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NOTE to persons providing oral or written lestimony to the Council: Section 307(1)(1) of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery
Conservation and Management Act prohibits any person * to knowingly and willfully submil to a Council. the Secretary, or the
Governor of a State false information (including. but not limited to. false information regarding the capacity and extent to which a
United State fish processor. on an annual basis. will process a portion of the optimum yield of a fishery that will be harvested by
fishing vessels of the United States) regarding any matter that the Council, Secretary. or Governor is considering in the course of
carryving out this Act.
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NOTE to persons providing oral or written testimony to the Council: Section 307( 1)(T) of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery
Conservation and Management Act prohibits any person ** to knowingly and willfully submit to a Council, the Secretary. or the
Governor of a State false information (including, but not limited to, false information regarding the capacity and extent to which a
United State fish processor, on an annual basis, will process a portion of the optimum yield of a fishery that will be harvested by
fishing vessels of the United States) regarding any matter that the Council, Secretary, or Goyernor is considering in the course of
carrying out this Act,
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Conservation and Management Act prohibits any person * 1o knowingly and willfully submit to a Council. the Secretary, or the
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AGENDA C-1(a, b)

OCTOBER. 2008
MEMORANDUM
TO: Council, S5C and AP Members
FROM: E::csugi:gireclor ESTIMATED TIME
14 HOQURS
DATE: September 19, 2008 All C-1 items

SUBJECT: Charter Halibut

ACTION REQUIRED

(a) Receive ADE&G report on 2007 charter halibut harvests.
{ Final Action on Areas 2C/3A Halibut Catch Sharing Plan,

BACKGROUND

2007 Charter Halibut Harvests

ADF&G staff reieased final estimates of 2007 charter halibut harvesis on September 10, 2008 (Item C-
1{a)); they were posted on the Council website. The 2007 Area 2C charter harvest was 1.918 M 1b, which
is 33.9 percent over the 2007 Area 2C puideline harvest level (GHL) of 1.432 M Ib; the GHL was
reduced to 931,000 1b in 2008 due to a reduction in halibut biomass. The 2007 Area 3A charter harvest
was 4.002 M b, which is 9.6 percent over the 2007 Area 3A GHL of 3.650 M ib; the Area 3A GHL has
nof been adjusted for 2008. ADF&G staff will present the 2007 report.

itng Plan

The Council is scheduled to take final action on a proposed halibut catch sharing plan (CSP) for Area 2C
and Area 3A. The No Action Altemative would maintain the current GHL program for the charter halibut
fisheries in these areas. In April 2008, the Council revised some of the options under Alternative 2.
Alternative 2 would implement a CSP for the two areas that would set an initial allocation to the
gcommercial [FQ sector and the charter halibut sector (25 options under Element 1) and allow for seasonal
increases in allocation by allowing charter halibut limited entry permit holders to lease commercial
individual fishing quotas (IF(Qs) for use by anglers in the charter sector {11 features under Element 5).
Three features of a catch accounting system for monitoring IFQ leases for use in the charter secter are
identified under Element 6. Additional policy decisions on the regulatory cycle for implementing
separate rulemaking for revising management measures to restrict the charter sectors to their allocations
{Eiement 2), potential management measures in future rulemakings (Element 3), and potential timelines
for shortening the delay in implementing future rulemakings (Element 4) would not be implemented in
regulation, but would be included in the Councii’s CSP for Area 2C and Area 3A as guidelines for future
rulemakings.

The analysis was mailed on August 29, 2008. The executive swnmary is under Item C-1{b)(1}). A
supplement that addresses the NMFS recommendation for Element 6 will be handed out at the meeting as
Item C-1{t)(2). Public comments on all charter halibut agenda items are bound separately for Coungcil
review.

If approved by the Secretary of Commerce, the 2010 charter halibut season is the earliest that
implementation of the CSP could occur given numerous other halibut rulemakings currently bemg

prepared by NMFS (Ttern C-1{(5)(3)).



AGENDA C-1(a)
OCTOBER 2008

Arga 2C Harvayl 2007 Approximate 85% Confidence lmtervals for Harvest
Eafimatas (M Ih):
Lsar Pan Maanvii o, Flah ¥ ledd {[b} Liser PointEat SidEa Lower Upper
Charter 1516 0.085 1750 2.085
CHARTER Ketchikan 1455 11 840 174,296 Private 1.131 0073 o.887 1.274
POW 15kand &3 30814 306,567 Cvarall 3.045 0114 2834 3,064
FEGMWRG 219 B.882 184,691
Slikg 175 5431 BS54, 407
Juneaun 12.0 74M 83,433 Camparison of final oatimatas be fast yaar's
Helnes/SKG 120 0 o projeeiions (M Ib):
Glacier Bay 315 15684 493413 Uaer Progortiad Final Froj Emo)
Araa 20 17.3 109,835 1,917,808 Charler 1.7 1.918 ~11.3%
Privale 0, Batd 1131 <25 4%
PRIVATE Katchlkan 157 5,320 145,339 Cwarall 2.545 3.048 -16.5%
POW dedand 106 12,816 135 888
PBGAWREG 170 B.041 136,570
Sltka 1581 5,404 1927
Junirana 124 14,405 186,130
HamesrSKG 124 BHE 12.247
Gilacier Bay 254 17,021 432 830
Araa 2C 165 BB438 1130309
OVERALL Area 2C 171 178,333 3 04E717
Aroa 2C Harvesi 1835-2007
Charter Non-charter Total Sport Harvest
Yaar Mo, Fish _ Avg. Wt Teld (M |b Mo, Fish  Avp Wi Yield (M B3] No. Fish  Avg. W ‘Yiald (M IB)
1885 49,615 199 0.986 39,707 19.3 0.783| B5832% 195 1.754
1968 53,500 221 1187 11,37 228 0.943 04 AG7 2.4 FAF]
1957 51,184 2 1054 33,203 214 1.139] 104,285 208 21472
1996 54,264 281 1.584 42,580 218 G917 .844 258 2501
1959 52,735 176 0834 44,301 204 0904 o7 036 19.0 1.843
2000 57208 198 1.132 432 207 1.125] 111,640 202 2258
rusla | 56,435 121 1.202 43,515 16.6 0.723 105,954 17.5 RN v
2002 84,614 167 1.275 40,199 20.3 0814 104,812 18.9 2080
203 13,784 181 1.412 45,597 18.5 0.845] 119481 184 2208
2004 84,227 07 1.750 62,089 158 1.187] 147, M8 188 2937
2005 102,204 191 1952 0,361 14.0 0.845] 182,570 17.2 zreg
2008 0,471 158 1.804 30,520 14.3 0.723] 140,981 119 2.520
2007 103,435 17.5 1918 A5 498 16.5 1131 178,333 171 3,048
£
i Aresn 2C Recraathonal Hetibul Harvest (M [b)
290 ! |
l f
- 1.5 i
o .
| E !
1 @ 1.0 4 ;
5 |
I
0.5 —e— Chartar .
- Charter GHL ]
—8— Non-charter
1995 1995 1897 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2009 200G 2007 i

Rocand roguiatory regimos:

Yaar

Regulshicns n Place

1695-2005 Two-Ash bayg [Imit {no size resinclions), mo [fmi on crew PeEnicn
Two-fish bag lmit {no size Limit), state EO prohtbiing craw harvest Je26-12031.
Two-fish bag Limi (1 under 32° 8if. 6/1), o créw felention SM-12031 (Sl £0 and Faderal Rule)

206
2067
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Area 3A Harvest 2007

Approdimate 85% Confidance Intervals for Harvest

Estimates (M Ibi:
Uzer Fort MeanWi Mo, Fish  Yiald () UEer PaintEsl  SwdEr Tower  Upper
Charlar 4.002 0129 1767 4.7
CHARTER CCI 156 56,933 17,048 Privala 2281 104 2.078 2484
Harmer 165 £3.933 1,553,105 Overall 8.283 0.150 5885 8577
Kaodiak 17.0 16,035 234050
Soward 134 7051 456880
Valdez 283 1,515 303160 Appraximala B5% Confidence Intervals for Harvesi
Yohittar 204 11,487 235 085 Eatimates {M |b): _
Yt 417 4168 173,880 User Poogtiad Final__Frof Ermor)
Arga 34 1698 236,122 4002169 Charler 3,404 4002 ~14.8%
Private 1.841 271 -28.1%
PRWATE CCI M5 38,247 554 K01 Crearall 5.045 8283 -187%
Homar 13.2 §2,132 B23.483
Kodiak 1768 16,302 6414
Seward 0y 25528 274325
Vaklez 138 £.890 134,032
Whittiar 4.2 13,118 188 560
Yakistat 18.3 1,101 21,497
Alea 3A 3T 166,935 2,280,021
OVERALL Ared 34 158 402471 §,#3 001
Area 3A Harvast 1995-2007
Charter Non-charter Yotal Sport Harves)
Yoar No_Fish  Avg. WL fipid (53] Mo Fish  Avg. Wi Yield (MTD)] Mo Figh | Awg WL Yieid {4 1)
1965 137,843 0.0 2845 a5,.208 175 1868 233048 19.4 4511
1508 142,857 197 2822 108812 174 1.518| 25%,788 15.8 4.740
1097 152,856 223 3413 118510 178 21001 2r22ee 20.2 5514
1884 143,368 208 Z 585 105 875 15.2 1.717] 249,244 168 4.2
1008 131,728 182 2.533 50,498 170 16800 231224 163 4.228
2000 150,608 187 3140 128 427 159 2165 288,036 16.4 &.305
2001 163,348 182 1122 B3,249 171 1.543| 253,568 18.4 4 875
2002 140,603 12 2.7 24 83,280 158 1.478] 2424843 173 4. 202
2003 163,629 20.7 3382 118,004 173 2.048] 281833 1683 5.427
2004 197 208 2.8 3.608 134 860 144 1.837] 332,163 1689 5808
2005 206,902 17.8 31.659 127 088 158 1.8584| 3338858 170 2572
2 204,115 e 3,654 114,887 14.8 1.8728] 319,002 167 5.337
2007 236,123 188 4002 166,238 13,7 2.281 20247 19,8 5283
Area 3A Recrealkenal Halibut Harves! (M )
6.0
|
0.0 e r : r T 7 7 7
1885 1996 1997 1996 1009 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 |
. . . e
Recent requlatory regimes:
Year Reguiations in Place

1985-2008 Two-llsh bag limit (no sze msiicions}, no limit on crew ralontion

2007

Two-lish bag Imlt {no siza resticlions), state EQ prohiblling crew harvest 571-12731.

ADFAG - DSF 08/05/08



2007 Estimated Charter Hallbut Harvest Using Logbook Numbars®
{based on logbook dala as of %5/08)

2007 Logbook Logboak
Area Port MeanWt(lb)  Harvest Yield {Ib)
Area 2C  Ketchikan 15.5 11,701 180,858
POW Island g9 42,065 418,502
PBGAWRG 219 5,916 129,677
Sitka 18.5 3,051 628,920
Juneau 12.0 2,140 110,105
Haines/SKG" 12.0 150 1,915
Glacier Bay 215 17,378 548,705
Total 16.7 120410 2,016,682
Area A CGi 15.6 65,078 1,074,911
Homer 16.5 08372 1,628,500
Kodiak-AKPan 170 19,305 327,632
Seward 134 53,955 723,558
Valdez 263 9,260 243,792
Whittier 204 3,651 74 649
Yakutat 417 3,023 126,069
Total 16.4 256,644 4,197.110

3 . Estimate excludes harvest by "compad”™ {non-paying) passengers.
® . Maan weight for Juneau applied to Haines/Skagway eslimales.

ADFRG - DSF 09/09/08



2007 Saltwater Legbook Data

Information is based on there being a record of a halibut caught or released or both by an angler on a trip, L.e. if any

angler caught or released a helfibut on that trip, all the anglars on the trip are included. I two of six anglers caught or
kept halibut, all six are counted.

IPHC Area*[Average # Anglers/Trip™ [Votal # Active Vessels [Average # TripsiVessel |1otal # of Anglers in 2007 |
2C 3,98 709 33.61 94,687
3A 5.04 833 38.04 145,398

*IPHC Area is assigned by using the battom stat area first, then the salmon stat area, then the port of offloading. This
in necessary because of incidantal catching and incomplete data reporting.

*"Anglers include all people #sted ag fishing excapt crew members.



AGENDA C-1(b)(1}
OCTOBER 2008

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The amalysis contained in this document examines twe alternatives for managing the charter halibut
fisheries in International Facific Halibut Commission (IPHC) Regulatory Areas 2C and 34 in the Gulf of
Alaska. Alcernative 1 is the No Action Alternative. Alternative 2 would create a caich sharing plan for the
two areas, under which the Couneil would set initial allacatiens of halibut hasvests between the charter
sector and commercial Individual Fishing Quotas (IFQ) sector. This could accommodate seasomal
increases in allocation, as necded, by allowing individual charter halibut limited entry permit holdars to
tease commercial halitnat IFQ for use by anglers in the charter sector.

Environmental Assessment

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

The problem statement that was adopted by the Council reads, “The abisence of a hard aifocation between
the commercial longline and charter halibut sectors has resuited in conflicts between sectors, and
tensions in coastal communities that are dependent on the halibut resource. Unless a mechanism for
transfer berween seciors is established, the exisiing enviranment of instability and conflict will continue.,
The Council seeks to address this instability, while balancing the needs aof all whe depend on the halibut
resource for food, sport, or livelihood. ™

The purpose of the proposed action is to (1) ereatz a catch sharing plan that would set an initial allocation
between the charter halibut and commercial longline halibut sectors, and tighten the timeline between
occorrence of an overage and a manapement 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 separately from these proposed actions,
because the GHL has been exceeded in Area 2C and Area JA each year since its implementation in 2004,
the proposed sector allocations are intended to stop the de faere reallosation from the commercial sector
{0 the charter sector. Over the past 11 years, charter halibut harvests have grown at an annvalized rate of
6.8 percent in Area 2C, and 4.1 percent 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 all 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 mwips, and likely indicates
healthy demand for the services provided by the charier sector.

List of Alternatives

While there appear to be just two altemnatives wnder consideration, this is misleading. Altermative 2
contains maultiple “options,” as well as a seres of six primary decision “elements.” Therefore, the
proposed action comprises a complex suite of management and repulatory peérmutations, some
complemeniary. others mutually exclusive. As the analysis demonstrates, the action under consideration
explores more than one configuration for Alternative 2 with which to contrast to the requisite “No
Action™ alternative.

Aliornative 1. Stalus quo

Alternative 1 {(No Action) would continue management of the charter sector under the Guideline Harvest
Limit (GHL) program and harvest control measures. It includes current Federal and State regulations that
would otherwise remain unchanged. Current Federal regulations for Areaz 2C include (1) 2 two-fish bag
limit, with one of the two fish required to be 32 inches or less; (2} a prohibition on the catch and retention
of halibut by charter vessel guides, operators, and crew; and {3) a limit on the number of lines used to fish

Aren 2C43A Halibut Catch Sharing Plan | Final Action— October 2008



for halibut must not exceed six or the number of charter vessel anglers onboard the charter vessel,
whichever is less. Current Federal regulations for Area 3A include a two-fish bag Limit (of any size). State
of Alaska Emergency Order No. 2-R-3-03-08 was issued in 2008 to: (1) prohibit the catch and retention
of halibut by charter vesgel puides, operators, and crew; and {2) limit the number of lines wsed to fish for
halibut must not exceed the number of charter vesse!l anglers onboard the charter vessel. The same State
restrictions were implemented in 2067 under Order No. 2-R-3-02-07.

Alternative 2. Establish a catch sharing pian that includes sector accountabiifty
Element 1 — Initial allocation
Option 1: Fixed percentage'

i Area 2C - Area3A  Based on’

13.1% 140% _ 125% of the 1995-1999 avg, charter harvest {current GHL formula)

(11.7% 12.7% cument GHL as percent of 2004 charter harvest

151% L 12.7% 2005 charter harvest

fio :Tfsn

T173% 154%  125% of the 2001-2005 avg. charter harvest {GHL formula updated thru 2005)

Option 2: Fixed pounds’

Area2C | Area3A  Based on®
143 MIb : 3.65MIb  125% of the 1995-1999 avg, charter harvest {current GHL)
S 169 Mib 4 01 Mlb_ 125% of the 2000-2004 avg. charter harvest (GHL updated thru 2004)
¢ 190MIb ' 4.15 MIb  125% of the 2001-2005 avg. charter harvest (GHL npdated thru 2005)

Suboptions under Options 2a, 2b, and 2¢:

Stair step up and down. The allocation in each arez could be increased or reduced in stepwise
increments based on a change in the total CEY or a change in the combined commercial and
charter catch limit. If the halibut stock were to increase (decrease) 15 percent to 24 percent from
its average total CEY, for the base period selected For the initial allocation 2t the titae of final
action, then the allocation weuld be increased (decreased) by 15 percent. If the stock were to
increase (decrease) 25 percent to 34 percent, then the allocation would be increased (decreased)
by 2n additional 10 percent. If the stock continued e increase {decrease) by at least 10 percent
increments, the allocation would be increased (decreased) by an additional 1¢ percent.

Sub-option to Suboption under Options 2a, 2h, and 2c:
Stairstep provision would be tied to:
1) Baseline years as proposed

g

2) CEY: a) 2006-2008
b) 2008
3) Baseline of combined commercial & charter catch limit in:  a) 2006-2008

by 2008
Option 3: 50 percent fixed/50 percent floating allocation*

! Under Option 1, the Council would request that the IPHC set a combined charter and corrunercial sector
fishery catch limit and apply the allocations between the two sectors that would be recommended by the Council in
a caich shanng plan.

? Baseline formula for allocation optians are provided for reference only

Y Under Option 2, the Council would request that the International Pacific Halibut Commission use the
fixed pound allocation as the number for charter halibut removals from Areas 2C and 3A that is included each year
in its “‘Other Removals” deduction from the Total Constant Exploitation Yield (CEY.

! Under Option 3, the Council could sefect either of wo appreaches that will be analyzed: a) as stated under
footnote (1} and b) the Council would request that the IPHC deduct the fixed portion of the allocation from “Other

Area 2C/13A Halibut Cateh Sharing Plan 2 Final Action— Cctober 2008
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Area 2C Area 3A
. 50 percent of: - and 50 percent of: 30 percent of  and 50 percent of:

a 131% 1.43 Mlb "14.1% - 3.465 MIb
k. 16.4% - 1.69 Mlb L 15.9% 401 Mib
c. 173 % 190 Mlp 15.4 % “4.15 Ml

Element 2 - Annual regulatory cycle.

The initia] charter allocation would be a commen harvest pool for all charter limited entry permit holders.
It wouwld not close the fishery when the charter allocation is exceeded. Instead, the allocation would be
linked to 2n 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 year of
implementation of new regulations. The Council will not revisit or readjust the sector split. An allocation
overage would tripger the regulatory process automatically, in confrast with cumrent GHL management.
Any underages would accrue to the benefit of the halibut biomass and would not be reallocated or paid
forward.

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. Tier 2 measures will be utilized if Tier | measures are
inadequate to constrain harvest by the charter common pool to its allocation. Due to the delayed feedback
loap in implementation of rmanagement measures, management measures will, in peneral, be more
restrictive to ensure that the charter sector allccation is not exceeded. In providing predictability and
stability for the charter sector, it is likely that charter fish may be left in the water.

Tier 1 Tler 2

One Trip per Vessel per Day Annual Caich Limis

Mo Retention by Skipper and Crew One Fish Bag Limit far all or a portian of the Season
Lina Limits Closiure far all or a portion af the Season

Second Fish of a Minimum Size

Second Fish al or balow a Specilic Lenplh

Element 4 - Timeline®. The current imeline for the proposal is as described below.
Example Scenario 1: four-year feedback loop

Charter fishery ends 2007

Cetober 2008: Council receives ADF&G report on final charter halibut barvest estimates for 2007, I
the ADF&G report indicates that an allecation cverage 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 previsus year's analysis with final 2007 harvest estimates.

January 200%: TPHC adopts combined catch limits for 2009.

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

Removals™ and deduct the ficating portion of the allocation from a combined charter and comimercial sector fishery
catch limit.

* The Council has identified its preference for a three year timeline that includes an oppertunity for
adequate public comment period of the analysis prior ta final action.

Area ZC73A HaWbul Catch Sharing Plan 3 Final Action— Octobar 2008



Winter 2009: NMES publishes the rule that would be in effect for 2010,
Example Scenazio 2; three-year feedback loop

Charter fishery, with in-season monituring‘, ends 2007

October 2007 Council receives ADF&G report on charter halibut harvest estimates for 2007. The
teport would likely be based on projections of the current year logbook data. Some data will still
be in the process of being entered, so the data will be considered preliminary. If the ADF&G
report indicates that an allocation overage occurred in 2007, the Council would initiate the
analysis of managerment measures necessary to restrict charter halibut harvests te its allecations.

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

January 2008: [PHC adopts combined catch limits for 2008,

February 201}!2: Council takes final action on management measures that would be implemented in
year 2009

Winter 2008: NMFES publishes the rule that would be in effect for 2000

Element 5 - Supplemental, individual use of commercial IFQ to allow charier limited entry permic
holders to lease commercial IFQ), in order to provide additional anglers with harvesting opportunities, not
to exceed limits in place for ueguided anglers.

A. Leasing commercial iFQ for conversion to Guided Angler Fish (GAF).
[. ALEP(Limited Entry Permit) holder may lease IFQ for conversion to GATF for use on the
LEP.
2. Commercial halibut Q5 holders may lease up to 1500 pounds or 10 percent (whichever is
greater) of their annual IFQ to LEFP holders (including themselves) for use as GAF on LEPs.
A CQE may lcase up to 100 percent of its anrual IFQ for use as GAF on their own LEPs. 7
3. No more than 200-40{ fish may be leased per LEP,
Suboption: LEPs w/endorsement for more than 6 clients may not lease more than 400- 600
fish.

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

C. GAF would be issued in numbers of fish. The conversion between annwal IFQ and GAF would be

based on average weight of halibut landed in each region's charter kalibut fishery (2C or 3A)

during the previcus year as determined by ADF&(G. The long-term plan may require further
conversion to some other form (e.g., angler days).

Subleasing of GAF would be prohibited.

Conversion of GAF back to commercial sector

1. GATF holders may request NMFS convert unused GAF into IFQ pounds for harvest by the
owner of the Quota Share_in compliance with commergial fishing regulations.

2. Unused GAF may revert back to pounds of I[FQ and be subject to the underage pravisions
applicable to their underlying commercial QS
Option a: automatically on October 1 of each year; or
Option b: upon the request of the GAF helder if such request is made to NMFS in writing

prior to October 1 of each year.

F. Guided angler fish derived frem commercial Q8 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

mo

¢ In-season monitoring is a mechanism that could shorten the feedback loop by cne year.
? The Council has asked that the analysis address what would be needed to implement a February preferred 7
alternative in June of the sama year,
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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

i. The current Statewide Harvest Survey andfor logbook data would be wsed to determine the
annual harvest.

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

3. As part of data collection, recommend the cellection of length measurements when supplamental
IFQs are [eased for use and compare (o the annual average lenpth 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 IFQs 1o GAF.

Effect of Alternatives

The proposed altematives address allocation of the Pacific halibut resource. The proposed altermative to
the status quo would neither affect harvest levels nor fishing practices of individuals participating in the
charter halibut fishery. The IPHC factors known resource removals into the halibut stock assessment
when setting annual commercial longline catch limits, Therefore, none of the proposed altematives is
cxpected to significantly impact the halibut stock, None are expected to affect the physical environment,
benthie community, marine mammals, seabirds, or non-specified groundfish species. There is insufficient
data to evaluate whether groundfish stocks may be affected by the proposed alternative. There may be an
effect on the human envitonment as there are winners and losers under any sector allocation.

Regulatory Impact Review

The economic impacts of the alternatives considered in this analysis are discussed in terms of the status
quo and the elements and opticns under Alternafive 2. The stztus que allows the charter sector in Areas
2C and 3A 1o harvest up to (and beyond) the GHLs. The GHL is established annually for IPHC Areas 2C
and 3A, and may be adjusted downward based on the total CEY that is determined by the IPHC. Such an
adjustment occurred in Area 2C in 2008, the GHL was reduced from 1.432 Mib o 931,000 b
Alternative 2 would aiter how the charter sectar's cateh limit is determined. An allocation to the charter
sector in each of the two arcas would be based on a combined commercial and charter cetch limit that
would be set annually by the IPHC® as (a) a percentage; (b) a fixed poundage allocation; or (¢) a
combination of the two approaches, Alternative 2 alse would aillow charter limited entry perrmt hotders 1o
lease commereial halibut IFCG as 2 mechanism for individuals to increass the charter allocation above the
initial charter sector allocation set by the Council under this action. The Guided Angler Fish (GAF) that
would reselt from the commereial halibut IFQ would be converted from pounds to mumhbers of fish using
an average halibut weight, as determined by the ADF&G. The same conversion factor would be used to
convert GAF back into pounds of IFQ, if unused GAFs are retumed to the commercial sector. GAF would
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 near fiture. Projected charter harvests were calculated using those management measures.
These projections can then be compared to GHLs that are expected to be set, based on IPRC CEY
prajections.

If the charter sector’s harvest exceeds the GHL (in year 1} based on a report by ADF&G (in year 2),
NMFS would notify the Council of the overage, in writing within 3¢ days of being advized of the

*The IPHC currently only sets a commercial catch limit. However, their staff has indicated that they could
establish en annual combined commercial and charter cetch limit, if they were requested to do 50 by the Council.
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overage. The Council has identified a suite of management tools that it would consider for
implementation if an overage occurs {in year 2 or 3). An appropriate combination of management
measures in a new analysis could be implemented by the Secretary of Commerce to consizain charter
harvests (in year 3 or 4),

Area 2C The Area 2C GHL was reduced from 1.432 Mib to 931,000 1b in 2008. Status quo management
measures in 2008 include the reduced GHL, the proposed halibut charter limited entry program, a 2-fish
daily bag limit with a requirement that one of the two halibut be less than or equal to 327, a prohibition on
harvesting of halibut by captain and crew, and a line limit that is set equal to the number of clienis on the
vessel, or six lines, which ever is fewer. NMF5S currently is preparing a new analysis and rulemaking to
lmplement a 1-fish bag limit in Area 2C for the 2009 charter season, This follows implementation of a 1-
fish bag limit that NMFS implemented on May 28, 2008° at 73 FR 30504.

A temporary restraining order on the 1-fish bag limit was granted on June 10, 2008"°. An amended order
was issued on June 13, 2008"'. And a preliminary injunction was granted on June 20, 2008'2. A NMFS
news release" sumnmarizes court decisions that rescinded the 1-fish bag limit.

The United States District Couri for the Dispict of Columbia has imposed a prelintinary injunction
against new regulations in Southeast Alaska for sport charter halibut fisking. That means a two-fisk bag
limit for sport charter halibut fishermen, instead of the one-fish bag limit which was part of new
regulations for the area.

The preliminary infunction follows a temporary restraining order, both with the effect of limiting halibu
harvest on a charter vessel in International Pacific Halibut Commission Area 2C {Southeast Alaska) to
no more than two kalibut per person per calendar day provided that at least one of the harvested halibut
has a head-on length of ro mare than 32 inches (81.3 cm). If a person sport fishing on a charter vessel in
Area 2C retains only one halibut in a calendar day, that halibut may be of any lengih. Aiso, the carcass
retention requirement from last vear is in effect under the prefiminary infunction issued by the Court.

The suspended regulations would have Hmited sport charter vessel anglers to keeping one halibut per
calendar day in Area 2C. The purpose of the suspended regulations was to keep halibut harvests in Area
2C within the guideline harvest level established in federal reguiations, as recommended by the North
Pacific Fishery Management Council.

NOAA Fisheries is reviewing the Courl’s decision from the June 20 hearing and will make a
determination on how to proceed in the very uear fisture. No new court date has yet been set. Al other
requirements and fimitations that were published with the suspended regulntions are still in effect. These
requirements and limitations include the maximum line limits and the prohibition of retention of halibut
by a giide, operalor, or crew. Please refer to 50 CFR sec. 300.43 and 300.66 for details.

Area 3A The GHL remains vachanged at 3.650 Mlb in Area 3JA. Because no new information ig available
to indicate whether an overage occurred in 2007, and by how much, the analysis assumes that the
management measures will remain unchanged'®. A two-fish daily bag limit, a prohibition on halibut
harvests by skipper and crew, and ling limits equal to the number of paying clients aboard the vessel are
assumed to be in place for the entire 2007-2011 time period. The charter limited entry program is also
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L2 bt ffwow we. Takr noas povSustainablefisheries/halibut/ehartet/orderdo 2002 pdf

> hitp:/falaskafisheries.noaa.gov/inewsrelenses/ 2008halibut0s2 308 im

'* In mid-September 2008, ADF&G will release estimates of 2007 charter halibut harvests. The Council is
scheduled 1o review the ADF&G report and pozsibly select a preferred alternative from a supplemental analysis of
possible management measures to lirit charter halibue harvests in Area 3A m the event of an overage at the same
COctober 2008 meeting that the Council will select a preferred alternative for this action.
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assumed to be in place in the future, but it is not expected 0 impact the amount of charter harvest. Client
demand in Area 34 is assumed not to change as a result of maintaining these management measures,

Projectionts Because changes in the size limit of the second fish ate expected to impact ¢lient demand in
Area 2C, harvest projections are included that account for that demand change. A projection was also
made that assumed no change in client demand. Because of wncertainty in changes in client demand, the
two projections were averaged to calculate the point estimates used in this analysis'. The harvest
projections using the other demacd assumptions are included in the analysis, but for simplicity are not
directly compared to the allocation eptiens.

Charter harvest projections were provided by the Northem Econamics, Inc (NEI) staff for the years 1995
through 2011. Harvest projections were made using an ARIMA model. Estimates included 95 percent
confidence intervals around the harvest puint estimates. The reader is cautioned that the standard errors
and the resulting 95 percent confidence intervals represent the confidence intervals associated with our
estimates of the mean harvest estimate. They are not 95 percent confidence intervals for the harvest itself.
In other words the analysis estimates the mean harvest prediction not a 95 percent confidence interval of
harvest itself. For more information see Section 0.

Projections for the years 2007 through 2011 are used to compare projected charter harvest to various
charter allocations Table A- ES-1). Comparing the Area 2C harvest projections and the GHL estimates
that were provided by the IPHC indicates that the charter sector would not stay within its allocation from
2008 through 2011. The GHLs from 2007 through 2011 fall outside of the 95 percent confidence intervals
for the means estirmated for those years. Therefore, implementing a two-fish daily bag limit and requiring
that one of the fish be no greater than 32 inches in Area 2C is expected to allow the charter sectot 1o
harvest more than their GHL over the time period being conszidered. Stricter management measures would
likely be required to keep the charter sector within its GHL. These projections will be taa low if harvesi
effort or average weights go up suddendy. These fnereases will erode the estimated harvesi savings of the
management measures and harvest could be more similar 1o the unadjusted projection than the adjusted
profeciion.

Charter harvests in Area 3A are projected o increase every year from 2007 through 2011. [t is projected
to increase to about 3.5 MIb. Harvest projections indicate the charter sector would stay within its 3.65
Mib GHL every year, during 2007 through 2011. This profection assumes that skipper and crew have
been reporting their harvest as charter harvests in the Statewide harvest surveys. If this assumption is
fncorrect then harvest will be kigher by approximately 10 percent and above the GHL. Based on those
projections, additional charter harvest restrictions would not be required to keep the fleet within its GHL.
However, because of the trend that indicates the charter harvest is increasing, the charter flect may exceed
their GHL in the future.

See Sections 2.3.2 and O for a discussion of the unadfusted and adfusted harvest projections and befow
Jor figures showing the adjusted and wnadjusted projections.

'* Appendix A provides a detailed discussion of the models used to project future ADF&G harvest
eslimates and the rationale fer using the average of the high and low harvest projections.
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Table A- ES+1 Projected charter harvest and GHL under the status que, 2007-2011

IPHC Area 2C IPHC Area3A

Projected Lower  Upper Projected Lower  Upper
Harvest 95%CI 95%CI GHL Harvest ©5%CI 95%CI GHL
Year  (Mib) (MIb) {Mlb) (Mlb) (MIb) (MIb) {Mlb} (MIb)

2007 1.436 1.376 1.536 1.432 3152 3.003 3.300 365
2008  1.4% 1. 406 1.586 0.53] 1 3.206 3.539 3.65
2009  1.570 1.470 1.671 1.074 3482 3.297 3.667 3.65
2010 1624 1.513 1.733 1.217 J.anl 3.270 3.677 3.65

2011 1.693 1.5 1.815 1.432 3.560 3.338 3782 365
Source: [PHC estimates of GHL and MEI estimates ol chaner harvest.

CAVEATS: The accuracy of the adjusied harvest projections in both Areas are subject to certain
caveats. Charter harvest in Area 3A depends on whether or mot skipper and crew have been
reporting their halibut harvest a5 charter harvest, If they have been reporting it (as assumed in this
analysis) then barvest is expected to be generally near or below the GHL.. If skippers and crew have
not heen yeporting thelr harvests while under charter in the SHWS, then oo reduction in harvest
from the skipper and crew ban on retaining balibut is expected. Under those circomstances actual
harvest in Area 3A will more closely match ¢he unadjusted harvest projection, which wil? exceed
the GHL. Additicnally, in Area 2C if ¢he estimaied effect of Iengih restrictions instituted in 2007 by
NMFS if eroded by increasing barvest effort or increaslng average weights them overall actual
harvest will more closely match the unadjusted harvest projection, which will exceed the GHL in
Area 2C (Figure ES-1 and Figure ES-2).
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Alternative 2. Establish a catch sharing plan that includes sector accountability

Element 1 — Initial Allocation

Element 1 would revise Federal halibut regulations to create a catch sharing plan for charter and
commercial TFQ sectors in Areas 2C and 3A. Common pool allocations would be set for harvest by
charter clients of charter LEP holders from a combined charter and commercial [FQ) catch limit (set by the
IPHC each year); the remainder would be allocated to the cotmnercial IFQ sector. If the charter allocation
is exceeded, the fishery would not be closed in-season. Instead, when an overage occwrs, additional
management measwres would be implemented in future years to constrain harvests to the allocation. The
timeline of how long it would take to determine when an overage bas occurred, and when new
management measures would be implemented, are discussed under Element 2. The system would work
best if the time lag between the overage and when constraining management measures are implemented is
minimized. However, it is anticipated that a two or three year lag may be unavoidable. Clienis 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 zllow charter LEP holders 1o offer their clients the opportunity to
karvest haltbut under the same {presumably more liberal) repulations as those that apply to the unguided
halibut sportfishing seclor. Any such halibut, harvested outside of the charter fishery regulations, must be
identified as JAF (or will be the subject of an enforcement actioa).

The Council i considering three basic methods to determine the size of the common poo) atlocation to
the charter sector. The first method has four allocation options based on fixed percentages of a combined
commercial and charler catch limit. The percentages are determined by using formulas based on historic
charter harvest. The second method has three allocation options based oo a fixed number of pounds of
halibut, A suboption would cavse the fixed pounds to vary, in steps associated with predefined changes in
the area-specific CEY or combined commercial and charter catch limit. The suboption causes the fixed
pound allocation to behave like # percentage based allocation that changes the amount of halibut assigned
to the charter sector in predefined steps. The third set of options combines fixed pounds and fixed
percentages; it uses balf of the result from the fixed pound allecation 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 & impose additonal or different management measures.
Option 1a is calculated using 1235 percent of the 1995 through 1999 average charter harvest {current GHL
formula). That option results in the charer sector being allocated 13.1 percent of the combined
comunercial and charter catch limit in Area 2C, and 14.0 percent in Area 3A. IPHC staifl has provided
estimates of projected ¢ommercial and charter catch limits for the years 2007 through 2011 {Table ES-2),
The catch limits incorporate the “slow up, fast down” methodology that is used by the [PHC.

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

Year 2C 34

20077 1021 33.00
2008 T.91 27.62
2009 6.81] 28.33
2010 876 30.29
2011 7.06 33.00
Source; [PHC

The projected poundage allocations that result during 2007-2011 are outside of the 95 percent confidence
intervals of projected harvest in Area 2C. On average, the charler sector is projected to exceed its
allocation by 552,000 Ib per year aver the five-year period. The reverse is the case in Area 34, where the
allocation is projected to exceed the charter harvest by an average of 886,000 Mib per year.
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Option 1b (125 percent of the 2001 through 20035 average charter harvest - GHL forrnula updated throwgh
2005) results in the charter sector being allocated 17.3 percent of the combined commercial and charter
catch limit in Area 2C, and 15.4 percent in Area 3A. The Area 2C allocation is prajected to exceed chanier
harvest during 2007. During 2003 through 2011, the charter allocation is projected to fall below the 95
percent confidence intervals for charter harvest. Over the five-year average, the charter sector is projected
to be over its eilocation by an average of 230,000 Ih. In Arca 3A, the charier sector allocation is projected
to exceed their harvest every year, during 2007 throvgh 201 1. Borh of these estimates are subject to the
caveals noted above.

Option 1¢ (cwrent GHL as percent of 2004} results in the charter sector bemg allocated 11.7 percent of
the combined conimercial and charter catch limit in Area 2C, and 12.7 percent, in Area 3A. The Area 2C
altocation is projected to be less than the charter sector’s harvest each year, Over the five-year period, the
charter sector is projected to exceed its allocation by an average of 660,000 Ik per year. In Area 3A the
charter allocation is projected to exceed their harvest each year. They are projected to harvest an average
of 460,004 Ib less than they would have been allacated, from 2007 through 2011.

Option 1d (2005 charter harvest) would yield an allocation of 15.1 percent of the combined cormmercial
and charter caich limit in Area 2C, and 12.7 percent in Area 3A. The Area 2C allocation is projected to
exceed charter harvest during 2007. During 2008 through 2011, the charter allocation is projected to be
less than the 95 percent confidence interval for charter harvest. Over the five-year average, the charter
sector is projected to be under its allocation by an average of 400,000 Ih. In Area A, the charter sector
allocation is projected to exceed its allocation every year during 2007 through 2011, Over that five-year
period the charter sector would exceed its allocation by 460,000 1b per year. The Area 3 A allocation is the
same under both Options 1c and 1d.

The zllocations under Option 2 would issue the charter sector a fixed number of pounds every year.
Option 22 would allocate the Area 2C charter sector 1.43 MIb per year, and the Area 3A charter sector
would be allocated 3.65 MIb per year. Option 2k would allocate the Area 2C charter sector 1.6% Mlb per
year, and the Area 3A charter sector would be allocated 4.01 MIb per year. Option 2¢ would allocate the
Area 2C charter sector 1.90 Mlb per year, and the Area 3A charter sector would be allocated 4.15 Mlb per
year. Allocations of that magnitude are projected to exceed the charter sector’s harvest almost every year
under Opticns 2b and 2¢. The allocation under Opticn 2a is projected to fall within the 95 percent
confidence interval for harvest in 2007 and 2008. During 2009 through 2011 the allocation is projected to
be insufficient to meet harvest, In Area 2C, the charter sector’s allocation is projected (o be less than its
harvest by an average of 140,600 b {Option 2a). Its allocation is expected 1 exceed its harvest by an
average of 120,000 b (Cption 2b), and 330,000 Ib (Option 2c) over the 2007 throngh 2011 time period.
In Area 3A, charter allocations are projected 10 exceed jts harvest by an average of 240,000 1b (Option
2a), 600,000 (b {Option 2b), and 740,000 1b (Option 2¢), over that same time period.

The suboption would inplement a stair step up and stair step down that adjusts the charter allocation
when the total CEY or combined comumercial and charler catch limit chenges a predefined amount. The
starting point from which changes are measured is projected to have a substantial impact on future
allocations in Area 2C. Allocations based on a stair-step using historic arca-wide CEYs will tead to
reduce the charter allocation. Allocations based on a stair-step using 20038 coast-wide CEY is projected to
increase the allocation over time. Stair-steps that are linked to the 2008 combined commercial and charter
catch linit do net trigger a change in the allocation over the time peried Being considerad.

If Option 2a were selected, no changes would ocour to the charter allocation when the CEY changes by
less than 15 percent from the baseline amount. Chanpes greater thae that amouont, would trigger
adjustments in the charter allocaton. The first step changes the initial allocation by i3 percent, in the
direction of the CEY or combined ¢atch limit change. Each additional 10 percent change triggers an
additional 1§ percent change in the charter sector's allacabion, again, in the same direction. In Area 2C,
the first siep is triggered by a 15 percent change in the CEY or combined catch limit, and resolts in the
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allocation increasing (decreasing} 210,000 Th. In Area 3 A, the aliocation is changed by 550,080 1b. Each
additional 10 percent increase (decrease) in the CEY results in the charter sector’s allocation increasing
{decreasing) {40,000 Ib in Area 2C, and 360,600 Ib in Area 34

Because the initiai allocation is larger under Option 2b, the changes in the allocation at each step are aiso
larger. In Arca 2C, the initial 15 percent increase (decrease) in the allocation increases (decreases) the
amount by 250,000 Ib. Each additional 10 percent increase {decrease) increases {decreases} the allocation
by 170,000 Ib. In Area 34, the initial change is 600,0{4 1b, and each additional 10 percent change adjusts
the allocation by 400,000 b,

Since the initial allacation is larger under Option 2¢ than either of the other two options, the changes in
the allpcation, at each step, are also larger. In Area 2C, the initial 15 percent increase (decrease} in the
allocation increases (decreases) the amount by 280,000 Ib. Each additional 10) parcent increase (decrease},
increases {decreazes) the allocation by 190,000 Ih. In Area 3A, the initial change is 620,000 b, and each
additional 10 percent change moves the allocation by 410,000 1b.

Cption 3 allocations are based on 50 percent of the percentage allocation and 50 percent of the fixed
pound allocation. Because the allocations are based, in part, on fixed pounds, the charter sector allocation
has a ftoor below which the allocation would not decrease, unless resource conservation considerations
dictate a reduction, By design, the allocations under Option 3 always fall between the allocations that
waoilld accur using the same years wader Options | and 2. When biomass is increasing, however, the
allocation is smaller than the percentage based alternatives under Option I, using the same base period
years. A decreasing biomass will result in the allocation being smaller than the fixed poundage
atlocation, but larger than the percentape based allocation.

Option Ja {based on 1995 through 1999) results in an Axea 2C allocation that 15 projected to be within the
95 percent confidence interval of 2047 harvest. During 2008 through 2001, the allocation is projected to
be less than the charter harvest. Over the five-year period, on average, the charter sector’s allecation is
projected to be 350,000 1b less than its harvest. In Area 34, the allocation is projected to exceed harvest
every year. Qver the five-year period, on average, the charter sector’s allocation is projected to be
560,000 [b over its projected harvest,

Option 3b is based on the years 2000 through 2004. Because those years were not included as the baseline
in an alternative vnder Option 1, the percentage was calculated for Option 3 using the same formula nused
in Cptions 1a and 1b. Option 3¢ is based on the years 2001 through 2045. Both Options 3b and 3¢ are
projected to yield allocations that are larger than the charter sector's projected harvest during 2007. In
2008 the charter allocation is expecied to fall within the 95 percent confidence interval for charter harvest.
Charter harvests are projected to excesd the allocation from 2009 through 2011, In Area 2C, the charter
harvests, on average, are projected to exceed the Option 3b allocation harvest by 110,000 1b, and the
Option 3¢ harvest, by 160,000 1b. In Area 3A, the allocations, on average, are projecied to exceed the
Option 3b harvest by 1.02 Mlb, and the Option 3¢ harvest, by 600,000 Ib.

In summary, the only allocations that would exceed the status guo harvest projections are Option 2b and
Option 2¢ in Area 2C. All other allecation options are projected to be less than needed for the allocation
proposed, given the status quo management measures. In Area 3A all of the allecations are projected to
be sufficient to meet projected harvest over the time period considered. However, if the growth trends of
harvest continue into the future, the fixed poundage options (Options 2a through 2¢) are projected to
result in the need for more restrictive management measurss before the other allocations.

Element 2 - Annual regulatory cycle

Management of the charter halibut sector to its allocation would be achieved through an annual (if
necessary) regulatory analysis of management measures that takes into account the projected CEY for the
following year and any overages by the charter indusiry in the past year(s). Ne regulations would be
implemented to achieve this pelicy chjective.
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The Council has announced that its policy under Element 2 wounld be to allow the charter halibut season
to remain open and fishing to continue for the specified season, operating under whatever restriction(s)
would be in effect. In other words, the Council would not seek to monitor the harvest inseason, and close
the fishery when the allocation is reached. Rather, it believes its restrictions would be sufficient to achieve
the sectar allocation. The Council would not revisit or readjust the sector split. Any overages or underages
would be accounted in the [PHC stock assessment and halibut biomass estimate. Operationally, overages
wonld result in a modest decrease in the combined charter and commercial longline IFQ allocation in the
following year. Underages wonld accrue to the benefit of the halibut biamass and atl user groups but
would not be reallocated te the charter sector in the subsaquent fishing year.

The Council has wrestled with what has been described as a “delayed feedback loop,” within the confines
of State of Alaska data availability and Federal rulemaking. Three to four years may elapse between the
years in which (1) an overage ocours; (2) ADF&G reports that an overage has occurred; {3) the Council
selects a preferred alternative to address the overage; and (4) new regulations are in effect.

The Council could select a policy for selecting a preferred alternative that would reduce the time between
a charter allocation overage amd implementation of regulations to eliminate the overage. The Federal
rulemaking requirements are unchanged and the Council plans to use the ADF&G Statewide Harvest
Survey (SWHS) data that is released in September each year, therefore only the Council process can be
streamlined to achieve its objective. Becanse the timing of the release of the SWHS data does not allow
for the development of a RIRARFA in October, only a supplement to a previous analysis could be
prepared in time for Council review and action in October each year. NMFS has recommended the
Council select its preferred altermative for the next year's charter season by October and for Council staff
to submit the completed RIR/IRFA by mid-October to facilitate implemeniation for the following season.
Implementation likely would ocour no sooner than June each year. If this schedule can not be met, then
teguiations would be implemented Ffor the subsequent fishing year. Alternate pelicies are discussed under
Element 4.

Depending on the initial altocation and amount of [F( leasing that occurs in each of the regulatory areas,
between none and two catch sharing plans (CSP} analyses could be submitied each year (one each for
Area 2C and Area 3A), or they could be combined into a singie amalysis and rulemaking. Some
streamlining during regicnal review may occur as these analyses become annual updates of previously
reviewed documents, as compared with wholly original analyses. Mo resclution to a bottleneck is foreseen
in which CSP analyses compete with other higher priority analyses for review and implementation.

Elerment 3 — Management toolbox

The Courcil has announced that its pelicy under this element would be to select a preferred alterative
from the list of possible maragement measures from its ‘toolbox’ for a future analysis and rulemaking
after it has been notified that a charter sector allocation has been exceeded. The estimated effects of
potential management measures are provided only to illustrate how the Council’s policy may be
implemented in the fumre. The Council would select the tool (or tools) that allow it to reduce charter
harvest to the allocation.

Efement 3 would establish two Hers of measures that the Council may utilize fo manage the charter
common pool allocation (Table ES-3). Tier 1 measures would be considered by the Council to manage
the charter common poeol allocation for a season of historic length and a two-fish daily harvest limit. Tier
2 measures would be utilized if Tier 1 measures are imadequate to constrain charter harvest to its
allocation. Due to the inherent delay in implementation of regulations after an overage, management
measures may be disproportionately restrictive to the estimated level of reduction, to ensure that the
charter sector allocation is net exceeded in the future. In providing predictability and stability for all those
that use this resource, the full charter allecation may not be harvested in every year and/or every area. No
regulations would be generated under Element 3.
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Table A-ES-3 Proposed NManagement Measures by Tler

Tlar 1

Tier 2

One Trip per Vessel par Day

No Retantion of Halibut by Skipper and Crew
Line Limits

Second Fish of 3 Minimum Size

Secend Fish at or below a Specific Length

Annual Cateh Limits

O Figh Bag Limit Tor all or a porlion of the Ssason
Cloging the cherter fishery for all or a porion of the 3sasan

Table A-ES-4 Estimated Effeci of Management Measures

Ter  Managemen Measure Sub-ption Estirnated Harvest Reduclion
Area 2C Area3A’
Ong Trip par Vessel par Day Hore 18%-24% 5.5%-62%
Mo Relention by Skipper and Crew None 4.3% -4 7% 10.4%
Line Limits © Nona Nol Analyzes Nol Anaiyzed
TartSoond ol sl See 3- iyl bevioige
32 Inches 19.7% - 26.1% 18.3% - 24.5%
Second Fish at or betow a Length Limit ‘ M Inches Mot Analyzad 15.3%-21.1%
3 Inches ol Anatyzad 12.1%-18.3%
Faur Fish 16.4% 6.5%
Annugl Catch Limits Five Fish 9.3% 41%
Six Fish 4.3% 21%
Full Season 39.7%- 57.0% 4T 1% -62.9%
May 1.0% - 26% 5.0% - 6.5%
Ona Fish Bag Limit for All or a Portion of the Season ® June 10.0% —14.5% 124-%16.5%
July 14.5%-21.1% 17.8% - 22.0%
Tier 2 August 120% - 17.5% 9.9%- 13.2%
Seplember 14%-20% 1.8%-28%
Full Season 100.0% 100.0%
May 5.2% 10.5%
8 June %1% %.0%
Saastn Closure Sty 4% 37.7%
Auglst 28.9% 21.2%
Seplember 37% 408

1. Murnbers for Area 34 reflect the analysis for NPFMC (2007c) updated with ADP&G's final 2005 harvest estirnates.
2, Meither NPFMC {2007b) nor NPFMC (2007c) anzlyzed line limits as an individual option.
3. Uppet estimates for ¢ach Area include an assumption of a 14 percent reduction in the demand for halibut charter trips.

4. Upper estimate assumes that anglers catch the average Gsh below the lengih limil based on tiomass Lower estimale assumes
that anglers sre tble w0 high-grede by one pve-inch size class.

5. Upper estinzles include an assomption of a 2 percent eduction in the demand for halibui chaner oips. The analysis did not
make any adjusiments for anglers reschaduling cheir trips ta other parts of the season which de netinelude the one-fish bag limit.
6. Estimates based on ADF&G dala provided for NPFMC (20075) and NPFMC {2007c). Estimates do not include the effect of
anglers migrating to other months or ciherwise adapiing to the closure.

Source: NPFMC {20075) and NPFMC {2007c).
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Element 4 — Timeline

Element 4 is linked to discussions of an annwal regulatory cycle under Element 2 and a management
toolbox under Element 3. The Council has announced thai it would identify its policy for setting a
timelire for initiating new rulemaking once it has beer notified of a charter allocation overage. The
preferred repulatory timeline would be identified in the text of the catch sharing plans (CSP). No
regulations would be generated as a rasult of Elemeat 4. The estimated effects of potential timelines are
provided to illusirate how the Council's preferred policy may be implemented in the future.

Element 4 outlines two scenarios for the timing of the selection of a preferred alternative for future
regulatory actions. The primary difference between the two proposed scenarios is when ADF&G provides
an estimate of charter harvests (step 2), i.¢., post-season or in-season.

The Council may select its preferred approach from one or more of those described below or an as yet not
previously identified approach.

A. Schedule final action in December. The Council conld save one meeting cycle by basing its new
RIR/IRFA on the previous, final analysis and proceeding straight to final action; it would not
schedule an initial review of the analysis {which is Couwncil policy and not a Federal requirement),
The Conncil eould review the previous RIR/JIRFA in the context of the ADF&G repont on the latest
calendar year estimates of sport halibut removals and consider that its initial review of the proposed
action.

The RIR/IRFA would incorporate the most recent vear of data and undergo 2 rontine vpdate, Finai
action would be scheduled in December to incorporate ADF&Q charter halibut harvest estimates,
which are released in early to mid September each year. It is not possible to prepare a revised
RIR/IRFA for either ane or both regulatory areas in the two weeks between the time when ADF&G
releases the data and the Ociober Council meeting. A December final action would allow 2-4 weeks
for public review of the analysis.

A critical problem with this approach is that NMFS does not belleve that receiving the analysis from
the Council in mid to late December allows sufficien: time to implement the rule in time for the next

chareer hafibut season.
Option. Forego S8C review of the BIRARFA. The Council could forego SSC review of the revised

analysis since the analytical methodology has previously been approved by the S5C ard Council. The
analysis includes only an additional year's data and harvest projections. Or the Council could
schedule 8SC review in December, take final action in December, and task staff with addressing SEC
comments prior lo submitting the analysis to the Secretary.

B. Prepare a supplementa] analysis (only) prior to Council action. The Council could select its preferred
alternative based on a supplementz] acalysis since the preparation of an RIR/IRFA prior to the
selection of a preferred alternative is a Council policy only. The supplemental analysis could be a 2-3
page document provided to the Council prior to the October Council meeting, [t would be similar to
that prepared for Area 2C GHL measures in 2007
[hepaffarwew fakr.noaa. gov/npfme/ourrent_issuesthalibut issces/Ares2CGHL Supl1Q07.pdf]. A complete,
revised EA/RIRAIRFA would be prepared by Council staff immediately after final action and
submitted to the Secretary.

C. Dua] preferred alternative, The Council could select alternate praferred alternatives {presumably in
October based op a supplemental analysis} for management restrictions for the charter sector prior to
the determination of the allgcation by the IPHC (in January) using the Council’s CSF. A proposed
rule could be published prior to IPHC action and solicit comments ¢n both preferred alternatives or
the proposed rule could be published afier IPHC action and solicit corunents ¢n the remaining
preferred alternative that would result from application of the CSP to the combined charter and
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commercial longline IFQ allocation, which was determined by the IPHC. It is possible that more than
two preferred alternatives could be selected by the Council, depending on the CSP formula for sector
allocations of the combined charter and commercial IFQ} allocation.

D. Rulemaking would not depend on IPHC action under a fixed allocation. Public confusion would be

minimized if the identification of the Council’s preferred altemative for future management
restrictions was not dependent on the actions of the [PHC (in sefting the combined charter and
commercial IFQ aliocations). Clarity in the supplemental analysis, Secretanial draft of the RIR/IRFA,
proposed rule, and final rule would facilitate Secretarial action.

E. Separate rulemaking for manapement measures. Development of separate rulemakings for restrictive
charter halibut management measures and JPHC anaual management measures wouwld facelitate the

implementation of measures that are necessary to start the commercial IFQ fishery. Some
stakeholders have sugpested that charter halibut managemant measures be included in the milemaking
for IPHC actions to speed its implementation; however, the requirement to respond to what may be
numerous cotments to possibly controversial, proposed charter halibut reguiations could jeopardize
timely implementation of commercial regulations. Further, only a finat rule is published for annual
commercial halibut repulations that are recommended by the IPHC; publication of a proposed rule for
restrictive management measures is still required.

Element 5 — Supplemental, exclusive use of Guided Angler Fish

Element 5 would revise cammercial halibut IFQ regulations to allow halibut charter LEP holders to lease
commercial [F{} from commercial S holders. Such leases would provide guided anglers with additional
harvesting opportunities, in excess of the annual charter common pool allocation. The LEP holder would
request NMFS Restricted Access Management Program to convert the leased IF( into Guided Angler
Fish (GAF}. When using GAFs, guided angler’s harvesting opportunities would never exceed the daily
bag and size limits in place for unguided halibut spert fishing anglers.

The most important implications under Efement 5 include the following.

* In Area 3A, the proposed IFQ leasing levels should provide adequate GAF 1o preserve historic
harvest opportunities, and allow charter sector growth in the near future.

» [In Area 2C, the proposed [FQ leasing levels may inhibit charter sector growth by 2011 depending
on 1} which allocation the Council seiects; 2) future growth in the number of charter clients; and
3) halibut biomass in that area.

s 1FQ, and conseguently GAF, availability will vary with biomass, average weights, and IPHC
policy decisions.

o  There are little data to suggest what price LEP holders might pay for leasing GAF.

s The element confains GAF-equivalent leasing limits for LEP holders. LEP on vessels with an
endorsement for & or fewer passengers would be limited to leasing 200-GAF or 400-GAF per
season. The element contains a sub-option whereby LEPs used on vessels with passenger
endorsements greater than & could lease 400-GAF or 600-GAF. The higher leasing allowances
{e.g, 400-GAF, 600-GAF) would preserve historic harvest opportunities under a restrictive
managerment regime such as a one-fish bag limit. The exception is for approximately 15 percent
of the fleet in Area 3A, which has higher than average harvest levels. These vessels would need
higher GAF leasing limits under a one-fish bag limit,

s  For determining average harvest weights:

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

o If there 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 emor in the
amount of IFQ converted would equatl the percentage difference in the average weights
from year to year. These differences would [ikely cancel out only for charter LEP holders
and IFQ holders who convert on a regular basis over an extended oumber of years,
assuming all else is equal;

o The time lag in estimation of average weight may also affect catch accommting. It is
assurned that GAF harvest is tallied as commercial catch, since it is converted from IFQs
(i.e., it will not count against the charter cornmon pool allocation). Because the
conversion of IFQ to GAF would likely be based on preliminary estimates of average
weight from the previous year, the accurate accouating 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
conversions. [f conversions are a small proportion of the cornmercial cateh limit, the error
may not be warth addressing;

o Pethaps a more important consideration is whether the average weight of the charter
harvest {common pooi) should he 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 distribution of harvest among subareas of
Area 2C o1 Area 3A. Average weight currently varies quite a bit from port to port. If a
tigh proportien of GAF are harvested from areas with larger fish, this would result in a
higher average weight. Allematively, if GAF are utilized late in the season, when
supplemental halibut are needed to continve operation (ie., the common pool is
depleted), the average size fish may be smaller, due to local depietion caused by removals
carlier in the season;

o Under certain conditions that average weight of GAF may not exceed that of commen
pool fish. For example, if the charter fghery is restricted by a one-fish bag limit, then
common pagl fish may have a higher average weight than GAF, due to high-grading.
Under a one-fish timit, some anglers would try 1o harvest the largest fish possible.

Element & — Catch Accounting System

Element & encompasses the record keeping and reporting requirements to implement the Council's
preferred alternative. An interagency working group has developed a draft implementation plan for the
proposed action. If adopted by the Council, and approved by the Secretary, the Council’s preferred
alternative could be implemented no sooner than 2010.

Economic Impacts of the Alternatives

The analysis assumes that the proposed charter sector allocation would be a common pool of fish that
clients of charter LEP holders would be allowed to harvest. Bag limits, seasons, and other management
measures would be set pre-season to achieve the allocation, and there would be no inseason harvest
monitoring {of common pool fish} or regulatory changes Exceeding the commen pool allocation would
result in more stringent management measures being implemented to reduce harvest in future years. The
leasing of commercial IFQ may alsc be allowed under this amendment. Leasing of IFQ would allow
individual charter LEP holders that hold GAF, to use those fish to exceed charter harvest regulations (up
to the regulations for the unguided sport fishery).
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This analysis does not provide quantitative estimates or confidence intervals for the magnitude of net
national benefits under each element and option. Mor are those gquantitative estimates provided for
regional economic impacts of the alternatives considered in this analysis. Because those estimates canmol
be provided, given the information available, the analysis does not identify an optimal allecation. To
provide these data, information on the contribution to national welfare of all commercial removals would
be needed. That information is cumrently vpavailable for the commercial sector and an analysis to estimate
those tmpacts is outside the scope of what can be completed as part of this document.

Determining which allecation would maximize tet national benefits would require detailed information
on costs and expenditures in both the commercial and charter sectors. Io addition to cost information,
demand for charter trips and angler willingness-to-pay for trips would also be required. Collecting that
information would be expensive and time ¢onsuming. Even if these data were available, changes in the
halibut biomass will impact the optimal sustainable vield and the optimal allocation of halibut. Becanse of
these ongoing changes to the resource, any allocation that is optimal when it is made (if the Council felt
an “optimal” allocation was appropriate, would be suboptimal in the future, Leasing IFQ from the
commercial sector could aid in adjusting the allecation to one that benefits both the commercial and
charter sector. The benefits of the leasing provision for the charter sector will depend on the availability
of halibut for lease and the market price for that halibut, If halibut is available and clients are willing to
incur a higher cost for a trip, the leasing of halibut would tend to benefit bath sectors.

Charter Sector

The charier sector is comprised of business operators who are licensed by the State of Alaska to provide
guided spart trips. It is not possible to provide estimates of the charter sector's net revenue. Additional
infermation 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 2 charter irip in
Areas 2C and 3A. General information on frip prices is reported in the RIR, but reffect only a small
sampling drawn from promotional advertising sources. Those samples are not intended to represeat the
mean trip price in a given area. Information is available from ADF&(G saltwater logbooks on the aumber
of trips taken in each area. In 2006, the charter business took over 52,000 and 138,000 clients fishing in
Areas 2C and 3A respectively. While official figures are not available, average charter prices can range
between $150 and $300 depending on the type and length of the trip. Using an average price of $225 per
client, the halibut allocation to the chaner sector, aod average harvest rates per client the analysis provides
a rough estimate of gross revenues solely from trip fees of between 37.4 million and $17.8 million in Area
2C and $26.3 and $38.1 million in Area 3A. These numbers do not accomnt for lodging revenues paid to
charter lodge operalors or other expenditures (e.g., plane tickets) made by charter clients. Consequently
these numbers may not be considered an estimate of the economics value, direct or indirect, or the charter
fleet, In addition, net revenues in the charter sector cammaot be provided. Area-wide data are not available
for gither pross revennes or costs of operating the charter business. Both of these pizces of information are
needed to estimate net revenues, The authority, cost, and time required to collect these data exceed those
available for this action.

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 TF()-based system and the charter sector was managed vnder a regulated gpen
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 thai, when a
sportfishing charter fleet is comprsed of small homogeneous charter businesses (presumably, in the
absence of sipnificant excess capacity), an increase in demand for trips would result in ap increase in trip
prices, in the short-run. Long-run effects depend on the types of management measures used to constrain
charier harvests. Size limits, bag limits, annual harvest limits, line 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 fishing is allowed, or limits on the
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oumber of clients, are examples of management measures that could increase the costs of providing trips.
1t is anticipated thet all rents in the charter flaet wounld be dissipaied under the LEP if the capacity of the
fleet does not limit competition for clients. If competition for clients is limited by the oumber of charter
operators, then it is anticipated that the charter sector could generate soms rents.

The Council considered 2dding (removing) management restrictions to (from) the charter sector when
their harvest is 0, 5, or 10 percent above (below) their allocation. These benchmarks would provide a
black and white definition of when management measures should be modified. However, the accuracy
and timeliness of the charter harvest estimates and policy decisionsfrulemaking could make modification
of the mapagement measures to conform with these benchmarks difficult.

If management measures restrict charter harvests to its allocation, increased demand for charler trips
would be offset by more resirictive management measures. In this case, increases in demand for charter
trips would not be expected to directly impact the commercial sector. The commercial sector would only
be impacted if the charier sector were not constrained fo its allocation, or if the growth in demand for
charler services by the public results in the Council recommending, and the Secretary increasing that
sector’s allocation. It is also possible the commercial sector could petition the Council in the future to
madify the charter allocation

The Council is also considering allowing charter LEP holders to lease GAF from the commercial sector.
We cannot predict the quantity of halibut that would be transferred, if leasing is allowed. However, both
the charter operator and the commercial harvester must agree to the transfer for it to ocour (ie., the
charter operator must pay a sufficient amount for the IFQs to compensate the commercial QS holder for
forgone nzt revenues (Criddle 2006), Because the charter LEP holders do not benefit from consumer
surplus, and commercial QS holders do not benefit from post-harvest surplus, they are not considered by
the participants when determining whether to transfer IFQ).

