time
that the Federal Government step up to the plate and STOP the “gaad vle boy” system which has
dominated and prevalied in Alaskan fishery “rulemaking”.

* In order to implement a successfal (“fair and equitable”, based on solid legal
foundation, and NOT e¢conomically devastating) allocation scheme; it is extremely
important for the Council to evaluate WHY the Council has failed to previously
implement a tegally supported allocation; and WHY it has taken 16 years to get back to
the initial review stage,

3.) Although the “analysis” states that the Council®s intent is to provide, predictability, stability, and the
“historical” oppertunity to harvest 2 fish per client per day. There is offered discussion that an initial
allecation be based only on the “historical” harvest rate (somewhere between 1,2-1.8 fish/client), My
perscnal average is well over 1.9 fish per client. The only time my clients do not catch a limit (of some
size) is when my cllents only want to retain one fish for dinner and then caich and retease for the
remainder of the trip. Why should my future cllents be penalized because my past clients were
“conservation” minded? Why shauld 2C clients be penalized because the virually unregulated longline
fleet has been detrimental to the traditional sport fishing success rate.

When our clients bogk at trip, they book with the understanding that they have a legal opportunity fo
harvest 2 fish per day. They do NOT book under the assumption that they have the oppertunity to
harvest 1.8, or 1.2, or (as the current maximum allocation option would compare to the number of
clients fished in 2008 (in 2C))....1.07 fish per cfient. Our clients do not sign a contract to caich a
specified poundage of halibut! They sign an agreement based on the epportunity {0 harvest the 2 fish per
client per day that THEY constitutionally ewn!  Our anglers understand and support rescurce
conservation. They also know how to read the publicly available FACTS. ffthere is NO biological,
canservation, or resource impact issues to consider,(and quite abviously, there is not), and thera is
Clearly an “unfair and “inequitable” division of the resource, then there is absolutely NQ way in Hell that
cur clients should not be allowed the opportunity to catch 2 fish each. THAT is all the justification we
should need to ask for an allocation which can support cur eurent (moratorium ?) fleet.

This brings me ta my next paint, the prevailing comment that WE (the charter sectar: the smallest, least
impactual user of the resource} must be able to defend our requests for survivable allscation aptions.
WHY?7? Why are we ever in the position that we must defend the recreational angler's current
constifutional right to safely access their resource?? Why must WE defend their right to thelr fish, OR our
right to take them?? it is the Cauncii's abligation and responsibility to defend Their "NEED" to restrict us

LLY
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1. Pages 15 and 50 of the EA Indicates IPHC CEY projections to increase, beginning in 2008, nearly 4
~ miilion {bs. in 2C and almost 16 miltion ibs In 3A by 2013. Certainly, this is not evidence that the
guided recraational angler NEEDS to be restricted or that our businesses and our communities NEED to

experience real economic devastation.

2. A huge percentage of 2C QS holders also fish 3A (and other areas, which have been afforded up lo
80% CEY overages), which is conveniently projected to realize a 16 mill. ibs (@ over $4ib) CEY
increase. Clearly this does NOT defend the NEED to implement an alfocation which is but a fraction of 2

fish per client per day.

3. Alarge part of The "Problem”, is the annualized growth rate of 6.8% (2C) and 4.1% {3A) over the past
11 years in the charter sector.
» According to page 15 and 50 of the EA, the projected average CEY incraase over the next 6

years to be 8.26% in 2C and 9.24% in 3A, with an overafl increase to the commaercial sactor
in each area being over 55%.
* As conirasted to the sole stated GHL *Need" and “Problem Statement® implying a 100%

conciusion that s presented on page 46 of this EA.

o “The percentage of the total halibut harvested by the charter sector in Area 2C
shows NO coasistent increasing or decreasing trend from 1995-2000.
However, from 2001-2006 the charter sector annually increased its percentage of
the combined harvest.”

¢ “In Area 3A, the charter sector percentage of the total decreased from 1995-
2000. Their percentage of the total spiked up in 2080 and then decreased
through 2002. The percentage was then fairly stable from 2003-2006. (total
change in 3A harvest over 10 years was - 10,000 lbs)

4. Table 25, page 58 shows a ten year increase in guided recreational harvest of only, 600,000 Ibs. +
350,000 Ibs. in 2C 2nd 840,000 ibs + 430,000 in 3A.

® Compare this to the Six year projected increass to the commercial sector of 4 MILLION [bs. in
2C and 16 MILLION [bs, in 3A.

5. During this whopping “out of control” 10 year increase (a sum total of 1.24 million ibs. _—+ 750,000
tbs.) in guided recreational harvest, the commercial sector has realized:

The trawl fleet in Alaska has averaged 12 million Ibs of wasted halibut resource annually.
The longline sector has been afforded an average harvest of over 58 million lbs, and an
undeterminable (yet, no doubt astronomical) volume of “sublegal” “released fish
mortality”.

Individual quota share values have increased in value by 300 % in area 2C and 340% in 3A,

Overall quota share values have Increased in value by a range of 287% to 444%.

*  Ex-vessel prices have jncreased by Over 200%.
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»  Overall ex-vesse! eamings have Increassd {abova and beyond 1995 earmnings) to a
cumulative total of $108 Mikilon in area 2C, $326 Million in 3A, and $811 Million statewide.
» After i6 years of claiming economic hardship at the hands of the charter sector. The
longline sector experienced Actual Losses due to CEY changes of ZERO dollars: And
experienced Actual Losses, due to the minimal growth in guided recreational harvest, of
ZERO doHiars.
Clearly this kind of ecanamic devastation, over the past ten years, CANNOT defend the "NEED" to further
restrict the guided rocreational sector beyond a moratorium.
6. Using simple mathematics based on information on page 99 and Table 56(p.99); the average
longline vassel (per area) received a gross revenue (for only halibut fandings) in 2004 of $132,698 in
area 2C or 3A. This page also indicates that this gross revenue only accounts far 52% of the vessels
eamings. As a rasuit, the Average longline vessel had a gross revenus of Over $265,000,
» Compare the average longline vessel gross revenue from 2008 {which we know continued
to increase exponentially) of Over $265.000, from page 99;
'S

o  with the statement from page 110: “Thus, the average (charter) vessel likely

genarated approximately $34.000 In 2C to $44,250 In 3A in gross rovenue.” {page
111 actually states $55,000 , but that is misrepresented as the average, and Is ,in
fact, the high end of their calculation. )

Again, | (and certainly a court of law) fail to see the Facts and/or Actuat Data supporting or defending their
"Problem” or "Need"”, or even marginally justifying cnerous and economically devastating restrictions to
the guided recreational fleet.

7. Although the EA makes numerous implications and staternents, as fact, to illustrate
invariable “losses” to the longline sector, and dramatic (and ‘damaging’ growth of the
guided recreational sector. It makes erroneous implications of impact based on GHL
“policy” and a biased presentation of facts.

* Forexample on p. viii: “The average number of trips per vessel, the total number
of clients, the average number of clients per trip, etc., etc. ...are all at their highest
level in recorded data period of 1998 — 2006, ¢

¢ As contrasted by the information provided on page 46 which clearly states: “The
percentage of the total halibut harvested by the charter sector in Area 2C shows
NO consistent increasing or decreasing trend from 1995-2000. However, from
2001-2006 the charter sector annually increased its percentage of the combined
harvest.” (This is significantly contrary to the analyses which rationalized and
have been provided for GHL “policy”, and offered as “proxy” for allocation
dectsions)
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* “In Area 3A, the charter sector percentage of the total decreased from 1995-
2000. Their percentage of the total spiked wp in 2000 and then decreased
through 2002, The percentage was then fairly stable from 2003-2006. (total
chauge in 3A harvest over 10 years was — 10,000 Ibs)

This information is clearly 100% contrary to the majority of the implications rationalizing
restricting the guided recreational angler contained within this analysis and All previous
analyses.

The analysis also makes multitudes of assumptions (with no foundation) throughout, which can
be exemplified on page xii:

*» “The proposed alternatives would neither affect harvest levels and fishing practices of
individuals participating in the halibut charter fishery nor the halibut stock.”
* And page xiii paragraph 4 which states: “client demand is assumed Not to change as a
result of a 1 fish bag limit, no skipper and crew fish, and the moratorium.”
The analysis then immediately contradicts itself in the immediately fallowing paragraph (and the
only time in 146 pages) by stating: :

* ..."measures like a 1 fish bag limit are expected to have substantial impact on client
demand and the number of halibut harvested.”

* “Estimates” (in harvest speculative harvest rates Only) include up to 2 40% reduction in
client demand.

Although the analysis states at the beginning that a “Detailed” analysis of economic impacts was
prepared and discussed within text, Any statement or evaluation of economic impacts beyond the
“speculated Losses” to the longline sector is absent and Never mentioned.

The analysis is content to repeatedly and thoroughly state that:

¢ “This information is unavailable.” , “An examination of economic impacts to the charter
sector is impossible due to a lack of data.”, “This information is to ‘costly’ to ‘gather’,
and outside the scope of this analysis.”

The information is publically available on the intemet. The McDowell Group Report 2006 which was
commissioned by the unbiased Sitka chamber of commerce and the economic development group. In
addition to recent refevant data on potential economic losses, there is a great deal of relevant informaticn
avallable for presentation on NOAA;s own website.

Attached at the end of this testimeny, is A Comparative Anaiysis of potential economic losses to
the longline sector, the charter operator, the State of Alaska, and the communities dependant on the
tourism revenue generated by a healthy, stable guided recreational fleet, The attached analysls is based
on the Speculative "Losses” to the [ongline sector which was presented in great length in the 11/27/07
Ea/Rirfirta for 2C GHL measures. The comparison provides a much more detall analysis of the potential
econamic impacts. The potential loss of clients, and subsequent revenue, is quite similar to the
projeciable loss of clienis which can be derived from the current EA. Below is a simple caleulation of
annual losses based on the number of current (2006) (Table 57 &58, pp. 104-105), and caleulated
relative to “stair-step” (or CEY) reductions, as well a8 a 40% In client opportunity. Lost revenues
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calculated to the charter cperator at $200/ client. Lost revenues to the commuﬁities caleulated using the
McDoweil Group avg. halibut client expenditure of $1931/day.

Area 2 ntial tost revenuo

15% loas to operator 15% loss{community) 40% loas to operator  40% loss (community)
14,964 clients 14,864 clients 39,903 clients 39,903 clients '

00 x 31931 x $200 19
$2 892 800 $28,895 484 $7,980,640 $77.052,693

Area 3A potential lost revenue

15% loss to operator 15% loss{community} 40% loss to operator 40% logs {community)
21,342 dients 21,342 clients 56,912 clients 55,912 clients

X _$200 x $1931 x_$2¢0 x$1831

$4,288 400 $41,211,402 $11,382,400 $109,897,072

Why must We defend our right to continue providing safe access to the Public's resource??

Why must WE defend against having our lives and our businesses dastroyed and ripped out from under
us at the whim of the longliners, or IPHC, or the Council?

Itis the Council who MUST pass some (any, one,..7??) test of LEGAL meritiili

When the time comes for the GHL or any program based on the GHL. to be tested by LAW, the
“policy” WILL fall. Every aspect of the “policy” (inciuding Its pubiishing , as "advisory"} is based on the
economic losses to the longline sector. in light of the proven actual DATA and particulzarly in light of the
fact that NONE of this DATA has EVER baen presented for analysis of GHL “policy", Despite being
published on the NOAA website; there is akisolutely no way GHL "policy” will stand up in Court,

Therefore ANY and ALL allocation options which are based on that GHL are NOT on legal
foundation and should not even be presented, much less, analyzed or cansidered as potentially valid.
Therefore, the ONLY potentially legally defensible optian the Council has offered would be FIXED (Net
based on GHL (stair step) 1.9 (2C) and 4.15 (3A). '

Considering, ¢ Is ONLY ONE tially viahie and leqally defensible option at optio
Should bo low end of the an is scale: And h cli MUST be included, at least. for
s to glve the illusion that the Council is trvin "falr and equitable® to ALL users.

| believe this is all the defense we (the charter sector, the guided recreational angter, and the Ak. Coastal
Communities) should need, to ask that we are treatad with some degree of “faimess and equlitabllity”.

I submit to the Council that it add two additional fixed poundage options for analysis -

A) one set of 2.3 milfion pounds for Area 2C and 4.5 million pounds for Area 34 in
order to accommodate the Community Qualified Entity permits (which permit 2 10 percent
increase in the number of permits In Area 2C and a 15 percent increase in the number of
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permits for Area 3A) and other provisions for growth built into the charter fishing moratorlum
program recommended by the Coundil to the Secretary of Commerce; and

B) a secand set of numbers, to be determined based on further information supplied
when recaleulations of the actual charter harvest numbers become available based on the
logbook data analyzed by the Alaska Department of Fish and Game {assuming the same level
of increase as ADF&G found for 2006 applied to the ten year charter catch average discussed
above with the same 125 percent increase included in the highest existing option before the
Council), my calculations indicate the numbers would be 2.29 million pounds for Area 2C and

5.02 miilion pounds for Area 3A);

® And replace the existing stair-step sub-option to the fixed poundage options witha
conservation clause that would limit the charter allocation to the dally bag limit set by
the [PHC for all recreational fishing, so that if the IPHC reduces the daily bag limit for
unguided and subsistence fishing in order to protect the resource, the charter bag
limit would also be reduced notwithstanding whatever fixed pound allacation is
provided In regulation;

C) collect the economic data necessary to pravide an accurate assessment of the costs
and benefits to local and regional ecanomies, charter fishing operators and clients, and
commercial fishermen of its propesed actions;

Finally, the Councll needs consider what is the proper allocation of halibut that s necessary to keep
the charter industry operating in Alaska at the levels set by the Council just last year through its action
recommending a charter moratorium. This is the same exercise the Council undertakes each year in
determining the‘appmpriate amount of hallbut to allocate for bycatch to ensure the successful
prosecution of numerous other commercial fisheries off Alaska. The Council does not link Its bycatch
allocations — which currently account for approximately twice as much halibut as the charter fleet has
historically taken — with Increases or decreases in the catch allocation given by the IPHC to the
commercial IFQ fleet. The same should be true for the charter fleet. The question before the Council is
what amount of halibut is sufficient to ensure a “fair and equitable” allocation of halibut to the charter
fleet at the level determined by the Council through its moratorium action, not what steps should be
taken to reduce charter harvest in order to provide 2 minimal increase in the value of commercial quota
shares,

The purpose of a successful allocation scheme should be to provide a stabile confident
platform on which the guided recreational sector can survive (and according to the EA, eam
"normal® profits). The purpese of the aliocation scheme CANNOT be an indefensible, legally
unfounded, “unfair”, and insufficient Initial allacation, with the intent of creating a "guaranteed”
markot for a "compensated reallocation” scheme.

s Cu eral Law and C iongl review of IFQ's Clearly state that Qu Holders

Lease share-based access riohts and DO NOT “own the fish™ Therefore, ANY schema,
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aliocation, “compensated reallocation”, or otherwise, which is intent “Creating” such an itleqal
marketplace WILL FAIL

4.} Any and All action by United States lawmakers and regulators MUST be initiated and
promulgated in accordance to the Most Basic Fundamental Requirements for Rulemaking:

1.
2.

3
4.

5.

The regulatery body MUST define a “Problem”.
The regulatory body MUST provide evidence (actual data) which supports the existence and
validity of the “Problem”.

The regulatory body MUST illustrate how the proposed action will address the “Problem” and
how the proposed action will create a “Solution” to the stated “Problem”.

The regulatory body MUST provide evidence (actual data) that the proposed action will create an
effective “Solution™ for the stated “Problem™.
The regulatory body MUST be capable of answering the questions which will determine the
validity and support for the stated “Need” and “Problem”, and subsequently the proposed action.

“Problem Statement: The absence of 2 hard allocation between the longline and the charter balibut
sectors has resulted in conflicts between sectors and tensions in coastal commuanities dependent on the
halibut resource. Unless a mechanism for transfer between sectors is established, the existing
environment of instability and conflict will continue. The Council seeks to address this instability while
balancing the needs of all who depend on the halibut resource for food, sport, or livelihood.”

The Council does Not have a valid “Problem Statement” once again. Action against the Charter
Sector specifically, cannot and will not create a valid “Selution” for the undefined problem.

L.How are conflict between sectors and tensions in coastal communities defined?

Is this defined by the charter sector conducting daily fishing activity which has an insignificant
impact on the resource?

Is this defined by the charter sector providing safe access to 2 public resource for the food and
sport of both Alaskan and non-alaskan United States citizens? (causing an insignificant impact on
the halibut resource)’ :

Is this defined by politicatly aggressive, well connected, members of the longline sector (ALFA
and SEAFA; who represent less than 16% of the individual commercial quota share holders; and
over 90% of the fargest QS bolders, by volume) who are continually and inexhaustibly pestering
“policy makers"?

Is this defined by the NPFMC’s inability or unwillingness to “officially” act in accordance with
their Constitutional and Congressional mandates, and simply, once and for all, comply with past
and current Federal Law which CLEARLY states:

o IFQ’s areapermit! They are NOT awnership rights!!! They are LEASED access
rights to harvest a previously (and currently) defined SHARE of the available
resource. A specific number of fish are NOT owned by QS holders!!!

Is this defined by a handful of socially deviant and violent longliners (primarily from ONE
community, Sitka} who cannot grasp the concept that They DO NOT Own the Fish?

How exactly has: the absence of a charter allocation caused these “conflicts and tensions™?

p.12
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How has any harvest of recreational halibut been responsible (cause) for these (conflicts??77)?

2. How is restricting the foture growth of the guided recreational harvest going Solve or create
2 Solution for the stated “Froblem™? Charter harvest has an insignificant impact on the

halibut resource, as is:

+ How is restricting the future growth potential going to result in lessened social

discontent? (Restricting the guided recreational harvest WILL ONLY reinforce the
misguided belief that the longline sector "OWNS” the halibut resource.)

» Is reinforcing this misbelief going to result in fewer aggressive confrontations on the

water? (NO, it will only exacerbate the current malcontent of the longline sector, as
they will believe they now have the legal right to defend “Their fishing grounds and
Their fish”,)

* How is restricting the future growth potential of the guided recreational sector going to

Solve the social conflicts and tensions, in (primarily ONE) commmunites, which: Were
NOT caused by guided recreational harvest, but WERE, in fact, the direct result of the
implementation of the commercizal IFQ program, and the lack of clarification (by the
NPFMC) that the longline sector, leases share-based access rights, and DOES NOT
“own” the resource.

3......the environment of instability and conflict will continue.

Is this statement a promise......or 2 threat...? By whom, the longline sector or the
NPFMC?

‘What evidence (or data) is there to support this claim? What evidence (or data) is there
to support or demonstrate that restricting the future growth of the guided recreational
harvest by implementing a hard allocation will prevent continuing conflicts and
instability?

This statement, again, falls to define a “Problem™, and creating a charter allocation
does Not present a “Solution” to the undefined “Problem”,

4.......all who depend...for food, sport, and liveliheod.

This statement fails to define a need for action relative to guided recreational harvest of
halibut.

This statement fizrther implies that recreational anglets are not consumptive users of the
resource, It wrongfully implies that recreational anglers fish solely for the “sport” of
fishing. The insinuation that “sport” anglers do not use their halibut for food is irrelevant
to the proposed action. If the “sport” angler were not eating their fish, they would not be
removing them from the biomass, and therefore, restricting the future growth of that user
group would serve no purpose for conservation or allgcation.

“Management Objectives: [n establishing this catch sharing plan for the commercial and sport
charter halibut sectors, the Council intends to create a management regime that provides separate
accountability for each sector. Th n ent of the commercial sector remains unchan
the plaa, and new management measures are provided for the sport charter sector.”
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1. Paragraph one of the management objectives does not address the proposed action as 2
“solution™ to the stated “Problem”. Instead it is a completely unrelated tangent.

2.....intends to create a ...regime that provides separate accountability for each sector.
¢ DPoes NOT define how restricting the fisture prowth of the guided recreational sector is
going to achieve separate accountability. (This action, in fact, Can Net)

3.....commercial sector remains unchanged...

= Separate accountability cannot even be aclneved if the commercial sector remains
unchanged.

» Resolution and prevention of community conflicts and tensions Can NOT be resalved if
the commercial sector remains unchanged.

¢ Continua! and ever increasing encroachment of the unregulated longline sector on
traditional sport and subsistence grounds concurrent with the traditional sport and
subsistence seasons has stimulated much of the community tensions which will
continue to be exacerbated if the commercial sector remains unchanged.

The current allocation plan, as is, Cannot and Will Net, provide Separate Accountability for each sector:

1.The majority of this allocation plan penalizes the guided recreational sector for current and future
commercial overfishing, (30-80% commercial harvest allowances in excess of the CEY)
» Stair step up and down. the allocation would be increased or decreased in stepwise
incremenits based on a change in the total CEY.
e Element 2 ...... take into account the projected CEY for the following year and any
overages by the charter sector in the past year(s).

2.Penalizes the guided recreational sector, and does not hold the commercial sector separately
accountable for commercial fishing practices: bycatch, released fish mortality, lack of recorded
sub-legal released fish (and accurate subsequent mortality rates), high-grading, and un-
stewardly release practices (i.e...use of crucifiers).

3.The current plan allows for the commercial sector (only) to benefit from charter underages. This
inherently will cloud the lines of separate accountability between sectors.

4. The current plans allows for substantial cross-over use berween sectors, via either leasing or
direct use; with no discussion or method for distinguishing the origins and eventual harvest of a
particular “sector’s fish™. This, by its very nature, will prevent the achievement of any
Separate Accountability.

“These new measures for the sport charter sector are desigoed to address the specific need of
the sport charter sector for advance notice and predictability with respect to the management tools and
length of season that will be used to achieve the allacation altotted to that sector under the plen. In
order to achieve the allocation, it is the Council’s intent that management tools and season length would
be established during the year prior fo the year in which they would take effect, and that the tools selected
and season length would not be changed in season.”

1. This paragraph clearly states that the proposed action is designed to achieve the charter

allocation.

» The management objectives of ANY COUNCIL action are mandated to be developing a
“Salution” 1o the stated “Problem™. As clearly stated here, Council intent is to achieve
an allocation; NOT addressing a “Sotution” for the undefined community instability
and tension (“Problem™).
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*“The Council will evaluate its success in achieving the sport charter sector allocation, and
specific needs for predictability, advance notice, and season length each year, and will adjust its
managernent tools 2s needed. In designing this regime for the sport charter sector the Council recognizes
that providing advance notice and predictability may resuit in a charter harvest that does ot precisely
meet the sector allocation for that particular year. Therefore, the Council intends to adjust its manageraent
measwras as needed to ensure that the sport charter sector is held at or below its allocation on averape
over a rolling five-year pericd, Iu meeting its conservation mandate while accommodating the charter
industry’s need for predictability and stability, the Council will necessarily err on the side of
conservation in the selection of management tools and season length, with the result that the sport
charter sector may not be able to harvest its entire allocation,”

1,.... evaluate its success in achieving the sport charter sector allocation. ....

* The Council’s mandate is to evaluate its success in developing a “Solution” to the stated
“Problem”; NOT in achieving a sport charter sector allocation.
2..... In meeting its conservation mandate....
» What is the Council’s conservation mandate?

@  To restrict the future harvest potential of the user group which has had an
insignificant impact on the Halibut resource (all EA/RIR/IRFA reports concerning
charter impacts)?

¥ To maintain strict adherence to the CEY? Clearly not, in light of the 30-80%
overages (2.3 million 1bs. In 2C) aillowed to the commercial sector for “economic
buffering”,

3.....the Council will necessarily err on the side of conservation...
4..... with the result that the sport charter sector may not be able to harvest its entire
allocation.

* Particularly with reference to the fact that the recreational guided sector has an
insignificant impact on the resource...

* And particularly with reference to the significant CEY overages allowed to the
commercial sector as an “economic buffer” (resource conservation???)...

* It is quite clear that that a charter sector allocation is NOT necessary 1o manage the
resource

* And that if an allocation is implemented; it MUST be a “fair and equitable” allocation, of
sufficient proportions; and MUST be a fixed poundage!!

» Clearly demonstrates that there is no lawful foundation for either a percentage ailocation
or A stairstep provision tied in ANY way to the CEY!!

o Clearly illustrates that there is No need for any guided recreational underages be subject
to commercial sweep-ups or to accrue to the cormmercial sector’s economic benefit.

Alternatives for Analysis
Alternative 1. No Action,
*  Unacceptable as it maintains adherence to the legal unfounded (arbitrary and capricious) GHL,

* Does not Solve stated Problem.

Alternative 2. Establish a catch sharing plan that includes sector accountability
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« Does Not address or provide a “Solution” to the Stated *Problem”.
*  The majority of the current plan Cannot and Will Not be able to achieve community stability
and sector accountability.

Element 1. Initial allocation
Option 1: Fixed percentage.

Area 2C Area A based on:

a. 13.1 % 14.0% 125% of the 1995-1999 avg charter harvest {current GHL formula)

b. 17.3 % 15.4 % 125% of the 2001-2005 avg charter harvest (GHL formuia updated thru 2005)
c. 11.7 % 12.7% curmrent GHL as percent of 2004

d. 15.1 % 12.7% 2005 charter harvest

o Guided recreational sector has had an insignificant irpact on the resource and has Not
contributed to the decline of the biomass in ANY way and should therefore Not be allocated
based on a percentage; which is inherently subject to changes in the CEY.

»  Guided recveational sector has Not contributed in ANY way to the random changes in policy and
methodology at the IPHC and should therefore in NO WAY be subject to those random changes
in the CEY. (The ONLY effects on allowable longline harvest have been due to the volume of
commercial harvest and IPHC policy changes).

» The guided recreational sector is NOT afforded an excessive “economic buffer” to allow
overages of the CEY and should therefore in NO WAY be subject to reduction based on the CEY.

e Asunequivocally illustrated by recent Council action (endorsement of IPHC “economic
buifering”(2.3 million 1b. CEY overage to the commercial sector)); adherence to the CEY isa
farce with respect to fisheries management and therefore Any percentage Allocation which is
inherently based on floating with the CEY, is purely arbitrary and capricious and not on solid
legal foundation.

Qption 2: Fixed pounds.

Area 2C Area 3A based on:

a. 1.43 Mib 3.65 MIb 125% of the 1995-1999 avg charter harvest {current GHL)

b. 1.6% Mlb 4,01 Mib 125% of the 2000-2004 avg charter harvest (GHL updated thru 2004)
c. 1.90 Mib 4.15 Mib 125% of the 20012005 avg charter harvest (GHL updated thru 2005)

Option: Stair step up and down. The allocation in each area would be increased or reduced in stepwise
increments based on a change in the total CEY.

s Seecomments under Option 1 and Gption3,
»  Contrary to the stated cbjectives of balancing the needs of the recreational guided sector and unfairly
penalizes that sector. See previous discussion pertaining to the inability to achieve sector accountability.