Charter LEP holders who purchase GAF from the cotrnercial sector would realize increased costs. Those
costs would be passed on, ie whole or in part, to charter clients, through higher trip prices, The increased
costs and prices are expected to allow charter LEP holders to arn normal profits in the long run.

Commercial Halibut Fishery

Impacts of moderate fluctuations in stock abundance would lead to changes in the commercial quota
under either a fixed or a percentage based charter allocation. Changes in the amount of halibut harvested
by the commercial sector could impact ex-vessel prices, cormercial net revenue, and post harvest
surplus. Given research conducted by Herrmann et al. (1999) on the price flexibality of Alaska halibut, the
changes in ex-vessel price that results from increasing or decreasing the amount of commercial harvest in
Areas 2C and 3A are expected to be very smalil as a result of this proposed amendment. An allocation to
the charter sector that decreases the commercial allocation is expected to result in a small increase in ex-
vesse] price, but an overall decline in the net revenue of commercial harvesters. Fost harvest surplus is
directly related to the quantity of halibut on the market, s0 a decrease in commercial harvests would lead
to # decrease in post harvest smplus (Criddle 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 harvest would be increased and post harvest surplus would increase.

Stock fluchuations may impact the asset valve of Q8 beld by commercial harvesters. If the changes to
halibut stocks in Areas 2C and 3A occur frequently ard are relatively small, they are not expected to
ipact Q8 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. Rediseributing the amouont of halibut that is
assigned to the charter sector cauld have a similar impact on QS values.

Because commercial QS are expected to generate lower net revenues over the next six years (based on
1PHC CEY prejections), the asset value of Area 2C (8 is also expected to decline. Persons that sell their
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QS could expect to receive less for them. Shares would be acquired by “eligible” persons who believe
stock zbundance will increase over the longer-term. As a result, Area 2C Q8 holdings would be further
concentrated. For these QS holders, constraints on charter harvest growth would help preserve their
portion of the combined commercial and charter catch limit.

The Area 2C commetcial allocation is projected to be smaller {during the years considered in this
amendment) under the fixed poundage allocations, relative to the percentage based allocatiens. This is
becanse the projected CEY is smaller during those years, refative to the base years used to determine the
allocations.

Because the commercial allocations in Area 1A are projected to be at or above historic tevels in the near
future, the QS5 values are not expected to change dramatically as a result of near-termn declines in net
revenue. If the trend of higher than historic average allocations is realized, the QS values may increase.

Increased demand for charter trips doss not affect participants in the coranercial fishery whea the charter
sector is constrained (Criddle 2006). The proposed harvest limits are assumed to constrain the amount of
halibut the charter sector can harvest to within 4, 5, or 10 percent of their allocation, 8¢ the commercial
allocation wou!d not be redvced o accommodate increased charter harvests. It is also important to note
that unless there are stock conservation concems, 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 secter would harvest under the status quo. That scenario would allow the charer sector to
increase its harvest, as client demand increases, until it reaches the allocation. From that point forward,
the allocation would constrain the charter client harvests and the commercial secter would not be
impacted by further increases in charter demand.

If the amount of halibut allocated to charter users, projected at the beginning of the year to go unused, is
not reassigned to the commercial sector, that excess allocation to the charter sector would reduce the
comunercial altocation more than is necessary, Forgoing that harvest would reduce post-harvest surplus in
that year. There may be eff-setting “gains” to be had in the future, as halibut not removed through either
charter or commerciai fisheries, continue to grow, reproduce, and contribute te the halibut biomass.
Determining the net effect of growth and reproductive mates, natural mortality rates, market demand for
kalibut, charter demand for halibut trips, and the appropriate discount rate(s), among other consideration,
exceed cument analytical capabilities. Nonetheless, these issues counsel care in drawing conclusions
about “net benefits”,

Leasing of GAF wonld allow commercial QS holders to wansfer IFQ) to the charter sector. The
commercial sector is only expected io lease IFQ to the charter sector if they receive sufficient
compensation to offset the net revenue they would expect te derive from harvesting the fish themselves.
Because individual commercial harvesters generate different amounts of net revenue from its allocation,
the comimnercial operatious that generate the lowest marginal net revenue would be most likely to lease
halitwt, all else equal. Charter operations that have the highest net revenue per fish are expected to be the
most willing buyers, if their net “benefit” per fish, is greater than or equal to the lease cost per fish. It is
possible that an operator could “lose” money on a GAF, but would only knowingly do so in order o
“benefit” m other than net revenue terms {e.g., “client good will”, advertising “loss leader™, esc.)

Charter Clients

Charter client trips would not be constrained by the amount of halibut avaiizble to its sector in-season
under the status quo or the allocation options being considered. However, demand for charter trips couid
decline as more resérictive management measures are imposed (e.g., a one-fish bag limit in Area 2C) to

" This assumes the charter and commerciel sector share a combined commercial and charter catch limit as
recommended by the IPHC staff.
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keep the sector™s harvest within its allocation, or supply of charter trips could be restricted m future
seasons, as an off-set for overages in the past. Because excess capacity is expected to exist under the
proposed charter LEF, at least in the shont terin, a charter client would be expected to pay a price for a trip
that would allow the charler operator to eam nermal profits (NPFMC 2006a).

Status quo regulations are expected to be more resirictive in Area 2C than in Area 3A. We have assumed
the continuation of current regulations in both areas. However, a one-fish bag limit may be implernented
in 2009 in Are 2C. Those management measures are expected to reduce both consumer demand and
consumer surplus relative to repulations in place for Area 3A. Area 3A 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 restricted, Because of the different management meazures assumed
1o be in place for the two areas, clients may choose to take a trip in Area 3 A, instead of Area 2C. This
behavior would shift demand from Area 2C to Area 3A. If non-residents increase the percentage of tnips
they take in Area 3A, it may increase overall consumer surpivs, relative to what it would be if
participation patterns remained static.

Differential trip pricing could result if clients wanted to use GAF to relax their harvest restrictions, For
example, if a client wanted to harvest two fish of any size in Avea 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 LEP holders 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.

We assume that the LEF would not be a constraint to petsons booking a mip. Competition for clieots is
expected to keep trip prices at a level that would allow charter LEP holders to only earn normal profits.
All else being equal, the price of trips should not increase as a resuli of the status quo maragement
measures. Seasonal discounts may coatinue to be offered, especially in Area JA, as charter LEP holders
atternpt to atiract clients during the non-peak seasons. Discounted trips have historically been available
before mid-Tune and after mid- August.

Halibut Processors

Halibut processors process both commercial and charter client’s harvest.  Processors may generate
income from both sources or specialize in ong or the other. Commercial halibut processors produce a
variety of product forms and sefl into 2 variety of markets. Representatives of the commercial sector have
indicated that processors may receive about $0.35 per pound for custom processing of halibut (frozen).
They also indicated that halibut is important because it helps to keep product flowing through the plants
when other fisheries are closed or deliveries are slow. Without a sufficient supply of halibut they may
find it difficult to keep plants open as many days as they are currently,

Processors of sport-caught halibut provide a service to sport fishermen, They typically portion, package,
and freeze halibut for a fee of $1.00 to $1.50 per pound, incoming weight. Halibut is also an impertant
part of their income, especially in areas that have a large sportfishing presence.

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, ex-vessel price increases as a result of decreased supply are expected
to be modest, given the price-flebility of halibut. Even though price increases are expected to be
relatively small, the combination of increased prices and reduced availability could decrease post-harvest
surplus (Criddle 2006). The decrease in post-harvest 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 resylt in the largest post-harvest surpluses accrving to consumers of
commercially caught halibut. Altemnatively, allowing the charter sector to lease commercial [FQ would,
all else being equal, reduce the amount of halibut delivered to the commercial market, thus, redycing
consumer surplus accruing to these consumers, if transfers accur.
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Communitios

Economic activity resulting from the charter and commercial halibut fisheries generates income for
tesidents of the comununities where the economic activity occurs. Employment is also created in
communities that provide goods and services to the fishing sectors.

The regional economic impacts under the status quo would likely differ from those under an allocation to
the charter sector that imposes additiopal management measures in futwre years. However, changes in
regiconal economic impacts are not reflected in net national benefits.

Under the status quo, the contribution to personal income and esnployment aitributable wo the charter
sector is expected to increase in Area 3A, in the long-run. In Area 2C, the sector would experience
declines in the shori-term, as a result of (anticipated) 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 of its contribution to personal income and employment, above the 2008 levels.

No options are being considered that limit the harvest of the charter sector within a fishing season, once
the season's allocation is established. However, the management measures that are expected to be
imposed on the Area 2C charter sector, possibly in 2009, would likely reduce client demand for erips (e.g.,
a one-fish bag limit). When the number of tips taken is reduced, the charter sector would need fewer
input suppiics (¢.g., bait, fuel) and it would reduce expenditures within the communities that supply those
nputs. When they purchase fewer goods and services within the comumunity, it has a negative impact on
that economy, if the reductions are not offset by increased purchases by other sectors {e.g., commercial
halibut fishermen).

The allocations considered in this amendment would shift the respective amounts of balibut 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 shifting the available halibut among sectors.
However, shifts in the commercial/charter allocations would impact individuals andfor individual
businesses within those comnmunities more intensively than it would the aggregate regional economy,
because spending by the two sectors would, to some extent, offset each other, However, becaunse the port-
of-origin, and the composition of consumable inputs of the bwo sectors are not precisely equivalent, there
will be “winners” and “losers™ among and within communities. The attributable reduction in trips, by
halibut Hshing sector, by community, cannot be estimated, given available data. Information on the
expenditures, by halibut fishing sector, by community, is also unavailable.

Seif-guided anglers and subsistence harvestors

Continuation of the status quo is not expected to impose costs or provide additional benefits to self-
guided anglers, nor to personal-use or subsistence harvesters. Because halibut removals by these groups
are deducted From the CEY, prier to determination of the allowable catch limit, the amount of halibut
harvested by the commercial and charter sectors does not impact the halibut available to these groups.

Imposing a limit on the amount of hatibut that charter clients may harvest 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 ¢lse being equal. Public comments for this action and prior Council actions pertaining to
charter halibut fishing have included concems about an increase in unguided or “bareboat” rentals.
“Barcboat” rental companies provide vessels without crew, for the private uses of their clients. They do
supply other equipment required for a successful fishing trip, such as maps, GPS locators, and fishing
equipment. The public comments raised both safety and enforcement ¢concems about the effect of these
businesses. The safety concerns focus on inexperienced boaters mavigating in Alaska's challenging
marine environment. Enforcement concerns bave focused on the suggestion that some businesses would
claim that a boat rental is unguided, but thex provide a guide who would not identify himself as such, if
intercepted by enforcement staff. Meither the NOAA Office of Law Enforcement or the USCG has
expressed concemns to the Council abont boater safety.
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AGENDA C-1(b){3)
OCTOBER 2008

Current Regulatory Projects for Halibut Fisheries

As of September 22, 2008
High priority projects in Italics; medium priority in BOLD ; lower priority in normal pring
- as recommended by NMFS Staff -
Regulatory What it does or would Status of Action
Project do if implemented
Commercial [IFQ Fishery
Annual management Annual rulemaking to establish IPHC action in Janwary 2009, publish
measures and amendmenits | annual IPHC regulations final rule by March 2009
to IPHC regulations
12/20 Rule Action would establish new minimum | Analysis from Council siaff to Regional
vessel ownership criteria for using Economist required. Proposed rile
hired skipper of 12 months and 20% | package not yet started.
interest
Omnibus V Action 3 Action would remove halibut and Proposed rule package not yet started

sablefish (OS never used;

Proposed lotiery no longer applicable
given amount of unused Q5 has fallen
below 50,000 1b threshold.

Recreational Charter Vessel Fishery

Area 2C GHL management
measures for 2009

Limits charter vesse] angler to: One-
fish daily bag limit for entire season;
Line limits of 6 per vessel; and No

Analysis and proposed rule under
development. Action intended to
correct legal deficiency of 2008 rule.

harvest by guide and crew Anticipated schedule:
PR; publish Nov. 2008
FR: publish Feb, 2009
Limited entry (moratorium) | Would establish participation Proposed rule under Regional review.
for charier vessels in Areas | requirement of minimum 2
2C and 34 bottomfish trips during 2004 OR PR.: publish late Nov. 2008
2005 AND in year prior to FR: publish April 200% with subsequent

implementation, A transferable
permit would require min. 15 trips.

application and appeals in 2009; fishing
2010,

Area 34 GHE management
measures

Like the Area 2 action, this would
be designed to maintain charter vessz]
harvest at the GHL

Development of rulemaking pending
action by the Council at its CGetober
2008 teeting; Final rule should be
published May 1, 2009.

Catch sharing plan

Twe-pronged approach would:
{A) set fixed charter allocation in
percent or pounds; (B) provide for
charter vessel expansion above
allocation through transfer of IFQ
from commercial sector,

Council action expected October 2008,
Pending Council action, anticipated
schedule:

PR: publish May 2009
FE.: pubiish Nov 2009




Subsistence Fishery

Subsistence Omnibus I

The action amends the subsistence
fishery rules for Pacific halibut in
waters in and off Alaska. These
regulations are necessary to address
subsistence halibut management
concerns, particularly in densely
populated areas.

PR published 4/14/2008 at 73 FR 2008.

Cominent period ended 5/14/2008.

FR: Published September 24, 2008.

Kanatak Tribe relocation | Action would move the location of PR: published 8/4/2G08; cornment
tribal H(} for Village of Kanatak from | period ended 9/3/2008.
Egegik in Area 4E to Wasilla in Area
3A (change table at 300.65(g)(2)). FR: publish January 2009.

Rural resident definition Action would define new areas Council action in June 2008,

outside of existing rural communities
in which a resident would qualify for
subsistence halibut fishing.

PR publish February 2009
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Diear Enic:

The recent release of catch estimates for the 2007 recreational halibut fishery off Alaska by the
Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) shows that the harvest was approximately 0.5
million pounds higher than initially projected:

Projected for 2007  Actual  Difference Difference

Sector (Mib) {MIb) (Mib) (pet)
Charter £.701 1.918 0.217 +12.7
Private 0.844 1.131 0.287 +34.0
Total 2.545 3.049 0.504 +19.8

While the charter sector catch was up slightly from the catch in 2006 (1.8 MIlb), we note that the
average weight declined from 19.9 to 17.5 lbs, possibly as a consequence of the size restriction
on the second fish in the 2-fish bag limit, which NMFS imposed beginning in July, 2007, We
also find the jump in the private sector catch, from (.723 in 2006 to 1.131 in 2007 to be of
increased concern msofar as it indicates ‘leakage’ from the charter to the private secior, as the
former comes under increased regulation,

These results have implications for 2008. In past years we have used projections provided by
ADF&G for the upcoming year. For 2008, we deviated from that practice because of the
Council's decision to manage to (he GHL through the imposition of a I-fish daily bag limit.
Thus, the GHL amount ({1931 Mlb} was used as the projected charter sector harvest for 2008.
While the 2008 catch is cutrently unknown, the daily bag limit in 200§ was the same as that for
2007, when 1.9 Mlb were caught. Consequently, we expect the following to be more indicative

of 2008:
Projected for 2008  Actual  Difference Difference
Sector {Mlb) (MIb) {MIh) {pet)
Charter 0.931 1.918 0.987 +106
Private 0.844 1.131 0.287 +34

Total 1.775 3.049 1274 +72



.2

The courl-mediated inability to implement the proposed I-fish daily bag limit for 2008 will result
in a charter fishery catch substantially higher than that projected by the IPHC when it approved
catch limit regulations for 2008. These catch limit regulations incorporated an explicit
recognition that the charter fishery catch would be controlled to the 0.931 Mlb specified in
federal regulations. The regulations were accepted by the U.S. government and passed into
federal law. The Commission relies on the ability of the 1).8. government to enact compliance
with accepted IPHC regulations, in order for the Commission to achieve its stock management
goals.

The lack of compliance with GHL targets will exacerbate the present conservation problem in
Area 2C. Estimates of exploitable biomass for Area 2C have decreased markedly in recent years
and the lack of adherence by the charter fishery to the targets established by the Counetl in tum
frustrates the ability of [PHC to meet its management targets. The increased charter catch will
deiay the rebuilding of the Area 2C resource, and increase the harvest rate well above the 20
percent level we believe is appropriate.

In the shori term, the inability to enact contrel measures for the charter fishery presents the
Commission with considerable uncertainty about the regulatory actions that it needs to
contemplate for 2009. It is important that the Cominission have a clear understanding of the
charter fishery management actions that will be implemented by the United States for 2009 when
it develops its own catch limit regulations for the coming year. The impressive historical record
of the Council in achieving its catch limit targets for commercial fisheries has been the critical
element in successful management of north Pacific fisheries. The Commission is hopeful that
the Council will be sueccessful in extending this commitment into the management of halibut
recreational fisheries.

Both Gregg Williams and I will be in attendance at the October meeting, and can answer any
questions on this material.

Sincerely,

MV‘W],M-—-._J

Broce M. Leartan
Executive Director

ce; IPHC Commissioners

/A\
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| Proposed Management Options
I.  One trip per vessel per day
2. No retention by skipper or crew with line limits
3. Annual catch limits
= 4/5/6 halibut
4. Omne fish bag limit
*  May/June/july/August/September/Entire Season
5. Second fish of 2a minimum size
. *  Applies to 2% fish at 45" or 50"
- b. Second fish at or below a specific length.



Data and Methods

Data used for the current EA/RIR/IRFA were based on
2006 SWHS estimates. This presentation contains
updated estimates based on final 2007 harvest numbers.

We use the same analysis methods and data sources as
prior analyses for Area 2C and the 2006/07 GHL analyses.

The data for many of the options do not include the
ability to create statistically valid upper and lower bound
estimates. Ve have point estimates of effects for several
options,

As with the Area 2C analysis the magnitude of demand
effects associated with specific options are generally
unknown.

)

‘i The Baseline and the Status Quo

Data indicate that charter halibut harvests in Area 3A in 2007
totaled 4,002 Mib; equal to 109.6 percent of the Area GHL. Long-
term growth rates in Area 3A are between 2.9 and 4.3 percent
per year, but harvest grew 9 percent between 2006 and 2007.

In January 2007, ADF&G issued an emergency order banning
retention of sport caught fish by skipper and crew during saltwater
charters. We included this EO as part of the status quo for the
written analysis.

In order to be consistent, the options were analyzed in
accordance with the status quo, which has the same net effect as
Option 2 (i.e. a federal ban on skipper and crew harvest).

This method means that the results for each Option are presented
as if in conjunction with Option 2.
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Option 1- One Trip per Vessel per Day

m  Restricts vessels to one trip per day where halibut is retained.
“Second Trips” are 2 growing portion of the Area 3A harvest.

m Estimated effect is between 287,000 lbs and 38,000 |lbs under 2007
conditions or between 7.2 and 8.0% of the harvest.

m  As a stand alone measure the option would reduce harvest to
between 100.9% and 100.8% of the GHL

m  Actual savings will likely be less than anticipated given the latent

capacity in the industry.

m “Second Trip” vessels are concentrated in Cook Inlet.

Estimated Fffeel In Conjunction with Optian 2
Estimate Level Harvest Reduction Estimated Posi-Action As a Purtion of Lhe 3,650
M) Harvesl Reducticn {%) Harvest {Mib) Mbs GHL (%)
_ Lower 0287 7% 3715 101.8%
© 74 Upper 0.318 8.0% 3.4684 100.8%
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ption 2- No Retention by Skipper & Crew

with Line Limits

— i S i T = C

Bans the retention of halibut by skipper and crew while on charter trips.

In 2006 the logbook data indicated that skipper and crew harvested 10.4
percent of the halibut harvested from charter vessels. ADF&G's 2007
EO likely saved 460,000 pounds from being harvested during charter
trips.

There is no additional harvest savings associated with moving from a
State EO to a Federal ban on skipper and crew harvest.

Esfimated Effect

Eslimaie Level Mddiional Harves! PosHManagement Harvesl  As a Portion of the 3650

Harvesi Reducion [%)

Reduction {lls) M) Mibs GHL (%)

Proini Eglimate 0.000 0.0% 4,002 109.6%

Option 3- Annual Catch Limits

Three sub-options limiting anglers to 4, 5, or 6 fish annually.

These sub-options would reduce harvest by approximately 307,000
pounds (7.7 percent of ‘07 harvest), 203,000 pounds (5.1 percent of
‘07 harvest), and 114,000 pounds (2.8 percent of the ‘07 harvest)
respectively as stand alone measures.

Estimated effects are lower than in past analyses because of the status

quo. Skipper and crew are the predominant “super mulci-fish™
harvesters in Area 3A.

Estimated Effact In Conjunction with Gption 2

Esfimata Lovef
Harvest Reduction (Miks) Harvest Reduction (%) Post-Manzgemant Harvest  As a Portion of the 2.850

) Four Fish
‘U FirgFish
" Sk Fish

{i4Ih) Mibs GHL {%]
0.307 7.7% 1495 101.2%
0.202 5.1% 4788 104.1%

0.114 26% 3888 108.5%




Option 4- One Fish Bag Limit

LI
Ty
R — — —— ———

2o el S v v o vy

a Institutes a one fish per day limic in May, june, July, August, September,

or for the entire season,

EsEmated ERect in Conunciion with Oplion 2

Sub-Oplion EstimateLovel | tjyveciReducion  HavestReducion  PostManagemenl  As a Portion of the

{Mibs} %} Maresst {Mib) 1,650 Wbz GHL {%)
" Me Demand 0160 4.0% B2 105.3%
’ May 30% Demand 0.214 5, 3% 3.788 103.8%
. No Demand 0.480 12.0% 3522 96.5%
Tk June 30% Demand £.838 15.9% 3364 42.2%
e No Demand 0.725 18.1% 3277 89.8%
July J0% Damand 0861 24.0% 041 J3.3%
Mo Demand 0450 11.5% 3542 97.0%
30% Demand 0.5614 15.3% 3.388 92 6%
MNa Demand D.O72 1.8% 3.530 107.7%
30% Damand 0.097 4% 3,005 107 £5%
Mo Demand 1,804 47 6% 2098 57.5%
38% Demand 2533 £3.3% 1469 40.2%

- Option 5- Two Fish Bag Limit; Second
Fish Above a Minimum Size
m The measure establishes a minimum size limit for second fish of 45
inches or 50 inches, By themselves the sub-options reduce harvest by:
m [.381 Mib-1.643 MIb for the 45" limit to between 64.6-71.8% of the GHL.
e 1.526 Mlb-1.774 Mib for the 50" limit to between 61.0-67 8% of che GHL.
m  We note that this option could result in a de facto one fish bag limit in
some areas. Consequently, some form of aggregate demand reduction
N or a geographical transfer in demand might be expected.
Estimatsd Eflact In Conjunction wih Option 2
Su-Option Demand Reduction e Hanves(Redicion  Posthanagement A9 Porton oftha
{Mm}"“ %) Mervest (MIb) 3,650 billy GHL (%)
Mo Reduction 1381 5% 2621 71.8%
45 10% Devnand Reduction 1,643 41.4% 2.359 54.5%
No Reducian 152 3B1% 2476 B7.5%
5 10% Demand Reduction 1.774 44.3% 2228 B1.0%




~ Option 6- Two Fish Bag Limit; One Fish

E:-I

<=32" or 34”0r 36”

The 32" size limit as a stand alone measure would reduce harvest by
0.661 and 0.92% Mib and to between 84.2% and 91.5% of the GHL.

The 34" size limit as a stand alone measure would reduce harvest by
0.532 and 0.789 Mib to between 88.0% and 95.1% of the GHL.

The 36" size limit as a2 stand alone measure would reduce harvest b
0.402 and 0.680 Mlb to 18.4% to between 91.0% and 98.6% of the GHL.

Estimatad Efiect In Conjunction with Ogption 2

i Sub-Oplor Estimate Leval Haesl Mol oo et
! Rm’;ﬁ;‘“ Roduction . vest b} M GHL
! &l {5}
i Highgrading b Noxt Siza Class 0461 16.1% 3 91.5%
o khy H Anglers Catch Average Fish Batow Limit 0928 25.4% 073 #.25%
Highgreding to Next Size Class 0.552 145% 3470 95.1%
u It Anglers Catch Average Fish Balew Limit .78 21.6% 13 38.0%
- Highgrating by Next Size Class 0402 11.0% 3600 98.6%
S ) ¥ Anglers Catch Average Fish Below Limit 0.680 18.6% 3.322 a1.0%
n—

Summary-Measures In Conjunction
a‘\ulwnrlth Option 2/Status Quo

Estmaied 2007 Harvest | Post-Oplion Harvest as &
GHL Managoment Optian Sub-Cpiion wilh Orkion (i} Porion of the GHL (%)
Group {Each Option Assemes tha inchusbon of Cption 2)
Loxs Morg Less are
Eflectva Effactive Effeciive Efferlive
Cgpilon 4, One Fish Bag L Full Seagon 2,098 1,469 57.5% 40.2%
Optian 5. Minimum Size on the Setond Fich 50 2476 2328 §7.5% 0%
Optlon 5. MEnimum Size on the Second Flsh 45* ZEH 2350 71.8% B4.6%
] Cption 4, Ona Fish Bag Limit July 3.277 3041 82.8% 831.7%
- _ ﬂgm Optian 6. Maximur Stza on tha Sacand Fish Iz 3341 3073 91.5% Ba.1%
: Oplion . Maximum Size on the Secand Fish EE 3410 3: 8.1 BA.0%
Oplion 4. One Figh Bag Limit Jime 3.572 3.364 56.5% a3 2%
Opticn 4. One Fish Bag Limit Augusl 3542 3.388 a7 0% o2 6%
Optian 6. Maximum Sixe an the Second Fish 35" RG] 3322 88.6% .0%
Around the  Option 3. Annusd Uimh 4 Fish 3605 3605 101.2% M.2%
. GHL Qpkian 1, Cme Top per Cay Nor 3715 3484 101.6% H0.5%
Option 3. Anrsat Limil 5 Fish 3799 3799 104.1% 104.1%
Option 4. Cne Fish Bag Limh May 3042 3.788 105.3% 103.8%
v TH8  Gption 3. Annual Limh 6 Fish 3.888 3.888 116 5% 106.5%
Cption 4. Gne Fish Bag Lint Seplembar 3.930 3405 107.7% 107.0%
pwiorr 2. Mo Harvesi by Skipper & Crew [States Guo)  Mone 4008 L cixg Io9.5% TR 5%

"




Summary-N

‘BOption 2

o Combination with

1
Harves wih Opion | Post Option Marvestas I
 Managament Option _ SubOplon i} Partion of the GHL (%) |
{Exzh Option WITHOUT the Lnuaion of Option 2) |
Less Mo Lza Wora i
Efectve  Efiectvs | Effectve  Elfoctve
g PR One Fish BagLimi Fill Seasen 2319 B
ey Ciphion 5, Barimem Size on the Second Fish 5 2763 2515 | s e
Cigiion 5, BEntmum Slza 00 tha Sacond Fish 45 2435 2603 |  wWa% Tk
cearme OO0 A Cne P Bag ir Juky 3656 sz | wozs %
ey Ciption & Maximum Siza o the Sacand Fih ar 172 43| wam o mom
Option 3. Anual Lindl 4 Fish 37 a76s | 0aT%  toarw |
‘Oglion B. baximm Size o0 the Second Fish a 1673 3568 | 1060%  se2%
Ontion 2. Annual Lind 5 Fish 3090 3896 | 1we5%  MSE%
Oplan 4 Ona Fish Baxy Limd Jun ERL am| o 10ad%
Cplin 4. Ona Figh Bag Limd August agm am| weIm ot I
Opftian 3. Anmuat Limit & Figh Anar 397 | 10975 2% !
3 mﬂhﬂ i Action (AFEG Contues 1 kssue Emergenty Okors) or Ope 2 Wene i 42| wREE REK i
Ko Action (ADFEG Does Mef Cantisne t o Erpemency Drders) Moo i 867 £a57 | 122e% 122.4% I
Optlon 8. Mausimum Siza o the Second Fish w 407 soor | ueis wmss i
. Cption 1, O Trip per Day Hore 4146 PRV LT STEY Y I
iz Cption 4, Cna Flsh Bag Limit ey 428 42| 1T nEow
- Optian 4. Cne Flsh Rag Limit Seplamter 4,306 4361 | 1202%  1198%
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AGENDA C-1(b)}(2)
OCTOBER 2008

comSection 2.2.2.6.1 Charter Halibut Catch Sharing
Implementation Plan for Area 2C and Area 3A

Regulatory Amendment for a Catch Sharing Plan
for the Pacific Halibut Charter and Commercial Longline
Sectors in International Pacific Halibut Commission
Regulatory Area 2C and Area 3A

Environmental Assessment/Regulatory Impact Review/
Initial Regulatory Flexibiiity Analysis

Date: September 25, 2008

2.2.3 Catch Sharing Implementation Plan

2.2.3.1 ntroductlon

The Charter Halibut Area 2C and Area 3A Catch Sharing Implementation Plan (Implementation
Plan) is a cooperative effort between the State of Alaska (State) and National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS) to define the infrastructure necessary to manage halibut catch sharing between
the commercial and charter halibut fleets operating in these areas.

Several interagency work groups met through the spring and reviewed the North Pacific Fishery
Management Council’s (Council) tequest for 2 catch sharing irnplementation plan and the
Council’s April 2008 motion for a catch sharing plan. The groups recomrmended a program to
manage guided angler fish (GAF) that could be implemented in the short term. Discussions also
considered longer term initiatives for improved monitoring for catch sharing. These initiatives
are examined as potential guidance for planning future programs.

The implementation plan briefly reviews status quo accounting of all charter harvests of halibut,
explains accounting of existing commercial individual fishery quota (IFQ), then examines
accounting of transfers of IFQ pounds from the commercial IFQ holder fo the licensed charter
vessel operator for lease and return transfer of unused guided angler fish (GAF) to the IFQ
holder. The plan adapts existing agency programs in the short term to pravide accurate and
timely record keeping, enforcement, reporting, and outreach for GAF harvest by the charter fleet.
Costs of implementing short term plan requirements and recommendations are reviewed and plan
deficiencies are noted for completeness.

The Implementation Plan anticipates further work will be necessary to meet priorities for hahbut
catch sharing in the long term. Implementation of the Council’s catch sharing plan for halibut in
Area 2C and A should provide the regulatory and procedural foundation for operation of plan
programs specified by selected elements of the preferred aitemative. Plan implementation can
also trigger options for new initiatives as management and industry respond to catch sharing in
action. The plan outlines new longer term initiatives to consider the utility of real time collection
of common pool data in addition to GAF harvest data to improve the accuracy of the charter
fishery data and to reduce the duration of the feed back loop.

Supplemental



2.23.2 Scope :

The scope of this Implementation Plan is limited to expanded data collection and reporting in the
short term to allow lease of GAF and anticipates longer term initiatives for continued
improvement of a catch sharing program. The approach of the implementation plan in the short
term is to develop a GAF program, The program allows charter operators to increase their
harvest and the amount of halibut available to their anglers by leasing [FQ from a commercial
quota holder. The program is planned to account GAF in real time and adapts the existing [FQ}
program to account for lease transactions hetween the charter and commercial sectors throughout
most of the year. The program includes criteria for transfer and use of GAF and new data
coliection and reporting requirements for real time accounting and management of GAF transfers.

The Implementation Plan briefly outlines longer term initiatives that would benefit from
the experience, perspective, and knowledge that policy makers, managers and fishery
stakeholders bring to the table now. Addressing longer term initiatives would leverage
the cumulative Council guidance on objectives to address current issues and unknowns.
Policy decisions on collection of new information, information collection responsibilities,
and annual cycles for management would extend the planning horizon beyend
implementing the GAF program.

2.2.3.3 Limitations

The extent of work discussed in this plan is not complete, in part, because the current plan content
could change if the Council revises its objectives for a preferred alternative and in part, because
the alternatives and suite of elements and options the Council could approve is unknown.
Defining actions to implement the complete suite of proposed clements and options and all
logical combinations was considered beyond the scope of this [mplementation Flan since many of
the elements would require assumptions about policy decisions. Instead the work groups
narrowed the focus of this plan to definitive concrete tasks for new GAF monitoring and record
keep record requirements. Requirements were designed to allow industry flexibility in meeting
the minimum of restrictions necessary for accurate and timely management of GAF.

The proposed catch sharing plan under Altermative 2 contains six elements for Council
consideration. Council action on Elements 1 and 5 would initiate rulemaking for new Federal
regulations to allocate halibut to the charter sector and allow the charter sector to lease halibut
from the commercial sector, Elements 2, 3, 4, and 6 involve Council policy and intent and could
result in rulemaking to manage the charter halibut harvests according to an Element’s objectives.
This Implementation Plan assumes that regulations would be developed by NMFS to implement
the Council's proposed action. However, the plan does not attempt to define the possible suite of
regulations that could evolve from the Council’s final selection of elements and objectives that
form the catch sharing plan for Areas 2C and 3A.

The plan does not discuss details of initial and potentially annual changes to existing data
collections, database systemns and programs that could result from all the elements in Alternative
2. Specifically, the plan does mot detail changes to the logbaok, Statewide Harvest Survey
(SWHS), or in season catch sampling programs that could result from implementing a catch
sharing program. All of the elemenis except element 1 for an allocation could directly change the
amount and timing of data collected, data reporting and outreach; the distribution of sampling and
enforcement effort; and duration of the feedback loops. Element 1, allocation, does not directly
impact the agency systems for processing fishery data or impiementing a catch sharing plan.
Alternative 2, Elements 2, 3, 4 and 6, could each alter these programs initially and annually
depending on the Council’s decisions on the catch sharing plan elements and annual revisions for
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management of the halibut fishery. Element 2, the annual regulatory cycle, could invoke analysis
to reconcile charter harvest with future management measures and could impact the information
collected from the charter fleet from year to year. Element 3, the annual management measures,
can result in changes to a program, a system, and the methods used to collect and report data and
enforce requirements. Element 4, the timeline element for a three or four year feedback loop
could change the frequency of analysis and reporting of data and therefore the amount of effort
necessary to collect and process data. Element §, could implement a4 new program for accounting
GAF that is described in detail in this implementation plan. However, future changes to GAF
reporting as & result of inferactions with other elements are not covered. Element 6 could
introduce severzl new initiatives to existing data collection and reporting programs that may
overlap with recommended revisions for a GAF program.

2.2.34 Management Approach

The management approach directly influences the degree of success the implemeniation plan will
have in fulfilling the Council’s purpose and objectives for halibut catch sharing. A simple
management sirategy with straight forward implementation tasks is more easily understood and
easier to comply with than a complex management strategy with numerous requirements and
greater risk for misinterpretation of regulations.

In establishing a catch sharing plan for the commercial and charter halibut sectors, the Council
may set an initial aflocation of halibut to the commercial and charter fleets under Element 1. Such
action would not result in new monitoring or reporting of charter catch during the charter halibut
fishing season because the Council has clearly recognized that the proposed allocations do not
equate to a hard cap. An aliccation would replace the current guideline harvest level (GHL) with
a catch limit but as with the GHL, the harvest of halibut by the charter fleet could exceed the
specified level and the fishery would continue. The Council intent is to provide advance notice of
management measures that will be used to achieve the charter allocation and a predictable season
length. As proposed, the measures and season length would be established during the year prior
to the year when they iake effect and not be changed in season.

2.2.3.5 Purpose and DObjectives

The purpose of this Implementation Plan is to describe a reporting system to accurately capture
information about charter halibut harvests in IPHC regulatory Areas 2C and 3A, including
transfers of leased halibut, to facilitate the timely implemeniation of management measures.
These actions set the stage to stabilize harvests, and improve the accuracy and predictability of
annual harvest levels for the benefit of all stakeholders and the halibut fishery. The objectives of
the implementation plan are to identify approaches for timely, accurate and precise data to
determine the appropriate regulations for stable and predictable execution of the halibut fisheries.

The short term ohjectives of this plan are to:

Accurately account for the harvest of leased halibut in real time;

Maintain timely record of lease transactions;

Make compliance and accurate reporting of GAF as easy and convenient as possible;

Get GAF program information te the fishery managers and fishing public in a readily

understood manner;

s Provide catch accounting features that minimize incidence of improper reporting caused by
confusion over requirements; and

» Make enforcement efforts more efficient and effective.

Longer term objectives include:
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e Improve accounting of all harvests by the charter fleet; and
¢ Reduce the time for management feedback on all charter harvests.

2.2.3.6 $tatus Quo Accounting of Charter Halibut Harvests

The implementation plan assumes status gue monitoring of all halibut harvested on a charter
vessel would continue using the ADF&G Saltwater Charter Vessel Logbook (logbook), mail out
Statewide Harvest Survey (SWHS), and inseason catch sampling program. Commen pool and
GAF harvests would be accounted for using these existing tools and each will require minor
revision to accommodate notation of a GAF separate from a common pool fish. The management
of GAF will also require real time reporting, specifically daily verifiable reporting. Discussion of
the accounting features of the GAF program follows in sections below.

2.2.3.6.1 Logbooks

As needed, ADF&G has accommodated changes to the logbook that NMFS has found necessary
for enforcement and management. NMFS requests for changes to the logbook have had minimal
impact on the logbook development, printing and distribution costs. However, two design
changes to the logbooks have impacted costs. First, adding data fields costs additional staff time
for industry oufreach and education including: instruct users on accurate reporting; educate users
on new loghook requirements; and follow up on illegible or missing data. Seconud, adding fields
to a data form for new data collection uses more space on a form. This has resulted in operators
using more forms within a season, Of the two factors impacting the logbook project, increased
staff time to respond to logbook entries is much more costly. Adding information to the logbook
increases costs $55,000 annually: $48,000 for staffing and 7,000 for form booklets, The time to
redesign the logbook, consult with agency data users, and update documentation and instructions
would be absorbed by impacted State and Federal agencies.

Currently, the logbook is returned to the State weekly and typically the data entered into a
database within one to two weeks. This rapid tum around allows preliminary estimation of
charter harvests but the data are recorded in the logbook by the charter operator and therefore are
not validated. The SWHS provides another estimate of charter harvest based on recall by the
angler and is used to verify the logbook data. A multiyear comparative analysis of the two data
collections is in its second year.

2.2.3.6.2 Statewide Harvest Survey

The SWHS will also require an update to accommodate GAF harvests, but time and cost
estimates depend on the extent of work entailed in the altemative, elements and options selected
by the Coungil. If the Council’s chosen management approach retains the two year lag between
the time the SWHS data is collected and reported, then the current data collection program is
sufficient according to the Council and SSC review of a statistical cotnparison of the 2006
Joghook and SWHS data in April 2008, At that meeting, the Coungcil recommended gathering
additional year’s data to include in the analysis comparing the SWHS and logbook data collection
methods. The Department of Fish and Game plans to repeat the analysis again for presentation in
2009,

2.2.3.6.3 In Season Sampling

Charter halibut harvests are sampled by ADF&G at the major points of landing in Areas 2C and
3A. The objectives of halibut sampling are to estimate the average weight, length composition,
and spatial distribution of ground fish_effort and halibut harvest. Data are coliected through creel
surveys in Southeast Alaska and port sampling in Southcentral Alaska. The programs in each
region differ with zespect to design and the species covered by the objectives. The Southeast
creel surveys also estimate salmon effort, harvest, and catch rates, hatchery contribution, age
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composition of the Chineck harvest, the mean weight of harvested rockdish and lingcod, etc. The
cree] surveys have historically been designed to optimize collection of salmon informatien bui
have been adapted to collect information from halibut and groundfish. The Southcentral port
sampling program was designed primarily to estimate the characteristics of harvested halibut and
groundfish, and includes estimation of age, size, and sex composition of rockfishes, lingcod, and
sharks. Sampling of halibut is a major part of both programs. Mean weight is estimated from
length data collected at each major port, using the [PHC length-weight relationship. Sample size
goals are set for each port to achieve desired levels of precision. Technicians in both programs
are instructed to sample halibut off a vessel only if all of the retained fish (or their carcasses) are
available to be measured, i.e., have not been butchered and thrown overboard. Programs in both
regions collect vessel-trip level interviews to momitor the propertions of halibut harvest that 1s
cleaned at sea, and the Southcentral region program uses this information to stratify estimates for
Lower Cook Inlet. Interviews in both regions also collect information on the target species
categories, statistical areas fished, and propertions of fish caught that were retained versus
released. Data on hook type use was collected in both regions in 2007 to estimate halibut discard
mortality.

2,2.2.7 Catch Sharing

Halibut catch sharing would be initiated through privately arranged leases that authorize Federal
iransfer of halibut from a commercial individua! fishery quota (IFQ) holder to a licensed charter
vessel operator. The lease would document legal arrangements between parties but would be
separate from the Implementation Plan. If the proposed charter vessel limited entry program is
approved by the Secretary of Commerce, then the lease authorizing transfer of FQ wouldbe to 2
charter halibut permit holder. This draft Implernentation Plan does not assume the limited entry
program would be effective at the time a GAF program could be implemented. Instead, the plan
assumes that an individual applying to lease commercial IFQ for use as GAF be required to be a
State licensed charter halibut operator. In addition any transfer of halibut between the
commercial and charter seciors would bhave to be approved by NMFS before it would be
effective,

2.2.38 IFQ and GAF Account Structures

2.2.3.81 IFQ

A commercial IFQ permit is created annually for each Quota Share {((}S) holder and each person
who receives [FQ by transfer. If a person holds IFQ in the same category but for different IPHC
areas, an account for each area is established under that same [FQ permit number. Commetcial
halibut IFQ accounts are automatically established, afier the IPHC sets the commercial halibut
harvest levels by management area for the year., These harvest levels are treated as total
allowable catches (TACs) for IFQ fisheries in waters in and off Alaska. Annual IFQ accounts are
populated with pounds based on the QS holder’s fraction of the “quota share pool” (QSP, the sum
of all QS units issued) for an IPHC area. Alternatively, an IFQ permit and annual IFQ) account is
created for a person who holds no QS but receives [FQ by transfer. The Restricted Access
Management (RAM) program in NMES typically issues IFQ in early February. Annual IFQ
expires at the end of each fishing year.

Once the commercial halibut TACs are established, RAM calculates the amount of TFQ issued to
an IFQ permit holder’s accounts. For each IPHC area in which a person holds (8, the amount of
QS held is divided by the quota share pool (QSP). The resulting fraction is then multiplied by the
TAC for that IPHC area. The equation yields the unadjusted number of pounds of IFQQ thata
permit holder may harvest from the area during the fishing year:

QS+~ QSP x TAC=IFQ
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At the start of the year the annual allocation of IFQ to an account may be adjusted
slightly (up or down), depending o the prior year’s fishing activities of the person who
fished the IFQ, and will be revised as necessary for subsequent in season QS/IFQ
transfers.

22382 GAF

Comumercial IFQ is available for transfer immediately after issuance. In a process similar to that
for commercial permits and accounts, an annual GAF permit would be issued and GAF account
created when NMFS approves the ficst annual lease of commercial IFQ to a licensed charter
vessel operator. An annual GAF account would contain no GAF until the GAF permit holder
received his/her first transfer of commercial [FQ each year.

Each licensed charter vessel operator would receive a separate GAF permit for each commercial
IFQ “leaser” from whom he receives GAF. This GAF account structure is necessary 1o facilitate
in season “retums” of GAF to the appropriate commercial leaser and to prevent overly
complicating already very complex commercial adjustments for the following year.

2.2.3.83 Conversion between Weight and Number for GAF Accounting

A factor to convert between commercial halibut TFQ pounds and GAF halibut would be
established each year for IPHC Area 2C and Area 3A separately by ADF&G Sport Fish Division.
These annual, area specific factors represent the average weight of all charter halibut harvested in
each area. Using all charter halibut measurements to estimate the factor makes two assumptions.
The first assumption is the size of halibut measured by the ADF&G in season sampling program
are representative of all fish harvested by charter anglers and there is no difference in size of 2
commen pool fish and GAF. Second, a single factor assumes no difference in the size
distribution of halibut harvested by the commercial and charter fleet in an JPHC area.

The first year of a GAF program would require the conversion factors to be estirnated using the
prior year’s preliminary estimate of annual average length of halibut in each of the Areas 2C and
3A. The average length value would then be assigned an average weight according to the IPHC
length/weight chart. The resulting average weight value would apply to all transfers of IFQ and
GAF between the commercial and charter sectors during the year and would be publicized to
facilitate IFQ) and GAF transfers. The conversion actors and average weight for Areas 2C and 3A
would be publicly available in the fall to facilitate IFQ and GAF transfers for the following
fishing year. The commercial and charter sectors would be notified through the NMFS web site,
in the Federal Register; ot through direct mailing.

2.2.3.83.1 Estimation of Average Weight

The cstimate of average weight is important for conversion between weight and number of GAF
halibut, The SSC noted in April 2008 that if GAF are accounted for in numbers by the charter
sector, there may be an incentive to selectively harvest fish that weigh more than the average
weight assumed when IFQ pounds are converted into GAF numbers, This is especially pertinent
when full retenfion is not required but a bag limit in effect or the size of one retained_maximu
size limit is placed on one fish in the bag limit (as in Area 2C during 2007 and 2008). Assuming
an angler and operator prefer to maximize the size of fish retained per charter expenditure, a GAF
provides an opportunity to upgrade to a larger fish. When this behavior is the norm for an area,
then harvest of GAF converted to pounds could be underestimated. As noted elsewhere in the
EA/RIR/IRFA, efrots in estimation of GAF removals may result if no data are available from an
area and inappropriate average weights are substituted. Accurate accounting of GAF removals
will require adequate and representative sampling of GAF harvest.
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Average weights are currently estimated from halibut Jength measurements obtained from the
charter halibut harvest by ADF&G. Estimates of average weight for each subarea (e.g.,
Ketchikan, Sitka, Lower Cook Inlet, Western PWS, etc.) are weighted by the proportion of
harvest in each subarea to estimate the average weight by [PHC regulatory area. Preliminary
estimates of harvest are compiled in the fall of ¢ach year using projections of past harvests (in
numbers of fish) and preliminary average weight data. Final estimates of average weight are
available in the fall of the following year and can be quite different from the preliminary
estimates due to some raw data errors, but principally because harvests are distributed among the
ports differently than in the projections.

The Council considered potential issues with conversion between pounds and number of fish in
Option 3 of Element & for a catch accounting system. The Council stated its intent for a GAF
catch accounting system to collect length measurements of GAF for two purposes. First is o
compare annual average length of GAF to the average length of all charter halibut harvests to
insure pounds removed as GAF are accurately accounted. The second purpose is to use GAF
length measurements in the formulation of average weights used in the conversion of IFQ pounds
10 GAF.

The warkgroups debated how to require measurement of GAF and enforce GAF measurements
and decided identifying GAF fish for measurement by trained samplers was the simplest
approach and least burdensome to the charter fleet. ADF&G record keeping and reporting
regquirements would need to be revised to identify GAF fish. The ADF&G logbook and in season
sampling forms would be revised by adding a column to identify the number of GAF and
common pool fish harvested by an angler and kept for offload at a point of landing. The method
used 1o identify a GAF fish from all other fish onboard a charter vessel is left to the discretion of
the licensed charter vessel operator. Measuring the length of GAF fish and entering the length of
each GAF fish in the logbook would not be required.

Recording the oumber of GAF fish an angler harvests in the loghook would be sufficient for
enforcement of charter halibut bag limits and to account GAF harvests for real time reporting
requirements. Distinction of GAF fish from other sampled fish will allow in season samplets to
measure GAF lengths, and record and report the length of GAF fish along with common pool
halibut and all other retained charter fish.

As noted, the first year a GAF program is implemented, area-specific conversion factors would be
based on average length (converted to average weight} of all sampled charter halibut because data
would not vet be collected to differentiate between common pool and GAF charter halibut. Ifata
future date, ADF&G in season sampling of GAF can be used to deterrnine that GAF differ
statistically in length (and weight) from common pool charter halibut, then an independent
conversion factor based solely on sampled GAF may need to be established. Future evaluation of
halibut size data would be presented to the Council’s Science and Statistical Commiftee for
review prior to use. Further evaluation of the utility of estimating area specific conversion factors
from the current in season sampling program could be the subject of a longer term initiative.

2.2.3.8.4 Conversion from IFQ pounds to GAF

An application to transfer IFQ pounds to GAF would specify the pounds of halibut IFQ to be
transferrad to a GAF account, and NMFS would convert the IFQ pounds into the largest number
of whole GAF possible. The [FQ account would be debited only for the number of whole pounds
actually required to make up that number of GAF. Transactions for lease and reversion of GAF
would be made in whole pounds and whole fish. For example, if the 2009 ADF&G average

Area 2C/3A Halibut Calch Sharing Plan 7 Final Action- Qctober 2008



weight for charter halibut in Area 2C is 20 pounds and a licensed charter vesse] operator leases
1,000 pounds from an IFQ permit holder, then NMFS would create a 2C GAF account for the
charter permit holder with a balance of 50 fish:

1,000 ibs IFQ + 20 Ibs/fish = 50 GAF

In this case the conversion resulted in a whole number of GAF fish with no remainder of TFQ}
pounds, so the entire IFQ amount requested for lease was transferred. Fractions of fish required
to make whole GAF would be rounded to the nearest whole pound for IFQ account debit, IFQ
pounds requested to be leased but which could not be used to constitute a whoie GAF would not
be transferred. For example, if the average weight for charter halibut in an area is 22.57 pounds
and a lease of 1000 pounds of IFQ halibut is requested, then a total of 44 whole GAF would be
credited to the GAF account and the remaining 7 pounds would remain on the IFQ account and
not be converted.

1,000 1bs IFQ + 22.57 Ibs/fish = 44.31 GAF or 44 GAF; and
1,000 - (44 fish x 22.57 Ibs/fish) = 6.92 remaining lbs, rounded to 7 IFQ lbs.

2.2,3.8.5 Conversion from GAF to IFQ pounds

An application fo transfer leased GAF back to an IFQ account would need to be approved by
NMFS and the transaction completed before October 1. At that time all remaining GAF in GAF
accounts would automatically revert back to IFQ pounds in the originating leaser’s IFQ account
and the GAF account would expire. A transfer application would specify the number of GAF to
be transferred to an IFQ account. In either case, NMFS would convert GAF to the maximum
number of whole IFQ pounds possible, The GAF account would be debited only for the number
of whole fish transferred to IFQ pounds. The number of [FQ peunds added back to the IFQ
transferor’s account would be rounded to the next lower whole number of pounds resulting from
“returned” fish. Following the convention of rounding to the nearest whole number would falsely
inflate the number of pounds beyond the amount originally transferred when rounding up,
therefore when converting GAF back to IFQ pounds, decimal pounds would always be rounded
down,

After all remaining GAF transfer back to a commercial [FQ account, 2 GAF account balance
wotild be zero unless additional transfers of IFQ were requested. After NMFS converts all GAF
remaining in a GAF account back te commercial [FQ on or after October 1, the GAF balance
would be zere through the end of the year. GAF accounts would not be subject to future-year
adjustments. Adjustments due to GAF use could only apply to commercial [FQ accounts subject
to underage provisions applicable to the underlying commercial QS.

For example, if the licensed charter vessel operator harvested 40 of the 50 fish leased, then 10
fish remain that can be transferred back to the IFQ permit holder. Ten 20 pound fish equals 200
pounds of the originally transferred 1,000 pounds of IFQ that would be retumed to the IFQ permit
holdet's account on or after October 1; no remainder of a partial fish would be left in the GAF
account.

10 GAF x 20 Ibs/fish = 200 Ibs remaining

If the conversion factor is an average weight of 22.57 pounds per fish and only 40 of the 44
leased GAF fish were harvested, then 4 fish can be converted back to IFQ pounds; but just over a
quarter pound 1s forfeited:
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4 GAF x 22.57 Ibs/fish = 90,28 IFQ 1bs, rounded to 90 IFQ lbs

2.2.3.9 Transfers of IFQ and GAF

2.2.3.91 Approvals

NMFS would not process applications to transfer IFQ pounds to GAF uniil after IFQ is issued for
a fishing year. The issuance date may vary with the start of the IFQ season but typically the
jssuance date occurs in early- to mid-February. NMFS would have to approve applications to
transfer IFQ or GAF submitted by IFQ} and charter halibut permit holders before they would be
effective. Leases converting IFQ pounds to GAF would be effective from the time NMFES
approves an application for lease and makes the conversion to GAF until NMFS converts GAF
back to IFQ pounds for deposii in the transferor’s IFQ account, Conversion would oceur either
under a transfer application approved by NMFS, or when NMFS converts zll unused GAF back
into IFQ pounds, on or after 12:01 a.m. October | anmually. Leases of [FQ pounds to GAF would
expire annually; applications for lease of IFQ pounds to GAF must be submitted to and approved
by NIMFS each fishing year.

Transfers could not be approved if the IFQ or GAF permit holder is unable to conduct transfers as
a result of delinquent IFQ cost-recovery fees, NOAA sanctions, or for other programmatic,
administrative, or legal reasons; or if the proposed GAF recipient is not eligible to receive GAF
due to a use cap, or for sirnilar administrative or legal reasons. QS used to convert IFQ} pounds to
GAF would be non-transferable while in use as GAF.

2.2.3.9.2 Community Quota Entities

Requirements for GAF account management would be applicable to community quota entities
(CQE) that hold a Commumity Charter Limited Entry Permit and a GAF permut. A CQE may
lease up to 100% of its anmual IFQ for use as GAF on their own charter halibut permits. Council
guldance is needed relative to CQE leasing, Could a CQE lease GAF from another CQE or
an IFQ permit holder in an amount up to 100% of the originating CQE’s separate IFQ
holding? As written, a CQE with a charter halibut permit could lease their own IFQ) but it is not
clear if the limit on the amount of [FQ that can be leased (100%} can also apply to another [FQ
holding.(see section 2.5.6.1 of the analysis).

2.2,39.3 Transfer Caps

Under Altemative 2, the number of GAF any licensed charter vesse) operator may receive would
be limited to between 200 and 400 fish (and potentially up to 400-600 fish if the charter halibut
permit is endorsed for 6 or more lines); and each IFQ pernit holder would be limited to an annual
conversion into GAF of 1500 1b or 10 percent {which ever is greater) of his’her [FQ account.
This 1500 Ib/10 percent conversion cap applies to a person who holds both a commercial IFQ
permit and is a licensed charter vessel operator and wished to convert his’her own [FQ for use as
his’her own GAF. NMFS requests clarification on the Council’s intended basis for this 10
percent IFQ conversion limit. The timit conld be based on QS held, or on IF{} pounds in an
1FPQ account, and either at the start of the year, or af the time of a GAF lease application,

Because an [FQ account might include pounds from previous commercial leases in addition to
pounds derived from the permit holders own QS, the 10 percent IFQ to GAF conversion limit is
more approptiately based on QS held. If at the start of the fishing year “QS pounds™ is used, the
conversion limit could be adjusted by the positive or negative [FQ adjustments made to the
account from the prior year of fishing. This limit would then be a fixed annual IFQ pound
conversion limit for the IFQ holder regardless of changes in QS holdings. An [FQ limit that is
fixed throughout the year would simplify operational planning and compliance for IFQ permit
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holders and tracking and enforcement of the limit for the Agency. However, as an alternative, the
Council might wish to consider a limit based on IFQ pounds from QS held at the time of each
GAF lease request. This method results in a flexible limit that changes with QS transfers. In this
case, it is important that & person not be considered to have exceeded a cap if they had made prior
GAF leases after which their QS holdings decreased.

Transfer applications would require that transaction pariicipants provide the IF(} pounds to be
leased to licensed charter vessel operators and number of GAF to be converted back to
commercial [FQ pounds.

A transfer of IFQ pounds te a GAF account could be requested and processed at any time
between the dale [FQ is issued by NMFS, and October 1 of the same year. Transfers of GAF
back to the FQ account of the Leaser could be processed from the date the GAF are leased and
transferred to a GAF account until October 1. GAF remaining unused at midnight on Sepiember
30 would be automaltically transferred by NMFS back to the originating leaser’s account as [FQ
on or about October 1* for use in the commercial sector and in computations of annual [FQ
aceounts for the following year.

For fee assessment and computational purposes, leased GAF that are harvested would be part of
the originating IFQ permit holder’s fee liability. To enable unequivocal tracking of IFQ and GAF
transactions and to avoid unnecessarily complicating a new year IFQ account and adjustment
computations, halibut leased as GAF could not be resold by the GAF pertnit holder either within
the charter sector or to another [FQ permit holder. For the same reasons, QS transferred for use
as GAF could not be fransferred by the person who holds the QS to another person while in use as
GAF. Reselling (releasing) of IFQ leased from another IFQ holder would be prohibited.

GAF accounts that were overfished would result in a loss of halibut resource. There are no
provisions for deducting GAF account overages from any sector. Any harvest of GAF over the
number of fish authorized on a GAF permit would be a permit violation by the charter halibut
permit holder with the GAF lease and handled as an Enforcement action. Such actions would not
affect commercial IFQ permit hoiders or accounts unless the Office of Law Enforcement (OLE)
determined that the IFQ permit holder’s actions contributed to the overage. The number and
exient of GAF overages and therefore the effect on the halibut resource that would occur is
unknown, but expected to be small. GAF accounts would be expressed in numbers of fish,
denominations that are easy to report and track.

2.2.3.9.4 Transfer Methods

The mechanisms fot the transfer of GAF to and from the commercial sector would be similar to
transfer processes already in use by the Alaska Region in the commercial halibut and sablefish
[FQ program, BSAI Crab Rationalization Program, Rockfish Pilot Program and Amendment 80
Program. Requested iransfers between [FQ and GAF accounts would require a paper application
with signatures of ¢ach party to the transfer, or, if parties provide NMFS appropriate written,
signed authorization, couid be accomplished by their agents. Paper transfer application forms
would be made available on the Internet or by contacting RAM as noted above.

Additionally, as GAF transactions are essentially leases of annual allocation between known
commercial IFQ holders and licensed charter vessel operators, the Agency may offer an
additional electronic, Internet-based transfer process to be used in lieu of the paper system. If
offered, electronic iransfers would be available via secure login using persenal user IDs, and
passwords that constituents can maintain. This would facilitate fishing and business operations
by avoiding the necessity to submit paper forms, wait for RAM staff to process applications
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during business hours, and for new or revised [FQ and GAF permits to be issued and returned by
mail or other allowed means.

NMES would collect information on GAF lease and transfer for evaluation purposes and parties
to the transfers would have to certify the accuracy of the information provided. This is typical of
transfers in other management programs and could include: identification and contact information
of the TFQ permit holder (leaser) and GAF recipient (lessee), identification of the type and
amount of IFQ pounds or GAF to be transferred, lease price and broker information,

The current IPHC area-specific, length to average weight, conversion key used to convert from
IFQ pounds to numbers of GAF wonld be included with the transfer application so that each party
could calculate the resulting number of GAF derived from a specific number of [FQ pounds. IFQ
pounds would always be converted to number of GAF displayed on permits. GAF would be
managed as whole fish; all IFQ pounds and GAF would be converted to round pounds and fish,
respectively, at the time of conversion, fractional remainders would be forfeit.

2.2.4 Reporting and Recordkeeping

2.2.41 Electronic GAF Harvest Reporting Requirement

Real time reporting of charter GAF landings, and other GAF account and permit information is
essential to support participant access to current account balances for account management and
regulatory compliance, and for monitoring of account transfers and GAF landings history.
Management persennel need real-time account infortmation to manage permit accounts, conduct
transfers, assess fees and generate accurate public data reports that track harvest. Enforcement
personnel need real-time account information to monitor GAF leases and monitor compliance
with suthorized GAF harvests and other program rules. NMFS plans to provide GAF program
participants these services through a secure Intemet system similar to that already in use by IFQ
account holders; and perhaps with additional means such as an Interactive Voice Recording
(LVR) telephone service to serve GAF permit holders without Internet access.

In addition to reporting GAF harvests electronically, NOAA would require that a GAF charter
record would have to be maintained onboard any vessel and that certain inforrnation would have
to be entered into that record. Ideally, NMFS prefers that a Federal GAF harvest report be
maintained for this purpose. However, because ADF&G already requires a saltwater charter
logbook and has agreed to revise the logbook to accommodate NMFES® GAF program data
collection needs, certain provisions of the ADF&G logbook could be required by Federal
regulation. This approach would remove the need for a separate Federal charter vessel loghook.

2.2.4.2 Reporting Responsibility

Both the GAF permit holder and the State licensed guide for the trip on which GAF were
harvested would be held jointly responsible for timely and accurate reporting of GAF harvest;
although either could submit required reports.

2.2.4.3 Reporting Timeliness

GAT reports would be required for any calendar day in which GAF were harvested. Meally daily
GAF harvest reports would be clectronicaily submitted prior to offloading any GAF halibut and
before clients, the guide, or vessel operator and the vessel leave the point of landing. This may
not be practical in some cases. Therefore, NMFS would require that at a minimum, with the
exception of the GAF harvest confirmation number, all logbook information must be entered and
electronic submission of the GAF harvest report completed before any GAF anglers, the guide or
operator disembark the vessel and before the vessel leaves the offloading location. In addition, the
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daily GAF harvest report must be submitted electronically within 2 hours of the end of the fishing
trip and before the end of the calendar day in which the GAF harvest ccourred.

2.24.4 Required Data Elements
Although real time data are necessary for accurate account management, the amount and type of
data required for inseason GAF account management are relatively small and simplistic relative
to that required for onboard logbooks. For GAF account management purposes NMFES requires:
e (uide’s State license number;
» Vessel State of Alaska registration {AK) number issued by the Department of Motor
Vehicles, or US Coast Guard documentation number;
Saltwater logbook number;

For GAF permits used by a CQE holding a Community Charter Limited Entry Pertmt
and a GAF permit:
Community charter departed from;
Community charter returned to;
e Date of GAF harvest (might be a reporting systemn default),
For each GAF permit and IPHC area account to be debited:
GAF permit number;
[PHC regulatory area where halibut harvested; and
Total GAF harvested in that [PHC regulatory area.

Upon receipt of the daily GAT harvest report, NMFS would respond with a confirmation number
as evidence that the harvest report was received by NMFS and the GAF account was properly
debited. The confirmation number would be required to be entered by the charter vessel operator
on the page of the State saltwater logbook with an entry comesponding to the same GAF fish
harvest before the end of the calendar day on which the GAF halibut were harvested. This record
of confirmation number would allow cross reference of the logbook and the daily GAF report.

2.2.4.5 Data Retention
Completed original ADF&G logbooks would have to be retained by the owner/eperator
{originator) for 3 years, and made available for inspection by NMFS-authonzed staff.

2.2.4.6 IFQ and GAF Reporting Methods

In the commercial IFQ program, landings must be reported by Regisiered Buyers electronically,
using a secure, password-protected Internet-based system approved by NMFS. The final steps of
the electronic IFQ reporting process generate a time-stamped receipt displaying landings data.
Commercial Registered Buyers must print and along with the individual IFQ fisherman must sign
copies of the receipt, which must be maintained and made available for a specified time period
for inspection by authorized Agency personnel. Prnting of this receipt indicates the report
sequence is complete and the IFQ account(s) has been properly debited.

Secure electronic reporting also would be required for a GAF program but several technologies
would likely be needed to provide essential services to a8 GAF fleet that would be widely
distributed throughout remote locations in halibut [PHC regulatory areas 2C and 3A. At this
time, NMFS is contemplating an Internet-based reporting and an Interactive Voice Reporting
(IVR) system. The Intermet-based reporting system is similar to a legacy IFQ system still in use
by some commercial Registered Buyers and is simple and convenient. The TVR system is similar
10 those commonly used in diverse commercial applications such as renewing drug prescriptions
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and renewing permits. As in the IFQ program, a paper-based backup system could be provided
for the rare times when an electronic option was not available.

To address the rural locations without Internet connectivity in which many charter operations
occut, an IVR system (i.e., a system of reporting via telephone) may be more practical. In
February 2005, Wostmann & Associates, Inc. (WAI) prepared a feasibility study for NMFS on an
IVR system for charter halibut data collection {NMFS Sustainable Fisheries Interactive Voice
Response System for Halibut Guided Charter Data Collection Feasibility Study). This document,
while several years old, provides system requirements, sources and costs estimates that NMFS
could use in determining whether or not an IVR system would be more cost effective then an
intemet based reporting system. As noted in the WAI report, “The primary benefit of an IVR
system for the Halibut Sport Charter data collection program is that it would provide an
alternative to the web for data reporting when Internet access is unavailable (i.e., when fishing at
sea, or for guides without Internet access) or for users who prefer using the phone over the
Internet.”” WAI surmised that an IVR system solution “provides a benefit to the fishermen (data
reporters) and in furn may improve the timeliness and quality of the data reported.”

In addition to electronic reporting methods provided, NMFS would provide a paper-based back-
up sysiem for reporting GAF harvests. This “manual harvest report” system would support
required GAF reporting in relatively uncommen circumstances of short duration during which
NMFS® electronic services are not functional, ot in some other cases authorized at the discretion
of OLE. In these cases, the submitter would contact QLE Data Clerks to resolve the reporting
issue. Data Clerks are available via a toll-free 800 number 18 hours per day, from 6 a.m. to
midnight. If a “rmanual harvest report” is authorized by an OLE Data Clerk, then the submutter
would fax a signed report to the Data Clerk who would post the harvest data to the appropriate
permit accounts. Submitters would receive a confirmation number indicating the report was
received and the GAF account properly debited.

2.2.4.7 Data Correction

Charter operators should not have trouble accurately repotting the individual number of fish
harvested as GAF. Correcting the GAF daily teport after it is submitted would be difficult
because the data to verify what is correct versus in grror are in the logbook and not immediately
available for review. As in the commercial halibut IFQ program, any changes to a GAF harvest
record after submission to NMFS would need to be reviewed and approved by OLE personnel. In
practice, an error report submitier would send a record of errors to OLE Data Clerks, the contact
point for all requests to amend harvest data veports. Because verification is difficult, OLE
authorization of an amendment to a GAF harvest report would be a rare gvent. In addition, a GAF
harvest report that debits fish from a GAF account that already had GAF transferred back to the
originating IFQ permit holder might be problematic, and would be handled on a case-by-case
basis.

2.2.4.8 Other GAF Account Services

In addition to electronic harvest/landings reporting, IFQ holders use secure, password-protected
Intemnet access to on-line services during extended and non-business hours: te check their quota
holdings and IFQ permit account balances, pay fees, obtain landings data, and for other services.
They alse have repular public access to non-confidential program data and reports routinely
posted on the NMFS web site.

GAF permit holders also would use unique NMFS Person [Ds and assigned passwords to access
NMFS® online reporting systems and services. Each person (individuals and business entities)
issued a GAF pennit would already have been issued a NMFS person ID and password at the
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time NMF$ issued them a Charter Halibut Limited Eniry Permit (if not before). GAF program
participants would use NMFS® online services to report GAF harvests, account monitoring, and
for other purposes either similar to those used by commercial IFQ participants, or for needs
specific to the GAF program. Both IFQ and GAF account information would be accessible by
QLE for GAF harvest monitoring and enforcement.

For any approved reporting system, NMFS would provide User Guides and customer support.
Customer support for routine management, regulatory, and account assistance is currently
provided during business hours by RAM staff. During extended hours, these services are
provided by OLE Data Clerks. Both groups are available via a toll-free 800- number. Addition
of the Charter Limited Entry and GAF programs is expected to require maodification (expansion)
of the contract under which Data Clerk services are provided. Increased program costs would
include contractual costs and additional training of support staft and would be assessed through
added IFQ cost recovery fees.

2,2.4.9 Enforcement

As in all other permit programs, information provided on applications and landing reports must
be certified as correct and complete to the best of the applicant’s kmowledge. Knowingly
providing false application information is a criminal and civil offense.

Harvests of GAF exceeding the number of fish authorized by GAF permits onboard a vessel (an
“gverage™) would constitute a permit violation pumshable under civil penalties at 15 CFR Pant
904. Such accurrences would be handled as Enforcement actions and would not normally affect
commercial IFQ holders or their IFQ accounts. Once a GAF permit overage was identified by
OLE, the account balance would be reset to zero; therefore GAF accounts would never carry a
negative fish balance. The collective amount of any GAF program overages would be reported to
the IPHC for use in stock agsessments.

One large benefit of, and one of the strongest rationales for, real-time reporting is that it enhances
a constituent’s ability to manage his/her IFQ or GAF account. Real time account postings also
enhance NMFS’ ability to monitor compliance with program requirements. Similar to features
built into the commercial [FQ program, 2 GAF reporting system conld notify OLE automatically
when a GAF harvest report results in an account overage; and managers can make appropriate
adjustments knowing the account information is up to date. This system capability allows OLE to
respond rapidly with corrective action and provide education in a timely manner.

Enforcement of the GAF program would rely in part on the account management and reporting
systems developed by NMFS. OLE has continuous, secure Intetmet access 1o NMEFS® harvest and
landings daiabase as well as to permit information. If needed, a GAF reporting system couid
provide instant messaging for report submitters and for OLE, similar to those in use for
halibut/sablefish [FQ and crab. In those systems, submitters and OLE are automatically alerted
about permit violations upon NMFS receipt of a harvest report. Additional preventative checks
can be incorporated in the GAF harvest reporting system to reduce the need for revisions 1o
submitted GAF reports; for example, a flag could be added to alert the report submitter of
outlier” data during data entry, such as an unusually large amount of GAF, and allow the
submitter to correct the errant data prior to submitting the harvest report.

GAF vessel operators or permit holders would record GAF harvest confirmation numbers issued
by GAF reporting systems in their State saltwater charter logbook. OLE might employ any or all
available documents and tools to monitor compliance and conduct enforcement activities,
including but not limited to: data in logbooks and NMFS’ database, participant education, post-
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harvest interviews, observation of offloads, ete. and might employ joint enforcement agreements
with State Agencies or the U.S. Coast Guard to monitor and enforce GAF activities.

2.2.5 Outreach
Outreach and education are critical to successful implementation of the catch sharing plan. A
number of different opportunities are available in the regulatory and management process to talk
with halibut fishery participants and inform them about the catch sharing program and impacts of
GAF in particular.

The conditions and requirements for fishing change at least annually if not more frequently.
Information could be distributed through mailings coinciding with angler or operator licensing,
when an IFQ holder is notified of their annual quota, and any time & record keeping package is
distributed. In addition, regular update of internet sites could impart ail aspects of continuing and
new tequirements and regulations and appropriate actions for compliance. Similarly posting of
guidelines dockside and on board the charter vessel could be beneficial. Alternatively or in
addition, charter vessel operators could instruct angler/clients about current fishing practices and
regulations as part of their service.

Agencies and divisions provide information to the public as a regular service. However,
implementing a new catch sharing program would provide an excellent opporfunity to review and
strengthen existing approaches in the balibut fisheries for information transfer. Cutreach efforts
could introduce more comprehensive help documents to explain the structure of new programs,
participant requirements, and points for stakeholder input. Cost for improving outreach through a
single effort could be approximated by production of a Small Entity Compliance Guide. NMFS
provides a small entity compliance guide to satisfy the Small Business Regulatory Enforcement
Fairness Act of 1996, which requires a plain language guide to assist small entities in complying
with 2 final rule. The guide is typically a synopsis that provides a general overview but not exact
regulatory language. Production of a guide for one-time distribution and no additional interfsce or
follow up costs about 37,000,

2.2.6 Dascription of Costs

2.2.6.1 GAF Implementation

Tmplementation of the GAF program would be an extension of the commerciat IFQ} program, and
as such, with a few exceptions, costs would be absarbed by existimg staffing and under existing
program administration. A¢ this time, NMFS, including OLE, <oes not anticipate need for
additional staff. New GAF costs would consist primarily of added catch sampling infrastructure
for labor, field costs and training, and development and maintenance of a GAF TVR reporiing
system. Initial IVR system development costs sampling design revisions would likely be incurred
prior to the effective date of implementing regulations, and therefore not recoverable under [FQ
cost recovery provisions. Other GAF program administrative costs, such as travel,
printing/mailing, supplies, rent, etc. are expected 1o incur 2 low to moderate increase that would
vary with scale of associated outreach effort. While actual costs cannot be estimated now, a
summary of the expected cost types follows.

2.26.2 Program Development

Progrem development costs are expected to include but not be limited to: drafting and review of
proposed and final rule regulatory packages; design, lest, and deployment of program databases
including user interfaces and modifications o the TFQ account management, transfer and fee
modules; development and production of reporting and transfer applications, and informational
materials; staff training, and development costs of Intemnet, IVR, and paper harvest reporting
options.
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2.2.6.3 Administrative Costs

Administrative costs to maintain the GAF program once implemented would include primarily
staff time plus some esquipment and contractual costs. The major cost components include:
processing leases and maintaining permit, transfer, reporting, and fee systems; addressing
participant appeals, customer program and reporting support; salary and training plus equipment
for one new Administrative Clerk H for ADF&G ; monitoring program compliance and enforcing
regulations; and possibly minor costs for an expanded Data Clerk contract.

2.2.6.4 Reporting Systems Gost Estimates
Internet-based and paper backup GAF reporting systems would be developed by NMFS regional
staff or consultants, and maintained by NMFS staff. Costs for an Intermet-based reporting system
would consist mainly of IT Specialist time to develop the JAVA processes and work with the
NMFS Webmaster to provide the public interfaces.

In contrast, NMFS staff has no experience with software to develop and maintain an [VR system
and lacks appropriate hardware. NMFS would require consultant services for system design and
development, and potentially for ongoing hosting and maintenance services. The Feasibility
Study completed in early 2005 may now be outdated in technology options presented and costs.
However, the study presented three options that ranged from a system developed by consultants
and maintained by NMFS to a system entirely cutsources. Estimated one-time development costs
ranged from $97,000 to $410,000. Annual costs for system hosting, hardware and software, and
per-call use charges ranged frem $25,000, plus variable costs for maintenance, support and
system enhancernents, to $108,000, plus variable systern enhancement costs for an entirely
outsourced system, Ouisourcing appears more expensive, but could require significant staff time
for both IT Specialisis and other staff to provide custorer help and support. In contrast to an
externally hosted and maintained system, NMSF IT staff would not be available during non-
business hours, and customer support would be avatlable during limited non-business hours.

Although electronic reporting systems have development and maintenance costs, in general such
systems provide much more, timely and better, quality data than do paper-based systems.
Additionally, costs of data entry by NMFS staff would be low.

2.2.7 Cost Recovery Fees

2.2.7.1 Requirement

The MSA at §304 (d), 109-479 requires that cost recavery fees be collected for the costs of
managing and enforcing limited access privilege programs. This includes programs such as the
commercial [FQ program, under which a dedicated allocation is provided to quota holders. Fees
owed are a percentage, not to exceed 3 percent, of the ex-vessel value of fish landed and debited
from IFQ} permits, Each year, NMFS sends fee statements to IFQ helders whose annual [FQ was
used; and those holders must remit fees by January 31 of the following year.

2.2.7.2 Responsibility for Payment

The commercial [FQ holder would be responsible for all cost recovery fees on [FQ pounds
harvested for histher TFQ) permit(s) and also for pounds wansferred and harvested as GAF which
originated from his/her IFQ account(s). Although it also benefits guided sport businesses, the
GAF pragram is an extension of the commercial [FQ} program that provides identifiable benefits
resulting from increased operational and economic flexibility to holders of cornmercial IFQ.

IFQ holders might share these added costs with GAF users through contractual lease agreements.
No additional funds are expected to be allocated to NMFS to support the GAF program other than
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thase derived from IFQ cost recovery fees. The MSA limits the IF(Q} fee percentage to no more
than 3 percent of the ex-vessel value of IFQ landing made on each [FQ holder’s permuts. The fee
percentage has rarely exceeded 2 percent of the ex-vessel value of sablefish and halibut landings.

2.2.7.3 Fea Liability Computation
Commercial cost recovery fee assessments are established by NMFS in November, after zll
unused GAF would have been retumed to commercial IFQ accounts from which they originated.

An IFQ cost recovery fee would be levied on all pounds of halibut harvested as IFQ in the
commercial fishery and as GAF in the charter fishery. IFQ and GAF that are not barvested would
not be subject to the cost recovery fee; and fish harvested in excess of the amount authonzed by a
GAF permit, or in excess of allowed IFQ permit overages would not result in cost recovery fees
owed because such overages would be handled as enforcement actions.

To determine cost recovery fee liabilities for [FQ holders, NMFS uses data reported by
Registered Buyers to compute annual standard ex-vessel IFQ prices by month and port (or, if
confidentizl, by port group). These standard prices are published in the Federal Register and are
used to compute the total annual value of the [FQ fisheries. A fee percentage is determined by
dividing actual total management and enforcement costs by total IFQ fishery value. Only those
halibut and sablefish holders who had landings on their permits owe cost recovery fees. Fees
owed by an TFQ holder are the computed annual fee percentage multiplied by the value of their
[FQ landings.

2.2.7.4 Average Ex-vessel Value

The standard ex-vessel valies computed for commercial IFQ harvests also could be applied to
harvest of GAF fish. The area-wide (2C or 3A), annual, weighted average of ex-vessel values in
dollars per pound could be applied to IFQ pounds or the GAF equivalency to estimate value of
leased and harvested GAF. Without coliection of point of landing data and correlation to port of
landings, GAF harvests could not be assessed at the port or port group level. An average ex-
vessel value for all ports in the area could be used to value GAF. An average value for all ports
in an area by month could be applied to value GAF but is not considered in the first phase of the
satch sharing plan. Instead the value of harvested GAF and resulting fees could be based on the
average value of IFQ pounds harvested in all areas weighted by total [FQ harvests by month of
the year. The [FQ holders who transfer pounds for lease as GAF could owe cost recovery fees for
those GAF transferred and harvested by a charter halibut permit holder. Fees for GAF converted
back to EFQ pounds and harvested as commercial [FQ pounds could be assessed fees as
commercial landings with value estimated from the month of harvest and port of delivery.
Subsequent phases of catch sharing could improve precision of GAF valuation by identifying the
landing point or associated port. The date of GAF harvest could be assigned by the data
processing system. Then standard ex-vessel prices for GAF harvests could be applied on the
same month and area basis as for commercial landings.

2.2.7.5 Recoverable Costs

Only “incremental” costs, those incurred as a result of IFQ managsment that includes a GAF
component, are assessable as cost recovery fees. GAF program development and implementation
costs incurred by NMFS, [PHC, ADF&G and the Council prior to effectiveness of a catch sharing
final rule and implementing regulations cannot be recovered through the IFQ cost recovery
process. Agencies would absorb these start-up costs.

2.2.7.6 Cosis for a Catch Sharing Program
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Complete costs for a cooperative catch sharing program include all costs for managing the day to
day operation of GAF data collection, catch accounting, fishery management, monitoting,
enforcement, reporting and regulation updates. Detailed costs are not determined for each of
these program components but the range of annual activities needed to support and run an
efficient program would include all aspects of administering a GAF program, outreach,
processing GAF leases, collecting, comrecting and reporting of GAF data, monitoring of GAF
fishing and offloads for GAF program regulation compliance, enforcement of GAF regulations,
prosecution of GAF violations, writing and processing an smendment of the GAF program
regulations, annual reporting and review of GAF harvests, analysis of allocation and management
measure affects on GAF harvests.

2.2.8 Long Term Costs

2.2.8.1 GAF Program Data Confidentiality and Reporting

All GAF data collected from constituents or gencrated by NMFS would be subject to
confidentiality restrictions and released only in aggregate form under requirements of the MSA
and other applicable law.

In addition to information made available to GAF and IFQ account holders, NMFS anticipates
that non-confidential information about the GAF program would be made publicly available.
Public uses of the data include: data sharing; Council analyses of cherter halibut regulatory
amendments and reports on halibut catch sharing, and IFQ halibut and sablefish, and halibut [FQ
and GAF program activities. Such information would likely include: lists of GAF permit holders;
summaries of transfers between IFQ and GAF programs; summaries of GAF harvests angd
overages; counts of persons leasing up to allowed caps; and program management and
enforcement activities and costs.

2.2.9 Long Term Initiatives

Long term initiatives are included in this Implementation Plan to point out issues that are not
within the scope of the current action. Issues remain with the precision of estimated average
weight, the duration of the feedback loop, and the need for a practical method to gauge charter
harvest as the charter allocation is approached or exceeded in the future. These issues are not
new, but have been deferred as a result of previous Council decisions that recognized reasonably
foreseeable future actions that could lead to solutions.

2.2.9.1 Estimation of Average Weight

Far measuring GAF in numbers, a study should be developed to check the appropriateness of the
average weight assumed by area for converting between IFQ pounds and GAF numbers. This
entails evaluating the design of the in season sampling program for sampling GAF lengths from
the charter halibut fishery. It is unknown whether the extent of in season sampling of the lengths
of GAF from the charter halibut fishery in Areas 2C or 3A would be sufficient to represent the
average length {converted to weight) of IFQ fish landed by the commercial fishery in those areas,
The concem is whether the degree of resolution would be sufficient for equitable conversion
between areas where each of the fleet’s fish.

Improving the accuracy of the estimated average weight of charter halibut could require adding
sites to the port sampling programs ADF&G conducts during the charier halibut season
throughout Areas 2C and 3A. Currenily, sites are distnbuted along road systems near
communities. Remote lodges are typically not sampled making them a likely candidate for added
sampling effort. Sampling sites should be added where GAF would most likely be encountered. It
is anticipated that GAF would only be harvested if there are regulatory mechanisins in place that
restrict the allowable harvest below the demand. Therefore, GAF use is anticipated te occur mere
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in Area 2C than in Area 3A, at least initially. The estimated cost of a catch sampling program for
Ares 2C remote lodges for ADF&G salaries and benefits would be roughly $80,000. This
estimate might be higher or lower for other agencies to operate the program {NMFS, IPHC, or
private contractors.) Similar costs would be expected for a remote lodge sampling program in
Area 3A.

The extent of work to change the sampling design and add sites depends on the sampling
assumptions. The amount of GAF harvested in a given year is unknown, but would probably
make up a smail portion of the averzll charter harvest in 2 regulatory area, at least initially. Also
unknown are the temporal and geographic distributions of GAF. If GAF landings are patchy in
aither time or zrea, then the precision of an average weight estimate for GAF is likely to be low
relative 1o an average weight estimate for common pool harvest. Variability in mean weight does
not result in biased estimates if the sample size over time is propertional to the magnitude of
harvest. However, if a temporal component of the harvest is disproportionately sampled, and the
mean weight during that period is especially high or low, estimates of mean weight for the season
could be biased. Neither the SWHS nor the pert sampling interviews provide the information
needed to estimate the temporal pattern of harvest by charter or private anglers. The charter
logbook, however, provides information on effort. These assumptions point to the importance of
thoroughly evaluating the sampling of GAF throughout the distribution of offloading sites and
range of offioading times to get a representative sample of GAF to estimate GAF average weight.

It is unknown at this time whether the existing in season sampling programs that collect halibut
length data by port and point of landing are sufficient to differentiate specific effects on average
weight of an area’s sampling design, management approach, and fishery type and the other issues
addressed above. Findings from evaluation of the common pool and GAF average weight
estimates could be used to tailar in season sampling programs. Additionally, because different
regulatoty requirements or other selective fishing pressures may also affect size of common pool
and GAF charter-caught fish, differences in halibut length and weight may oceur and need to be
accounted for over bhme.

2.2.0.2 In Season Sampling for Average Weight

Currently, ADF&G in season sampling programs in Southeast and Southcentral Alaska measure
the lengths of charter halibut offloaded from charter and unguided vessels. The charter halibut
measured now would equate to common pool fish under the proposed element for a GAF
program. Under a charter allocation with a GAF program, halibut sampled from charter vessels
would equate to the combined harvest of cormon pool charter halibut and GAF.

Average weights currently are estimated from halibut length and weight sampled in ssason from
the charter halibut fleet by ADF&G. These preliminary estimates of average weight are for
subsrea (e.g.. Ketchikan, Sitka, Lower Cock Inlet, Western PWS, etc.). They are weighted by the
proportion of harvest in each subares to estimate the average weight by [PHC regulatory area.
Preliminary estimates of harvest {(in numbers of fish) are typically compiled by September and
preliminary average weight factors follow in October. Final estimates are available int the fall of
the following year. The estimates of average weight and numbers of fish can be quite different
between the preliminary projection and final estimates due to some raw data errors, but
principally because harvests can be distributed among the ports differently than projected for

sampling.

As noted in previous sections, the existing sampling program could accommodate measuring
GAF using the existing sampling design at no additional cost, as long as GAF are identifiable
using a harvest tag or some other means of identifying individual fish such as a length
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measurement. Further changes to the sampling manual and forms to distinguish a GAF from a
common peol fish could be accommodated through annual agency review and update.

2.29.3 Feedback Timing

Decisions on measures to manage the charter fleet harvest currently are based on a combination
of preliminary and final estimates of fishery performance and the International Pacific Halibut
Commission {IPHC) status of the halibut resource and stock yield. Final fishery performance
data from the State’s statewide survey of halibut harvest are available a year after the charter
fishery season ends, typically late in the fall. The IPHC uses these data to project stock status and
set the total catch level. Coupling delayed availability of data with the uninown time it could
take to prepare analysis documents, select measures from the management tool box, and provide
for regulatory cycle(s) to complete Federal rule making, could result in a three to four year lapse
of tine between a charter season and consequential management action.

Several components of the fishery management process would need to be changed to shorien the
amount of time between the end of a charter halibut fishing season and the point in time when
management measures that respond to that karvest take effect. First, the data collected to account
for the GAF and common poot harvest would need to be compiled in real time. As outlined, this
plan would accomplish real time accounting of the GAF portion of the harvest. To achieve real
tine accounting of the comman pool harvest a new work initiative would need to be completed as
sugpested in Section 2.5.6 of this EA/RIRARFA. Second, the definition of menagement
measures and as necessary the criteria to trigger use of a measure would need to be analyzed
periodically after implementation to provide a package ready for annual update with current
information. This would allow timely composition of required analyses for proposed rule
making, public comment, Secretarial review and approval, and final rule effectiveness between
charter halibut seasons. Last, the annual update of proposed catch sharing plan(s) for Areas 2C
and 3A (if necessary) would need 10 be scheduled for review and action by the Council and IPFHC
during regularly held meetings in the fall and early winter, and followed by timely action by the
Secretary of Commerce. This approach assumes the catch sharing plans are operafing
successfully and simple updates could become effective in the minimum regulatory time frame.

Reducing the feedhack loop depends on rapid succession of the steps to eslimaie common pool
and GAF catch through the end of the charter fishing season. An end of season estimate of catch
would be needed and would require real time data collection, data entry, verification, correction,
summary and reporting. A verified estimate of charter harvest would require the same speed of
processing data for two independent measures of catch, such as the logbook and in season catch
sampling. Camplete processing of catch estimates by the end of a season would allow the Council
time to evaluate the catch level against the target level and prescnibe eppropriate management
measures in the fall and winter. Amnalysis could be representative of current stock status and the
management circurnstances. Review of management measures would preceed through a
regulatory cyele for Council and Secretarial action. Timing of the IPHC estimation of available
yield would not be impacted but analysis could be based entirely on final estimates of charter
harvest. With this approach the management measures and season length could be established
during the year prior to the fishing season in which they would take effect and would not be
changed in season.

2.2.94 Methods

Practical methods to gauge charter harvests of halibut as a charter allocation is approached or
exceeded are not addressed in the proposed alternatives to implement catch sharing between the
commercial and charter halibut fleets. At issue is when does separate accounting count?
Methods could be defined with concrete steps to outline when an alloeation has been reached but
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determining criteria for a logical management response are not an implementation activity.
Developing this aspect of a catch sharing implementation plan is preliminary.

The current management approach responds to the charter fishery several seasons after harvest
has occurred. This separation of action and consequence is not necessary. For example, harvest
information from the 2008 charter fishery currently exists in the form of logbeok data and the in
season catch sampling data. These harvest data are not currently used in the direct estimation of
annual harvests but they could be if funds were expended to process data sooner, A prerequisite
of thorough definition of an associated funding need would be evaluation of necessary
adjustments to the scope and design of existing programs for data collection, validation,
enforcement, and reporting. The likely result would be real time data collection that could be
used to evalyate catch, effort and value of charter halibut harvests. Post-season evaluation of
harvest information would provide the Council mote timely harvest data to compare to catch
limits and could enhance Couneil selection of management measures. Revisions for real time
data collection could include needed but currently unavailable data items such as refined average
length data for more precise conversions between IFQ and GAF. The Council and commercial
and charter fleets would benefit from & management approach based on in season data collection.
However, data timeliness should not be substituted for data accuracy and the need to analyze
sampling procedures for alignment with management objectives.

A reduction in the turn around time for data collected from the charter halibut fishery could ailow
management based on total catch from the previous fishing season. The degree of streamlining to
complete required State and Federal regulatory steps would influence how quickly management
could respond. Additional changes could include but are not limited to pre-preparation of
documents for rapid addition of required analyses and time sure reporting to the Council and final
action for regulatory review by the IPHC and Secretary of Commerce.

2.2.9.5 Future OQutlook

Changes to this Implementation Plan would be expected as a result of Council direction on the
catch sharing olan. The plan could be retived or expanded in the shori term te include new
requirements for selected catch sharing plan elements and options. In the longer term, this
Implementation Plan could change through practical guidance provided by stakeholders through
the rulemaking process; as a result of new solutions to implementation problems; or to simply
adapt to changing circumstances.

2.3 Summary

The Implementation Plan outlines State and Federal government action to manage exchange of
halibut for lease and harvest the charter halibut fleet and would implement the GAF program.
The Implementation Plan anticipates expansion of existing agency programs, given sufficient
funding, for cooperative and timely record keeping and enforcement of GAF halibut harvests in
the short termh. The plan discusses new initiatives as gudance for long term improvement in the
accuracy and timeliness of charter harvest infarmation. NMFS and ADF&G will be better able to
address needed data collection, monitoring requirements, enforcement, and associated costs of a
catch sharing program after the Council identifies a final alternative and any elements and options
to implement catch sharing for Area 2C and 3A charter halibut fisheries
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Celebrating

60 years
£ of Service

Mission: to promote cooperative economic development that preserves the essence
of the community while enhancing the quality of life.

September 25, 2008

Eric Olson, Chairman

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 W 4" Avenue, Suite #306

Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

Dear Mr. Olson and Distinguished Council,

As the Executive Director of the Homer Chamber of Commerce and representing the 13 members of the Board of Directors, |
would like to clarify to the Council a letter that was sent to you on September 22, 2008. Our letter requested that the Couneil
take no action on agenda ilems C -1band C -1c at the October 2008 meeting because of the lack of comparative economic
analysis.

This letter has since caused a point of contention with some of our members of the commercial fishing industry. The letter was
not intended to create such contention or to cause further delay of the North Couneil formulating a viable solution. The Board of
the Homer Chamber of Commerce truly believes that a request for further economic data on the impact of the recreational sport
fishing industry, particularly in area 3A, is necessary in order to better represent our diverse members and to make fair and
“informed decisions on their behalf,

On Thursday, September 25, 2008, the Board held a special session to revisit the content of the letter, and decided that a point
of clarification and intent may be necessary, The allocation of this renewable resource affects the livelihoods of a significant

percentage of our membership and our community. The Chamber’s Board feels that it needs the most recent economic data to
review in order that they can provide our membership a clearer understanding of the ¢conomic impact of the entire 3A fishery.

The Homer Chamber Board of Directors is comprised of dedicated citizens and business leaders whose only intent is to be more

informed on this very complex issue that impacts our entire community. Therefore, I urge the North Council to consider their
efforts and the letter in reference, as a request for statistical economic data.

Sincerely,
- .
SN L
Tina Day
Executive Director

201 Sterling Hwy., Homer, AK 99603
907.235.7740  fax: 907.235.8766  info@homeralaska.org  www.homeralaska.org



Chairman Olson and Council Members:
| am Patricia Phillips, Mayor of Pelican, Alaska, This is year five as mayor. You have in your

packet my written statement as well as an atfidavit submitted on behalf of the City of Pelican.
My comment is to reiterate the impact of halibut charter harvest to the City of Pelican. Pelican is
a small rural fishing community in SE Alaska. We recently eclebrated 70 years in existence as a
commercial fishing community. Economic opportunities are virtually limited to commercial
fishing and the Pelican City Council works hard to preserve its commercial fishing lifestyle and
places great emphasis on protecting this quality of life. However. our economy has diversified
into recreational oppertunities.

Pelican is a first class city, The annual expenditures are based on local, state, and federal
revenues. Of significant importance is raw fish tax, which is 3% of ex-vessel value, collected by
the State of Alaska, of which half is returned to the City. The poundage harvested by the chartcr
industry directly adversely impacts the City’s budget.

It takes $873,000 of gross recreational profits, based on 4 % sales tax on services provided, to
equal $35,000 raw fish tax revennes to the City. However, charter fishing activities take place
outside Cily limits thus no tax revenues are collected on charter services provided.

The current level of animosity within the community that is caused by the displacement of the
focal resident commercial fishing sector by the charter fishing sector is of serious concern.
Childhood friends are now virtual enemies, with propaganda displayed in mean-spirited fashion.
Most local charter operators in Pelican are conscientious and want resource conservation
measures for the long-term viability of the resource and ¢conomic sustainability. However, a
greater percentage of the charter businesses in Pelican are seasonal operations. They reside in
Pelican several months of the year and then leave for other locations. Yet there is an expectation
by these seasonal operations that the City will continue to provide water, scwer, trash, fuel and
electricity and maintain harbor, forry dock, and seaplane float and other public use infrastructure.
The challenge for the City is to pro-rate a fair share of the costs of these services 1o all users,
The Advisory Panel has forwarded a Catch Sharing Plan with recommendation for Council
approval. The IPHC has expressed cautious concern from a stock health standpoint.

The September 19, 2008 IPHC letter to Eric Olson, Chair, NPFMC states, “The lack of

compliance with GHL targets will exacerbate the prescnt conservation problem in Area 2C.°



I contend that any delay by the NPFMC to address the problem statement will not only adversely
affect the adherence to catch limits assigned by the [PHC. but will also undermine the economic
foundation of many coastal fishing communities.

Option 1{a): fixed percentage based on existing guideline harvest levels 2C 13.1% and 3A 14.0%
is an essential factor in recognizing the specific historical vse of the haiibut resource,

The NMFS is the federal agency responsible for implementation and compliance to the GHL.
But a basic component grievously missing is adequate reliable accountability of harvest catch
rate by the charter sector. The unbridled, unchecked, and urreported harvest by ihe charter sector
for the past two decades must be curtailed. Citizens at the local jevel are aghast at the blatant
level of disregard to catch reporting by the charter sector and lack of meonitoring efforts by the
pertinent governmental agencies. Not only is the stewardship responsibility by the resource
managers scverely diminished but a great deal of uncertainty at the local level creates a climate
of distrust and ambiguity.

The Catch Sharing Plan was examined and analyzed by staff at the direction of the Council,
Then put forth for public review and comments. The plan has been expanded upon by the
Advisory Panel with elements that address management objectives consistent with the April 7,
2008 Council Action on Charter Halibut Catch Sharing Plan for Area 2C and 3A problem
statement. This due diligence is precisely the reason this recommendation by the Advisory Pancl
should be approved by the NPFMC for final action at this meeting,
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

SCOTT VAN VALIN, #7 o/, T -

——

r
g r

Plaintiffy, - i

v, ' ' " Cvil Actiew No, 03-0094] o

i SR,
THE HONGRABLE CARLOS M. '
GUTIERREZ, in bis official capacity s |
Secretary of Commerce, o oL, i
. . ]

DBefendanta, T : CoTn T e B J :'_'i !
P e ine e iees [ _ —— - CoLT

1+ We the Clty Counc of the City of Port Alexander and o8 behalf of the City of
Part Alexander, SUPPORT tmplementation of the one halibut daibyibog timi for charter
clivuts in the Somheas: (2C) Alaska MpupmgeTieni arey in 2008, Fie oue halibut daily

limit is nocessury to constrain charter harvest 1o the sector’s Guideline Hervest Level

B (GHL) thereby protecting Southeast halibut stocks from over harves,
2. The survival of Port Alexsnder 35 a commusity depends on viable scoess to
I ¥ heaithy and abundant marine fish stocks. Residents support sustainsble management of
merine fisheries, and befieve harvesting sHocations should be directly tied to resource
sbundance
;Lz 3. The Southcast halihut stock is atimated by the Intecnational Pacific Halibat

Commission w be acar historically low levels of abundance. Catch rates have dropped
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for ali sectors. The Southeast setdine halibut quots bas besn reduced by 43% over the two

years to conserve the resource and aliow rebuilding,

4. In 2003 a guideline harvest level (GHI.) was established for the halibut charter -+’

fishery in Southcast to place an upper bownd un charer harvost, The GHL., as esublishod
stairsteps down as halibut gbundance declines. Declines in halibut sbundance did not
trigger the stair step wntjl 2008, when the charier GHL dropped from 1.4 miltion pounds
to 0.931 million pounds,

3. The halibut charter scctor has excesded its GHL. for the pest four years. During _ _

the firat e yrarg of that oversge, tha Lalibut welline yuole vy podugwd tu Laa o T

for the overayges and prevent over harvesting the halibut resource. These reallocations

| l-mpwt Port Alexander (ishermen and our comtnunity. since the economic survival of the

commumity depends on the curnmercial halibur and saimon flect. In 2006 the chaner
sector's (HL overnge also caused an average of the area Constant Exploitation Yield
(CEYY), or the amount of figh that can be aruoally harvested on a sustainable basis. In
2007 and 2008 charter hatibut harvest corrol Testriclions were recomtnended by the
International Pacific Halibut Commission (IPHC} and North Pacific Fishery Management
Council, respectively, 10 prevent CBY and GHI, overages. Assumifg-that (hesc controls
would be effectively implemented by June 1% of the respective years, the IPHC set
fishery cach limits after using the GEHL a3 the proxy for harvest. IF the one halibut daily
Limit is not implemented in June, the halibu charter GHL will omce again exceed its GHL
and will likely cause a CEY overage. Over harvesting the resource during this time of

low abundunce creates a scrious Fesourse concen), wver harvesting catch limits four
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years straight years when the resource is at low levels jeopardizes the future or our | : , f‘ :
comrmunity and the future of all who depend on the halibut resaurce. . ' ' [
6. Port Alexander residents have participated in developing a management plan . r #J'
for the Southeast halibut charter sector through the Nortl, Pacific Fishery Management ; i ;‘!i
Council public process for the past 15 years. Hundreds of concerned fishermen have " } ﬁ::
E provided testimony urging the Councll 1o establish a charter halibut GHL, and effectively ! I ;
: % manage the charter sector to that GHL. The one halibut dai ly bag limit is the first : . i..:ﬂ
'E; offective halibut charter management restriction implemented as a result of that process. J L
E{ Suspending implementation of this limit will decrease the public’s confidence in the
,L regulatory process.
"
..:: 7. Port Alexander supports sustainable harvest and conservitive fishery
management. Sharing the burden of conservation encourages muﬁhﬁun and good
4 stewardship in fishery harvesicrs Reduced quotas impose cconoasle hardship on all who
make their living from harvesting the resource. but are necessary i protect the long-term
health of the halibut resource. Our community depends on the-tlibut resource for ¥
sustenance and livelihood. The one halibut daily limit is necessary to ensure charter Sk J +-: 1
; harvest is restricted 1o the sector's GHL, the resource is not over harvested, and fishery : :'l .
*? dependent communities such as Port Alexander survive,
] Ty as snayu promwin, NEICDy UECHIre AN Certiry, UNAcT PCRAY OF perjury under e 3
laws of the United States of America, that the foregoing is true and correct. It is hased on
my personal knowledge, and if I were called to testify in this court proveeding. my
N testimony would be the same as what is contained in this AMidavit.
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Alaska Trollers Association

130 Seward St., No. 211
Juneau, Alaska 99801
(907) 586-9400

(907) 586-4473 Fax

Testimony of the Alaska Trollers Association
to the North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
Halibut Allocation
Good afternoon Mr. Chairman and members of the NPFMC. My name is Carter Hughes
and [ am a salmon troller that holds a small amount of halibut quota share. I fish out of

Pelican and Sitka, in SE AK. I sit on the board of directors for the Alaska Trollers

Association (ATA) and testify before you today on behalf of the organization.

ATA represents the salmon troll fleet in SE AK. The troll fleet is a small boat, hook and
line fleet that targets salmon. However, many of us in the troll fleet own halibut [FQs.
Although halibut is not our primary fishery, it is an important source of income and thus

an issue of concern to ATA.

ATA’s position is that commercial fishing is a public access conduit for the fish-eating
consumer. Those that buy fish in the super market are every bit as entitled to access as
those that catch fish on charter vessels. Quite frankly, there are more fish eating
members of the public that buy commercially caught fish in the store than catch them on

charter boats in AK.



Itis also ATA’s position that charter fishing is commercial fishing. Charter fishing is an
industry that derives its income from the harvest of fish. One of the primary differences
between charter fishing and commercial fishing is accountability with respect to
management and conservation. The burden of conservation is carried by the

“commercial” group, which is regulated by an IFQQ system, an expensive investment.

The charter sector, by comparison, is an vnconstrained commercial user group that wants
to have potential growth even during times of declining abundance. This is particularly
true in SE AK where the area 2C quota has been cut by 43% in the past 2 years, the entire
burden being shouldered by the IFQ sector. As management bodies such as the IPHC
and Iater the NPFMC have sought to constrain the charter sector by implementing a one
fish bag limit, the charter fleet has wiggled out of its conservation responsibility by
changing the venue until eventually the decision left the groups with fishery management
expertise and ended up in the Federal Court system. Clearly, conservation is not of

concern to the SE AK charter sector.

We think the Council and user groups would be served by a standard similar to king
salmon allocation in Southeast, where both the commercial and sport sectors are held to

their respective hard cap quotas, which are based on abundance.

ATA supports the elements of Alternative 2 that hold the charter fleet to a hard line
gllocation that fluctuates with abundance. This is consistent with not only king salmon,

but also lingeed in Southeast.



Charterboat operators should not receive an increase from the current GHL. The current
GHL was generous at the time of its implementation and afl sectors agreed on it. At
125%, it had an unprecedented room for growth built in. Any increase in the charter
percentage ailocation beyond its eurrent level should be fully compensated through the

leasing of IFQs from the setline sector.

Finally, I would like to state that the “New Alternative” proposed by certain members of
the taskforce and their lobbyists, with iis 2 fisk annual bag limit and no annual limit until
halibut stocks are severely depressed, is a recipe for disaster in area 2C. Tt will greatly
antagonize the current depletion problem and destroy the economies of most of the rural
comunmnities, which depend far more heavily on subsistence and commercial fishing than
they do on charter fishing, This alternative fails to meet the problem statement cumrently
before the Council and thumbs its nose at conservation for ali areas by ignoring regional
depletion problems and waiting wntil the coast wide stocks are at very low levels before

acknowledging any responsibility to conserve stocks.
Also, ATA believes that traw! bycatch numbers and area 3B and 4 halibut harvest
numbers have little to do with setline and charter harvest in SE AK. Anyone who uses

this claim is wiltfully misrepresenting harvest data,

Thank you all very much.
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NPFIVC,

In (681 tha fishing village of Elfin Cove had one charter boat. Now the same
village has more ﬂ\an 30. This charter boom has occurred statewide at the
expansa of local sport fishermen, commercial fishermen and the consumer with
too little, belated regulation from those agencles responsible for fisheries
managemeri.

When IFQs were implemeanted, charters wete lumpad in with sport fishing and
assentially at that time halibut was a fully allocated resource. The Charter flaets
@HL has grown like a cancer on that allocation and ;'liminlshed all other user

o groups cuts. This has cost the Commaerclal fleet money, the consurmer pounds
of fisi1, and the local sport fishermens CPUE has dropped.

Despite all this the charter industry conftinues to demand more. Itis time to ¢ut
back charter GHL's, institute an Immediate emergency moratorium on charter
boats, start a buy back program on overcapitalizect charter operations, and
insﬁt!.lte an IFQ program that is separate from commercial IFQ and is allocated
trom:the reduced target GHL.

Whegn IFQY's were first implemented for the commerclal flaet there were many
who ost out, and there wera others who had luck or monay and won out. There
ars now many less commaercial boats fishing halibut. Many complainad but

gomething had to be done. We are at this point now with the charter fieet.
Sompething needs to be done. A good start is to reduce the charter GHL now
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-~ |
with .an &ye to implementing the other reforms mentioned.

Halibut i a limited resaurce. We have a growing subsistence take, 8 growing
spor take, a growing charter take and a diminishing commercial take in the
sector that actually representa the largest interested party-the consumer. Now is
the time to consolidate the charter fleet, curb the GHL and leave tﬁose that
remain with a steady business plan whose only wild card is the abundance of
fish, not new entrants or new last minute regulations. Consolidation thru IFQ's
was tough on the commerclal flaet and it will be tough on the charter fleet but it
neads 1o be done as it is extremaly unfair for my family fishing operation and the
fish wating consumer to see less fish bacauss of an unregutated and out of

control charter industry.

Thankyou,
Scoft Visscher
FN Georgia, Eifin Cove and Halnes AK.
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lel I I Halibut Coalition <halibutcoalition@gmail.com>

HaIEI:_)ut 20

Sandy Craig <icystraitadventures@gmail.com> Man, Sep 29’52_:23?3::

To: Halibut Coalition <halibutcoalition@gmail.com>

North Pacific Fisheries Management Council.
Dear Chairman Olsen and Members of the Council,

| am a charter boat operator who supports a GHL based on abundance and sustainabilility.
| have been chartering for over 25 years as a small operator. | am fully booked for 2009.

| support a GHL for charter boats that will be enforceable and tied to abundance. Most of
my groups did not keep any fish past day three of their trip and | did not keep more than
one halibut per person per day. My clients don't complain. | did however keep a lot of big
fish, 100 pounds plus that | would have prefered photographing and releasing and then
having kept smaller, more edible fish. That is not easy to do with existing regulations. |
would like a size limit. | would also like a one fish per day limit and an annual bag limit for
out-of state-anglers. From what | hear, the reason so many charter operators want 2 fish
per day is because they are in urban areas that are over fished and they don't catch big, 50
pound fish, so they need to keep a lot more little fish to fill those boxes. That has a direct
affect on local sport fishermen and subsistance users. That is not sustainable. That shows
overfishing and that is what is going on in many areas.

| am changing all of my information letters to limit the number of boxes of fish to two per
person each trip. | don't want to see Alaska's fisheries go the way of many of the world's
fisheries. The IPHC has done a great job for over 100 years. Now it appears their hands
are tied and the fishery is at stake.

| have been commercial halibut fishing since 1982 and | am an IFQ holder. | accept the
43% reduction as a necessary move for stock survival. | don't accept a reallocation of
existing harvestable stocks to the charter fishery that has shown no stewardship of a limited
resource.

Please act now and maintain the halibut stocks and diverse economy in Area 2C.
Sandra Craig

PO Box 13
Elfin Cove, AK 99825

http://mail.google.com/mail/?ui=2&ik=442301aeb6a& view=pt&search=inbox&msg=11cb0... 9/29/2008
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NPFWMC,

in 1981 the fishing viliage of Eilin Cove had one charter boat. Now the same
village has more th_an 30. This charter boom has occurred statewide at the
expanse of local eport fishermen, commerclal fishermen and the consumer with
too little, belated raguiation from those agencies responsible for flsheries
management.

When IFQs wera implemented, charters were lumped in with sport fighing and
essantially at that ime halibut was a fully allocated resource. Tha Charter flaets
GHL has grown like a cancer on that allocation and ﬂiminished all other user
grou(:s cuts, This has cost the Commaercial fleet money, the consumer pounds
ot figh, and the local sport fishermens CPUE has dropped.

Despite all this the charter industry continues to demand more. Itis ime to cut
back charter GHL's, institute an immediate emeargancy moratorlum on chartar
boaty, start a buy back program on overcapitalized charler operations, and
instii!.!te an [FQ program that is separate from commercial IFQ) and ls allocated
trom:tha reduced target GHL.

When IFQ's were first implemented for the commercial fleet there were many
who lost out, and there were others who had luck or money and won out. There
are now many less commercial boats fishing halibut. Many complained but
something had fo be dons. Wa are at this point now with the charter fiset.
Somathing needs to be done. A good start|s to reduce the charter GHL now



- 99/29/2088 11:13 9B776562614 KINGS STORE IWC PAGE 03

|
with an eye to implementing the other reforms mentioned.

Halibut is a limited resource. We have a growing subsistence take, & growing
sporl take, a growing charter take and a diminishing commaercial take in the
sactor that actually represents the largest inferested party-the consumer. Now is
the tima to consolidate the charter flaet, curb the GHL and leave thoss that
remain with a steady business plan whose only wild card is the abundance of
fish, not new entrants or new last minute regulations. Consolidation thru IFQ's
was tough on the commerclal fleet and it will be tough on the charter Aest but It
needs to be done as it is extremely unfair for my family fishing operation and the
fish wating cansumer to see lgss fish Because of an unregulated and out of
control chartsr industry.

Thankyot,
Scott Visscher
F/V Georgia, Effin Cove and Haines AK



AGENDA ITEM C-1(b )

Supplemental
Octobar 2008
NPFMC Staff projections of imposing a 1-fish bag limit starting in 2008,
Projected Area 2C allocations {MIb) based on updated IPHC estimates of combined cemmercial and charter catch limit
1a 1b 1c 1d 2a 2b 2e 3a 3b 3¢ GHL
2007 134 1.77 1.19 1.54 143 1.69 1.90 1.38 1.66 1,55
2008 1.04 1.37 .93 1.19 1.43 1.69 1.90 1.23 1.47 141 0.931
2009 0.89 1.18 0.80 1.03 1.43 1.69 1.90 1.16 1.39 135 1.074
2010 .80 1.17. 7o 1402 143 1.69 1.90 1.16 1.8 1.35 1217
2011 0.92 1.22 0. 1.07 1.43 1.69 1.90 1.18 1.41 1.36 1.432
Percentage difierence between Area 2C projected allocation and projected harvest
Ta 1D Tc 1d 2a 2b 20 3a ab 3C GHL
2007 2% 22% -15% 11% 4% 19% 28% 1% 17% 11%
2008 13% 3% 3% 25% 37% 47% 53% 27% 39% 6% 3%
2009 4% 21% 7% 10% 35% 45% 51% 20% 3% a1% 14%
2010 £% 18% 21% 6% 33% 43% H50¥% 17% 31% 29% 21%
2011 =% 19% “20% T% 31% 48% 48% 16% 30% 28% 31%

Source: IPHC projections of combined commercial and charer catch limit. NEI prejeclions of future harvest.

Thursday, Oct 2, 2008



Catch Sharing Plan for Areas 2C & 3A

Presented by
Jane DiCosimo, NPFMC
Darrell Brannan
Jonathan King, Northern Economics, Inc

Program Obijectives

« Establish a catch sharing plan (CSP) for the
commercial and charter halibut sectors in Area 2C
and Area 3A.

» Request IPHC to establish a combined commercial
and charter catch limit for each area.

« Set sector allocations of each combined catch limit
between the commercial and charter sectors.

= Allocations will not be revised from year-to-year.




Program Objectives (cont.)

» Place the charter area allocations in common poals for
usa by area charter limited entry permit holders.

« The charter sector is expected to stay at or below its
allocations. Management measures would be modified
in future years 10 ensure sectors stay within their
allocations.

« Exceeding the charter allocation would not close the
charter fishery or alter in-seascn management
measures.

Status Quo Alternative

Area 2C

» 2-fish bag limit, one of the halibut may be no more
than 32°

» No possession by captains and crew
» B-line limit

Area 3A
« 2-fish bag limit

= No possession by captains and crew




Program Objectives (cont.)

» The Council would adjust management measures after an
overagefunderage of 0%, 5% or 10% is determined to have
accurred. Determining that an overage has occurred and
implementing the new regulations could take 3-4 years from the
year of the overage.

= Individual charter limited entry permit holders would be allowed
to lease commercial halibut IFQs for use as Guided Angler Fish
{GAFs) by their clients. GAFs will be exempt from measures
that are more restrictive than those in regulation for nen-guided
anglers.

Halibut Charter; Allocation

Option 1: Fixed percentage of combined charter
harvest and commercial catch limit (SWHS)

Base Years Area 2C Area 3A Formula
a) 1995-99 13.1%  14.1% . 0" o
CHare+ (1L
b) 200105 17.2% 154%  _ cweon
CHarc+ (L
C)2004  117%  12.7% ﬂ;

T Allar =

d) 2005 152% 12.7% CHars 2

2400




Halibut Charter: Allocation

Option 2: Fixed pound allocation calculated
using the average charter harvest during the
base period (SWHS)

Base Years Area 2C  Area 3A
a) 1995-1999 1.43MIb.  3.65 Mlb
b) 2000-2004 1.69MIb.  4.01 Mk
¢) 2001-2005 1.80MIb. 4.15Mlb

Halibut Charter: Allocation

Option 2: Suboption: Stair-step up and down:

This option adjusts the fixed pound allocation when the
total CEY or the combined commercial and charter
catch limit changes a predefined percentage from the
starting point selected by the Council.




Option 2a Projected Area 2C Charter
Allocations Using Various Starting
Points for the Stairstep Suboptions

CEY Comined
Cateh Limit
Cplicn 20 19951939 2000-2004 2001-2005 2008 208
Year Area 2C
2004 08 0.93 0.7 1.43 1.43
2009 0.53 033 093 143 143
2010 107 .07 1.07 1.79 1.43
20m 1.22 107 122 15 143
22 1.43 143 1.22 208 143
2013 143 143 1.43 222 1.43
4 143 143 143 236 143
2015 143 143 1.43 236 143

Option 2a Projected Area 3A Charter
Allocations Using Various Starting
'Points for the Stairstep Suboptions

CEY Combined

Catch Lomi
Opeion 22 1905 199 20002004 FO0 <2005 L) 2008
Year Arna A4
2] .85 A55 3ES EX .68
00 d.65 .65 A5G 16 3.65
Ha 4.0 4.20 4.4 4,68 3.85
M 493 4.9 4,56 4.93 4.20
212 5.0 5.29 483 528 456
213 229 5.65 506 565 493
2014 5.85 565 528 Bt 5 2

205 566 5.65 520 565
Sowrce: IPHE progect ions of Cotwre CEY's o Combiccd Commereiad and Chaner Caich Limits,

a9




Summary of Stairstep Suboptions

» Adding stairstep suboptions to the fixed allocation
causes the fixed allocation to behave like a
percentage based allocation.

Data limitations, calculating historic coastwide CEY
and combined catch limits, precluded all suboptions
identified by the Council in April from being analyzed.

« Area 2C allocations are projected to change under all
suboptions where CEY is used to define the starting
int to measure changEG (by as much as 1.25 Mib
tween 2007 and 2015).

= The allocation is net projected to change from 2007
through 2015 under the Area 2C 2008 combined catch
limit option.

Summary of Stairstep Suboptions

= Area 3A allocations are projected to change
under all stairstep suboptions, in some cases
more than 2 Mib, between 2007 and 2015.

« The suboptions result in the same general trend
under the three fixed poundage allocation
options.




Halibut Charter: Allocation

Option 3. 50% of allocation based on percentage
formula and 50% in fixed pounds {swHs).

Area 2 Area 3A

Option Y% Mibs. Yo Mibs.

3a (125% of 1885-1999) 6.5% 0.72 71% 1.82

3b (125% of 2000-2004) 8.2% 0.85 8.0% 2.01

3¢ (125% of 2001-2005) 8.6% 0.95 7.7% 2.07

Projected Charter Harvest

« An ARIMA Model was used to generate charter
harvest estimates (Areas 2C and 3A) for
2007-2011 using ADF&G harvest estimates and
standard errors from1895-20086.

« 95% confidence intervals (Cl) were calculated
for the harvest estimates.
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Projected Area 2C charter harvest (Mlb)

{4813}
1

s TR A0 Afns 20 Harva gl

Wapmin

wnde ST

936 18507

= 1.83F M GHL

1958 1908 2000 FO01 FoO3 20G3d @

oda 00 2008 2007 IJFOOE FOOO SA1@ 2o

=r=Frjociod Harvesi-Lenglh Limil with highgrading

| | il jug it A Prajschan

Projected Area 3A charter harvest (MIb)

450 1
4325 4
400
aTs
.50
a29
300
& 274
= 25
§ 2
200
175
150
125
100
075
083
0as
0.0

Ty ] Clon Ayt mn
A LT

1998

1897 1908 1990 2040 2001 202 2003

=— Otheial Asma 3A Harveal
365 MB GHL

2604 2006 2008 207 QOB 2006 20 M

= Proposed Havoasl wmith SC Ban
—#—Propoied Horvgat Mo SC Han




Tasia1

Projected Allocation Compared to
Projected Harvest (Area 2C)

Area2C diocation amoun (Mib) and Its retasion o projeciad harvest, 2007-201)

Fereanlage Based Allocalions Frxed Fonmd A lbocation Mixcd Allocation

Yiar la Ik Ic Id 2a M k Ja b 3c

o007 LM L7 LB LM 143 16 LW 1B L66 LSE
00 LM LI 08 LIS 143 L 190 123} 147 L4
W6 0B LB 08 LB L8 1 19 L6 LY 13
20 0B LD OB LR LG L 19 LIS L3 L3
WML 092 12 B 17 LB e 10 LIE L4l 136

Baold font = allogalion greater than hansast
Bold and Undariing = harvasi greater than allgsation
Nomal font = allocalion is wilhin 5% Cl of harvest

Table1

0
2011

Projected Allocation Compared to

Projected Harvest (Area 3A)

Anca 34 allocatton amgut and its rdation to projecied harvest, 2007-2011
Feremage Bsed Alloctions Fixed Pound Allxation Mixal Allocaion

la

i1
As2
in
ix
432

Ib Ic Id 2 ) Py k! X X

71 386 49 365 40 445 I 443 4
41 A3 407 s 401 405 363 AN 369
4 33t 48 165 400 415 368 428 373
524 3% 457 165 401 415 381 441 385
571 X% 49 365 4l 445 19 46 401

Bold font = allocation grealar than harvest
Bold and Underline = harvest greater than aliocalion
MNormal font = allocation is within 85% CI of harvest




New Information Since April:
Charter Income from Trip Fees in 2C

Estimatas of potential Area 20 charter Inceme {In miian dellars) lar the yoars 2007-20H 1 hased on
the various gllocations
Parceniags Basad Alacations  Fived Pound Afacaton  Mixed Alcation

Yoar Ta 1b e 1d 2a Zh 2e 2 3 3¢
2007 1254 1566 11.20 1445 1341 1584 1781 1287 1553 14.51
2008 o972 1283 &68 1120 1341 1584 1781 1156 1382 1324
2008 §36 11,04 747 454 1341 1584 178 1082 1X00 1254
2(M0 830 1356 T41 957 1347 158 1781 10BS 1286 1261
2011 BET 11.45 774 9899 1347 5B 1781 1104 1318 1278

Assumpians: The average client would harves! 24 |bs of balibet por ¢np m 20 {Ihe average kaeves from 2002
thmugh 2006 using ADF&G dawa). The average charier trip cost 3225, Chamer cllens ook just cnough rips o

b westt theie entine progected alloci Son. Revenucs genemial foom bdging, ood. and scrvioes tho are chargedin
addition ta the basic € lmner fee are mol considered @ this estima ke, por ane consumer surpluses genemted from the

trip. All Lhese should be oo msidired whet Lddecssing net beaelits o the Nalion oad ane discussed i 1his scction of
the RIR

Charter Income from Trip Fees in 3A

Table1 Estimales of potential Area3A charter income {in milion dollars] for the years S07-
2011 basad on M varioes allocations.
FPamwentage Sased Afocations _ Fixed Pound Aocation  Mivad Aliocation
Year 13 h e id 2a pi] A k= i) X
2007 3465 W2 42 43 ZFEB DM M3 JOL A HI8
2m8 2001 3M 260 2631 ZE 008 313 2219 N5 2872
20% 274 ELT2 2698 2688 FB M08 NI 2B56 2183 2R05
2010 3180 3498 28685 2885 B 008 .93 2059 2310 2099
2011 3465 3011 3143 3143 3B 005 313 O MAM NoA

Assumpions: The average cbiem would hanvest 30 1bs of haliba per inp i 3A {the mverag@e horvest friom 2002
through 2006 using ADFRC dntal. The sverage chamer wip cost $225, Charier clionts took j181 enough trips o
hearvest their entire projecied allocation. Revenues generated from bodging, Food, tnd sarvices that ore charped in
addition o the basic charer fec e nol considered in this estimae, nor are coniimer sipluses gorombal fram he
trip. All these chould be consdersd when addesing net benefiis to the Mation md arc discused in this section ol
the RIR
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Halibut Processing

» Commercial

» The commaereial halibut fishery was allccated 6.2 M. Lb, of
halibut in IPHC Area 2C and 24.2 M. Lb. in Area 3A, during
2008. Assuming all of the halibut were processed using
custom processors at $0.35 per pound, round weight, the
income genarated would be $2.2 million in Area 2C and $8.5
million in Area 3A.

« This does not represent the total bensfits processors derive
fram halibut.

= Halibut is important to processors because it helps provide a
steady supply of fish throughout much of the year.

Processors of Charter Halibut

« Faas charged to freeze and vacuum pack halibut in Southeast
and Southcentral Alaska communities during 2008 ranged from
$1.00 to $1.35 per pound, incoming weights.

« Flash freezing has an additional charge (about $0.25 per
pound). :

» Filleting the halibut before it is packaged and frozen typically
added an additional $0.10 to $0.15 per pound

= |If a client only wanted the fish vacuum packed, the cost was
reported to be about $0.75 to $0.95 per pound.

= To have the halibut only frozen was reported to cost about
$0.60 to $0.75 per pound in 3A communities and $0.25 to $0.50
in 2C communities.

11



Processors of Charter Halibut

» We do not know the amount of halibut harvested by clients on
charter vessels or the cost each person pays for processing
their catch. Assuming each halibut was cleaned and dressed
by the charter operator before it was delivered to the processar
and the processing fee was $1 per pound incoming weight --
0.9 Mibs of halibut delivered in 2C would generate $0.9 million.
In area 3A, 1.8 Mibs of fillets would generate $1.8 million.
These estimates are probably too high because not all of the
halibut harvested from charter vessels will be commercially
processed.

» K charter clients all paid $6.00 per pound to have their fish
processed, packaged, and shipped to their heme, in Area 2C
the cost would be $5.4 million to have 0.9 Mibs processed and
shipped. In Area 3A the cost would be about $10.8 million.

Cost Recovery

« The maximum cost recovery fee that can be
established is 3% of exvessel halibut and
sablefish value.

= The halibut and sablefish cost recovery fee for
2007 was set at 1.2% of exvessel landings and
reportedly vielded $2.7 million to cover
management and enforcement costs.

» The cost recovery fee for this program would
apply to all halibut and sablefish IFQ permit
holders.




Cost Recovery

= Assuming the harvest and exvessel prices of
halibut and sablefish remain relatively stable, a
$500,000 increase in costs would increase the
cost recovery fee to about 1.5%, or about 0.3%.

» Changes in exvesssl prices and commercial
allocations will impact the fee percentage.

Element 5 - Supplemental Use of
Guided Angler Fish

» Revises commercial halibut IFQ regulations to allow LEP
holders to lease commercial IFQ and provide guided anglers
with additional harvesting opportunities in excess of charter
regulations, but not In excess of unguided regulations. NMFS
would convert IFG into guidad angler fizsh {GAF).

« Provision A:

» In Area 2C, we eslimate GAF availability at 50,000 to 100,000
GAF whils 2011 GAF “demand” under a one-fish bag limit and the
allocation alternatives could be between 21,000 and 76,000 GAF
{Page 108, Table A-65). Even under 2007 conditions we would
estimate GAF demand to preserve 2007 harvest conditions al
approximately 30,000-40,000 GAF,

= In Are 3A, wa astimate GAF availlability at 150K to 190K GAF
while 2011 GAF “demand” coukd ba 0 te 30,000 GAF depending
on the allocation scenario.

13



Element 5 - Supplemental Use of
Guided Angler Fish(Con't)

. Highlights:

» Provision C allows for the use of average weighls to
transform IFQ) into GAF. Previously idantified issues include
when average weighis become available and whether GAF
averige weights will differ from non-GAF average weights.
NMFS staff have begun addressing these issugs in their
analysis of how these measures would be implemented.

» Provision E-2 includes a sub-option for an October 1
automatic reversion date to allow RAM staff time to avoid
conflicts between IFQ reversions and end of the year
accounting. NMFS staff have incorporating this date in their
implementation analyses.

« It may be difficult for charter aperators to guarantee accass
{a; the 8?“ of landing if they do not own or contral that point
rov .

Policy Elements:
not for implementation in regulation

» Annual regulatory cycle {Element 2)

Final action on streamlined analysis each December, as
needed.

» Management toolbox {(Element 3)

Appilicability of past estimates to the future may be affected by
changes in average weights, harvest composition, and angler
success. Additionally, past analyses did not consider every
combination of management measures.

» Timeline (Element 4)

3 or 4 year feedback loop depending on use of in-season data.
« Catch accounting system (Element 6)

Agencies seek Council guidance on required features.




TTTE TUMOWITIY STUES Wil 10T 0T
presented — because they have been

discussed in detail at earlier meetings
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2007 Logbook Summary

IPHC | Avg. #of | Total # Avg. # Tolal # of

Area | Anglers/ | Active | Trips/Vessel | Anglers in
Trip Vessels 2007

2C 3.98 709 33.81 94,887

3A 6.04 633 38.04| 145398

Economic Impacts on the
charter sector and clients

« Excess capacity in the fleet will result in the
charter sector competing for clients (at least in
the near term).

=« Increases in client demand could result in
increases in trip trices in the short run. Over the
longer term competition for clients will ensure
they do not earn above-normal profits.