Option 3. 50% fixed/50% floating allocation.

Area 2C Area A

50% of: and 50% of: 50% of: and 50% of:
a. 13.1 % 1.43 Mlb 14.1 % 3.65 Mlb

b. 16.4 % 1.69 MIb 15.9 % 4.01 Mlb
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c. 17.3% L9 Mib 54%4.15 Mlb

s Guided recreational sector has hed an insignificant Impact on the resourcs and kas Not
confributed to the decline of the biomass in ANY way and should therefore Not be allocated
based on a percentage; which is mherently subject to changes in the CEY.

+  Guided recreational sector has Not contributed mANYwayﬁo!l‘wrandom changes in policy and
methodology &t the IPHC and should therefore in NO WAY be cubject 1o those random changes
inthe CEY. (The ONLY effects on allowable longline harvest have been dua {o the volume of
commercial harvest and [PHC policy changes).

¢  The gulded recreational sector is NOT afforded an excessive “cconomic buffer” to allow
overages of the CEY and skould therefors in NO WAY be subject to reduction based on the CEY.

¢ As unequivocally ithistrated by recent Council sction (endorsement of IPHC “ecoremic
buffering”™(2.3 million 1b. CEY overage to the commercial sector)); adherence to the CEY isa
faru%mpectmﬁﬂwnsmmmdmmfmmmgeﬂlmmwhmh is
inheremly based on floating with the CEY, is purely arbitrary 2nd capricious and not on solid
legal foundation.

Element 2. Annual regulatory cycle

+ Previous Council rationale for implerenting harvest restricts on the guided recreztional sactor
was to eliminate the necessity for Council involvement in “charter allocation issues”™.

= Proposing en annual regulatory cycle which necessitates Council involvement at 4 of the 5
Cowncil meetings is contradictory to previous Councll intent.

“The initial charter aliocation would be a common harvest pool for all charter limited entry permit
holders, It would not close the fishery when the charter altocation is exceeded. Instead, the allocation
would be linked to an shnwal regulatory apalysis of management measurcs (delayed feedback loop) that
take into acconnt the projected CEY for the following year and any overages by ihe charter
industry in the past year(s), This system would work best if there is not a time lag between the overage
yaar and l.he paybnck yea.r The Couud.l will oot misit or mdjust the sector split.

[

1. The majority of this paragraph directly indicates that the Council has already {prior to initial
review) determined an initial allocation to the charter sector which will NOT be sufTicient
engugh to provide ANY predictability or stability to the charter sector.

2.The Council assumption and request of IPHC action indicate the Council’s intention to
implement an allocation which is of insufficient and inadequate proportions and tied to the
CEY as arbitrary and capricious policy.

3.The Council will not revisit or readjust the sector sphit

» This is 100% contrary to any concept of “faimess and equitability™.

s This does not provide the oppernity for fiir or equal division of “windfall” increases in
availzble halibut stocks, such as, a dramatic reduction in trawl bycaich which could
become availzble for harvest by other sectors.

4. An sl n wauld tyj) the rocess gutomatically....
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« This suggests that an initial allocation will not be sufficient to provide for historical
harvests of guided recreational halibut.

o This action would be clearly arbitrary and capricious and 100% contrary to any concept
of “fairness and equitability” when compared to the excessive “econotmic buffering”
which allows significant commercial overages in the CEY.

Element 3. Management toolbox.

“Tier 1 measures will be utilized by the Council to try to manage the charter common pool for a season
of historic length and a two-fish daily harvest limit.”
«  [fthis were actuslly the case, why is there NO allocation option to analyze 2 fish/ day, which
accornmedates the current charter sector, as was specifically requested by Greg Sutter and Rex
Murphy at the Stakeholders meetings.

“Tier 2 measwures will be utilized if Tier 1 measures are inadequate to constrain harvest by the
charter common pool to its allocation.”

«  [fTier 1 mensures are inadequate to achieve a charter aflocation, than the intended initial
allocation is woefully inadequate (not fair and equitable) to provide ANY predictability and
stability within the charter sector.

e The fact that Tier 2 measures are identical to the currently requested 2C GHL measures, clearly
illustrates the Council’s intention to implement an insufficient initial allocation; which is
blatantly contrary to “fairness and equitability”, and therefore, purely arbitrary and capricious.

“Due 1o the delayed feedback locp in implementation of management measures, management measures
will, in general, be move restrictive to ensure that the charter sector allocation is not exceeded.

e  Why??? Significant CEY overages in the commercial sector are acceptable.

o What is the legal justification for differential, unfair, and inequitable standards between sectors?

“In providing predictability and stability for the charter sector, it is likely that charter fish may be left
in the water.”
o This illustrates a legal defensible foundation for ONLY ONE potential initial allocation option:
A Fixed Poundage allocation of fair and equitable proportions based on 2005 Or 2006 actual
Harvest and NOT subject to any changes in the CEY.

Tier | management measures include:

« | trip per vessel per day

= No retention by skipper or crew

» line limits

« Second fish of minimum size

- Second fish at or below a specific length.

Tier 2 management measures include:

+ Annual catch limits .

« 1 fish bag limit for all or a portion of the season

« Season closure

Suboption; seasonal closures on 2 monthiy or sub-seasonal basis
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« IfTier | measures are inadequate to achieve a charter allocation, than the intended initial
aliocation is woefully inadequate (not fair and equitable) to provide ANY predictability and
stability within the charter sector.

o The fact that Tier 2 measures are identical to the currently requested 2C GHL measures, clearly
{llustrates the Council’s intention to implement an insufficient initial altocation; which is
blatantly contrary to “faimess and equitabifity”, and therefore, purely arbitrary and capricious,

Elesnent 4, Timeline. The current timeline for the proposal is as described below. [Staff should discuss
what would be needed to implement February Council action for June (the same year)]

» The existence of Example scenzrios | and 2 (and example years 2007-2009} make
presumptions which clearly illnstrate the Council’s intent to implement an initial
charter allocation which is of insufficient and uniawfully founded proportions.

« The timelines are not sufficiently analyzed to demonstrate any degree of “faimess and
equitability” or even temporary stability within the charter sector.

« What happens if another overage oceurs in the second year; are the restrictions
implemented automatically without analysis or do they compound without analysis?

« What happens if there is an underage the second year following an overage? Do the
restrictions get lifted automatically or are the enforced in perpetuity (without public
comment).?

« if restrictions are implemented in perpetuity or are in effect, when certain criteria are met;
the proposed plan is actually “frameworking” which NAGO GC has long since
determined to be not on solid legal foundation and circumvents the requirements of

7N public comment.

Element 5.” Supplemental individual use of commercial IFQ to allow limited entry permit helders to lease
commercial IFQ in order to provide anglers with additional harvesting opportunities, not to exceed limits
in place for unguided anglers.”

e The existeace and extent to which Element 5 is explored CLEARLY illustrates the NPFMC’s
intent to implement an initial allocation of insufficient (Not fair and equitable to ALL users)
volume and based on arbitrary and capricious policy.

» Whether Element 5 is considered to offer a short-term plan or long-term options, the extent 10
which the concept is explored undoubtedly demonsirates the Council's intent to implement an
allocation which does not meet “fair and equitable” standards or even create the illusion of
predictability and stability for the guided recreational sector.

 Element 5 does not address or even mention a method or a concern for differentiating between
IFQ and recreational aflocation after harvest.

» This element does NOT discuss or provide 2 methad for achieving its stated ebjective of Sector
Accountability. With the multitude of potential cross-over fish, it would be 100% impassible to
achieve and maintain any means of separate accountability.

Element 6. Catch accounting system

1. “The current Statewide Harvest Survey and/or logbook data would be used to determine the
annual harvest.”
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o Projected harvests and the SHS are NOT acceptable data on which to base an allocation or
achievement of an allocation.

» Ouly verifiable and certified logbook harvest data is acceptable for the purposes of implementing
and maintaining an gflocation.

© 9 ®A caich accounting system will need to e developed for the GAF fish landed in the charter
industry.”
e  This aspect is NOT necessary if the Council implernents an initia! allocation which is “fair and
equitable” to All users.

3, “As part of data collection, recommend the collection of length measurements when

supplemental IFQs are leased for use and compare to the annual average length to make sure

that accurate removable poundage is accounted for and to allow length measurement

information gathered to be used in the formulation of the average weight used in the

conversion of [FQs to GAF.”

o Logbook length measurements would be perfectly acceptable for the purposes of collecting

biological data. This information s, in no way, shape, or form acceptable for the purposes of
implementing or maintaining an allocation.

Recordkeeping and Reporting

Option 1. Electronic Reporting.
« Some sort of electronic reporting is just fine.

Option 2."Harvest tag. Uniguely numbered harvest tags would be distributed to each GSM permit
holder at the beginning of the season and additional tags would be available throughout the season if
needed "

o Harvest tags must be issued to the client and not to the permit holder.

“The number of harvest tags would be greater than the number of fish allecated to the charter sector
JSor tha)r year (Le., the tags are not a management tool for restricting or closing charter fishing in-
season).
e  If Noas is going to issue an excess of harvest tickets, than there is clearly no need to be held
within ap allocation.
« IfNoas is going to issue an excess of harvest tickets, then there is clearly no reason to implement
an initial allocation which is subject to changes in the CEY.
*
“When a halibut is landed the harvest tag would be required to be inserted in the jaw and the harvest
tag namber recorded in the log book entry for the angler license number of the person who canght the
{fish. When the fish is processed the tag would be removed and matled in using pre-addressed, stamped
envelopes supplied for that purpose.”
= These requirements would cause an unnecessary burden on not only the permit holder, but, also
for those who make a living processing large volumes of charter caught halibut.

“GSM operators would pay a fee to cover the cost of the envelopes and tags”.
» Absolutely 100% UNACCEPTABLE!! If the Council and NOAA wish to implement and
and monitor a tegally unfounded, arbitrary and capricious allocation, then THEY (NOAA)
can pay the administrative fees.

Option 3. Punch Cards.
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e  Will cause unwarranted and undue burden on the permit holder.

“GSM permir holders would pay a fee to cover the cost of the punch cards and mailing envelopes.”
o Absolutely 100% UNACCEPTABLE!!! If the Council and NOAA wish to impiement and
and monifor a legally unfounded, arbitrary and capricieus allocation, then THEY (NOAA)
can pay the admiunistrative fees.

“Any log book entry for which a signed punch card is not received would be corrected to read the
maximum rumber of fish printed on a punch card (i.e., the daily bag limit or six fish).”
o Imposing a default harvest to the charter sector does NOT provide a method for accurate catch

accounting,
« lmposing a default harvest to the charter sector does NOT provide a method for, or enhance the
achievement of separate accountability.

There is one remaining option which the Council and NOAA might consider as an alternative to creating
a legally supported, “fair and equitable” allocation. There is a perfectly viable option which complies
100% with the Magnuson/Stevens Act., the Halibut Act, and All ather truly applicable laws.

An option which accomplishes the same goals as current Federal and International law which would be:

» Much less costly and burdensome to “policy makers”, and All users of the resource.
»  Would require No burdensome accounting and paperwork.

o No change in currently existing Federal or International Law.

» Would resuit in ZERO biological, ecological, or allocation management impacts.

» Most importantly: Would have ZERO devastating and far reaching economic impacts to Any
users of the resource, the State of Ak., or the Communities which depend on the halibut
rescurce and robust access opportunities.

s Would actually heip to preserve {rot restrict) traditional and historic guided recreationz] harvest
opportunities.

The very simple option is that NPFMC and NOAA should 100% stand behind current Federal Law after
16 years of “effort” and clearly and unequivocally state {to the 1129 commercial QS holders}: “YOU DO
NOT OWN THE FISH. IFQ’S ARE, IN FACT (BY LAW], PERMITS AND AFFORD YOU....THE PERMIT
HOLDER... TE RIGHT TO HARVEST NOT THE RIGHT TO OWN".

discussion of GHL ™ b and le oundaticn
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it is critical to begin by asking the question: Who does the Pocific Halibut resource belongs to?
The United States and the State of Alaska Constitution prioritize the right 1o access a public resource
under the Public Trust Doctrine. {The Public Trust Doctrine is dated hack to the infancy of Roman Law.
1t has withstood the test of time for over 2000 years. ) The right to access Public resources was

_ recognized as one of the most fundamental human rights. There is significant history which established

the precedent for the prioritization of recreational removals when determining allowable commercial
catch limits. An individual's right to access his/or her resource for his /her own use fundamentally
outweighs that of an individuat who is selling everyone else’s,

When a recreational angler wishes to harvest some halibut. He/or she must first purchase a
sport fishing license. This license entities that angler to two halibut per day for the duration of the
season. There should be no discrimination hetween recreational anglers who choose to access their
rasource via a charter service and those who choose other means..

Although many commercial fisherman have the misguided belief that they “own “the Pacific
Halibut Resource, Those whe actually have invested in quota shares have done exactly that: purchased
the access right to harvest his or her specified volume of shares. They have Not purchased “ownership”
of a guaranteed number of halibut in perpetuity. There Is a reason that commercial halibut fishermen
are legally referred to as QS holders and Not QS owners.

Magnuson/Stevens Act clearly states in Sec. 303} Contents of Fishery Management Plans 16 U.5.C.
1853

104-297(d) Individual Fishing Quotas
(3} An individual fishing quota or other jimited access system authorization—

(C) shall not confer any right of compensation to the holder of such individuol fishing quota or other
such limited access system if it fs revoked or limited; and

(D) shall not create, or be construed to create, any right, title, or interest in or to any fish before the
fish is harvested.

There can be little doubt as to Congressional intent conceming the lagal standing of fishing permits. A
lease or permit such as an IFQ does not hestow a “property intesest” in the fish. Congress has spoken
very clearly on this matter—IFQ are permits and nothing more {Macirko and Bromley, 2004).

“The intended effect of this action is a reduction in the poundage of halibut harvested by the
guided sport charter vessel sector in Area 2Cto the GHL while minimizing adverse impacts on the
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charter fishery, its sport fishing clients, the coastal communities that serve as home ports for this
fishery, and on fisheries for other species.”

The halibut charter industry, as a whole, has not and does not accept the GHL as an allocation.
The Guideline Harvest Level was not procedurally promulgated, as such; and should in no way, shape, or
form be regulzted thusly. Impiementing any restrictions relative to the GHL essentially “puts teeth” into
2 regulation that was procedurally published as an “advisory measure”: and implies that the Guideline
Harvest Level was legally and proceduraily promulgated as an allocation. Further, having been signed by
the Secretary as an “advisory” rule anly, any harvest reductions based on GHL “policy” create a de facto
reallocation away from the guided recreational sector without legal adherance to public and sector

input with respect to an official allocation.*

The Federal Register 11/27/07 published twelve letters in opposition to establishing a GHL
advisory policy. What it fails to mention Is the prior Council meeting at which rmare than 100 charter
operators {Including those frem Homer} spent their hard earned money to stand united before the
Council in opposition to "unneeded”, legally and factually unfounded GHL “policy”. It fails to mention
24,000 postcards signed by puided recreational anglers concarned that their right to access halibut
safely may be in jeopardy based solely on economlc concerns and with no clear biological reason.
Althaugh the signatures were in opposition to proposed rule, they were dismissed as a *boilerplate”

7 contract and discarded with no further mention. The Federal Register is also unable to mention the post

final rule lawsuit®which was dismissed on the grounds that the GHL was signed as “advisory oniy” and
was not an allocation.

##+The primary and most fundamental goal and responsibility of any management Council
when considering and developing any management action is to present evidence and data (not rhetoric)
to support concerns addressed in the Statement of Purpose and Need and to; on a continuing basis,
evaluate the valldity of their Problem Statement specifically with reverence to the “Need” which
Initiated and drives Council effort and expense. At any significant juncture, the Council has the
obligation to bring forward any recently available data which is pertinent and relevant to the proposed
action’s Purpose and Need, It is also the respensibility of the Council to, through the collection and
presentation of acceptable date, define and support the premise and concerns of the Problem

Statement.

The Federal Register sets forth the background for the proposed rules that NMFS will or wishes
to promulgate as rules governing only the recreational anglers choosing to safely access halibut fishing
via chartering services, and those businesses providing that service. Federal Register

% p. 3 proposed rule request for comment
4 Federal Register Vol, 67, No. 18/01/28/2002, Federal Register Vol. 68, No. 153/08/08/2003
5 susan Reeves & The Recreational Fishing Alliance
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Vol.68,153/08/08/2003 and Vol. 67, No. 18/01/28/2002 establish the background statement of need
and the problem statement used to rationalize the publication of the GHL final rule.

Volumes 67 and 68 clearly describe the Sole Purpose and Need to restrict the charter industry
{likely causing significant economic hardship to operators and coastal comm unities) as follows: “.....0s
the guided recreational fishery exponds, its harvests reduce the pounds available to be fished in the
commerciol halibut fishery and, wmm&mwm-”
This statement is the sole purpase for action discussed. There is no reference to the sustainability of
the halibut resource. There is no statement of present or future biological or ecological concerns, There
is no discussion of any present or future conservation concems with regard to the Pacific Halibut
resource. There is only one statement which definas the purpose and need for action: To prevent the
speculgted future reduction of quota share values. This represents a blatant violation of National
Standard (5} which clearly states “Conservation and management measures shall, where practicable,
consider efficiency in the utilization of fishery resources; except that no such meosure shall have
economic alfocation as its sole purpose.” The Council, controlled by commercial interests, having only
one recreational voice, addressed this conundrum when crafting the following Proklem Statement and
developed a few {fishery management) buzzwords to give the fllusion that speculative reduction in
quota share value was not the sole purpose for action,

“The recent expansion of the halibut charter fleet may make achievement of Magnuson-
Stevens Act National Standards more difficule. Of concern is the Council’s ability to maintain the
stability, economic viability, and di versity of the halibut industry, the quolity of the recreational
experience, the access of subsistence users, and the socioeconomic well being of the coastal communities
dependant on the halibut resource. Specifically, the Council notes the following areas of concern with

respect to the recent growth of halibut charter operations.

1. Pressure by charter operations may be contributing to localized depletion in several areas.

2. The recent growth of charter operations may be contributing to overcrowding of productive
grounds end declining harvests for histaric sport ond subsistence fishermen in some areas.

3. As there is currently no limit on annual harvest of halibut by charter operatians, on open-
ended reallocation from the commercial fishery is occurring. This reafiocation may increase
if the projected growth of the chorter industry accurs. The economic impact on the
commerciol fleet of this open-ended realiocation may be substantiol and could be
magnified by the IFQ program.

4. in some areas, community stobility may be affected as traditional sport, subsistence, ond
commerciol fishermen are dispiaced by charter operators. The uncertainty associated with
the present situation and the conflicts that are occurring between various user groups may
also be impacting community stability. _

5. information is facking on the socio-economic compaosition of the current churter industry.
Information is needed that tracks: (1) the effort and harvest of individual charter operations;
and (2) changes in business patterns.
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6. The need for reliable harvest dato will incredse as the magnitude of harvest expands the
chorter sector.*®

Any and all subsequent action, including publishing and promulgating, relative to the Guideline
Harvest Level has been based on , the afore mentioned statement of purpose and need and this
carefully crafted problem statement.” Any and all subsequent analyses and projections were based on
purely speculative data. All subsequent GHL analyses were focused primarily and extensively on
painting the Rlusion, as fact, that the Longline fleet would and was currently experiencing economic
hardship and devastating losses in quata share value. These analyses have never attempted to make
simitar comparisons or present any adeguate data to evaluate real potential impacts to the charter
sactor or the communities dependant on 2 healthy charter fleet, Even though the initial problem
statement addresses, in part, 3 lack of socioeconomic data; every analysis, to this day, is content to
conclude that seciceconomic impacts to the charter sector, the recreational angler, the Stote of Alaska,
and the communities dependant on the tourism generated by the charter sector are impossible to
speculate or quantify due to a lack of data; and therefore unimportant and unnecessary to evaluate.

From the time charter fleet was first butlied into fishery politics, the charter industry has worked
diligently in an attempt to prevent future conflicts among user groups. This is most recently exemplified
by the industry’s willingness to concede to a moratorium with the intent of creating a “freeze” on the
fleet siza and specifically for the purpose of gathering accurate data to be used in decision making. The
industry eventually accepted this measure “in good faith” with the risguided understanding that this

ro Counchi would collect {or, at least, gather publicly available data®), in an un bias fashion, and then

actually analyze comprehensive, accurate, and reascnably comparative socioeconomic and harvest data
PRICOR to decision making.

The 11/27/07 EA/RIR/IRFA submitted to the Secretary with regard to 2(C) GHL restrictions and
subsequent harvest measures is woefully inadequate and does not satisfy the most basic definitions any
of these concepts. The EA “analysis” submitted to you is, once again, disturbingly lopsided, presented
with extreme bias, and devoid of any actual data. it does a baautiful job of illustrating the plight of the
poor deprived and economically damaged longline sector based on arbitrary assumptions, speculative
data and speculative scenarios. At the same time, reasonable or even acceptable comparisons to the

charter sector are conspicuously non-existent.

The data presented to you which reflects the potential economic impacts to the charter sector is
based on “key informant interviews”, a telephene survey evaluating the personal opinion of ¢ (1.3%} of
the 695 potentially affected charter vessel operators.” This Is most certainly NOT a comprehensive,
reasonably accurate, or even an acceptable baseline with regard to “science based” management
decision making. Despite the fact that a socfoeconomic study was recently produced®™, the Council {or

® Federal Register Vol. 67, No. 18/01/28/2002, Federal Register Vol, 68, No. 153/08/08/2003
7 Federal Register Val. 68, No. 153/08/08/2C03, EA/RIR/IRFA 11/27/07

¢ (McDowell Group report 2006} http://sitka.net/downloads3/Sitka%20Visitor620Data.pdf

9 Northern Economics study, p. 78 ADF&G data 11/27/07 EA/RIRPIRFA

10 (McDowell Group report 2006) bitep://sitka.net/downloads3/Sitka%20Visitor¥%20Data. pdf
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staff) has refused to present any of that information, even for the purpose of comparable “speculative”
Losses evaiuation.

At one point, the analysis rationalizes this lack of acceptabie data by stating: “The Council's
timeline for action does not permit these appropriate comparisons.” | respectfully submit that 12 years
should be sufficient for the Councif to at least attempt to collect and present some pertinent and
acceptable, if not appropriately comprehensive sociceconomic data. **If the Council does not have the
economic information (certainly after 12 years of concem''} available 1o it to make some reasonable
economic comparison between sectors, by definition... it does Not have a valid problem statement. **
Council timelines and subsequent actions that prevent full or comparative economic evaluation and
conceal attainable data are Not “science based” management, are by definition arbitrary and capricious,

and are not on solid legal foundation.
Page 78 of the analysis does mention the following information:

“Because exact revenue figures from individual charter operators are not available, the analysis
attempts 10
Provide an estimate. Key informant interviews indicate single trip prices average beitween 3150 and 5250
Per day. Hence, a single vessel could gemerate 8180,000 in a single season, if it operated one trip per

day,

at fully capacity. Two trips per day for every day af the season would generate $360,000 in gross
reverue.

ADF&G data indicate that the average vessel took just under 35 trips in 2006, with an average client

load
of 3.86 passengers. Thus, the average vessel likely generated approximately $34,000 in gross

revenue.”

This is the one and only reference to actual socioeconomic data relative to the charter sector, the
State of Ak, or the coastal communities dependant on the tourism dollars generated by halibut charter
fleet. Although the logical progression is difficult to follow, the bottom line here is that the average
charter vessel is likely to generate only $34,000 in gross revenue. (This means that the average charter
vessel aperator’s Net revenue is likely to be at, or near the Alaska Poverty Level)?.

page 59° of the analysis offer the most extensive presentation of potential impacts:

*Charter halibut fishing is predominantly non-residents {>95%) in Area 2C, and clients spe:id
large daily sums of money pursuing the experience. Herrmann et al. {2001) noted that Kenai Peninsula
(Area 3A) saltwater charter clients spent between $167 and 5294 daily in 1998, depending on whether
they were Jocal or from out of state. A 2005 McDowell Greup study in Sitka noted that a large majority
of survey respondents indicated that a change in bag limit could affect their decision to return to the
state for fishing experiences. if clients could not, or chose not to take a halibut trip and did not spend
this money elsewhere in the local economy, then the option would result in gross economic losses related

1 ¢oncern §5 Problem Statement: Federal Register Vol. 67, No. 18/01/28/2002, Federal Hegister Vol. 68, No.
153/08/08/2003, EA/RIR/IRFA 11/27/07

u gﬁg;,{fasQg.ghs.gov{goverty_{%govgm.shtml {613,000 / individual}
¥ attached as Appendix 1
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to client expenditures. These losses would affect local businesses and local economies. Note though
that such economic transfers affect local economies, but are not considered fosses on a national scale.”

This paragraph represents the “comprehensive” evaluation of potential economic impacts.
There is no attempt to quantify or even evaluate the above mentioned losses. These two paragraphs
contain the_entire examination of the potential impacts to the charter operator, the recreational anglers
who chose to access the halibut resource via a charter service, the State of Alaska, and the communities
dependant on a healthy charter fleet and the tourism it generates. They do, however, present the only
mention {?) of any sort, which contains ANY actual data. | submit that after 15 years of discussing
charter Boat management (i.e. “...minimizing the specuiated quota share devaluation) this analysis
does not satisfy the most basic requirements which govern any action. After such a length of time, this
conspicuous lack of comparison (particularly in Yight of publically available data) can only lead one to
conclude that the Council {or staff} is intentionally preventing evaluation of recent, relevant information
which could derail the political {NOT biological} agenda of the commercial sector by disproving the
validity of the Statement of Purpose and Need and the Problem Statement on which ALL GHL effort has
been based.

Page 59 of the analysis does however happen to mention a 2005 McDowell Group study in Sitka.
This study Is not footnoted; therefore | have to assume it refers to the most recent data available: April
2006 Sitka Visitor Traffic Indicators and Trends, 1591-2005 Prepared for the Sitka Economic
o~ Development Association.™ Since the McDowell Group is obviously credible enough to be mentioned
here, (as well as, actually footnoted as reference to a 2007 commercial study) | betieve the Council is
remiss in It responsibility to present recent and pertinent data which might analyze and reflect the
VERY RFAL potential economic hardship these actions are likely to cause, not only to the charter
operator, hut also the State of Alaska, and the communities that depend on a heaithy charter fleet.

As if to flaunt its bias, the analysis presents Table 56 on the very same, page 59. This table and
Tabie 58 (p. 73} present speculative “Losses” ta the commercial sector based on arbitrary and unrealistic
constants.” In addition, these impact tables are incarrect in assuming that one pound of guided
recreational harvest equals one less pound that the directed fishery can harvest. The Slow Up Fast
Down correction the IPHC applies (“to buffer the impact to the commercial sector) has a net effect of
lessening the speculative economic “losses” to the longiine sectar by a factor of 2 or 3 depending on
whether SU or FD is applied.’® tn striking contrast to the charter sector “evaluations”, the analysis uses
this "data” extensively to quantify speculative “Losses” and present these “Losses” as devastating and
Inevitable.

18 ttp://sitka.net/downloads3/Sitka%20Visitor%20Data. pdf

' appendix 3 p. 59 Table 56

18 Appendix 2 {In a FD year, assuming the IPHC adopts staff catch recommendatians, the commercial sector’s catch
limit is reduced by anly % pound for each additional pound of charter harvest that is added to “other removals.”
2006, 2607 and 2008 are all “fast down” years. The ex-vessel losses calculated on page 59 of the EA/RIR/IRFA, at
least for those three years, are therefore high by approximately a factor of 2. {"slow up" reduces commercial
catch by 1/3 pound for every additional pound of other removals.)
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The Analysis states definitively: “Attributable losses in gross ex-vessel revenue to the commercial
fongline fishery would increase from S760,000 in 2007, to approximately S 4.99 milfion in 2015 (Toble
56}. Losses in gross ex-vesse! value directly affect crew and communities that are dependent aon the
commerciol longline fleet and the combined affect of losses from 2006 to 2007 CEY reductions and
Increases in GHL overages are likely to be substantial.” Although the analysis mentions a credible,
recent, and mest importantly, relevant study with respact charter operaters and charter communities;
it does not use ANY of that available data to present comparable potential impacts resulting from the de
facto reallocation away from the gulded recreational sector,

Simple mathematical calculations based on the same speculative assumptions (Table 56} will
yield results which are at least comparatle for analysis. For example, p. 78 indicates the cost of
charter trip averages between $150 and $250 per day. Therefore, | will use $200 te represent the direct
lost revenue to the charter operator. The formula used then is revenue lost multiplied by clients lost.
Clients lost is calculated by dividing the number of pounds lost”by 18 pounds /fish and then dividing
by 1.8 fish fclient™. Using this basic comparison: Attributable lossas in direct revenue to charter
businesses in 2015, would be approximately $ 8.12 million™. A similar calculation using the 2006
vicDowell Group report yields an alarming resuit. Attributable losses to the communities dependant on
a healthy charter industry; as a result of this de facto reallocation, would ke approximately $78.4
million™ in 201S.

As the Council has been remiss in preparing any comparable sociceconomic evaluation of losses,
I submit the following summary of A Comparative Analysis {Appendix 5). This is_a simple work sheet
which was developed based on Table 56, using logical assumptions and current relevant information.
All of my logic, assumptions and sources are cited on the worksheet. Area 3A calculations are included
and should be considered as relevant due to the fact that a significant number of commercial quota
share holders fish both areas and the GHL negatively affects both areas.

A Comparative Analysis presents a total range of speculative economic losses based on Table 56.
The summary compares the cumulative potential economic losses; to the commercial sector, the charter
operator, the State of Alaska, and the communities which are dependent on a healthy charter fleet, for
the years 2007 -2015. The cumulative loss to the longlinre fleet {assuming an equal number of SU and FD
years) would be approximately $ 10 million. The direct loss in revenue to the charter operator would be
approximately $32 milllon. The cumulative losses to the communities would be a staggering $308
miflion. {Although this anaiysis does not utilize complex functions, the calculations used to develop
Tabile 56 require only simple mathematics. Based on Table 56 assumptions, there is no foreseeable
reason these economic losses would be any less accurate than those in Table 56.)

3 Table 56 Page 59 Federal Register, Fedaral Reglster Vo, 68, No. 153/08/08/2003
4 ADF&G harvest reports

3% Data: ADF&G harvest reports, Appendix 5 A comparative Analysis

# agpendix 5 A Comparative Analysis Table 9

T Appendix 5 Table 11, & {McDowall Group report 2006)

http://sitka.net/downloads3/Sitka%20Visitor¥%20Data.pdf
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Source: httn:/fwww fakr.noaa govfram/ifgregorts.htm, (McOowell Group report 2006}
http://sitka.net/downloads3/Sitka%20Visitor¥%20Data.pdf ,Appendix 5; Tables 4,9, 13, 14, 15, 16

A COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS
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Fow §3,273,353 S50£19.€37 .

Cumulanive losses ko the Siate, the Chaner opsratar, tha tax rovenue, and
Io&aes to the communitias ssscciaed directty with the reduction

in eharter harvest Eotcmial. ’Uuiﬂ ravenug multiplier of 10]

o B355,231,235 54%3.675,2%0

Cumulatlve losses to tho State, the Charer opérator. the (ax revanue,
and lessas to tha commaunities assoclated directly with the reduetion in

charter harvest potential, E'“E MeDoweal Groug 2006 avg. 51931 2¢elient)
Total §347,220,209 S464, 5500

CUmGative [D85e8 1o The STAte i@m licenae ﬁelt the Charter operatol. and o tax

rovenus ssaociated directly with the reduction n ch harvest poteatial

Tatl 538,585,537 567.357,T1%

Cumalative lossea to the Siate (@520 ficanae fee). the Chaner operator, the \ax revenue,
and lossea {0 the communhies associatod direcy with the

reduction in charter harvest Enlenzial. {Using revenue multiptier of &)

Tota! §200.768.577 C o g2m2311.22)

The [osses [n geoss revante significantly and directly affect the charter operator, his crew, and
on his community. The losses in charter generated revenues significantly affect the sacioeconomic well
being and stability within the communities that are dependent on the tourism generated by a healthy
charter fleet. This comparison seems critical to address thel995 Problem Statement: “Of concemn is the
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Council's ability to maintain the stability, economic viability...and the sociceconomic well-being of the
coastal communities dependont on the halibut resource,”

The Problem Statement cites as an area of concem: #5 “Information is lacking on the
sacloeconomic composition of the current charter industry,” With recent, relevant, unbiased data
reflecting such a significant difference in potential economic losses between sectors and the obviously
very real possibility of causing true economic hardship and bankruptcy; 2 and after more than a decade
of “concern” | find it unfathomable that the “science based” Council does not feel it is necessary to
present and actually evaluate this extremely pertinent information. | submit to the Secretary that, If

- after such an extensive period of time, the Council does not have {or refuses tc present) the
sacloeconomic information necessary to adequately evaluate comparative loss scenarios; then it dees
not have a valid Problem Staternent and is by definition arbitrary and capricious, and not based on solid
legal foundation. ) submit to the Secretary that if, after such an extensive period of time, the Council
does not have (or refuses to present), and the socioeconomic data necessary to support its Problem
Statement; then it does not have a valid Problem Statement, and is therefore by definition arbitrary and
capricious, and not based on solid legal foundatlon.

***Tha Council has the responsiblility, through the presentation of ALL relavant data and, on a
continuing basis; to prove the validity of its Problemn Statement and demonstrate that its proposed
{and/or promulgated) rules and regulations support and demonstrate both a valid Preblem Statement
and a valid Statement of Purpose and Need. The GHL Problem Statement cites the following areas of

! \ concern:

1) Pressure by charter operations may be contributing to localized depletion in several oreos.
2) The recent growth of charter operations may be contributing to overcrowding of productive
' grounds and declining harvests for historic sport ond subsistence fishermen in some
oreas. ** {Interesting that the analysis contains no discussion of declining harvests for sport
and subsistence fishermen at all, much less with respect to the charter sector and its sport
anglers.)

4 ) In some areas, community stability may be affected as traditional sport, subsistence, and
commercial fishermen are displaced by charter operators, The uncertainty associated with the present
sftuotion and the confiicts that are occurring between various user groups may also be impacting
community stability.

The Council has never defined, quantified, or analyzed the concept of “localized depletion”,
Neither the GHL itself nor any subseguent action has or will be able to satisfy and correct a "problem”
which has never been adequately deflned or quantified. The Council has been so focused on creating an
illusion to rationalize restricting the charter industry and its anglers; it has neglected to validate the
above listed concerns, relative to the charter sector, in its Problem Statement. Neither the GHL nor any
subsequent measures do anything to specifically address any potential overcrowding issues.{Other than

% p_78 ..average charter operators grass income 534,000
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forcing a significant number of charter operators out of business, thereby reducing the number of
charter vessels on the water.)

The GHL and subsegquent action do not address and cannot improve the above concerns.
interestingly and disturbingly, the very program that initiated Council GHL action has not only
significantly magnified but also exacerbated the above listed concerns from the GHL Problem
Statement. The growth of the charter sector did not destabilize the communities, but the commercial
IFQ program certainly did. The commercial IFQ program has significantly exacerbated community
conflicts in some coastal communities. Many quota share holders mistakenly belleve that they now own
the resource. 1n some communities, this misunderstanding has stimulated violent, aggressive
canfrontations, intimidation on the water {with no regard for charter client safety), death threats,
boycotting and extorting local businesses and even to the point of extensive sticker
campaigns...”Tourists go Home”,” Charter fishing is an organized crime”, etc. {1 submit that pone of this
behavior is initiated by the charter sector with respect to the halibut resource. (A resource that
“helongs” to the Public)).?

Since the implementation of the Commercial IFQ program the longline fleet has changed
focation, dates, and fishing strategles to meet their current market values end demands. One of the
major strategy shifts has been to run fewer trips closer ond closer to part. Following the implementation
of the commercial IFQ progrom there has been a dramatic and significant increase in the nearshere
longline efforts. This increese, caupled with a nine month season which encompuasses the entire
recrectiono! season, has resulted in continual and significant pressure, intercepting the annual halibut
migrations within traditional subsistence and sport fishing waters {56 to 60% of the longline harvest
occurs between May 15 and September 15).* These changes in season length and nearshore longline
efforts are having significant negative impacts on the quality of the halibut harvest and the quality of the
recreational experience, thereby eroding the stability within the charter sector, among the recreational
anglers, and the coastal communities dependant on a healthy chorter fleet and the tourism it generates.

e The continuol and substantiol increase of nearshore longline effort intercepting traditional
halibut migrations is eroding the stability, economic viability, the diversity of the halibut charter
industry, as well as, the quolity and safety of the recreational experience.

o As there are currently very few boundaries and few restrictions on longline vessels in most
nearshore waters; in many areas, community stability is being affected as traditionol sport,
subsistence, and charters are displaced by the ever increasing presence of the longline fleet and
the compounded negative biological, environmental, and satio-economic impacts ossociated
with this increase in localized efforts.

e These changes in longline effort, unreguiated and without nearshore boundaries may be having
significant and irreversible negative impact on nearshore ecosystems, including habitat and

2 Readily accessible in some local communities’ police log. {prefer not to be specific)
# hitp:/ farww fake.noaa.gov/ram/ifiqreports htm
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populations of slow growing sensitive species, such as lingeod, yellow-eyed rockfish, and many
others within traditional subsistence and sport fishing waters.

s The steady and continuol longline pressure within nearshore waters may be causing unknown
and detrimental impacts on non-halibut gome fish discarded or retained os bycatch. In addition,
no regulation requiring the recording of "sublegal” released fish leaves untold millians of pounds
of halibut unable to contribute to the future sustainability of the biomoss, and unable to be
harvested by quided recreotional, sport or subsistence fishermen dependant on nearshore access
and a heolthy haiibut resource.

The preamble to Prohlem Statement says: “The recent expansion of the halibut charter fleet
may make achievement of Magnuson-Stevens Act National Standords more difficuft. Of concern is the
Council’s ability to maintoin the stability, economic viability, ond diversity of the halibut industry, the
quality of the recreational experience, the access of subsistence users, and the sociceconomic well being
of the couastal communities dependant on the halibut resource,

With regard to either conservation, socioeconomic, science based management concerns it
appears to be much more appropriate and valid to apply the preamble and the above listed Problem
Statement concerns to the commercial industry rather than the charter sector; in order to ease the

achievement of the National Standards, This being the case, and due to a lack of data to demonstrate
o= otherwise; | submit to the Secretary that the preamble and the above portions of the Problem
Statement are invalid and without merit. Therefore any subsequent action is purely arbitrary and

capricious, and not based on solid legal foundation.

The only stated coneern left to consider is #6” The need for reliable horvest data will increase
as the magnitude of the harvest expands in the charter sector.”*( submit that this comment is not by
definition a “concern”. it is an innocuous statement used as fog factor which references a concept that
Is a "given” with respect to any and all aspects of conservation and science based management. The
need for reliable data of every sort should always increase in order to achieve goals of the Magnuson-
Stevens Act National Standards. {note: Despite listing this as a “concern”, the NPFMC gid not hold the
same concern in relation to the commercial industry. {i.e.) To this day, the longline sector is not
required to record “sublegal” released fish in its logbooks. This results in a completely arbitrary

assessment of mortality which does not constitute reliable data.)®

1 submit: The primary and most fundamental goal and responsibility of any management
Council when considering and developing any management action is to present evidence and data (hot
rhetoric) to support and demonstrate the Statement of Purpose and Need and to; on a continuing basis,

B raderal Register Vol. 67, No. 18/01/28/2002, Federal Register Vol. 68, No. 153/08/08/2003
 [Further note: After ten years of collection, ADF&G has stilf not certifled charter logbock data as accurate with a
seientifically acceptable level of confidence.)
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evaluate the validity of thelr Problem Statement particularly with reverence to the stated “Need” which
initiated and drives Council effort and expense. At any significant juncture, the Council has the
obligation to bring forward any recently available data which is pertinent and relevant to the propased
action's Purpose and Need. [t is also the responsibility of the Council to, through the collection and
presentation of acceptable data; define and support the premise and concerns of the Problem
Statement.

Further | submit:

o That the preamble and “concerns” #1, 2, and 4 do Not apply to the charter industry, being far
more relevant and substantially more applicable to the Tongline sector than the charter sector
with respect to achieving the goals of Magnuson-Stevens Act National Standards.

* That after more than a decade, the Council has done an inadequate and unacceptable job of
supporting and addressing "concern” #5. If page 59 and page 78 represent the entire analysis
with respect to the charter sector The Council has not futfilled its responstbilities nor has it
satisfied the “concern”, _

¢ That “concern” # 3, (the only “concern” relative to the Sale Purpose and Need), is invalid, If
after more than twelve years the Council does not have (or refuses to present) ANY [actual,
relevant, comprehensive, or comparative) DATA with which to su pport and demonstrate its Sole
Purpose and Need or any part of its Problem Statement; it does not have a valid Problem
Statement, and is thereby, by definition arbitrary and capricious, and not based on solid legal
foundation. In addition, A Comparative Analysis® using recent, relevant, publicly available
socioeconomic data® and based onTable56 Estimates of loss, clearly illustrate that the de facto
reallocation of halibut away from the charter sector would be likely to create exponentially
greater economic hardship to the charter operator, the State of Alaska, and, most importantly,
the coastal communities which are dependent on a stabie, healthy halibut charter fleet and the
taurism revenue generated by that fleet.

*  One critical Impact which the analysis does not address Is not economic (vet, no less important)
and can never be quantified is the “Loss” to the recreational angler wha is effectively denied the
right access to his/her halibut. Greater than $5% of guided recreational anglers in 2C are non
residents. Extrapolating from Table 56 data® in 2015, over 40,000 recreational anglers will be
deprived of their right to safely experlence the beauty of Alaska and the wonders of the Pacific
Halibut resource. Such a de facto reallocation away from the recreational angler is 2 violation of
those anglers’ right to access thair own fish under the Public Trust Doctrine.®

The Council has the responsibility with any action, proposal, or measure under its authority to
periodically and, on a continuing basis gather, present, and analyze any and all recent and Jor

¥ Appendix 5
2 (McDowell Group seport 2006} http://sitka.net/downloads3/Sitka%20Visitor%20Data.pdf

* page 78 11/27/02 EA/RIR/IRFA

¥ page 59 11/27/07 EA/RIR/IRFA

* The Public Trust Doctrine is dated back to the infancy of Roman Law. The right to access Public resources was
recognized as one of the most fundamental human rights. It has withstood the test of time for over 2000 years,




Mar 26 08 0S:189p Donna Bondioli 907-235-4114 p.3

relevant data which may support or disprove the validity of the council’s Statement of Purpose and
Need that serves as a basis for the intended Council action. The Council has the responsibility to, at
any time information or data becomes available which is pertinent and relative; make available to
the public, present and evaluate such data to determine the consistency and validity of the Council
action with the Statement of Purpose and Need.

As clearly stated in the Federal Registers Vol. 67 (proposed rule) and Vol. 68 {final rule) the Sole
Purpose and Need for Council action (restricting the future growth of the charter harvest} Is as

follows:

“..05 the guided recreational fishery expands, its harvest reduces the pounds ovailable to be
fished in the commerciol holibut fishery and, ntly, the value of quota sha
{£Q Program.”

The Council has been remiss in its responsibilities to present and evaluate the “best data
avallable ta it", (or for that matter to evaluate and analyze ANY DATA) which would support and/for
demonstrate the valldity of the Need which Is the foundation for the Problem Statement and
therefare any and ALL subsequent Council action: extremely relevant informaticn is publically
available that MUST be considered to evaluate the validity, applicability, and ultimately the legal

foundation of the Statement of Purpose and Need any therefore of and alt subsequent Council
' action.

Since the Implementation of the commercial IFQ Program, NOAA and the IPHC have monitored
and reported on a myriad of aspects relative to the IFQ Program. * These Agencies report annally
on allocations and harvests, ex-vessel values, quota share values, QS transfer atc. This data, is and
has been, publicaily available. It is unacceptable, and of questionable tegal practice, that this
current and obviously pertinent data (which is preparad by NOAA} has not been presented in either
analysis or review relative to the Sale Purpose and Need , the Problem Statement, and any

resulting GHL discussion_action, or rule. (OF particular concern is the conspicuous absence of this

available information in analyses submitted to the Secretary for consideration of the 2002 proposed
GHL rule.)

The following, publicly available, information clearly fllustrates that QS values have not been
reduced, by ANY charter harvest, and in FACT, have increased exponentially. The analysis states
definitively that losses due to reductions in the CEY and increases in GHL overages are likely to be
substantial. This information {figure 2) and a paralle! view with CEY history clearly show that

substantial changes in allowable commercial harvest are much more significantly impacted by
rardom [PHC changes in policy or methodology than by the charter sector. **This current and

2 hitpi/fwww.fakr.noan gov/ram/ifqreports.htm

B hreg:/fwww.iphe. washington.edu/halcom/commerei.htm
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credible NOAA and IPHC DATA clearly demonstrates that the Sole Statement of Purpose and Need
and the GHL Problem Statement is invalid; And any and all subsequent Council action, is by
deftnition , arbitrary and capricious and therefore of questionable legal foundation,

Area 2C charter harvest Vs. commercial harvest and allocation

12,000,000
19,060 000
%,060,000
5,000,000 Ecommarcial allecation
4,000,090
2000 GO0 | Dcommerciat harvest
0 B charter harvest
8 5 2 3 8 8
e < 2 ] & S

Figure 2

Source: http-/fwww fakr.noaa.gov/mmfifgreports htm

http://veww.iphe.washingten.edu/halcom/commerci.htm

Area 2C Quota share value
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Figure 5

Source: http://www.fakr.noaa.gov/ram/ifqreports.htm
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Tatal 2C QS value (QS value above the 1995 leve! = $127,510,000)
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Figure 6
Source: http://www fakr.noas.gov/ram/ifgreports.htm; Table 1 Appandix 4
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Source: hitp:/fwww fakr.noza.govfram/ifqreports.htm
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Seurce: http:/fwww.fakr.noaa.gov/ram/ifgreports.htm: Table 1 Appendix 4
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Source: http://www.fakr.noaa.gov/ram/ifqreports.htr
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Statewide Ex-vessel earnings (Cumulative earnings above the 1925 [evel =
$911,341.075)
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Figure 15

Source: http://www.fakr.noaz.gov/ram/ifgreports.htm; Table 1 Appendix 4

The information presented in the 11/27/07 EA/RIR/IRFA analysis on pages 73 and 59, are based on Table
56, page 59. The speculative losses to the commercial sectar are based on the assumption that the
charter harvest would grow at a rate of 6.8%. The assumption is that the charter harvest growth rate
7N . will remain the same as it has for the past 12 years. | submit that it is not only appropriate, but the
Council’s responsibility; to analyze current relevant data® to determine if that same growth rate (6.8%)
has indeed caused quota share values to be reduced and thus created economic instability for the
commercial sector since the implementation of IFQs, as per 1995 GHL $Statement of Need and Problem
Statement. In evaluating this data it is pertinent to also examine Area 3A and Statewide QS values as
there are a significant number of 2C QS helders who also hold Quota share in Area 3A and/or
statewide

{Dota surmmary does not reflect 1995 QS values as g baseline due to the fact that alf initial shares were
free, with ZERO initial investment. Additional value increase should octually be calculated considering
1995 GS value was $ 0.00).

¢ Figure 5 and Figure 11 show an increase in QS value in Area 2C to be $15.42/lb.; from
$7.58 in 1996 to $23/lb. in 2007: Area 3A demonstrates an increase in QS value of
$17.63/lb.; from $7.87 in 1996 to $25/ib. in 2607 (current asking price in 3A is averaging
around $28/1h.)*°. This represents a 303% increase and a 340% increase in QS share
values respectively. Statewide QS¥ values have increased at similar percentages.

3 http:/fwww.fakr.noaz.gov/ram/ifqreports.htm
% http://www.fakr.nosa.gov/ram/ifreports.htm
¥ htep:/fwww.dockstreetbrokers.comyifqs.php

7 http:/fwww.fakr.noas.gov/ram/ifqreports.htm
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Figure 3 and Figure 9 show an increase in ex-vesse! price of $2.04/1b. In 2C and
$2.43/\k. in 34; from $2.04 in 1996 to $ 4.27/1b. In 2007 and from $1.99 to$ 4.42/Ib.
respectively. This represents an increase in ex-vessel value of 209% in 2C and of 222% in
Area 3A. Statewide ex-vessel values™ have increased at approximately the same
phenomenal 200+% rate.

Figure 6 and Figure 12; illustrate the rapid and dramatic increasa in QS value since 159,
in Area 2C, the increase in S value was $127,510,000: And in Area 3A, the increase in
QS value was $507,600,000. This represents an increase value in QS of 287 % in 2C and
anincrease in QS value of 444% in Area 3A.

Figure 4, Flgure 10, and Figure 15 illustrate the cumulative difference in ex-vessel
earnings since 1995, Considering the GHL Need and Problem, this was caiculated as the

sum total of the ex-vessel earnings, above and bevond the 1995 Jevel In Area 2C, the

cumulative increase in ex-vessel earnings above the 1995 lavel was $108,345,345: In
Area 3A, the cumulative increase above the 1595 level was $324,741,959; and the
cumulative increase in ex-vessel earnings statewide above the 1995 level was $911,
311,075.

Federal Register volumes 67 (proposed rule) and 63{final rute} published the 1995 GHL Sole
Statermnent of Purpose and Need ,and the only potentially concrate concern listed within the
1955 Problem Statement as follows:

“~...as the gulded recreationol fishery expands, s hurvest reduces the pounds avaifable to be

fished in the commercial halibut fishery and, subsequently, the vatue of quota shares (S} in the
1EQ Proqram, ™

In consideration of the current, substantiated, and significantly relevant data collected,
validated, and presented by NOAA {since 1595): § submit the following:

The GHL Sale Statement of Purpose and Need by definition is invalld. There has been
no reduction in QS value and certainly no resultant economic hardship. There is no
data to support it. Ta the contrary, current data evaluation has proven that expanding
charter harvest do NOT reduce the valua of quota shares. 1) Individual quota share
values have, if fact increased expenentlally demonstrating an increase in value of 300%
-340% fib. 2) Overall QS values have increased by a range 287% - 8444%. 3) Ex-vessel
prices have increased by 2004+%. 4) Overall ex-vessel earnings have intreased fobove
ond beyond the 1995 fevel) to a Cumulative total of $208 million in Area 2C, $325

enillion in 34, and $911 million statewide.

® Appendix 4 Table 3
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With the “best availahite data” reflecting astronomical increases in QS value
and ex-vessel revenue ranging from 200 % - 424%; and curnulative increases ranging
from $108 million to $911 million. There Is no empirical evidence to support the
Statement of Purpose and Need {reduction of QS value} rendering it and any and all
subsequent action invalld; by definition, arbitrary and capricious, and therefore not
on solld legal foundation.

The GHL Proklem Statement by definition is invalid. There has been no reduction in QS
value and certainly no resultant economic hardship. The entire premise; the basis for
legal foundation, and the anty quantifiable concemn of the Prohlem Statement
{reduction of QS value); is proven inwalid by current credible data. There is no data to
support it. To the contrary, current data evaluation has proven that expanding charter
harvest do NOT raduce the value of quota shares. 1} Individual quota share valuas
have, if fact Increased expenentially demonstrating an increase in value of 300% - 340%
fib. 2} Overall QS values have increased by a range 287% - 444%, 3) Ex-vessel prices
have increased by 2004%. 4) Overall ex-vessel earnings have increased {above and
beyond the 1995 level) ta a Cumulative total of $108 million in Area 2C, $325 million in
3A, and $911 million statewide.

With the “best available data” reflecting astronomical incregses in QS value
and ex-vessel revenue ranging from 200 % - 444%; and cumulative increases ranging
from $108 million to $911 million. There is no empirical evidence to support the
Problem Statement (reduction of QS value) rendering it and any and all subsequent
action invalid; by definition, arbitrary and capricious, and therefore not on solid legal
foundation.

In consideration of the current, substantiated, and significantly relevant data collected,
validated, and presented by NQAA {since 1995): | submit the following:

That the NPFMC has been remiss and negligent in its responsibilities and obligations as a
conservation and resource management body tasked with sclence based decision
making. Financial insurance rulemaking and investment guarantee regulation are NOT
within the purview of the NPFMC with respect to its mandates; conservation and
resource management, science based management, the Magnuson-Stevens Act, or the
Halibut Act.

That the NPFMC has been rerniss and negligent in its responsibilities and obligations to
achieve the goals of and manage the resource, in accordance with and in compliance to
the Magnuson-Stevens Act National Standards.
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That the NPFMC has been remiss and negligent in its responsibilities and obligations to
collect, publicly present, and honestly evaluate “the BEST available data.” Current
substantiated data which is collected and presented publicly by NOAA {the NPFMC's
own agency);and is of significant relevance and specifically pertinent to the Council
action should be considered as “the BEST available data.”

That the NPFMC has been remiss and negligent in its responsibilities and oblligations
evidenced by the arbitrary and capricious nature of its support and validation of; and
for the arbitrary and capriclous foundation of the Statement of Problem and Need, the
Problem Statement, and the entire GHL rulemaking “process”.