= Clients may prefer to fish in Area 3A if they
have a choice because of regulations in place

16



Economic Impacts on the
charter sector and clients (cont.)

« Management measures (e.g., smaller bag limits
or possession limits) will decrease angler
surplus and angler demand. These are
expected in Area 2C, but not in Area 3A, over
the time period considered.

= When management measures are unchanged,
client demand will increase over time.

« Dacreases in stock abundance may also result
in more stringent management measures

Economic Impacts on the
charter sector and clients (cont,)

= The fixed poundage allocation alternatives will
provide the charter sector a larger allocation, A
larger allocation could reduce the need for even
more restrictive management measures in Area
2C.

« Management measures needed to keep Area
2C charter operations within their allocation will
likely reduce client demand and client surplus.




Economic Impacts on the
charter sector and clients (cont)

= [t is not possible to determine the amount of GAF that will
be leased or who will purchase the GAF.

= Because leases are voluntary transactions, one party to the
transaction should benefit and the other should be no worse
off after the lease.

= Charter businesses that purchase GAF from the comumercial
sector will realize increased costs. Those costs will be
passed on to charter clients through higher trip prices. The
increased costs and prices are expected to allow charter
charter businesses to eam normal profits in the long mn.

Economic Impacts on the
Commercial sector

» Allocations that decrease commercial harvest relative
to the status quo are expected to decrease net
revenue and QS values, all else being equal. Charter
overages have a smaller impact than charter allocation
increases.

« Increased demand for charter trips does not effect the
commercial sectar when the charter sector is
constrained by a harvest limit

« In general, Area 2C charter harvests would be
constrained by the allocations. Area 3A allocations
would allow some charter growth

18



Economic Impacts on the
Commercial sector (cont.)

« Net revenues are expected to decling in Area 2C and
increase in 3A in the short-run, primarily as a result of stock
changes.

» Net revenue increases in Area 3A will be tempered by
growth in the charter sector harvests

« In Area 2C, QS values are expected to decline

» QS consolidation is expected to occur in Area 2C if QS
holders are unable to cover the costs of operation and the
costs of capital.

Economic Impacts on Halibut
Consumers

= Allocations that decrease the amount of halibut
on the market will decrease post harvest
surplus.

« The allocations in Area 3A are expected to allow
growth in charter harvests

« Area 2C harvests are expected tc be limited by the
allocations in the near-term

19



Economic Impacts on Halibut
Communities

» When a community is home to both charter and
commercial activity, the reduction in expenditures
by one sector will be offset, at least to some degree,
by the increased activity from the other sector.

= When the amount of fish available to both sectors
decreases, as happened in Area 2C in 2008, the
activity of both sectors is reduced, under percentage
based charter allocations, and the regional benefits
from the fisheries will decline.

Option 2a -125% of the 1995-1999 average
charter harvest {current GHL).

Area 2C (Baseline CEY: 11.8 M Ib) Area 3A {Baseline CEY: 30.7 M Ib)

CEY Change Total CEY Allocation|CEY Change Total CEY Allocation

+4510 +55% 17.11 2.08 |+45t0+55% 4452 5.29
+351t0 +45% 1593 193 [+35to+45% 41.45 4.93
+251t0+35% 1475 1.79 |+25to+35% 38.38 4.58
+1510+26% 1357 166 |+151c+25% 35.31 4.20
-15to +15% 1.43 |[-1510 +15% 3.65
-1510-25%  10.03 122 [ -1510-25% 26.10 310
-25 10 -35% 8.85 1.07 | -251t0-35% 23.03 2.74
-35 10 -45% 7.67 0.93 |-35t0-45% 1996 2.37
-45 tu -55% 6.49 0.7 |-45t0-55% 1589 2.01

20



Option 2b - 125% of the 2000-2004
average charter harvest.

Area 2C {Basellne CEY: 11.7 M |b) Area 34 {Basasline CEY: 30.3 M Ib)

CEY Change Tetal CEY Allocation |[CEY Change Tetal CEY  Allocation
+45to +55% 16.99 245 [+45to+55% 44.00 5.82
+35to +45% 15.82 2.28 [+35to+15% 40.96 5.42
+25t0+35% 14.65 212 (+251t0+35% 3793 5M
+15 10 +25% 13.47 185 |+15t0 +25%  34.89 4.61
1510 +15% 1.69 =15 to +15% 4.01
-15 10 -25% 9.96 1.44 -1510-25%  25.79 3.41
-25 to -35% 8.79 1.27 -251e -35%  22.76 30
-35 to -45% 782 1.10 -35 o -45% 19.72 281
-45 10 -55% 644 0.93 -45 ta -55% 16.69 2.2

Option 2c - 125% of the 2001-2005
average charter harvest.

Area 2C (Baseline CEY: 12.4 M Ib} Area 3A (Baseline CEY: 32.0 M Ib)

CEY Change Total CEY Allocaticn |CEY Change Total CEY Allocation
+45 to 455% 17.97 275 |+45lo+56% 4640 6.02
+35 fo +45% 16,73 256 +35to+45% 4320 5.60
+25t0 +356% 15.50 237 {25l +35% 40.00 5.19
+15 10 +25% 14.26 218 [+15t0+25% 36.80 4.77

=15 1o +15% 180 {-15to +15% 4,15
-151t0-26%  10.54 1.61 -1510-25%  27.20 3.53
-2510-35%  9.30 142 |-2610-35% 24.00 3.11
-35t0-45%  8.06 123 [-35t0-45%  20.80 270
-4510-55%  6.82 1.04 |-4510-55% 17.60 228
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C—1fa—b)
CHTF Presentation to the Coungcil - October 2, 2008

= The analysis before you clearly demaonstrates two points: first, that all of the
options before the Council will result in a permanent one fish iimit in Area 2C;
and second, that none of the options before you will solve the real issue, which is
increasing angler demand that results in a reduction in commercial catch iimits.

¢ The options before the Council do not address increasing angler demand. The
moratorium, if and when it finally is implemented, will ultimately limit the
nuimber of guided recreational anglers, simply because there will be no spots
available. But angier demand will simply shift te the unguided sector, once again
reducing commercial catch Himits.

s : The opticns before you create an expensive and complicated system that does
not deal with the problem. Under the options before you, the Council and NMFS
will annually waste significant time and money trying to manage charter anglers
harvests so that commercial catches are not reduced. You will be using the
sledge hammers of one fish rules and season closures on charter operators only
to see commercial catches reduced by increased harvests by unguided anglers.

¢ The charter sector alternative proposal does address increasing angler demand
by setting a hard cap on ALL individual anglers of two halibut per day, and one
halibut a day if conservation of the stocks is needed. This cap applies throughout
Alaska to both guided and unguided anglers, so it also addresses shifts in angler
demand to IPHC areas outside 2C and 3A,

*+ The charter sector alternative proposal addresses conservation in two ways. By
clearly stating the rules for how many halibut recreationai anglers will he
allowed to take, this proposal ensures that the IPHC will properly account for
recreationat angler harvest in setting commercial catch limits. In addition, the
proposal would set a clear point at which ALL recreational anglers would see
their hard cap cutin half to contribute to rebuilding the stock if needed.

+ The question before the Council is who will get priority in an area when halibut
allocations are low. The charter proposal answers that question by making it
clear that recreational anglers will, because even with that priority recreational
anglers harvest far less than the commercial sector does.



Providing that priority will not threaten haiibut stocks -~ it wili reduce
coimmercial catch Hmits. That is what makes this a tough allocation decision.

The Council needs to take a hard look at what it is considering here, The analysis
shows that a one halibut daily bag limit, which is all that the options will alfow in
Area 2, will cost Area 2C charter operators alone more than $8 million annually
in lost revepues.

In cantrast, in 2008 the [PHC assumed a one halibut daily bag limit for Area 2C
and increased the commercial catch limit by the 385,00 pounds as a result of the
savings from the reduced recreational catch, The resuit - 57 percent of Area 2C
IFQ helders got 186 pounds or less added to their quota for 2008, and another
22 percent got 620 pounds or less,

That is the reality. The commercial sector got an additienal 385,000 pounds -
nowhere near enough to make up for the 43 percent decrease in the commercial
allocation caused by the IPHC model change, [tis the model change, and not
charter fishing, that is causing the economic hardship for Area 2C IFQ holders.

Going to a one halibut daily limit in Area 2C or Area 3A will not make up for the
Jarge shifts in quota that have been caused by IPHC model changes - changes
that will likely occur again in the future, Ifthe IPHC reduces the share of the
biomass they allocate to Area 2C or Area 3A because they need to accommodate
Canadian demands, the problem will only get worse - and cutting charter
catches will not make up the difference.

Leasing is not an option either. The analysis raises serious questions about
whether or not halibut would be available for lease, and charter operators wili
tell you as an economic matter leasing s not a viable aption. Ifadopted, leasing
will just be a huge added expense for commerctal fishermen while providing no
asststance to charter operators.

Finally, let me close by saying that the AP motian enly makes the matter worse.
It deletes the only thing that charter operators got in the interim solution, which
was a commitment to provide significant advance notice of changes. Under the
AP motion that commitment is gone, and recreational anglers will not know
what rules they will fish under until after the IPHC meeting in January each year.
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Dear Sir/Madame:

Halibut is a great fish. Tastes great, keeps a long time and is even
scientifically proven to make you live (if not love) longer. Makes it a
popular dinner!!

As commercial halibut fishing is a substantial part of my livelihood
and has been for the past 30 odd years, I am writing to you in hopes
of clearing up some misunderstandings you may have heard
regarding the recent limit that was set by the IPHC (International
Pacific Halibut Committee). [ only ask you to read this to see a simple
commercial fisherman’s point of view,

I feel for the charter fisherman and guides, I truly do. [t’s always a
swift kick in the gut whenever they take away something you have
fought long and hard to keep. I can’t tell you how many times I have
thought the rulings were made by some evil money fueled lobbyist
representing “the other side”. (Henry Mitchell)

This latest ruling isn’t that way, and 1 will tell you why. Let me give
you 2 little history on how we got to where we are today:

They say old fishermen never die, they just smell that way and I think
that joke was made for Halibut fishermen. Was a time Halibut was
fished all year long just about all over Alaska and Canada. Problem is
there is only so much Halibut. They had to do something before we
killed them all off.

In order to keep a stable supply of Halibut coming in every year they
made new rules that allowed for a couple of days in certain months
that any fishermen who wanted to could go out and collect as much as
they could. Called it Derby fishing. Problem with derby fishing is you
Just can’t pick the weather on those days. Well that and the fact that
the time you had to fish was like only 3 days. A lot of bold, tired or
foolish fisherman lost digits, limbs and even lives of crew, or even
boats if they weren’t careful,

In hopes to make the fishery more safe and profitable, the North
Pacific Fisheries Management Council (NPEMC) adopted a plan that



had already been used in Australia and New Zealand in the 1970%s
that not only kept a steady stream of fish coming to market, but
allowed for more growth of that supply by fishing only a percentage
of it.

This percentage that could be fished was again cut up into portions
like a pie: Commercial, Sports, Subsistence and even Communities
got a piece based on how much they had fished years before. So it
wasn't like they put on a blindfold and threw a dart at a board, Most
small commercial fishermen, like me were given a very small amount
of pounds to fish each year.

In order for me to get more pounds to fish each year I either had to
cross my fingers and hope the supply got bigger or I had to buy
existing shares from other fishermen that were selling the pounds
given to them. Those shares aren’t chesp. Add in the cost of fuel,
boat insurance and dock prices so low we barely made ends meet. If
there is someone getting rich please point them out to me,

Now here is where we get into Charter Captain/Guide/Lodge owner
concerns. Remember me saying that each of us got a slice of pie? And
that these numbers have hardly changed? In a way that is true BUT
it’s not. Now while the number of pounds hasn’t changed, the
number of Charter Boat Captains/Guides/Lodge Owners have.

I pulled out a yellow pages book from 1998 and 2005. Counting the
number of guides that advertised then and now the number went from
39 to 75! So that makes twice as many people competing for the same
unchanged piece. That’s one hell of a growth spurt.

A couple of years ago the IHPC came out with a plan that would
make the Charter Boat/Guide/Lodge slice into their very own pie. As
a matter of fact it would have held more pounds than the original
slice. In effect they would have their very own system like the
commercial fisherman had. They didn’t want it.

Why?

Because A LOT of the people wouldn’t qualify. They had only maybe



1 - 3 years of experience and no way of proving how much business
they generated to get a fair and equal share. In other words they had
no records, They were never expected to keep records.

I guess you could say they have become victims of their own success.
The IHPC had to do something to limit the amount of Halibut that the
growing number of Charter Boat Operators/Guides/Lodges were
taking from the main supply or we would once again fish the Halibut
down. I personally don’t think asking them to police themselves is
asking too much

I would go farther and make them document every fish they bring
back to [and. I also wouldn’t mind having them pay $2000.00 in
various fish licenses , and have proof of vessel insurance.

But wait that’s not all! They can also pay the 3% tax, like I do to the
NOAA for every pound they bring back. AND that doesn’t count
local community taxes based on the pounds crossing the dock. Some
of those communities could really use the money the Charter Boat
Operators/Guides/Lodges aren‘t paying them. I am feeling generous
and wouldn’t make them pay for an observer to go out and make sure
they are being compliant like we have to.

Or maybe they could try to police themselves to stay within the
bounds of a resource they get for free.

I ask you. Does it seem fair to you that we ask the Commercial
fisherman to give up the pounds that we have paid for out of our own
pockets? Perhaps they see the portion we earned as their personal
eminent domain.

Are we looking for a buyout, like the banks. How are we going to
keep this very important resource under control? If this continues it
would be no different from what we see happening on Wall Street
today. Except there is no big Fish Bank to come bail them, out. To
stop over capitalization they have to stop the charter fleet to save the
resource. The charter fleet is destined for over capitalization. We need
a limiting system to police the charter boats from over harvest of
their fixed GHL. If you don’t believe me look at SE Alaska, That was



done by Charter boats and guides, not commercial fisherman.

Fr'V Lady Simpson



North Pacific Fisheries Management Council ( NPFMC)

Roland R Maw

Box 64

Kasilof, AK 99610

Halibut Issues

1

6

7

When the NPFMC formed the Halibut working group some 2.5 years ago there
were specific terms of reference and outcomes expected that would be presented
10 council.
Individuals were selected to be on the working group based on:

a. halibut biology/ecology

b. specific sector knowledge

c. representation of sector positions

d. mediation/negotiating skills
Individuals represented themselves as having the above referenced
skills/knowledge and were selected to be on the task force.
For over two years, involving hundreds of hours of work and pages of preposals
they examined a huge range of options and potential solutions,
The halibut working group presented to NPFMC its work product. Note all parties
were in support of the recommendations and management options. There was ne
minority report concerning process or content.
NPFMC accepied the working group repert as complete and as meeting its
eriginal intent in forming the working group.
NPFMC is now in a clear position to take action on the working group report

Please take action

Failure to take action raises the following issues:

1 "Legal and credibility questions as to why the working group was created by
NPFMC. All user groups had legally backed expectations that NPFMC was
acting in good faith.

2 Either NPFMC created the working group in order to identify a range of
management options upon which you couid take further action or NPFMC
was being deceptive and was operating in bad faith.

3 Charter Remorse- To come foreword now with a new proposal at this meeting
is either demonstrating the incompetence of their working group members,
that they never meet the original criteria for membership on the working
group or were acting in bad faith for the past several years.

PLEASE TAKE ACTION AT THIS MEETING
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Problems Using Total CEY as
Triggers

» Uncertainty in model estimates due to recent
data or new approaches.

» Highly volatile, large fluctuations from year to
year

» Results in asymmetric increases/decreases
across sectors
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»If a sector does not have timely in-season fisheries data, or has a
history of annual overages, then a Council should establish a large
enough difference between a sector’s annual catch target and annual
catch limit to improve the probability that the sector annual catch limit
and the stock’s annual catch limit are not exceeded”

73 Fed. Reg. 32535

From: NMFS proposed rule revising National Standard 1 guidelines



To NPFMC members,

I have been a commercial halibut fisherman since my arrival to Alaska in 1991, After
being “culled out” of a crewmembers job I started my own fishing charter business in
1993. 1 was one of many displaced crewmembers who scught employment in other
fisheries and industries. Finally in 2004 I was financially able to purchase my fist small
block of Halibut quota. I anticipated that to be the beginning of my return to the
commercial fishery, Unfortunately the rising cost of quota and the decreased TAC has
hamstrung me in that endeavor. As a charter boat captain I am unable to rely on the
uncertainty of the current management to forge ahead in either direction.

I have to say that the current bag limit in area 2¢ has not diminished my charter
income. That has been affecied more by the rising fuel costs and nationwide financia!
crisis. A hard allocationt between the charter and commercial sector would enable me and
others to make more sound decisions during these unstable times. The charter industry
shouid be accountable for overages and the conservation of our precious resonrce.

As a commercial fisherman [ have had to bear the burden of the uncontrolled growth and
success of the charter industry. As a charter captain I have had the luxury of operating
with no accountability for overages. The option of leasing quota from the commercial
sector for in-season overages and Implementing 2 limited entry system in the halibut
charter industry is a good start. Having these tools in the toolbox would help bring
stability and fairness to both industries. The preservation of a century old industry and the
future of 2 new one depend on your action now.

Sincerely,
Mike McVey
G TP
Comunercial halibut fisherman
And
Charter boat owner

—
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Hi Kathy,

| apolegize for being slow to respond to your email, I've just returned from travel. | have not read
through the HCTF paper. but | did take a look at the statement an page 2. [ve attached the
papers that probably servad as the background for the statements. The papers were not intended
lo serve as a specific revew of an optimal allocation of halibut in Alaska. They were intended to
demonstrate the kind of Information that would be required if there were an atfempt lo determine
an optimal allocation and to show the impracticality of trying to do the analyses needed lo
determine an optimal allocation, The papers are intended to make the paini that a markel-based

_transferable system is ihe only praclical way to approach an optimal allocation over time as cosls,

the sport sector (sell-quided and charter) is based on studies of lower Caok Inlel published in
2003. Neither are characianstic of the current longline or charter seciers. The use of those old
studies in the atlached papers was intended to be illustrative of tha types of tradsoffs involved
in determining the incrermental net bepefits of commercial and sportfishing. As to the "optimal’
solution, that depends on the goals of society and on the standing level of biomass.

Keith (_aded (e
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FOR INFORMATION CONTACT:
727/824-5305, FAX 727/824-5308

Southeast Fishery

Malicral Marine Fisheries Service, Southeas! Regional Office, Zu3 1Y Avenue South_ St Petershurg. Florda 3170)

Bulletin

March 23, 2008
FB08-017

EARLY CLOSURE OF THE RED SNAPPER RECREATIONAL FISHERY
IN THE GULF OF MEXICO

New Regulam[x Action:

NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA
Fisheries Service) announces the recreational fishery for
red snapper in federal waters of the Gulf of Mexico will
close effective 12:01 a.m. local time Angust 5, 2008,
through December 31, 2008, the end of the current
fishing year. The recreational fishery in federal waters
will reopen on June 1, 2009, the beginning of the 2009
federai recreationai fishing season. NOQAA Fisheries
Service has determined this action is necessary to
prevent overfishing and to keep the recreationaj fishery
from exceeding its quota during the 2008 fishing year.

Closure of the recreational red snapper fishery in federal
waters complies with regulations implemented under the
Fishery Management Plan for Reef Fish Resources of
the Gulf of Mexico (Reef Fish FMP), and in accordance
with requirements specified in the Magnuson-Stevens
Fishery Conservation and Maragement Act. NOAA
Fisheries Service is required to close a fishery or fishery
sector in federal waters when the quola is metl or
projected 10 be met.

Backpround:

’E‘Cnnstraining harvest 1o the quota is crucial to meeting,
" the legal reqtlirements 1o prevent and end overfishing

and rebuild the red Shapper resource of the Gulf of
Mexico. A Court ruling in 2007 required NOAA
Fisheries Service and the Guif of Mexico Fishery
Management Council {Council) to revise the red shapper
rebuilding plan with a goal of having a $0-percent
probability. or greater, of ending overfishing for red
$napper between 2009 and 2010 angd rebuilding the stock
by 2032,

Subsequently. NOAA Fisheries Service implemented
temporary regulations in 2007 for federal waters fo
reduce harvest and fishing mortality for red snapper.
These regulations included 2 recreational quota of 3,185
million pounds {MP) and a commercial quota of 3.315
MP. The recrealiona! bag limit was reduced 10 two fish.

- -

with a zero-fish bag fimil for captains or crews of for.
hire vessels. The minimum size limit for the recreational
fishery remmained at 16 inches total length {TL) and the
federai fishing season remained Apnil 21 through
October 31, These harvesting restrictions were intended
10 constrain the recreational fishery to the quota for the
fishing year. However, Texas kepi its state waters open
year-round and anglers were allowed a daily bag limit of
four fish. Similariy, Florida maintained a fishing season
of April 15 through October 31 during 2007 in its state
waters, and a four-fish recreational bag limit. These
incompatible regulations in state waters contributed to a
recreational harvest thal exceeded the recreational red
shapper quota by approximately 1.0 MP in 2007, The
commercial fishery landed 3,22 MP, or 97 percent of the
2007 commercial quota.

2008 Repulations:

In January 2008, NOAA Fisheries Service published a
final rule implementing actions in the Council's joint
Amcndment 27 to ihe Reef Fish FMP and Amendment
14 10 the Fishery Management Plan for the Shrimp
Fishery of the Gulf of Mexico. These reguiations further
reduced the 2008 recreational quotz for red snapper to
245 MP, and the commercial quata 1o 2.55 MP. Ta
keep the recreational fishery’s harvest within the gquota,
the recreational red snapper fishing season in federal
waters was reduced 1o June ! through September 30. No
changes were made 10 the established bag limits and
minimum size Jimits,

To ensure tlie 2008 recreational red srapper guota would
nol be exceeded during the fishing year. NOAA
Fisheries Service and the Council requested the five Gulf
of Mexico states adopt compatible regulations for 2008,
Louisiana and Mississippi implemented regulations
compatible with federal regulations. and Alabama is
undecided. Florida implemented a mwo-fish bag limit,
compatible with federal regulations. bui maintained its
recreationai fishing season of April 15 through October
312 78 days longer than the federal fishing season,



Texas maintained ils exisling year-round fishing season
and a four-fish bap limit in state waters, thus not
complying with federal regulations.

Analysis Summary:
The June I through September 30 federal recreational

fishing season was based on the assumption of
compatible recrealional red snapper regulatioens in state
waters. NOAA Fisheries Service’s analyses indicale the
longer fishing seasons and less restrictive bag limits in
stale waters will result in a recreational quota overage
for the 2008 fishing year.

Substantial quantities of red snapper arc harvested by the
recreational fishery from slaie waters. For example,
reported recreational red snapper landings from state
waters off the west coast of Flerida in 2007 represented
more than 25 percent of the total Gulf of Mexico
recregtional red snapper landings, and moere than 30
percent of the total reparted recreational landings of red
snapper for the state, Similarly, landings from Texas
state waters constitute more than 30 percent of the state’s
total recreational red snapper landings.

with this concern in mind, NOAA Fisheries Setvice
conducted an analysis o project 2008 red snapper
recreational landings in accordance with the established
federal and state recreational fishing seasons and

harvesting restrictions. Recent and historical Jandings

were used to project both Iandi?lé? and season length for
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each state by recreational sector {charter, privale, and
headboal). Where necessary, landings were adjusted for =
changes in regulations {e.g.. lower bag limit, shorier
season Jength). The full analytical report can be found
on the Southeast Regional Office Web site:
hitp:/www.sero.nfms.noaa.gov, In summary, NOAA
Fisheries Service projects the recreational red snapper
tandings for January [ through December 31, 2008, witl
be apptoximately 2.78 MP; a 13.5-percent overage in the
2008 recreational quota.

« These projections likely represent an underestimate of

the landings because they do not account for shifts in
fishing effert or non-compliance that are likely to occur
as a result of incompalible state and federal regulations:-}
NOAA Fisheries Service is increasingly concerned there '“g
will be substantial overages, and a concomitant failure to -
maintain the established rebuilding targets. Quota
overages severely impact the ability of NOAA Fisheries
Service and the Council to attain required reductions in-_ -
fishing mortality and comply with the legal requirements
to end overfishing of red snapper.

NOAA Fisheries Service estimates there is a 75-percent
probability the 2.45 MP recreational quota will not be

exceeded during the 2008 fishing year if the federal

fishery is closed on August 5, 2008. NOAA Fisheries
Service believes 1he timing of the closure is necessary to
adequately account for anticipated but unguantifiable
shifis in effort inlo state waters once the Tederal hshery

closes,
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Area 2-C: Charter HPUE vs Non-Charter HPUE, 1994 -2007.
Average of Sitka, Juneau, Ketchikan, and Craig HPUEs
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1954
| Charter HPUE 0.433

OMNon-Charter HPFUE  p.171

On average, Charter is 2.35 X more
effective than unguided non-charter

1995
0.364
0.141

1996
0.374
0.14

1957
0.347
0.16

1998
0.324
0.135

1999

0.419
0.156

2000
0.374
0.141

2001
0.491
0.168

2002

0,522
0.203

Source: ADF&G: Summary Data
From the Sport Fishery For Pacific
Halibut in the IPHC Area 2C Portion
of Southeast Alaska, 2007

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
0.429 0.442 0.389 0.32 0.349
0.174 0.206 0.205 0.203 0.218

A
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September 30, 2008

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
Eric Oison, Chair

605 W 4° Avenue, Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Mr. Chairman and Members of the Council,

The Charter Halibut issue is not going to go away. As the industry continues to grow unabated,
the titne is now for the council to act. Like others before, the time has come for the charter
industry to swallow a hard pill. The commercial setline fleet bit off their sour pill in 1994 during
the enactment of the IFQ program. To this day critics still complain about the [F() program;
however, with modest changes, the program has worked nearly flawlessly for users while
protecting the resource itself. As pane! members, you have a responsibility to ensure the
sustainability of the halibut resource. Today, the halibut resource is not sustainable.

If we fail to enact Alternative 2, the charter fleet will chew through the entire setline harvest
GHL in five years or less. Once disposed, the biomass will be next. If you do not act during the
October meeting, then when will you act? The council has been wrangling with this issue for
well over 15 years. Waiting, delaying, re-planning and analyzing any new alternative only
continues {o threaten the resource and ultimately will destroy the business the charter industry
hopes to protect.

Lastly, if you fail to act, you jeopardize my business, the business of the state and the processing
industry in SE Alaska. I have cutstanding loans in excess of $200 thousand on Halibut [F(s that
must be paid regardless of whether you defacto the setline halibut GHL 1o the charter industry.
The State of Alaska has loaned money 154 times to Alaskan residents to buy Halibut [FQs
totaling over $16,147,420. Who will pay those loans if you fail to act before 20097 Alaska
Pacific, Wells Fargo, CFAB and other banking institutions, likely have outstanding loans totaling
$60-3100 million in [FQ loans.

In 2005, a Juneau based processor, processed 3$1.8 million pounds of halibut. After three years
of defacto re-allocation to the charter fleet, the same processor will be lucky to process a million
pounds in 2008. This lost processing opportunity is equally felt by all processors in SE Alaska,
Dug 1o re-allocation of the halibut resource to the charter indusiry, the same processor didn’t hire
7-10 full time employees. If further reductions occur and the company falls below the half
million mark, the company may have to shut down altogether. Halibut provides the foundation
for many processots to operate and buy other types of fish. Without that one plant, local
fishermen will lose salmon markets, crab markets and 75 employees of the processor will be put
on the streets looking for work, The Juneav-Auke Bay based processor is just one processcr
among many in Southeast; imagine the domino effect in all of SE Alaska, if the defacto re-
allocation of the halibut resource continues.

] urge you 1o adopt Alternative 2 as approved by the AP Panel during this October meeting. Any
further ruminations or ideas should be seen as delay tactics meant to kill the setline fieet. After



15 years of political manipulation by the charter fleet, I can only surmise their purpose is too
destroy my business and all other businesses that rely on the commercial setline fishery. For the
sake of the fishery, the people and the halibut resource, please enact Alternative 2. In: the long-
term, charter fisherman will be glad you created not only a healthy sustainable resource but the
framework for a healthy sustainable charter business ia which to rely upon,

Respectfully,
Chris Knight

623 10" Street
Juneau, AK 99801
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Council members:

RE: Area 3A and 2C final action on allocations between charter and commercial halibnt
catches

The members of the Fishing Vessel Owners Association support the Advisory Panel’s
recornmendation ta the Council. The option includes Element 1, option a, which would allocate
13.1 percent of the halibut in area 2C to the charter interest and 14 percent to the charter interest

in area 3A. The option also request that the delayed titme loop for implernenting restrictions on
the charter interest be drapped in favor of prospective management based on the best information
available, For the economic stability of both sectors there needs (o be an allocation of the

recourse to each sector with separate accountability to stay within the approved allocation limits.
The new charter option fails to provide separate accountability and does not allocate to the
different sectors and will undermine the ability to put together meaningful proposals for financing.

We have reviewed the new charter recommendation and here is some of its affects on commercial
fishermen and quota share holders in area 3A. Example follows:

The 2008 commercial TAC was set at 25,000,000 pounds
The most recent charter harvest is about 4,000,000 pounds based on the 2007 season.

IT the total harvest by charter and commercial allowed by IPHC were to be 29,000,000 pounds,
which is very close to status quo, a B30 harvest rate would kick in at about two thirds of where
we are at this time for area JA. (Verbal from IPHC) This would be a total harvest level at
19,000,000 [bs. for both sectors. If during the reduction to get down to this number the charter
interest had not increased their catch and it stayed at 4 million pounds the commercial interest
would get 15,000,000 pounds in area 3A. This means the commercial interest is being asked to
practice conservation for the first 10 million pounds of reduction before the character interest
reduce to a one fish bag limit. if it takes 10 years to reach this point, and the average commercial
reduction in harvest are 5,000,000 below today’s harvest this means the commercial interest
would have given up 50 million pounds at 4 dollars a pound in the name of conservation before
the charter interest had a one fish bag limit. This is not fair and equitable.

This is actually a best case example for the commercial interest as this example presumes that the
IPHC would not recommend a steeper cut in harvest rates to correct from a B30 situation. OF
course if that was the case no reduction in charter harvest would take place unless the recourse
was at B30. Additionally, if 3A was proportionately in a more difficult condition than the
regulatory areas to the west, area 3B and areas 4, the character option would not require cuts on
themselves unless the coast wide recourse was at or below b30, In both these two situations the
commercial harvest would be less than 15,000,0000b.

The current charter option fails to meet the problem statement of the council on the continued
reallocation from the commercial sector, it places an unfair burden for conservation on the
commercial sector, and it destroys the economics of financing commercial QS and over time
resuits in a huge reallocation of the recourse.



Good afterncon gentlemen. My name is Frank Wright, Jr., president of Hoonah
Indian Association, a federally recognized Tribe. 1 am frem the Tlingit village of
Hoonah, Alaska in Port Fredrick | am here to represent our people.

f am from a culture that believes in taking only what is needed. lcy Straits used
to be a hot place to fish halibut. Our People would only have to go a couple of

miles to get a fish. Nowadays, we don't get too much dried halibut, because of
lack of fish,

Hoonah people are traditionally a fishing peopie and we pretty much depend on
the waters for our cultural existence. Whenever any component of our identity is
taken away, like a loss of fishing opportunity would be. it diminishes our
existence as a Tribe.

And we are concemned about the halibut, which are a big part of my people. It is
getting preity hard to catch a halibut. My people are a subsistence gathering
people. We are getting to the paint of being reguiated right out of existence.

[ have been a fisherman for approximately 45 % years | started out fishing with
me dad in Glacier Bay, next door to Icy Straits. But because of the pressure of a
lot of boards, we moved out. Now because of federal law, | can't fish in the Bay,
which is the ancestral hometland of the Hoonah people. | did not fish the
qualifying four years to get a lifetime permit. And yet, charter boats can go into
tha Bay and commercial fish.

When fishing was open during the qualifying years of IFQ's, it was called a
"derby’. We had to go out during the opening no matter what the weather. | call
the opening of sablefish April Fools Day. It always opens on April 15. Sometimes
it got pretty scary out there, | feel like we earned our quota. Now we have
charter boats dipping into our allowable catch. So where is the faimess here?

We pay a percentage for keeping the fisheries alive and well managed. What do
the charter boats pay?

If | go over my quota, | get penalized three times. We den't intentionally go over:
sometimes it just happens despite our best efforts. We get fined for going over
our quota; our catch is taken away, and we iose a portion of next year's catch,
And, we pay fish tax. So who pays when the charter fleet goes over?

Why is it that fish science does not pertain to the charter fishing industry? 1 did
not jump up and down when my quota was cut 43%. | knew it was necessary. s
the charter fleet going to keep on going to court when the resource is in trouble?
Are we going to be ke the East Coast cod fishery -—- no fish?

As 1 walch chanter fishermen bringing in ping-pong paddies, it just doesn’t seem
right. | would have law enforcement on my board for bringing in & 31 inch



halibut. | was told that it was okay for charters, because small halibut are not
spawners. Well, how do they become spawners? They have to grow.

Who is going to be accused of mismanagement when there isn't anything left to
catch?

My crew are local fishermen from Hoonah and rural living is preity expensive.

| have tried to list some of our major concerns about the halibut fishery. We fea!
that it may be depleted if we don't do something about charter boats — a growing
industry that is out of control, with lack of enforcement.

My people thank you for listening and | thank you.

Frank Wright, Jr., President
Hooneh Indian Association

wofz{og
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Mr Chairman, members of the Council.

My name is Bryan Bondioli. | am representing the Ak, Charter Assaciation. Ladies and gentlemen, nane
of the options on the table are “fair and equitable” to all users and WILL.....cause significant economic
damage to the charter operator and the communities that depend on them,

The current suite of alternatives does not even provide for the basic needs of the potentlally
qualified Moratorium fleet. None of the options on the table can achieve the Council’s stated goals of
charter sector stability, predictability, diversity, and econemic viability. The proposed set of options are
based on legally unfounded “GHL Policy”. They are not intended to provide a “fair and equitable”
allocation as required under the Halibut Act but are instead intended to create an unlawful
compensation scheme,

The Council analysees have said many times that harvest by the charter sector does Not affect
the halibut resource in 2 measurable way. NMFS has clearly stated, just recently in court, that there is
quote "No Concern” with respect to the conservation of the resource. in addition, table 11 of the GHL
analysis, shows longline removals have exceed the Commercial quota in all but one of the past five
years, by as much as ¥ million pounds, nearly one tenth the statewide charter harvest. Last year, 2C
longliners were allowed to harvest 2.3 Million pounds OVER their CEY. Sublegal wastage has increased
by 50%, Sublegal bycatch mortality has increased by 24%, and yet; neither the Councif nor the IPHC have
expressed any concern, much less a call for conservation. Furthermore, the Council analyses indicate
that the CEY is projected to increase in 2C and 3A by nearly 20 million pounds in the next 5 years.

All current aliocation opticns are hased an The Sole foundation of the GHL “problem statement”
which says, the increase in charter harvest would #1) reduce the available commercial quota shares and
#2) therefore reduce the economic value to the longline sectar.

The Council analysees state that the resource is “quote” very robust. The fishery CEY, is projected to
increase by nearly 20 million pounds for areas 2€ and 3A in the next five years, Commercial OS5 has
increased overall. Area 3A has increased by over 3.5 million pounds since 2003. Page 9 of the GHL...
analysis, CLEARLY states that reduction in 2008 commercial harvest was quote “due ta a different
production model and a lower "harvest rate”; assessed by the IPRC".........NOT the minimal growth of the
charter sector.

The McDowell Group study provided to you by the Halibut Caalition provides a table on page 10
which lists the ex-vessel prices from “96-' 05. The analysis states:” (A price shock hit the industry in
1998, perhaps partially due to a 49% increase in the pacific halibut quota cver a two-year period.
Another significant price decline occurred in late 2001 and early 2002, following the Sept. 11, attacks.”)
The analysis definitively shows that the first drop in guota value was due to the additional “gifting” of
tha public resource, free of charge to the longline sector. The 2™ price hit was the result of a MAIOR
worldwide terrarist threat. Clearly, neither of these effects were caused, by ANY growth of the charters,

Lat’s look at the Actual losses to the longline sector, as verified on the NOAA website.
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Since 1995, the longline sector has had an average annual harvest of over S8 million pounds,
including a 100% “FREE” increase in “gifted” Shares hetween ‘97 and 99,

Individual quata share values have increased by 300% in 2C and 340% in 3A, and up to 444%
statewide.

Ex-vessel prices have increased by over 200%, statewide.
Area 2C longlinars are currently receiving 39% MORE profit far 35% LESS effort.

The charter client has NEVER harvested more than & million pounds Statewide.

A simple avaluation of the reports, analyses, and the actual histerical data demonstrate, without
question, that the GHL “policy” is unfounded and legally unsupportable. The growth of the charter
sector has had Zero effect, much less a negative impact,....... to either the amount available commercial
guota shares or commercial economic values.

The Council has a legal responsibility to evaluate alternative propasals which would be much less
economically damaging and yet, actually achieve the Council's stated goals. In the clear ahsence of a
hiological "need”, the ACA requests that the Council postpone action until April and add the CHTF

proposal as an option far consideration. The alternative proposal:
1. .. ensures compliance with the Hallbut Act and presents a “fair and equitable” alternative to
damaging options currently under consideration,
2. It offers true conservation solutions, for the benefit of halibut resource, and not just the longline
zector, in the event of a true conservation crisis.
3. Itsimplifies enforcement and will eliminate in excess of three quarters of & million dollars {per

area)/ year in additional enforcement costs,

It eliminates extensive Council invelvement; All current proposals require Coungil attention at nearly
every meeting, ....forever



Taft Pamy

handaout for 10/3/2008 testimony
Tracking of Taft Perry & Dan Miner's Area 2C halibut investment

122008 investment 6600 sharesx 3 1850 pershare

gear, squipment, vessel medifications

1/2009 value 3,600 shares - 12.5%*(380C)# 3,150 shares

3,150 sharesx  $ 23.00 pershare

recoupable portion of above $20,000 - estimated

net foss in 25 months

percentage of investment lost

$120,000.00

$ 20,000.00

$140,000.00

$ 72450.00

$ 6,000.00

$ 77,450.00

$ (62,560.00)

45%



PO Box 73902
Fairbanks, AK 99707-3902
(907) 455-4A0C (4262)
aoc@alaska.net

www._alaskaoutdoorcouncil.org

September 24, 2008

Mr. Eric Olson

Chairman

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West Fourth Avenue, Suite 306
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Chairman Olson:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide public comment to the North Pacific Fishery
Management Council (Council) regarding options to allocate halibut for individual use. The
Alaska Outdoor Council (AOC) is a statewide conservation organization that advocates for
continued regulated harvest of Alaska's renewable wildfood resources. AOC has
participated in the regulatory process of fish and game management and allocation since
the mid-50's. AOC represents 48 member outdoor clubs and 3,000 individual members for
a combined membership of near 10,000 Alaskans.

For thousands of Alaskans charter boats are the only way to access halibut. Well over a
third of AOC membership reside in interior regions of Alaska and are dependent on the
Alaska Charter industry to provide safe, efficient access to coastal halibut resources for
personal consumption for themselves their families and neighbors. With today’s high fuel
costs the ability for Alaskans to secure a significant poundage of halibut per trip to coastal
ports is imperative.

Proposed Council options of one halibut limits for Alaskans fishing with licensed halibut
charters would reduce their ability to provide an important wildfood resource that many
Alaskans have depended on for generations. The additional cost in fuel and time could
make their annual trips to coastal areas to harvest halibut cost prohibitive. Worse yet it
could create an ever expanding safety problem as more Alaskans, and non-residents,
would choose to fish for halibut in Alaska’s costal waters on private, or rented, boats in
order to continue taking two halibut under private recreational harvest regulations.

“Protecting your hunting, trapping, and fishing rights since 1955"



AOC comments to NPFMC, September 26, 2308 Page 2

The Alaska Outdoor Council’s first concern and main purpose is “to perpetuate the natural
resource base upon which member group activities depend”. The majority of individual
halibut harvest in 2C and 3A takes place within day trip distance from coastal communities.
With that in mind AOC would recommend that the Council work with the State of Alaska to
create Local Area Management Plans (LAMF) in near shore waters whenever biological
concerns for local halibut populations occur. Assuring that halibut resources are managed
in a Fair and Equitable manner is mandated in the Halibut Act of 1982. Individual harvest
of halibut, accounting for less then 10 percent of the annual harvest, should have a priority
over commercial harvests in near shore waters traditionally used by both subsistence and
recreational users. These areas make up a small portion of the known halibut areas off
Alaska’s shoreline.

AOC would cppose any Council option that would include a buy back of halibut allocations
from commercial users. Halibut are a public resource, as such allocations should not be
bought or sold to any special interest users.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to provide written testimony to the Council regarding
options for individuals to continue harvesting halibut for their family and neighbors in
Alaskan waters. Absent a clear biological mandate that the recreational halibut harvest
alone is responsible for causing damage to halibut stocks AQC would strongly recommend
that the Council would provide management options that would not reduce the current two
halibut limits in 2C and 3A.

e

Executive Birector

Sincerel

od Arno

cc
The Honorable Sarah Palin, Governor of Alaska
Denby Lloyd, Alaska Commissioner of Fish and Game
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YAKUTAT SEAFOODS ECONOMIC ACTIVITY GENERATED 8Y 1.2 MILLIONS POUNDS
OF HALIBUT PURCHASED [N 2008

WAGES PAID TO EMPLOYEES  $156K

FISH TAX PAID TO THE STATE OF ALASKA 180K

AIR FREIGHT PAID TQ ALASKA AIRLINES $772K

MARINE FREIGHT PAID TO ALASKA MARINE LINES $63K
PACKAGING FOR THE HALIBUT $108k

OVERHEAD COST FOR YAKUTAT SEAFOODS $363K

PURCHASE OF THE HALIBUT FROM LONGLINERS $4.7 MILLION

TOTAL ECONOMIC ACTIVITY GENERATED BY PURCHASING AND PROCESSING 1.2 MILLION OF HALIBUT

$6.24 MILLION DOLLARS



Greg Sutter
Captain Greg’s Charters
PO Box 2202
Homer, Alaska 99603
{307) 235-4756

October 01, 2008
Re: Agenda Item C1(b)
Dear Mr. Olson and Members of the Council,

I support the Charter Halibut Task Force's, “Charter Sector Alternative Proposal.”
I urge this Council to instruct its staff to begin analysis of the Charter Sector Alternative
Proposal for further review and potential action. The most important aspect of this
proposal is that all spori-fishing angfers should be treated equally. The current allocation
options and the GHL are discriminatory.

1 oppose the leasing provisions can in the Halibut Catch Sharing plan. Already the
Advisory Panel of this Council has demonstrated, through its recommendations, that an
inadequate allocation can be moved forward as Jong as IFQ leasing is an option to the
charter sector. This leasing provision not only complicates administration and
enforcement, but also lacks any meaningful economic feasibility information.

The fundamental flaw in all of the current allocation options and any leasing
provision is the absence of a comprehensive social-economic study. This Council 1s
proposing actions without needed information about the potential economic ramifications
of its decision. Especially in light of soaring fuel costs and the overall health of our
national economy, this Council should review relevant economic data before a decision is
made. Hundreds of small businesses throughout Alaska are at risk by the set of options
this Council is considering. It should at least properly assess potential economic
consequences. Small businesses will be hurt enough by downturns in our national
cconomy; we do not need ta suffer further by this Council’s actions.

Charter fishing has strong ties to the tourism industry. If anglers are looking to
catch two halibut and two fish are not available to them in Alaska, they will go to Canada
and spend their dollars there, or not come up at all.

Anglers’ rights are on the line and s0 are small businesses throughout Alaska.
Before this Council takes final action on the aliocation proposals, it should incorporate
solid economic data in its decision. Currently, it is lacking and too many small businesses
are being put in jeopardy. And provide an adequate allocation to the American public so
they have the choice to come up, spend a lot of money and catch two halibut, or stay
home and buy it. Do not take away their option to catch fish that belongs to them. Leave
the option open for the American public to decide what is best for them.

Sincerely yours,

Greg Sutter
Attachment: Casper Foot Clinic’s letter to Governor Sarah Palin



CASPER FOOT CLINIC

John H. Nelson, D.P.M.

1916 EAST FINST sTHEET

CASPER, WYOMING K260
Tclephone (307) 2664415

Governor Sarah Palin
P.O. Box 110001
Juneau, Ak 99811-0Q01¢

Dear Governor Sarah Palin,
Please except this letter as a support for continued sportfishing in Alaska.

The week of June 11" through June 17" my family and I visited Alaska. My wife and
daughter came in on the inland sea passage to Seward. My son and 1 met them in
Anchorage while my wife and daughter toured Alaska and Denali, my son and I fished.
We all had a great experience and expected to return in the near future.

I am having concerns with the proposed change in the halibut limits. It is my
understanding that the sportfishing fimit will be reduced from two to one. This will have
a very negative effect on my thoughts of returning. Charters are expensive and only being
able to catch one halibut would probably lead me to investigate in a Canadian trip where
the limit will still be two a day. I would rather spend my money in the United States and a
return to Alaska would be great.

Sincerely,

P

JoHf H. Nelson, DPM
1916 E. 1%

Casper, Wy. 8260!
307-266-4415
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Southeast Alaska Subsistence

Regional Advisory Council
Bertrand Adams Sr., Chair

P. 0. Box 349

Yakutat, AK 99689
907 784 3357 |.
kaadashem@aleska.net

September 24, 2008

Mr. Eric Olson, Chair

North Paclf' ic Fishery Management Council
605 West 4™, Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501

The Southeast Alaska Subsistence Regional Advisory Council (Council) was formed
under Title VIII of the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act zs a forum, in
part, for the expression of opinions and recemmendations by persons interested in any
matter related to the subsistence uses of fish and wildlife within the region. Rural
residents of Southeast Alaska (including Yakutar) are dependent on the continued
subsistence use of all wildlife resources, including halibut, throughout the Region.

- The Council supports the continuation of the subsistence halibut ﬁshery and is concerned

with maintaining the availability of the halibut resource near rural communities. ‘The
Coungcil has concems regarding the growing sport halibut charter fleet in Southeast
Alaska and the decline in halibut abundance in the Southeast Alaska area. Many
subsistence users have reported that it is becoming much more difficult to eatch halibut
near communities where they had traditionally harvested in the past. We encourage the
North Pacific Fisheries Management Council to develop a management strategy that will
allow the continuation of subsistence uses in areas adjacent to rural communities.

Thank you for considering this concern. Please address any questions with this letter either
directly to me or throngh Mr. Robert Larson, Council Coordinator, U. S. Forest Service, Box
1328, Petersburg, AK 99833, 1 907-772-5930, raberiarson@fs fed.us.

Sin ly,

and Adams Sr.
SESRAC Chair



Sitka Conservation Society
P.O. Box 6533

Sitka, AK 99835

Ph.: (907) 747-7509

Fax: (907) 747-6105

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th Avenue, Ste. 306

Anchorage, AK 99501

September 22, 2008

Re: Agenda Item C-1: Halibut Catch Sharing Plan
Dear Chairman Olson and Member of the Council:

These comments are submitted on behalf of the Sitka Conservation Society (3C3). 5CS is
Alaska’s oldest conservation society and is a non-profit organization supported by its
members and guided by a board of directors. Since 1967, the SCS has worked to protect
marine and terrestrial wildlife throughout the Tongass National Forest and its surrounding
coastal waters. Its membership includes commercial fishermen, lodge owners, non-Native
and Alaska Native subsistence resource users and local recreational fishermen, all of whom
have an interest in the conservation of the halibut resource. The Sitka Conservation
Society has actively advecated for healthy, sustainable local fishery resources, worked to
protect and restore freshwater salmon habitat, participated in marine habitat management
processes to ensure that coastal development activities do not jecpardize fishery resources
and above all promoted a vision for a sustainable local economy based on responsible,
science-based management of our natural resources.

Because of concerns raised by cur members pertaining to localized depletions and long-
term coneervation of the halibut resource, in June of 2008 SCS filed an amicus brief in
support the decision by Secretary of Commerce Gutierrez to impose a one-fish bag limit for
the Area 2C guided angler fishery. We submit these comments to foltow up on the concerns
we raised in support of the Secretary's proposed conservation measures.

As explained in more detail below, we respectfully submit that CSP Options 2 and 3 for
fixed poundages carry unjustifiably high risks in terms of resource conservation and fail to
address the issues of local depletion and the needs of those “who depend on the halibut
resource for food.” For these reasons, e s rt gither Option la or Option 1c because
these options provide for a fixed percentage at levels that have lower impacts on local
depletion than Options 1b and 1d. Further, we continue to be concerned about the data
deficiency for the guided angler fishery and urge the Council to minimize reliance on the

delayed feedback loop timeline and instead establish a conservative GHL for the guided

angler fishery to ensure that area-vid, t remains within CEY untl gecurate and
verifigbl coliection measures are develpped to s rt in-season, abundance ed
management.

As an initial matter, we understand that this proposed regulatory amendment addresses a
complex, contentious issue: the instability caused by the absence of a hard allacation and
the challenging task involved in “balancing the needs of all whe depend on the halibut
resource for food, sport or livelihood.” We appreciate the Council’s sincerity and efforts in
this regard but respectfully submit that the significance of lacal sustainability requires



more thorough analysis and a management response that accords due weight to the needs
of all resource harvesters for stability.

A major shortcoming of this process is that, in our view, the EA/RIR/IRFA analysis of the
proposed regulatory amendment for a Catch Sharing Plan (CSP) did not adequately assess
the impacts of CSP options on leng-term resource conservation, subsistence and non-
guided local recreational use of the halibut rescurce. The prirnary focus of the analysis was
on allocative impacts to the commercial setline fleet with little recognition of two equally
significant problems with the perpetual guided angler fishery harvest GHL exceedances: the
fact that the exceedances are a conservation issue and the significant impacts of the
exceedances on subsistence and local recreational fishery harvests.

Asg an initial matter, the EA/RIR/IRFA's brief references to local depletion overiooked the
need for a meaningful discussion of local impacts. The EA makes the unsupported
assertion that “jclontinuation of the status quo is not expected to impose costs ... to self-
guided anglers or subsistence harvesters.” This is a curious conclusion. The Department
of Commerce has recognized throughout this process that the growth of the guided angler
fishery has greatly increased competition in subsistence community use areas, overcrowded
productive grounds and contributed to declining community use harvests in some areas.
But these impacts have always received short shrift under the rationale that local depletion
is not a conservation concern in terms of overall abundance. NEPA required higher quality
analysis - the local socio-economic effects of the CSP and GHL exceedances that should
have also been analyzed are significant and merited further discussion in order to better
inform the Council’s decision.

We request that you supplement the EA/RIR/IRFA with the information provided below and
referenced materials and reconsider the findings pertaining to subsistence and local
impacts. We do not wish te further delay the long-awaited resolution of this issue but
believe that it is important for the Council’s findings to reflect information indicating that
both the status quo and the CSP options do and/or will impose costs on local recreational
anglers and subsistence harvesters.

In 2003, when NMFS defined the halibut subsistence fishery, the agency recognized that
halibut is one of Alaska’s most important subsistence food species and that maost
subsistence fishing occurs in areas that are close to and accessible to the home community.
Area 2C provides the largest portion of Alaska’s subsistence halibut harvest — nearly
600,000 pounds in 2006. 915 Sitka residents who hold Subsistence Halibut Registration
Certificates (SHARCs} fished for halibut in 2006 and harvested 147,526 pounds of halibut,
Mearly one out of every four Sitkans is a SHARC holder. Some Sitka SHARC holders also
fish recreationally — all total, SHARC holders in Sitka alone harvested 186,404 pounds of
halibut in 2006.

The economic value of these harvests to local communities is substantial. One accepted
method of quantifying this value is to estimate the replacement cost of a substitute,
imported product. Had these Sitkans purchased their fish at a grocery store in Anchorage,

the cost would easily have exceeded $1.5 milfion at current prices for halibut fillets.

Because most subsistence fishermen operate from small skiifs, they cannot safely access
halibut far from Sitka and generally fish in near shore waters. The guided angler fishery
once used these same waters until the local depletions forced them to purchase larger,
faster vessels designed to range further in pursuit of halibut, There is ample circumstantial



evidence o demonstrate local depletions - evidence that the EA/RIR/IFRA neither
considered nor analyzed.

For example, subsistence halibut harvests in one key regulatory area near Sitka have
decreased 15% since 2003. Similar decreases have occurred in other parts of Southeast
Alaska or parts of area 3A where there is a large guided charter presence — near Yakutat,
Cook Inlet and in Prince William Sound. Yet during roughly this same time period, guided
anglers increased their take from 100,000 fish in 2002 to 160,000 fish in 2005. And there
has been a higher catch rate decline for guided angler fisheries over the past five years near
the most affected communities in Southeast Alaska - Sitka and Craig (47% and 58%) - than
for the commercial setline fishery across the region (33%). This contrast leads to the
inescapable conclusion that guided angler fisheries have a disproportionate impact on
community use fishing areas.

The anecdotal evidence is equally compelling - several Sitkans filed affidavits seeking to
intervene in the recent court decision overturning the one fish bag limit. These residents
cited their history of personal use fishing, personal observations of local depletion and
attributed the increased difficulty of finding halibut for themselves and in many cases their
neighbors to the growth of the guided angler fishery. Similarly, at the Southeast Region
Subsistence Advisory Council hearings held in Sitka in February, local subsistence users
expressed concern with resource impacts caused by the guided angler fishery.

Stakeholders have repeatedly emphasized these concerns throughout this long process.
Commenters on the 2007 proposed rule to modify size and bag limits urged the agency to
consider subsistence users and non-guided anglers in the problem statement to account for
the local depletion and negative impact on subsistence harvests arising from continued
guided angler fishery GHL exceedances. In 2003, resident sport anglers urged GHL
implementation not because of concern about the erosion of the setline allocation, but to
*control effort” in the guided fishery and “ensure sport fishing opportunities for local
residents.” And the Department of Commerce is now considering additional restrictions
specifically applicable to subsistence users in SBitka Sound in order to address localized
depletion concerns,

Two significant flaws flowed from the cursory review of these significant stakeholder
concerns: (1} consideration of CSP options that allocate a fixed poundage or mixed fixed
poundage fpercentage to puided angler fisheries and (2) continued reliance on deilayed
corrective management measures to account for the absence of timely and accurate guided
angler fishery catch data showing GHL exceedances.

With regard to the first flaw, we reiterate our request that the Council select the CSP option
that ties guided angler fisheries explicitly to abundance — a percentage of CEY. There is no
other defensible option that would be consistent with sound principles of science-based
resource management. As a general rule, we support abundance-based management as a
fundamental principle for regulating fisheries of all types.

The need for a fixed percentage option is even more compelling in this case where in-season
corrective measures may not be available. Recent International Pacific Halibut Commission
research indicates that a dramatic increase in the arrowtooth flounder biomass in the Gulf
of Alaska may be the cause of a marked decline in halibut size at age and may continue to
have detrimental impacts on halibut populations - impacts that may require a “reevaiuation
of the harvest rate.” Because the concern of this research pertains to competition for prey
species and the relationship between prey availability and size at age, we add that there is



an increasing body of scientific literature identifying concerns with increased ocean acidity
arnd marine prey species. In view of these concerns, a fixed poundage allocation to one
sector could foreclose management options in the future that would otherwise be available
if harvest was tied to abundance. In sum, we strongly oppose Options 2 and 3 and perceive
the concept of a fixed weight harvest of a fluctuating resource as inherently unsustainable.
Such an option carries an unjustifiably high risk of creating an “overfishing entitlement.”
Please adopt a CSP that best allows for management flexibility and provides some
protection for local use — Option 1a or le.

Second, the recent charter operator lawsuit against Secretary Gutierrez and the decision to
enjoin the Secretary's one-fish bag limit conservation measure have substantially
undermined the feasibility of post-overage corrective measures. The Council must require
improved means of timely and accurate catch reperting that is equivalent in reliability to
the system used to monitor commercial setline harvest, The Council recognized in 2002
that better reporting was integral to the success of the GHL proposal. But betier reporting
mechanisms have not been developed and this failure is inextricably intertwined with the
inability to manage the guided angler fishery within its GHL.

In our view, the guided angler fishery and ADF & G need to have the same accountability
for accurate reporting of catch data as other harvesters and harvest managers. There is no
time lag for calculating subsistence harvests as is necessary to determine CEY and
commercial setline fishermen report catch data contemporanecusly with delivery. The
commercial setline fishery has built-in mechanisms through the IFQ program that cap
overages af levels far below guided angler fishery exceedances and correct those gverages
the following year. It is grossly inequitable to allow the one harvest sector that fails te abide
by its limit a free pass based on an alleged infeasibility of catch reporting.

We recognize that the development of improved catch data reporting methods that work
best for the puided angler fishery and fishery managers will require time and effort. We
think that the mandatory logbock program can be an improvement but only if there is a
clear mechanism for verification. We urge the Council to adopt the National Research
Council’s (NRC) recommendation that guided recreational fisheries need tc be managed
more like the commercial sector in terms of survey and reporting requirements and
encourage ADF & G and the guided angler fishery to develop a program based on the NRC's
findings in its 2006 Review of Recreational Fisheries Survey Methods.

Until the industry and managers put forth that time and effort, we request that the Council
consider implementing the management response that is most consistent with applicable
conservation mandates: the charter aliocation must be set conservatively and proactive
management implemented in order to minimize the possibility of any future overages. As
demonstrated by this year's lawsuit and decision, the policy of delaying corrective measures
pending collection of older data carries the high risk that the Council may not be able to
respond to fluctuations in the resource and that measures will never be implemented to the
leng-term detriment of the resource and to the immediate detriment of other stakeholders.

In surn, we request that you (1) adopt either CSP option la or 1b; {2) set a conservative
allocation for the guided angler fishery and (3} commit to real time catch accounting ef
charter harvest to protect the resource and to lessen that fishery’s disproportionate impact
on local recreational and subsistence fisheries.



Thank you for considering our concerns,

Faul Olson

Conservation Director
Sitka Conservation Society
P.C. Box 6533

Sitka, AK 99835

(907) 747-2638
paul@sitkawild.org
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Example of GAF Lease by IFQ Holder:
|

IFQ Ibs to Lease: 1000
Avrg Ibs/Fish per IPHC data: 18
Number of Fish 1 5t

Lease Charge based on local Dock Price:

Avrg Dock Price in Ctrl Gulf: 54.7% Dock Price Varies per year/area
Lease Fee: S50% Lease Fee may vary per mgmt area
Lease prc/lb: $2.38

Plus NMF5 Mgmt Fee: 3% NMFS is typically less than 3% max
Total Lease Cost/Ib for GAF: $2.45

Total Lease Cost: $2,446.25

Total Cost per GAF fish: 544,03

GAF cost can be passed on to the consumer

| |

Lodge Package Costs: 3 davs 4 days 7 days
Sportsman cove 53,295.00 | 5 3,895.00 | § 6,295.00
Sltka operator $2,035.060 | & 2,695.00

Scott VanPalin- Ketchikan $ 3,695.00




Sitka Conservation Society
P.C. Box 6533

Sitka, AK 99835

Ph.: [907) 747-7509

Fax: {907) 747-6105

iNorth Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 44 Avenue, Ste. 306

Ancherage, AK 99501

Septemnber 22, 2008

Re: Agenda Item C-1: Halibut Catch Sharing Flan
Dear Chairman Olson and Member of the Council:

These comments are submitted on behalf of the Sitka Conservation Society {SCS). 5CS is
Alaska’s oldest conservation society and is a non-profit organization supported by its
members and guided by a board of directors. Since 1967, the SCS has worked to protect
marine and terrestrial wildlife throughout the Tongass National Forest and its surrounding
coastal waters. Its membership includes comymercial fishermen, lodge owners, non-Native
and Alaska Native subsistence resource users and local recreational fishermen, all of whom
have an interest in the conservation of the halibut resource. The Sitka Consetvation
Society has actively advocated for healthy, sustainable local fishery resources, worked to
protect and restore freshwater salmon habitat, participated in marine habitat management
processes to ensure that coastal development activities do not jeopardize fishery resources
and above all promoted a vision for a sustainable local economy based on respensible,
science-based management of our natural resources.

Because of concerns raised by our members pertaining to localized depletions and long-
term conservation of the halibut resource, in June of 2008 SCS filed an amicus brief in
support the decision by Secretary of Commerce Gutierrez to impose a one-fish bag limit for
the Area 2C guided angler fishery. We submit these comments to follow up on the concerns
we raised in support of the Secretary’s propesed conservation measures.

As explained in more detail below, we respectfully submit that C3P Options 2 and 3 for
fixed poundages carry unjustifiably high risks in terms of resource conservation and fail to
address the issues of local depletion and the needs of those “who depend on the halibut
resource for food.” For these reasons, we support either Option Ia or Option Ic because
these options provide for a fixed percentage at levels that have lower impacts on local
depletion than Options 1b and 1d. Further, we continue to be concerned about the data
deficiency for the guided angler fishery and urge the Council to minimize reliance on the
delayed feedback loop timeline and instead establish a conservative GHL for the guided
angler fishery to ensure that area-wide harvest remains within CEY un(il gccurate and
verifiable daia collection measures gare deveioped to support in-season, abundance based
managerment,

As an initial matter, we understand that this proposed regulatory amendment addresses a
complex, contentious issue: the instability caused by the absence of a hard allocation and
the challenging task involved in “balancing the needs of all who depend on the halibut
resource for food, sport or livelihood.” We appreciate the Council’s sincerity and efforts in
this regard but respectfuily submit that the significance of local sustainability requires



more thorough analysis and a management response that accords due weight to the needs
of all resource harvesters for stability.

A major shortcoming of this process is that, in our view, the EA/RIR/IRFA analysis of the
proposed regulatory amendment for a Catch Sharing Plan (CSP) did not adequately assess
the impacts of C5P options on long-term resource conservation, subsistence and non-
guided local recreational use of the halibut resource. The primary focus of the analysis was
on allocative impacts to the commercial setline fleet with little recognition ¢f two equally
significant problems with the perpetual guided angler fishery harvest GHL exceedances: the
fact that the exceedances are a conservation issue and the significant impacts of the
exceedances on subsistence and local recreational fishery harvests,

As an initial matter, the EA/RIR/IRFA’s brief references to local depletion overlooked the
need far a meaningful discussion of local impacts. The EA makes the unsupported
assertion that °[c]ontinuation of the status quo is not expected to impose costs ... to self-
guided anglers or subsistence harvesters.” This is a curious conclusion. The Department
of Commerce has recognized throughout this precess that the growth of the guided angler
fishery has greatly increased competition in subsistence commmunity use areas, overcrowded
productive grounds and contributed to declining community use harvests in some areas.
But these impacts have always received short shrift under the rationale that local depletion
is not a conservation concern in terms of overall abundance. NEPA required higher quality
analysis - the local socio-¢conomic effects of the CSP and GHL exceedances that should
have also been analyzed are significant and merited further discussion in order to better
inform the Council’s decision.

We request that you supplement the EA/RIR/IRFA with the information provided below and
referenced materials and reconsider the findings pertaining to subsistence and local
impacts. We do not wish to further delay the long-awaited resolution of this issue but
believe that if is important for the Council’s findings to reflect information indicating that
both the status quo and the CSP options de and for will impose costs on local recreational
anglers and subsistence harvesters.

In 2003, when NMFS defined the halibut subsistence fishery, the agency recognized that
halibut is one of Alaska’s most impartant subsistence food species and that most
subsistence fishing occurs in areas that are close to and accessible to the home community.
Area 2C provides the largest portion of Alaska’s subsistence halibut harvest — nearly
600,000 pounds in 2006. 915 Sitka residents who hold Subsistence Halibut Registration
Certificates (SHARCs) fished for halibut in 2006 and harvested 147,526 pounds of halibut.
Nearly one out of every four Sitkans is a SHARC holder. Some Sitka SHARC holders aiso
fish recreationally — all total, SHARC holders in Sitka alone harvested 186,404 pounds of
halibut in 2006.

The economic value of these harvests to local communities is substantial. One accepted
method of quantifying this value is to estimate the replacement cost of a substitute,
imported product., Had these Sitkans purchased their fish at a grocery store in Anchorage,

the cost would easily have exceeded $1.5 million at current prices for halibut fillets.

Because most subsistence fishermen operate from small skiffs, they cannot safely access
halibut far from Sitka and generally fish in near shore waters. The guided angler fishery
once used these same waters until the local depletions forced them to purchase larger,
faster vessels designed to range further in pursuit of hatibut. There is ample circumstantial



evidence to demonstrate local depletions = evidence that the EA/RIR/IFRA neither
considered nor analyzed.

For example, subsistence halibut harvests in one key regulatory area near Sitka have
decreased 15% since 2003. Similar decreases have occurred in other parts of Southeast
Alaska or parts of area 3A where there is a large guided charter presence - near Yakutat,
Cook Inlet and in Prince William Sound. Yet during roughly this same time period, guided
anglers increased their take from 100,000 fish in 2002 to 160,000 fish in 2005. And there
has been a higher catch rate decline for guided angler fisheries over the past five years near
the most affected communities in Southeast Alaska — Sitka and Craig [47% and 58%]) - than
for the commercial setline fishery across the region (33%). This contrast leads to the
inescapable conclusion that guided angler fisheries have a disproportionate impact on
community use fishing areas.

The anecdotal evidence is equally compelling — several Sitkans filed affidavits seeking to
intervene in the recent court decision overturning the one fish bag limit. These residents
cited their history of personal use fishing, personal observations of local depletion and
attributed the increased difficulty of finding halibut for themselves and in many cases their
neighbors to the growth of the guided angler fishery. Similarly, at the Southeast Region
Subsistence Advisory Council hearings held in Sitka in February, local subsistence users
expressed concern with resource impacts caused by the guided angler fishery.

Stakeholders have repeatedly emphasized these concerns throughout this long process.
Commenters on the 2007 proposed rule to modify size and bag limits urged the agency to
consider subsistence users and non-guided anglers in the problem statement to account for
the local depletion and negative impact on subsistence harvests arigsing from continued
guided angler fishery GHL exceedances. In 2003, resident sport anglers urged GHL
implementation not because of concern about the erosion of the setline allocation, but to
“control effort” in the guided fishery and "ensure sport fishing opportunities for local
residents.” And the Department of Commerce is now considering additional restrictions
specifically applicable to subsistence users in Sitka Sound in order to address localized
depletion concerns.

Two significant flaws flowed from the cursory review of these significant stakeholder
concerns: (1) consideration of CSP options that allocate a fixed poundage or mixed fixed
poundage /percentage to gnided angler fisheries and (2) continued reliance on delayed
corrective management measures to account for the absence of timely and accurate guided
angler fishery catch data showing GHL exceedances.

With regard to the first flaw, we reiterate our request that the Council select the CSP option
that ties guided angler fisheries explicitly to abundance - a percentage of CEY. There is no
other defensible cption that would be consistent with sound principles of science-based
resource management. As a general rmale, we support abundance-based management as a
fundamental principle for regulating fisheries of all types.

The need for a fixed percentage option is even more compelling in this case where in-season
corrective measures may not be available. Recent International Pacific Halibut Commission
research indicates that a dramatic increase in the arrowtooth flounder bicmass in the Gulf
of Alaska may be the cause of a marked decline in halibut size at age and may cenfinue to
have detrimental impacts on halibut populations — impacts that may require a “reevaluation
of the harvest rate.” Because the concern of this research pertains to competition for prey
species and the relationship between prey availability and size at age, we add that there is



an increasing body of scientific literature identifying concerns with increased ocean acidity
and marine prey species. In view of these concerns, a fixed poundage allocation to vne
sector could foreclose management options in the future that would otherwise be available
if harvest was tied to abundance. In sum, we strongly oppose Options 2 and 3 and perceive
the concept of a fixed weight harvest of a fluctuating resource as inherently unsustainable.
Such an option carries an unjustifiably high risk of creating an “overfishing entitlement.”
Please adopt a CSP that best allows for management flexibility and provides some
protection for local use — Option la or 1c,

Second, the recent charter gperator lawsuit against Secretary Gutierrez and the decision to
enjoin the Secretary’s one-fish bag limit conservation measure have substantially
undermined the feasibility of post-overage corrective measures. The Council must require
improved means of timely and accurate catch reporting that is equivalent in reliability to
the system used to monitor commercial setline harvest. The Council recognized in 2002
that better reporting was integral to the success of the GHL proposal. But better reporting
mechanisms have not been developed and this failure is inextricably intertwined with the
inability to manage the guided angler fishery within its GHL.

In our view, the guided angler fishery and ADF & G need to have the same accountability
for accurate reporting of catch data as other harvesters and harvest managers. There is no
time lag for calculating subsistence harvests as is necessary to determine CEY and
commercial setline fishermen report catch data contemporaneously with delivery. The
commercial setline fishery has built-in mechanisms through the IFQ program that cap
overages at levels far below guided angler fishery exceedances and correct those overages
the following year. It is grossly ineguitable to allow the one harvest sector that fails to abide
by its limit a free pass based on an alleged infeasibility of catch reporting.

We recognize that the development of improved catch data reporting methods that work
best for the guided angler fishery and fishery managers will require time and effort. We
think that the mandatory logbook program can be an improvement but only if there is a
clear mechanism for verification. We urge the Council to adopt the National Research
Council’s (NRC) recommendation that guided recreational fisheries need to be managed
mere like the comnmercial sector in terms of survey and reporting requirements and
encourage ADF & G and the guided angler fishery to develop & program based on the NRC’s
findings in its 2006 Review of Recreational Fisheries Survey Methods.

Until the industry and managers put forth that tirne and effort, we request that the Council
consider implementing the management response that is most consistent with applicable
conservation mandates: the charter allocation must be set conservatively and proactive
managemeit implemented in order to minimize the possibility of any future overages. As
demonstrated by this year’s lawsuit and decision, the policy of delaying corrective measures
pending coliection of older data carries the high risk that the Council may not be able to
respond to fluctuations in the resource and that measures will never be implemented to the
long-term detriment of the resource and to the immediate detriment of other stakeholders.

In sum, we request that you (1) adopt either CSP option 1a or 1b; (2) set a conservative
allocation for the guided angler fishery and (3} commit to real time catch accounting of
charter harvest to protect the resource and to lessen that fishery’s disproportionate impact
on local recreational and subsistence fisheries.



Thank vou for considering our concerns,

Paul Olson

Conservation Director
Sitka Conservation Society
P.O. Box 6533

Sitka, AK 99335

(Q07) 747-2638
paulg@sitkawild.org
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International Game Fish Association
Fishing Hall of Fame & Museum

300 Gulf Stream Way, Dania Beach, Florida, 33004 U.S.A.
Phone: (954) 924-2628 « Fax: (954) 924-4259 « Museum Fax (554} 9244220

September 15, 2008

Mr. Denby Lloyd
Commissioner of Fish for the State of Alaska

Dear Mr. Lloyd,

The International Game Fish Association endorses the two halibut fish rule for the
entire Alaska recreational halibut fishery (whether accessed by charter boat or private
boat) developed and proposed by the Halibut Charter Task Force with the support of
all the major charter organizations in Alaska.

The IGFA asks your Department support the proposed rule in front of the NPFMC as
well. The IGFA believes strongly in the two fish limit as a necessary element to
protect anglers’ historic share of this precious recreational resource. Recreational
halibut fishing is an integral component of a strong Alaska tourist economy and of the
econotnic health of its coastal communities.

Halibut are prized as one of the state's premier target species and reducing the bag
limit to one fish per person per day, absent a clear biological mandate, would be
inconsistent with modern management practices and would most certainly have a
negative effect on an angler’s decision to book a charter.

The International Game Fish Association is a not-for-profit organization committed to

the conservation of game fish and the promoticn of responsible, ethical angling
practices through science, education, rule meking and record keeping.

Sincerely, .
TD& ﬁm

Rob Kramer
President

WHETHER FRESHWATER OR SMLTWATER, SMARE IN THE LOVE OF FISHING AND THE CONCERN FOR ITS FUTURE.

Edwearion  » Conservation + Recreation
Email: HOW@ipfa.org «» Website: www.igfa.org
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Sepiember 24, 2008
Mr, Eric Ofson
Chainmnan
North Pacific Fishery Management Council Agenda Item C-1(b)

605 West Fourth Avenue, Suite 306
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Chairman Olson and Members of the Couneil:

The Charter Halibut Task Force (CHTF) is comprised of owners and managers of
halibut guided charter cperations in Intermational Pacific Halibut Commission (JPHC)
Areas 2C and 3A, Many of our members were plaintiffs in the ongoing lawsuit against
the one halibut daily bag limit rule for Area 2C that was enjoined by the court {and has
now been withdrawn by NMFS). The CHTF has grave concerns about the current suite
of alternatives being considered by the Council. We request that the Council postpone

final action on a catch sharing plan for Areas 2C and 3A until next April and add the

charter sector al tive proposed below option for consideration time.

The Couneil should delay final action and consider the charter sector alternative
proposed below because of the severe adverse economic impacts that the current suite of
alternatives would impose on the charler operators and local econemies for a very small
benefit to the commercial sector. To put this in perspective, adoption of the one halibut
daily bag limit in Area 2C for 2008 resulted in less than {86 pounds of additional halibut
each for 37 percent of the 2C IF(} holders, and less than 620 pounds of additional halibut
each for another 22 percent of the 2C [FQ holders.! The Area 2C IFQ fleet received this
additional halibut in 2008 notwithstanding the court injunction because the [PHC in
January “assumed” the one halibut limit would be in effect and increased the commercial
catch limit for 2008 by 385,000 pounds based on that assumption. See Appendix 1.

In contrast to this minimal gain for the vast majority of the [F(QQ holders, the
economic losses to charter operators from imposing a one halibut daily lirnit are severe.
According to the chart on page 74 of the August 28, 2008 Draft EA/RIR/IRFA, which
uses an overly conservative estimate of $225 per charter customer, the difference in
charter sector revenue between a one halibut a day limit and a two halibut a day limit in
Area 2C for 2008 is 9.72 million dollars versus 17.81 millicn dollars, or a loss of 8.09

million dollars for the Area 2C charter operators in 2008 alone. (Compare the dollar

amounts shown for option la, the current GHL of 931,000 pounds, with option 2c¢, 1.9

' According to Linda Behnken, Director of the Alaska Longline Fishermen's Association, for Area 2C “in
2008, 79% of the 1,339 Q5 holders own 10,000 pounds or less of Southeast halibut IFQ, and 57% hold less

than 3,000 pounds of Southeast halibut IFQ.” Affidavit of Linda Behnken, paragraph 4, 6/22/2008.
ey
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million pounds fixed, which is roughly the charter harvest in 2007). At an ex-vessel price
of $4.50 a pound, the 385,000 additional pounds the IPHC awarded the commercial IFQ
fleet in Area 2C by assuming implementation of the one halibut rule in 2008 represents a
gain of 1.73 million dollars to the Area 2¢ IF(Q holders. The disproportionate and
irreparable loss to the charter gperators is clear, and is part of the reason the court
enjoined the 2008 rule.

More than 240,000 recreational anglers fished on charter vessels in Areas 2C and
3A 2007 and still managed to take less than six million pounds out of the more than 57
million pounds of halibut allocated by the IPHC to commercial and guided recreational
catches off Alaska for 2007. NMFS and the Council have never explained why guided
recreational anglers should be limited to something less than 11 percent of the halibut
made available by the IPHC for commercial and guided recreational anglers each year.
There is nothing fair and equitable about limiting more than 240,000 recreational anglers
to one halibu, or two halibut with a slot limit or an annual limit, in erder to add ne more
than 1.5 million pounds to the more than 54 million pounds the comnercial [FQ fleet
harvests each and every year off Alaska.

Another reason the Council should delay action is that the economie analysis in
the August 28, 2008 Draft EA/RIR/IFRA completely ignores relevant prior research that
would provide a clearer picture of the inequities caused by the Council’s proposed suite
of altematives. As CHTF has pointed out in prior testimony to the Council, the entire
recreational sector, guided and unguided anglers combined, has accounted for less than
10 percent on average of all halibut caught off Alaska over the past 10 years. This is a far
cry from the 89 percent of halibut that is devoled to commercial fisheries. Yet nowhere
is this imbalance in allocation discussed in the Draft EA/RIR/AFRA. In fact, in three of
the papers cited as a reference in the Draft EA/RIR/AFRA (see page 123), Council
members may be surprised to learn that Dr. Keith Criddle, a member of the Council’s
Scientific and Statistical Committee, has published an economic model of the Pacific
halibut fishery which demonstrates that the optimal allocation of the fishery in terms of
maxitmizing net 1t5_for both commercial and recreational users is to allocate 71
percent to the commercial fishery and 29 percent to the recreational fishery. Yet none of
the options currently under consideration comes close to such an overall optimal
allocation, and neither the Counci! nor NMFS$ has provided any explanation for why not.
Adding the charter sector alternative proposed below to the suite of options under
consideration would be a step toward providing a more fair and equitable allocation.

Along the same vein, the Council is fully aware that additional economic research
is being conducted by the Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&() and NMFS,
The results of at least the ADF&G research should be available in December — more than
encugh time to be utilized in analysis for an April Council meeting. Further, as Dr. Hans
Radtke, an economist and former chairman of the Pacific Fishery Management Council

e e . _______]
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wili explain in separate testimony, the existing research already provides a basis for
econormic modeling that can be done and would provide relevant information on costs
and benefits that is presently lacking. The Council should delay action until such work is
done.

Finally, it bears repeating that the alternatives before the Council are purely
allocative — they are not necessary for the conservation of the halibut stock nor do they
address localized depletion. The August 28, 2008 Draft EA/RIR/IRFA clearly states on
page 5 “none of the proposed alternatives is expected to significantly impact the halibut
stock.™ In fact, only the charter sector alternative proposed below would actually
promote conservation of the resource, through its provisions that ensure that halibut given
up by the recreational sector if a one fish daily limit becomes necessary are not simply
reallocated to the commercial fleet but are instead Jeft in the water to rebuild the halibut
stock. NMF$ has also made clear that there is no conservation concem justifying these
allocation decisions. [In response to comments arguing that the one halibut daily bag
limit in Area 2C was necessary for conservation reasons and that Area 2C would be
overfished if the charter sector is not restrained, NMFS stated unequivecally in the
Federal Register that “NMFS disagrees. The best available evidence indicates that the
Area 2C stock is not overfished and the IPHC has not made that determination.” 73
Federal Register 30518 (May 28, 2008). NMFS also said that they had no data to show
that localized depletion is oceurring, that localized depletion is not a threat ta the
resource, and that a one fish rule does not address that issue. 73 Federal Register at
30507 and 30517 (May 28, 2008).

Turning now to the specifics of the Council’s current suite of alternatives. As the
Council is well aware, the purpose of recreational fishing, in contrast to commercial
fishing, is not to catch a specific number of pounds of fish to sell. [t is the possibility of
catching a couple of fish, which may be big or may be small, that leads anglers 1o book
far in advance and to commit to the substantial expense of traveling to coastal towns in
Alaska and procuring lodging and guided charter services. In this regard, the CHTF
appreciates the Council’s recognition of the specific need of the guided charter sector for
advance notice and predictability with regard to management tools. The CHTF also
understands that the stated purpose of the Council’s proposal is to address the conflict
between the charter and commercial sectors with respect to an aliocation of the halibut
resource. Unfortunately, as discussed in more detail below, the current suite of
alternatives under consideration by the Council is likely to have the opposite effect.

To resolve this conflict between the sectors, the Council has proposed initial
allecation levels for the charter sector in Areas 2C and 3A, and supplements this initial
allecation with a proposed leasing system, under which commercial IFQ holders may
lease a portion of their [FQ privilages to charter operators to allow their clients additional
harvest privileges. At the outset, the CHTF submits that under cuwrrent NMFS

.
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regulations, which provide for a two-halibut daily bag limit in both areas for the charter
fishery, these measures would be unnecessary. The Council’s proposed IFQ leasing
system only becomes necessary if the charter sector is [imited to a one halibut daily bag
limit. In fact, because the Council proposes to cap the guided recreational anglers who
use Guided Angler Fish (GAF) at the daily limit for unguided recreational anglers, the
GAF system could operate pnly under a one halibut daily rule. Under a two halibut daily
rule, the GAF leasing program would be neither necessary nor permissible by its own
terms. A one-halibut daily bag limit allocation with a purported right to purchase
additional fishing privileges from the commercial sector, however, is not the same as an
allocation of fish, and it certainly is not a “fair and equitable” allocation. Instead, such a
scheme, if adopted by NMFS, would represent an express abdication by NMFS of its
responsibility to make a fair and equitable allocation of the resource.

The CHTF respectfully submits that the Council’s current suite of proposals
suffer from three primary deficiencies: (1) the allocation levels under consideration are
legally insupportable in light of NMFS® responsibility under the Halibut Act to ensure
that any allocation action is “fair and equitable,” (2) the allocation levels and leasing
mechanism are not likely to resolve the recognized conflict between sectors as a practical
matter, and (3) the leasing mechanism is inconsistent with existing NMFS regulations
governing the use and transfer of IFQ shares. The CHTF describes these deficiencies in
greater detail below, and suggests an alternative catch sharing plan for the Council’s
consideration. We begin with the alternative proposal.

CHARTER SECTOR ALT TIVE PROPOSAL

The charter sector alternative proposal would use an IPHC estimate of the entire —
or coastwide (i.e., all IPHC areas combined) — halibut spawning biomass as the trigger
peint for a reduction of the daily bag limit for all recreational fishermen — both guided
and unguided — throughout Alaska. The trigger peint would be 225 million pounds,
which is equal to 30 percent of the IPHCs current best estimate of what the coastwide
halibut spawning biomass would be in the absence of fishing, a number referred to in the
IPHC literature (Hare and Clarke 2007 [PHC Harvest Policy Analysis) as Bso.

For reference, the most recent current IPHC estimate of the coastwide halibut
spawning biomass is 300 million pounds, or 40 percent of the coastwide unfished halibut
spawning biomass. This means a significant drop in the coastwide halibut spawning
biomass would have to occur before this trigger point is reached. According to IPHC
figures, B3o has not been reached since at least 1996.

Under the IPHC’s current policies, By is the point at which the coastwide halibut
spawming biomass would be viewed as at a fow level that raises serious conservation
concerns, so the target harvest rate (which affects the amount of halibut available for all

e ————————— e S ——
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removals) would be reduced io allow for rebuilding. Bog—or 20 percent of the unfished
halibut spawning biomass — is used by the IPHC as a conservative approximation of the
historical low and is the point at which all fishing would be severely restricted or cease.

The alternative proposal would have the following elements:

1. All recreational fishermen {guided and unguided) would have the same daily
bag limits for all areas off Alaska. There would be no slot or annual limits.

2. The recreational daily bag limit would be two fish when the coastwide halibut
spawning biomass for that year is cstimated by the [PHC to be equal to or greater
than 225 mitlion pounds, or Bsg.

3. The recreational daily bag limit would be one fish if the coastwide halibut
spawning biomass is estimated by the IPHC for that year to be less than 225
million pounds, or Bse.

4. If the coastwide halibut spawning biomass is estimated by the IPHC to be
below 225 million pounds (Bjo) for any particular year, the Secretary of
Commerce would issue rules (or implement rules adopted in advance) to:

A. Reduce the recreational daily bag limit off Alaska to one halibut per day.

B. Reduce the commercial bycatch caps by the same percentage as the
directed commercial catch limit is reduced based on the average reduction
for ail IPHC areas off Alaska (i.e., IPHC Areas 2C through 4).

C. Not apply the IPHC’s “Fast Down” policy in settng the ¢commercial
fishery catch limit, so that the realized harvest rate is the same as the target
harvest rate and the commercial fishery catch limit would be set equal to
the Fishery CEY.

D. Deduct from the Total CEY the estimated amount of halibut that would
have been removed if the reductions required by actions A and B had not
occurred, so that the halibut saved by these reductions are not simply re-
allocated 1o the directed commercial fishery, These reductions are instead
left unharvested to more quickly rebuild spawning stocks.

This altemative has numerous advantages over the present interim proposals. It
would be easy o understand, easy to enforce, would increase safety for recreational
fishermen, and minimize waste of agency and Council resources by eliminating the need

for extensive annua! analysis and debate of management measures. The proposal
M
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recognizes the importance of advance notice and certainty for a destination fishery like
Alaska, and would continue to allow a season of historic length. It also would establish a
clear point at which all recreational fisheries would be reduced by 50 percent 10 assist in
the conservation and rebuilding of the halibut stock.

By ensuring that all recreational anglers have the same daily bag limit throughout
Alaska, this proposal reduces the adverse impacts of a reduction in the daily bag limit by
not penalizing anglers for fishing where they wish o or for accessing the resource using
charter vessels. This proposal would provide consumer certainty with respect to what the
recreational halibut management regime will be from year to year in Alaska. In addition,
this proposal would prevent the inevitable increase in unguided fishing harvests that will
oceur if there are different rules for guided and unguided recreational anglers. This
increase in unguided harvests would simply cause the current problem io reappear as
commercial catch limits are once again reduced to account for recreational harvests, to
the dismay and anger of commercial fishermen who would have mistakenly thought their
“uncompensated reatlocation” problem was solved.

This propesal would also save consumers and government a considerable amount
of money on an annua) basis because it would eliminate the costly and cumbersome
accounting requirements and administrative infrastructure that would be required for the
Council’s proposed leasing options, and would also eliminate the need for extensive
annual review and justification of annuat management changes as the Council and NMFS
attempt to hold the recreational sector to a specific poundage allocation each year.

The proposal benefits the commercial fishing sector by establishing in advance an
automatic mechanism for reducing the recreational harvest by 50 percent should the
halibut stock reach the threshold at which the [PHC has said it would reduce the target
harvest rate for the halibut stock. This significant reduction will aid in the rebuilding to
the balibut stock more rapidly for the benefit of all users and ensures that the recreational
sector contributes to conservation of the resource. '

The Council has proposed a moratorium on the number of charter operators in
Areas 2C and 34, and NMFS is presently working on proposed implementing
regulations. With a moratorium in place, commercial concerns about continued growth in
the charter sector will be addressed by the effort restrictions imposed by the moratorium.
The moratorium, in conjunction with the charter sector alternative proposal described
above, would create a stable, predictable, equitable, and non-discriminatory allocation
structure that would have the added advantage of including a built-in mechanism for
addressing conservation concerns should they arise. The charter sector alternative
proposa} is also permissible under the Northern Pacific Halibut Act of 1982 (the Halibut
Act), something that cannot be said of the Council’s current suite of proposals. The
CHTF now turns to the legal issues raised by the Council’s current proposals.

w
www.charterhalibut.org Page 6



P.O. Box 8500 Ketchikan, AK 99901 www.charterhalibut.org  1-877-588-8819

T uncil’s Current Proposals are Legally Insupportable

Section 5(c) of the Halibut Act provides in relevant part that; “{i]f it becomes
necessary to allocate or assign halibut fishing privileges among vanous United States
fisherman, such allocation shal! be fair and equitable to all such fisherman, based upon
the rights and obligations in existing Federal law, reasonably calculated to promote
conservation, and carried out in such a manner that no particular individual, corporation,
or other entity acquires an excessive share of fishing privileges.” 16 U.5.C. § 773¢(c).
The Council’s proposals are not “fair and equitable” under the Halibut Act for a number
of reasons.

First, the Council’s praposals are almost entirely tied to the GHL, either explicitly
or implicitly. Element 1, the initial fishing allocation, contains two options that are based
on either a fixed percentage or fixed pound allocation. Both of these options are tied to
the “GHL formula.” However, there has been na explanation offered by the Council, and
no determination made by NMFS, that the GHL itself reflects a fair and equitable
allecation. Thus, before NMFS could consider adoption of the Council’s proposal or any
other proposal that is tied to the GHL, NMFS would first have to provide a rationale for
why regulating the puided sector to the GHL would result in an allocation that is fair and
equitable among the guided recreational, unguided recreational, and commercial fishing
sectors. To date, it has not done so.

In fact, in addition to the reasons cited at the beginning of this letter, it is apparent
that the GHL was never a fair and equitable allocation. As the tables on page 43 of the
August 28, 2008 Draft EA/RIR/IRFA shows, the GHL has been exceed every year since
it was imptemented in 2004 in Area 2C and 3A (the table shows the 2007 estimate for
Area 3A of 3.40 million pounds — the ADF&G final numbers released on September 5,
2008 put the Area 3A charter harvest at 4.00 million pounds). Not only did the GHL as
implemented not contain any room for growth, it was already inadequate to accommodate
the existing harvest from the day it was put in place. Without a moratoriurn on new entry
into the charter sector, which the Council’s analysis at the time cleatly showed was
occurring and was projected to continue to occur, there was nothing that the existing
charter operators could do individually or collectively to attempt to stay under the GHL.
Now, four years after the GHL was implemented and 15 years after this debate first
began, the charter sector is finally expecting to see moratorium regulations published this
fall, but these will not be in place until 2010.

To illustrate how unfair the GHL formula is simply consider this — the GHL for
Area 2C sets as its benchmark for the charter sector only 13 percent of the combined
commercial and charter harvest. In 2008, 13 percent of the combined commercial and
charter harvests equals 931,000 pounds, the current GHL for Area 2C. The 87 percent

- ——— —— —  — — — — — _ _________________________
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cornrercial / 13 percent charter division envisioned in the GHL means that the combined
commereial and charter catch limit for Area 2C would need to be 13.84 million pounds
before charter anglers in 2C could expect to sce a two fish daily bag limit with no other
restrictions, assuming a 1.8 million pound charter sector harvest, which was the amount
taken in 2006 when there were no restrictions. To get to a 1.9 million pound harvest, the
highest option on the table and less than what was caught by Area 2C charter anglers in
2007 or 2005, the combined commercial and charter catch limit would have te be 14.75
million pounds, with a commercial catch limit of 12.85 million pounds.

The Council should realize that there is almost no scenaric under which Area 2C
can expect to see a combined catch limit of 13.8 million pounds, much less 14.75 million
pounds. A 13.8 million pound combined catch limit would equal a commercial catch
limit of 12 million pounds. That is 1.1 million pounds higher than the highest
commercial catch limit ever in Area 2C. As a resulf, it is clear that the GHL division is
unrealistic. In contrast, adopting the charter sector alternative proposal set forth above
would result in the charter sector getting just 25.2 percent of the 2008 combined
commercial and charter catch allocation — which means that the conmercial sector stili
gets allocated almost 75% of the available halibut. Interestingly, a 23.2 percent
allocation for the charter sector comes much closer to the optimal 29 percent sport/71
percent commercial allocation modelled by Dr. Criddle in his 2004 paper that is
referenced, but not discussed, in the August 28, 2008 public review draft.

Second, the Coungil’s proposal is not an allocation plan. 50 C.F.R. §
600.325(¢)1), which deals with National Standard 4 under the Magnuson-Stevens Act,
states that: “An ‘ailocation’ or ‘assignment” of fishing privileges is a direct and deliberate
distribution of the opportunity to participate in a fishery among identifiable, discrete user
groups or individuals.” Although the Act is not directly applicable here, the regulatory
definition describing a “direct and deliberate distribution” ts instructive. That definition
makes clear that, if the Council is going to recommend that NMFS consider an allocation
schente, the proposed scheme must definitively apportion the resource. The Council’s
GAF/TFQ leasing proposal does not do that. Instead, the Council’s proposal would
reduce the charter sector harvest by approximately half and award those harvest rights to
the commercial sector, and then purport to allow the charter sector to buy back the fish
that were just reallocated to the commercial sector. In addition to being illogical, the
proposal completely avoids the very question that it must legally address; i.e., whatis a
fair and equitable allocation of the resource?

Third, in addition to the fact that the Council’s proposal does not fulfill the
statutory task for which it was designex, it is unworkable by its own terms. Even if
taking privileges from one sector, giving them to another sector, and then allowing the
first sector to lease those privileges back were an outcome contemplated by the Halibut
Act (it is not), the system as proposed will almost certainly fail to produce that result.

.. .
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Because there is no mechanism in the Council’s proposal io compel the commercial
sector to sell harvest privileges to the charter sector and ne mechanism to regulate the
price, there is no reason to believe that the commercial sector will sell privileges to the
charter sector, and thus no reason to believe that most, if not all, guided recreational
anglers will be subject in most years to anything other than a one-fish daily bag limit. As
such, the only “allocation” is the one embodied in the initial allocation, and those
allocation options would result in a one-fish daily limit or annual caps immediately in
Area 2C, and in the not too distant future for Area 3A. The Halibut Act requires the
Council and NMFS to explain how a one halibut daily limit or annual caps on the charter
sector are fair and equitable when the entire recreational sector accounted for less than 10
percent of the halibut caught off Alaska each year for the past 10 years. Neither the
Council nor NMFS has made any such finding, nor is there any reason to think that either
could make such a finding under current stock conditions.

As discussed on page 1 of this letter, a one halibut a day limit provides only a
small additional amount of halibut to each IFQ holder, yet it would impose cnppling,
irreparable hardship on charter operators. After NMFS attempted to impose a one halibut
daily bag limit in Area 2C, several charter operators lost hundreds of thousands of dollars
in revenues, and experienced multiple cancellations of repeat and regular clients who
would not undertake the expense of traveling from out of state to Area 2C under a one
halibut rule. As a result of these losses, which were attested to in sworn affidavits, a
federal judge issued a preliminary injunction to prevent implementation of the one fish
rule based on that irreparable harm. '

The Council’s proposal is aise unfair and inequitable because it seeks to treat the
guided and unguided sectors of the recreational fishery differently. For exampie, under
the Council’s current suite of alternatives it is quite likely in Area 2C that unguided
recreational anglers would have a two halibus daily limit, while guided recreaticnal
anglers would have a one halibut daily limit, coupled with a largely illusory option to
lease additional harvest privileges if their charter operator could find a willing IFQ holder
from whom to lease additional fish. The only difference between the two groups is that
the members of one group choose to hire guides (for a range of reasons including lack of
boat ownership or access, convenience, access to knowledge and skill, and safety} while
the members of the other group have access to private boats. There has never been an
explanation offered by the Council or by NMFS of why this difference, which has no
relation to any conservation or management purpose, justifies different treatment as
between these two groups.

In addition to treating guided and unguided recreational anglers differently for no
apparent purpose, the Council’s proposal also discriminates against out-of-state
fishermen. Guided anglers in Area 2C are overwhelmingly from States other than
Alaska, while unguided recreational fishermen in Area 2C are predominantly in-state

w
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residents. Thus, although the differences in the treatment of guided and unguided anglers
discussed immediately above may be facially neutral with respect to the state of residence
of those anglers, there is a reat and substantial disparate impact on anglers from states
other than Alaska that contravenes the requirements of the Halibut Act.

For all of these reasons, which are cerfainly not exhaustive, there are legal

problems with the proposed IFQ leasing system that must be addressed before a Council
proposal can move forward with any reasonable chance for success.

The Council’s Leasing Proposal js Impracticable

Tn addition to the legal problems inherent in the Council’s proposal as discussed
above, there are a number of practical reasons why the Council’s proposal is unlikely to
resolve the conflict between the commercial and charter sectors or the tensions in coastal
communities that rely on the halibut resource. The CHTF takes the opportunity below to
summarize a few of the key issues that make the Council’s proposal impracticable.

+ The Council's IFQ leasing proposal is not an allocation. The Council’s proposal
only provides a right to the charter sector to lease [FQ privileges from the
commereial sector, but there is no means to compel the commercial sector to lease
such rights. Thus, there is no guarantee that the commercial sector will actually
lease such rights. The August 28, 2008 Draft EA/RIR/IRFA acknowledges this
problem in passing at page 108, but offers no real analysis or explanation of why
IFQ holders would be expected to lease quota to charter operators.

+ 1n order for it to make sense from an administrative and economic standpoint for
the commercial sector to lease IFQ rights to the charter sector, the commercial
sector would have to lease at a price that is considerably higher than the value of
the fish that they would catch and sell on the market, which would likely be a
price too high for most charter operators to absorb. Neither the Council nor
NMFS has performed an economic impact analysis on how this proposed IFQ
leasing system would affect the charter industry. Before either could proceed
with this proposal, such an analysis would have to be conducted. In this regard,
the Council’s August 28, 2008 Draft EA/RIR/IRFA at pages 19 and 76 simply
asserts without explanation that excess costs associated with leasing GAF could
be passed through to charter clients, Given the elasticity in the market
demonstrated by the defection of Area 2C guided clients before the one-fish rule
was enjoined by the court in June of this year, it is unreasonable to simply assume
that a significant price increase would have no effect on bookings.

» When the charter operators recently challenged NMFS® one-halibut rule in court,
several representatives of the commercial sector intérvened to strongly support the

M
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one-fish rule. These commercial sector representatives strenuously opposed any
additional “allocation” to the charter sector because it would cut into their own
allocation. It is therefore unreasonable to believe that the cormnercial sector
would not use all of their own IF(Q rights, and makes it unlikely that they would
lease their rights to the charter sector even if they did not use all of their [FQ
themselves. Quite simply, the Council’s proposal to reduce conflict between the
sectors places one sector in the position of determining the survival of the other,
That is not acceptable either as a practical matter or as a legal matter.

* The proposed IFQ leasing system does not address the specific need of the charter
sector for advance notice and predictability, which the Council itself stated was
critical in its proposal. Charter clients will not expend significant resources to
travel to Alaska and book reservations far in advance simply on the possibility
that the commercial sector might lease IFQ rights. Especially since the size of a
given Quota Share in any given year is not determined until the IPHC makes its
CEY determinations public in the early spring of each year, that information
comes too late to support advance bookings that are today typically made eight to
eighteen months in advance. Moreover, determination of (S size is just the
beginning of the process for negotiating GAF leases. By the time that process
was completed — if indeed [FQ holders could be induced to lease at commercially
viable prices — the recreational season would be very close at hand. During that
extended period of uncertainty, guided charter operators could not provide any
assurance of harvest privileges to clients inquiring about bookings.

* If the commercial sector does not ultimately lease a significant porticn of its IFQ
rights to the charter sector, in addition to whatever economic losses charter
operators sustain, the businesses and local economies that cater to guided
recreational anglers would sustain economic losses as well. No impact analysis
has been performed to forecast what kind of adverse economic impacts this
praposal will have on the coastal communities that rely on guided recreational
anglers’ access to the public halibut resource.

The Conncil’s Leasing Proposal is Inconsistent with Existing IFQ Regulations

The Council’s leasing proposal seeks to permit commereial IFQ holders to lease
part of their existing [FQ privileges to charter anglers in order to provide them with
additional harvesting opportunities. Under existing NMFS regulations governing the
transfer of IFQ shares, in order to be eligible to receive a temporary or permanent transfer
of IFQQ privileges, a party needs to either be an initial commercial IFQ issuee or have had
150 days or mare of experience working as part of a harvesting crew in any U.S.
commercial fishery. See 50 C.F.R. § 679.41(d)(6)(1). Since virtually no charter angler
-  — - ______ —— ________________
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has met either of these requirements, the Council has essentially proposed to allow IFQ
shares to be leased to unqualified and unintended transferces. The only way the
Council’s proposal could move forward would be if NMFS amended its existing
regulations on IFQ transfers to remove these restrictions or created a specific exception
for the Council’s proposal. Either way, NMFS would be required to initiate a rulemaking
procedure pursuant to the Administrative Procedure Act allowing for public notice and
comment. In adopting any new regulation or exemption, NMFS must explain why such a
regulatory change is both necessary and reasonable. There is no evidence that either the
Counci! or NMFS has even considered these questions.

In addition, the issue of qualified transferees calls into question the primary
purpose behind NMFS” IFQ transfer restrictions, which are intended 1o kecp harvesting
privileges within the commercia] sector. In the rulemaking leading up to the adoption of
the IFQ) regulations, NMFS stated that specific restrictions on the transfer of IFQ
privileges were intended to ensure that IFQs would continue to be held by commercial
fisherman after the initial allocation process. The purpose behind requiring a potential
IFQ transferee to have commercial fishing experience was to “assure that [FQs remain in
the hands of fisherman who have a history of past pasticipation and current dependence
on the fishery.” 57 Federal Register 57130 (December 3, 1992). The Council’s proposal
obviously undermines this regulatory intent. Moreover, and perhaps ullimately more
important, the regulatory intent of keeping commercial IFQ privileges within the
commercial sector underscores the fact that, as a practical matter, individuals within the
commercial sector will be unlikely to lease any pottion of their IFQ fishing pnivileges to
non-commetcial fisherman.

Conclusion
CHTF urges the Council to delay final action on a catch sharing plan for Areas 2C
and 3A until next April and to add the charter sector alternative proposal to its suite of
options for consideration at that time. CHTF would be pleased to provide any additional
information that would assist the Council in its deliberations.
sincerely,

S OuS—

Earl W. Comstock
Counsel for the Charter Halibut Task Force

Attachment: Appendix 1
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Appendix 1

Calculations Showing How the IPHC Assumption that 2C Charter Harvest Will be Held
to the GHL Increased the Area 2C Commercial Catch Limit for 2008 by 385,000 Pounds'’

Scenario 1@ TPHC formula used for Area 2C commercial catch limit in 2008

Exploitable Biomass
Harvest Rate
Total CEY

Other Removals

2007 Catch Limit
Fishery CEY

2008 Catch Limnit

32.5 million pounds
20 percent
6.50 million pounds (EBio times Harvest Rate)

2.59 million pounds (assumnes charter is held to the 2008
GHL of 0.931 million pounds)

.51 million pounds
3,92 million pounds (Total CEY minus Other Removals)

6.210 million pounds {calculated using the IPHC’s “Slow
Uyp, Fast Down” (SUFD) policy, which means you subtract
v4 the difference between the 2007 Catch Limit and the
Fishery CEY from the 2007 Catch Limit, or 8.51 million
pounds minus (8.51 million pounds — 3.92 million pounds
divided by 2 = 2.30 million pounds) = 6.21 million
pounds)

Scenaric 2: Area 2C commercial catch limit if IPHC?s assumption of the GHL in
Other Removals is replaced by 2007 estimated charter harvest of 1.7 million pounds

Exploitable Biomass
Harvest Rate
Total CEY

Other Removals

32.5 million pounds

2{} percent

6.50 million pounds (EBio times Harvest Rate)

3.359 million pounds (assumes charter removals equal the

ADF&G estimate from October 2007 of 1.7 million
pounds)
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2007 Catch Limit 8.51 million pounds
Fishery CEY 3,14 million pounds (TCEY minus Other Removals)
2008 Catch Limit 5.825 miilion pounds (calculated using SUFD policy,

which means you subtract ¥ the difference between the
2007 Catch Limit and the Fishery CEY from the 2007
Catch Limit, or §.51 millien pounds minus (8.51 million
pounds — 3.14 million pounds divided by 2 = 2.685 million
pounds) = 5.825 millien pounds)

The difference between the ADF&G estimated harvest of 1.70 million pounds and the
assumed GHL harvest of 0.93 million pounds is 770,000 pounds. The difference between
the 6.210 million pound catch limit with the GHL assumption and the 5.825 million
pourd catch limit using the ADF&G estimated 2007 charter harvest is 385,000 pounds,
half of the difference between ADF&G estimated harvest and the GHL, thanks to the
IPHC **fast down™ policy.

Dividing the Scenario 2 Catch limit by the Scenario 1 Catch Limit, we arrive at the
percentage difference between catch limit calculations:

5.825/6.210 = 5380

From this ratio it is easy to compare the before and after impact of the [PHC’s
assumption of the GHL (duc to NMFS one halibut rule for 2C charter anglers) on
commercial catch limits:

An Area 2C commercial fisherman with 3000 pounds of TAC in Scenario 1 would
receive 0.9380*3000 = 2814 pounds in Scenario 2, a loss of 186 pounds.

An Area 2C commercial fisherman with 10,000 pounds of TAC in Scenario 1 would
receive 0.9380%10,000= 9380 pounds in Scenario 2, a Joss of 620 pounds.

' The calculations in the Appendix were verified by Greg Williams of the International
Pacific Halibut Commission in e-mail correspondence with Rex Murphy on September
19, 2008.

w
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o~ Septermber 26, 2008

Mr. Eric Olson, Chair

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4%, Suite 306

Anchorage, AKX 99501

Dear Eric:

Right up front, please accept my strong disagreemeni with statements by charter
fishermen that they provide the public’s only access to the halibut resource.
Statements such as these are an insult to people throughout Alaska, the nation, and
the world, who buy hakibut at the local market and who are erther unabie or not at
all inclined to come to our coast and book a halibut charter. The commercial
fishery provides halibut to the dinner table in the most efficient manmer by far, and
it 15 in the interest of the vast majority that they can continue to do so.

T write this letter both for myself and for my son, Gus Liaville, who is currently a
deckhand fishing halibut and black cod on the loogliner Vigilant in Area 3B and
will probably be unavailable to tesufy. Commercial fishing has been the bread and
butter for our family most of the thirty years that I have lived here in Seward. All
three of my children were born here and have accompanied my wife and myself on
various fish decks from the time they were infants. It is not surprising that my two
sons now 21 and 19 years old are actively pursuing careers as commercial
fisherman. The halibut/sablefish IFQ program has profoundly affected this family
from the day it began acd this NPFMC meeting stands to have a major impact on
the success or failure of restricted access management in these fisheries in the
years {0 come,

Being primarily a deckhand on longliners during the qualifying years, it was
certainly not my preference that IF(}’s be established without some
acknowledgement for the contribution to a vessel’s catch history by those such as
myself. We got them anyway and even though I had worked in the fishery »
thronghout the gualifying years, my initial allotment was a grand total of 31 lbs.
We have, none-the-less, worked within the program in the ensuing years by buying
quota as our finances would allow even to the point of investing the kids
permanent fund dividends into it.
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At the current ttme, Gus and I are two payments inio a cosigned $180000.00 loan
through Northwest Farm Credit with a seven year payoff at 8.5% interest. We took
this loan on immediately after paying off my first seven vear quota loan with the
same bank. In both cases we established financing, went out into the market, and
paid the going price, and we will continue along this line so long s this
management system can be fairly administered. For the 2008 year, our family’s
quoia amounted to 25000 Ibs. Gus also financed and built a new 32 foot
haltbut/salmon boat at Webber Manine and Manufacturing in Cordova, Alaska
which was completed in time to fish the 2007 quota. As such, I have invested a
good portion of wy life, and my sons are staking their futures on the success of this
management plam. We live, work, and play on this coast, and spend practically
every cent we refain after the payments here as well. We pay real estate and sates
taxes, and annual moorage in both Seward and Cordova and are active in the
affairs of both towns year around.

I believe the main question before the Council at tus time should be this; s the
restricted access management plan now in effect for the halibut resource worth
saving or not? In today’s world, [ strongly believe it is. Current analysis suggests
that this plan has as good a track record as any out there of scieatifically managing
a healthy resource in the face of overwhelming pressure from all sides. Many
other areas of the country have seer previously healthy stocks crash and look upon
this program as a model for how it shouid have been done. The ability to provide
fresh fish into the market most of the year is definitely better from both the
consumer and the harvester’s perspective. Also, those who make the considerable
commitment required to step up to the plate and buy in to the fishery definitely
have the incentive to support conservative biological management to secure the
resource in the future.

The major flaw 1n the corrent quota system for halibut is that not all stakeholders
are playing by the same rules. That the charter boat industry is not included in the
quota program is certainly not for lack of trying. A quota plan for charter boats
very similar to the one proposed now was passed by this commission five years
ago after extensive meetings and political process only to be left to languish and
die in the bureaucracy of Washington DC. The race for fish in the charter industry
continues unabated and now threatens to take down the whole system. A good
example of their lack of conservation incentive can be shown by looking at Area

2C for the last couple of years. In spite of an over forty percent cut to commercial
halibut quotas in the face of a declining resource, charier boat fisherman once

again turned to a Washington DC court to override the one fish bag limit proposed
by the ADF&G. In doing so the entire scientific basis of management by the IPHC
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has been undermined. How can any guideline harvest be enforced when yon

still have this free-for-all being promoted by. those who stand te gain
financially by not submitting to necded harvest limits? Have I slaved away
for the last fifteen years buying into this program only to see my guota be
used as 2 holding mechanism to be whittled away as necessary to prevent
charter fisherman from overfishing the resource? [f so, I believe this program,
and ultimately the entire halibut resource will fail. I certainly will no longer
support it.

So, what shouid be done? Please allow me to make the following suggestions:

2008-09-26 16: 12

* Allocate the charter industry based upon the GHL percentages now in effect.

It is not fair to take from those of us who have bought in to give to those
who haven’t.

The charter indusiry allocation will need to rise and fall with the abundance
of the resource. In this manner, all commercial fishing businesses, including
charter operators, will be on the same page when it comes to conservation,
This is the only way this system can survive over the long haul.

Timely, accurate, and enforceable catch reporting simply must be instituted
in order for any ailocation of halibut quotas to work,

Should the charter industry wish, 2 system to allow the inseason leasing of
quota from the commercial sector should be instituted as an escape valve for
an overbooked business.

Charter businesses should understand that in the future growing their business
will not be done at the expense of others and to the long terin demise of the
resource. Although not blessed with a large quota in the beginning, we have
worked within the systemn to expand and prosper. There is no reason that charter
boat operators cannot do the same.

Sincerely,

*
Robert G. Linville
PO Box 1753
Seward, AK 99664
907-224-3252
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ABSTRACT

This testimony makes suggestions about whether sufficient economic effects
descriptions are being presented to the Council for their decision making about
halibut fishery fishing privileges. Authorizing treaties and legislation for this
fishery’s management require that economic effects be considered in the decision
making. The economic effects descriptions could include measures of "fair and
equitable” impacts to user groups, net benefits to the nation, and distributional
impacts on Alaskan economies. Offering quantitative descriptions for these
measures is a tall order for economists who must quickly apply available research
and concisely describe the modeling resuits, Our review finds that sufficient
scientific data and research exists, but is not being utilized. The testimony
explains economic analysis tools that can be used for making net economic value
and regional economic impact estimates. For example, we have demonstrated
that the movement of halibut catch from recreational to commercial harvests
within the envelope of catch sharing amounts being considered by the Council
will show a net reduction in net economic value to the nation and dollar flows out

7~ of Alaskan economies. While a more thorough application of available tools we
mention would be warranted, at least it has been shown that the direction (positive
or negative) and relative magnitude of the economic effects can be quantified.
We conclude that improved measures for quantitative economic effects can be
made and these descriptions should be available before decisions are tendered on
this meeting's halibut fisheries agenda items,

INTRODUCTION

This testimony is to address whether there is adequate economic information beitg presenied to
the Council for decision making about management that will affect Pacific halibut fishing
privileges. The decistons are for a catch sharing plan (CSP) between two of the main user
groups and for a specific management technique that wiil atter one nser group's future harvests,
The management technique is a de facfe allocation method that will end up restricting the
amount of catch being taken by the charter boat sector in IPHC Area 3C. These are significant
management issues that deserve economic effects descriptions. This testimony does not provide
specific analysis results for this meeting's halibut fishery agenda items, but presents a broader
view for whether sufficient scientific data and analysis is being brought to the Council for
making these and undoubtedly future fishing privilege decisions.! It could be that the Council
may want to consider this testimony by asking for additional economic effects information for
this meeting's agenda items and/or for this fishery's future management decisions.
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The halibut fish resource contributes to the ecosystems, cultures, and economies in Alaska. The
history of the halibut fishery is illustrative of the conflict between conservation, cultural and food
values, commercial fisheries, and recreational fisheries. The challenge of conserving halibut
stocks is not unique in fisheries management.?> Mortality from directed fishery harvest and
harvest bycatch is a controllable mortality in conserving this fish resource. Extensive federal and
state fishery management processes exist to manage this mortality, and the continuing harvest
opportunities depend on the degree to which this management is successful.

The NPFMC has worked diligently on their responsibilities to promote conservation of this
econcmically important species. The history and progress for developing sharing arrangements
between user groups up to the NPFMC February 2001 meeting is aptly described in NPEMC
{2001). That document was significant because it offered economic analysis decision making
information as required by the Convention, IHA, and MSA. The economic analysis was able to
utilize what was then recent studies [Lee et al. (19992 and 1999b), Herrmann et al. (2001), Wiien
and Brown (2000), and others] for decisions related to commercial and charier boat sector
allocations. While the mentioned charter boat sector studies were for recreational fishery
participation in the Kenai area, explanations were offered for the applicability to determining
statewide effects on the Alaskan economy.

Through several court decisions and rejections of management techniques by the Secretary of
Commerce, the NPFMC has had to face and revisit many decisions about conservation and use
of the halibut fish resource. The decision making for controlling the fishery and making
allocations since the publication of the NPFMC (2001) docurnent have not had the advantages of
a similar level and extent of quantitative economic information. The subsequent docomenits do
discuss and provide some numbers for the direct effects to the user groups and even offer partial
calculations of net economic value for consumer surplus, but stop short of camrying through to
model how those effects play out in the national and Alaska economies. This is a critical
analysis step for regional economic impact caleulations because of especially high trade leakage
in the commercial fishing industry to the Puget Sound and other non-Alaskan economies. This
testimony describes how results from economic studies that are now available can provide the
economic analysis tools to determine economic effects from fishery management altematives.

BACKGROUND

A description we provide for economic analysis tools relies on the Seung and Waters (2007)
review of nine economic studies about the halibut fishery. The nine studies were limited to
certain areas or differed in methods so extrapolations wouid be required for their applicability to
the current decision making.

It would be convenient to have a measure of the relative economic effects from a unit of halibut
catch 1aken in the commercial and sport fishing sectors, and then simply compare those two
values. Recent work by Criddie (2004) may come closest 1o this by attemnpting to estimate the
benefits-maximizing allocaticn of halibut between commercial and sport fisheries, It is rare that
an economic benefit-maximizing study exists for a fishery. (Benefit maximization says an
efficient allocation occurs when the combination of net benefits to consumers and producers in
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each sector is greatest.) The catch share generating the highest economic benefits for the fishery
described in the Criddle study is probably still applicable, since management techniques have
attempted to keep the user group share the same in recent years. The Criddle study found that
benefit maximization occurs when the commercial sector has 71 percent and the recreational
sector has 29 percent of the harvest pounds as compared to an 87 percent and 13 percent in 2007
(NPFMC 2008a).

It is not generally straightforward to compare the tmpacts of a given quota or amount of fish
available in one fishery versus an equivalent amount accessible in another fishery. Partof the
difficulty is that researchers must use different "denominators” to calculate economic impacts of
commercial versus recreational fisheries activities. Commercial fisheries impacts are driven by
the ex-vessel value and average processing margin per unit of fish landed. Recreational fisheries
impacts are driven by the amount and distribution of expenditures made by sport anglers fishing
on private vessels or charter packages,

Another issue is confusion between concepts of "economic impact" versus "net benefit;" the two
are not directly comparable. Economic impacts are a measure of the amount of money changing
hands in a regional economy (i.e., the dollar value of transactions), while net benefits are a
measure of the net value (value received in excess of the doflar amourit paid} received by a
defined group of recipients. For producers, net benefit roughly equates to economic profit. For
consumers and non-users, net benefits are more difficult to measure and usually depend on
interpreting responses to a carefully designed survey.

Economic impacts are typically measured using input-output (I0) models. In an 10 model,
industries produce "output” by combining goods and services purchased from other industries
and households. The total amount paid by industry for all inputs used in production, including
goods, services, imports, taxes and depreciation is called total expenditure. Total expenditure is
the broadest measure of economic activity and is equal to tofal output or total sales by industry.
However total cutput can bear little resemblance to the amount of value generated in the
economy. For example, suppose a luxury car dealer sells an imported car for $100,000. Total
sales in the economy are $100,000 but most of that amount Boes overseas to pay for the factory
where the car was made, shipping across the ocean, and delivery to the local dealership. Of the
remainder, the dealer pays costs, including utilities, insurance, interest, advertising, and
employee commissions or salaries. Only this latter item, and perhaps and a small profit for the
dealership owner are counted as "income" accruing to the local economy. The portion of total
output paid by industry as wages, salaries, proprietors’ incomes, dividends, interest and rent
represent compensation for the use of labor and capital services. These industry production costs
become income paid directly to the recipients. In total these payments are the components of
personal income,

However even personal income is not a net benefit because (1) some of the costs of resources
tsed and opportunity costs are not counted, and (2) changes in personal income may not
necessanily accrue to the persons who resided in the region before the change occurred. While
personal income is a closer measure of regional benefits than is total output, total sales or total
expenditures, they are still not the same things. From a national perspective, the highest-value
use of public resources is achieved by maximizing net benefits, where all values and opportunity
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costs are accounted for. However from the standpoint of a local economy, economic impacts are
more important than net benefits, as impacts represent an actual flow of funds in the gconomy.
A policy that generates positive income impacts on local communities may not increase net
national benefits, while one that maximizes net benefits may leave local comimunities out in the
cold.

Several key assumptions greatly affect estimated impact results, espectally in an economy as
unique as Alaska's. The treatment of halibut quota payments is an example. Researchers can
choose to treat payments for quoia as an expense or as a stream of income to the quota owners.
If the latter is chosen, as seems most reasonable, then the place of residence of the quota holder
must be known, 1t has been estimated that 38 percent of Pacific halibut quota in Alaska is owned
by non-Alaska residents. It has also been estimated that in 1998, nonresidents accounted for
nearly one-fifth of total employment in Alaska. Non-Alaska residents filled more than hatf of
seafood processing jobs, and nearly one-third of jobs in commercial fishing sectors.

Another important and related assumption in impact modeling is the amount of economic
"leakage” in the economy, i.e., expenditures for imported goods and services, including labor.
Economic impact models normally track incomes paid by businesses in a region but not
necessarily to a specific group of recipients. Some income is paid to resident households, and
some is paid to non-residents. Income paid to non-residents and purchases of goods and services
produced non-locally represent imports into the region. Payments for imports do not count as
income from the perspective of regional residents, and so do not figure in the caleunlation of
benefits for residents,

As part of an ongoing project with the Alaska Fisheries Science Center to develop methodologies
for evaluating the economic impacts of fishing in Alaska, models have been generated that are
currently being used to estimate the impact of commercial fishing and seafood processing in
Alaska. These models pay careful attention to the structure of Alaska fishing sectors and unique
characteristics of the Alaska economy. One of these models was recently used to develop
analysis for an article submitted to the journal Fisherfes Research. This model can be readily
tailored to estimate economic impacts (income and employment effects) of differential Pacific
halibut catch levels in commercial and sport fisheries. The goal of the project is to develop a
computable general equilibrium (CGE) model of fishing-related effects on the Alaska economy.
Data descriptions and an 1/0 medeling extension for this research project have been completed
by TRG (2007).

In caleulating commercial fisheries impacts, the direct effects inclede amounts paid for fish
purchased directly off the dock plus first wholesale value received by processors, (which
includes ex-vessel value as a cost). Indirect effects include spending by suppliers of fuel, gear,
ice, bait, food, electricity, water, equipment, etc. who sell directly to vessels and processors.
Induced effects inchude the economic activity driven by ihe spending of income by fishing and
processing crews, owners of the vessels and plants, and empioyees of the suppliers. Adding up
all the rounds of re-spending in the economy produces the estimate of total £conomic impact.
Adding up the amount of income paid out of the total output change proeduces the total income
impact. Likewise for the number of jobs generated.
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In the case of sport fisheries, the direct effects are the payments made by anglers for the goods
and services directly related to their fishing experience. However it is sometimes difficult to
determine whether expenditures are a direet result of the fishing trip or are related to another
non-fishing activity. Researchers usually apportion expenditures among the different activities,
and also make assumptions regarding which expenditures were made locally versus at home or
en route. For this reason, total impacts, the sum of all direct, indirect and induced spending in
the economy, can vary considerably depending on the share of total angler expenditures assumed
to be both local and fishing-related.

Commercial fishing impact estimates do not generally address effects on sport anglers or
consumers of processed seafood. Sport fishing impact estimates do not generally address effects
on commercial fishers or consumers of processed seafood. Nor do they address any net benefits
(i.e., willingness to pay minus the amount actually paid) enjoyed by the sport anglers themselves.
However by simultancously running the changes in apportionment of Pacific halibut quota and
catch levels on both commercial and recreational fisheries, a resulting "net” effect of income
change in the overall economy can be estimated.

Specific concepts to be wary in economic data descriptions and modeling are:

»

Substitution effects: Assumptions about the possibility of substitutes are critical to the
analysis of changes in net benefits or impacts from a given change in reguiation.

Application of multipliers: They should not be used 1o estimate economic values,
Output multipliers larger than 2.5 should be carefully scrutinized.

Gross versus net benefits: Assigning value on the basis of benefits or revenues alone
(without costs) leads to exaggerated results. L

Lump-sum tradeoffs: "All or nothing® thinking ignores the importance of marginai
changes in value. Efficient allocations are determined on the basis of incrementai
fradecffs in NEV's,

Benefits transfer: Applying or “transferring"” measures of economic benefits or value
from one fishery to another is of limited usefulness unless there is a high degree of
similarity among fisheries.

Stated and revealed preference surveys: These survey approaches to valuing recreational
fisheries, such as contingent valuation, are potentially prone to bias. Because valuation is
only "contingent,” and not observed through market transactions, people have an
incentive to shape their responses to influence the results. Research methods require
careful structure and testing to ensure unbiased results, A revealed preference survey
appreach can be more useful to valuing recreational fisheries, such as the travel cost
method, bu is highly sensitive to the way the models are constructed.

There should be evidence that the models were validated using hindcasting and other
ways of showing predicted/actual results, review for sensitivities to show limiting factors,
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discussion of error muitiplying, and other characterizations to show their applicability
and usefulness. These characterization would apply to both empirical and theoretical
models regardless of whether they are considered static or have equilibrium features.

ECONOMIC ANALYSIS TOOL EXAMPLES

To show that existing economic modeling can be used for calculating economic effects, we draw
upon a number of past studies and ongoing projects. It isa characterization to demonstrate that
economic effects can be determined. While our suggested modeling has some complexity, it was
still necessary to use a number of assumptions: 1} producer (commercial harvester and
processor; and, charter boat operator) opportunity costs are zero, 2) charter boat industry
producer surplus is negligible, 3) consumer willingness 1o pay and existing prices would be
unaffected by the Council action, 4) the effects from other user groups such as unguided
sportfishing, subsistence, etc. are relatively small, 5) non-values are inconsequential to the
analysis, and 6) interactions with other fisheries are not economically significant. Incorporating
methods that make estimates for these simplifying assumptions would add complexity to the
analysis, but should not materially change the results. Having to use simplifying assumptions
should not be an excuse to not perform a quantitative analysis (NMFS March 2007).

We describe our demonstration model below for making NEV and REI estimates per unit of
caich for the commercial and recreational user groups, :

1. Commercial Fishing

The above mentioned study to specify a CGE model of the entire commercial fishing industry
sponsored by the NMFS Alaska Science Center provides the basis for making estimates of net
economic value (NEV) and regional economic impact (REI} arising from the halibut commercial
fishery.

a. Net Economic Benefits

Commercial fishing NEV is the sum of consumer and producer surplus. Herrmann and Criddle
(2006) argue that policy considerations for halibut allocations between sectors can change
consumer market relationships. However, the harvest amount being considered for switching is
minor compared to the existing commercial quota. Market substitutions and product availability
should not be affected by these minor quota perturbations. Acceptance of the argument means
that consumer surplus can be assumed zero. A calculation of producer surplus is an accounting
of the profitability of the fleet that participates in the halibut fishery and the profitability of the
primary processor sector. There are subsequent indirect producer surpiuses to other industries,
but these two sectors are illustrative of the main NEV generators. A more thorough examination
of this accounting is described in TRG (2003). The applications of this modeling approach to
Alaska has to address an emerging financial consideration in the prosecution of Alaska fisheries.
That is the permit lease payments being made for prosecuting limited entry fisheries where
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individual fishing quotas (IFQ's) are privately held. Those payments are an added profitability to
the calculation. The accounting in algebraic notation of per unit NEV becomes:

ExV -L=VE+FE + NI
NEV% = (dFE + NI + L) / ExV
NevP =Nev% * P

Where:
ExV:  ex-vessel revenue dFE: proportion of fixed expenses
HP: harvest pounds attributable to NEV
P: ex-vessel price = ExV / HP NI: net income
L net lease payments NEV%: net economic value as a percent of
VE variable expenses ex-vessel revenue
NevP; net economic value per harvest pound

The vessel category for longliner and the processor category for shoreside are used to
approximate the profitability for the harvester and processor producer surplus for this example.
The preponderance of landings by the chosen vessel category and the purchases made by the
chosen processor category is justified. Table A shows the commercial per unit NEV estimate
using the above denvation.

b. Regional Economic Impacts

Using the Alaska Fisheries Science Center model's locational expenditures and the previously
described economic response coefficients, the REI per pound was $1.30 for Alaska, $2.79 for
Washington and Oregon, and $5.27 for total U.S. level in 2004. Adjusting for dollar value and
net weight, the REI per pound in 2007 are $1.90, $4.07, and $7.69 respectively (Table A).

2. Recreational Fishing
a. Net Economic Benefits

Changes in trip costs, expected catch rates, fishery regulations, and environmental quality affect
the expected net benefit associated with spontfishing, and therefore the decision to participate in
(take) a sporifishing trip. Criddle et al. (2003) focused on explanatory variables that are
predictable or subject to management control such as expected catch through bag limits in order
to make their modeling better suited for forecasting participation rate responses. They used a
measure for compensating variation to show net benefit to consumers. It is an additional cost
that, if added to the cost of a particular sportfishing trip, would leave the sport fisher indifferent
between taking and not taking the trip. The estimated average daily compensating variation for
fishing trips in 1997 was $82.51 for Alaskans and $118.88 for nonresidents {Table A),

They reported that reductions in expected catch reduce the compensating variation in two ways.
First, the marginal sport fisher will drop out of the fishery as the expected benefits (in terms of
catch) decrease, thereby decreasing the total net benefits of the fishery. Second, the net benefit
of vaking a trip is also reduced for all the sport fishers who continue to participate because each
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trip produces less net benefit when the catch rate declines. For example (Table 4 in the study), a
30 percent reduction in expected catch is predicted to lead to a 57 percent reduction in total
compensating variation. Conversely, changes in halibut abundance or management changes to
policies that increase expected halibut catch-per-day by 30 percent could be expected to lead o a
48.4 percent increase in total angler welfare.