That after 15 years of consideration, tens of thousands of man hours [Council staff,
ADF&G, and others), millions of dollars spent by the State and the Federal Government,
(the American taxpaying Public), and the hundreds of thousands the charter operators
had to pay out of pocket to defend their clients’ right to safely harvest their halibut:
They onfy ane who has henefited has been the longline sector.” There has been no
reduction in QS value and certainly no resultant economic hardship.

The NPFMC has been so entirely focused on covertly implementing a de facto
reallocation away from the charter sector; it has been remiss and negligent in
addressing its concerns of community stability, the quality of the recreationa)
experience, economic viability of ALL thase who benefit from the halibut resource, and
the socioecanomic well-being of the coastal communities dependant on the resource.
The NPFMIC has been so focused on covertly implementing & de facto reallocation away
from the charter sector; it has failed to address these concemns and have, in Fact,
significantly exacerbated social problems with the implementation and “protection” of
the commercial IFQ program.

There has been much conjecture and assertion in the 1ast few years, by the longline
sectar, the NPFMC, and NOAA attorneys, and “the good ‘ole boys”; that the Magnuson-
Stevans Act National Standards did not appty to the halibut resource, even though sed
Act is responsible for delegating its authority to the Council AND that those National
Standavds mandate . | submit the following supposition:

+ JF the Magnhuson-Stevens Act does not apply to the Pacific Halibut Resource,
then the NPFMC had no reat authority to create the commercial IFQ Program
and quota shares holdings should immediately become null and void.

2 pepy//www.fakr.noaa.gov/ram/ifqreports.htm
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+ [F the Magnuson-Stevens Act National Standards do Not apply to the Pacific
Halibut Resource; then the mast basic premise which supports the foundation of
the Problem Statement is invalid, thereby rendering the entire Problem
Staternent and Any and Al subsequent GHL Council action, arbitrary and
capricious, Not based on any legal foundation, and immediately null and void.

s I the Magnuson-Stevens Act National Standards DO apply to the Pacific Halibut
Resource; then the NPFMC has been remiss, negligent, or corrupt in its
responsibilities and obligations to adhere to the guldelines and achteving the
goals set forth therein with respect to the guided recreational users and the
halibut resource. Most of the Standards have been either ignored or legally
violated throughout the GHL “process”; of particular concern is the blatant
disregard for Nationat Standard 5 {which states that “No measure shall have
econamic aflocation as its Sole Purpose.”).

**If the Standards which provide the basis of and the legal foundation
for the Problemn Statement are largely ignored or not adhered to then either A)
A “Problem” does not exist and therefore any and all action, is arbitrary and
tapriclous and has no legal foundation: Or 8)the Council does not have a valid
Problem Statement; therefore any and all subsequent action is arbitrary and
o= capricious, and has ne tegal foundation.

Conclusion;

| strongly encaurage the Secretary to consider his actions and evaluate halibut resource issues

based on factual and complete data instead on basad on speculative futures and Inadeguate,
incomplete analyses. Evaluation of GHL history and current, newly exposed, and (previausly
unanalyzed), data illustrate that there is nothing of substance on which to base potentially economically
devastating action. The Council has proven historically remiss and negligent, demonstrating repeatedly
its unwillingness to present and evaluate actual available data both; with respect to socloeconomic
impacts and also with respect to supporting and validating its Purpose and Need, as well as, its
Problem Statement. {If / can generate A Comparative Analysis of potential economic losses and present
publically available, current, and credible data which is directly relevant & imperative for analysis
relative to the Sole Purpose, Need, and Problem Statement: Why is the NPFMC still Not capoble (willing?}
to do so after 16 years and mm:ans af dollars. ???} 1 submit; & political agenda masterminded , by a

ercially dominated ; aate -

#Jmmmmmmme Counci has been extensively remiss and

negligent, procedurally; in its efforts to satisfy the political agenda-{de facto reallocation away from the
charter sectar} under the gulse of; and in the complete absence of; a conservation or biological *.Need”,
The Council has been extensively remiss and negligent with respect to sociceconomic impacts and social
conflict issues. It has failed to address them with respect to the charter community and exacerbated
thern with respect to the longline sector. The Councit has spent nearly 15 years and countless millions of
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dollars to covertly implement a de facto reallocation away from the charter sector based on a Parpose
and Need and a Problem Statement which repeatedly do not pass any tests of merit, are therefare
invalid, ultimately arbitrary and capricious, and Not based on solid legal foundation. The NPFMC has
been rerniss and negligent, by both action and inaction, in its responsibilities and obligations t¢ address
its stated intention®of easing the Cauncil's ability to achieve the Magnuson-Stevens Act National
Standards.

Current, credible and relevant, data which is publicly available, yet naver presented for analysis
{sociveconomic and direct revenues and QS values) have been applied to Council's speculative loss
models; as well as, to test the merit of the Problem and Need Statements. As illustrated previously in
the document, when evaluated for thelr validity using "the Best available data”; “'the GHL Sole
Statement of Purpose an Need and the Problem Statement repeatedly fail the tests of merit, thereby,
proving them as invalid; and therefore, arhitrary and capricdous by definition, and Not on solid legal
foundation. Quota share values reflecting 200-450% increases over the twelve year period Do Not
define reductions in QS values, Ex-vessel Increases of 2009 per pound and an astronomical rise in
cumulative increased earnings (above and beyond 1995 eamnings) ranging from $108 miltion to $911
million Do Not demonstrate a reduction in Q5 value and definitely Does Mot represent economic

hardship to the longline sectar. (With an average charter operator's gross revenue of $34,000"m
certain that that charter fleat wouldn’t mind a little of that economic devastation.) :

These phenomenal increasas in QS values and revenue; when viewed in conjunction with QS
transfer rates® illustrate a freely flowing and unconstrained QS marketplace. These trends clearly DO

NOT demonstrate sither a veduction in QS value, significant negative economic impact, or uncertajnty

instabil o) al IF rs. IPHC application of Stow Up / Fast Down Policy
designed to “buffer”* possible impacts to the commercial industry would reduce the already Non-
ExIstent Economic impact by a factor or 2 or 3 [depending on whether SU or ED were applied).*
Evaluating A Comparative Analysis and Appendix 4, clearly lustrates through empirical data, that that a
12 year growth rate of 6.8% in the guided recreational harvest would have Zero negative economic
impact to the longiine sectar; and yet to restrict that future harvest potemntial would likely cause
significant economic hardship to the charter operatar, the State of Alaska, and the coastal communities
that are dependent on a viable and healthy charter fleet. The costs to the Federal Gavernment and the

® Federal Register Vol. 67, No. 18/01/28/2002, Federal Register Vol. 68, No. 153/08/08/2003

Mhrep:/fwww.fakr.noaa.gov/ramy/ifqreports.htm
{McDowell Group report 2006} http://sitka.net/downloads3/Sitka%20Visitor¥%20Data.pdf

2 p, 78 11/27/07/EA/RIR/IRFA..average charter operators gross income $34,0G0

* hetn:/ fwww fake.noaa.gov/ram/ifgre X
http://www.iphc.washington.edu/halcomfcommercl.htm

% See Appendix 1 *buffer”=term designed to allow CEY overharvesting by 35-85%

* appendin2
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State of Ak. Associated with continuing the GHL charade and the costs associated with enforeing® any
de facto reallocation far outweigh the non-existent losses to the commercial sector,

The Federal Government via the NPFMC has a complex paradox to address with regard to the

Magnuson-Stevens Act National Standards. The Federal Government via NPEMC is faced with a

erplexing Catch-22.

IF the Magnuson-Stevens Act National Standards do Not apply to the Pacific Halibut
Resource; then the most basic premise which supports the foundation of the Problem
Statement is invalld, thereby rendering the entire Problem Statement and Any and All
subsequent GHL Council action, arbitrary and capricious, and Not based on any legal
foundation.

If the Magnuson-Stevens Act Nationa! Standards DO apply to the Pacific Malibut
Resource; then the NPFMC has been remiss, negligent, in its responsibilities and
obligations to adhere to the guidelines and achieving the goals set forth therein; with
respect to the guided recreational users and the halibut resource. Of particular concern
is the blatant disregard for National Standard 5 {which states that “No measure shalil
have economic allacation as its Sole Purpose”, and any allocation Must be “fair and
Equitable to ALL users”).

IF the Magnuscn-Stevens Act does not apply to the Pacific Halibut Resource, then the
NPFMC had no real authority to create the commercial IFQ Program and quota shares
holdings should immediately become null and volid.

***if the Standords which provide the basis of and the legal foundation for Any
Probiem Statement are largely ignored, not adhered to, or not applicable then either A)
A “Problem” daes not exist and therefore any and all action, is arbitrary and capricious
and has no legel foundation: Or B)the Council does not have o valid Problem
Statement; therefore any and alf subsequent actian is arbitrary and copricious, and has
neo legal foundation. ***

With no foreseeable or substantive legal foundation which would pass muster and not

be arbitrary and capricious; and the fact that all GHL analysis and all subsequent analyzes have
been unacceptable and inadequate for the purposes of conservation and science based decision
making; And after consideration of scientifically credible, recent, and significantly relevant

6 11/27/07/EA/RIR/IRFA...
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DATA, which has been historically concealed from the affected users and policy makers. | make
the following recommendations

1) Take NO ACTION with regard to enforcing a olitical de facto™ reallocation (GHL)

2) Recognizing the arbitrary and capricious legal foundation of any and all Council
action initiated by, and subseguent to the Fatally Flawed 1995 “Need” and
“Problem”; Reject and Rescind Any and Afl GHL related action, including
prohibition of crew fish and size limits.

3) Recognizing the arbitrary and capricious legal foundation of any and all Council
action initiated by, and subsequent to the Fatally Flawed 1995 “Need” and
“Problem”; and recognizing the unavoidable tegal consequences of the Magnuson-
Stevens Catch 22 described above: Rejectand Rescind the GHL in its entirety.

4) Recognizing that the unboundaried and virtuaily unrestricted commerdial IFQ (give
away) Prograim has made achievement of Magnuson-Stevens Act National
Standards more difficult by creating a hostile environment for resource and
stience based managememt, the recreational angling experience, and the chorter
operator, and local businesses : And Recognizing that the commercial IFQ (give
away) Program has significantly exacerbated and incited community instability
and disrupted the sociol and socioeconomic well-being of the coastal communities
dependant on the halibut resource; The Council may well wish to consider

modifying, restricting or revoking the commercial IFQ Program. (It appears
Bromiey was correct in asserting that the Public resource should have never been
“Given away” in the first place. )

Thank you for your time and consideration of this relevant and easily verifiable Data. [ am confident that
the Council will eventually fulfill its responsibilities and obligations with respect to the Magnusan-
Stevens Act National Standards, the Halibut Act (“fair and equitable”), and all other truly applicable laws,
and base its economically devastating decision making on comprehensive, recent, accurate data
evaluation,

**2006 Problem Statement: Having witnessed the “rulemaking process” now for over 14 years, [ am
certain that the Council will try to justify current potential measures as valid under the 2006 GHL
problem statement. As clearly demonstrated by the 11/27/07 EA/RIRIRFA Analysis, the Council’s

¥ Random House Unabridged Dictionary de fac-to actually existing, esp. when without lawful

authority
 Bromley report hitp://www.seafa.orgfwp-content/uploads/2007/11/bromley-macinko-october-2007-3.pdf
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foundation for action (p.59, Table 56 ) is the “speculative” loss to the commercial sector. The T submit
that the 2006 Problem Statement is invalid. Based the fact that at the Council has been negligent in
presenting adequate or substantive data to establish the Need and Problem for GHL action. Based on the
fact that the “original” 1995 Problem Statement and Statement of Need (the Sole purpose for action)
are invalid, have not been demonstrated by fact or date, are arbitrary and capricious, and therefore based
on no legal foundation. As evidenced by the application of current pertinent, publicly available data,
which has NEVER been presented (as per, the responsibilities and obligations of the Couacil),; the
Statement of Need and Problem Statement are proven to Not pass tests of muster, are therefore invalid
and consequently arbitrary and capricious. I submi: that having Proven that there is no scientific or
legal foundation for the stated Need and Problem; Any and All subsequent action (including the
2006 Problem Statement) are invalid, arbitrary and capricious, and Not on solid legal foundation,
or for that matier Any legal foundation. The “new” problem Statement does not define a problem. It
is again fog factor to hide the original a stated Problem and Need. The enly “concern” mentioned is 1o
maintain community stability. As is clearly evidenced, the Council action does not and cannot address
this issue and, in fact, continuation of this charade coupled with the commercial [FQ program; the
Council will continug to exacerbate community tensions and instability.

Appendix 1 — Addresses the lack of a conservation concern.

Appendix 2 — Explanation of PHC SUFD policy

Appendix 3 — Page 59, Table 56 11/27/07 EA/RIR/IRFA The NPFMC basis for all Speculation and
action.

Appendix 4 — No assumptions were made. This is simply a compilation of the information publicly
available on the NOAA and IPHC website.

Appendix 5- All information is derived and applied with reference to Council’s speculative loss
presentation. The body is generated through simple mathematical exercise based en Council “data”. All
references are cited with each Table and any calculation are show in each table header.

The McDowell Group multiplier was used to reflect the most current “best available” socioeconomic
data.

The multiplier effect of 10 was illustrated as that factor is the generally accepted multiplier with respect to
recreational fisheries.

The multiplier effect of 6 was added to provide a “low” end range of impacts.

License fees were shown as $20-535 dollars. These numbers were to provide a “low” end range of
impacts. 95% of the charter clients in 2C are non-resident are more likely to have purchased a multiday
license and therefore, the impact to the State is likely to be much greater than reflected.
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Appendix 1
1. Not a Conservation Issue

The GHL Statement of Purpose and Need and the Problem Statement make it abundantly clear that
conservation and sustainability of the halibut resource is Not an issue or concern with regard to any and
all GHL measures. There Is no reference to the sustainzbility of the halibut resource. There is no
statement of present or future blological or ecological concerns. There Is no discussion of any present or
future conservation concerns with regard to the Pacific Halibut resource. There is only one statament

which defines the purpose and need for action: To prevent the speculated future reduction of quota

share values. .

Reviewing the catch limits set by $PHC for Areas 2A, 2B and 2C in 2008, it should be abundantly ciear that
maintaining the GHL at 1.432 million pounds and continuing the existing charter harvest restrictions
unchanged is not a conservation issue:

o The 2008 area 2A combined catch limit Is 1.22 million pounds. Adding “other removals” of 0.29
million pounds, results in total removals of 1.51 million pounds, 60% over the area 2A total CEY of
0.94 million pounds.

s The 2008 area 28 combined catch limit is 9.00 million pounds. Adding “other removals” of 0.47
million pounds, resutts in total removals of 3.47 million pounds, 85% over the area 28 total CEY of
5.12 millien pounds.
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s The 2008 area 2C commercial catch limit is 6.21 million pounds. Adding “other removals®™ of 2.59
million pounds results in total removals of 8.8 million pounds, 35% over the area 2C total CEY of 6.5
million pounds™.

The IPHC would never allow an over harvest of the Total CEY if there were a conservation issue. it should
be very clear that due to the conservative nature of IPHC harvest calculations, over- harvest of the Area 2
total CEY by 60 to 85% is possible without resulting in 2 conservation issue.

Appendix 2

2. IPHC Change of Assessment Model

At the recently concluded IPHC annual meeting, the commissioners chose to adopt a new Coastwide
assessment and apportionment model that radically changes the calculation of total CEY in Area 2C. This
year the Coastwide assessment model has calculated an Area 2C total CEY of 6.5 million pounds. I the
2008 GHL were determined using the Coastwide total CEY for Area 2C, then this year's GHL would be set

to 0,931 million pounds, a 35% decrease from [ast year.

The GHL. triggers were hased on the 1999-2000 average total CEY, which was calculated using the Closed
Area assessment model. This year’s Closed Area assessment calculates the Area 2C tota) CEY to be 8.8
million pounds™, well above the first GHL stairstep of 9.027 million pounds.

Careful review of the August 8, 2003 Final Rule for the GHL shows that thare is no mention of which total
CEY the GHL must be based upon. Given the fact that both the Closed Area and Coastwide total CEYs have
been pubtished by the PHC, the Secretary has the discretion to choose which total CEY to base the GHL

upon.

In fairness to the guided recreotionol sector, the GHL should continue to be colculated using the Closed
Area assessment model upon which it wos originoily based.

* |ncludes GHL = 0.931 milllon pounds

% |pHC Staff, 2008 IPHC Bluebook, page 109
http://www.lphe.waghi n. haleam/pubsfannmest/20 luebook/blueh pdf

51 |pHC Staff, 2008 IPHC Bluehaok, page 71
http:ffwanw.iphcwashington.edu/halcom/oubs, eet/2008/bivebock/blyabook0s.pdf
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3. “Slow up - Fast Down” Interactions with GHL Stairstep provision:

“Slow up — Fast down” (SUFD) is a poorly documented IPHC policy designed to buffer the economic
impact of large changes In fishery CEY. :

Here is how SUFD works:

Slow Up {SU): If this year's fishery CEY is greater than last year's catch limit then the catch
recommendation equals last year's catch fimit plus 1/3 of the difference between this year’s fishery CEY
and last year’s catch limit, SU is precautionary in nature, ralsing the catch limits slowly when the CEY
appears to be increasing.

Fast Down (FD): If this year’s fishery CEY is loss than last year’s catch limit, then the catch
recommendation is set 4 way between last year's catch limit and this year’s fishery CEY. FD is an
econamic buffer applied to the fishery CEY that lessens the blow of a fishery CEY decrease to the
harvesters of the fishery CEY.

In IPHC regulatory areas 2A and 28, SUFD buffering is applied to a combined commercial/sport fishery
CEY, with the outcome that sport fisheries enjoy the same level of buffering as the directed commercial
fisheries. In areas 2C and 3A, SUFD is applied only to the directed longline fishery.

Below are the 2008 IPHC Catch Limits for Area 2C:

Area 2C Total CEY: 6.50 mitlion pounds
- 2C other removals: -2.59 miflion pounds
Fishery CEY: 3.92 million pounds

FD Adjustment: 2.23 milllon pounds

Danna Bandioli 907-235-4114 p-18
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Catch Limit Adopted: 6.21 million pounds

For 2008, the area 2C SUFD adjustment is “Fast Down" and amounts to 2.29 million pounds. Assuming
“other removals” occur as planned, a FD adjustment results in total removals exceeding the total CEY by
the amount of the FD adjustment. Itis easy to see that a FD adjustment of 2.29 million pounds will
resuit in next year’'s biomass calculation being lower than it would be in the absence of the adjustment.
The 2.29 million pounds of excess harvest, the wastage associated with this excess harvest and the
biomass growth that the 2.29 million pounds of excess harvest would have accrued are all essentially
debited from the following year’s biomass calculation, resulting in 3 lower total CEY in the following
years than would have been set in the absence of these removals. Since the GHL keys off the total CEY,
the “fast down” portion of SUFD policy can either trigger a GHL stair step down or prevent a GHL stair
step up in the year{s) following application.

The negative effects of FD policy an GHL determination were overlooked when the original GHL rule was
developed. As a result of FD, the longline sector enjoys an economic benefit at the expense of the
guided recreational sector in area 2C and 3A. The Secretary can only conclude that the stair step
Jeature of the GHL is not compatible with SUFD policy,

Fann The analysis does go into seme detail on the expected loss to the commercial sector, but in the absence

of detailed data on the aconomic impact to the charter sector, it makes no attempt to calculate net
gains or losses. in addition, the impact charts depicted on pages 59 and 73 are Incorrect in assuming
that a pound of guided recreational harvest equals one less pound that the directed fishery can
harvest. Recall that SUFD buffers changes to the fishery CEY. In a “Fast Down” year, the longline sector
enjoys FD buiffering that has the net effect of lowerlng the commercial cateh limit by only % pound for
every pound added to the charter harvest in “other removals”. Proof follows in a simple exercise using
the 2008 catch limits for Area 2C. In the first example, IPHC has substituted a GHL = 0,931 miflion
pounds for guided recreational removals, arriving at a Fishery CEY of 3.92 million pounds. Applying the
FD formula resuts in a catch limit recommendation of 6.22 million pounds. The second example starts
with the same total CEY, subtracts “other removals” including a GHL of 1.432 million pounds (adding
501,000 pounds to the charter harvest), arriving at a fishery CEY of 3.409 millfon pounds. i then applies
the FO formula, resulting in a commercial catch recommendation of 5.956 million pounds, just 250,000
pounds less than the first example.

2008 Area 2C Catch Limits:

Area 2C Total CEY: 6.50 million pounds
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. = 2C other removals: -2.59 million pounds (assumes 0.931 m Ib GHL)
Fishery CEY: 3.92 million pounds
FD Adjustment: 2.29 million pounds
Catch Recommendation: 6.21 million pounds

2008 Area 2C Catch Limits calculations with 0.931 GHL raplacad by 1.432:

Area 2C Total CEY: 6.50 million pounds
- 2C gther removals: -3.091 million pounds [assumes 1.432 m Ib GHL)
Fishery CEY: 3.409 miillon pounds
FD Adjustment; 2.55 million pounds
Catch Recommendation: 5.96 million pounds

In a FD year, assuming the IPHC adopts staff catch recommendations, the commercial sector’s catch
limit is reduced by only % pound for each additional pound of charter harvest that is added to “other
removals.” 2006, 2007 and 2008 are all “fast down” years. The ex-vessel losses calculated on page 59 of
the EA/RIR/IRFA, at least for those three years, are therefore high by approximately a factor of 2. (“Slow
up” reduces commaercial catch by 1/3 pound for every additional psund of other removals.)

The Secratary should also note that the 3.5 million pounds of Area 2C SUFD adjustments for the
commercial fleet from 2006 through 2008 is more than double the amount of all Area 2C GHL charter
harvest overages since the GHL rule was published in 2003%2 (Area 2 FD adjustments: 2006: 300k
pounds, 2007: 800k pounds, 2008: 2,29 million pounds}

5 |pHC Statf: 2008 IPHC Bluebook, page 19
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-~

In the absence of a comprehensive economic analysis that accurately assesses the economic impact of

ali options to both guided recreational and commercial sectors, the Secretary has no meoningful

economic dato upon which to foirly base his decision. This supports continuation of the status quo

untif the analysis shortfalis are fully addressed.

Appendix 3
Tanle 56 Annual Commercial Losses in Gross Ex-Vassel Revenug based on Estimatad Commercial CEY
Reductions and Guided Sport Satch-Area 2 [200€ through 2018}
Voane Tota! Ex-vossel
Commerial  Legalsied Subsistencs  Unguided Guided  Commesciai  Commercial GHL Losses

fBar GEY Bycetth caich SponCarch  Spocaich  wawage CEY Ovatagzo (M)
2006 1373 Y .68 G.295 2035 2.04 2.849 0,50 $2.293
20?7 85l 824 - 088 0505 162 DOt 5423 a.190 0721
008 B85 .44 cse 0905 172 0.64 s013 0300 HIREN
2009 831 1] 068 2.905 1.830 0.04 4395 0418 $1.688
2010 851 3.4 058 2505 1376 0.04 4.769 0.544 £2.067
21 8.3 8.4 068 05035 214 G.04 4634 067 82517
2012 651 0.1 058 2505 2255 294 4499 088 .23
2013 851 c14 058 2.5 2408 004 4337 0576 5$3.708
pal?) 851 .14 268 2905 2572 504 2473 1.140 $s.308
2015 851 e.14 568 2565 2747 .04 3988 1215 $4.933
Soutto: Nolthem Eeonomics Exdmates based on IPHC 2008 Stock Asiassment Estimates and 2008 ADFAG estimates of gulded
and ungulded sport calch.

Mota: AZ non-gollas figuras are In mitlions of .

While this methodology is not

as accurate as population modeling, it provides a reasonable estimate of losses that could result under the
No Action alternative. Using these guidetines, the model makes the following simplifying assumptions:

» 2007 estimates of total CEY, legal-sized bycatch mortality, subsistence catch, unguided sport

catch, and commercial wastage remain constant across time between 2006 and 2015.

« Ex-vessel prices remain constant in real terms at $3.80 per b in Area 2C.

» Charter harvests grow from 2006 ADF&G estimates at their long-term growth rate calculated for

http: iphc.washineton.adu/halcom/pubs/annmeet/2008/blueback/Bluebookds.pdf
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1995-2006. Under this assumption, Area 2C has a yearly growth rate of 6.8 percent.