They also modeled for changes to REI per day. For example, a 10 percent decrease in expected
halibut catches will cause a decrease of net benefits by 19.2 percent and 7.1 percent decrease in
REI's measured by personal income. For a 10 percent increase in expected halibut catch-per-day,
net benefits will increase by 18.1 percent and REI's will increase by 5.3 percent in personal
income. The marginal effect of each of these impacts is smaller at higher catch levels and larger
at lower catch levels, a consequence of the declining marginal value of catches and, therefore,
participation.

Sportfishing effort in lower and central Cook Inlet during 1997 according to the ADFG annual
angler survey was estimated to total 197,556 angler-days, Participation by nonresidents
accounted for 44 percent of total days fished (86,970 angler-days). In the more expensive
charter fishery, nonresidents comprised 65 percent of the total charter effort, while comprising
Just 28 percent and 37 percent of the private vessel and shoreline fishing days, respectively.

Weighting for the share of resident and non-resident charter-based angler days in 1997 and
adjusting for doilar value during the intervening years since 1997, the average NEV per day is
equivalent to about $124 in 2007 (Table A).

b. Regional Economic [mpacts

The average daily charter-based fishing expenditures for Cook Inlet halibut trips using 1997
survey data (Lee et al. 1998 and Herrmann et al. 2001) were reported to be $137, $129 and $190,
respectively, for local resident anglers, anglers from elsewhere in Alaska, and anglers from
outside Alaska. Criddle et al, (2003) adjusted expenditures for resident spending and applied an
/O modei to determine average total REI measured by personal income generated per angler day
to be 568 to the Kenai Peninsula regional economy. Adjusting for dollar value during the
intervening years since 1997, the REI of $68 per day in 1997 is equivalent to about $85 in 2007
(Table A).

Extrapolating these REI resuls to all areas of Alaska is problematic. There may be different
angler trip expenditures because the SE Alaska would attract more destination type irips while
trip purpose to the Kenai Peninsula could have multiple purposes. The survey was based on all
sportfishing and there may be a different mix of guided and unguided trips in SE Alaska, The
Kenai Peninsula economy maodeled in the studies is larger and more diverse than the SE Alaska
economies. However, expenditures for fishing by non-residents may be higher in SE Alaska due
to it being more remote. Smaller regional economies are less diverse, have fawer internal
linkages between sectors, and have greater "leakage” to the outside world. Therefore multiplier
effects in smaller economies tend to be less than in larger ones. If it is assumed that leakage in
the Kenai regional economy is not significantly different than for the statewide economy, the
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weighted average REI and NEV sportfishing per pound values could be used as statewide
representative factors,

CONCLUSIONS

This testimony was a short primer about economic measurements and a brief discourse about
whether adequate scientific data and models exist to gencrate economic descriptions, There is no
single measurement to show economic effects and the Council needs to patiently absorb the
meaning of descriptions when they are offered, It will ultimately be up to these decision makers
to use the information to influence their actions. We have thoughts about other halibut fishery
management issues being presented to the Council at this meeting, such as the efficacy of charter
boat IFQ's, but feel Wilen and Brown (2000} and others have adequately explained the ups and
downs of these issues,

The Criddle (2004) study and explanations in this testimony for available economic tools
demonstrate that NEV and REI measurements can be calculated, Our own brief analysis showed
that the movement of halibut from recreational to commercial harvests within the envelope of
catch sharing amounts being considered by the Council will show a net reduction in NEV to the
nation and reduction in REI[ within Alaskan economies. A more thorough application of
available tools would be warranted, but at least we are demonstrating that the direction (positive
or negative} and relative magnitude of the economic effects can be shown.

We suggest that the Council should be presented with quantitative NEV and REI information as
well as derivations for their decisions about halibut fishing privileges.® Both value-based and
impact analysis, if properly supported with relevant and timely data, can provide usefiil and
necessary information for understanding economic implications of decisions. Economists will
sometirnes argue that while such information will help inform decision makers, better data and
modeling should be used to perfect estimates. This should not be an excuse from carrying
through on modeling using best available data and modeling practices.

In general, we find there has been no statewide valuation or impact study conducted that is of
adequate quality to conclusively evaluate economic effects for management changes to
commercial and recreation halibut fisheries. It was encouraging to find that progress has been
made for data acquisition in the recreational sector through the mandatory loghook reporting,
albeit catch estimating procedures are not yet sufficient to make inseason management charnges.
That data will accompany commercial catch statistics available through the fish ticket and
observer programs to provide an accurate catch accounting. However, neither the commercial
nor charter boat sectors submit economic reports similar to those required under the crab
rationalization IFQ program. Consequently, economic data collection and analysis have been
sporadic and often spurred by available research funding and/or policy making emergencies.
The conduct of studies and the use of non-siandardized and non-specific data can result in
"speculative” extensions which are unsupportable by accepted scientific approaches. But we
think that sufficient modeling research exists that quantitative analysis should be completed for
proposals to manage the halibut fishery. The Council can use non-economic related objectives
for their decisions, but quantitative economic effects descriptions should at least be avajlable.
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ft gur understanding thot the Council is being presented with NPFMC (2008a and 2008bj documents to assist
in the October 2008 decision moking concerning the CSP and implementing GHL regulations in IPHC Area A,
We aisa reviewed the economic information available Jor the Council's 2007 decisions for fmplementing GHL
regulations in IPHC Area 2C in the NPEMC (2007c and 2007d) documents. We perused other NPEMC and
NMFS EA/RIR/RFA’s thot were prepared for the implementation of GHL', charter permit moratoriums, qnd
caich sharing plans using charter IFQ’s. The level and extent of quantitative economic information hos been
about the same since the documents presented to the Council for the February 200! meeting concerning o CSP.

INR (2006) reviewed the difficulties in using economic analysis in decision making related to allocasing fishery
related mortalities between fish resource user groups. Their report used the example of the Columbia River
spring Chinook fishery. Applicadie literature addressing thot fishery's allocation conflicts inciuded Carter and
Radike (1986). Some unedited passages Jrom the INR (2006) report are repeated in this testimony.

Derivaiions of these measurements include benefit-cost anolysis and cost effectiveness analysis. The
derivations for benefit-cost analysis shouid be carefuily examined The direction of calculation may be positive,
but there may be significant distributional effects for winners and losers, I these cases, compensation might
become an additional consideration (Edwards | 990). Cost effectiveness analysis is a method to show least cast
Jor selected objectives (such as lost harvest value) among alternatives, bur has limjted applicability if an
objective is to show effects to Alaska econonties.
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Economic Value Per Unit Parameters to. oie Commercial and Recreational Sectors
Commercial Seclor
NEV
Harvaster

2004 2007
REI Harvester Processor Ex-vessel Ex-vessel Total
and Frocessor Contribution NEV Prica Per  Price Per NEV NEY
2004 Par Paund Halibut to Profit Per Per Pound Pound Per Per

Economic Leval nominal  in 20073  Yield Finish Pound Pound nominal  nominal Pound Pound
Alaska 3174 $1.80

Washington/Oregon ~ $3.72  $4.07
Us. $7.02  §789  79% $0.21 $0.16  $396  $4.30  $187  $2.04

Notes: 1. REI adjusted from 2004 to 2007 doitars using the GDP implicit price deflator developed by the U.S. Bureau of Economic
Analysis.
2. Ex-vessal prices in 2004 and 2007 were actual halibut landing prices in those years. The price in 2007 is estimated by
averaging statewide prices by periad.
3. Pounds are based on net weight {dressed, headed and gutted).
Source:  TRG (2007), NPFMC (20088), NMFS RAM (2008).

Recreational Sector
Success Rate RE NEY
1997 2007  Pounds Per Day Per Day
Days Days Pear 1997 PerFish PerPound 1887 Per Fish  Per Pound
Economic level  PerFish  PerFish  Fish nominal in2007% _in 20073 _in2007% nominal in 20078 in 20073 in 2007%
Alaska 0.28 0.69 18.0 $68.00 $85.39 $59.11 $3.12

u.s, $08.52  $12372  $B593  $4.52

Notes: 1. The source study uses sportfishing expenditure data from 1997. RE| are adjusted to 1997 dollars using the GDP
implicit price deflator developed by the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis,

2. The success rates are days per fish for charter boat anglers. The success rale in 2007 was a catch weighted average
for the respective IPHC areas.

3. Pounds are based on net weight (dressed, headed and guited).
Source: Criddle et al. {2003) for NEV and RE par day and success rale in 1997. NPFMC (2008a) for success rate in 2007,
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N GLOSSARY
i CGE computable gencral equilibrium
Convention Convention Between the United States and Canada for the Preservation of
the Halibut Fishery of the Northern Pacific Ocean and the Bering Sea

CSp catch sharing plan

GHL guideline harvest level

HA Northern Pacific Halibut Act of 1982

10 input-output

IFQ individual fishing quota

IPHC International Pacific Halibut Commission

MSA Magnuson Stevens Act

NEV net economic value

NPFMC North Pacific Fishery Management Council

PFMC Pacific Fishery Management Council

REI regional economic impacts
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Jim Martin

West Coast Regional Director

The Recreational Fishing Alliance
P.0O. Box 2420

Fort Braqg, CA 935437

{T07) 357-3422

MATIONAL OFFICE:

PO Box 3080

New Gretna NJ 0BZ24
(AR8) 5R4-6T32

Monday, September 22, 2008

Eric Olson, Chairman

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th, Suite 306,

Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252

RE: Support Recreational Halibut Fishing in Alaska for all Americans

Dear Chairman Olson,

The Recreational Fishing Alliance (RFA) is a national 501 (c)(4) non-profit grassroots political action
organization whose mission is to safeguard the rights of salt water anglers, protect marine, boat, and tackle
industry jobs, and insure the long-term sustainability of our nation’s marine fisheries.

Enclosed please find dozens of letters from our country's participants in the recreational halibut fishery
in Alaska. We submit these comments to the North Pacific Fishery Management Couneil, under agenda
items C1(b) and C1.(c) for its October meeting. We support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific
Council by the Charter Halibut Task Force.

This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for all recreational anglers and provide any easy-to-
enforce harvest control. It would preserve the economic viability of the charter fleet in Alaska, promoting
safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot afford to bring our boats to Alaska.

We represent over 50,000 dues-paying members and the interests of millions of saltwater recreational
anglers. We oppose leasing quota from the commercial IFQ sector because it would be cost prohibitive. We
support a two-fish bag limit for the recreational sector until there is a true conservation issue with the
resource.

Constraints to the recreational halibut sector at this time would only result in a transfer of fish to the
commercial sector, not to the resource. All recreational anglers should be treated in a fair and equitable
way. Dividing the sector into separate categories weakens us as an industry.

Thanks, in advance, for your attention. Please keep us advised of your office’s position on this issue.

Sincerely,

Jim Martin

West Coast Regional Director
The Recreational Fishing Alliance



Support Recreational Halibut Fishing in Alaska!
Eric Olson, Chairman

North Pacific Fishery Management Couneil

605 West 4th, Suite 306,

Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252

Dear Chairman Olson,

As arecreational fisherman, [ support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Coungil
by the Charter Halibut Task Force.

This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for all recreational anglers and provide any
easy-to-enforce harvest control. It would preserve the economic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
afford to bring our hoats to Alaska.

Thanks, in advance, for your aitention. Please keep me advised of your office's position
on this issue.

A group of my friends and associates have been hatibut fishing on a charter boat out of
Homer for a number of years now. As a result of many successful fun filled outings we
have made this an annual irip and intend to do so in the future. The information regarding
the potential restrictions to our take comes as a complete surprise to us. If this action
were to take place we all will need to rethink our annual trips to Homer to fish. It is very
obivous the big guys are trying to restrict and eventually drive all the little guys from this
precious resource. [ do not support their actions and stronply request you support the
proposal recommended by the Charter Halibut Task Force. Again thank you for your
attention and support for the Charter Fleet in Alaska which provides many of us from out
of state an opprounity to enjoy this terrific opprounity.

Thane Cabb

Thank you

Mr. Duane Cobb

1737 Laporte Dr.
Roseville, CA 95747
decobbi@dcsnorcal.com
916 765 8418

Dear Chairman Olson,

As arecreational fisherman, I support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Force.This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for all
recreational anglers and provide any easy-to-enforce harvest control. It would preserve



the economic viability of the charter fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and N
access for those of us who cannot afford to bring our boats to Alaska.

My husband and [ have traveled to Alaska for the last two years to Halibut fish and enjoy
your beautiful state, spending $9,000 per trip.

We oppose all leasing and "compensated reallocation” options which are based on
"buying back" halibut harvest regulations. With the charters taking less than 10% of the
halibut harvest, this does not seem te be a conservation issue but an unfair issve aimed at
tourism and guided fishing! Are we not "equal recreational anglers"?

If the poitical agenda of the commercial fishermen and the NPFMC further restricts our
opportunities to safely harvest our halibut, it will become more effective to spend our
hard earned vaction money elsewhere.

Thanks, in advance, for your attention. Please keep me advised of your office's position
on this issue.

Sincerely

Mrs. Robin Mester

7270 West Reilly Road
Houghton Lake, MT 48629
robin{@arnies.com
989-422-5847

Dear Chairman Olson,

As a recreational fisherman, 1 support the proposal submitted ta the North Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Force.

This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for all recreational anglers and provide any
casy-to-enforce harvest control. It would preserve the economic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
afford to bring our boats to Alaska.

Thanks, in advance, for your attenticn. Please keep me advised of your office's position
on this issue.

Sincerely

Mr. Arthur Matteson

170 Capricomn Drive
MArtinsburg, WV 25403
arthurmatteson2000@yahoo.com

Dear Chairman Olson,



As a recreational fisherman, I support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Couneil
by the Charter Halibut Task Force.

This proposal would set a congistent bag limit for all recreational anglers and provide any
easy-to-enforce harvest conirol. It would preserve the economic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
afford to bring our boats to Alaska.

Thanks, in advance, for your attention. Please keep me advised of your office’s position
on this issue.

Sincerely

Mrs. Thom Clark

7577 Harlan St.
Westminster, CO 830003
kodi2250@comeast.net
303-650-8332

Dear Chairman Olson,

As arecreational fisherman, I support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Force.

This proposat would set a consistent bag limit for all recreational anglers and provide any
easy-to-enforce harvest control. It would preserve the economic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
afford to bring our hoats to Alaska.

Thanks, in advance, for your attention. Please keep me advised of your office's position
on this issue.

Sincerely

Mr. Richard Cipala
9553 parrish ave ne
Otsego, MN 55330
rjc8265@msn.com
763-441-0442

Dear Chairman Olson,

As a recreational fisherman, [ support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Couneil
by the Charter Halibut Task Force.

This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for all recreational anglers and provide any
easy-to-enforce harvest conirol. It would preserve the economic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
afford to bring our boats to Alaska,



Thanks, in advance, for your attention. Please keep me advised of your office’s position
on this issue.

Sincerely

Mrs. Sandra Emst
P.O.BOX 1675
Mills, WY 82644
wildro2@yahoo.com

Dear Chairman Olson,

As a recreational fisherman, I support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Force.

This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for al{ recreational anglers and provide any
casy-to-enforce harvest control. Tt would preserve the economic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
afford to bring our boats to Alaska.

Thanks, in advance, for your attention. Please keep me advised of your office's position
on this issue,

Sincerely

Mr. Ira Ernst

P.O, BOX 1675
Mills, WY 82644
iraemnst{@yahoo.com
307-262-0874

Dear Chairman Olson,

As a recreational fisherman, 1 support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Force.

This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for all recreational anglers and provide any
¢asy-to-enforce harvest control. [t would preserve the economic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
afford to bring our boats to Alaska.

It had been a dream of my husband and myself to come to Alaska. Not only to see this
beautiful state but also to go halibut fishing. We are both in our mid 60's and finally were
able to fulfill that dream this year. It was worth the wait all these years. We were not
only impressed with the vista's and the people but the icing on the cake was the halibut
fishing. We had such a wonderful time that we are dipping into our retirement savings to
come again next year. Especially to do more fishing. Unforturnately if they reduce the
caich {imit to less than 2, it would be cost prohibitive for us to even consider. We have to



believe that tourism brings a great deal of revenue into the state - [ know we did. But if it
isn't equitable to go fishing, we couid not justify a retum trip.

Thaiks, in advance, for your attention. Please keep me advised of your office's position
on this issue.

Sincerely

Mrs. diane westmore
po box 2053

eureka, MT 59917
ednred@hotmail.com

Dear Chairman QOlson,

As a recreational fisherman, I support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibui Task Force.

This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for all recreational anglers and provide any
easy-to-enforce harvest control. It would preserve the economic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
afford to bring our boats to Alaska.

Thenks, in advance, for your attention. Please keep me advised of your office's position
on this issue,

Sincerely

Mr. carl zimmerman

26¢ cyprus lane

old bridge , NJ 08857
czimmerman123{@hotmail.com
732679 2816

Dear Chairman Qlson, ‘ .
As a recreational fisherman, I support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Force.

This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for all recreational anglers and provide any
easy-to-enforce harvest control. It would preserve the economic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
afford to bring cur boats to Alaska.

Thanks, in advance, for your atiention. Please keep me advised of your office's position
on this issue.

Thank you

Mr. Kenny Redin

15758 Ashley Manor

San Antonic, TX 78247



kredin@texassporiingjoumal.com

[ support keeping the halibut fimit of two for fishing charters
Dear Chairman Qlson,

As a recreational fisherman, I support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Force.

Thanks, in advance, for your attention. Please keep me advised of your office's position
on this issues :

If the limit is reduced to one fish, there are many people like me who will not be able to
come to Alaska fishing any more. Fishing is $300 per day and getiing two keep twe fish
helps offset the costs. We do not purchase commercially caught halibut, so it will not
help them by reducing the limit of the charter boat captains.

Sincerely

Mr. Claude Kureger

Box 746

Forsyth, MT 59327

enkrueg@rangeweb.net

406-346-2234

We would like to keep the two halibut limit for charter fishing in Alaska.

Dear Chairman Olson,
As a recreational fisherman, I support the proposal submitted te the North Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Force.

This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for all recreational anglers and provide any
easy-to-enforce harvest contrel. It would preserve the economic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
afford to bring our boats to Alaska.

Thanks, in advance, for your attention. Please keep me advised of your office’s position
on this issue.

We are from Montana, and it costs alot for us to come to Alaska fishing. However if we
can catch two halibut daily plus our other limit, and bring home some of that delicous
halibut, it very much helps offset the cost. If the second fish that we wouldn't be allowed
to keep simply goes into the commercial fisherman's net, we would strongly urge you to
leave that fish for us to catch. We are only able to afford to come once every few vears
and we love the halibut and enjoved catching them. Only catching one per day makes no
sense at all. We would like to see the Charter boat captain also be abie to take a fish
home once in a while so that he can also enjoy catching this fine fish also.



Sincerely

Mrs. Claude Krueger
box 746

Forsyth, MT 59327
cnkrueg@rangeweb.net
406-346-2234

Support Recreational Halibut Fishing in Alaska!
Dear Chairman Olson,

As a recreational fisherman, I support the proposal submitted to the Nerth Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Force.

This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for all recreational anglers and provide any
easy-to-enforce harvest control, It would preserve the economic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
afford to bring our boats to Alaska.

Just this July, my wife and [ brought another couple up to Alaska for their first time.

1 fished in Alaska more regularly when I lived there but still consider fishing in Alaska
worth all the travel and expense. 1 was very disappointed to only be able to keep and
send home two halibut the day we went fishing this past July.

To go back and only keep one fish is ridiculous from the point of a sportstan. Please
don't let all the commercial fishing not only keep such a huge majority but probably ruin
the fishing grounds as well. Where is the promise of wilderness for the citizens of this
country.

Thanks, in advance, for your attention. Please keep me advised of your office's position
on this issue,

Sincerely

Mr. Harry Nygard

2743 N, Wolcott Ave.

Chicago, 1L 60614

hknfish{@yahoo.com

773-665-7240

Dear Chairman Olson,

As a recreational fisherman, I support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Force.



This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for all recreational angiers and provide any
easy-to-enforce harvest control. [t would preserve the economic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
afford to bring our boats to Alaska.

Thanks, in advance, for your atiention. Please keep me advised of your effice’s position
on this issue,

Sincerely

Mr. Jean Sachs-Nygard

2743 N. Wolcott Avenue Unit # 39
Chicago, IL 60614
jlssadie@aol.com

T73-665-7240

Support Recreational Halibut Fishing in Alaska!
Dear Chairman Olson,

As a recreational fisherman, I support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Force.

This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for all recreational anglers and provide any
easy-to-enforce harvest control. It would preserve the economic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and aceess for those of us who cannot
afford to bring our boats to Alaska.

Thanks, in advance, for your attention. Please keep me advised of your office’s position
on this issue. If the charters go to | halibut per day, that would keep all of us from
going to alaska. The high cost of getting there would not be worth it. We have been
going there every year, for a lot of years. On the average we spend 4000. per person

Sincerely

Mr. paul and jimn pugliese
535 east main

price, UT 843501
tirekinginc(@emerytelcom.net
435 650 9635

Dear Chairman Oison,
As a recreational fisherman, 1 support the propesal submitted to the North Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Farce.

This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for all recreational anglers and provide any
easy-to-enforce harvest control, It would preserve the economic viability of the charter

N
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fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
afford to bring our boats to Alaska.

[ insist that the North Pacific Halibut Commissicn be able to keep the two fish limit for
halibut charters.

Sincerely

Mrs. Connie Greig

626 North Victor Rd.
Big Lake , AK 99652
mrgreig@mtaonline.net
907-892-2712

Greetings from Mojave, California - Please support Recreational Halibut Fishing in
Alaskal

Dear Chaitman Olson,

As a recreational fisherman, 1 support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Force.

This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for all recreational anglers and provide any
easy-to-enforce harvest control. It would preserve the economice viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
afford to bring our boats to Alaska.

My first experience fishing for halibut was in 2006 when we visited our friends Carole
and Corky Mevers al the Treetops Fishing Lodge in Setdovia. WOW! What a fabulous
experience and what a wonderful and beautiful state! I have never eaten so much fish in
my life! I'm hooked!

My husband and I had a great time and learned that charter fishing in Alaska is an
important part of Alaska's tourism industry.

We came to Alaska in Rob Scherer's Starship, along with Dick and Kris Rutan. [t wasa
trip we tell everyone about. Plus, we tell everyone about the fishing and how they need to
go enjoy the experience.

1 urge a 2-halibut per day limit per person to help keep Alaska's tourism industry healthy!

Sincerely

Mrs. Catherine Hansen

P. 0. Box 169

Mojave, CA 93502
proptums{@antelecom.net
661 342.0604
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From the High Desert in California - Please support Recreational Halibut Fishing in
Alaska!

Dear Chairman Olscn,
As arecreational fisherman, I support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Force.

This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for all recreational anglers and provide any
easy-to-enforce harvest control. It would preserve the economic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
afford ta bring our boats to Alaska.

We understand that Charter Fishing is important to Alaska Tourism. We have friends
with a fishing lodge in Seldovia.

We urge a 2-halibut per day limit per person to help keep Alaska's tourism industry
healthy!

Respectfully yours

Mr. Albert Hansen
P.0O.Box 112

Mojave, CA 93502
mojojets@antelecam.net
661 824-2889

Support Recreational Halibut Fishing in Alaska!

Dear Chairman Qlson,

As a recreational fisherman, [ support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Foree.

This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for all recreational anglers and provide any
easy-to-enforce harvest control, It would preserve the economic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
afford to bring our boats to Alaska.

Specifically, I ask that you vote to maintain the 2 halibut limit for recreational fisherman.,
Thanks, in advance, for your attention. Please keep me advised of your office's position
on this issue.

Sincerely

Dr. Robert Holloway

145 James Place

Maitland, FL 32751
robhollewaymd@gmail.com
407 6228774
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Recognize the real value of sport fishing to Alaska.

Dear Chairman Olson,

As a recreational fisherman, I support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Force.

This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for all recreational anglers and provide any
easy-to-enforce harvest control. It would preserve the economic viability of the charter
fleet int Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
afford to bring our boats to Alaska.

As 1 sport fisherman [ as well as uncouatable others happily contribute money to the
suport of the recreatioanl fishing industry in Alaska, Without a justifiable return in the
form of reasonable catch I fear that Alaska's Sport Fishing Industry will suffer. We have
leamned this lesson in the Columbia River Basin. Ther is much more econontic and
personal benifit to be derived from sport fishing than in sustaining growing quotas for
comercials. Thanks, in advance, for your attention, Please keep me advised of your
office's position on this issue.

Sincerely

Mr. Jim Basler

168 Sundown Dr.
Woodland, WA 98674
jbasler@osmose.com

Dear Chairman Qlson,

As a recreational fisherman, I support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Fozce.

This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for all recreational anglers and provide any
easy-to-enforce harvest control. It would preserve the economic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
afford to bring our boats to Alaska.

Thanks for reading this letter and thank you for your support.

Respectfully yours
Mrs. Laurie Milne
187 marlboro Road
Yardley, PA 19067
lemilnei@comeast.net
215-431-6404
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Dear Chairman Olson, ]
As a recreational fisherman, [ support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Force.

This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for all recreational anglers and provide any
easy-to-enforce harvest control. It would preserve the economic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
afford to bring our boats to Alaska.

I am a sportsman that comes to Alaska to fish for halibut, I will not return if this catch
limit of one fish is imposed, please keep me advised as to your position on this maiter....

Sincerely

Mr. Ken Munro
40641 Alondra Dr
Murrieta, CA 92562
navybuffi@gmail.com
9512056344

Support Recreational Halibut Fishing in Ataska!
Dear Chairman Olson,

As a recreational fisherman, I support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Force.

This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for all recreational anglers and provide any
easy-to-enforce harvest contral. It would preserve the economic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
afford to bring our boats to Alaska.

Thanks, in advance, for your attention. Please keep me advised of your office's position
on this issue.

Sincerely

Mr. John Spratt

1241 Crabapple Cir
Watkinsville, GA 30677
jgsprati@bellsouth. net
706-769-2364

Dear Chairman Olson,

As a recreational fisherman, [ support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Force.
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This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for all recreational anglers and provide any
easy-to-enforce harvest control. It would preserve the ecanomic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
afford to bring our boats to Alaska.

I feel recreational fishing is a God given right. I can,t believe what uncle Sam is doing to
us. Not all of us can afferd our own private lake like Pres Bush, were we fish were ever
and when ever we would like just like all citizens used to do. Please also iry to bring
some comumon sense back to fishing regulations along the Pacific coast, especialy the
rock fish in California. This idea of only fishing shallow water and never fishing deep
water is not to smart in my opinion. Putting all the blame on Cow Cod, Canary, and
Yelloweye rock fish is a joke, unfortionatly it,s not funny. I have fished the California
Ceniral Coast since 1963 Cow Cod and Yelloweye have never been a big part of the
catch why should things be different now. The Canaries have realy come back sinse the
deep water closers of 2000. It is about time to give the public back some deep water. If
uncle Sam wants the Canaries that bad we can let them go and in return we would be
giving the Cabazon, Seatrout and gophers the brake they deserve. Most recreational
fisherpeople have enough sense to mix up their fishing "not keep hitting the same spot”.
Uncle Sam should do the same!!!!!

Sincerely

Mr. James Pigula

10684 Culbertson Dr.
Cupertino, CA 95014
Ih204u2(@sbe.plobal.net
(408) 725-8292

Please keep halibut fishing for recreational anglers.

Dear Chairman Olson,
As a recreational fisherman, I support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Force.

This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for all recreational anglers and provide any
easy-to-enforce harvest control. It would preserve the economic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
afford to bring our boats to Alaska.

It has been stated, in Alaska, commerciat fishing is allocated 89% of the halibut resource
(including bycatch in the Pollock trawi fishery). I am concerned reducing recreational
bag limits and alfocating un-claimed stock from the recreational sector will result in over-
stressing the fishery. The approach of the commercial fishing industry is to take all fish
the PFMC deams available, including left over rec. allocations. This clearly has led us to
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terrible consequences in the West coast fish stocks (salmon, anchovies, deep and near
shore rockfish.}

It is in my hope halibart fishing due to its's commercial value and popularity on the table,
won't be another fish story of the past.

Please keep me advised of your office's position on this issue.

Thank you

Mr. John Hayes

1313 Bosworth Street
San Francisco, CA 94131
diverhayes@gmail.com
4153412300

Support Recreational Halibut Fishing in Alaskal
Dear Chairman Olson,

As a recreational fisherman, [ support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Force.

This proposal would set a. consistent bag limit for all recreational anglers and provide any
easy-to-enforee harvest control. It would preserve the economic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
afford to bring our boats to Alaska.

Myself and five other anglers just rehurned from our fourth trip to Alaska to fish for
halibut and cod. We traveled from Florida and Georgia and spent a week in your great
state. We spent four days with Seldovia Fishing Adventures catching, and releasing,
halibut, keeping cur two per person limit. We were successful and able to bring fish
home for ourselves and our friends. The trip was expensive, costing well over $4000 pet
person, not including airfare. It is not a trip that can be done on a regualar basis and
therefore, it is great to be able to take home fish that will last several months. If your
commission begins setting such restrictions on recreational fishermen, limiting them to
only one halibut per day, I firmly bekieve it will curtail the number of fisherman willing
to travel so far to fish, having a very negative impact on the livelihood of many in
Alaska.

I am an avid fisherman here in Florida and we have restrictions as well when stocks are
threatened. Reasonable quotas for both recreational and comercial fisherman are needed,
but the impact the recreational community has on the fish stock is minor compared to
comymercial interests. Shutting out the recreational fisherman is not the answer and serves
no real interest except for the commercial side of the industry.

Please reconsider your one halibut fish limit and the econemic impact it will have on
Alaskans,
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Thanks, in advance, for your attention. Please keep me advised of your office's position
on this issue.

Respectfully yours

Mr. Tony Dobies

6067 Bay Lake Doive

St. Petersburg, FL 33708
tdobies@tampabay.rr.com
727-742.0744

Dear Chairman Olson,

As a recreational fisherman, I support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Force.

This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for al! recreational anglers and provide any
easy-to-enforce harvest control. It would preserve the economic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who carmot
afford to bring our boats to Alaska.

Thanks, in advance, for your attention. Please keep me advised of your office's position
on this issue,

Respectfully yours
Mr. Larry Green

1699 165th Trail
Mondamin, [A 51557
cag(@iowatelecom.net
712-646-2320

Dear Chairman Olson, _
As a recreational fisherman, I support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Force.

This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for all recreational anglers and provide any
easy-to-enforce harvest controd, It would preserve the economic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and aceess for those of us who cannot
afford to bring owr boats to Alaska.

Thanks, in advance, for your attention, Please keep me advised of your office's position
on this issue.

Sincerely

Ms. Rosemarie Spinelli
3145 8 Fraggle Rock Ct
Palmer, AK 99645
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icehole(@gei.net
907-745-7014

Support Recreational Halibut Fishing in Alaska!

Dear Chairman Olson,

As a recreational fisherman, I support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Force,

This proposal would set a consistent bag fimit for all recreational anglers and provide any
easy-to-enforce harvest control. It would preserve the economic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
afford to bring our boats to Alaska.

Thanks, in advance, for your attention. Please keep me advised of your office's position
on this issue.

I believe that [owering the bag limit of halibut to one, this would put many charter boat
captains out of business, as many recreational fishermen chantering boats will not go out
for only one halibut. Halibut fishing is of the many draws to the Great State of Alaska.

Sincerely

Mr. Fred DeBois

3092 Suany Creek Ct,
Hudsonvitle, M] 49426
shredderf@liserv.net
(616) 262 1643

Dear Chairman Qlson,

As arecreational fisherman, I support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Force.

This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for all recreational anglers and provide any
easy-to-enforce harvest control. It would preserve the economic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
afford to bring our boats to Alaska.

Thanks, in advance, for your attention, Please keep me advised of your office's position
on this issue. i have fished alaska's great waters for halibut, 1 believe that their are a lot of
people that travel to Alaska to fish that will not if the limit is one halibut. That will
greatly reduce the tourism trade to Alaska and the commercial fisherman will not make
up that loss.

Thank you
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Mr. dan tietsort
1416 w orchard
nampa, 1> 83651
gemgun{@yahoo.com
208-467-9576

Dear Chairman Olson,

As a recreational fisherman, [ support the proposal submitted to the North Paciftc Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Force.

This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for all recreational anglers and provide any
easy-to-enforce harvest control. It would preserve the economic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
afford to bring our boats to Alaska.

1 had a great time on my Alaska trip this summer. It was my first time to fish for halibut
and [ was able to catch two that were of any size, maybe 15 pounds. It was not a good
day fishing. I am looking forward to another trip and more halibut fisking. Maybe next
time [ can catch bigger onss.

T will ONLY go if [ am allowed 2 fish.
I will NOT go back for 1 fish.

89 percent is more than enough for the commercial fishermen. Sounds like they want
more. That wili stop us from spending 36000 next year like we did this year.

Keep fishing open to sport fishing.

Sport fishing brings lots more money to the residents of Alaska than the same fish caught
by cormmercials. N
Thanks, in advance, for your attention. Please keep me advised of your office’s position
on this issue.

Sincerely

Mrs. Virginia Kesler
5900 E. Marita St.

Long Beach, CA 96815
ginikesler@bigfoot.com
562 596 3691

Support Recreational Halibut Fishing in Alaska!
Dear Chairman Olson,
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As a recreational fisherman, I support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Couneil
by the Charter Halibut Task Force. _ .

This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for all recreational anglers and provide any
easy-to-enforce harvest control. It would preserve the economic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
afford to bring our boats to Alaska.

I had a great time on my Alaska trip this summer. [ fished one day for Halibut, but only
kept2 15 pound fish. It was not a good day fishing. [ am locking forward to another
trip and more Halibut fishing.

1 will ONLY goif [ am allowed 2 fish,

T will NOT go back for 1 fish.

89 percent is more than enough for the commercial fishermen. Sounds like they want
more, That will stop me from spending $6000 next year like I did this year.
Keep fishing open to sport fishing.

Sport fishing brings lots more money to the residents of Alaska than the same fish
cought by commercials.

Thanks, in advance, for your attention. Please keep me advised of your office's position
on this issue.

Sincerely

Mr. Don Kesler

5900 E. Marita St.
Long Beach, CA 90815
donkesler@bigfoot.com
562 596 3691

Dear Chasrman Olson,

As arecreational fisherman, [ support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Force.

This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for all recreational anglers and provide any
casy-to-enforce harvest control. It would preserve the economic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for thase of us who cannot
afford to bring our boats to Alaska.

Thanks, in advance, for your attention. Please keep me advised of your office's position
on this issue.

Gov. Letting the commercial fishermen take over 90% of the halibut in Alaska is the
most rediculous thing I have ever heard. In the 80's I spent 6 years an long line boats and
know how effecient they are, For the last 8 years 7 of us vacation in Seward for 7 days. 1
spend about 5,000 when it is all said and done. 35,000 for our group alone in your
economy each year. If the commercial take is not reduced, and the limit goes to | halibut
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we will not be back, Thank you, this is common sense., [ viewed your speeches and was
very impressed, we will see if you do as you say and not cave into big business and make
a good decision for your states economy. Thank You, Dave Erickson

Thank you

Mr. Dave Erickson

33003 Oakdale Ln
Crosslake, MN 56442
daveee(@sternindustries.com
218-824-8912

Dear Chairman Olson,

As a recreational fisherman, I support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Force.

This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for all recreational anglers and provide any
easy-to-enforce harvest control. It would preserve the economic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safaty in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
afford to bring our boats to Alaska.

Thanks, in advance, for your attention. Please keep me advised of your office's position
on thig issue.

Sincerely

Mr. Randy Talvi
2630 E. Tamarack
Wasilla, AK. 99634
talvii@mtaonline.net
007-376-0401

Dear Chairman Olson, _ ‘
As a recreational fisherman, I support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Force.

This proposal would set & consistent bag limit for all recreational anglers and provide any
easy-to-enforce harvest control. It would preserve the economic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
Afford to bring our boats to Alaska.

Thariks, in advance, for your attention, Please keep me advised of your office's position
on this issue

Tt seems that more and more government wants to get away from revenue gained by a
strong recreational fishery in favor of commercial. It's a, no brain er, the money gets 10
spread out if it goes to rec fishing, too many regular folks would benefit. If it goes to
commercial then a few fat cats benefit. Politics a5 usual .
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Respectfully yours

Mr. David Lemon

,AK
Customrods(@yahoo.com

Support Recreational Halibut Fishing in Alaskal
Dear Chairman Olson,

As a recreational fisherman, I support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Force.

This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for all recreational anglers and provide any
easy-to-enforce harvest control. It would preserve the economic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
afford to bring our boats to Alaska.

I have fished from Sitka, and enjoved the benefits given to recreational fishermen. 1
would reconsider many more trips to Alaska, but cuts in the recreational take will begin
1o weigh in on my decisions to return.  As someone from out of state, CA, | hope the
commercial fishery greed across the world will be managed to a point that always keeps
the recreationatl fisherman in mind, in a fair manner.

Thanks, in advance, for vour attention. Please keep me advised of your office’s position
on this issue.

Sincerely

Mr. James Owens

603 Rockaway Beach Ave
Pacifica, CA 94044
owens{@gene.com
6502965378

Support Recreational Halibut Fishing in Alaska!

Dear Chairman Olson,

As a recreafional fisherman, I support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Force.

This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for alf recreational anglers and provide any
easy-to-enforce harvest control. It would preserve the economic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
afford to bring our boats 1o Alaska.

I 'am not only a recreational fisherman, but a charter fishing business owner/operator as
well. I feel that this option is the only "fair & equitable” choice for the recreational

~
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fishing sector as a whole. There should never have been any distinction made between
charter and non-charter sport fishermen.

Thanks, in advance, for your attention. Please keep me advised of your office’s position
on this issue.

Respectfully yours

Ms. Stacey Mitchell

P.O. Box 2142

Valdez, AK 99686
auroracharters@valdezak.net
907-835-2140

Dear Chairmat Olson,

As a recreational fisherman, I support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Force.

This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for al] recreational anglers and provide any
easy-to-enforce harvest control. It would preserve the economic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
afford to bring our boats to Alaska.

Thanks, in advance, for your attention. Please keep me advised of your office's position
on this issue.

Sincerely

Mr. Philip Westrick

po box 2464

westport, WA 98395
ultimatecharters@yahoo.com
3606482186

Dear Chairman Olson,

As a recreational fisherman, I support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Force.

This proposal would set a congistent bag limit for all recreational anglers and provide any
easy-to-enforce harvest control. It would preserve the economic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
afford to bring our boats to Alaska.

Thanks, in advance, for your attention. Please keep me advised of your office's position
on this issue.
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My family and I as well as members of our fishing club have had many voyages and
enjoyed the Alaskan fishing. With salmon limits also limited curtailing the halibut catch
would cause some of our group te give a second thought to these trip. Which are not
inexpensive.

Yours truly

Sister Eric Rogger

22625 Westridge Road

Los Angeles, CA 90049, CA 90049
wstridge@acl.com

310 476-5936

Dear Chairman Olson,

As a recreational fisherman, [ support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Force.

This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for all recreational anglers and provide any
easy-to-enforce harvest control. It would preserve the economic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
afford to bring our hoats to Alaska.

Thanks, in advance, for your attention. Please keep me advised of your office's position
on this issue.

I will be 60 years old this November, I learned to fish and respect for our natural
resources from my grandmother at the age of 3. [ remain an avit fishenman and love the
wonders of nature. [ have seen many changes in our enviranment over the years, and
note that damage has been primarily by industry.

I have introduced many children to the miracle of life through fishing and hope to teach
my grandkids to fish someday.

Please consider the long time impact it would have on future generations that wouid not
be able te experience one 1o oldest sports known to man.

Thank again for your consideraiton.
Sincerely

Mr. Rodney Boudreaux

1350 N. Marine Ave#204
Wilmington, CA 90744
gldnrod?@ca rv.com

3108304161
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Dear Chairman Olson,

As a recreational fisherman, [ support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Force.

This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for all recreational angiers and provide any
easy-to-enforce harvest control. It would preserve the economic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
afford to bring our boats to Alaska. _

Thanks, in advance, for your atiention. Please keep me advised of your office's position
on this issue.

1 have visited Alaska in the past. Last rip was in 2003. I plan on returning. If you take the
opprotunity of catching Halibut away I will have to reconcider my plans. Going fishing
was one of the biggest reasons I had for going. If that is not available then the largest
reason to go 15 gone.

Sincerely

Mr. Michael Weber

5751 Washington Ct.
Lake Oswego, OR 97035
mikelwigcomeast.net
503 975-6919

Dear Chairman Olson,

Ag a recreational fisherman, [ support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Force.

This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for all recreational anglers and provide any
easy-to-enforce harvest control. It would preserve the economic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
afford to bring our boats to Alaska.

Thanks, in advance, for your attention. Please keep me advised of your office’s position
on this issue,

Sincerely

Mr. James Virden

13195 Nicola Rd

Apple Valley, CA 92308
mikevird@hotmail.com
760 488 5039

Support Recreational Halibut Fishing in Alaska!
Dear Chairman Olson,
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As a recreational fisherman, I support the propasal submitted to the North Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Force.

This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for all recreational anglers and provide any
easy-to-enforce harvest control. It would preserve the economic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
afford 1o bring our boats to Alaska.

1. All of my family are Alaskan residents and like to eat halibut a lot. We prefer fo eat
the fresh fish we catch ourselves. Going fishing on a charter boat is the safest way for
my family to access halibut for us to eat. Why should we be discriminated against and
have a lesser daily bag limit because we choose to go halibut fishing on a charter boat? If
we could go fishing for halibut on a private boat (non-charter) we would legally be
allowed to fish under more liberalized regulations. For example: A two halibut daily bag
limit for nen-guided anglers versus the proposed one halibut daily bag limit for puided
anglers! And in SE Alaska there is a size restriction on halibut for guided anglers and not
for unguided anglers! Why are we treated differently depending on our choice to access
this public resource? Seems to us all recreational anglers - guided and/or unguided
should be treated equally! Why should guided anglers be under more restrictive
regulations than un-guided anglers.

2. Fishing for halibut can be quite risky in small private boats. Going out on
charterboats is the safest way for my family to catch halibut, We know we will be much
safer on a charterboat that meets U.S. Coast Guard regulations and we do not have to
worry about being safe while we are having fun caiching our halibut. Many folks,
resident and non-resident, can't afford to own a boat either.

3. The economic viability of the recreational sportfishing industry and the volume of jobs
this specific industry creates, are extremely vital to the economy of small Alaskan coastal
communities. With the current state of our economy, it would seem prudent for the State
of Alaska to want to nurture and maintain the recreational sporifishing industry by
leading the way with regulations that treat all anglers equally - not divisively!

4. Another economic benefit for the state would be less cost for enforcement.

Please listen to what all the recreational fishermen are asking you to do. Thank you for
reading my comments. 1 hope you will keep me advised of your office's position on this
issue.

Sincerely

Miss Karina Belcher

P.O. Box 1505

Sitka, AK 99835
apeinc2008(@hotmail .com
907-747-4902
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Dear Chairman Olson,

As a recreational fisherman, I support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Force.

This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for all recreationat anglers and provide any
easy-to-enforce harvest control. It would preserve the economic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
afford to bring our boats to Alaska.

Thanks, in advance, for your attention. Please keep me advised of your office's positien
on this issue.

Sincerely

Ms, Jane Nickens

4710 Durham Ct.
Rocklin,, CA 95765
janenickens@hotmail.com
916-276-5517

Dear Chairman Olson,

As a recreational fisherman, I support the proposal submitted to the Nerth Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Force.

This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for all recreational anglers and provide any
casy-to-enforce harvest control. It would preserve the economic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who ¢annot
afford to bring our boats to Alaska.

Thanks, in advance, for your attention. Please keep me advised of your office's position
on this issue.

Sincerely

Mr. Gary Ostenberg
1844 Newcastle ct
Walnut Creek, CA 94595
gostenberg@aol.com
025937 6944

Support Recreational Halibut Fishing in Alaska!

Dear Chairman Olson,

As a recreational fisherman, 1 support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Force.

This proposal would set a consistent bag timit for all recreational anglers and provide any
easy-to-enforce harvest control. It would preserve the economic viability of the charter
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fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
afford to bring our boats to Alaska.

1 strongly believe that it also makes sense from an environmental standpoint as well as
avoids impact to the City's and Town's in Alaska who derive direct benefits from the
visiting sport's anglers to vour beantiful State.

Thank you

Mr. Fred Tschopp

4193 Dan wood Drive
Westlake Village, CA 91362
bigbearsix(@aol.com
B05-496-2594

In support of recreational halibut fishing in Alaska

Dear Chairman Olson,

As a recreational fisherman, I support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Force.

This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for al! recreational anglers and provide any
easy-to-enforce harvest control. It would preserve the economic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
afford to bring cur boats to Alaska.

[ have fished Alaskan waters before and plan to again, a big past of that draw is the
healthy halibut fishery. It would greatly effect my choice as a recreational angler should
the bag limit be reduced only to have those same fish still being taken, but instead by
commercial anglers. I do support commercial fishing and recognize its importance, but
also realize that a large majority of the peopie I know who have visited Alaska have gone
there for the phenomenol fishing. I would hate to see that change, as Alaska is such a
beautiful and important American destination. Thanks, in advance, for your attention.
Please keep me advised of your office's position on this issue.

Sincerely

Mr. Mike Cimmarrusti
3100 Miltary Ave

Los Angeles, CA 90034
Mowglislife@acl.com

Support Recreational Halibut Fishing in Alaska!

Dear Chairman QOlson,

As arecreational fisherman, I support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Force.

This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for all recreational anglers and provide any
easy-to-enforce harvest control. It would preserve the econemic viability of the charter

7~
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fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
afford to bring our boats to Alaska.

Thanks, in advance, for your attention, Please keep me advised of your office's position
on this issue. '

I just returned from your beautiful state and had the priviledge and pleasure to fish for
halibut and salmon. As long as the resouzce can support the current limits, I implore you
not to reduce the sportfisher's limits. Frankly who could afford to make such a journey
and not be able to bring home several fish?

Sincerely

Dr. Fredrick Wilson
1999 mowry ave
fremont, CA 94551
fswisme(@aol.com
5107962191

Support Recreational Halibut Fishing in Alaskal
Dear Chairman Olson,

As a recreational fisherman, I support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Force.

This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for all recreational anglers and provide any
easy-to-enforce harvest control. It would preserve the economic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
afford to bring our boats to Alaska.

Thanks, in advance, for your attention. Please keep me advised of your office's position
on this issue.

Sincerely

Mrs. cheryl babineau
210 OLaughlin Rd
santa Cruz, CA 95065
alibirods(@sbcglobal.net
8312470535

Support Recreational Halibut Fishing in Alaska!

Bear Chairman Olson,

As arecreational fisherman, I support the proposal submitted 1o the North Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Force,

This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for all recreational anglers and provide any
easy-to-enforce harvest control. It would preserve the economic viability of the charter
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fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
afford 1o bring our boats to Alaska.

Thanks, in advance, for your attention. Please keep me advised of your office’s position
on this issue.

Sincerely

Mr. David Babineau

21¢ OLaughlin Rd

Santa Cruz, CA 95065
davidbabineau@sbeglobal net
8312470076

Dear Chairman Olson,

As a recreational fisherman, [ support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Force.

This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for all recreational anglers and provide any
easy-to-enforce harvest centrol. It would preserve the economic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
afford to bring our boats to Alaska.

Thanks, in advance, for your aftention. Please keep me advised of your office's position
on this issue,

Sincerely

Mr. Tyrus M. Gerlach
1300 eastman In
petaluma, AK 94952

tynisg@mac.com
{707) 570-7147

Support Recreational Halibut Fishing in Alaska!

Dear Chairman Olson,
As a recreational fisherman, I support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Force.

This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for all recreational anglers and provide any
easy-to-enforce harvest control. It would preserve the economic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
afford to bring our boats to Alaska.

Thanks, in advance, for your attention. Please keep me advised of your office's position
on this issue.

As a repeat fishing visitor to the Alaska Fishery and one of my favorite fish to be put on
the table a one fish limit would mean that I will take my fishing dollars and spend them in
another siate! .
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Respectfully yours

Mr. Ronald Wilson

632 Carson Ave,
Modesto, CA 95357
rwilson632(@yahoo.com

Support Recreational Halibut Fishing in Alaska!

Dear Chairman Olson,

As a recreational fisherman, I support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Force.

This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for all recreational anglers and provide any
easy-to-enforce harvest control. It would preserve the economic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
afford to bring our boats to Alaska.

Thanks, in advance, for vour attention. Please keep me advised of your office’s position
on this issue.

As a repeat fishing visitor to the Alaska Fishery and one of my favorite fish to be put on
the table a one fish limit wonld mean that I will take my fishing dollars and spend them in
another state!

Respectfully yours

Mr. Ronald Wilson

632 Carson Ave.
Modeste, CA 93357
rwilson632(@yahoo.com

Support Recreational Halibut Fishing in Alaska!
Dear Chairman Olson,

As a recreational fisherman, I support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Force. _

This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for all recreational anglers and provide any
gasy-to-enforce harvest control, It would preserve the economic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
afford to bring our boats to Alaska.

This should be a very easy decision. When my girlfriend and I went to Alaska, it cost me
over $10,000, and we brought home about a 100 lbs of fish, One hindred dollars a pound
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to Alaska. What do Commercial Fisherman bring to Alaska per pound? We fished
Halibut out of Ninilchik and Salmon on The Kenai

Tharnks, in advance, for your atiention. Please keep me advised of your office’s position
on this issue.

Sincerely

Mr. Milo Vukovich

10024 yukon river way
rancho cordova, CA 95670
mvotb@sbcglobal.net

Support Recreational Halibut Fishing in Alaska!
Dear Chairman Olson,

As a recreaticnal fisherman, I support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Force.

This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for all recreational anglers and provide any
easy-to-enforce harvest control. [t would preserve the economic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
afford to bring our boats to Alaska.

Thanks, in advance, for your attention. Please keep me advised of your office's position
on this issue.

Sincerely

Mr. Michael Johnson

1375 Montecito ave #42
Mountain View, CA 94043
phishbelly@aol.com
650-967-6984

Support Recreational Halibut Fishing in Alaskal
Dear Chairman Olson,

As a recreational fisherman, [ support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Force.

This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for all recreational anglers and provide any
easy-to-enforee harvest control. It would preserve the economic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us wha cannot
afford to bring our boats to Alaska.
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Thanks, in advance, for your atteaticn. Please keep me advised of your office’s position
on this issue.

Sincerely

Ms. Audrey Stephens

439561 K-Beach Road Suite E
Soldotna, AK 99669
ucidai@acsalaska.net
907-260-9436

Support Recreational Halibut Fishing in Alaskal

Dear Chairman Olson, _
As a recreational fisherman, I support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Force.

This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for all recreational anglers and provide any
easy-to-enforce harvest control. It would preserve the economic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
afford to bring our boats to Alaska.

Thanks, in advance, for your attention. Please keep me advised of your office’s position
on this issue.

Sincerely

Mr. Jim Martin

POB 2420

Fort Bragg, CA 95437
flatland{@men.org




Support Recreational Halibut Fishing in Alaska!
Eric Olson, Chairman
North Pacific Fishery Management Council

605 West dth, Suite 306,
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252

Dear Chairman Olson,

As a recreational fisherman, I support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Force,

This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for all recreational anglers and provide any
easy-to-enforce harvest control. It would preserve the economic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
afford to bring our boats to Alaska.

I travel fo Alaska from Pennsylvania to fish your beautiful state roughly every other year.
Besides fishing for many varieties of Salmon I take at least one Halibut trip each time.
The Halibut trip is very important to my visit because of the amount of Filets I can bring
back - my entire family loves Halibut. [ usually bring at least two friends - sometimes we
are in your state as a party of 6. Please consider the economic impact of all of the
recreational anglers who visit your state as paramount. | am certain that the recreational
fishery is much larger and brings more revenue than a handful of commercial fishesman.

I would like to continue to fish Alaska but if the restriciions become too great [ will be
forced to spend my time elsewhere. [ would consider that a great loss as I look forward to
my trips to Alaska.

Thanks, in advance, for your attention. Please keep me advised of your office's position
on this issue.

Sincerely

Mr. Tony Kratowicz

111 §. 8Th Street

North Wales, PA 19454
tkratowicz{@comcast.net

MY WIFE AND [ WENT TO HOMER THIS YEAR AND SPENT OVER 12
THOUSAND DOLLARS

ON OUR TRIP. 3600 IN HALIBUT TRIPS. IF WE COULD ONLY KEEP ONE FISH
WE WOULD



North Pacific Fishery Management Council

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

Dear Chairman Olson,

As a recreational fisherman, I support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Force.

This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for all recreational anglers and provide any
easy-to-enforce harvest control. It would preserve the economic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
afford to bring our boats to Alaska.

1 have been a regular visitor to Sitka Alaska for the past 12 years. With the restrictions
imposed this year regarding King salmon and the potential bag limit changes on halibut |
am reconsidering plans for fishing in Alaska in the coming years. My party and I spend a
substanial amount of money during our visit each vear including dining out, buying
sporting equipment and gifts for our family. I suspect the financial impact of losing the
recreational fisherman revenue streams on Sitka and other citics throughout Alaska
would be substantial.

Thanks, in advance, for your attention. Please keep me advised of your office's position
on this 1ssue.

Sincerely

Mr. Gregg Harmon

3816 130th Ave NE
Bellevue, WA 98005
gregg_harmon@hotmail.com
425 830 3413

Support Recreational Halibut Fishing in Alaska!
Eric Olson, Chairman
North Pacific Fishery Management Council

605 West dth, Suite 306,
Anchorape, Alaska 99501-2252

Dear Chairman Qilson,

As a recreational fisherman, 1 support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Couneil
by the Charter Halibut Task Force.



This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for all recreational anglers and provide any
easy-io-enforce harvest control. It would preserve the economic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
afford to bring our boats to Alaska.

I am a non-resident who annually visits Alaska for fishing and spend over $3000 while in
the state. A penalizing limit on halibut along with necessary restrictions on king salmon
will stop my trips to Alaska.

Please approve the CHTF proposal.

Sincerely

Mr, Donald Kayser
8216 E. Sands Dr
Scottsdale, AZ. 85255
don@kayser.org

Support charter and recreational halibut fishing
Eric Olson, Chairman
North Pacific Fishery Management Council

603 West 4th, Suite 306,
Anchorage, Alaska 995(1-2252

Dear Chairman Olson,

As a recreational fisherman, [ support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Force.

This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for all recreational anglers and provide any
easy-to-enforce harvest control. It would preserve the economic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
afford to bring our boats to Alaska.

[ have personally fished the waters of SE Alaska for the past 12 years along with a group
of other individuals. Charter fishing in Alaska is a great experience for all involved and
brings a tremendeus sum of money to the local communities. However, as catch limits
continue to decline for charter fisherman, despite already enormously disproportionate
percentages going to commercial fisherman, T would likely be inclined to discontinue my
vacations to the communities of Alaska. This would be an unfortunate turn of events if
the economic downturn from lost revenue from charter fishing for Alaska occurs. It
makes no sense to drive away tourism in the state of Alaska and bolster the commercial
fishery especialy since a decrease in the charter halibut catch would not conserve ANY
halibut. 1 appreciate your attention to this matter.



Sincerely

Mr. Jey Ponti, PT, MS
258 Goat Trail
Whitefish, MT 59937
jeyponti@hotnail.com
406-756-7878

Support Recreational Halibut Fishing in Alaska!
Eric Olson, Chairman
North Pacific Fishery Management Coungil

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

Dear Chairman Olson,

As a recreational fisherman, I support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Couneil
by the Charter Halibut Task Force.

This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for all recreational anglers and provide any
easy-to-enforce harvest control. It would preserve the economic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
afford to bring our boats to Alaska.

Thanks, in advance, for your attention. Please keep me advised of your office’s position
on this issue,

Sincerely

Ms. amy hashiguchi

2016 Komo Mai Drive
Pearl City, HI 56782
ahashiguchii@hetmail.com
8082531226

Support Recreational Halibut Fishing in Alaska!
Eric Olson, Chairmarn
North Pacific Fishery Management Council

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

Dear Chairman O!son,



As a recreational fisherman, I support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Force.

This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for all recreational anglers and provide any
easy-to-enforce harvest control. It would preserve the economic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
afford to bring our boats to Alaska.

Thanks, in advance, for your attention.

Thank you

Mr. Steven Yuasa

6818 83rd street east
puyailup, WA 98371
reelfast]1948@gmail.com

Support Recreational Halibut Fishing in Alaska!
Eric Olson, Chairman
North Pacific Fishery Management Council

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

Dear Chairman Olson,

As a recreational fisherman, I support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Force.

This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for all recreational anglers and provide any
easy-to-enforce harvest control. It would presetve the economic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
afford to bring our boats to Alaska.

Thanks, in advance, for your attention. Please keep me advised of your office's position
on this issue.

Thank you

Mr. Tyler Scott

155 Rankin View Lane
Selah, WA 98942
arrowelectric(@fairpoint.net
509-949-6329

Support Recreatienal Halibut Fishing in Alaska!



Enic Olson, Chairman
North Pacific Fishery Management Council

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

Dear Chairman Olson,

As a recreational fisherman, [ support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Council
by the Charter Halibut Task Force.

This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for all recreational anglers and provide any
easy-to-enforce harvest control. It would preserve the economic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
afford to bring our boats to Alaska.

Thanks, in advance, for your attention. Please keep me advised of your office’s position
on this issue.

Your constituent

Mr. Rvan Bump
66665 Haleiwa Rd.
haleiwa, HI 96712
bumpri@blazemail.com
206 2454115

Support Recreational Halibut Fishing in Alaska!
Eric Olson, Chairman
North Pacific Fishery Management Council

605 West 4th, Suite 3046,
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252

Dear Chairman Olson,

As a recreational fisherman, [ support the proposal submitted to the North Pacific Couscil
by the Charter Halibut Task Force.

This proposal would set a consistent bag limit for ali recreational anglers and provide any
easy-to-enforce harvest control. It would preserve the economic viability of the charter
fleet in Alaska, promoting safety in the fishery and access for those of us who cannot
afford to bring our boats to Alaska.

I have been sport fishing in southeast Alaska sinee 1991 and I have been having a hard
time staying abreast of all the changes that have been installed in recent years. It seems



that the charter fishing industry is headed for extinction, the average charter fisherman in
my opinion does add a Jot to the economy when they are in Alaska. They eat out buy
food and liquor so without this the local economy would suffer.It appears that the
commercial fisherman bave all of the lobbying power. Thank You Bruce Biesold

Thank you

Mr. Bruce Biesold
041 Rodeo Road
CleElum, WA 98922
bruce(@merlino.com
206 450 3431
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To: Erie Olson, Council Chair
From: David and JoAnn Lesh

Re: support for regulating charter halibut catch

Dear Mr. Olson,

David and JoAnn Lesh, Innkeepers
Wed, Sep 24, 2008

This is a letter to ask your support for regulating the halibut catch of the cominercial guided charter fleet along
with the long line catch. We are ex long liners who purchase halibut for our restaurant, host charter
sportfishing guests as part of our business and sport fish locally for our own family’s consumption, The
charter fleet and their resultant halibut catch have grown tremendously in the last few years and there are no

reasons to believe this growth will not continue.

As the owners of the Gustavus Inn since 1980 we have watched the Jocal charter fleet grow from one boat 10

this growth has been over the last 1

0 years. The first boats were slow displacement

hulled boats fishing within 10 to 15 miles from Gustavus, Now all are small, fast and fish up to 80 miles away.
The latest addition to the fleet is 40 foot speed boat with twin 250 horsepower outboards and it is able to fish

from Gustavus to the Outer Coast casily.

In addition, improvements in rods, reels, fishing line, electronics and hooks allow the fleet to target halibut in
areas out of reach just a few years ago. They are able to {ish deeper and in much more current than ever

before.

Assuming these trends continue, the halibut catch of the charter fleet will continue to grow exponentially.
Their catch needs to be regulated as a component of the total commercial halibut catch. Local impact of the
increased catch also needs to be considered so local residents fishing from skiffs ure able to fish to feed their

families.

Sincerely,

David Lesh [/ / i /

JoAnn Lesh }@M Mgt ;é,,/[\

APRIL  GCT * GUSTAVTS INN PO EG;‘C 60 GUSTAVIS, ALASKA ?9&25 * J00 649 5220, D07 GI7 225-!, FAX 907 607 2255
NOV - MAR  *GUSTAVUS INN 6008 W. 89TH TERRACE, OVERIAND PARE, FANSAS 66207 * SO0 649 5220, 213 649 5220

WEBSTE: WivW. GUSTAVUSINN. COM  EMA

I DAVE@GUSTAVUSINN.COM
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To:  Eric Olson Date: Septernber 24, 2008

Council Chair
North Pacific Management Council

Re:  Halibut quotas for commercial charter fleet
Dear Sir:

T am wiiting today as & local sport/subsistence helibut fisherman, I have tived in Southeast
Alaska for over 40 years and in Gustavus for 35 years, In the last 10 or so years, I have
witnessed the explosive growth of the commercial charter fishing fleet in Icy Strait. It is hard to
believe thst these people are unregulated except on a voluntary basis, Their present share of the
halibut catch is too large in relation to that of the regulated commercial halibut fishery. We
subsistence and sport fishers are having to travel far from our community by skiff in order 10 be
able to catch anything for our tables anymore. In fact, it has come to the point where my wife and
1 no longer fish at all because our local hafibut has pretty much disappeared. This I attribute to
the incredible overfishing of our waters by the commercial charter fleet.

I-would ask that the Council consider putting in place verifiable catch restrictions on that fishery.

Thank you for ypur atention to this matter.
~ il R

P.0. Box 138
Gustavus, AK 99826
kaden@prodigy.net.mx
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To: Eric Otson, Council Chait
From: Paul Barnes, PO Box 155, Gustavus, AK 99826
Melissa Senac, PO Box 337, Gustavus, AK 99826

Dear Mr, Qlson,

1 am writing to urge you take immediate action to estabiish a charter sector cateh limit that's reguiated as
a component of the total commercial halibut catch tied to abundancs, Tt is time we recognize the charter
sector 88 a cotmmercial operation. Their catch limit should not exceed the cutvent GHL and MUST be
tied to sbundance so this viable resource that feeds my family and friends in the community of Gustavus
and the 2C area will continue.

We have lived in Gustavus for 18 vears and watched the charter fleet increasc at en efarming rao,
especiakly over the past 10 years where the fleet totals are now over 30 boats, This year alons, the charter
businesses and fleets continue to grow in Gustavus with new buildings going up and new fast vesgels
added. Why wouldn’t these operations graw? There's been no repercussion to their overfishing. They
have riol restricted their fishing sfforts due to the decrease of the abundance in 2C. Quite the contrary,
they have increased their catch, How is that fair? Large fish are being targeted with no remaorse or
responsibility for the futurc of the halibut resource, This is creating animosity among many towns’
people knowing the charter flect will continue to fish irresponsibly until some action is iaken,

I am truly concerned with the one catch limit since the GHL has increased at an alarming rate even after
the 2 fish limil was implamented a few years ago. In fact, n bed and breakfust operator told me that
approximately 50% aof their cliemts said they didn't even bother with the under 32” fish and targated the
one big fish/day. We have friends that work at the sirlines in Gustavus and report an alarming number of
fish boxes leaving our airport; all heoded to one destination at times.