The model predicts that the Area 2C GHL overage could grow from 603,000 Ib in 2006 (roughly 4.3
percent of total CEY), to 1.315 Mlb in 2014 (roughly 26 percent of total CEY). These increases reflect 2
reduction in total CEY, as noted in the IPHC estirnates for 2007, and the 2007 status quo. Aftributable
losses in gOsS ex-vessel revenus to the commercial longline fishery would increase from $760,000, in
2007, to approximaiely $4.99 million in 2015 (Table 56). Losses in gross ex-vessel value directly affect
crew and communities that are dependent on the commercial longline fleet and the combined affect of
losses from 2006 to 2007 CEY reductions and increases in GHL overages are likely to be substantial

WOW Glasks
P07- 299-0247
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Area 1A wvakirtion of G5 valon and ax-sasel orcings
—_per pound harvest afioeation Qg vaha
1965 $1.89 15,533,000 20,000,000 137
1898 224 19,693,000 20,000,600 1840
1887 218 24 528 600 25,000,000 5.7
1008 $1% 25/659,000 26,000,000 $8.55
1959 200 5.319,000 M
2000 260 19,288,000 18,310,000 ST
20n 2.0 21,541,000 2,630,000 58A3
2002 223 23,131,000 2200 B3
200 280 22,740,000 2 850,000 081
2004 nod 25,168,000 23060000 $19.65
008 B 20,233,000 25A470,000 saa?
2008 5381 24,8842 25,200,000 11859
2007 Se42 25,957,340 25,200,000 32500
chariar hasvest
1996 2,845,000
1956 2622000
1897 2,413,000
1083 2,068,000
1989 2,553,000
2000 3,140,000
2001 A1xood
2002 2724000
xxa 3,392,000
2004 3,668,000
2005 3,680,000
28068 3,684,000
2007 L tpry
Sumive,
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A COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS
Apperdix §
Summary of total range of speculativo economls icsaes:
{Commarcla IFQ Va, Statn, Charter cperator, taxes, and commuitiss)

AREA 2C AREA WA
Th). §8 P.58 (11727707 EARIR/IRFA) {Moad|um growih projection Q30507 EATRIRARFA)
Estimates of the ex-vessel cumulative revenue reductions Inthe commensia) IFQ fishaties
Total S 24283000 $ 40,689,235 RFA ratio 1;1)
5 1213,500 5 10281315 (Fasl Down yoare 2:1}
§  B0u7.88T § B.854250 {Slow Up years 3:1)
AS COMPARED TO

Estimatod losses of iicense revonue to Stat at §20 Coanag
Fratal 5'5.15Esa uﬁm

Estimated Dirsct losses of ievenua tn charter businesses

o $IBE5,290 $0.825617

Estimated losses of tax revenue agsociated directly with hallbu cherter feos {avg. 6%}
Total $1913,117 $2,449,537

Cumutativa losges to the Stas, the Charter opersdor, and the tax revenus

associnied directty with tha reduction in chartor harvest s
Total K 7T T 350,419,837

in charter harvont potential, {Uining revenue muitipler of 10}
[ Total : 3350231, 235 A $468,675.810

mmmmm-m,mmm.mnaxma.
and losves to the communitios aasociated diractly with the reduetion !n

. Ehartar barvest potertial, {tming e Dowal G% 2005 avg. $183tcllont}
T ctal $347 230,800 972

revenve associated dirsctly with the reduction in chastar harvest potential,
——m ——— ) VORI ATVEST pOtTTTMAL

"Cumulative 13365 1o the STt [GR30 20 lcanso foc), the CRarer operaior, and the Gx o |

[Tokal $35,386,40 7357716

mmm»msmn{mumhn}.mchmm.mmwm.
and losses to the communites assochzted dirpcty with the

recusion 1 churtor harvost poteatial. (Using rovene cupler of 6

Toua $228 268677 3202.211,420
Sourme: hitpelivey, fakr.ncaa. g im, iphc.washington.edwhal

Source: 2C estimates : p, 59 13/27/07 EAJRIR/IRFA  Area 3A: medium Browth projections 3/09/07 EASRIRAIRFA
Scurce: Sitia Visitos Traffic Indicators and Trends 1991-2005 prepared for the Sitks Econamic Cavelopment
Assoclaton by the MeDowell Group 2005 hﬂp:thh.anuwnlmdﬂlsmwmmmmta.pdf

Table 3 Estimatas of the potertial harvest reductions in the commurcial (FQ fsherios
{(ZC}_ 19727707 EARIRIRFA, [A] Y0507 EARIRARFA)
AREA 2C 3A
Year .
— Pournds
2007 190,000 120,250
2008 300,000 240,500
209 418,000 360,750
2014 544,000 481,000
2011 679,000 01,250
2012 823,000 720,500
2013 476,000 B41.750
N4 1,140,000 962,000
2_015 1,315,000 1,082,250
Futnl 5.185417 5.813,750

Scurce: Ritpciwww. fakr.NOJI govIramITqraporta im, REpiwww.iphoweshington. couTaeonycommerc hin
Source: IC oxtimates ; i, 59 11/27/07 EA/RIRAIRFA  Arca JA: medium growth project 3/00/0T EafAR/IRFA,
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ahie 4 wwmmwmuammlmaa&m}
Yoar | _using EARIRARFA ratio: 1 (. Chantor harvast o 1 (h, Commorcial losa) |

007 $ 722,000 QT

2308 $ 1,540,000 $ 913,800

2008 $ 1568400 5 1370850

2010 $ 2087200 3  4,827600

2011 $ 2580200 3 2284750

2012 $  31Z7400 g 271,700

2013 § 3,708,500 § 510885

2004 § 4,332,000 $ 3,855,800

2015 5 4,997,(!00 $ 112,550

rl'ow ' $ 2463000 $ 40,995,238

Saurce: 2C estimates : p.S9 Im‘ﬂﬁ_ EA/RIR/IRFA Area 3A: medlum growth projections 3709707 EA/RIR/TRFA
[Source: httpiwww.takr.nzaa. govireiigreporta.him, fitp:www.Iphc washingson.eduhatcomcommerci.bim

Tabe & Ex-vesse] value fosa mmx‘mmmunmmmnm Fﬁ)
Year Fmbmlmmmh:&cmmwﬂmonmmmm
2007 s 361,000 28475
2008 $ 570,000 -] 45E 950
2008 L 754,200 3 685,425
2010 3 L0800 3 913,900
2011 $  1.200,100 5 1142275
2012 § 1563700 $ 1470650
2013 3 1,654,400 & 1559305
2014 §  27168,000 ¥ 1827200
2015 § 2498500 $ 2058275

olal 3 12131800 § 10,267,375

Seurce; 2Castmates : p. 39 11/27/07 EA/RIRAIREA  Area 3A: mediom growth prejections 3/05/07 EA/RIRARFA
Sourca: Mipvwww fakrs1oaa govimmitigrepods i, hitp:iwaw Iphawashington.eduhalomicommarci fim

Tebla 6 — Exvassel vilue loas asauming exvessel pioos of 59,60 [20) and .80 A
Yeat Stow Lip IPHE conmaction mifo Charter barvest @ 1 b Commarcial barvast
2007 $  za0esr = BB 7Y E—
2008 $ 350000 $ 30483
2009 $ 520467 $ 453,050
2010 $ 689,067 3 609,267
2011 $ 880,067 s 761383
2012 3 1.042 487 3 13,000
2013 9 1238267 $ 1008297
214 5 1,444 000 % 1,219,598
2015 S 1.865.867 $ 1,379,950
[raa 3 G.087 S 654 950

Scurce: 2C estimates : p. 59 11/27/07 EA/RIR/IRFA  Area 3a: medium growth projections 3/09/07 EA/RIRAREA
|Source: hipuwwe fakr. noa. gowmmidarepatis.him, itpeiiwaw iphe washington.aduhalcomieommerei

Follawing Estimates dorived using projected chartar karvest sutlined in the above table

Table 7 Estimgtas of logl clients due ko muticiod Raure growah (pounds / (1BLS/ien) 7] 1.0 Fancieny
Yaar AREA 2C AREA 37
[1127107 EAJRIRIRFAY { 23/09107 EARIR/IRFA)
T 2007 8.65% 3T
2808 5,259 7423
2009 12901 11134
2010 14,750 14,848
2011 20,967 18,657
2mM2 28,401 2 260
2013 10,123 26,880
2014 35,185 28,63
2015 40.585 33,403
Fﬂﬂ_— 159.428 203,128
n [}

Source: 2C estimates ; p. 59 L11/27/07 EA/RIRAIRFA  Area 3A: medium growth projections 3/09/07 EA/RIRAIRFA
Sourve: hitp:fwww fakenoa.govramifaraports him, bty iphe. washington edwheleemicommenclitm
Source : ADF&G harvest slatistics
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T Estmated ooses o neetes o State ot X35
I Year AREA 2C " AREA A
_ {1127/07 EARIRIRFA) { 0CHT7 EARIRAIRFA)
2007 $205.247 $120.800
2008 $32¢,074 $299,708
2008 $451,543 $389,608
2010 $587,654 518,508
2011 $733,488 $649.458
2012 889,042 $779.358
2013 $1.054,321 $509.298
2014 $1,201,481 $1,039,186
2018 $1,420.525 31,269,057
Fau $5.570,020 +7.143,483
s 30
Sourte: 2C estimates : p. 59 11/27/07 EAMRIR/IRFA  Area 3A; medium growth projections 3/05/07 EA/RIASIRFA
Sourca. hitp:ihmww. faker noaa.goviramyiiqreparts.nim, hip:Swww.iphewashington.eduhslcomicommerc] itm
fTeblos Estimeted Direct losses of rovenua to chastes businesses
dua 1o regiricled futuro grovil {§200ictiant)
Year AREA2C AREA 3A
(41/27/07 EARRNRFA) { 0208107 EAIRIRARFA)
2007 $1,172,.840 §742,204
2008 1,851,882 $1,484,563
2008 2,680,247 $2,226,852
2010 $3,258,025 $2.888.136
2011 $4,191,358 $3,711,420
2042 35,000,247 $4,454,704
2013 56,024,581 $5,195,888
2044 $7.037.097 5,930,272
2045 $9,117,284 35,860,559
i‘l’ml _ $31.885.200 $40,625 617
R Trerwior T O GO TR TOparS, TR, T pWWW IFHE wrasTIngion BawaonicommorcLhtm
Source: 2C estimates : p. 59 11/27/07 EA/RIR/IRFA  Area 3A: medium growth projectisns 3/05/07 EA/RIR/IRFA
[Fatia 10 ™ Estmated (05525 Of taX [V assoaatod Grecly wilh Pt anes fees (270, 6%)
Year AREA 2C AREA 2A
L ETIT EARIRIRFA) { 0097 EARIRIRFA)
2007 $70,370 $44. 897
2008 $111,111 380,074
2000 3154816 $133,611
2010 $201,481 $179,148
2011 251,481 $222 685
2012 $304.815 $267,222
2013 $361,481 231,758
2014 sd22.202 $356,208
2015 $487.037 $400.633

l@ — $1.813117 637
Soune; hitpiwew. fako.nosa goviramifereparts, him, ijwmmumms%
Sauree: IC estimates : p. 59 11/27/07 EA/RIRAIRFA  Area 3A: medium growth projectfans 3709707 EA/RIRSIRFA

[Table 11 - Eﬁfmatedhsmbhmmmﬁdspmdwﬂm charler generated tourism
;Mnﬂml w E} Sdlenta fosl X §1,931]

Yosr AREA 2C AREA 3A
— {11727107 EARIRNRFA} { 03007 ENRIRJ‘_LRF&)
2007 $11,323.785 $7,188,752
2008 $17,679,630 514,333,503
2008 524 912284 321,500,255
2010 $32,421726 $28,667,006
2041 $40,467,582 $35,833,758
2042 549,049,784 $43.000,509
2813 $58,166,305 350,167,261
2014 $67.842 503 357,334,012
2015 378,372377 393,800,764

Vol . 5307 852478 354,177,335

Souoe: It Jievw TEHT MO G GV GREpOrtS NI, Nip-Awww. [ WS Hngion, cauma ComICOmTErcLTm

Source: Sitka Visitar Traffie indbeators and Yrends 1991-2005 prepared for the Stka Economic Development
Assodation by the McDowell Group 2006, htip: /fsltka.net/do wn lop ds3/Sitkads20Wsitor 2o bata . pdf
Scurce: IC estimates : p. 59 11/27/07 EARIRAIRFA  Avea 3A: mexdfum growth projections 3/09/07 EAMRIA/IRFA

p.29
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Tatia 12 Extimaied iossas 10 1Fo cammunites depensant ON Calter Ganerated touism
— (Logt pevenu X, 1

Year AREA 2C 3A

— {17277 EARRIRARFA) { 0/09/07 EARIRNRFA)
07 $11,723.385 $7422.840
2008 $18,518,510 $14,84587%
2069 $25,802,483 $22.28051%
2010 333,580,247 $29.681,358
201 $41.913,560 $37.114,188
2012 350,802,489 $44,537.037
018 580,246,814 551,858,877
214 $0,a70,370 $58,382.716
2015 $81,172.840 $66,805 556

o $2310,852,901 T

Bourre: RPNy FBK N08A. GOV EOS. HT, MEpH wirw. (PG WRESTU FTon, DR UTHUOGIV COMmUTIaTe Fim
Source: 2C estimates < p. 58 11/37/07 EA/RIARFA  Aree 3A: medium growth projections 3/09/07 EASMR/IRFA

Table 13 Cumuiative osses to the Statn, the CRarter GpaTator, and Hiy tIX revents
agsociated drecly with the reduction In chanes hanvest potantal.
Year AREAC 3A
{11277 EARIRIREA} { SHOBRT EARIRIRFA)
2007 31448457 S918.TH
2008 52,287,037 $1,633421
2008 $3, 165,508 $2, 750,162
10 $4,147,160 $3,668,803
X1 35,176,327 $4,583 803
2012 0,274,105 _ $5,500,324
213 7440404 $8.417,045
2014 88,650,741 7,333,785
2016 310,024 348 58,250,488
I — _ $35.578.333 350419657
- Source: Rt fake.nosa.govinamAigraporta him, hipctwww, ihe. washington.eduhalcomicommernd. iim
Source: 2C estimates : p. 58 11/27/07 EA/RIR/IREA  Area 3A: madium growth projections 3/09/07 EASRIR/AFA
Table 14 Cumuiative loases 1o the State, tha Charter operator, tha Gix rovasiue, and
losaes to the comnrunities aasocleted directly with tha
reduction in chartar harvest {Using roveriue lar of 10
Yeaar AREA aA
(1127107 EAIRIRIRFA) { QAUBAT EAIRIIIRFA)
2007 $13,178,852 $8,338,560
2009 $20,805,558 SHLETS,120
2009 328.909.074 525,018,681
2010 A $33,288,241
2011 347,089,507 541,697,801
2012 357,078,574 $50,037 351
2013 367,687.407 $5B,378.921
2M4 379,081,111 366,718,481
2015 S$B1,1587, 685 S75,
o - TR Ry
SOUTTA' Mip akr. W3EA, fxrviray dqrepoits.tem, g oG wishyngton. oo CoTY Comam e LD
Sourte: 2C estimates : p. 59 11/27/07 EA/RIRARFA.  Area 3A: medium grawth profections 3/09/07 EA/RIR/IRFA
Tato 16 Cumulztive [osses to the GIto, tha CHartar operaior, the tax roventa, and

losses ta tho cotrmunites gssociated dirscty with the

mmmwwmwmemgﬂ.nmm
Year AREA JA

. {11/27507 EARIRIRFA) { DYONT EARIRVRFA}
2807 127222 $0.083,472
2008 520,166,667 $18,158,944
2008 $28,088 889 324,250,417
2010 $38,568,089 $32,393,669
2011 $45,643,889 $40,417,381
2012 $55,323 830 $48,500,833
an3 $65,605,689 556,504,300
2014 576,833,333 $64,607.778
2015 $43.397. $72.751.250
oal W—is%— $444,500,572

Sourca: hitpeivwes f2a.noaa govirzmiitqrendns. him, Btpdisa iphe washington.eduhsicom/cemmare. kim
Source: Sitla Wsitar Traffic Indlcatars and Teeads 1991-3005 prepared for the Sitka Econamic Development
Assotiatian by the MeDowel] Group 2006. httpy//fsita . net/downlcads3/Sitkat20Visivar 20 Data. pdt

Source: IC estmates 1 p. 59 1127707 EAJRIRARFA  Area 3A: medium grawth projections 3/05/07 EASRIRSIRFA

p.30
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(1 ZT/07 EASRIRITAFA) { CEMORAT? EASHRARFA)

i 787 ]
A 41,100,111 B8 IT AT
o FiGAR ABE A3, 111
ot 1L SI7 MBS
i B, nadd il 522700515
e 3481 451 T ]
i 53, ML, 148 599,175 50
it S T0 135,529,830
3015

[Takis 17 - LETed cas o M een D Roe = 1 P iaraa
™ AREA T ARER 38
g li'lﬂf!ﬂw jﬂmwu
?
ok Foad 108 $1L845T
il 1250 008 g
- k2% Bl R
s IR 13 $IT4
22 2508 £ 444 37D
213 SEOT 4F 50N
Eo] PO, 7o ot
A5 11
T ez

Touw TR B 187 RS (DA aTITEES i, g e TR e g s

Souroe: 10 eatiesates g 59 113007 BVRIRARFA  Ares 1 midium growth projections 30807 £ R

Campafitan of cumulative revenus reductians {moan ox vessal laas v,
:-I'-r'l:l'rlnd'r-.lhn-} Argn 2C

g.-31



MHar 26 08 05:30p Donmna Bondiali 807-235-4114

of curnulative eenue reductions [mean oi-vesse! loss vs.
levicfg 10 the SExle, the Charter operator and e Commienities) Ana 2C
A0 2T 20D
S o GO0
S 500 000 200
4250000 Co0
e, ) 200
B85, 500,200 - :
o= o
FI00,000, 500 el - -
B e
o
+
ATkl rme rh Avan
Fears 70T - A | vl 5 i’ camghl Bakiad
B
Figara 17
Scur; iepceens jois soas goufoymiSapoperta Nes, Appdeci §; Tatica 4.5, 12,14, 15,30

Com

Comparison of cumulative rmessnes mouctons (Mean ox-vessal kas v,
loases (o the Siate, the Charter operstes and the Communities) Area 1A

B, ey b e, 0 S e,
Wi PP st )

l"ql.r--1i
Scurea: | FEp e A by SO (i A et hem. Append s 5 Talies 4.9, 13, %4 15, 9




03/26/2698 16:19 9877473646 AKPREMIERCHARTERSINC PAGE 81

March 26, 2008

Mr. Eric Olson
Chaiman
North Pacific Fishery Management Council PO an
805 West 4th, Suite 306 IR
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252

Fax Number: 807.271.2817

Dear Councii Member,

We have owned and operated a sportfishing charter lodge business in Sitka, Alaska since
April 1990. We have approximately 24 seasonal employees and service over 850 clients
from the lower 48 states that come here axclusively to sport fish and catch fish to take
home. The guided sportfishing industry is one of the few bright lights in Southeast
Alaska's faltering economy.

The problem statement should be revised to provide equal waight and emphasis to
maintaining a healthy charter fishery off Alaska in order to continue to provide public
access to this valuable resource.

Looking at an average over the last 10 years, the commercial IFQ fleet has been allocated
78.55 per cent of the available halibut, 15.08 percent of the avallable halibut has gone to
bycatch, and only 6.37 percent of the avallable halibut has been taken by anglers fishing
from charter vessels. This alleged charterboat problem appears even more absurd!

The Council needs to consider what is the proper allocation of halibut that is necessary to
keep the charter industry operating in Alaska at the levels set by the Council just last year
through its action recommending a charter moratorium. The current options before the
Council do NOT include an amount that will support the moratorium qualified fleet.

To mest the Council's objective to provide a twe fish bag limit, no in-season
changes or closures, and a seaaon of historical length, plus meet the additional
needs of latent capacity, military participation, and Community Quota Entitles
(resulting from the Council’s December 2008 sunset date for a charter haltbut
moratorium), the Council must add for analysis under Option 2, Fixed Pounds:

1. 125 percent of the actual 2005 charter harvest in pounds.
2. 125 percent of the 2002-2006 average charter harvest.
3. 2005 charter harvest with a 2 fish daily bag limit and no size restrictions.

PO. Box 2300 * Sitka, Alaska 99835 » 1-800-770-2628 + www.alaskapremier.nel
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{Please note as this letter is being submitted, we have become aware of ADF&G's latest
report on logbook data posted to the Council's website, yesterday. In light of this most
recant data being presented by the State, an even higher allocation may be needed.)

Under Option 2, Fixed Pounds, we are against a stair stepping suboption. Stair stepping
changes “fixed” poundage to “floating” poundage, which is not acceptable. Assuming the
charter industry starts with an acceptable allocation, the Council should analyze the effect
of no increase when the CEY goes up, to no decrease when the CEY goes down. We
recommend replacing the existing stair-step sub-option to the fixed poundage options with
a conservatlon clause that would limit the charter allocation to the daily bag limit set by the

reduced notwithstanding whatever fixed pound allocation is provided in regulation.

While the Council is requesting the IPHC determine a catch-sharing plan, the Caouncil
should also request full accountability be applied to the longline fleet as well as the charter
fleat. With a history of annual removals of millions of pounds of legal and sublegai halibut
wastage by the longline industry, their legal wastage mortality must be applied only to the
longfine allocation, instead of being deducted from the total CEY prior to determining
allocation harvest limits. Longline sublegal wastage is not even included in the total

CEY, and this also needs to be apptlied oniy to the longline allocation, for full
accountability.

The lack of econamic data reflecting the adverse economic impacts to the charter industry
under the current options being considered seems like another case of bad history
repeating itself in this Councit process. We want to believe the Council would desire
having this economic data for the charter industry to substantiate any allocative dacisions
they make. Sport caught fish are one of Alaska’s most value added resources. The
charter industry differs from the commercial industry in that it depends on stability and
advance notice of rules. Many of our clients book their trips one to two years in advance.
We hope the Council will look back over the last 18 years and not repeat bad history. Itis
time for the charter industry to be recognized and treated as a valuable fishery that helps
sustain the economies of Southeast Alagka communities.

“The question before the Council is what amount of halibut is sufficient to ensure a “fair
and equitable” ailocation of halibut to the charter fieet at the level determined by the
Councll through its moratorium action, not what steps should be taken to reduce charter
harvest in order 10 provide a minimat increase in the vaive of commerciat quota shares.”

Thank you for your time and considerations,

o Gl o F e I

Juan Beicher and Theresa Weiser-Belcher

PO. Box 2300 « Sitka, Alaska 98835 + 1-800-770-26268 - www.alaskapramiar.net

IPHC for all recreational fishing, so that if the IPHC reduces the dafly bag fimit for unguided
and subsistence fishing in order to protect the resource, the charter bag limit would also be

az
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" Mr. Eric Olson . MAR
Chairman
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th, Suite 306
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252
Fax: (907)271-2817

2605

M:F‘.'?H" L

Dear Chairman Olson:

Sport caught fish is one of Alaska’s most valued-added resources. In Southeast Alaska alone,
nearly 706 vessels serve 92,000 sport fishermen, Ioperate a charter business in SouthCentral
Alaska, and each year, I take approximately 600 on the trip of a lifetime—the ultimate Alaskan
fishing adventure. For many, this is the only version of Alaska they will ever experience—-they do
ntot want to backpack, kayak, or drive--they come to Alaska to fish. Southeast Alaskan
communities have come to depend on this economic resource for survival.

Now, my clients’ fishing experience in Southeast Alaska could be diminished by 50%.
Unfortunately, it costs me exacily the same amount (or more, with rising fuel costs) to take them
fishing. You can see what a complicated business position this puts me in. I have had about 20-
30 cancellations this year due to the pending NMFS decisions on halibut bag limits.

The North Pacific Fisheries Management Council is currently considering charter halibut
- allocation. T'm writing to advocate that the Council expand its options for analysis to include 2
fixed pound allocation for Ares 2C and Area 3A that is high enough to support the fleet that will
exist nnder the charter moratorinm plan that the Council adopted last year, That amount should
be sufficient to allow for a season of traditionsl length with a two fish daily bag limit, the same
Jimit the industry has historically operated under for decades without adversely affecting the
halibut resource. It should also include additional pounds beyond the 1.9 million pounds for
Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds for Area 3A, the highest levels currently in the analysis, to
accommodate the 72 new permits in Area 2C and 91 new permits in Area 3A that the Council
included for qualified communities in those areas. The current options before the Council do not
include an amount that will support the moratorium qualified fleet plus the new community

its, and adopting a allocation that will not support the effort levels the Council agreed to in
the moratorium is certain to mean this allocation issue will remain a problem for years to come.

At a minimuns, the Council needs to select as its preferred alternative a fixed allocation of at
least 1.9 million pounds in Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds in Area 3A. This is presently
the highest option before the Council, and still represents less than what has already been
harvested in Area 2C in 2005. A fixed allocation is needed so charter operators and sport
fishermen can plan for the each upcoming season. A fixed allocation also ensures that the
Council, NMFS, and the State won’t have to devote time and resources to annual changes in
halibut regulations.

The constantly changing halibut regulations and potential one fish daily bag fimit could bring the charter
industry — a vital part of Southeast Alaska’s economty — to collapse. Canada and Area 3A are not facing
2 similar one fish daily limit—what is to stop sport fishermen from going to either of these areas to
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obtain two fish? The NMFS eqtimates that a one fish daily bag limit would result in 9,000 to 27,[}00
fewer anglers fishing in Area 2C. At 3500 per angler (a very conservative estimate) these reductions

would translate into a direct loss of at least $4.5 to $13.5 milli

on annually in Area 2C. Thisisa

tremendous risk that the Council neednotimposeonSomheastAlaskaoommunitim

The charter industry differs from the commercial industry in that it depends on stability and
advance notice of rules—most clients book their trips a year out. Also, my business and other
charter operators cannot significantly increase or decrease capacity from year to year, adjusting
10 anpual increases/decreases in allocation. You simply can’t build more rooms Ox put more
people on a boat you don’t bave, any more than you ¢an mothball rooms or boats you do have.
This is why a fixed aflocation is as important as the sumber of pounds of fish.

Alaska needs a charter halibut industry with stability. Thatis

why the Council should add to the

options for analysis a new higher fixed allocation that would actually accommodate the charter
fleet as it will exist under the moratorum. At a minimum, the Council should select as the
preferred alternative a fixed pound allocation at least 1.9 million pounds for Area 2C and 4.15
million pounds for Area 3A to preserve the charter industry in Alaska as it exists today.
Allocating & minimum of 6,05 million pounds - a mere 8.2 percent of the average amount of
halibut allocated by the International Pacific Halibut Commission to the fisheries off Alaska — is
a viable solution. The Council regularly adopts rules that allow commercial fisheries off Alaska
10 take more than 10 million pounds of halibut annually in the form of bycatch — forty percent
more than the minimum amount the charter industry is seeking to stay in business.

Thank you for your consideration of my letter.

Respectfully,

Scott Glosser

Capt. Scott’s Sportfishing

Box 3133

Homer, Alaska 99603
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~Captain Greg’s Charters
Capt. Greg Sutter

P.0. Box 2202, Homer, Alaska, 99603-2202

email: captareg@alaska.net  website: www. CAPTCGREG.com

Tell free (877) 235-4756  (967) 235-4756  Cell: {507) 389-485¢

March 26, 2008

Mr. Eric Olson, Chairman

North Pacific Fishery Management Council

605 West Fourth Street, Suite 306 )
Anchorage, Ak. 99501-2252 LA

MAR -

Re: Halibut Charter Management, agenda item C-6 2008

Dear Chairman Qlson, M

Currently, the range of alternatives for allocation is too narrow. An alternative
should be added to include an amount that maintains a two fish daily bag limit, preserves
historic lergth of season, and sufficient enough to preciude any in-season management
measures. This allocation should be fixed. The charter industry cannot be as responsive
as the commercial industry 1o swings in stock abundance. It will be negatively impacted
if bag limits are reduced, season’s cut or in-season management measures taken. To
present, no adequate analysis has been conducted on the chacter industry to truly assess
the socio-economic impact to Alaskan communities, refated tourism businesses, and
hundreds of small charter fishing businesses and their anglers’ access to a public
resource.

This Council should commission a thorough social-economic study, employ its
findings, get all the related fishery data and facts together, and incorporate all of the
National Standards of the reauthorized Magnuson-Stevens Act before it make its final
decision. Too many times, past members of this Council put the cart before the horse.
Hence, fifteen years of wrangling resulting with the American angling public’s rights in
jeopardy, and lundreds of small businesses’ well being at stake.

Alaska is home to more halibut than anywhere else in the world. Alaska is the
home state of the Honorable Senator who’s name the act bears. Yet, it is extremely ironic
that this same act that created this Council is totally disregarded by Lts members as it
applies to halibut and this issue in our great state of Alaska.
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March 26, 2008

Dear Council Members,

My name is Audrey Beam and I am 2 halibut deckhand and have been fishing with my
father, uncle, siblings and cousins for 15 years. I have purchased my halibut quota shure
and would like to purchase more but am worried about the future. | am young. reeentiy
martied, with 2 young children, depend on my halibut income to help support my
family. 1hope my danghters will be able to continue the family tradition of commereial
halibut fishing.