Again, the charter sector catch limit MUST be no higher than the current GHL. Instend, it's ime it be
expressed as a percentage and MUST be tied to abundance. We urge the Council to consider allowing the
charter sectof to invest in the halibut resource if the current GHL Is exceeded, as setline fishermen have
done, by leasing & limited amount of quota share. It's time to take responsibility!

As a settine fisherman and deckhand in 2C and 3A sreas for 30 years, my partner end [ have willingly
accepted the 43% quota reduction to conserve the halibut resource, We live very simply and love and
respect the ocean and its resources, but have felt a tremendous impact financially. The charter fleet is
taking advantage of the current situation due to un-regulation and lack of enfarcement. Please change this
glaring loop hole.

Sincerely,
Paul Barnes H{Zj/ Eps

Melissa Senac W é .
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To:  Erie Olson Date: September 23, 2007
Council Chair
North pacific Management Council Re;  Halibut

For the record, 1 am a 40-plys year residentt of southeast Alaska and have lived in Gustavus, (Icy Strait)
gince 1972, Tenight my husband and I went ta a fisherman friend’s for a potluck. (Imeresting to now, the
usnal concoctions of halibut, abmsdammyeampnﬂ.wmannthemHs.)lnaumdammreammbw
of clid-time residents, inn owners, subsistence fisherpeople, school teachers, and young folk, We were
discussing the harvest of halibut in cur community. Through very belpful phone conversations with people
much more knowledgeable than 1, mgmdhglﬁsofmmmgaﬂpuﬁdesmﬂmnmim with capitalized
Mﬁmlmmmrmnmhu,mlmahknhudﬁshaﬁﬂnwmmmmhy.

There are things | belicve that you folksneedtokttowabwtourlomlmedsmdohaewaﬁmwﬂmpun
years, My husband and I, with our small daughter in tow, used to snjoy fishing for balibut at the mouth of
our river and toward the Pleagant Isiand area. At least five years ago, we hung up our family haiibut poles
indismn}rmrurwntclungthegmwhmﬂuatawscharwrﬂwtmoﬁinthﬁmmmgmme“un-guided"
bozod in rent-a-skiffs swarming the sballows of nearby Pleasant Islacd.

Ovar the past 10 yeats, | have watched our community dock every afiernosn about 4:00ptn becoms over
run by a gwarm of giant charter captains, fish photographers, fish cleaners (well, hardly the word
“clearter™), tote runners, and the dock road toially packed with charter vans picking up valiant cut-of-state
fishermen, flsh packers, ete. Our family tries very hard to avoid aar local beach between 4:00 and 6:00pm.

VN wnmmvisitourfrimhinElﬁnCoveanduﬂmrlcyStmitommuniﬁas,weswﬂwmmmphwd.
This suratner, [ noticed something pitiful. Large breeding mommies and tiny babies were being stnung up
for photographs along ﬁdeﬂmirpmﬂmpm,lhmtmﬂmgmﬁdfmﬂmcﬂﬁmwmmgwiﬂ:ﬂﬁg 50
welookeduptharegulaﬁonthatsﬂdﬂmtindeedihe gecond cateh could be taken “under 32 inches.” Well,
smmm.mHMofwmmMﬂmmmmdmbmmmmm
depletion of the young?

I alsa identify strongly with the true residents of this community, commercial fisherpersons ,who bave in
the interest of their rescurce, somewhat catmly aceepled the 50% reduction of their quotas. This has 1o be
wrong, Huwmnamagmmﬂmrednmourlmalmidmtﬂmwpmmy!ndmdaﬂowachw
busingss to grow &t their expense.

T would highly support any “hook size™ limit that you may be considering (something I leareed tonight),
but would be far more in favor of a weight/size, and let's just forget the babies for those who need 1o pack
a fow more pitiful pounds into their Bsh boxes.

‘I’hislcmris&mnalucalmidaﬁwhomlongerﬁshﬁﬁrﬁmandmju}mmnwmwe),hutonnwho
regpects conservative allocation of Alaska. resources. Please try to do something on our behalf.

Gustavus, Alaska 99826
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Marilyn Jackson
PO Box 195
Giustavus, AK 99828
(907)697-2351

MPFMC
To Whom It May Concsrmn:

| have lived in Gustavus for 18 years, and have walched it move from a hometown with
commaerclal fishermen and two fish plants to a summer community with a plethora of charter
boats (most of which process thelr own fish) and fishing iodges.

No longer do we have the high number of pecple who are year-round resldences. No
ienger do we have the fleat of commercial fishermen. Part of the problem with the halibut

fieet has been the steady decling in the fishing value of our IFQ's.

My husband was awardad IFQ's after fishirg hallbut in Alaska far over 10 years. He now
finds that yearty the amount that ha was giving is dsclining.

When John makes a dallvery, he iias to call aheed and have someans at the dock verify
the amount caught and his IFQ number ste. [ ask that the charter boat indusiry, which is just
another cormmercial enterprise, be forced into the IFQ program. They should have to share
the burdan of catch limits which will keep the resource strong.

| work for Alaska Airines and see just how much fish Is ﬂe:l;%g out of lcy Straight. Every one
af the charter boat fisharmen go out with & minimum of two 50 pound boxes of dregsed
fish. Some take mara, but all take at leagt the two. These people do nothing 1o halp the
economy of our town. They have thair fish processed at the lodges which are owned by
out of state people. They eat and stay at the same lodges. The whole chaner Industry
here is reminiscent of the rape and pillage of the lower 48 with Alaska's resources. Now the
bandils are In charter boats. The only was this will slow down and stop hurting the resourca
is by regulations that work and are enforced.

There naeds 1o be IFQ's for the charter fisharmen. There needs to be enforceament of the
amount of fish they can pull out of the water sach season.

t hope you can get something passed that will actually be enforced. ‘These charter boat
peop!ﬁ have huge resources behind them. We ornly have the hope that fair regulations will
prevail.

Thank you for your time.
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‘ John Jackson
PQ Box 195

Gustavus, AK 958286
907 697-2351

MPFCM

To Whom It May Concern:

| would like those who are deciding the fate of the halibut catch in SE Alaska 10 take a dose
lock at the number of pounds of fish the charter Industry Is taking, ! heve a small IFQ which }
have seen deciine in amourt aimost every year untll now it is almost half od what it was
originally. When | first started halibut fishing, there waa a “derby” which was dangerous to
the fisharman and the resource, Now that things are regulated, the resource and the
fisherman are both safer.

Put into this mix the charter bogt fishermen, The charter boats take fish every day of the
spring, summer and early fall. There Is na imit to the days they fish. There is to limit to the
amaunt of fish take from any area of the ocal waters. There needs to be an IFG
SYSTEM IMPOSED ON THE CHARTER INDUSTRY.

Wa need thage commercial fishing charier operations to have IFQ's like the other
commaercial fleet. We nasd them to ba fimited, and if they go over thair limit, to have that
o Iimited reduced the following year by that amount. There naeds to be mare transparency
' and accountability for their catch reporting.

The charter fleet hera In Gustavus has grown exponentiaily in the last few years. Llke the
Amsrican ba;ﬂdn%‘lgdustry. no one Is regulating the number of charter licenses. Like the
banking industry, the lack of regulation will cause a huge decline which will impact el of us.

Most ¢f all, the commercial flaet should not have to pay for the over fishing of the charter
fiset, There should ba no further decling in the amount the IFQ’s of the commerciat flest are
worth, It is as if the money they can sam each yeer is being reducsd because of tha bad
behavior of another gear group. | ask you to make the fishing rules for the charter industry
reflect the tact that they are, in truth, commercial fishing operations and meke them have
IFQY's like the rest of the halibut industry.

RN

John Jackson
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Gustavus, Alaska
Sept. 23, 2008
Eric Olson, Chair
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 W. 4% Ave., Ste. 206
Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Chairman Olson:

I am writing in regard to the halibut charter Guideline Harvest Level and the means of
enforcement, with special reference to TPHC area 2C, :

The sttuation with annual catches substantially above the charter fishery Guideline
Harvest Level is one of irresponsible fisheries management and i3 having serious
consequences. The situation was well described in Bruce Lehman's jatter from the IPHC
dated Sept. 19, 2008.

A firm harvest level, not a “Guideline,” must be get. It should be tied to abundance. Other
fisheries seclors should not have to pay for overages by the charter industry. Either there
rmust be a means of accurate in-geason catch data tied to season closures when the harvest
level is reached, or the charter sector must pay for any overages in the following season.
The firm Harvest Level should be no higher, a8 a percentage of the total allowable catch,
than the current GHL.

Currently all the other fisheries sectors are paying for mismanagement of the charter
fishery. The commercial setline fishery took a 43% reduction in area 2C between 2006
and 2008. Local subsistence and sport fishers are finding it barder to satisfy their needs
for halibut because of overall 2C halibut depletion. Moreover, since [PHC management {8
based on very large catch areas (2C, 3A, cic.) local depletions around ¢oastal
comumunities are wnderway and there is no means of preventing them. No means except
developing Local Area Management Plans, something extremely difficult to do,
especially when a number of communities with varying interests use the same fishing
arsas. There is n reason why Sitka Sound is still the sole example of a LAMP.
Meanwhile, rising fuel costs are exacerbating the situation, as both charter fishermen and
local resident fishermen ry to get halibut closer to their home ports.

[ want to remind you of yet another sector, one that could grow rapidly due to tack of
management constraints: the oGelf-guided” sport fishery, Hers in lcy Strait in aren 2C we
have two such lodges operating in Excursion Tnlet, the larger hosting 60 clients per week.
They send the clients out several to a boat with GPS locations for good halibut arcas, and
a minder boat oversees to be sure they don’t get :nto trouble and have a successful day.
They are managed under the same rules as private sport fishermen, =0 Harvest Lavels, 1
fish per day limits, et¢. imposed on the charter fishery will not affect them.

In my community of Gustavus the residents are ever more ipset at the sight of the charter
fishery, with almost all the charter captains and all of their clients from out-of-state,
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N .
sending out a minimum of two 50 [b. fish boxes per client pet week, These lodges are
expanding each year,
Thank you for your attention.
Yours truly, /ﬂa/{//
Judy Bn.él Box 94, Gustavus, AK 99826 c-mail grigorif@gustavus.ak -us
i
rouCCgeiper Box2i3  (HusTAws AL 49824
N



2N

September 22, 2008

Eric Olson. Chairman

North Pacific Fishceics Manugsmmu:mmﬁr
G603 West dth, Sitite 306.

Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252

Re: Agenda ltem C-1 (b) Charter Halibut
Dear Mr. Olson:

Startng in April 1990, 1 have been a lodge owner/aperator and USCG licensed captain in Sitka,
Alaska for the last 19 years. Currently owner of the Wild Strawberry Lodge, we employ 28 staff.
and [ am also the mother of two young children. [ am extremely concerned because [ foresee the
financial future lor many of us in the sportfishing industry to be in great jeopardy! This summer
I decided te conduct a survey of the guided anglers that stayed at my tacility and see what they
telt about the proposed one halibut daily bag limit. A majority of my clicnts handwrote their
own comments as well, and were very willing to express their concerns. Others did not...Here is
a survey recap from 806 of my clients that voluntarily chose to fill out a survey:

* There were a total of 806 surveys cotlected between May 1 7™ and September 11", 2008.
Note: 203 surveys were twrned in for 5/17/08 thru 6/20/08. Then we made some changes
0# the survey o some of the guestions - and | collected another 601 Surveys between
6/20/08 and 9/11/08,

* This survey recap accounts for 2,525 Guided Angler Days.

" A otal of $3,132,164.50 was accounted for on the Surveys, giving an average value of
$1,240.46 per Angler Day.

* 791 respondents were Non-Resident; 15 Respondents were Alaska Residents.

* 766 Respondents said: ‘A one halibut daily bag limit would cause them to reconsider
spending their money charter fishing in Alaska’. This accounts for 2298 Angler Days
or 2,850,577 chat will be lost to Alaska in the future if there is a one halibut daity
bag limit.

= Results to the question: ‘It is VERY, SOMEWHAT, or NOT important to have a two fish
halibut bag limit?’ o (5/17/08 thru 6/20/08)
o 196 said: Very Important = 95.6%
o 3 said: SOMEWLHAT lmportant
o 6 said: NOT [mportant At All

* Results to the question: ‘[t is VERY, SOMEWHAT, or NOT impartant (o have po size
restriction on the halibut | harvest?® (5/17/08 thru 6/20/08)
o 184 said: VERY lmportant = 89.8%
2 16 said: Somewhat Important
o 5said: No size restrictions

P.O. Box 2300 - Sitika, Alaska 99835 » 1-800-770-2628 + www.alas ier.net



Results to the question: "It is VERY, SOMEWHAT, or NOT important to have a two tish
halibut bag limit w/no size restriction?” {6/20/08 thru 9/11/08)

o 590 said: Very Important = 98%

o 7 said: SOMEWHAT Important

o 3 said: NOT hmpartant At All

o | had No Comment

Results 1o the guestion: *A one halibut daily bag limit will cause me reconsider spending
my money fishing [rom a charler boat in Alaska?”
{3/17/08 thru 9/11/08)
o 766 said: YES =95%
o 28 said: Possibly or Maybe
o 12said: No

Resulls w the yuestion: °1 believe all spart anglers should be treated alike and have the
sarne bag lumits whether they choose to charter beat or nol?”

{5/17/08 thru 9/11/08)

o 786 said: YES =97.5% '
o 6 sakd: Possibly or Maybe

o 14 said: No comment or Maybe

Resuits to the question: ™1 have other options available o access my halibut resource
besides chartering a boat.” Yes or No? {3/17/08 thru 6/20/08)

o 47 said; YES

o 154 said: NO =61%

& | said: YES and NO

o 3 said: No comment

Results (o the quustion: *The charter industry is my only way of accessing my halibut
resource,” Yes or No? {(6/20/08 thru 9/11/08)

o 587 said: YES =97.7%

o 14 said: NO

Resuits to the question: 1 support a guided sport ANNUAL halibut limit of*
Zero=No And  4,6,8, 10, 12 =Yes (5/17/08 thru 6/20/08)
o 144 respondents said there should be NO Annoal limit = 76.2%
o 1 person said 3 annual
o 8 seid 4 fish annually would be acceptable.
< 16 said 6 fish anaually would be acceptable.
o 5 said 10 fish annually would be acceptable.
o 15 said 12 fish annuatly would be acceptable.

Resuits to the question: “I support a guided sport ANNUAL halibut limit?
Yes? or No? (6/20/08 thru 9/11/08)
o 536 respondents said there should be NO Annual limit = 89.2%
o 47 respondents said Yes
2 17 respondents said Maybe
o | respoadent had no comment

P.O. Box 2300 » Sitka, Alaska 99835 « 1-800-770-2628 « wwav.alaskapremier.net



I have submitted the enclosed 806 INDIVIDUAL client surveys as the direct voice/message
from the American Public to you the members of the North Pacific Fisheries Management
Council to hear! THIS IS THE VOICE OF THE PUBLIC - JOE AVERAGE
AMERICAN ANGLER SPEAKING TO YOU THRU THESE SURVEYS! And these
results reveal a scary forecast economically speaking for our industry!

[f we could have polled 10,000 plus anglers this summer - their message as the public majority
would still be the same!!! These guided anglers bring their dollars te our state and all they are
secking is a fair opportunity to catch two halibut per day with no annual limits. This does not
mean they are going to catch two halibut per day. They just don’s wani theit apperfinity taken
away! Every year for the past many years, the guided anglers and the non-resident anglers have

been raicheted down one notch at a time...and this is the tipping point!

Reviewing (he results of the written comments regarding their opposition to a one halibut daily
bay limit and opposing an annual limit as well, which the clients submitted in their surveys, it is
evident that Alaska will lose a large number of these visitors along with the significant dollars
they bring o Alaskan coastal communities such as Sitka! The majority of these folks said they
would spend their money in Mexico or Canada. so not oniy will Alaska lose, but so would the
United States. They plan to go where the local coastal communities will welcome and appreciate
their vacation dollars they bring. With the current state of our economy we cannet aftord to sec
these dollars slip away from Alaska! 1 have submitted for your perusal a Typed Summary of
Writter Comments these same clients wrote in on their surveys, Their mutual consistent
message from these guided anglers -the American Public - is asking you to please, do not take
away their spportunity to caich and keep two halibut per day and no annual limits cither!

The majority of clients strongly support the concept that all recreational anglers, puided and
unguided, should be under the same bag limits for catching this public resource called halibut. 1t
should not matter that they chose to ge out on a charter boat to catch their halibut. or on a privatc
boat. And they do not understand why they should be penalized with a more restrictive bag limit
it they are being guided. (s there a good reason for this discrimination? [s it lepal and
justifiable? And they are strongly opposed to the concept of leasing/having to pay 1o keep a
second halibut because they are guided and they would not have te pay 10 keep a second halibut
if they were on a private boat! There is a glass ceiling that creates a fine line between what an
operator can charge and stiil have cnough to pay all the bitls — much less charge a ¢lient more
money for the cost of leasing poundage 1o provide a second halibut! A very high number of
these clients surveyed wrote, “It is too cost prohibitive for less and less fish. And they will not
be back if therv is a on¢ halibut daily bag limit! Combine this with other very restrictive
regulations such as no king salmon this summer from July [6™ thru Sept. 30™, and no hingeod
from June 16™ thru August 15", and Alaska is doing un excellent job of sending a strong
negative message to the angling public and wreaking havoe on the recreational fishing
indusiry!!! 1 appeal to the wisdom and common sense of the members of the North Pacific
Management Council to please hear the voice of the Average American Angler and make the
right decisions for the good of the American pubtic and the cconomy of Alaskan communities.

Respecltully S%

Theresa Weiser
Owner/Operator Wild Strawberry Lodye

PO. Box 2300 + Sitka, Alaska 99835 ~ 1-800-770-2628 - remier.



. Summary of Comments from 2008 Guided Recreational Anglers
From the Clieat Survey

m Resident - KERBY LANFORD wrote o 5/1 708;
I feel there should be a size limit ¢small) but cot a 1 bag limit lot sport charter fishing.

Mon Resident - MATT LANFORD wrile an 5/17/08:
MO LIMITS

Non Resident - W.D. LANFORD wrote on 5/ 7/08:
No No Annual Limit Please!

Non Resident - DWIGHT LEISTER wrote on 3/ 7/08:
ILis very imgortant to caich at least 2 halibut per day fishing (No size limit)

Non Resident - RAYANNE LEISTER wrote on 571 2/08:
That is absurd, two fish peried! No Anuuval limit. It shouldn’t matter the size. If1am giHng to make g frip this far | want 1o
catch as many [ish as | can 1o make it worth my lime & money.

Mon Resident — AMANDA LEISTER wrote on 5/] 7/08:
No Annual Limit. A two fish halibut bag limit should absolutely be standard for sl anglers, ang there should not be a simall
halibut requirement for the second fish. This would cause me to reconsider spemding 50 much money in Alaska 1o fish,

Noen Resident — STEPHEN L. BILOVESKY wrote on 5/ 708:
No Annual Limit! | do not believe that the bag limit of 2 fish per day without a size fimit,

Non Resident - PATRICIA M. BILOVESKY wrpte on 5/1 78

No annual limit. There should be no size limit to the halibut | cateh.

A mon Resident — FRANK HICE wrote on $/17/08:
' ' NO ANNUAL LIMIT

Non Resident — GERALD ROVEY wrate on 5/17/08;
Mo Annual Limit, Ne Size Limit 2 fish per day as current regulations are.

Nen Resident — TODD ROVEY wrote on 3/17/0%:
| think that putting a restriction on the limit is wrong and hurts small business. £ do not think that il is right to pu a price on
extra caich because the fish is not owned by any povernment or single person,

Non Resident — JAKE ROVEY wrote op 5/17:08:

As a visiting fishernan, ) will not pay money 1o have my fishing opportunities. restricted. Reducing the bag limii of halibue is
ridiculous.

MNuon Resident = WILLIAM ZIMMERMAN wrote on 5/18/08:

Ne gnnual halibut limit,

Mon Resident - ROBERT G. HOWARD wrote ol 5/ 18:08:
You will devastate this charter industry, as wall as out of stale participation. Not 4 smart move!

Non Resident - KATHY J. FILENER wrote on 5/20/08:

No annual halibut limits!! We don’t do this for just the sport of the one time glory, we aiso do it For the quality of fish for
health purposes.

Non Resident ~ GLEN A, FILENTR wrote gn 5/.20/08:
No Limits. Enjoy the: great quality of table fire, would not come if had lower limirs.

7 Resident - WILLEAM J. ZADRA wruie on J:HN08:
No annuul halibut limits please very important for vaperience wanl quility hatibui fishing,

Non Residem - PHYLLIS ZADAA wrote on 3A20'08:
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No Annual Halibut limil please. 1 really enjoyed the fishing, but if the catch is limited we probably woulda't retum.

Mon Resident - JERRY BANTA wrote on 5.0 08;

£ Why not let us have a chance to hiarvest very good fish.

con Resident — DARREL APLANALP wrote on 3/20°08
No halibut limit. Taking fish home is a big pan of it form me.

Mon Rusident — KEVIN BELL wrote on 5:.20:08:
Sport fishing should be tooked ar closely when setting regulations.

Mon Resident - RICHARIY JENSEN wrote on 57 20/08:
Should net be discriminated for going on a charter boat. Support a no bag (Annual) limit.

Mon Resident - GORDWOIN BELL wrote on 5.70:08:
I'support No Annual Limil. Whether fishing on s churter or privaie boat. | enjoy the ¢xperience and taking home lish 1o

cnjoy.

NO ANNUAL LIMIT ON HALIBUT. This trip would almost be restrictive if | could not 1ake home some quality fish — If
you ire going (o restrict anything restrict the long liners or commercial guys-

Non Residepy — THOMAS E. NELSON wrote on 572008
NO ANNUAL HALIBUT LIMIT- It is very important for me o experience the chartering boal for fishing. Halibut is very
imperlaul v me.

Non Resident — ROBIN K. NELSON wrote on 5720/08:

No annual limits on halibul, please. The sport fishing indusiry is gaining nothing while the cammercial industry is booming.
This fact is a troubling issue. Sport fish counts for a small portion of the industry that people enjoy; commercial fishing is all abour
mongy. It should be an enjoyment that | would like 1o enjoy with my children when older.

on Resident — STANLEY E, NELSON wrot: gn 5/20/08:
Mo Annual Eimir on Halibut { Hell Mo)

Mon Resident - ALBERT BAKER wrote on 5/21/08:
| do not support - no Halibut Limits Annuaily ~ The commercial fisherraen limitation would greatly eflect recrealional
fishing here. People would not fish here (Sitka) for the cost, if only one bag limit.

Mon Rasideni — KENNETH WATTS wrote on 5.2 /08
Leave sport fishing alone, also I do NOT support an annwal limir.

Mon Resident — MICHAEL C. FOSTER wrie on 5/21508:
No annual halibut limit.

Nen Resident — REGINALD B, HUMDY wrote on 5/21/08:
Not in favor of an annual halibut {imit - If there were halibut limits | would more than likely tish in Mexica,

Non Resident — PALULL E. WARD wrote on 572 1/08:
I de NOT support an annual limit.

Non Resident - CURTIS WILKINS wrote an 5:21/08:
NO annual halibut limit,

Non Resident - PEGGY APLANALFE wrore on 5/21:08:
NQ hatlibut limil. Taking {ish home is the reason | fish!!!

Ecsident —JOE EVERHART wrote on 5/22/0%:

| will spend in excess of $£2,000 on charter fishing, this scason, 1 DON'T SUPPORT AN ANNUAL halibut mit doe to my
Aerous charter irips. Annual bug limits for halibut arc nor secessary needed.
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Resident — MIKE MCCORMACK wrote on 370208
1am a 60 year old AK resident. My family came to Alaska in 1898 — | do not own a boat and depend on guided fishing for
fish stock, putting a | fish limit a day is discriminatory and us a Jife long Alaskan should be treated like all other Alaskans who
< Their swn boat,

Resident — ANTHONY E. EDWARDSEN wrote on 3/22:08:

I don’t support any halibur limits.

boal.

Non Resident — SYEN HELLEREN wrate on 5/23/08:
It is discrimination to regulute & lower bag limit of i per day for persons choosing & uo fishing lor halibut on a charter boar.

Non Resident — DAVID DOUGLAS wrote on 5/23/08%:
It is 2 big efiect 10 take time off work & travel 1o Alaska. If the limits continue to be cut it will require us (o look elsewhere

for recreation,

Non Resident — TOM D PARKINSON wrote on 5/23/08:
I Feel that if the limits are continually restricted, people will begin 10 go elsewhere which will severely impact the smal)
towns & villages economically where charter fishing is a major industry.

MNon Resident — TAM| PARKINSON wrote on 5/23/08:

Halibut tishing is cermainly a taurism draw to Alaska: with the on going changes in regulations and Lakes rules il s going 10
impact or have an impact on the economics that sport fisherman tourism brings inte the communitics/Alaska. | balieve there shouldn
be an annual limit (o the sport fisherman, people come o the destination fishing areas not oniy for the experience but also t¢ bring
some fish home as well- with their experience or vacation to these arcas these “visitors™ bring a lot of economic viabilily 1o the

raller communities who have come to depend on the tourism industry fn view of other resource mgnt down sizing (fe: timber etc}.
sase reconsider your rule to further limit the spost fisherman who comes to Alaska as their destination point.

Mon Resident = PHILL BROOKS wrote on 5/26/08:
I will SPENLD my sport fishing money in another way.

Non Resident — DAYID BROOKS wrole on 5/126/08:

A one fish limit is unfair anct | will not return to fish in Alaska if this restriction is activated, Also inthe 2 titnes for a total of
b days ! have fished in Alaska | have only caught 8 halibut hut would like the change to cich more!

Non Resident ~ DAVID BRY AN wrole on_5/26/08:
This trip i imporignt to me. © have the opporiunity to fish these waters, and travel this for, 2 halibut dai ly bayg limit is
imporant.

Non Resident - RICHARD J. BRY AN weote op $726/08;
I feel that the haiibut limit is very unfair for me, because of the maney | spend to come so far.,

Non Resident — STEPHEN COHLLLINS wrote on 5/26/08:

As a recreation fisher | desire to take a reasonable portion it makes less sense 1o spend all costs for a vacation with such a
limited catch {witch | feel this would be). The rules should be cqually enforced,

Mon Restient ~ ROBERT ., COLLINS wrote on 5/26/08:
This is my 5" trip o Alaska for sport fishing .since 1998 the current limits on halibue size and numbers wil! make me explore
other options for my recreational budget, At this time due to | bag limit | will not be back!1!

Non Resident — CRISTOPLER COLLINS wrote on 5/ 6/0%:

j— {iood public policy should bulance the needs competing interests. In the cuse of halibut lishing the povermmient should
!

ourage charter fishing in Afaska, s it generates significantty higher revenue per pound of fish than commercial lishing opuerations,
- ltmits currently estublished create incentive for the average lisherman 10 come 10 Alaska. Deereased limits or increase in
regulation of charter Jishing will create barriers to out of sare fishing which AGAIN generates more revenue per pound of fish than
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commercial operations. The revenue per pound does not include the additionad benefits of the saurist industry (o tocal businesses and
Y staterfederal rxes and fees.

o Resident — ERIC J. BRY AN wiglg oo 526,08
L want te come Lo Sitka 1o caich my 2 nice halibue for fresh wild fish at my home.

Mon Resident — JAMES BRY AN wrote on 5726/08:

I doa’t think we should have a bag limit. We only come for 3 days and veu should be able 1w keep as many a5 we can.

Non Resident - JOSEPH PENSY wrole on 3726:0%:
L do not feel it is fair to limit the halibu cateh. Since we prefer to use a charter guide company to help us fish we will now be
restricted to our catch numbers and will be lorced W0 go 1o another coumry for this service and spend our dollars elsewhers,

Non Resident - KENNETEH BRY AN wrote on 5:26:08:
A one halibut limit will force me to reconsider spending vacation morey to charter a boat. hurting the charier business as well
as the local ¢ammunity.

Non Resident — GARY MATTHIS wrote on 5:206:08:
Halibut is my favoriw tish and limiting my opportunity to catch this fish is UN American!

Non Resident — RYAN PENSY wroie on 52708

| have traveled all the way from Florida to fish a healiity tish such as hatibut. Now to find out that such a communist docirine
has been put in place to limit my ability to caich halibut is un American and would muke Capiain Lung John Silver wm over in his
grave.

Non Resident — BARRY BROOKS wrotg an 5:27:08:
Halibut is the preferred fish for my family and a one (ish timit would most likely cause me to fish elsewhere,

Mon Resideit ~ GEOFFREY T. CARR. wrote on 3728408
I have ao fixed belief about the appropriate limit however; all sport anglets should be subject to the same resirictions to
f‘-"tgnec[ the resource. Some consideration of local residents who theoretically support local government by 1axation shoutd also be
nsidered.

Mon Resident — GREG CARR wrote opn 5/28:08:

Nonresident fishermen bring a tremendous economic benefit to the local communities in $ per pound of fish. Also, a resource
that is awned by the state is far the benefits of all, not just a5 an ¢ntitlenient o me special interest proup such 45 commercial
fshermen.

Non Besident — BRANGON CARR wrote on 5/20/08:
I believe that the limit should be a fanction of what is pecessary 1o maintain the spectes be if boat owner of visiling guest,
although Alaska residency could be a Factor in the limil.

Non Resident - JIM BLICKENSTAFF wrole on 5/29/08:

The idea ofa 2 per day halibut Timit is even morg important than actually getiing 2 per dwy! We felt good we may get 2 per
day even thought we actually averaged only 1 per day — Don’t take thar “dream™ away from us - as long as yearly pound by ADFO
allow.

Nog Resident = R0, BLICKENSTAFFE wrole on 529:08:
King salmon should have a carry-over — When no salmaon caught ) day 2 should be atlowed the next diy.

Non Resident — #OHN F, CLEMSON wrate on 5/29/08:

I have Iraveled a Jomg way to come here to fish! That means bring back fish & memories. A two unit halibut per trip seems
reasonable to me. If the sport were banned like in Califomia this year. lots of Folks would be hurt. However the fish population must
ulso be managed.

Man Resident — BLAINE SYNOER wrale on 3/30/08:
. Halibut is my preferred fish to cat If a limit of | per day is imposed | would not rewum,

a Resident - KALY MOBTON wrot: on 53 17U
No limil will keep ine coming back.
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Non Resident — JOHN R. GIDEQN wrote on 573 1108:
It is at least a 90 minute trip from the harbor to the fishing grounds, each way. Besides the cost why would | want to take this
baring trip just to catch one halibut? Keep the tourism dollar coming in and support the charter services.

ay Residen? - 3OHN FL HESKE'TT wrote on 3.3 1/08:

This is my 4™ year in a row because of the excellent sulmon & halibut, Future trips ars tecoming expensive for a WWil
retumed Veleran,

= wrole an 573 1/08:
The irrational restriction you are imposing on charter boa fishing will substantially damage the indusiry & nar very smart.

Mon Resident — #OF DAVES wrote on 573 1/08;

My concem is disparate treatment. If all people who Rsh for salinon’halibut are treated equally. { can support justified
restrictions [0 preserve the species. However, | will not come to Alaska o fish, give in the cost to be limited to | kiog salmon &
effectively, | haiibut per day.

MNon Resident ~ALEX TUCKER wrote on 5/3 1 /0&;
b would like the opportunity to ¢atch 2 halibut. [t is unfairly discriminating against someone who chooses to go on a guided

trip.

Non Resjdent - TIMOTHY K. TUCKER wrote on 5/31/08:

If you conlinue restrictions we witl obviously go to Canada!

Mon Regident — TUCKER wro 5/31408:
You people are cuiting your own threats by allowing people 1o Lake large fervale eegers. There should be a NO NO for bath

sport andl commercial,

Mon Resident -- JERRY LOVEDAY wrote on 573 1/08;
L have a preat time & spend lot of money, but if 1 can't take Fish heme, [ will not come.

-~ o Resident - GLENN BOEHLKE wrote on 5/31/08:

I $ike coming to fish but if they mess up the limit | will not come!

Mon Resident — DAVE EDWARDS wrote on 573 1/08:
They need o regulate, but the commercial boats waste more fish then we catch.

Non Resident - WILLIAM SAURCE wrote on 6/3/08:

Thery should be a limit long lining also ~ we pay laxes also.

Non Resident - JIM SAURER wrate on 6/3/08:
To travel thousand ef miies to catch one halibut a day will require me to look elsewhere for 2 vacation, which could affect
this leurism in Alaska.

Non Resident — YINCE MAC ISAAC wrote o 06/03/08
The ling cod restrictions are over the top!! Restrict size of halibut - i.e, —over 30 Ibs goods!

Nea Resident — MARTIN C, BARBA wrole on 6/3/08:

I spend a lot of $ coming to Alaska 1o bring fish home. [ may be forced to fish Mexice in the future,

N ient — EDVARDO A E wr 6/3/08:
[€the new regulution continues less & less people (anglers) will come to [Tsh to Alaska.
Non Resident — CLYDE BROWN wrote on 6:3/08:

b this is not the fair., | believe the government is picking on the sportsman & s not fafr compared to what is taken
comaercially,

o Resige G COCACD wrole on 69/0%:
GOD SAVE THE QUEEN

Nun Resident - MIKE DENDR INOS wrot: on 6308
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2 halibuts‘day is a restriclive measure but understandable due 10 the fishing pressure put on Lthis species | will be
- reconsidering my next years wip due to the jack of fish [ bring home.

o Resident - VAN HESTER wrole on 6:3/08:
It seems The chirter boats take a very small portion of the halibul.

Mon Resident - JOSEPH G. REYES wrote on 6/3/38:
The fishing limils will stop me From fishing in Alaska.

Non Resident — MAX NORKIS wrote un 6:3:08:
The 1 fish limil will stop me from coming up here fishing! | have been here -Alaska {ishing the last 4 years und several years

before that!? | do want 1o come back?

Mon Resident - MARK S CHRISTENSEN wrote on 6:5:08:
The current | halibut Jimit that was imposed immediately prior (o my arrival is unfair. Te enceuruge sport fishing. quantity
restrictions shouldn™t bevoming stricter

Mon Resident — PATRICK CHRISTENSEN wrote on 6/5/08:
It makes no sense o place restriction oo chartered halibut Hshing without placing restrictions on commercial halibut lishing
lirits. Though the halibut resource may be declining the responsibility to correct this problem shouid not rest solely un charter fishing,

Non Resident -- KEVIN K LINE wrote on 6/5408:

Per pound, | iwm certain that sport anglees contribute greater $% 10 local Alaska communitics, We are willing to pay a
premiuim for the expericnce. However, as the price per Ib. For halibut increases to sport anglees (inclusive at will cost for trips) | wi)
likely be deterred from traveling to Alaske.

Nen Resident — JAY NEWELL wrote on 6/ 7/08:
We have an annual fish+fly and count on the halibur we catch in Alaska.

Mon Resident — DANNY RENQ wrow on 6/7/08;
The one halibut docsn’t seem fair 10 impose upon resideni/non resident lishing in a charter boat, Why do you feel that the

aner industry shouid be the one to fiel the discriminatian for all angliers?

Non Resident - MERLE SCHREINER wrote on 6/7/08:
Ling cods should be any thing over 24 inches for ALL fishermen.

Non Resident - LINDY WEMPHE wrotc on 6/7/08:
Il you want 1o help the fish populations limit the commercial source, They taks the majority of the fish.

Nop Resident — DENIDE ROY-RICHARD LEWIS wrote on 6/3/08:

Ling cod size limit should be any thing over 24 inches, For all.

Mon Resident ~ PATRICIA SCHREINER wrohe on 6/80¥:

Ling cod should not have u min, max. Size limit, at most over 24 inches. 24 inches sjze limil sheuld apply for all other
spucies,

Nop Resident — THOMAS OXFORD wrote on &/ 10/08:
There should be a minimum size limitaf 15 Ibs.

of Resi ~ JOE PIZZOFERRATO wrate on 6/ {0/08:
{ think it really sucked my first time fishing and therc was a one fish halibut (duily) limit. I will not go for that again.

Nen Resiglent — JOSEPH PIZZOFERRATO wrote on 6/ 10,08
| was disappointed in the bag limits. 1t's an ocean for erylng out lowd. [ watch on TV all the time these commercial fisherman
catching tons of fish, | get to Alaska and can't?

/A’."\I‘I Resident ~ HARRY CURTIS wrole on & 1008:
| visit Alaska about every two years, | don’t like the fact that you are only ailowed one king 2 day. It should be at least iwo i
, OF $1x a year for non residents.

Mun Resident — CHARLES CLAUS wrole o 6/10/08
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We come from Minnesola @i considerable air line expense. We expect air line tickels to increase next year. € there is a very
2 r - " I - - a
~ Thnited limit on Nsh we could not justify the cxpenses.

™0 Resident - JOHN HODILER wrote on 6/10/08:
' The one halibut limit will eliminates any future sport fishing trips to Alaska.

Non Resident — RICHARD O. MORSMAN wrote on 6/ 10:08"
I believe there should be a size limit on spore caught halibut of samewliere around 13-20 [bs minimum and a maximum size
limir around 60-75 Ibs.

MNon Resident ~ GARRICK MARKOVY wrple on & 10/08:
I found i very unpleasant to find 1that vur limit on halibat had been cut back from the 2007 season | personally believe 2 3
day. no size limit, sound reasonable.

Non Resident — RICK MARKOY wrote on 6/L0/08:
The econontic benefil to the local ceonomy must be tremendous. IF the salmon/halibut and other catch continue 1o be cut
back. you may loose me and my Gimily. I'm sure others feel the same.

Mon Residenl - HERBERT RUIIH wrole an 671 1,08,

Please apply the answers above to lingcod as well!! When | come to Alaska Lo fish | usually bring 3 1o 5 Rshermen besides
myself. There ure lows of other places in the world to fish. [ am an American and proud of it. I'm sick and tired of politicians catering
commercial and resident fishing and discriminating against spertsmen and citizens of this COUnLy.

Noz Resident — BARRY GUMP wrole on 6/12/08:

Please increase daily haltbut limit so [ can return 10 Sitka.

Non Resident - LUNETTE SUPERTING wrate on 6/13/08:
Federal and stale kaws prohibit discrimination for any reason, why are you discriminating against guided anglers?

Resident — STELLA CALLENTINE wrote on 6/14/08
This is a nationg!, not merely a state resource. | was an Alaska resident and still feel srangly connecied and treasure the
JOTtunities to relum and participate in the fishery,

Nuon Resident -~ DALE ERICKSON wrote on 6/14/08:
| tegl the halibut resource is something that should be shared equatly by ali.

Non Resident — JOHN VALENSI wrote on 6/15/08:
The recent inquires betwen different stule regions, is clearly discriminatory against charter indusiry. Also, there needs to be
some limit to new charter boat enemies. All of niy expenses are o direct benelit 1 Alaskan businesses.

Non Resident - E. RONALD JUCKSCH wrote an 6/15/08:
I figure all my expenses (e fish Alaskan waters goes to befter the Alaskan economy, and when these catch resirictions reduce
my take of edible seafood to such an inflated levei, ! wil! start looking elsewhere 1o spend my hard earned money. 103 discriminatory!

Non Resident - ARLON BERKHOF wrok: an 61 7/08:
Commercial fishermen are saking cut TQO many halibut and other species.

[l esident — MAGGIE MURPHY wrote o 1/D&:
Spents’ fishing benefits the economy more than commercial fishing,

Non Residen) — ERWARD KOOPER wyote on 6/17/08:
Sports® fishing benefits the economy more Lthan commercial fishing,

MNon Resident — ROGER A, LEMLCE wrole on 6/17/08:
Commercial fishermen are mking vut too may halibuts.

Aj Residept - JIM STRUVE wrote_on 6/1 7/08;
Commercial fishermen should nor be alfowed 1o {ake s many halibul as they are taking,

Non Resident - FRANK CARR wrole on 67! 708
I's not fair that the limit on a private boal be more, then a chaner bout!
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Non Resident - GREG CARR wrote on 61 7/08:

I feel we suppert the community of Sitka. we love e fish and would be hesitant 1o come again ifdwy lower the fish count.

_Resident - TONY B0 LIBNOW wrote on 6:/19.D8:
Need more certainly with regulations and changes. Some of us come great distances and do nai need last minuie changes.

Nan Besident — C.E PETERSON wrals on 6/19/08:
Reguiations and chunges should be primied in time 1o make plans by january 17 -13™ (or even o year sooner’}

Mon Resident — EDWARD EISSMAN wrate on 6/20:08:
There is no reason for us Lo trivel all the way 10 Alaska. if there is a one halibut daily bag limii,

Noa Resident — ) AULTON wrote oy 620

I had 2 preat time for my fiest irip to Alaska, even thought the fishing was a little down we gor dome long vnes. | personally
think captain Jeft needs a raise. along with Levi they work hard and help with every little need. The food was great, the waters were
excellent, and above ali everything needed was done with respeci.

Nop Resident - FRED A, QS TRICK, wrote on 6:23/08:
The best great Lime.

Mon Resident — JOHN DAULTON wrote on 6:20/08
The fishing was great, the food was exquisite, | enjoyed myself immensely.

Noi ident — JAMES GRABICK| wrote on 62108
I have fished in Sitka 6 out of the past 7 years.

Non Reskient — KEN UHRICH wiopte on 62 108
The: one fish salison timit has me ambivalent about returning to Sitka - 4 one halibue per day would insure 1 will never return.

! W Resident -- CHRIS L. MATSON wrote on 6/21/08
The reduction in the daily king {imit is frustrating; | would be inclined to fish elsewhere i Sitka also reduced the daily halibut
ilmit, [ have vacationed fishing here 4 times,

MNon Resident - ROBERT BANNGON wrule un 6/24/08
Trear ull s one do no singer oul vne part of the indusiry bevause of perceived swok depletion in ene aren whiten this has

been atlowed to be faise,

Mon Resident -- MIKE SCHNOOR wrote on 6/25/08:

{t i3 ho feasible for me to come fish it we are only allowed one fish. We come 1o take fish home 1o cal. 1t {inits ave redyced
we will consider not coming anymore to Sitka.

Non Resident — HOWARD JAQUITH wrote on &/25/08:
I fish many days from Mexico to Alaska, Sitka is a wenderful town.

Nop Besident — LARRY NEWMAN wrote on 6.25:08:
Discriminatory against different sport fisher's.

Non Resident — JEFF MARCHINT weale on 6/25:08:

This discussion reflects heavily on whether | return to Alaska or not,

Nun Hesident ~ MATTHEW SCHNOOR wrote on 62508
Coming from California, you (teds) have already shut down sport fishing for me, and now you want to limit cur fishing
resource in Alaska.

Non Resident - IACK W, SCHNCGOR wrote on 6:25/08:
-~ Itis not economical W fravel 10 Alaska without taking some lish home,

LResident  MARK GRINGEES wrote on 6:25/08:
Iihink the woste of commercial boats should be part of e equation. Charter'sport anglers don’t ever toke as much as the
commercial long finers and trollers aiike waste. or Kill. | suppurt the charter services,

Recap of 2008 Guided Recreational Angler Camments Page 8



* Non Resident - DAVID A AYES wrote on 6.25/08:

Guided halibut fishermen should nat be discriminaied against in so far as daily or seasonal limis,

n Resident - JAMES BRENNUER wrote on 6:25:08:
Guided halibur fisherman should not be disceiminated against in daily ivaiibut limits.

Non Besident — A. GARY REVDICK wrate on 6:725:08:
Guided halibut (isherman should pot be diseriminated against in daily halibut linsits.

Nun Resident — GREG KLLIH wrote on 6°25.0%:
This is a bunch of “bullshit"1! Why should the “commercial industry™ be altowed to “rope, pillage & plunder™ the resource! )
am awraged! We are ail tired of bowing 10 the commercial industry,

Non Resident - TiM PELLISIER wrote on 6/26.08:
Fish & game or stute ugencies maintain deer, elk for sport hunting only - ne commercial hunting - why is fisheries treated
ditfereat!

Non Resident — DAVID HUDGING wrote on 6/26/08:

! would never see Alaska, if not For fishing!!

Mop Resident — RICHARD STEINY wrote on 6/28/08:

Fish are hard to catcht! Any limits will keep me fram returning!!

MNa ident — DENNIS LO wrote on 2808
[ am not in support of a slot limit tor ling cod.

Non Resident — KEVIN COX wrote on 6/28/08:
Ling cod should b allowed for longer scason and bigger slot limit.

i Resident — TIM FEEHAN wrote o 8/08:
I would like to catch more than 3 kings, Thal would cause me to come back more, Imposing a halibut imit would cause me
1oL 10 curme,

Non Resident — BILL DEPRIEST wrote on 6/728/08:

Fuking away the 2 halibut limit would make me rethink my trip 1o Sitka.

MNaon Resident — SCOTT HUGHES wrote on 6:28/08:
While | enjoyed fishing here in Sitka and locations al) over the world, 1 feel limiling the halibut bag {imis will efifect your
fishery. It will certainly ¢ffect my wanting to conze here for a single bag fimit.

Mon Resident - BRUCE WELLINGTON wrote on 6/28/0%:
| will not retum i T am limited to one halibut only.

Non Resident - ROXIE WELLINTON wrate on 6/78/08:
I would not return if limiled to single halibut catch.

Nun Resident — KENYON WELLINGTON wrote on 6/28/08
I would not be coming te Alaska it [ could only have one halibut per day.

Non Resident -- TiSH DAV[S wrole on 4/28/08:
I would not return 1o fish in Alaska if | could only huve one halibu per day.

Mon Resident - ANDRLUE WELLINGTON wrote on &24/08:
I would be pointless if I could only have one halibut per day.

ablon Resident — MICHAFE], J. HARMAN wrote on 0/ 29:4U8:
{ teel that lurther restriction of the bag limit, as long as the runs are healthy, would cause me W rethink my fishing vacation
15 There are alternatives such us Mexico and Canada.

Mon Resident — KELLY HARMAN wrok an 6/79/08:
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No annual halibut limit! With a limit of { most likely will not retum.

Non Besident — TODRD HARMAN wrot: on 6, 29:08:

No annual halibut timit. With a one halibut bag limir § wilt reconsider returning.

20p Resident — OMINIC ZAMURA wrote on 6:2%:08

If you change the harvest rules. | will not come back (0 Alaska, however, ling cods limits need 1o be changed,
hicn Residenit ~ JOHN HIX wrote on 7/108;

i Sitka has a one halibut limit, ©will not be back, as it will be toa cost prohibitive.

A

Resident — JUD wiole :
No halibut bag limit. IFSitka has 2 one halibut limit, [ will not be bag. as it will be 100 cost prahibitive.

Nop Resident — STEFAN LONG wrote on 7/1:08:
I very much enjoy & hope to return 10 Sitka For tishing: however { would need to feel conlident that | would be able to
confidently return with halibut prior o booking my nexi trip.

Besident — W1L1.1AM HIL {. wrote on 7/]1/08:
No unnual ialibur limit!! | enjoy fishing in Sitka, however if halibut was limited 1o one per day | would not be back!!

Nop Resident ~ RICHARD SCHWASNICH wrole on 7/1/08:
| do not want an annual halibut limit | feel that a one hatibue limit will make it teo costly 1o come back. The experience of
fishing is wreas; | hove fished in Alaska for 6 years, A limitation of any nature will definitcly keep me from returning in 20091

Non Resident — STEVE SCHWASNICH wrote oo 7/1/08:
1F1he bag limits centinue to drop 1 will start going 1o B.C. or other Jocations. Economically, sport catch is a huge benefit to
the local econemy & any reduetion in catch will affect 1he city of Sitka in a negative way.

Mon Resideny — CHARLES I MC :
No annua) halibut lenit! If such a limit is installed | will not be back! It is oo costly for less and less lish.

n Resident — HUGH VERANG wrote on 7/2/08:
Excessive limits on balibut will discourage any future chartering. This appears to0 me to be 2 brazen atlempt by commercial
fishing interest, to corner the market & drive out sport fishing.

M esident IO N SMAHA wrote on 7/2/08:

This was my third trip 10 go fishing for 3 days each time. Although eapensive, the beauty of fishing in Alaska is that in
addilion 1o the beauty, fun and relaxation you get to bring home a significant amount of great eating fish, The salmon ond ling cod
lumits are bad enough. Further limits on halibut will make it such that prabably | would not retue.

Nen Besident — MARTIN OLGERSSON wrote on 7/2/08:

A one halibut bag limit would make me reconsider fishing in Alaska, | am aiso disappointed in the reduced ting cod of king
salman fimits.

Non Resident — SHANE ANDERSON wrote an 7/2/4/08
Na annual halibut timit, | would not come back if fishing was more limtied,

Nop Resident - JASON ANDERSON wrote on 7/2/08:
Spoi fishing in Alaska is a wondecful opportunity tor non-residents to be introduced to native Aluska salmeon & halibut.

Non Resident - GARY ANDERSON wrote on 7/2/08:
Don’t limit halibut annuzlly we don™t (sport fisherman} impact the industsy that much & spend a lot of § in the community.

Non Resident — JASON ANDERSON wrole pn 7:2/08:
I do not support a single halibur imit.

n Resident - MLLIAN COATS wrote un 7:2/08:
The daily limit on halipur is 2 bad idea. Nonresidents will not impact hatibut stocks with just twe or three days of fishing.

Mun Resident = B MUSG ROV E wrote on 77308:

Recap of 2008 Guided Recreational Angler Comments Page 10



A reasonable (Jimit?} should be made. 1 don’t believe a one halibur limit is reasonable. There is more than just saying one. A
* mueh berter system would concem size (small: large) make it so thers is proper reproduction and survival,

P Resident — ALLEN MCCLOSKEY wrolg on 7/2/08:
' I guarantes that should you impose a one ot two bag limit. | will noy rewem to_Aluska & | have been coming up here for 12
swars. It appears you are Irying, to b too restrictive and will become 100 cost prohibitive, For both salmon & halibut — Why punish the

people who love to caich our own fish?

This is iy Drst visil and 1 was thrllled 1o c.m..h tish. 1 will not come back if' the rase of cateh is lowered.

Non Resident — B [l ANDERSOM wrote on 7/8:08:
I would come back mare often ir | could catch more fish. especially halibut and ling cod and salmen.

Non Resident = MURRAY SIEABSIS wrole om 7.8.08:
I would no tenger consider spending $3,000.00 for 3 days of fishing in :‘xlaska if the hadibul catch is reduced 10 one per day,

Non Resident — DAVIS TOOTHMAN wroke on 7/8/02:
Tao many restrictions will influence future mips in a negative way,

N fish, no Alaska vacation. | don’™ come tnr the sun!

Mon Resident - JOHN NELL wrote on 7/8/08:
There should be no balibut limit! Why wouid 1 spend this kind of § for only L fish {per day)?

Non Resident —~ BRUCE GILMORE wrale on 7/8418:
I"ve been fishing in Alaska for halibut 5 times but | hate to be priced out of this activity,

Nen Resident — TIMOTHY S. GILMORE wrpte on 2/8/08:
Every year costs go up (fuel/food/et.) & more limils on the cateh and it will be cost prohibitive to come here!!

won Residen! — KEN MASON wrole on 778418
Could not alford 10 hish!

Non Residept — SANIDH HEILMAN GETTLE wrole on 7/2/08:
i gave back an over the poundage of 304’s because we had 30 #'s. The one we released was 100#°s plus - | was NOT
HAPPY! More restrictions well definitely make me TAKE MY MONEY ELSEWHERE!!

Nen Resident — DAVID DHALIN wrote on 7/8:0%:

Limit armount [ will not come.

N idenl - TERRY MASON wrote on 7/8/08:
The decisions 1o reduce the halibut carch will definitely sway my decision, whether § return For Alaskan halibut, or any other
Fshing in Ataska.

Mon Resident — JAIME T. LOVES wrote on 7/8/08:
No annual halibut bag limit. [f Sitka has a one halibut daily limit | will not be back! It would not be okay for what { pay for
Usere to be less fish [ can keep.

Mon Resident ~ RICK WETHERINGTON wrote on 7/8/08:

Mo bag limic on halibut. 1 will not come back for one tish (haiibur).

Nen Resident — LARRY EVERETT wrote an 7/8/04:
{ would not sperd this much money for only one lish daily bag limit

Aipn Resident - TIMOTHY BECKINGHAM wyote un 7/808:
No annual halibut bag limit it Alaska. Sitka has a one halibut daily limit [ would not be back? 1§ is too cost prohibitive for less

|L!>h fish.

Mon Resident - ALAN MCDONALD wrote on 7'8408:
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L do believe in fish and wildlife management, but as long as the fish population is healily, | believe a two bag limit is nat
® unreasonable nor excessive,

-~ "ﬁg Resident — DA WN MCDONALD wrotg on 7:8:0%:

Conscervation of precious tish is necessary, However, do not forget the many dollars spont fishing brings 10 Alaska, Keep the
walance, reward good stewardship and protect the tishing experionce for those visiting this beautifl area.

Non Resident — JOHN L. CLARK wrote on 7.9/08:
There should not be any annual limit for halibut if there is an annual limit | won't be back. also the 2 fish annuat Hmit for

king"s — not good!

Non Besident - JOHN L. CLARK JR wrole pg 7/9/0%:
Mo annual halibut lint. It Sitka has o one halibut daily limit | will not be back. 1t is (o0 cost prohibitive for less & less fish.
The twa limil King salmon annuatly sucks [ can catch more in my home town.

don Resident — TONY SOLOMON wrote on 7/9/08:
No annual limiv. IF Sitka has 2 one fish fimit it is not worth coming back. For the cost of a vacation less Fsh is not very cost
effective,

Mon Resident — SHERIE MASON wrote on 72/9/08:

No annual halibut limil! If Sitka and other Alaska fishing focations have one halibu daily limit, | will nol be back. it is tog
cosl prohibitive for less & less fish,

MNon Resident — WAYNE MASON wrole on 7/9/08:
No annual halibut limit. Raise annual king Chinook lmit from present amount. if Sitka has u one halibut daily finit, 1 wiil
not be back! Had | known the Chinook limit was twe annually, | would not have come this year!

Mon Resident — SUE DUNN wrote on 7/ 10,/08:

I teel halibut is one of my favorite fish. There should not be a limit of | halibul per day! We spend a tot of money to help
/‘—‘\ppun the lish recreation industry,

won Resident — WILLIAM RAMOS wrote on 7/ 10/08:
b will not be back if Sitka has a ane halibut daily lmit. Too costly - I'll go to Mexico fishing.

Nea Resident — KYLE RAMOS wraie on 771 1/08:
[ hawve aptions (o go 1w LaPaz, Mexico and spend my money. | would not support a one hakibut limit

Non Resident — PHIE. JOFFE wrote an 771 L/G8;
This restriction will be the “final blow™ to fishing in Alaska. | have tnjoyed seven years, This will be my Jast with the
restriction pending, if passed.

Non Resident - MICHAEL RAMOS wrote on 7/1 1/08:
It"s not warth the trip, it the halibut is {imited.

iNon Resident — DANIEL F. RAMOS wrote on 7/1 1/04:
Please do not institute a halibut limit. Alaska has always been known for its comman sense — please don't become a
California like state — it will destroy you. Do noi impair and damage the local evonomies of the state.

Nop Resident - TOM RAMOS wrote on 7/11/08:
An Alaskan fishing trip has been an annual rrip for years. Every year Lhe regs pet more restrictive. It is coming to 4 paint
where it s not werth coming. $4000.00 for % dozen fish, yau do the math,

Mon Resident ~ FRANK C. RAMOS wrote on /1 1/08-
We will go to Mexico!!!

Resident - KEVIN RAMOS wrole on 7:11/08:
Give me a break this is B.S. No annual limit on halibut. We don’t catch that muny compared to the commercizl yahoo's,

Nan Resident - TIM " BRIEN wrule on 7 F 1.08:
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Irthe fishing is being depleted by fishing of any kind the number of carch should be controlled regardless ef who is catching
the lish. Commercial tishing should also contribuie to e industrial suryival,

Amon Resident — W, KEN'T RAMOS wrote on 771 1'08:
' No annual halibut limit. 1 will nat come back it thers is a balibut Limit,

Non Resident — KAILAN DUNN JR wrote on 7/11°08:
I will not be back next vear if this happens,

Non Resident - KAILAN DUNN wroge on 7:11/08:

We feel o one bag limic would discourage me irom com g 1o go fishing in Alaska. The reason we comie is we can Bt some
lish 1o tuke honte, s well as the fun of {ishing.
Non Resident - ) HARPER wrote o 7/} L/0§:

No annual halibut iimit. IF Sitka buas a one halibut daily limit 1 witl nat be back_ It is (oo cost prohibilive for less & luss [Tsh,

Mon Resident - DENN|S MUNDROSKI wrote on 711 0%:

{ will not continue Lo visit Ataska it reduced halibut limits are imposed.

Non Resident — PETER BATIMAN wrote on /1 1 ')8:
IT'1 am not allowed two halibut any size | would most likely slop taking my vacation in Alaska. This is my families’ fish for

the year,

MNon Resident - CHARLES B, GRINER wrote on 741 108
If halibut timirs are changed | will not return!!!

Non Resident — JAY CASEY wrote on 7/11/08:
If these limits are passed, it will affect nyy check to come back or not!

MNon Resident - JOHN BARS wrote on 7/11/08;

[t I"m impacting the resource, | showld bave same limits as anyene who fishes.

i Resident ~ JOHN H. PECK JR wrote gn 7/11/08:
IT Bitka has a ane hulibut daily limit | won't be coming back,

Mon Resident - NOHN MCKIM wrote on 741 1/08:
Shauid the limit be reduced w one fish 1 widl not reten? The main reason | come is For the halibut.

Natt Resident — DON K. CALLAFAN wrole on 7/1/08:
Ne annual halibut [imit. because one fish does not justity the expense 1o come Lo Sitka.

Non Resident ~ MAURICE G. ROBBINS wroke on 7/1 1/08:
If these restrictions go into effect it will definitely curtail my visits to Alaska,

Mon Resident -~ DOUCG BAYER wrote gon 7/1 1.0%
1 will not return to Alaska to halibut fish if there is a one halibut bag limit, The commercial indusiry has Loy large of an

allocation, more should be allowed fisr the charter industry.

Nen Resident — ERDWARD COULTER wrote on 771 1405
To signiticantly restrict the “charter™ industry und not restrict the commercial or private fishing groups is discriminatory and
beyond reason.

Non Resident - STEVE C. JENSEN wrole an 7/14/08:
By continuing to limj1 or restrict sport fishing lor charter services with icss ability to acquire fish. - It will continue 1o
discriminate against Guide’s Services that | desire,

Non Resident -BLAKE BREI wrote on 7/15/04:
— No annual halibut limit. 1F Sitka has a 1 halibut bag limit, 1will got be back, [ love to fish!! | worked very hard.

i Resident -ROBERT BREL wrote on 771 51)8;
Mo artiruzl halibut mit, if Sitka has a one halibue limig | will not be back, | will go o San Diege it is too cost prohibited for
less and less tish of a bag limit. Halibut is the preferred (ish in our Family,
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* Non Resident —~ROBERT DON wrote on 7+ [ 5/08:
Too far tatravel for one bag limir - | will go somewhere else closer.

1 Resident ~KENNETH DON wrote on 7°13:08:
1 wilt go somewhere else if this is put in place. Charter vompanies should be favered because they bring outside meney inlo
the local economy. [ will not recornmend (his place lo my Iriends and family it there is a new limit.

Non Resident —PHILLIP DON wole on_ 7/ 3.08:
I'would 2o 10 San Francisco. Calilomnia to caich halibut instead,

Mon Resident —COILIN DON wrot 715 08:
No annual halibut linsit, if there was a limit I'm likely would not bother conting back. Teo expensive for one fish, | would be

pissed becanse it seems discriminutory.

Non Resident - NORMAN DON wrote an 7415708
No annul halibut limit. A one fish bag limit will be cost probative for me to come again, Sport tishing is such a small
percentage ot lake,

Non Resident -DAN KLEMMEDSON wrote on 715,08
Discriminatory Policy to limit charters - Revenues derived from oul of siaie anglers 1o Aluska Tourist Economy significant,

MNon Resident —DEAN HOUSEWER wrote on 7/] 5408
If this is the only way | can access the halibut and the limit is reduced 1o one | will most likely choose somewhere else to

spend my fourist dollars and sepport some other comimunicy,

Non Resident —CLIFFORD W. CORNELLIUS wrote on 7/ 5/08;
Please do not cur dawn halibut limit- charter should not be limited one halibut only, when other enlerprises can have more.
1his is important to the economic here, 'm likely to not retum here if | can only keep one {per day).

e Resident ~OWEN KAISER wrote on 7/15/08:
If you cut back amount af King. Coho, Hulibut, 1 will probably o to Canada to fish.

Non Resident —MARK DONOVAN wrote on 7/15/08:
I would fish British Columbia i Aluska was tw iniliate a short sighted bag limit of one halibut per day). From a vost analyses

husis this would be foolish,

Non Resident ~-DEREK DONOVAN wrote on 7/ 5/08:
No annual limit. That would extremely piss me off. There is etrough helibut in those waters to be caught without a limic. It

will Jose the charter companics a ton of money. | know | wouldn't be back,

Non Resident ~BRIAN MURPHY wrote on 7/1 S08:

Limits reducc my likely return in the futare,

Non Resident —JASON KIRKLAND wrote on 7/15/08:
Fishing trips are worth it if there is plenty of fish to catch. If there was only a | halibut [ bag limit 1 would probably not return
since it would be not effective cost wise. However, ! do understand the need for conservation -- bur shiould be done on the comrmercial

level - naot by individual anglers.

MNon Resident —-RON FINNICUM wrote on 7/15/08:
Need to kecp ling cod. Catch 4-5 ling cod for every halibut.

Non Resident ~-DAVE JEWELL. wrole on 741 5/08:
Mo annual frafibut limil. If Sitka had a one halibs( mit the smount of fun and food would be less. | will never return,

Restdent — DAN PROCTOR wrole on 7/15/08:
Ifthere is a ! fish Limit | will nat return to A laska on my vacation, It would net be worth the one fish {daily).

Non Resident - GEORGE W. BOWEN wrote on 71 5/08:
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Ne annual halibut limit! 17 Sitka has a one halibue daily limit, [ will nat be rerurning. The cost is prohibitive for less fish and
mikch mere § per pound.

Besiden - GLENN NELSOM wrote on 7. 15/08:
Ne annual halibut limit. If Sitka has one hultbut daily limit | will not be back. ITs 0 costly and net no .

Mon Resident — ROBERT F, MCCARTHY wrole on 771 5/08:
The one fisk daity limits on halibut and other fish species. will most definitely cause me to stop chartering and fishing in the
skitke ol Alaska.

Non Resident - DON DANIELS wrpe gn 7:15.08:
ITa oiwe halibul limit is imposed Fll be fishing elsewhere. It would be too expensive for too lilthe bag limil,

Non Ruesidenmt_ - S1A. STEPHENS wigte op 7/ 5/08:
We will not return tmnder the one tish (halibut) limit, The cost of gexting here will be prohibitive without the ability 1o cuteh
more (ish,

N esident - MICHAEL P. CLLLEN wrote on 7/ 1 6/08:

No annual halibut limit. The cost will be (oo much for the amount of fish 1 will be allowed 10 caich - keep.