[ would like the Council te move the analysis forward for final action at the October
mecting but | strongly feel that the charter allocation should be tied to fish abundance as 4
fixed percent and that percent should not exceed 13%. | read in the Boston Globe that a
Sitka chartet operator was trying to sell his clients “the expetience” instead of meat
hunting. I agree with that approach and feel that a 13% allocation is reasonable given the
long history of the commercial halibut fishery and the fact that we have consistently
taken cuts for conservation when this is needed.

If there is really a need for more charter halibut beyond 13% of the combined setline and
charter allocations than some limited leasing could be allowed if there was accurate catch
reporting and enforcement. If more charter operators would sell the experience instead of
tryipg to maximize catch we would find balance and harmony in our coastal comm utitics
again,
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HALIBUT ASSOCIATION OF NORTH AMERICA
P.O. Box 872
DEMING, WA 98244
PHONE: 360-592-3116
FAX: 360-592-3115
March 25, 2008
North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
Eric Olsen, Chair
605 West 4™ Avenue, Suite 306
Anchorage, AK 99501
SENT VIA FAX
Re: Charter Halibut C-6
-— Dear Chairman Olson and Council Members,

The Halibut Asscciation of North America, representing companies who process more
than seventy percent of the commercial longline halibut in the North Pacific, supports the
catch sharing plan between the charter and the longline sectors, but we have a few
important comments.

Element 1 — Initial Allocation

HANA supports Option 1, sub-options a or ¢. Sub-options b and d move the goalposts of
the GHL to accommodate the charter industry’s over-harvest of that limit. There is no
compelling reason to ignore the standard of the previously set and often reiterated
Guideline Harvest Limit over the past eight years, including, especially, the growth of an
industry sector. Addressing sector growth is the purpose of Element 5. We urge the -
Council to eliminate Option 2 and 3 because of their use of fixed pounds. Allocations to
the charter industry should float with resource abundance, as they do with the setline
sector and indeed all other sectors who harvest this resource.

Element 2 — Anpual Regulatory Cycle
HANA agrees that initial charter allocation would be a common harvest pool for all

charter limited entry permit holders. We support the automatic trigger of management
measures in the event of an allocation overage, but are gravely concerned that the catch
accounting system is not sufficient to correct overages before they create significant
damage. We urge the Council to consider in-season closures, area-wide or within regions
in areas, in cases of exceptional overages that have been identified during the season.
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Element 3 — Management Toolbox
HANA supports Elemeént 3 and recommends that the first three items under Tier 1

management measures, i.e. 1 trip per vessel per day, no retention by skipper or crew, and
line limits, be required.

Element 4 — Timeline
We strongly urge the Council to use the most streamlined method of analyzing the catch

data to implement relevant management tools as quickly as possible. This element and
Element 6—catch accounting system, could not be more symbictic. We recognize the
efforts of Council staff to streamline this process and encourage their continued thinking

along these lines.

Element 5 — Supplemental, individual use of commercial IFQ...
‘We are in favor of a market-based system that includes a willing buyer and willing seller.

Element 6 — Catch Accounting Sysiem

We support the Council’s statement that “One of the critical issues for successful
implementation of a successful interim management regime for charter halibut operators
is to shorten the feedback loop for collection of data regarding charter harvests. “and -
recommend Option 1, Electronic Reporting with logbook verification.

The last time HANA testified before you, in late 2005, we urgently recommended that the
Council continue the process of creating an IFQ management plan for the rapidly
growing balibut charter industry. Our motives then, as now, are to protect a resource that
we all need in order to make a living. The charter industry has exceeded its allocation
frequently in the past few years, something that has rarely happened in the longline
fishery. HANA encourages the Council not to reward the charter sector by increasing the
GHL for no biologically sustainable reason.

Our organization is operating under a set of challenges and opportunities that are unique
to this time. The market for Alaska halibut could grow exponentially, given a larger catch
limit. Sales volumes are constrained only by retail prices today. If we had more fish to
put through our plants, we’d be establishing new and expanded markets in Europe, Asia,
and South America. Industry sectors and markets can always grow, natural resources not
so much. Halibut has been well-managed so far. HANA urges the Council to continue
their stewardship in this area and keep the historic GHL as its starting point for initial
allocations to the charter industry.

Sincerely,

Peggy Parker
Executive Director
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Southeast Alaska Fishermen's Alliance %

9369 North Douglas Highway

Juneau, AK 99801 *

Phone 907-286-6652

Fax 907-523-1168 Website: http://www seafaorg E-mail: seafa®gcinet
March 26, 2008

MNorth Pacific Fishery Management Council
Eric Olson, Chair
605 W 4™ Avenue, Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501-2252
Dear Chairman Qlsen and Council Members,

RE: Agenda D-2 Groundfish Manogement (¢) VMS Exemption for Dinglebar gear

Southeast Alaska Fishermen's Alliance supports releasing the initial review draft
for public review. We support Alternative 3. The dinglebar fishery is a small
supplemental fishery. The cost of VMS excluded some participants that had
previgusly been involved in the fishery from participating in 2007,

Alrernative 3 still allows for protection of the coral areas because it would be
illegal for dinglebar fishermen to operate in the closed protected areas. Please
continue to move this analysis forward.

SEAFA is a membership based fishermen's organization representing our members
invalved in the salmon, crab, shrimp and longline fisheries of Southeast Alaska IN
addition, many of our members are involved in fisheries based in the Gulf of Alaska.

Executive Director
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March 26, 2008

Marth Pacific Fishery Management Council
B05 West 4 Ave.

Sie, #3046

Anchormpe, Ak,

G50l

Morth Pacific Council Members:

My hushard and | are small boat conemercial halibt fishermen, | have purchased every pound of haliba
quodn and my husband hes purchased rosghly 8% of his balibut quots, kaving received a small amouns of
inilhe] bawe, We sold berring and almon permils as well &8 mogaged the house and the hoat in ander to
pizchase these shares, They are not yet paid off, We are year-round Alaska residents who spend cur fishing
dollars im-slake,

W were al the Councsl mestings several years ago when we were a1l irgimg 1o be part of a solution
between charter boat asd commiercial fishermen, At that time, chaner fishenmen wene pat on notice that
ihings had to change, snd that soluticn was endorsed by the charter feet at that time, as well as the Morth
Pacific Council. § years later, of counse the charter feet has grown, Fish siocks Muctuats from year to yoar,
and the commercial kalibul secior has borme the burden of cuts im order to preserve the resowrce, in addition
ta paving for the manapement of the quals progrim.

Meither my hushand nor myself support giving any of our hard-bouphl'caspkt quota (o anvoes, Tell il to our
bankers that you want 1o take some of our quota sway after we have fixed foans. | don't think banks take the
issue of decreming collueral Lghtly these days. .. We support a charter cetch thae fleciumtes with abuandance
and all sectors bear the burden of decrenses in catch. AN caers also need 1o bear the burden of paying for the
management of the program as well as the conservation of il

We, the commercial Meet, also provide the public access 1o the public’s fish, Chur public spans whenever
halibut is <0ld in grocery stores, fish markeis or resaarams, and i s worldwide, Qur public does naj
recessarily have the means or tme to travel 1o Alaska 1o po out on a chaner . S0, restricting comenercial
fishermen s acomss o ke nesource also [Emits our public,

1 the charter fleet needs more (fsh, seems dhat beasing from the commercial secior could be a means 1o
ochbeve this. Marked firces will determine price, a5 it comently does within the commereial seetor. After
nll, both chaner and commercial seciors sooess the same resousee o mako a living,

Sincerely,

Tenara Shrader ; "_ -
Dawid Whitmiro t R F |
.03, Bax 2481 c.cn-a"" U/’é‘-:&‘_‘

Homer, AK
SRG0G
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Testimony of Earl Comstock, Charter Haljbut Task Force
We support the changes to the Council motion recommended by the AP.

In addition, we believe that the analysis shows that the current range of
options needs to be expanded. None of the options provide a sufficient
allocation to allow the charter fleet to continue to offer two fish a day
for an historic length season at the levels that the Council agreed to
under the charter moratorium.

We would like the Council to add one sub-option to each of the three
allocation options - fixed percentage, fixed pounds, and mixed - to allow
for analysis of levels that would provide a sufficient allocation.

The fixed pound sub-option should be 2,70 million pounds for Area 2C
and 5.35 million pounds for Area 3A.

The fixed percentage option translates the 2.70 million pounds and 5.35
million pounds into fixed percentages of the projected combined
commercial and charter catch limit for 2011. (pages 96-97). Those
percentages are 39.3 percent for Area 2C and 15.6 percent for Area 3A.

The percentage for Area 2C is shocking. However, it is part of the reality
we all need to face. The Council has a very difficult choice to make.

As long as the new IPHC model remains unchanged, the catch
allocations for Area 2C will be several million pounds lower than they
historically were.

This means that the Council must choose between significantly
shrinking the size of the existing charter fleet in Area 2C, or it must
allocate a higher percentage of the catch to the charter fleet.

That is the elephant in the room. The charter fleet only gets two fish per
angler. You can’t give an angler half or a third of a fish, so the Council’s
options are basically one fish or two fish.

One fish will have significant adverse impacts on the charter fleet - first
in Area 2C, and then in Area 3A as more anglers go there and push them
over their allocation. A one fish allocation is estimated to reduce angler
demand by 10 to 40 percent. Even 10 percent would put some charter
operators out of business. A 20 to 30 percent reduction would put a lot
of charter operators out of business.
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Some facts to keep in mind from the analysis you have before you:

This is not a conservation issue - it is an allocation issue

On page xii of the executive summary staff clearly state:

“Regardless of the amount of halibut biomass taken by a sector, no
adverse impacts to the halibut resource would be expected
because the IPHC factors in most resource removals in the halibut
stock assessment when setting annual limits...Therefore, none of
the proposed alternatives is expected to significantly impact the
halibut stock.

Further, if there really was a conservation problem in Area 2C, the IPHC
would not have set commercial catch limits that exceeded the coastwide
Fishery CEY in Area 2C for 2007 and 2008 by a combined total of 5.8
million pounds (see page 110 of the 2008 IPHC Bluebook). '

The Value of a 2€C IFQ Block Has Appreciated 38.7 Percent Since
1995

A person who held % percent of the 2C quota shares in 1995 would
have been able to harvest 45,000 pounds based on the 1995 IPHC catch
limit of 9.0 million pounds. According to table 50 on page 94 of the
analysis, that 45,000 pound block would have sold for $2.04 per pound
and been worth $91,800. That same % percent QS block translates into
31,050 pounds in 2008, which at the 2007 ex-vessel price of $4.10
would be worth $127,305. The IFQ holder is receiving 38.7 percent
more money for 31 percent less fish.

T rter Industrv Has Significant Investment in Area 2Cand 3

The charter industry cannot simply relocate to other IPHC management
areas to allow customers to catch halibut. Our lodges and charter
operations are located where they are because we need certain
infrastructure to support the industry.

Reducing the allocation to the charter industry in Area 2C or Area 3A
will not mean we can move elsewhere. Without airlines, cruise ships,
roads, hotels, and restaurants to enable our clients to get here, sleep and
eat, they won't come here to fish.
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Charter Industry Request for Additional Sub-options for Analysis

The Charter industry would like to see additional sub-options added to the analysis for all three types of
allocation options ~ fixed percentage, fixed pounds, and mixed pounds/percentage. These additional sub-
options are needed to consider the impacts of the latent capacity and Community Qualified Entities
{CQEs) in the Council approved charter moratorium, as well as the potential impacts of a decision to
adjust past harvests to refiect new logbook data.

The fixed pounds numbers were derived by taking the upper 95% confidence intervat (CI) for the
projected charter harvest for each Area for 2011, which can be found in tables 52 and 54 on pages 96-97
of the initial review analysis, and multiplying that number by a logbook adjustment factor based on the
difference in weight for each Area between the Southwest Harvest Survey numbers and the 2006 logbook
number. That logbook adjustment factor was 16% in Area 2C and 28% in Area 3A. The calculations for
each Area are:

2C 2327mlbs X 1.16=2.70 mlbs
3A 4180 mlbs X 1.28=15.35 mibs

The corresponding fixed percentage numbers are derived by taking the new fixed pound sub-options for
each area (2,70 million pounds in Area 2C and 5.35 million pounds in Area 3A) and dividing that amount
by the projected combined commercial and charter catch limit (CL) for 2011 shown in the notes for tables
26 and 27 on page 60 of the initial review analysis. The calculations for each Area are shown below.

2C 2,70 mlbs/ 6.87 mibs = 39.3%
3A 5.35mlbs/34.37 mtbs = 15.6%

The mixed fixed pound / fixed percentage numbers are taken from the new fixed pound and fixed
percentage options described above.

The text of the charter industry amendment is shown on the next page as it would look if added to the
existing text of Council sub-options in the December motion.
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New Text Added to December 2007 Council Motion Shown in Bold and Underline
Element 1. Initial allocation
Option 1: Fixed percentage.

Area2C  Area3A based on:

13.1%  14.0%  125% of the 1995-1999 avg charter harvest (current GHL formula)

173 % 154%  125% of the 2001-2005 avg charter harvest (GHL formula updated thru 2005)
11.7% 12.7%  current GHL as percent of 2004

15.1% 12.7% 2005 charter harvest

39.3% 15.6% _ (Option 2d Ibs as % of 2011 Projected Combined CL of 6.87 / 34.37 Mlbs)

Option 2: Fixed pounds.

IP o om

Area2C Area3A based on:

1.43Mlb 3.65 Mlb 125% of the 1995-1999 avg charter harvest (current GHIL)

1.69Mib 4.01 Mlb 125% of the 2000-2004 avg charter harvest (GHL updated thru 2004)
1.80MIb 4.15Mib 125% of the 2001-2005 avg charter harvest (GHL updated thru 2005)

2,70 MIb _5.35MlIb___ (Derived from 2011 Harvest Projection adjusted for logbook data)

Option: Stair step up and down. The allocation in each area would be increased or reduced in stepwise
increments based on a change in the total CEY. If the halibut stock were to increase or decrease from 15
to 24 percent from its average total CEY of the base period selected for the initial allocation at the time of
final action, then the allocation would be increased or decreased by 15 percent. If the stock were to
increase or decrease from at least 25 to 34 percent, then the allocation would be increased or decreased by
an additional 10 percent. If the stock increased or decreased by at least 10 percent increments, the
allocation would be increased or decreased by an additional 10 percent.

|0 &

Option 3. 50% fixed/50% floating allocation.

Area 2C Area 3A
50% of: and 50% of:  50% of: and 50% of:
13.1% 1.43MIb 141 % 3.65 Mlb
16.4 % 1.69MIb  159% 4.01 Mlb
173 % 1.90Mlb 154% 4.15 Mlb
39.3 % 2.70MIb__ 156 % 5.35 Mib

e e
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Halibut Negotiating Group
Points of Consensus not Discussed in the AP Motion
4408

Elements 2, 3, and 4.

The Council may wish to comment on whether one of more of the following policy
scenarios for future analyses are preferred. Stafl identified alternate methods for
streamlining the preparation of a final rule in response to a charter halibut allocation
overage.

1. Assuming notification by ADF&G Sport Fish Division of an overage in October,
the Council could take final action in December. The Council would elect to
forego a) initial review, which is a Council policy and not a federal requirement,
and b) its four-week advance release of the public review document and prior
SSC review (SSC review would be scheduled for the same meeting as final
action; this presumes that the analysis conforms with analytical methodology
previously approved by the S8C)). The analysis would add the most recent year
of data and undergo a routine update.

2. Since an EA/RIR/IRFA is required for Secretarial action (and technically not
required for Council action), the Council could take action on only a supplemental
analysis (to its previous year's EA/RIR/IRFA) similar to the supplemental
analysis (2-3 pages provided to the Council in October 2007 on its previously
released EA/RIR/IRFA for Area 2C GHL measures. A complete, revised
EA/RIR/IRFA would be prepared by Council staff immediately after final action
and submitted to the Secretary (timing of proposed rulemaking would occur
depending on whether allocation was in pounds or percent {and therefore
dependent on IPHC action). Only a regional review would occur, as this is a
routine update of an analysis previously approved by the §5C,

3. The type of allocation (floating, fixed, hybrid) affects the timing of
implementation of future regulatory amendments. Regulations could be
implemented sconer under a fixed poundage charter sector allocation, compared
with a floating {or hybrid) allocation because Council action would be
independent of the IPHC. Assuming Council action in December (at the earliest),
a proposed rule could not be published prior to the IPHC's annual meeting in mid-
January.

The three vear timeling is preferred, but not waiving the 4-week public review if
in g single meeting (thovgh waiving an itional S5C iew | ing @

supplemental analysis is okay. In compressing the timeframes, however, providing

for ad ublic review is preferable, i.e., no sho an two weeks.

Element 5.

o The GAF-leasing limits proposed for Area 3A are constraining; the Council may wish
to expand the range of options to provide equivalent preservation of historic fishing
opportunities as is provided for 2C.



o The analysis and proposed rule must provide the rationale for the follow specific
proposed limits:

1. Provision A-2.Commercial halibut QS holders may lease up to 1.500 pounds or
10% (whichever is greater) of their annual IFQ to LEP holders (inciuding
themselves) for use as GAF on LEPs. A CQE may lease up to 100% of its annual
IFQ for use as GAF on their own LEPs.

2. Provision A-3.LEP holder per vessel may not lease more than 200-400 fish.

3. Suboption: vessels with LEP w/endorsement for more than 6 clients may not
lease more than 400-600 fish.

¢ Council intent is unclear under Provision E{(2) on conversion of GAF back to the
commercial sector. Staff suggests that transfers back to the commercial IFQ
holder occur automatically on October 1. GAF holders may request the transfer
back to the IFQ leaseholder at any time during the season. Unused GAFs that
return to the [FQ holder would not be rebated but his issue is primarily
contractual and not an agency concern; an unrebated return would diminish the
incentive for the GAF holders to request their return but would provide
incentive to only lease what the LEP holder needs to meet client demand during
the season. These two-way transfers require a real-time reporting system for the
management of these GAFs for accurate in-season accounting of their balances.

Would NMFS be comfortable assuming (based on one-way transfers) that GAF fish
are accounted for as “caught?”

There is agreement that there needs to be an accounting of GAF fish., There is not
agreement relative to charter operators being required to measure fish in the
common pool



March 27, 2008

VIA FAZ 271-2817& Mail Delivery

Enic Olson. Chair

North Pactfic Fishery Management Council
605 W. 4™ Ave. Suite, 306

Anchorage. AK 99501

Dear Mr. Olson;

This s to offer views and commentary regarding a significant matter pending before the
Council. We understand there is serious consideration of & range of mechanisms under which
the share of Halibut available to Commercial fishers would be permanently reduced (our
understanding is that the cuirent focus 1s on Areas 2C and 3A), with a commensurate increase
in the share available to the Charterboat fleet. Our intent is not o opine on that purpose, nor
1S it to support or oppose any particular mechanism. Rather, we strongly but respectfully uree
that in its deliberations - and, in particular, in strucuuring the implementation of whatever
approach may ultimately be selected - the Council consider the role(s) and position(s) of
lenders and other lienholders.

In a recent Forbes magazine article, Thomas McCraw - a former Harvard Business
School professor - discusses some important aspects of the (institutional) lending process. He
stresses the utter dependence of any capitalistic system on the availability of credit. He
mentions that the extenston of credit depends on a belief in a better future (noting that the
word itself derives from the Latin word credo: “Tbelieve™), and provides a number of
examples of common analytical and valuation processes that emphasize capitalism’s, and
lenders’, fixation on the future. Professor McCraw also suggests, “The Depression showed
what happens when people stop believing 1o a better future.”

That critical focus on the future is an important reality in the relatively new and still-
evolving arena of lending within the IFQ/Quota Share Svstem. There are many institutional,
and countless individual. participants in that arena.

Credit is a highly subjective process, and certainly the analysis and evaluation of the
specific applicant’s future - his/her ability to utilize the financed assets to generate margins
(and therefore funds for loan payments), and his/her inclination te meet the terms of the loan.

NPMFC
Mareh 27, 2008
Page 1



etc.. comprise the comerstone of that process. But the predictability and stability of the
operaring, statutory, and regulatory envirommnents ars critically important elements as well.
Certainly there are unknowns and imponderabies to deal with - abundance of the resources,
the determinations of TAC and their translation into IFQ’s, etc. - which each lender atiempts
to resolve to its own satisfaction. In this regard, lenders have no particular advantage. nor
would any be defensible, over individual investors and participants.

Lenders and other lienholders, perhaps no more than investors or direct participants,
have a direct and critical interest in the extent to which established law, as wall as consistent
and rational regulatory practices, allow a reasonable projection of the future.

Our basic point. then, is to urge that the Council. in its consideration of competing
alternatives and their respective implementation mechanisms. be mindful of the interests,
rights, and expectations of creditors and other lienholders. More specifically, if the selected
approach involves compensation to affected harvesters, and since such a process would resuit
in diminished collateral values in addition to reduced repayment capacity, we believe strongly
that there must be an inevadable opportunity in each individua! case for a commensurate
reduction in the outstanding loan balance.

We must stress again the critical importance of existing and future lenders’ opportunity
to evaluate the future - in general as well as in the case of each prospective loan transaction -
with a reasonable level of confidence in statutory and regulatory responsibility and stability.
We believe most strongly that any process or implementation mechanism which is
inconsistent with the foregoing paragraph would have an immediate and dramatically
dampening effect on the availabilty, scope, and terms of loans premised on the presumed
values and repayment abilities of Quota Share.

There are a few related aspects to this matter whick we urge the Council to recognize
and consider. First: Our concerns are not focused on either of what may be viewed as
competing interests, Within the market at hand. most participating lenders make loans both to
Conumercial harvesters and to Charterboat operators. A loss of confidence in regulatory
responsibility would most assuredly limit accessibility to credit for either group. Second: The
projected effects of a process deemed “irresponsible™ by lenders would not be ameliorated by
the fact that it is intended to be limited in scope. Lenders are painfully sensitive to precedents
- especially to these which may appear not to be subject to legal challenge and/or which affect
only a relatively small segment of the potential lending universe.

Finally: We must emphasize that an approach which involves a “pro rata” reduction of
of rights will aimost certainly affect smaller operators (both in reality and in Jenders’
perceptions) more drastically than those who are larger and/or more diversified, simply due to

NPMFC
March 27, 2008
Page 2



basic economies of scale. From a Jender’s point of view, and speaking generally. there are
more avenues of recourss in the event of adversity with respect to the latter than is true with
more limited operations. Since a presumed. if not established. purpose of the IFQ/Quota
Share System was to provide enhanced opportunities for smaller harvesters, it would be most
unfortunate if a Council action had the unintended effect of curtailing the availability of credit

to that segment.

In closing, we would like to emphasize once again that our concerns do not at all relate
to the Council’s presumed basic purpose, nor are they intended to suggest a lack of confidence
in the Council’s ability and intent o consiructively manage the affected resource.

Respectfully submitted for vour consideration by the following Commercial Lenders;
P g

Lela F. Klingert, President
CFAB
jearcdcfabalaska.com

James L. Brenner, Senior Vice President
Wells Fargo Bank Alaska
brennerjiiwellsfarso.com

Person of Contact:
Lela F. Klingert
276-2007

P.O Box 92070
Anchorage, AK 99517

NPMFC
March 27, 2008
Page 3

Fim Michaels, Senior Vice President
Viking Bank
iimmevikingbank.com



Wrﬁngell Petition to support NPFMC Amendment for a Support Catch Sharing
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e, the following residents of Wrangell or commercial fishermen support the
4PFMC Regulatory Amendment for a Catch Sharing Plan between the Halibut
Charter and Commercial Longline Sectors in IPHC Regulatory Area 2C and
Area 3A. We support a floating allocation no higher than the GHL
(Element 1, Option 1 Fixed Percentage; Option a Current GHL) A floating
allocation is the only long term solution that treats both sectors fairly in times of
abundance and in times of stock declines. The charter sector would complain
about having to lease or purchase IFQ's with an increasing abundance if they
were not equally benefiting.

Wrangell is a community that has a long history of commercial fishing and
prides itself on still being a working commercial fishing town. Wrangell had
1,186,362 Ib of halibut landed in the town in 2007 or 2.4% of the Alaskan total
catch limit. Wrangell residents hold 102 blocks of 2C quota share for 472,667
pounds in 2008 or 7.6% of the 2C quota share. In addition, Wrangell residents
hold 608,262 Ibs of 3A quota in 2008,

~Signature Pages attached
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Greg Sutter
Captain Greg’s Charters
PO Box 2202
Homer, Alaska 99603
(907) 235-4756

Mr. Chairman, Council members, thank you for this opportunity to testify. I’ll try
to keep it simple and brief.

In regards to the allocation discussion, as a resource manager I would want to see
where I get the largest return on the resource in both social and economic terms. As of
yet, [ do not believe the current analysis adequately highlights the vast differences in the
commercial and charter business models. We should have more social-economic data to
properly gauge the impacts of this decision.

To illustrate, I'll use a pound per pound example with 20,000 pounds of halibut,
and apply it both to charter and commercial. For a charter to catch 20,000 pounds, he
would averaging five anglers a day catching two fish per person (e.g. 1000 twenty pound
fish) for 100 days during the season.

That is 100 days of people moving to and from town daily, specifically to fish.

100 days of wear and tear on the boat and equipment.

100 days of buying fuel.

100 days of clients staying in hotels, motels, lodges, B&Bs and campgrounds

100 days of 5 new people patronizing local restaurants, fast food places, stores,

gift shops and bars.

Whereas, that same 20,000 pounds of halibut can be caught by most good longliners
within three days of effort.

That is 3 days of wear and tear on the boat and equipment.

3 days of fuel usage.

3 days worth of groceries for a small crew.

What is the net social-economic benefit to our communities in this example, using
the same amount of fish? Where do we get the highest return per pound? At this time, we
do not know. Let’s get a comprehensive study to fill in the blanks. To expedite it, I
suggest maybe piggybacking a request on the State’s study that is underway.

Operators from both sectors have substantial investments in their businesses, and
s0 do the communities that support them. We should know what the potential impacts are
going to be to the overall health of these communities as a result of your action on this
issue.

I urge this Council to increase the range of allocation options, and retain the
floating, 50/50 mix, and fixed as alternative in the analysis. We should get the data,
including social-economic, move this process forward, make a good balanced decision
that maintains the viable health of both commercial and charter businesses, and serves the
needs of the American public.
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WHAT 5 THE
AMERICAN SPORTFISHING

www.aschishing.org

in Americ

TO MOST PEOPLE, fishing ks 58en as an enjoyable escape from life's dally pressures,
but recraational fishing Is much maore than just a getaway for millicns of Armericens,
Fishing also heips o provide a living for countless peopds from all walks of Ee and in
all comiers of the Sounint

Spending a pleasurable day on the water usually involves i least some expensa
for travel, equipment and supplies. When mulliplied by Amerca’s nearly 40 milicn
anglers, their dollars employ milkang of peophs in industries ranging from flahing tackle
mamdacturing o iravel and haspilality to beal mamdaciuring. Because snglars an
found in every stale, their expendibures have a significant effecl on stabe and local
econtaries 8 wall,

Whila many pecpla recognize tha memational and economic benefits of fshing, its
significant conseréation benefits often go unnoticed, For each fishing-tackls punchass
and each galion of boating fued consumad, a portion of the money is relurned to state

—




fiah and wildiile agancies for conservation efforts. Amarica's success in restoring many
apécias of fish and wildliife and protecting natural habilat can lengely be credited to the
billions of dollars generated by sporismen and women,

Sportlishing companies am prowd of ther role In advancing & portion of thei
proceeds to fund cne of the world's greatest conservathon assats—the Sport Fish
Restoration and Boating Trest Fund.

Throwgh tha Federal Ald in Sport Fish Restoration Act, passed in 1350 at the
mequast of the fishing industry, special axeise taxes on fishing gear and baating fuel
hava contributed Elllons of dollars for fish and wildile consenation. Added each year
i this are nearty S&50 million in ennual fishing licanse sales phes spprodmately S200
milion in private donations by anglers. for conservation eflorts,

Sportfishing s truly a major economic driver and Amerca's consemnvathon powerhouse,

e e S e e .Y
www.asafishing.org 3




INSIDE THE NUMBERS
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4 www.asafishing.org

The .,
of Sportfishing

ED HOPKINS 15 A BUILDING CONTRACTOR. Whils his skill ks buliding homes, his
passion is fishing. On most weekend momings in the spring, summer and Tall, he tows
his bBoat 50 mias to his favorite fishing spot.

On the wery, he stops to buy gas for his truck, plck up sendwichas and soft drinks
for lunch on the water and steck up on some fizhing supplies. That means & tip to
hig bacal tackie retailer wisne he'll purchase & coupla of mew lunss and 8 spool of
fishing line.

Althcugh Ed certainly isnt thinking of this, his expendiures ane fppling oul Theough
tha kocal econamy, much Bee the spreading ripples of a sione tossed in a kake, Hs
day on the water helps support salaries and wages in his local sommunity. Whila
individual expenditiures may seam insignificant, when multiplied by nearly 40 millicn
m:armﬁumrid-nmhcnma[n yidr, the economic afect i enarmous.

40 million anglers generate

$45 BILLION

in retail sales
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Economic Contributions by Type of Fishing

All Fisking Frorsdepeilier Saltanrier Greal Lakes

Annlors 5SRO | 25 s 000 8,528 000 1,508,000

Expendbures

Fiarail Sake B4R AR A0 120 | T TR RRSIE | 511051 345540 | B2 504000180

Total Muliplhier Effac |

[Ecormomic Ouipud) | 5124.850,410,004 | S87 634 160 067 | S30GT. 313,583 | S7.080.730,140

Salories. Yilogos I |

ard Busiess Eare £30 388 743 917 | SR ARE ATV TOR | 0407 SE0E14 | B2 R0 400008
[ Jcts 1,035,638 08508 SRS 8291

Federnl, Giaie |

and Lo Toes 516350116653 | S11AB5751, 76 | BAOITR4E75S|  EOI0IET 447

Top 10 States Ranked by Angler Expenditures

Tokal it bge off
Esperidiluras Anglers
Florica Ead12.241, T4 2787000
T 55,388 961,760 2537000
Minnessts 52,0374 560 1.427.000
Calliomia 52 877,352,081 i.7a0,000
Michigan 2 0as E-.'“-".-.'.Ji'i '.Z‘EIL_._.I]E-I':'“
Paorineritni 51,704,956, 426 564,000
Wisconsin 51,754, 530,872 1,284,000
oyt Carclina L B el e i B10.000
Morth Cancdna £1,204,118 485 1,293,000
Mlisaoui 51,170,604 443 1,075,000
 —

Top Five States: Non-Resident Fishing
Destinations Ranked by Retail Sales

The A5 ewcsrei e o Seedy Sferled By ol il 158 =i S,

Tatal Mumbsr of

Hon=Resideant Han-Resident

Expondilunga Arglers

ekl £1,002 619,187 B85, 000
Witstoran 3000, 0B E53 81000
Arzona® 588,514,638 a2, 000
Mirdesein - £402.704, 018 18000
Sowth Caroling 5370,652,772 283,000
Lnirgd Sains SH,830 584 000 E.494, 000

If enough mongy is speni=—as in the case of sportfishing—businesses benefiting
irom the ripplng cycle will add employess whose wages and salaries, whan spant, will
support still mere jobs, Taxes will be genemited, oo, Economic multipliers, whils subile,

can ba immansaly powarful,

That's why and how the 2006 spending rumbars of Amaerica’s nearty 40 million
snghare had an overall economic mpact of 5128 billion and supported over ane
millicn jobs natomyice. These aren't just jobs as fishing guides or sporting-goods
charks, but include telephona lineman to truck divers whose wages ane supported in

part by tha dollars spant on fishing.

Thia memarkably simple activity of Ed's weekend fishing irip truly is an sconomic

driving force In this nation’s economy,

HOW MANY ANGLERS
ARE THERE?

hilddr Ting

www.asafishing.org



& www.asafishing.org

Benefits of,

AMERICA'S ANGLERS ARE IN MANY WAYS the nation's most powerfud force for the
environment. The nation's naarly 40 million anglers invast hundrads of millions of
dollars evary year in fisheries consenation and management, substantially mom than
any ather group, Muech of this comes from fishing llicense sales which are a primany
funding source Tor maost siate fish and wildiife agencies. In 2006, licansa sales cama in
at appraxirnately SE00 millkon,

Special federal pxcise tawes and impont duties on fishing gear, plsasura boats and
boat fuel added up to another $500 mllion in 2006, wder the long-running Sport Fish
Restoraticn Act. Thal mansy
is mpportionad to the stales
and s likewisa critical in
supporing state fishanes
programs and access ansas
for recraational boaters.

A told, that's 51.2 billion
anglers dingcily inves! avery
yeor to preseng, probect and
enhance nod just their sport bl
misn the ervinonment that makes such sportfishing possible. Acrogs musch of fhe
country, anglar doliars ang the prirmary sturce for improsing fish habitad, publes scoess
and environmantal education,

Spartiishing, and the powarful economic effects i creates, would nod be possible
withoud fish. Those zames fish would not exdst without suitabls habitat, which makes
claan and healthy rivers, lakes and coastal
wiaters eszenifal to the botiom line, There
is, o e sue, & moral imperative to fosier-
gy ervircnmenta) stewardship, But thanks
io the massve sconomic activity of
America's anglers, there ame dollars.
and cenis reason too: good habiltat is

pood business,




N -

North Pacific Fishery Management Council Meeting
April 2008
Testimony to the Council
Subject- AHocation, Interim Halibut Leasing Provisions
Speaker-Bob Howard, President Alaska charter Association

Good Day Mr. Chair, and Members of the Council, I am Bob Howard, representing
the Alaska Charter Association (ACA). The ACA is a statewide organization
representing over 180 members and associate members.

Allocation

The ACA 1s concerned that the option ranges for analysis are not sufficient. The
ACA has taken the position that the atlocation should be sufficient to carry this
industry to the long term solution, at which time a mechanism should be in place to
allow sector allocation shifts, should it be necessary.

The ACA requests that the three options be expanded to include higher levels for
analysis to provide a full range of allocations that the Council can consider for
final action. It is appropriate to expand the options to the levels suggested to cover
potential decisions about switching metrics from the Statewide Harvest Survey to
the Log Book, and to take into account the potential impacts of the CQEs in both
areas, and the military fleet in Area 3A.

Please add the following with the existing options:

Area2C Area JA
Fixed Percentage 39.3% 15.6%
Fixed Pounds 2. TMH 5.35M#
50% Floating/50% fixed 50% of 39.3% +50% of 2.7M# 50% of 15.6% +50% of 5.35M#

Draft EA/RIR

With respect to the draft EA/RIR, the ACA views this document as an incomplete
analysis since it fails to address and include the economic analysis of the proposed
action on the charter fleet, compared to the economic impact on the commercial
fleet. Our request is not a stall tactic, but is made in the interest to give the public
and Council a better understanding of relative value to the competing sectors.
Specifically, what is the impact on the charter fleet from going to a one fish bag
limit (today the status quo is two fish). How much gross revenue will be lost, what
is the potential for putting charter businesses out of business, and what is the
impact on the commercial fleet if it were to give up the quantity of fish necessary
to maintain the two fish opportunity.
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Within the realm of economic impacts, please be aware that our membership is
vested in their businesses and their personal life. We have business foans,
mortgages, and personal ioans that put economic demands on our income, and
reductions in income that may flow from our lost client opportunity will adversely
impact our families and businesses.

Leasing Provisions
The Council’s motion includes a provision to allow leasing of commercial IFQs to
the recreational sector in order to provide anglers with additional harvesting

opportunities. While the concept sounds like a reasonable option, it is not
economically feasible. The current lease values of 1FQ pounds are such that no one
but a very deep pocket can take advantage of this program. Such a proposal
unfairly favors the wealthy operator. The average charter operator cannot afford to
lease because the income generated by a leased fish will not return enough to result
in any profit. Thus, leasing [FQs will not substitute for, or augment an insufficient
allocation.

As a practical matter, the administrative logistics are very onerous and the
proposed restriction on leasing is set too low.

If we are working with QS holders who hold less than 15,000 pounds of [FQ,
limiting leasing to a maximum of 1500 pounds per QS holder yields a GAF of
about 85 fish per QS holder. 1f a business needs to augment its catch by 400 fish,
we will need to secure fish from five “small” QS holders. Trying to service even
100 charter businesses requires 450 quota share participants.

If the guided recreational fleet desired and could atford to augment its harvest level
from the proposed 931,000 pounds to the most recent harvest of 1.7 million
pounds, it would be necessary to lease 769,000 pounds. The maximum possible
lease from the entire commercial fleet in 2C is limited to 621,000 pounds.
Consequently, the proposed limit on leasing is too low.

Thank you.



Council members,

I write today to urge you not to increase the allocation range to the charter fleet in the
Catch Sharing Plan.

I live, fish, and raise my family in Cordova. I obtained a loan from the state of Alaska to
purchase my quota share in an attempt to diversify my fishing business as I watched more
and more Copper River salmon allocated to up-river user groups. Lately I have had to
dig into my profits to pay back the money loaned to me in good faith by the state of
Alaska. The gradual re-ailocation of commercial quota share to the charter fleet takes
money directly from my family’s budget to cover my loans and operating expenses. The
fact that this is allowed to happen makes me uncertain as to how I should diversify in the
future,

Our coastal community is hugely dependant on commercial fishing. Not only are there
many quota share holders living in Cordova, we also land millions of pounds of Halibut
from the transient longline fleet in area 3a. Since Cordova doesn’t have a substantial
charter fleet, the reallocation of halibut from commercial to charter also reallocates
money from Cordova to communities such as Valdez, Seward, and Homer, which already
have much more diverse and stable economies.

Please consider these far reaching impacts of your decisions as you seek to resolve this
ongoing dilemma. Please give us a resolution that compensates the commercial fleet if
reallocation in necessary. Please set up a charter GHL that floats with abundance so that
all sectors share the burden of conservation.

Sincerely, Curt Herschleb
PO Box 2154

Cordova, Alaska
99574



John Boceci
Box 1312
Cordova, Alaska, 99674

Mister Chairman and the Council,

In the early 90’s my wife and I made a prudent business decision to purchase quota
shares to enhance my initial issue and to grow our fishing business. We had to do it
carefulty and in small blocks, horse trading, if you will, until we reached our desired
goal. Along the way came a different boat and other investments in equipment to enhance
the overall operation. Again, a thoughtful, carefully executed process with a clear picture
of the prize.

Now it looks as though the very process that we invested in, a percentage of the biomass
based on its abundance, is about to be tossed to placate the commercial charter fleet, that,
to date, have made no investment or effort of their own to help manage and conserve this
resource. What’s particularly galling is that this council would reward their foot dragging
and shape shifting by not only increasing their portion of the GHL but also set the
poundage. What happened to the concept of sharing in the abundance and suffering
through shortfalls together?

As someone who has lived and fished in Cordova for over thirty years this affects me in
other ways as well. By reallocating my poundage to the charter fleet just takes money out
of our community and doles it out to Valdez, Homer and Seward, communities who
already enjoy the benefits of diverse economies and steady cash flow. This will make it
increasingly difficult for our fledgling tourism industry to get off the ground.

The previous council allowed this to drag on way too long, put a moratorium in place
way too late and now you’re left to clean up with an overcapitalized charter fleet and a
heavily invested longline fleet. In the process however, a lot of information has been
generated and dollars spent to produce a good end product. We trust you won’t cave to
pressure and a desire to be done with this issue and will use that information to come up
with a solution that includes an abundance based allocation and the right to lease or buy
quota share in the future.

Thank you for you time,

John Bocci



Sirs,

My name is Robert Beedle; I would like to thank you for this opportunity. I'm
born and raised in Cordova and now with a family of five. I fish and do commercial
refrigeration, my wife works also. I have fished halibut since 1980 as crew and captain
during the “derby days of halibut”. When IFQ’s were implemented I lost out on “original
issue”, a tuff hit. Thanks to a NMFS loan I was able to *“ buy in”. With time and a lot of
hard work I was able to pay off the loan.

Halibut is a big part of my family’s income. It’s not cheap being a fisherman these
days or easy. With halibut being more stable and well managed, it is very important to the
over all well being of my family and my fishing,

Any other sport, guided sport, business, heck even driving there is a penalty for
going over the limit / quota. If I go over my halibut allocation I'm hit with a fine or
penalty. Thanks to careful planning, cautious, responsible fishing (also the help my
fellow fisherman) I have not gone over my allotment. I would hope that the Charter
industry would be held to the same standard.

Also I would like to see the playing field balanced so that both groups share in
resource conservation. Say change current GHL to a percentage that fluctuates with
abundance. I would also like to see the Charter industry have the opportunity to lease
Quota Shares, investing in the resource and there future as [ have.

Please think hard about taking my family’s lively hood and my ability to live in
my hometown away. It means a lot to my family and me. 1 would like to thank you for
all your time and effort that you putting in to this issue. Thank you very much.

Sincerely,

Robert Beedle and Family



Eric Olson, Chairman March 31,
2008

North Pacific Fisheries Management Council

605 West 4" Avenue, Suite 306

Anchorage, AK

Dear Mr. Olson and members of the Council:

I am submitting the following comments on the Initial Review of the Halibut
Charter 2C/3A Catch Sharing Plan.

I am a commercial salmon and halibut fisherman from Cordova. I began
halibut fishing in 1997, purchasing all of my quota shares on the open
market. I catch my shares on my 30 salmon gillnetter, often using my family
as crew.

I am opposed to any more of the TAC for area 3A being reallocated to the
commercial charter industry. As the charter industry’s take of halibut has
grown since I first purchased shares, I have seen a very real reduction in my
earning potential, with no compensation for this loss. Meanwhile the charter
industry continues to grow and ask for more. If I were to use the charter
industry’s rationale for continued growth, I would ask for a lower GHL for
the charter industry in 3A (allocating more of the TAC to the commercial
sector). Since I am able to catch more halibut by simply using more gear or
making more sets, the current limits on the commercial fleet unfairly limit
my ability to expand my business as well as the ability of the commercial
industry to grow.

Why should the charter industry be allowed to harvest more at the expense
of the commercial sector when the commercial sector is not allowed to?

It is imperative that the charter industry’s take of the resource be limited in a
fair manner. All sectors must share in conservation of the resource by
changing the current GHL to a percentage that changes with abundance.

I also support the Council providing charter operators with the opportunity
to lease quota share, so they may invest in the resource just as I have.

Thank you for considering my views,
William Lindow P.O. Box 1612 Cordova, AK 99574



NPFMC members,

I am an “original issue™ IFQ holder. When IFQs were distributed, I received 169 Ibs.
The first year I bought more with my savings. In subsequent years I applied for and
received 2 Ak. State loans using my salmon permit for collateral. I currently owe more
than half of the money I borrowed.

I am not a “big player”. The 7% reduction in commercial TAC this year will hurt my
bottom line, but I fully understand the biological aspect of fisheries management. The
current GHL for the charter fleet should be changed to a percentage and fluctuate with
abundance just as mine does.

I urge you not to reallocate anymore halibut to the charter sector. They are businesses
too and should buy or lease halibut just as I had to. I thank you for your thoughtful
consideration of these issues.

Sincerely, Glenn Phillips.
PO Box 1165

Cordova, AK
99574



To; NPFMC

From Jim Kallander
P.O. Box 2272
Cordova, AK 99574

' am writing to urge you uphold the original GHL for sport charter and not increase it at
the expense of the IFQ holders.

I'was and initial issue fisherman of a very small allocation. I immediately leveraged
everything I had to borrow and buy more quota for halibut after the IFQ program was
established. AsI built equity I used paid off quota as collateral to buy more quota. I now
own enough quota to support my family in Cordova Alaska but I have huge annual
payments. With the collapse of the herring fishery and salmon prices after the oil spill
Halibut fishing has become the primary source of income for many of us in coastal
communities.

I think it is very unfair that the IFQ program was established as a means to manage the
resource, while the charter fleet was allowed to expand, unrestricted, at the apparent
expense of IFQ holders. Further, that the commercial charter fleet wants more and more
and does not want to have their allocation tied to abundance is appalling. Why doesn’t
the charter industry have a means to buy into the fishery the same way the commercial
guys have? Perhaps if they had some investment in the resource they would become
better stewards of the resource.

In the past the council has passed over several opportunities to address this contentious
issue to the detriment of all involved, including the council. Please respect those of us
that have been in this business all of our lives, remember the previous moratorium you
announced, add stability to the industry and retain the credibility of the council.



To the North Pacific Management Council:

Halibut is a very fimited resource and will remain so untit such time as we start
farm raising the resource. | am a commercial fisherman and have been for 40
years. | have seen many changes in different fisheries - some good, some bad.

| believe the International Pacific Halibut Commission staff has done a good job
regulating the TAC biologically. 1 won't bore you with how commercial halibut
fishing has positively affected coastal communities. | will ask you this though,
who really owns the resource? | know, the citizens of the USA do, not just
Alaskans.

Commercial halibut fishermen with quota shares are just an efficient tool by
which the resource can be harvested for the people that really own them. By
tweaking and reallocating the TAC to the charter fishers is a fleecing of America.
Not everyone can afford to come to Alaska to buy a chance to catch a halibut.

Please do what is right for sustaining a viable fishery for the masses that eat it.

in closing please remember we are the 49" state. All we have to do is ook south
and learn from the other 48 mistakes made. Thank you for your time.

Regards, /,-—\% /CV é'ég

Captain Thom Tomrdle
F/V Cape Spencer



Members of The North Pacific Fisheries Management Council,

The following comments address your on going effort to finalize a Charter Haiibut Catch
Sharing Plan. These comments are on behalf of myself, Richard Cascianc and my wife
Natasha Casciano, both 3A Halibut Quota Share holders.

We began fishing commercially for Halibut as crewmen aboard the FV Valiant Maid.
When the fishery was transformed to IFQS in 1986, our skipper was issued several
thousand pounds of quota share but as crewmen we received zero.

Furthermore, vessel owners that had no Halibut defiveries prior to 1991 were also
excluded and received no quota. Although this did not seem fair to us at the time, we did
have several years of advance notice that this might happen and accepted it and
planned our business accordingly. In 1996 we began purchasing Halibut Quota Shares
with a loan from Alaska Commercial Fishing and Agriculture Bank. Since then we have
continued to purchase more quota and a larger vessel and have mortgaged everything
we owned at one time or another. To this day we still have an outstanding loan with
CFAB.

With that in mind, we believe it is time for the Halibut Charter operators to accept the
reality of the GHL as it has been set, just as we accepted the reality we faced back in
1998. The Charter fleet has finally exceeded their GHL and should deal with the
consequences instead of asking for an increase in their allocation. They have known for
many years that this day was coming but have remained in complete denial and
continued to grow their businesses and annual catch of Halibut. They refused an
opportunity to join in the IFQ system years ago, which would have headed off the
present day dilemma. That being said we strongly urge the Councit NOT to increase the
present Charter GHL, as this would only reduce the commercial allocation and greatly
impact our own annual income and investment in the fishery. We aiso feel the Charter
GHL should be changed to a percentage of thé annual TAC so that it may fluctuate with
abundance.

We do support the leasing of IFQS to the Charter Operators and fee! it will provide an
appropriate mechanism for them to continue to operate even after their annual quota has
been reached in any given year. And finally it is of the utmost importance for the Council
to recognize that Halibut Charter Guides are commercial users of the resource just as
we are and should be treated as such. Together we should bear the burden of
conservation when stocks are down and fikewise share in the bounty as stocks grow.

Thank you for considering these comments.
Sincerely, |

Richard and Natasha Casciano

PO Box 584

Cordova, Alaska
99574



Eric Olson, Chairman
North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
605 W 4" Avenue, Suite 306

Agenda Item C-6 Halibut Charter 2C/3A Catch Sharing Plan

Chairman Olson and members of the Council,

I am writing from the standpoint of a commercial fishermarn about the allocation of guota shares to the
sport fish fleet. They never want to be held accountable for their take of a resource that my life and
livefihood is based on,

| invested in this fishery back in 2003 with a long term return plan. The down tum in the quota share of
7% (for 3A)} is one that will require a longer look at the price of fuel and bait vs. retum of catch,

Hold the sport fish group to the same alfocations that 'm held to. Let them buy and sell shares as they
need. We also have log books that hold us accountable to our catch and actions on the grounds. Hold
them to OUR standards, is all I'm saying. It is all the SAME resource.

Sincerely,
Britt Pedicord

PO Box 565
Cordova, AK
99574



April 5, 2008

P.O. 1983
Cordova, AK 98574

Eric Olson, Chairman
North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
805 W 4™ Avenue, Suite 306

Re: Agenda Item C-6 Halibut Charter 2C/3A Catch Sharing Plan
Chairman Olson and members of the Council,

I am wiiting you as a commercial halibut fisherman and small business owner operating out
of Cordova, Alaska and fishing 3A IFQ's,

Over the past five years, | have purchased quota share using my house as equity. The
decision to do so was warranted by the fact that halibut appeared to be a very well managed
resource and simple math proved my business model would work. | did not, however;
account for the unchecked growth of the charter sector.

| am stilt paying off borrowed money for my shares and every bit of quota | lose makes it
harder to make ends meet. We did have a reduction in our quota this year which | fully
support but believe that the burden should be shared equally amongst alt users of the
resource including the charter sector. After all, the charter fleet is comprised of small
business men like me who benefit directly from conservation of the resource. The GHL
should be set as a percentage that fluctuates with abundance making an equitable
allocation. '

| believe the opportunity should be given to charter operators to lease shares from
shareholders . This would give the charter sector a chance to invest in the resource similar
to the commercial sector.

Thank you for taking these comments into consideration.
Regards,

John Stack



Fishing Vessel Owners Association
Rm. 232

4005 20™ Ave. West

Seattle, Washington 98199

RE: Agenda Item C-6 Charter Halibut
Council Members,

The members of the Fishing Vessel Owners Association request the members of the
North Pacific Fishery Management Council to support sending out the current document
so a final action on the Halibut Commercial and Charter allocations can be taken at the
Qctober meeting. The SSC has indicated that the amendment package is complete and
they have recommended that it be sent out for public review. Our members believe that
all options that have been compiled for analysis by the staff provide a wide option for
decision making by the Council.

We do not support additional options being added to the analysis, particularly options that
if adopted are so far outside historical harvest takes by either commercial or charter
sectors that one sector or the other would not be subject to management restrictions in
times when the resource requires cuts. In fact the Charter Halibut Task Force submitted
testimony on March 26%, 2008 to the Council stating relative to area 3A so that

“the sum total of the excess over four years (2004 to 2007) is 270,000 pounds”

Recently some of the charter sector requested an option at 5 to 5.35 million pounds for
3A. The amount would be 1.35 to 1.7 million pound above anything that had been
harvested in the past for 3A by the charter sector. Similarly a request of 2.7 million
pounds was asked for in 2C, which is 1.37 million pounds above the 1.43 guideline
harvest level. Options that are this far outside of historical catch patterns are simply non
productive in achieving agreement.

Sincerely

B

Robert D. Alverson, Manager
Fishing Vessel Owners Association — Seattle



Charter Hal[but Task Force
P.O. Box 8500 Ketchikan, AK 99901 www.charerhalibutorg  1-877-388-3819

March 26, 2008

Mr. Eric Olson d "ﬁ
Gl MAR

North Pacific Fishery Management Council a5 400s
605 West 4th, Suzte 306

Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252 [ e L LR

Dear Chairman Olson:

The Charter Halibut Task Force (CHTT), representing charter fishing operators whose
clients catch halibut off Alaska, respectfully submits the following comments about Agenda Item

-6, Halitwt Charter Management.

In addressing the issue of halibut charter management, it is important for the Council to
keep the issue in perspective. The Council has been working on this issne in one form or snother
since 1993, and there has been a lot of heated rthetoric. Looking at some basic facts may help
clarify the issoe and make it easier to keep the real issues in focus.

If you take the catch limits approved by the International Pacific Halibut Commission
(IPHC) from 1998 to 2008, the average amount of halibat available to the commercial 1F(Q) fleet
off Alaska has been 58.07 million pounds. According to fgures reported by the IPHC, from
1998 10 2007 (the latest vear for which Information is available), the average amotnt of halibut
bycatch taken each year off Alaska is 11.15 million pounds, and the average charter catch of
halibut for Areas 3A and 2C combined is 4.71 million pounds. This means that, on avemge over
the last 10 years, the commercial IFQ fleet has been allocated 78.55 percent of the available
halibut, 15.08 percent of the available halibut has gone to byeatch, and only 6.37 percent of the
available halibut has been taken by anglers fishing from charter vessels.

If you look at the alleged problem, the charter industry exceeding its Guideline Harvest
Level (GHL) in Areas 2C and 3A since the GHL was first published in 2003, the sum total of
that excess over four years (2004 to 2007) is 1.49 million pounds for Area 2C, and 270,000
pounds for Area 3A. If you assume that measures had been put in place so that the charter fleet
was held to the GHL each of these four vears, nd apply the [PHC"s formula for calculating the
commercial catch limits that would have been given to the commercial [FQﬂammﬂuahmc-:

nf:hechm:rmremges.ﬂuﬂmmmluwlddﬂmwthﬂm sum totel of the incrensed
ANE LA Bl H'I.Iﬂ FI

m;gg;_l_s : nut:MﬂMﬂpmmdspn-_vmf "Ihfmmbmﬂd:h:rt:r mmgmpaleam

comparison to the 4.1 million pounds of additional halibut that the [PHC permitted the Area 2C

commercial [FQ fleet to harvest in excess of the IPHC s own fishery constant exploitable yield 2 W
-

(fishery CEY) for Area 2C during those same four years.

www.charterhalibut.org
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Evaluation of the 2006 Charter Logbook

R

Alaska Department of Fish and Game : ﬂ!";
Division of Sport Fish |

Measures to Improve Logbook - 2006

License number and catch by angler,
2.  Weekly submission,
Increased outreach
a) Courtesy logbook inspections
b) Phone calls
4. Onsite counting to verify harvest (verification),
5. End-of-season survey of charter clients.









Objectives

survey (by angler).
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Assess overall data quantity and quality.
Compare participation and harvest to end-of-season

Compare to SWHS estimates (by area).
Compare to creel survey interview data (by boat-trip).
Compare to creel survey estimates (Ketchikan,
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SWHS Comparison

+ Bag limit edits

— Assume number of trips recalled

more accurately. 00,000 =
~ Some bag limit edits probably are | =™
appropriate. T o
— Halibut harvest without bag limits: | 10 m Ve
7.6% higher in Area 2C 51,000
7.4% higher in Area 3A o . ..
— Differences smaller but still s T
substantial.
SWHS Comparison

« Also looked at estimation of charter percentage

— Cook Inlet charter harvest estimated using both survey types.
— All other areas use % charter from supplemental.

— Re-estimation of Cook Inlet guided harvest similar.

Year | Published | Alternate | Difference
2004 125,867 | 127,808 1.6%
2005 133,673 128,606 ~3.0%
2006 135475 135,776 0.2%
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Southcentral Comparisons (cont.)
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Objective 5 - Creel Survey Comparisons

« Ketchikan, Juneau, Sitka.

* Apr 24 — Sep 24.

* Logbook data for boats interviewed at least
once.
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L8 i ?
What Does It All Mean? ggp
22 o

* Evaluation of 2006 logbook only, not an
endorsement of earlier logbook data.

* Unable to find any systematic strategic bias in
logbook data.

* Unable to find any major fault with SWHS.

Flh'::lu
B-F
===l | e
« Logbook data has advantages over SWHS.
— Data intended to be a complete census.

— Data at daily, boat-trip, and vessel level.

— Data already used for 2C and 3A analyses of
regulatory options.

— Potential for more timely numbers or projections
= 3-year timeline in EA/RIR/IRFA.
« Mismatch between allocations based on SWHS
and harvest reported in logbooks.

— Regulatory measures implemented even if real
harvest unchanged.
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What's the Plan?

» Continued logbook with outreach

— 2008 logbook includes angler name
« Ewvaluate 2007 and 2008 logbooks

— End-of-season survey 2007

— Compare to SWHS

— Compare to onsite interview data

== C-::rrnpare to creel survey estimates
« Continue SWHS

— Evaluate SWHS for sources of bias and account for
differences

Thanks:

Bob Powars
Allen Bingham
Blike Jasnicke
Bob Clark
Fathrin Sundet
Dora Sigurdsson

And

MNumarous kechnicians, data entry staff,
area management staff.
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State Capitol

REPRESENTATIVE BILL THOMAS Iluneau. AK 99801-1182
(D07) 465-3732

Avsaska STaTe LECispATeRE  DESTRCT 5 (BR&) 461-3732

FAX (907) 465-2652

Morth Pacific Fishery Management Council I\ : _
Ernc Olson, Chair Mag -

605 W 4™ Avenue, Suite 306 008
Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Council Mambers,

| write 1o you 1oday as a concemed halibut fisherman and as the State Representative for
House District 5, covering rural Southeast Alaska, Yakutat and Prince William Sound.

I am a Nauve Alaskan, born and raised in the Haines / Klukwan area. | have harvesied
halibut for 35 years, and over that time | have seen remarkable changes in the
management structure. Halibut 15 a fully allocated resource that provides a critical
economic base for the people of my region. It is this essential base economic activity that
keeps the villages of coastal Alaska viable as communities. 80% of 2C quota is held by
Alaska residents, and 63% of those Alaskans are from rural communities. Villages in my
region depend on the commercial industry for the significant number of jobs and wealth it
creates. Furthermore, the Fisheries Business Tax revenue received by local governments
helps pay for essential basic services such as education funding, police and fire
protection, public water and sewer services, and harbor maintenance.

Over my long career as a commercial fisherman I have gone through the painful process
of rationalizing our fishery to prevent the tragedy of the commons. My fellow fishermen
with whom I grew up and who are the lifeblood of our communities have gone through
the same process. Many have had to take on huge debis in order to continue their
participation in the industry and to be able to remain in their home communities. Indeed
many others simpiy haven'i been abic o coniinue as halibut shermen. Colleciively, we
in the commercial sector recognized that we would have to sacrifice open access to the
resource in order to stabilize the indusiry, improve quality and ensure conservation of the
resource. Since then, the growth of the charter sector has caten away at the commercial
quotas, causing considerable hardship for those of us who have long since taken the
difficult steps necessary to mitigate our own growth.

With this history in mind, I am very concerned about the fixed allocation options for the
charter sector in the catch sharing plan that the Couneil is eurrently considering. It is
patently unfair to allow the charter sector to have a fixed quota level, while other user
groups arc allocated quota on a “floating™ basis. Other species, such as king salmon, ling
— cod and rockfish are allocated based on abundance based management. [ strongly believe
that all user groups should be held to the same standard: when stocks are high, everyone

email: Represeniative, Bil, Thomas & kegis. sialo.ak.us
wisbpaga: www akropublicans. orgiihomas!



benefits by higher catch allocations, and conversely, in times of lower abundance
everyone suffers equally. Abundance based management is the hallmark of fisheries
management in the North Pacific. The Council should not depart from that concept in
adopting a catch sharing plan for the various users of the halibut resource.

The charter sector must understand that they cannot be held to a different standard than
the rest of us. Those businesses should not grow at the expense of those of us whose
participation in the fishery has supported the regional economy for decades.

I urge the council to adopt an allocation plan that is fair to all user groups and does not
hold one sector to a different standard than the others.

Sincerely,

William A. “Bill” Thomas, Jr.
Representative, Hguse District 5

fffym,
cc:  Denby Lloyd, Commissioi?of Fish and Game

Cora Crome, Fisheries Policy Advisor, Office of the Governor
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FAX (807) 271-2817 ‘:«Aggf , ..

Ms Stephanie Madsen ’; ; '”.g - =
Chair WH ,-
North Pacific Fishery Management Council

605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306

Anchorage, AK 99501 -

RE

| am writing fo urge you to adopt effective management measures to conirol
charter harvest in Area 2C to the GHL and to ensure that these measures are
implemented in time for the 2008 charter season. | would also urge you to move
forward as quickly as possible with similarly effective measures in Area

3A. Commercial ishermen have asked the Council for the past 14 years to stop
the open-ended reallocation of halibut from the commercial to the charter
sector. Fourteen years is a long time fo wait. In April 20086, the Council-
committed by unanimous vote to manage the halibut charter sector to the GHL
untit superseded by a long-term management strategy. Please keep that
commitment. Each sector needs to live within its allocation until a mechanism for
compensated reallocation is established.

[ further request that the Council convert the GHL. to a percentage-based
allocation that fluctuates with abundance and implement a mechanism that -
allows compensated transfer between the commercial and charter sectors. The
percentage must be derived from the existing GHL and all subsequent transfers
must be between willing buyers and willing seliers. Finally, | oppose any
permanent revenue streams to the charter sector that would subsidize charter
' purchase of quata share, Charter operators that want 0 increase their halibut
harvest should pay more for that opportunity.

| have invested in the halibut quota share program and fishery with the
expectation that the resource will continue to be well managed and that the
Coungcil will fairly balance the needs of ali who depend on the halibut resource,
from consumers through fishermen and processors. | respectfully request that
the Council live up to that expectation.

Sincerely,

adress 2980t JI T SF Jea“/#
g« S 772/

Date: e "9(?




MPEMC
05 W dih Awe. Ste 308
Anchorage, Ak 25501

Scoft Visschier
He 60 #2842
HMS, AK. B8827

Council,

IEGIEVIE
it i
J

LM R _  MAR 2 2008
ﬁi!c > a';f V;E? Fi

i understand thare ang oplions lor the 20034 Halibul charter inesim manegament plan thal include;

a, lncreasing the GHL withoul compensating commancial share holders
b, Changing the GHL 1o aithes 8 lixed allocation or one That luchuates with abundancs
& Allow Charier oparsion 1o laase guola lrom the commiencial secior

Ag 8 Commercial Halibut hisharman | think it t8 unjust, untadr, and parhaps untawiul 1o increase the chamer GHL wio
COMmpansating commancial share holders. We enterad inta the IFQ system in good faith for the good of fisherman, halibul
consenvalion, and the consumar, To sed another commerngial secion want resaunce lor nothing and at the expenss of long
i vestad intevast is aggravating. Tha charer flest neads to play on the samae page as the commarcial fieat

The current GHL should Muctuate with abundance as does the commergial TAC. Chaner opesators have 1o share in
congenation; indeed you  would think they would demand it or risk baing hounded by marine snwironméenlal Ghops with

thiser Eawyers and courls,

Allowing chafer operators o lease queta 5 a good ldea in that it is a precourser 10 a chaner IFC system wheth is the
only lair and honist way 10 reach management parily bebween the commencial and charler lleets. Commarcial fisherman

v Bheatir "consumer dignds’ and chartar guidas hane their "spon dients’. Both groups should access the haliul r@sowcs

L

thms & managament scanario that provides a fair and level playing field, and ensures conservalion of fha resource, W must
continug (hi long tradition ol good managamend af the ksheny,

it



NPFMC
605 West 47 Ave., Ste 306

Anchorage, AK 99501, Lﬂ i ' L ﬁfg ivz E éﬁ“ ?

Dear Council,

In 2006 | purchased 6000 pounds of halibut quota to add to my existing 10,000 pounds. [
did this to make extra money o pay for my son’s college. He works for me during that
time also, helping himself through college as well. The reduction in pounds puts me clear
back to just over my onginal 10,000 pounds. So basically | am back financially to where
I was before purchasing the IFQ"s but still having to pay for them. Going backwards was
not my idea when I purchased them.

On the issue of the DHL, I am against an increase for the charter fleet. They have
expanded themselves to the point of hurting other people's business, They need to learn
to live within their means without hurting others around them. They also shouldn't get an
increase until they are 100% accountable for the fish they already catch. They do not
report all that is caught.

All sectors should share in resource conservation by changing the current GHL to a
percentage that fluctuates with abundance,

We also support the North Pacific Fishery Management Council on the issue of
providing charter operators with the opportunity 1o lease QS, investing in the resource
and their future as we have.

In closing I would like to reiterate that [ have been financially burdened by the cut in the
halibut quota. It is impacting my family, my livelihood, and the educational opportunity
for my son.

Sincerely,

)}Iﬁﬁ-{ézjﬂ'.{;}' {25k WIE
Mark Roberts j ﬁ’*‘“‘ﬁ-’l‘um / IE:-”
F/V Cape Cross ' MAR E bl
P.O. Box 246 AR 2 2008

Petersburg, AK 99833
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March 23, 2008
Dear Eric Olsen, Chair

| am writing this testimony as a halibut fisherman from Haines Alaska. Although many
communities in Alaska have towrist industry, Haines has a very small or nonexistent charter fleet. Our
community relies very heavily on commercial fishing as a mainstay of our economy. Raw fish tax is a
major part of our schools budget. The halibut Quota owned in this town is a major part of the economy.
1 am 34 years old | began fishing the halibut with my Dad in 1982, Although | was not old enough to own
a license or a boat | crewed in every qualifying year of the IFQ program, | was issued no Quota. in 1995 |
had saved my money and managed to buy my first boat and halibut quota. | had big payments |
survived by taking other Quota share halders fishing and catch their Quotas on my boat. | did not agree
with the IFQ program entirely, but | accepted it and invested heavily in it. | have found the cuts the last
few yvears painful. My boat represents the main income for nine househalds in my area. That just counts
the crew and the quota share | catch, that does not count goods and services my vessel uses. Each of
these househaolds has children that attend school and families that reside in small communities year
round. The reallocation in area 2/C, is from management not keeping the charter industry within the
guideling harvest level, When they go over their harvest it is deducted from my quota and my business
suffers. | feel that there is not an accurate system in place to monitor them. They have had a
larger impact on the halibut resource than has been reported. It feeis like buying a piece of property
and having part of it taken from you and given to someane else and still paying taxes on it!

Under the current system here are the problems with the charter industry. While | have no
problem with the concept of a charter fishery, they should have to pay for their share of enforcement
and preservation of the industry. Every Quota share holder pays a tax based on their catch for
enfarcement and management of their fishery. | would like to see this enforced on the charter industry
also | would like to see hoth parties having a vested interest in the health of the industry. | would like to
see the charter industry kept within the guideline harvest level. Any harvest above and beyond that
should be purchased or leased in the form of commercial IFQ with all of the applicable taxes and user
fees, It is not fair that one group pays for the conservation and infrastructure to preserve a fishery for it
to be harvested by someone else. Let me remind you that the Halibut commission was formed by
commercial fisherman who wanted to be sure the halibut stocks would not be exploited and be around
for us today. For last part of the century the halibut commission has managed the fishery in a very
responsible manner.

It is very confusing to me on one hand spokesmen for the charter industry say that charter fish
are worth more money than commercial. They also testify that if they had to buy IFQ'S it would be a
devastating financial burden on them. When they make statements like this to me | wonder how
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valuable their fish really is. As our country heads toward a recession and banks have problems, some
thought should be given to those banks and lending institutions that have financed quota to com mercial
fishermen. The overages by the charter industry have taken a large part of our debt paying ability away.
Maybe some thought should also be given to how sustainable the charter industry will be during a
recession as peoples wallets tighten up. We provide roughly 50 million pounds of fish; in a 4 ounce
portion that is a lot of people we give access to the resource,

Please keep the charter industry within its guideline harvest and give them the opportunity to
partner with the commercial fleet on paying for the use and care of one of Alaska’s greatest resources.

Sincerely, \

(%\(W;@W

Joshua A. Moore
PO Box 1213
Haines, AK 99827
907-723-8070
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Mr, Eric Olson U\ 1

Chairman MAR & 2008
North Pacific Fishery Management Council

605 West 4th, Suite 306 ,-.- i 1 i a-

Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252 L %

Dear Chairman Olson: = h Elj/i E !

I have been operating a small charter business for the past 13 years in Valdez Alaska. In the
past three years the threat of the halibut limit being cut has caused a tremendous amount of
unrest when it comes to advanced booking. | have had several cancellations and lost a sizeable
amount of money because my customers simply will not go to the expense of booking air fair
and lodging to have the rug pulled out from under them. 99% of the charter operators would
understand the problem if it was a lack of fish causing it, but it is not. It is purely a case of
allocation. This issue must be taken care of for the sake of everyone, It has gone on quite long
enough.

In Area 3A, which includes all of South Central Alaska and Kodiak, approximately 470 charter
businesses operating about 625 vessels served over 138,000 anglers in 2006. While Area 3A has
a greater proportion of Alaska resident anglers and fewer remote lodges than Area 2C, a 10%% to
20%5 reduction in the number of anglers in Area 2C would still result in significant local
economic impacts as 13,000 to 26,000 fewer people purchase meals, lodging, fuel, and supplies
in local communities.

The North Pacific Fisheries Management Council is currently considering charter halibut
allocation. I'm writing to advocate that the Council expand its options for analysis to include a
fixed pound allocation for Area 2C and Area 3A that is high enough to support the fleet that will
exist under the charter moratorium plan that the Council adopted last year. That amount should
be sufficient to allow for a season of traditional length with a two fish daily bag limit, the same
limit the industry has historically operated under for decades without adversely affecting the
halibut resource. It should also include additional pounds beyond the 1.9 million pounds for
Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds for Area 3A, the highest levels currently in the analysis, 1o
accommodate the 72 new permits in Area 2C and 91 new permits in Area 3A that the Council
included for qualified communities in those areas. The current options before the Council do not
include an amount that will support the moratorium qualified fleet plus the new community
permits, and adopting a allocation that will not support the effort levels the Council agreed 1o in
the moratorium is certain to mean this allocation issue will remain a problem for years to come.

Al a minimum, the Council needs to select as its preferred altemnative a fixed allocation of at
least 1.9 million pounds in Area 2C and 4.15 million pounds in Area 3A. This 1s presently
the highest option before the Council, and still represents less than what has already been
harvested in Area 2C in 2005, A fixed allocation is needed so charter operators and sport
fishermen can plan for the each upcoming season. A fixed allocation also ensures that the
Council, NMFS, and the State won't have to devote time and resources to annual changes in
halibut regulations.
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The constantly changing halibut regulations and potential one fish daily bag limit could bring the charter
industry — a vital part of Southeast Alaska’s economy — to collapse. Canada and Area 3A are not facing
a similar one fish daily limit—what is to stop sport fishermen from going to either of these areas to
obtain two fish? The NMFS estimates that a one fish daily bag limit would result in 9,000 to 27,000
fewer anglers fishing in Area 2C. At $500 per angler (a very conservative estimate) these reductions
would translate into a direct loss of at least $4.5 to $13.5 million annually in Area 2C. Thisisa
tremendous risk that the Council need not impose on Southeast Alaska communities.

The charter industry differs from the commercial industry in that it depends on stability and
advance notice of rules—most clients book their trips a year out. Also, my business and other
charter operators cannot significantly increase or decrease capacity from year to year, adjusting
to annual increases/decreases in allocation. You simply can’t build more rooms or put more
people on a boat you don’t have, any more than you can mothball rooms or boats you do have.
This is why a fixed allocation is as important as the number of pounds of fish.

Alaska needs a charter halibut industry with stability. That is why the Council should add to the
options for analysis a new higher fixed allocation that would actually accommodate the charter
fleet as it will exist under the moratorium. At a minimum, the Council should select as the
preferred alternative a fixed pound allocation at least 1.9 million pounds for Area 2C and 4.15
million pounds for Area 3A to preserve the charter industry in Alaska as it exists today.
Allocating a minimum of 6.05 million pounds — a mere 8.2 percent of the average amount of
halibut allocated by the International Pacific Halibut Commission to the fisheries off Alaska — is
a viable solution. The Council regularly adopts rules that allow commercial fisheries off Alaska
to take more than 10 million pounds of halibut annually in the form of bycatch — forty percent
more than the minimum amount the charter industry is seeking to stay in business.

Thank you for your consideration of my letter,
-
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SEAFOOD PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE

PRODUCERS, PROCESSORS & MARKETERS OF PREMIUM QUALITY SEAFDODS

March 26, 2008 I\ _
r |r|E||" & ARl —

Eric Olsen, Chair
605 W, 4™ Ave., Suite 306

S T

Re: Charter Halibu F%
r

i .'ll. o
North Pacific Fisheries Management Council :-’ '!‘f-é i“ Bl #ye s
malimy £: _' .

Diear Chaieman Olsen and Council Members:

Scafood Producers Cooperative is the oldest and largest fishermen owned cooperative in the
United States. Our business model is similar 1o major agricultural cooperatives in the U.S. Each
of our owner/members has a capitul investment in the business, in addition to their investment in
Halibur LF.Q's, Halibui represents 25% of our business. We have seen the quota decling about
40% over the last 2 years. While we recognize and support good resource management, the
commercial charter industry apparently cares litte fior resource preservation. Our production
o tacility in Sitka (area 2¢) employs over one hundred people and operates year-round. Alaskan
families throughout the eoastal communilies rely upon the commercial seafood industry.

£l = Jai J

SPC supponts Option |, subsoptions a or ¢. Sub-options b and d move the goalposty of the GHL
1o accommodate the charter industry's over-harvest of that limit. There is no compelling reason
to ignore the standard of the previously set and often reiterated Guideline Harvest Limit over the
past eight years, including, espeeially, the growth of un industey sector, We urge the Council to
eliminute Option 2 and 3 because of their use of fixed pounds. Allocations to the charer
industry should float with resource abundance, as they do with the setline sector and indeed al!
other sectors who harvest this resource,

Element 2 ~ Anyual Revulatory Cycle

SPC agrees that initial charter allocation would be a comman harvest pool for all charter limited
entry permit holders, We support the sutomatic trigger of management measures in the event of
an allocation overage, but are gravely concerned that the catch accounting system is not
sufficient 1o correct dverages belore they create significant damage, We urge the Council to
consider in-season closures, area-wide or within regions in areas, in cases of gxceptional
overages that have been identified during the season

—

OFFICE: 2875 ROEDEA AVENUE. SUITE 2 - BELLINGHAM, WA 88255 PLANT: BOT KATLIAN = SITHA, ALASKA 95835
PHONE (360) 7330120 » FAX (380) 7330513 FHOME {307) 747-5811 = FAX (807) 747-3208
EMAIL: gpo & apeasles com EMAIL: speasd poi.net
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LElement 3 — Managenment Toolbox .
SPC supports Element 3 and recommends that the first three items under Tier | management

measwres, i.e. 1 trip per vessel per day, no retention by skipper or crew, and line limits, be
required.

Element 4 ~ Timeline

We strongly urge the Council to use the most sireamlined methed of analyzing the catch data to
implement relevant management tools as quickly as possible, This element and Element 6-caich
accounting system, could not be more symbiotic. We recognize the efforts of Council staff to
streamline this process and encourage their continued thinking along these lines.

Element 5 — Careh Adccounting Svstem

We support the Council’s statement that “One of the critical issues Jor successful
implementation of a successful interim management regime for charter halibut operators is to
shorien the feedback loop for collection of data regarding charter harvests.” And recommend
Option 1, Electronic Reporting with logbook verification.

The commercial longline fishery has worked within the harvest guidelines, because we know it is
necessary to protect our businesses and maintain economic continuity for many of the coastal
communities in Alaskn. Halibut has been well managed, SPC would urge to Council 10
implement the historic GHL and hold the commercial charter industry to the same high standards
that other harvesters have maintained.

Sincercly,

Thomas M. McLaughlin

President/CEQ
Seafood Producers Cooperative

CC:  Secrotary of Commerce, Carlos Gutierrex cgutierrez@doc . pov
Secretary Gutierrez U.S, Department of Commerce
1401 Constitution Ave., NW, Washington, DC 20230

Governor Palin’s Fishery Advisor corg.crome@alaska gov

Senawor Steven’s Office Todd_Benoson@commerce.senate. gov
Senator Murkowski's office arne tuglvog@mu rkowski.senate.gov

Representative Young dave.whalcy(@mail.house. gov

Director, NMFS: jim.balsiger@noag, 2OV
Commissioner ADF&: Denby, Lloyd@alaska. gov
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CITY OF WRANGELL, ALASKA

MCOAPORATED JUNE B8, 1003

BOX 531, san29 (807} B74-2387 FAX: [907) 874-30952
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Barch 27, 2008 Sent Vin Fax 907-27 I-IEIHI. oy
Warth Pacific Fishery Management Couneil fl o
Cheirman Eric Olson and Council Members ) i -~
605 W. 4" Avenue, Suite 306 vy t ke
Anchorage, AK 99501-2252 \ i 4 e
Re:  Apgenda Item C-6 Halibut Charler s j, éfg b i
L

Dear Chairman Olson and Couneil Members,

The City of Wrangell is writing m support of the Regulatory Amendment for a Catch Sharing
Plan between the Halibut Charier and Commercial Longline Sectors in IPHC Bepulatory Area 2C
and Area 3A, with an allocation that is a fixed percentage using the current GHL formula.
(Altzrnative 2, Element |, Option 1A)

The City of Wrangell is o rural, subsistence communily and we support abundance based
ranagement thal has all users sharing in the burden of conservation. This has been a hasic
rianagement principal of the Stats of Alaska. Protection for one business should not be overly
harmiful to another industry and by choosing a fixed percentage the impact on both businesses are
equally affeeted in mes of decline and times of abundance.

‘The community of Wrangell has since the decline of the timber industry been working 1o help
raintam and provide the commereial fishing industry the infrastructure necessary for a healthy
commercial [ishing industry. Wrangell processed 14% of the Alaskan halibut harvest in 2007,
Our resident commercial fishermen holds 472,667 Tbe. of 2008 IFQ's in 2C or 7.6% of the 20
quota and 79,670 1bs. of 3A [FQ"s in 2008,

Again, the Wrangell City Council unanimeusly supparts the GHL a5 a fixed pereentape that floats
with abundance.

Sincerely yvours,

ﬁ;%—-@

Tom C. Sims
Mayor
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To whom it may concern:

oo {13

d4 ffﬁf

My name is Matt Peavey, | am a lifelong commercial fisherman. [ have been
involved with watching the IPHC guide the halibut resource for the commercial
fisherman long before the charter fishermen arrived on the scene. [ am dismayed
at the way the charter interests are acting over the reduced halibut eatch in area 2C.
We have taken reductions in the name of conservation and so should the charter
fishermen.

My daughter and wife along with myself have invested in our future with halibut
quota only to see it drastically reduced to satisfy another entity that has not been
forced to purchase quota. The loss directly to my family is devastating; current
loans due, fuel prices soaring and college tuition increasing and taxes to pay is
overwhelming.

While the IPHC has continued the cutbacks on our halibut quota, | don*t mind that
as long at it is in the name of conservation. However, to do it for the overpopulated
charter fishing fleet then | am 100% opposed.

I am writing this letter is dismay at the way in which the charter fleet is acting over
the reduced halibut catch for them. A solution that 1 think is ideal is limiting the
charter fishermen to hook and release. The clients would be satisfied with the thrill
of the catch.

This is not the first time that our livelihood has been threatened. Tweniy years ago
this started with the commercial trollers king salmon quota. The charter fisherman
went after slices of that quota and are still after it today.

We chose to live in Alaska and support the economy year round. | encourage vou to
think about the Tuture of my children and their right to grow up to be commercial
fishermen.

We insist upon a fair and financial worry free existence. 3 /2 %}5’
Matt Peavey =1F() holder (/."j}; EM“IE /.fjf{,f ) /
“ cate)—

Kathy Peavey — IFQ holder f%
Katrina Peavey —1FQ holder rffr
Steven Peavey = Deckhand D

Melissa Peavey - Deckhand - o
F/'V Anne Louise ]ﬁ'{_,}%{t - |: e W
POB 442 Craig, AK 99921 ' |

MT-826-3856
peavey(@aptalaska.net
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