Neon Resident ~ SONIA ZINNIKER wrote o 7/]6/08:
We have lots of ather uptions to spend our vacation dollars. If we travel across the USA to gel Lo our destination o fish - it
should not be limited in the discriminatory manner that the NPMEC has regulated,

Non Resident - KARAN CULLEN wrote on 7/16,03:
Mo annual halibur limirs annually — we want to come here to fish - if we do not get to take fish home — we will no longer
came wre, We sure did not come for the sunshine.

Mon Resident — JOHN ZINNIKER wrote on 7/16,08:
Fasually fish in Mexico — this is my first rip to Alaska - because of USA economy. | thought 1o spend vacation dollars in
A = very disappoinied by regulations and restrictions of state and NPMFC — Neat year possibly more sun in Mexice — not much in
ruiniska,

Non Residen — MATT KUHNS wrote on 7/16/08:
No annwal halibut timit. If Sitka has a one daily halibut [imit | will not be back! Cost too much for less fish.

Non Kesident - LISA WILKEERSON wrot: on 7/19/08:

It costs way too much imaney to just be able to only have | halibut and 1 would not come baek it gels (o only  halibun a
day.

Nun Resident — DEAN B, WILKERSON wrate on 741908
I Sitka has a one halibut daily limit ! will not be back. It costs tog much for less fish.

Nen Resideat — BRETT JOHNSON wrote on 7/19/08:
No annual halibut Jimit. It is too expensive 1 come e Sitka for one halibut. t will not cetuen if, 1 aw onfy allowed one!

Mon Resident — HOWARD M. JOUNSON wrote on 7/19/08:
1 do not agree with the vne halibuc limit or any size restrictions it it changes o ihat | witl not return, [1's just too costly.

Non Besident — MIKE JTARVIS wrote on 7/19/08:
NO anoual halibut iovit, 1t isn’t worth the trip up there for one halibut, Take a trip to Canada, cheaper & more fish!

Non Resident — TOM RICE wrote on 771908
Sport unglers should he ireated the same as private in terms of fish limits.

plun Resident — #OHN SATTEM wrote on 7/19/08:
: + Ifyou reditee the haalibut limit | may not come bick due to costs versus fish,

Non Beaidept - JOHN . NODOLF wrole on 771 90K
Nut worth eeming up lor | halibut a day.
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sident = DWIGHT GUNDERSON wrote on 7/19/08:
I believe there should not be a halibut limil if Sitka has a halibut daily limit | will not be back as it is oo cost prehibitive for
less and less fish.

-

n Resident - KEVIN BRITTEN wrote on 7:19:08:
Halibut is the main focus of the trip tor me with any reduction in ailowance [ will sol come back o Sitka for lishing in Lthe

luture.

MNon Resident - BRIAN BRITTEN wrote on 7/1%08:
Limiting halibut would make fishing cost prahibitive.
Non Besidem —TONY ALVES wrote op_7/]9.08:
I LOVE HaLIBUT

Mon Resident - ROBERT J. HAMILTON wrote on 7/ 19°08:
Noannual halibut limil. Trip 100 expensive for one fish limit (daily).

Non Resident - AARON. HAM|LTON wrote on 7/1948: )
Mo annuak halibul limit. 1f there is a one halibat Bmit it is oo cost prohibitive to catch that few hsh.

Mon Resident -- MIKE SHINDELAR wrete on_7/19/08:
No annual halibut limit. 1 Sitka chooses to stay with a one halibut daily limit. T will not be coming back., It is too cost

prohibitive for less and less fish.

Non Resident ~ STEVEB SIMMOMS wrote on 7/19/08:
| will not be back if there is a limit. The cost for fishing would not justify what | could 1ake home.

-~ THOMAS 5. ; 9418 :
I wish to be treated fairly, as a citizen of the USA. If fishermen come my state, SC they are reated the same as our residents

as long as they buy licenses,

/7 on Resident - JAMES SHINDELAR wrote on 7/19/08;

No annual halibug limit. If Sitka has a one halibug daily limit ! will not be back. It is too cost prohibitive for less und less fish.

Resident — BELL RICE wrote on 7/19/08:

As a resident, | do not uwn a boat but want to fish for halibut. My time is Limited and 1 only go once a year & puided boat is
the enly option tar me. | would enderstand if there was a problem with the resource, bul even sa, | think it™s a bit disproportionate
berween sport and commercial,

N

Nen Besident -- RICHARD SMENTKOWSK] wrote on 7/19/08;
If halibut bay limit is reduced | will be considering not returning to Sitka or any other part of Alasks for fishing or vacation.

Mon Resident — EDMUND CASSELLA wrate on 7/19408:

BE FARE, let everyone make a living!

Mo Resi —GARY POLYAK w 7/ 19/08:
Ewas up here in Sitka in 2005 with very good fishing. The king salmon this year was totally ridiculous. 1 didn't get a chanee

to bring home | king!

Mon Resident - JAMES SMENTKQOWK] wrole on 7/ 19/08:
Cost too much for less fishit

MNen Resident — DAVID BECKER wrote on 7/19/08:

No annual halibut limit, T will not return with a halibai limit of one a day. It is o cost prohibitive.

MNoa Resident - KRIS ARCHER wrote on 7/19/08:
There shouldn’t been a halibut Yimit next year would be hard pressed to relurn for anything dess then this year, The cosi is not

Aﬁ{l‘th the amount of fish allowed.

0 Regident - RANDELE D, ARCHER wrote on 7/]9.08;
i think we should be able 1o rake at least one king and one cod on our trip [ know it is a conservation issue but still— Make
the same rules for everyone, do nol discriminate!! Haven*t you heard other government agencics preach non-discrimination! !
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% Non Resident - DAVE PARKER wroie op 7719/08:
With the resiriciion on king salnron and ling cod, halibut restriclion would cavse me o nor rewm al as a fshepnan.

1 Resident — Bl BRIL L wrote on 7:20:08:
IF the bag limits on kalibut goes down to | tish per day, ! will carch my halibut ot the Oregon coast. on a charier boa. M
maney wili be spent elsewhers, not in Alaska,

Resident ~ JIM RICE wrote on 7.20:08:
I¥'we are allowed only one halibut per day then that is discriminatory against the chaiter people. They cuntribute greatly 1o
the cconomy of Alaska and deserve te be treated equally, this in not conservation issue.

Non Resident — PHIL THELEN wrote on 7:20:08:

I 1his continues | will Find somewhers else to fish.

Non Resident — DAVE VAN MALSEN wrote oa 7:22:08:
I1a one halibut per day limit is imposed, | would have (0 cansider fishing somewhere else!

Non Resjdent — PAUL SCHAFFRAN wrole oo 7723408
No annual limit og halibui. It Sitka has a ane halibut 2 day limit L will not come back. With the closing ol King season on July
15" now, if you cut the halibut also, | won't come back o Alaska.

Non Resident — ERIK SCHAFFRAN wrote on 7-22/08:

I do ot want an annual halibut limit! Icis much too costly 1o travel to and fish in Sitka when | get less fish every year. I 1his
continues, | will travel elsewhere for my Fishing excursions.

Non Resident — JACK BRANDMUELLER wrote on /22343

Mo annual halibut limit,

1 Resident — R.0D. BRADBURY wrote on 7/23/08:
For us to come this far, we would like to be able to cateh our linvits as in years past. The kings & lings cod population seems

hetter than in yoars past.

Meon Residenit - WARREN R, BLAKLEY wrote on 7/23:04:
| believe there should not be annual bag Nimit on halibut for guided sports fishermen. L is getting cost prohibitive o come
bere and be allolted less fish every year. We also miss nat being able to keep ling cod.

Mon Resident - KEVIN SCOTT BRARBURY wrote on 7/23/08:
| de not wanl an annual halibut limit. [f one fish limit is put in place in Sitka | will not come back. With no ling cod or kings
in Juby, the cost will be way too much lor the availabie fishing left. The restriction on ling cod is unfounded by Lthe rumber | caught &

refeused.

Mon Resideni ~ TODD BGROWN wrote on 7723/408:
Wilh contimued limits reductions on buth kings and halibut 1 doubt we'll come back For charter ips, 1 realize detlining
resources should be managed, but it seems to more adversely attect the charter groups and clients dispropertionably,

Non Resident - KAREN HANDLEY wrote un 7/23/08:
No annual limit on halibur, The limit for sport fishermen should be increased and commercial should be deereased. This will
stmuiale your cconomy. increase your tax revenue and not hurt you halibut population.

Non Resident — RICHARD HANDLEY wrale on 7/23/08:
No annuai halibut {imit. Ir you limit the halibul you will have less fishermien, The price will have to go up and thar will limit

the number of fishermen again. That means less lax oney also

L Resudent ~MICHALL K. CREBBIN wrote on 7r24:08:
No annual halibut limic. 17 Sitka has a one halibue daily Himit | will NOT be back! Too expensive Tor ned enough fish.

Mo Rusiden? — CAROL CREBIBIN wrore on 7:24:08:
Mo annsl ilibat liniic 1FSitka has a one halibut daily limit | am not coming back! I'ou expensive (o not enough tish,
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* Non Resident - GEQFFREY STATHOS wrote on 7:24:08:
No anhual halibur limit, | spend a lot of money in the community of Sitka like gold jewelry, Alaskan native ort pieces, ling
;“*\ning_ ete. keep resiricting my tishing 1 will travel another part of the world.

ol Resident - ELIZABETH JONES wrole on 7. 2408

Please. .. no annual haiibul limit! Besides spending my money for the charter, | also love shop at Brenner™s and Mowntain
Miss. us well as Goldsmith Gallery. | love Sitka for my annual vacation, but with a one halibut limit, it sounds like Sitha doesni want
me buck,

Mon Besident - GARY P ALLEN wrow on 7.2408:
No annual halibut limit. 1§ Sitka has a one halibug limit and no king salmen limitation | will absolmely not be hack. It is much
to expensive 1o come to Sitka for less and less fish?

Non Resident . MARCIA ALLEN wrote on 2.74:08;
Ne annual hitlibut dimit, 11 Sitka has a one halibut daily limit | wili not be back! It is too cost prohibitive for less and less fish,

Mon Resident - BETH PETERS wrate on 72408
Please don’l impose o bag limit. We will not return for fishing if a bag limit is imposed. We spend a lot of money while here
ind won't be back if a limit is Imposed,

Men Resident — BARRY PETERS wrute on 7r24:08:
Limiting the number ol halibul | can teke per pay will hurt the ¢conomy ol Alaska way more than the benelit of the fishery
For my smull % of halibut take should | chose 1ot o return, :

Mon Resident - CHARLES HEDIN wrets on 7:24/08:
If would not be dhir o (he person who chooses 10 use a charter service. The salmon size is bad enough it you continue to
restrict the fish | will o longer spend my fishing dollars in Alaska.

_bllun Resident — TAMMY ALLISON wrode on 7724/08:
No annual halibug bag limit! We come to this great state to do fishing and it you take the halibut 1o only ane then we
sbably will not come back. You need o be fair with all Iishing establishments.

Non Resideni -- JULIE MCCULLOUGH wrote on 7/24/08:
e anpual halibut bag limit! I£ Sitka has a one halibut bag limit | will nol be back! [t cost too mucl: for one halibut o day!

Non Resident - KENNETH W. PADGEHARM wraie on 7/24/08:
ITthe general tax payers fecls that gas prices are high-try paying $80.00 te $100.00 per pound (or fish-and that's on a good
day. This will be my last trip o Alaska-because of the limited fish Kmnits.

Mon Resident — JUDY PADGHAN wrote on 7/25/08:
No annual halibue limit! 1f Sitka has a one halibut daily limit ? will fish else where, Can not justify expenses for less fish we
like 1o eat halibur,

MNon Residenl — SHANNON WILLIS wrote on 7/25/D8:
'This is my 2™ time to come and stay + spend money in Alaska in hopes to see the land and experience fishiag! { am hoping
to come back und have more fish to cnjoy in my freezer. | hope the tish and game will use wise regulations with all parties,

Nan Resident - KRISTA K.H. MENELY wrore on 7/25/08:
No halibut (imit. [F Sitka has a one only halibut daily limit | witl not be buck! And king salmon {zero tis year®) it casts wo

much to nol be allowed to catch fish-maybe expand the ling season?

Mot Resident - DARBARA A MORGER wrole on 7726/08:

I want nuo gnnuel haltibut limis Ifone halibut deily limit is enacted, [ will probably decide to go elsewhere for my vacation.

Non Beskdent - GARY STEWART wrote on 7/26/08:

/,.---s\I [ think you are on a path of extinction for the charter Falks in Alaska --fishing is close and tied to all of your tourists doliars,
: iaska. Canada and even Wushington are providing excellent fishing packapes for the fisherman and tourists.

Nun Resident - KATHY BABINEC wrote on 7i26/08:
NO ANNUAL HALIBUT LIMITY
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* Non Resident = CARDON WILLLIS wrate ony 7026, 2008
Would like 1o see the two balibut iimit remain,
7

Resdent — DAV WIL LIS wrote on 7/°26.08:

We comue te Alaska partially for 2 limil a day on halibut. | can gz | a day in Oregon. T will prabably stay and (ish in Oregon
if lirnits are reduced.

Mon Resident - KAREN STRINGER wrowe on 7. 26,/08:
| cook the fish ny husband brings ome. We enjoy the Alaska fish very much. Unforiunately. (hese new fish limits have been
disuppointing. | doubt we will continue Lo iravel so far for 5o {itle tetumn.

Non Resident — ASRIPINA V. BUSTAMANTE wrote ont 7.26/08:
No annual halibut bag timit. 1F Sitka has a one halibut daily limit Ul not be buck! It is wo cost prohibitive for less and less

fish.

Mon Resident — HIROSHI Y AMALICHI wrole on 7:26:08;
The commercial politicai lobby has an wnfir advantage in forcing uafair derisions against to sports fishing indusiry; a similar
situation exists in Californiy you are forcing me not 1o return to Sitka,

Mon Kesi = NDALI WEST wrote oo 7:26/08:
Do not have! enforce or even sugpest a 3 day halibut limit! - Or Lwon't fish in Alaska ar ali. lis bad enough 1o not be zble 1o

keep; ling cod and king salinen- 1 might go (o Mexico and buy fresh salmon and halibur at the fresh macket.

Mon Resident — PETER E. SEDA wrote on 7/26:08:
IT Sitka or anywhure in AK has a | balibur daily limit | will not be buck. ! would rather 1ish in Russia! Also vou're salmon

restrictions SUCK!H

on Resident - DON WIMBERKY wrulg on 7/26/48:
No annual kalibut imit! 1t's not worth the expense for the trip-for this fish lunatation!

Nun Resident — JEREMY SEDA wrote on 7.26/08:
Na annial balibut limit! i Sitka has a one halibut daily §imit, then [ will not be back! 1t is 1o cost prohibitive for less and

less fish. Haltbux definitely is the preferred fish to eab in my heusehold.

Non Resident -- DARYN FILLIS wrore op 7/26/08;
I came here for the amazing experience with friends and family. Thal being said howgver, | come (or the meat! 1£1 am unable
1o keep whal | catch | won't coine back, Eating what | cateh is part of the magic.

Mon Resident — STEVE NAGATA wrote on 772608

1 would not came back (o Sitky if limited 1o a one halibut bag limit. Please go away with the annual halibul bag limil! It is not
worth my e or money tr come back if | don't gel Fish!

Non Resident - TOSHI OGLIRA wrote on 7/26:08:
No anpual halibut limit, if Sitka has & one halibut limit 1 will ner be back,

Neg Resident - DOROTHY TERUY A wrote on 7/ 26/08;
NCF ANNUAL HALIBUT LIMIT.

Non Resident — FDWIN M TANAK A wivie on 726/08:;

Mo annosl hadibut liri, it Sitka has one halibut limit 1 wil] not be back it's too cost prohibitive Tor less and tess fish,

Men_Residypt = IMOGENE CROWELL wrate on 7/26:08:

No haiibut limit, if Sitka has a one only halibut daily fimit | will not be back and the king salmon (zero this year} it costs wo
much to not be allowed 1o catch fish-maybe expand the ling cod.

‘Resident - NELSON NAGATO wrote on 7726/08:
As this rip dited 7-22-08 1o 7-27-08. [ find it Jifficult o continue e return,

Non Resident - DAV CASTOR wrote on 1iZT0R:
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The limils proposed are most discriminatory against spovts fisher persons and are most unfiir.

Nun Resident - JEREMY CASTOR wrote on 2:2748§:
Il the fimil is niede 1o be une daily. this will be ny tast irip 10 Alaska.

voon Resident — GLYMM STRINGER wrote on 7:274§:
If Sitka has a one halibut limit 1 will not consider it worth my rime and muney 1o come back 1o Alaska to fish!

MNon Resident - CASEY TIPPETTS wruie on 7.29/08:
No annuai halibut limil, if Sitka has o one halibur daily limit | will not be back! It is too cost prohibitive for less and less fish.

Non Resident ~ WILLIAM B BAUMGARTUR. wrote on 7, 2908:
Halibut meat is why | come here. The daily limit will have drastic efTect on that!

Non Resident — RANDY J. WARNKE wrote on 7-29°08:
3o 1o have anapuad halibul limin?

Noen Residenl - MIKE MARGAREIDGE wrote on 7/29:04:
Wilh a one fish limvit on halibue, | would not retam,

Non Resident - LANCE PHILLIPS wrak: on 7:2908:
I there was a one limit on halibut i would not be worth coming up here for.

Non Resident -- BAYID RAEL wrote on 7.29.08;

If you change from 2 o | halibut per day 1 will probably nol return next year. We primarily fish for halibut.

Mun Resilent = MICHAEL STRAHAN Wrole on 7232008
People tollow reasonable rules but & one haiibut limit would mean catching a halibul and putting in hold and if Yuoun Ciueht
larger one Juter you would release the previous smaller haiibut. This way sound terrible but is realistic,

! “n Rusident - CHRIS SCHEELER wrore on T/2G/08:

Mo annual bag limit or L will not be buck to Alaska 1o spend my moncy.

Resident — CRAIG S "R wrole on F29/08:
It eost oo much to come to Alaska for one fish.

Mon Resident — B SKINNER wrotle on 7/29/08:
Leave bag limit plentifil.

Mon Residem — G1L.EN SCHEELER wrole on 7/29/04:

No annual halibut limit, cost too much 1o do this to us 1 won't be back il this happened family loves halibut leave this ting

alone!

Moy Resident — PHILLIP RAEL wrate on 7/29/08:

t had & greal tine in Alaska wnd plun on coming back as much as possible. I1'the bag limit is changed from 7 fish 1o L1 will
not comic back o Aluska. Halibut is why Ecame and why [ will be coming back.

Non Resident — KARIL D. FECHNER wrote on 7/30:08:
These should be & no halibut limit restricting limits causes recreationat $ dollars to wo to other plices.

Non Resident — JAMES SIPRINGER wrote on 7/30408:

| recently returned from a rip to Hawaii where | feel welcome this is my First rip to Alaska and [ huve never el less
welcome, which is apparently due to excessive greed by commercial Asherman, 1 enjoyed myselfbul il | am denicd my right to fish
ang keep my catch | will ke my teurist dollars elsewhere, and obviously | will warn my friends. Alaska is beuautiful bul unfriendly

Aol a greal state mollo.

n Resident - STEPHEN J. GEORGE wrote on 7:30:08:
Please no annual hatibut limit. | cinnot justity coming to Sitka if there is & one fish limit feost faclory)
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This is the yearly trip for my friend and buddy. 1f they put a one halibut limited we would not come back, As there is 16 in
= my porty times 3.000 that*s 43,000 we spent.

/#7n Resident - Charles Fouquetie wrote on 7.30/2008
No annual hatibut Timit! 1€ Sitka had a one hatibut daily Emis { won't be back. It cost too much Tor less product every year to
ol | want to be able in the futare to take our children. Meaico's 5 fish Linit over halibut twveak o 3004 Wahoo. Per species per day
3 dezen possession limil.

Non Resident — JOE AMAGRANDE wrole an 7/30/08:
No annual halibut limit!! 11 Saka has 2 one halibut daily limio | will not be back! Il cost too much Tor Jess and less fish, 1 figh
Mexico for much more fish and less money,

Mon Resident — MILTON R. TAM wrole on 801,08:
I would probably lish elsewhere ¥ there was a halibut limil f0 Sitka waers.

Non Resident — MIKE TOM wrole on 8.01/08:
Not worth coming ta Alaska for one halibut! Cheaper 10 stay home and not come for one lish, per day.

Nop Resident — TOSHIY AK L MASUDA wrate on 5.0 08
I will not be back if there is a oo halibut limit.

MNon Resident — DONALD S.C. Y OUNG wrote o 8/01708;

I disayree with an annual bag limit. I Sitka has a one halibut bag limir, 1 wibl not be back_ It is 100 cost prohibition (or me 10
piry for less and Tess fish,

Non Resident ~ MARK LOSTROM wrote on 2'02418:

Debate the financial & numerical dominate of the commerciai fisherman for this resource, they do nat own resource. Access
ta it should be equally and equity affected if any chances are made.

Mon Resident = SCOTT DHMES wrote on 40208:
It costs tog much o fly up here & fish for less fishi!

on Resident - DEVIN DURRANT wrote on 842/08;
Mo annual limil on halibut,

Mon Resident — W, BRYSON BENNETT wrote on &072/08:
Mo annual limil on halibug.

Mon Resident — ROWNAL D WS, TOM wrote on 8/02/08:
IF Sitka reduces the halibut to one # won't be back. [f | can be guaranteed one halibut weighing at keast 6@ Ibs, | might
reconsider. There are other Hawaii residents that will at retun because of the increase cost only to be insuhed with only 1 halibut.

Piease don’l tuke away our opportunity ta catch 2 halibut per day. Thank you.

Non Resident - 1M DESMOND wrotg on 8/152/08:
Please no anauai haiibut limit the cost of this is prohibitive | have fuil access 1o lishing.

Nen Resident - JERRY DESMOND wrote pn $/03/08:

It hatibut is limited to one per day I most likely will not considet south west AK for meeting my spor tishing needs.

Non Resident - ELDON MUNDORF wrote on 8/G5/08:

| come ta Ataska to fish but mainly for halibut. It is our favorite. There should be at Jeast a 3 halibut limit and it Sitka goes w
a ! halibut limit | wiil spend my money lishing for walleye on the mainland & not return to Alaska.

Nan Resident - EA . SCOTT wrole on $/05/08:
Please let us catch king salmon.

Am Resident - JOLIN GROSS wrole on 805,08
Ifa 1 alibul timit is placed | will nat retien, With no red 4 no king salmon | cin stay home « dish a tor more with no limits!!

Non Respdent WILLIAM SITZ wrole on $:03/08:
Recap of 2008 Guided Recreational Angler Comments Page 2|




. We hook this “trip a lifetime™ in Alaska in Janvary of 2008 because of the Jack of accommuodation and space. | will not come
* back iFihere is a | hatibut timit and | want 1o keep ar least one king. | come far the halibut to vzt and thrill of the eatching salmon..
especiilly king salmoen. 1t seems very unfair w let the commercial Rshermen have more halibut than me!

t Resident - BRAD RODGERS DUM wrole on $:05.08:
Just because T choose 1o charter a boat is discriminatory fo me only hoping 1 haiibur per day.

Nun Resident - MALVERN F. WORTH wrote on $05.08:
I did nol come here to throw away king salmosn.

Resident = JON MUNDORF wivie on £:03 08:
I would like bigyer halibut limit | may not come back 10 Alaska if 1he halibut and king salmon regulations stay as is. {tdoes

nol make sense,

Non Resident — DARRELL MUNDORFE wrole o 8/05.08:
Wauld appreciale al least ane king salmon, ling cod for vach lisherman per day.

Non Resident — TRANCIA ¥ DORAN wrote en 80308

U seems very unrfair nol ko be able w keep any king satmon this year. They were very plentifel. Every boat had to relense
from | dozen to 2 duzen every day even thought we tricd not 1o fish the botrom. Why na lings till august 157 Why not allow | or 2
lings per season for everybody?
Ps: | have been fishing in Alaska Iy {6 years.

MNon Resident — JASON WITHROW wrote on BA06/08
N Sitka changes the limits to one halibut per day [ may choose not 1o come back. Without being able to catch lings or kings

halibur is very important?

Moi Resident - DENNIS CLARSON wrote on 8/06/D8
No annual halibut limit ptease, Adaska is for ali USA and Americans w0 enjoy aet offorduble rae, Alaska is not just for

ureaucrat, envirenmentalists and Alaskans fish companies, | fish for halibut and kings; also hatibut is my lavaeite fish one fish limit
ot in best interest of American und small business,

Non Resident — ROY DAVID HITE wrote on 8/06/08
No annual halibut limit. Too cost prohibitive lor less fish. We will need to be less restricted in this species lor 4 good bag

limit,
Non Residemt — J0 1 SA RO wrode an 8416008

My family prefers halibul vice the others fish | bring home. If a one halibut limit is imposed | will fish cisewhere and my
money pocs with me | see no cogent reason o single out the guided fishing indusiry. The dollars it brings ta Sitkaf Adaska nyust be a lot
the arbitrary size limit i.e. must be greater than 48 inches, seems to be applied (o the Sitka area at this lime. Friends fished the Ketai
River lasl week (end of July 2008) and they told me there wasn't such a slot limit on kings we {owr party) caught and released upwards
of rwo dozen Kings. It would seem reasonable to allow & catch limit of one a day or even one a Nshing (rip. I am very disappointed
with the present rule, especially when it is veported that a record return of kings is entering the Celumbia River.

Non Resident —GERALD A ZEITLER wrote on 8/06/038

I am alsu opposed to the slot limits on king salman. | cn catch and release s heme + nor bitve 10 2o o the expense of fishing
in Alaska; the slot size is ridicules (48 inches)

il — HALE C. KELLER wrote on B406:08

Clearly this fish limit vestriction means i*m paying more for less Ash! Not an economic sman choice is it? 1've come to Sitka
for 10 years. Three yeaes ago I could not keep the ting cod | caught...and | still cant. now, I can't keep king salmon because of and 48
inches limitalion. IU's a discrimination regulation that is il¥ conceived. This is probably my fast irip because of this current, hastily
passed legislation.

ton Resident - CHARLES HAUKMAN wrote on 8/06/08
We fish the last week of July or lirst week of august. The pas1 3 years we haven’t been able to keep o ling cod + we have

sht some beuuties. | don®t understand your king salmon restrictions when we caich and releuse siv o rwelve kings o day.

Mo Besident - MIKE ABDELNOUR wrnle on 84608
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Mo hatibul Bimit and bring back the king salmon — you will lose my business and | will ke it to Canadal'! Usc more
business sense! | have been coming 10 Alaska for 6 + years!

! w1 Resident —ERIC HAK ANSON wrote on $/0608
Icanme 10 Alaska Lo fish nol skl in the sun shine (1 live in California there plenty vt sunshine} 1F the limits don®t change we
wonit be coming back (think about sport fishing).

Nen Besideat - JASON W. BARNIS wrale on 8/06:03
it was 1o chunge to | halibut t would not be inclined to retum,

Mot Resident -WILLIAM ¥, KINGSTONE wrale on 8:06:08
We are only allowed to catch one king, and being over 48 inches that is alingst irmpossible and i 1he halibue is reduced ! cant

Justify spending that kKind of money (also with no Jing cod)

Non Regident - JOHN FIDANZ A wrote on 8:06/08
Nu annual hatibul Timit, I¥ Sitka has | halibul daily {imit | will not come back!

n Resident — GEORGE F. GERBING wrote on 3/06/08
Aside from the above commentary | strongly object to the king salmon restriction after 7/15/2008 to 1 non resident! Fish aver
48 inches, This is not only stupid it is highly discriminatory — it T wanted to go to a catch and release facility what would be my choice
you took the thrill out of my long planed vacation my wifk: and 1 happened to prefer king salmon - bad decision — get your act in order
- your ling cod restrictions are really silly

Mon Resident — RICHARD JITSUMYQ weote on 8/06/08
With prohibiting limits en King salmon and on ling cod 1 feel that there should be no annual halibut fimit. Alse il isn’t fun ]

throw fish back. My family loves halibut meat.

Mon Resident — BYAN TYLER wrote on 8/67/08
I can’t belicve that you folks want 10 go to a per day scheduls on the halibut! This is insane! 1 sce this as a way (o ruin

/‘-gKrryllling that we come here For! Alsa the king situation sucks! (Wake up)

1 Resident - MARTHA BROOES wrole 2708
As a noo fishing guest oor family enjoy the fish my husband catches. It would be nice if he could catch more halibut.

No ident ~ CHARLES PALN. wrote 208
t would not have come 1o Sitka if the catch limit had remained at one fish (halibut). I you chooss o go to a one fish limit |
will ot return Oue family prefers halibut over other Fish: | do not fish Washington due to a one fish limiL

Mon Resident — KENNETH COPLIN wrote on 8/12/08

I do not object 1o limits when necessary, but to make one group only responsible is not righ.

Non Resident ~ ROBERT HOFFMAN wrote on §/12/08
Imagine a sport fisher traveling to Alaska spending about 3,000.00 with the follewing rules in place! | — Mo king salmun

{within renson} 2 - no ling cod, 3 — only 2 (possibly 1) halibut, get a clue!!

Non Resident ~ KEITH HOFFMAN wrote on 8/ 12/08
L travel 1o Alaska at least ance every year.

Nuon Resideat — DON HOFFMAN wroe on 8/F2/08

The same comments apply o king salmon, No limit!! I3 not fair!! Sparts fisherman only 1akes about 20% or less of the fish,
support the local lodges and business, and are not being treated well,

Non Resident — GARY (IDOM wrote on §/12/08
The halibut limit is very important to my decision w return to Adaska to Fish,

/ﬂtan Resident — JAMES E NICHOWLS wrore on 8/13/08

Wiy the halibut limit? | m not sure if ! will retern as bag limit increase.

MNon Resident —RICHARD CORDEIROG wrowe on 8/12/08
No annual hatibut limits! IF Sitka has a one halibut daily bag limit ~1 wiil not be back™
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" Non Resident — AL GUZMAN wrote on 8:012/08
Ne Kings, no lings, now you want to restrict buts! |1l spend iy vacation dellar is another state 1har suppons sports fisherman
/"“1::31.1 ol slowly culting ofY the joy ol this sport. Keep it up and you' Il kill the golden goose.

mon Hesident — JACK RECHARDS wrote on 811,08
The limits i place loday (august 2008) are much more restrictive than when | baoked the trip, Al halibut were limiled
further, § would not baok apain.

MNon Resident - DONALD BUNCE wrowe on 81308
I do not support annwil halibut limits. my family enjoys halibut. I you impose this limit. | will not returm! Why limit the ling
cod? | would much prefer the variety, and they do seem 16 be plentiful | would really like to return, but you are making it ditficuld

Hon Resident - JACK R, KASPER wrote on §/12/08

No annual halibut fimit- it Sitka has a one halibut daily bag Jimit. | witl not be back. It is 160 cost prohibitive for less and kess
fish., Halibut ts the preterred fish 1o ear in my family. A one halibut daily bag limit for guided anglers is discriniinatory ~ 1 will spend
my vacation money where fishernen are welcome For money they brity b costal commanities, | did not come for the sunshine.

Non Resident — ROGER H, ROULETTE wrote op 3/12408
No annual halibut timit, | will not come back for only | halibut per day.

Non Resident — ROGER M ROLILETTE wrote on &' 12/08
[ will not come back ifthere is 4 one halibuc limic per day.

Mon Resident — GERALD HUDGENS w 8/12:08
Nao halibut limits. It cost tow much to make this trip i’ | can’t have a chance o take all my fish home.

Mon Resident .- THOMAS M HUDGENS wrots on 8/12/08
No annual halibut limits, if there is only ome halibut a day limit {§ will fish somewhere else, Ex: Qntario, closer and less

/,.m{mﬁy for no fish!! Guided trips should have the sume opportunitivs as nol gaided rips.

a0 Resident — MELVIN BURKHARDT wrote on 8/12/08
I have come here 5 Limes in past 9 years. To reduce halibut 10 1 would cavse me nol 1o come back as this is important specie

for me. Plense keep al 2 and do not have size restrictions.

Nuon Resident — MIKE KWIGHT wrote on 8/12/08

No annual hafibut limit!!! It is very important to me not to have a limie!

Non Resident - DAN CLARK wrote on 8/12/08

Mo annuai halibur limit! Otherwise no trip 1o Sitka because of the cost,

Non Resident - BROOKE THOMPSON wrote o 8/12/08
Halibut has been the staple of this family fishing trip. Without being uble to fish halibut here it may not be worth Lhe 1rip.

MNon Resident — COLLIN THOMPSON wrote on %1208
| disagrey with the halibut limit. | thoroughly enjoy fishing + cating halibut: this is une of the fuw places where these lish are
readily available,

Mon Resident = JOHN € THOMPSON wrote on 8/ 1208
The lkmits are cul every year and it is to this point of not being affordable already?

Nug EE%&_—E;&_&EIE QL&I%‘.K wrole on §/1208

No halibut limits. Its eutrageous there's no need tor the limit, 11T can’t get the balibut | need in Alaska, 1l go elsewhere.

Mot Resident — JOHN CLARK wrote on 871208
Withou respectable fish quantitics that can be garnered from a 3 day trip, L will not spend more than 1.000.00 10 visit Alaska.

n Resielent — JOHN C_ HERDA wrote on 8/13/08
This is my 3™ Alaskae fishing trip. If the bajibut was reduced (o | per duy and an annual limit put in place we woukd

probably consider British Colembia or other area for our annaal fishiny trip. We bring our nost fishing spouses with us on our trips.
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. Moo Resident - BILL MORRISSEY wrote on 8/1 30§
No annval halibut limit- | witl not return if Sitka goes to a | halibut limit. The cost is making (he trip w0 Alaska almost
rolibitive now with 2 fish limil- creating a | fish halibut it will be prohibitive. | mll wrake my trips fishing to arcas that wam oy
/A"n:._', It appears That Alaska is creating evles thar 1]l we that | am a0 welcome.

rvun Resident — .
With mare restrictions on halibuv king salmon and ling cod 1 don’t think | weuld pay this amonnt of money Woonly fish for
Coho salmon. Even thought we enjeyed owr selves we both prefer white meawed fish,

ton Resident — MARY JEAN HERDA wrote on 8 1308
| am a non fishing guest with my busband and 3 other couples. Halibue is one ol our Favorite Iish. we would seriously
consider peing else where i bolibud is Timited any morg,

N-.m fishing vLsm:lr -enjoy hshm;= th.u husband calches. Halibus is preterred fish we came tor. One halibut a day would be
wnlzir for the wmownt oF money spenl.

MNon Resfdent --MARY PALY, wrote on 871308
Fam g non fishing wite -coming with my husbamd who fished us really enjoy taking home his caleh- and eating it! Please —
o nwore limits.

Mon Resident - RAVE LARSON wrote on #/15/08

[F the Sitha halibul limit is one per day, 1 will not be back! | have been coming for seven years. The halibat Llimit, ling cad
limit. ynd king sabmon limit have all been drastically reduced. This vacation is two expensive for one balibut, one ling and no King
salmon,

Non Resident - PHYLLIS LARSON  wrole on 8/15/08
The halibut restriction is ridiculous but alse the ting cod which appears to be in plentiful this year. Please reconsider your
restrictions before | consider fishing elsewhere,

/! 'n Rusident — ROOSEVELT HAJINS wrore on 8/15/08
N annual halibut limirs, [f Sitka has a  halibut daily bag limit | will not be back because halibut is my preferred fish. A one
bag limit Tor anglers “guided” is discriminatory- I will spend my money where people welcome my fishing dollurs.

Nan Resident - GEORGE M. BURKET wrote on 81608

The size limits on halibut now required that we quit tishing in order not to jeopardy healthy fish that couid not be landed. |
um also upset at the surprise king size resiriction and ling cod. This requires releasing fish ot a rate ot 4 to | for no apparel reason.

Mon Resident - ALLISON YEE wrate on §/1608

Mo ennual halibur iimits. If Sitka kes ene halibur daily bag limit = we will not be back + go elsewhere where people
appreciate our money. Halibut is what we cat. A one halibut daily limit for guided anglers is discriminatery, We will ga elsewhsre 10
tish. We don*t come lor sunny weather or beaches,

Non Resident - GARY HALL wrote on 8716038
Mo annual halibut limits. Mo kings over 48 inches '+ lings slot is not sensitive 0 spons Asheries- rules seem to b a form of

harassment — if based on biology of species please explain - really no one wants extinction of spegies. lseems there is over.

Non Besident — BRANDON HANSEN wrode on 8/16/08
I would nol come 1o Alaska if the halibwe {ishing is severely restricted. Charter fishing dotlar. Addiiienal sepport is the

airports and general commercial businessys.

Non Resident - ANTHONY HANSEN wrote on $/L6/08

No annual halibut limits. If Sitka has onc halibut daily Limit, | will not be back. It is too cost prohibitive for less end less Hish.
Halibul is the preferred tish to cat for us. A one halibut daily bag limit for suited anglers is discriminatory. | will spend my vacation
money where (ishenmnan is welcome!

f“"“\}ll Residen_ - DAVID PARLATO wrale on 8/ 16/08
IF limils ape reduced, il eonsider changing my annoad tnips to nerthern Vuncouver isknd, British Columbia, Canada rather

< Alaska,

Mou Resideni - GEOFFREY STATHOS wrote on &/ 1618
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. I can fish anywhere und catch more fish than [ can catch oul of Sitka. Keep changing the regulations lor sport fishing and |
will fish somuewhere ¢lse.

Resident — BEMN C. SWAGGAL T wrote on 81608
I weuld definitely not return to Alaska for a lowered bag linit.

Mon Rgsident — CHARLES GROUWS wrote on 8 16/08
Nu annual halibut limirs it Sitka has 2 one halibut daily bag limit | will not be back [ wilf fish elsewhere 2 one halibut daily
bag limit for gaided anglers just is Fair.

Mon Resident - RY AN GROUWS wrote on 81608
No halibul Jimils! If the regulations were changed to | tish | woukl not be back. § cane 1o fish, not sightser,

Nuon Regident — TOM CONMNOR_wooke an & 16,08
Lam frem San Diego California-with restrictions such as a one halibut daily limit probably will make me consider spending a
lot tess momey for more fish out of San Diego.

Non Resident — ROBERT C. HILLER wrote on 8/16/0%
It is blaantly unfair to penalize the individual in favor of the commercial hshing interests, Mexico aad Canudian fishing
opportunities are definitely investiganing if you pursue this endeavor,

Non Resident — BRUCE | COTTON wrote on 8/1 7,08
This is the first tiree | have coms: 1o Aluska to fish and | was plunning to come once a year and bring my sons. This is an
experience trip for us 1o start with (e continue o cut back limits is a great determent for vs o retum!

Mon Resident — GLEN MEDC EAFT wrote on 8/16/08

I fecl sportsman being more sutside money into Alaska, | only have so much money 1o spend and will 2o where the hest
tishing expericnce.

Non Resident — JAMERS R BURK JR. wrote on 8/16°08
. The dollars return for the few halibut we catch, relative to the commercial take. is lurpe, We spend a lot af money, and we

id il where we pel The best return,

Non Besident — A3 KLINGER wrote on #/16/08
Limiting the bay limit for halibut will make me reconsider fishing in Alaska. The loss of fish resulting in 2 much higher cost

per pound, Since | bring signilicant expenditures 10 the costal community I'm sure the loss will be felL.

Non Resident — BRIAN L MCCANN wrote on 8/] 6/08
IF Alaska department of fish and game choose to cut annual halibut fimits- kings + ling cod- 1 will choose not to come back, il

is just to costly to come here.

Non Resident — VERNON R. NELL wrote on 8/16/08
I i)l that they could reconsider the size restriction an ling cod. | released on averge of 5 to | the 48 inches size restriction on

kings is the most the same privilege s cormmunity’s fishermen.

Non Besident -- PATRICIA HALL wrote on &/ 16/08

King salmon catch is ridiculous- commercial fishermen ¢an catch. Lings also out of touch!! Inches- the moency coming in
lromn us will be greanly reduced.

Non Resident — JAMES BICH wrote up 81908

Nu annuai hatibur limits if Sitka has a one hatibur daily bag timit, [ will not be back! [t costs 100 much for the return.

Non Resident - ROY B, MOORE wrote on 819,08
I Feel ling cad restrictions 1o small also due 10 size King, salmon restrictions it cost will be prohibitive W retuny 1y fish Alasky

aguin.

/AJM‘M - MANLIEL 1.OPEF wrote on §719:108

| really engoyed my trip w Sitka. T love Fun fishing and think the regulations on Halibut are poor for all of us. Thank vou
. much Jor cverything.

Non Residem _VIENUS BARE wrote on 8719408
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1 would not come to Adaska il the Fish limil was change.

Non Resident - ELIXON HEERMANN wrote ug 8:19/08
/‘-\l It is too expensive 10 truve tar 1o king sulmon + a few silver Coho salmon. tF T can catch enly one hulibut T will nut come 10

skt

Non Resident ~ KENNET]| HEERMANN wrote on 8/19.08
I don’t think it would be eajoyable is all we coald catch is one halibut. [ would probably g instead to Mexico.

Nop Resident — DARY L ROTHFUS wrole on & 1908
I believe itis untair to put such a restriction on ihe fshing industry in Sitka, Alaska.

THEUS wrote on 8/ 19/D8

W halibut limils are cut back | will prebably nor come to Alaska fishing.

Nop Residen) - STANLEY BOOHER wrote on 8 19.08
I come w lish halibur, but the one daily bag limit dees not make my expense 10 Sitka worth it A1 the bag limit is lifked | will
return annually, A continued one bag limit will make me support Mexico for fishing + vacations in the future,

Non Residunt - SANDRA REGINA WALKER wrote on 8/1908
Mo limil should be on halibur. IF ane halibut daily limil continues; | will not retum! Halibut is the best food for my lwmily or
we gel 10 vacation while fisliing and filling our refrig, Without halibut we will vacation and spend our money elsewhuere!

Moy Resident — ERIC T. HARDESTY wrote on 8/ 19/08

Mo annval halibur limits! One halibut per day is ridicuious. 1 will not return if this becomes the case. | can go to ¢abo san
Lucas juse as casily.

Mon Resident — MICKEY JIQHNSON wrole on 8/20/08
This is niy 10" trip to Sitka and if the current restrictions continue (his could be iy lust trip- on several of my rips 've

Aught parties of 10 to 12, many of whom have returned for the great chance to stock their freezers - as well as experiencing Sitka,

0 Kesident = MARK UPHUS wrote on 8.20/08
No halibut fmit- cost is oo much Tor less and less fish. Halibut is for suve ame of fish we ant w0 eat .probably wo elsewhere if

limit is cut back- brought my son lor the amouat of fishing and experience.

Mon Besident - RANDALL MOORE wroie on 3720/0G8

[f commercial fishing keueps taking away Irom the sportsman/ halibuz, king salmen -+ ling cod. There is no reuson Lo spend the
time — vacation + money to come 1 Alaska.

Mon Resident — EESLIE 0. RIVERS w 08

No #hnual hatibut limits! [T Sitka has a one halibut daily bag Lmil, [ will not be back! It is too cost prohibitive Tor less and
tess fish, Hafibut is the preferred (ish to eat with my family. A one halibut daily bag limit for guided angiers is discriminatory! It's not
econumically worth the time or mancy for such a limited catch of halibue. I will spend my money that hus some return 1o L

Non Resident — JANICE SEVERM wrute on 820408
Please po annual halibut limits. We can not continue to return 10 Sitka to fish ¢afler |2 years coming every year) tor less and

less fish, This is wrong.

Non Resident — 1. F BOOTH wrote on 82108

A one halibug daily bag limit will make me consider spending my fishing vacation maney chsewhere, Itis quite unrealistic o
spend $4.000 o fish for halibut and take only one per day.

We woild want no annuib limits for hadibut; we bove to eat, as well as fish, for an expericnce lor our Gamity.

MNon Resident — TODD RIVERS wro 22408
/o~ | do not support limits on halibul fishing, Far more money is spent in Alaska by anglers caching u few fish

o0 Besklent - TODD RIVERS wrote on 82308
I do not support a limit en halibut lishing, For more money is spent in Adaska by anglers catching a fow lishes than by
commmercial lisheemen vatching thousands. | leel this Fmit will foree me to cunsider going elsewhere, with my money.
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B Mon Resident - STEVE MACKFEL VIE wrote on /2208

This is the only sport fishing irip | schedule every year. | come to Sitka in order to catch salmon and haiibut —not just saliten.
/““'\ou lurther modify the regulations by limiting the halibut catch 1 will not invest in Alaska any longer and its 101ally unfair for the
+ Lo suppose that guided and unguided fshing should be different every one pays their taxes and their fair share of the costs of

~uing business. 1 will encourage you to [ook at this from a balanced perspective.

Mop Resident — OSCAR HOTTMAN wrole on 823,08

A one halibut daily limit for anglers is untair. | will spend my vacation money elsewhere.

Non Regideni —~ MARTIN FISCHLIN wrote on 8/2308
No annwal halibut timits! 1f Sitka has a daily bag limit. | will aot be back? Halibut is my preferred fish. A one halibus dajby

bag limit is discriminatory! | will spend my vacation moncey elsewhere,

Mon Resident - BRYAN HOTTMAN wrote on 8/23/08

| falibut is the preforred fish and ¥ will not renurn ro Alaska if the limit is redueced o one.

Non Resident ~ BRANDON HOTTMAN wrote on 82308
Same bag limit per chartered and nene chartered. 1 won't come back otherwise,

Moo Resi = . SEVERN wrote an 8/23/08

1 wanl no arual halibat limits what so ever. Each year for 13 consecutives yvears the charter boat fishing in Alaska has grown
worse with fewer and fewer fish and more governments regulations and restrictions we spend toa much monegy in Alaska to be denied
less and less fish to take home, Wake up government officials- don’t strangie your economy by regulating the sport fishing charter

buat industry cut of business.

Mon Resident - BRAD HOTTMAN wrote on 8723/08

If Sitka has a one halibul daily bag limit £ will not be back it cost to much to get less fish,

on Regi — NT HICY M wrote an 8/23/08
Same bayg limit for chartered and no chartered | woat come back otherwise,

pdon Resident — JOHN B, BURR wrote on 8/23/08
No anniual halibut limie. 1 Sitka has a one halibut daily limit, I most probably will not return- our entire family enjoys the

halibut very much-a ane halibut daily limit is most ridiculous. | shall go elsewhere For my fishinge,

Non Resident - GEORGE QL SZEWSKI wrote on $/23/08

It will not be worth the money to me to come up here if you limit the halibut. Also the king salmon rule is stupid. I wili never
buy ancther king stamp if there Is a 48 inches size required limit to ? king but have a more restrict size req. all angler should be reated
the same. | have gone to B.C salmon fishing for years and | will return there if the changes take eftect.

Moo Resident — WALKER wr f23/03
No annga! halibut limits! IF Sitka has a one halibut bag limit, | don™t think i1} come back, it cost too much for less fish. the

main {ish for my family is halibul, ill just po sorme other placs.

Mon Resident — MARK WALKER wrote on 8/23/08
Mo annugl halibue limit if Sitka has a one halibur bag limit. | will not be back it is to cost prohibitive for less and less fish my

family prefers o cat halibut a la day bag limit id diseriminatory.

Mon Resident -~ MARC MCDONALD wrotz on 8/23/08
No annuad halibut listits. | will spend my vacalion money where Lishermen are wetcome Tor the dollars they bring Lo coustal

communities if Sitka has a one halibur daity bag limit [ will mat be back.

Non Resident -- CHRIS GREENE wrote on 872308
No annual halibut limits? IF Sitka has a one halibut daily bag limit | will not be back_ 1 &5 too cost prohibitive Tor less and less

fesh. Halibut is the preferred fish to eat in my family. A ong halibug daily bag limit for guided anglets is discriminatory? | will spend
ﬂvacalion money where [ishermen are welcomed for the dollzrs they bring to epastal communily. | did not come for the sunshine,

o Kesidel - JAMES RENNER wrote on 8723418
Mo annual halibut linsis it Sitka has | [enic D wilf not be back, haiibut is the preterred fish 1o ciat, we bring money 1 the
community, iF you limit | will pot be back.
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eshden -- LMCDONALD wrote on 8/230
Ne annual hitlibut Limits, 1F that happen in Sitka 1 will not come back to fish. It is tow cost prohibitive for less and less fish,

family in New York lave to cat halibut. One daily bag limit for goided anglecs is discriminatwry. | spend my mioney somewhere
for Tishing iF tha happens,

Nun Resident — KENNETH HOTTMAN wrore on 8/23.08
Ne limit. Cost too much for only one tish limit. Will nat come 10 Sitka, limit should be same for all 1Tshermen.

Mon Resident - DOUGTAS MAC

1 have never heard of commercial fishermen having the ability of being able to count the aumber of {Ish they cateh -
Honestly!  You are trusting them and puthing my yearly saliven and halibut vacasion at sincere jeopardy! W s charter fishing
persons should receive and live by rules that don’t hurt cur 2 or 3 day vacations for which we suve for from year to year. This is a
public resource — federal and state controds — way 16 punish the private cirizen.

Nun Resident — DANNY SOZ71 weote on 82508
I swill not return to Sitka i€ an annual limit is imposed, nor will 1Tretum ifa 1 fish bag limit js pur into effect,

Nan Resident - - DAN SO£7] wrote on #2308
I would not come back if only alowed b halibut | alse would not come back it resirictive size limits are put in place, |

alrcady bid to release [wo nice king salmon on this trip due to size limits. If you want to reduce take it Irorn commercial side reduce
by catch and the prablem goes away,

Mo Resident — JOHN HIX wrole on 3/24:08
No annual halibut limit! Are you insane? Commercial Ashermen are upset with 90% of the quota while sport Fisherman ges
10%? Dollar for dellar the sport fishing indusiry attracts more revetiue than commercial fishing does hand down, If yon impose Lhis
limit you will badly damage the ceonomy and put peaple out of work! Commercial fishermen are greedy- they do not make signiticant
contributions o the Sitka cconomy as a matter of fict many are tronsient coming from Canada ur Washington. Hey why don't you
consider lowering the commercial guota for a few years to allow the fishery o rebuild- then the commercial fisherman will have 3
/d.ﬂﬂsun tu whine, wreed s pot an scceptable or sustainable ratignale.

20 Resident — JUDY HIX wente on 8/24/08
Mo annual halibut limits! if Sitka has a one halibut daily bag limit | witl not be back. it is toa cost prohibitive Tor less and less

fish. Halibut is the preferred fish o eat in my Eamily. A onc halibut daily bag limit for guided anglers is discriminatory ! § will spend
iy vacation money where fishermen are welcomed for their deliars they bring to coasial community! | did not come for the sun!

Non Resident — RONNIE EDWARDS wrote on 8/25/08
The bag limit showld definitely stay at twe halibui. | highly enjoy Fshing in Sitka Alasky and by me spending this large
amount of meney, it would be discouraging for me te come and fish here in Sitka Alaska.

Non Resident - MARINE ROGERS wrote on 8/26/08
I accompanied my husband and enjoy eating the fish caught by him,

Non Resident - RUTH LOCKHART wrote on 8:26/08
As | saidd above 1 enjoying eating what my spouse catches- if he isn'1 happy with the ~limits” then | won't be able 10 come

along and sighl see and shop.

Non Regsident — POYCE LOCKHART wrote pn 8/26/08
Halibut limits should not be limited, if Sitka gets a limit on halibut "m done coming back | wanl my money to suppot

charter ghing,

i = LEE ROGERS wrote on 8/26/08
| prefer no halibur limits. This scems restrictive bused on the available duta. Very expensive trips for ooe hilibul,

Non Resident - TOM FOWLES wrole on 826/08
Please no limil on hadibue, this is the inain reason | come o Sitka to fish, 11§ o cighe ro limie (1) halibw 1o sport fshermen

,ﬂ"‘hly, dnd more o other vrganizalions.

am Rusident - WALTER CHURCH wrotg op B/20/08

MAlaska and halibut are synonymous one halibot daily bag {fmit for charrer fishermen are not aceeplable.
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. Non Resident — ROBERT CHURCH wrote on 8:26

II‘Sit!;a has a one halibut limit (daily) 1 will not be back! A ene haiibut datily limit is discriminstory against guided anglers. |

did not come $or the scenery or the sunshine (but do like it here) | came for the lisk 10 enjoy all year long. Tighten up restrictions and |
't be back.

pion Resident — RAYMOND HERING wroie on 8: 26,08

This is s1y third year coming 1o Sitka Alaska fishing, cut the limit down 1o wie and you will shill my fishing 1o Canadu wiich
is only | day drive lrom home, not a $700.00 sictare Right o Ataska,

Non Eesident - GARY P, SCHHWARTZ wrowe on 826,08
There’s no logical justification for a one halibut limit applied onfy w chaner services. The resource according w the
international pacine halibut commission is robust. Commercial fishing interests drive the one fish limit.

wrone o 826:08

No annual halibut limits. 1F the limits coatinue 1 won't be able w afford 10 come and fish anymore.

N csident — LAUREN BIVINS wrote on B/26/08
§f limits change tor the worse for anglers. | will not return and will go elsewhere on my vacation,

Non Resident — SUSAN NIXON wrate on 8:26/08

This is my [irst wip to Alaska and was extremely disappeinted to hear the limits placed on sporis anglers. This state is
ecanainy (| am sure} is partially dependent on tourists — and rhis restriction will effect my decision 1o come here in the fuwre. | have
fished my entire life. dreaming o come to Alaska to fish for halibut, [f those restrictions are enfurced, 1 guarantee | will not be back.
Given the last tale by commercial fishermen vs. sport fishermen and the income frem commercial that the siate gees- versus the
income this stafe receives from tourism._ | woutd think this issue would be void. People who came here, spend money not only with
the charter company. restaurants, hotels, ete... the tax revenue is significan. o the conservation side- | think there are befler ways to
work te conserve the wildlife fish etc of this state as well as nature! resources. | will certainly pay attention 1o this issue before |
decide o come back.

There should be no halibut limit-if it becomes more restrictions we will not be back Lo help support Sitka or your beautiful
Je. We love to e halibut and ¢njoy the sport in catching them. There are others places 1o fish please keep us here.

Mon Resident — P TKENPC wrole on 8/26/08
Having a vne hatibut limit will keep me from coming back.

Mon Besidem = JOHN FRACKENPOHL wrote on 8/26708

A one halibut limit is nul cost effiective for me to retam,

Non Resident — MARILYN CLAMPITT wrole on 8/26/08
| amy ot happy with one limit per day | have had a great time but would cansider net returning for one daily limit.

Non Resident — LARRY CLAMPITT wrole on 8/26/08

| tove fishing here i Sitka, but one halibut a day is nol for me,

Mon Resident ~ CHRIS CHURCH wrate on 8/26/08
The opportunity te catch ‘keep 2 halibut per day is a significant part of iy fishing trips to Alaska. 1T there is no conservation
issue, reduce the catch limits for a chucter is an ualutr allocation of the resource. It will damiage the sport fishing indusiry.

- IRCH wrote on 872608
Mo annual halibue limits. 1§ Sitka has a one halibut daily bag limit | wili not be back. Halibul is 1the preferred fish w eat in my

family, A ong halibut daily bag limit for guided anglers is discriminatory!

1 Resi

Non Resident — SUE MATHESON wrole on 8/26/08
I'spent B1 1300 al the Eair-weather store- |bought a wotem pole.

n Besident - GREG CHURCH wrole on 8,26/08
We want the halibut limit raised o 3 halibul per persen.

Non Residunt - DOLIGLAS L. PEACHER wrote on 82608
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) I"ve coming here 1o fish in Sitka lor seven different rimes now. It seems hat every sime i cowne up here there are new
- restrictions on charter boats than there ure on any body else. It seen viery discriminatory that these people are targeted more than other

fishing people. I like coming to Sitka o fish. b can catch these big fish anywhere in Alaska but L like coming hete, If vou Xeep
L nging the limits on the fish 1 will have no wiher choose but to go seme where else 10 spend my money .

oon Resident — NORMAN PEACHER wrpte 6l
Fishing regulations should be applies to everyone equally residemt and visitor in fact the spon fishermen brings with him
additiona] monwey that helps the residential community.

Non Resident -- RMARK V., BENNETT wrole on B.26.08

This ip is very important to me as it is my only chance fo catch halibut. The ameount of fish | am atlowed o take home is
decreasing at every urn. A person whe buys a Jicense should be allowed to catch the limit. Not discriminatory by resident private +
chaiter,

Noa Resident - MARIE M. BENNETT 8- 2608

This is the only time | get 1o fish Tor halibul, | felt it is discriminatory to allow the privaw sector special privileges. The
halibui population is healthy. The charter fishermen person is nol wasting the fish. The commercial fishermen persen is + like coming
here, Onee again that is the only time | ger o fish far halibut.

Mon Resident - PATRICIA PEACHER wrote on /2708
1 came with my tamily to eutch halibur | got 1 small and no large ones. 1 would like (o be bale 10 fish where | am aliowed 1o
keep ihem. No onnoal halibat limie, We can Nish elsewhere.

Non Resident — TOM PEACHER wrote on 8:27:08
| believe is wnally unfair and non Ameriean { equal rights for ally o put resirictions on sports lishermen and w allow
commercial fishermen to bave a big-catch and still get 9090 of the annugl harvest.

Mon Resident = BRIDGER STRATFOR D wrote on 8/27.08
If halibut resivictions are cut 1o ene- we will not come back. This years limit restrictions have already impacted Rulure plans

from thousands of consisient annual non resident anglers.

8 Rusident,— TRAVIS STRATEORD wrots on 8/27/08
This trip is extremely importunt for me and my family. We justify the price given the fish we catch just the fish, we are able
to bring fish to our family. If the halibot limit is just to one fish, |, we not be back, Chaner tishermen traveled not to be discriminatory

Bgainst.

Non Resident — WILL STRATFORLD wrote on 3272008

I will not b back — the Raseo over Alaskan wolves is nothing!! The wliole ides is blusphemous and discriminatury! i
an inflation envirgnment some numb skulls will cut all opportunity. This is nuts! I sports Nishermen don’t come here the town
will implode. This is u federal infringement of the American with Disabilities Act, if taforced. The long liners sre psychoputbs
und will kill fvrever. I you do this we will boycott everything Alaskan.

Mon Resident  JOHN FORMANEN wrole on 8/28/08
Being uble to ke halibut home is very important. [fthe limitis prefaced | would be less likely to come back,

Non Resident = BECKY HANSEN wrole on 8/29/08

Mo gnnual halibul limit.

ton Resident - MICHAEL JANSEN wrote on 8/29:08
Please do nel reduce the halibul limit. 1F the Limit is reduced, the cost to come 10 Alaska because prohibitive. My family, who
ofien accompany me, prefers halibut. Alaska is a beautiful state, but we love o tish and will 2o where we ars weleome,

Non Resident - JOE HANSEN wrote on 8/35/08
I've been hishing in Sitka for many vears, The restrictions on catch are making this rip prohibitory expensive, Air lire has
bled imd baw limits have cut the fish that can be taken back with me has nrade me think twice about returning!!

MNon Resident - TOM MCGRATH wrote on $29:04
In the future | will spend my money where lishermen are welcomed for the dodlars they bring to coustal Aluska,
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One halibut a day is ridiculous and unfair, [t's expensive Lo fish in Alaska it wiy | halibut is allowed. L will chouse 1o spand
/0 mish dolfars in Canada or Mexico.

oot Besident - BREBECCA M. BERG wrote on 37908
Today | caught a 70 ibs halibat — i ] can’r do this in che fnure and also have my fricnds and family experience the tarill of
this | don’t want to come back- that’s non fairl!!

Non Resident - WILL L BERG wrote un 829,08

The one halibul daily limil is ankair, il unnccessary penalizes me and oll fishing partacrs. it is cost prohibitive and negatively
impacis my Atlaska experience. | far prefer halibut over other fish. We daily are bag lunit is discriminatory. | will spend my fishing
vircation elsewhere like Canada.

Mon Resident -- LISA BROWN wrote on $7%08
Mo halibut limit- keep it fair for guided anghors- as a tormer Alaska resident —it is impoctant to be able to share the beauty of
Alzsky 10 thuse who wanl o came and enjoy — being able to return o fish in Alaska is not just for commercial fisheries.

Non Resident — ROBERT BROWN wroie on 8/29/08

The charier industry is my only means of catching halibul. It costs me a [ot of money to conte on this trip und wost of this
goes directly to the economy of Sitka. | don’t see the need for a one fish bag limit if the hzlibut ~ population is healthy sspecially if
commercial Nishing is responsible for 90 percent of the harvest.. | will not be back if rthere is a one fish baw limir 1 will take my
vacation money somewherg else.

Non Resident — MICAH JENSEN wrote on §/20/08
Mo annual halibst limit!

Non Resident — DAVID STEPHENS wrote on 873 108
How could you even consider a more restrictive regulation for charers over others? This shows at special interest regulutions

leuse don’t make me stay home!!!

1 Resident — RICHARD LEE wrote on 83 /08

No annual halibut limits your afl ready made it iﬁipossihlc 10 get king salmon.

Mon Besident — DAVID BASS wro f31
| For cne couldn™ justify my expenses if a ong per day limit was enforced.

Mon Resident — DAVID ORTIZ wrotc on £/3 (/08
I was very dissatisfied with this years bag limir as it was. Why would 1 spend that kind of money and be limited more.

Mon Resident — PAT ORTLZ wrate on 8/3 1708
A one halibut Jimit will certainly cause my vacalions to Sitka. As il is now ill be able to fish Mexico and/or California for

almost any amount of fish.

Naon Resident -- JAMEL STEPHBENS wrote on 8/3 /08
Ne annual halibut limies please.

Non Resident — DANTE GAGLIARC wrote on %108
The limits on halibut will be a decision factor, to come back or ne 0 we did not come here tor sunshing, we came here o

fish!!

Non Resident ~ JOHN C, AMYX wrote on 971108 ‘
1 will not be hack if there are any further halibut limits! | can take my moncy to Canada or Mexico. A one halibut daily

fimited Tor chartered fishermen is ridiculous and discriminatory. Do not resirict te | hatibut per day.

n Resident - ERIC BENGTS0N wrote on 9412
The grent halibut fishing is a main reason 1 come here. 1 chere is a | fish limi § will have w tish outside Alaska. Whers my
s tishing basiness would be welcomed and appreciaied,

Non Besident - GARY K. BENGTSON wrote on %/ 08
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. Because | bave some physical limitations | really depend on the charier industry te make ihis possible to (ish in Alaska. If the
limits change | will not come baek 10 Alaska to fish,

csident — DAN HLUMIER wrote on 97108
Why would 1he staie ol Alaska discriminate against the minority participants in the most wondertul fishing in the world? If 1
«uh not enjoy the benedit of my catch 1 will go ¢lsewhere, probably Mexico. Hawaii has already blow i, du not do it Alaskat

Non Resudent — TODD BENG TSON wrole on 97108

This is a disturbing trend. Local vconomies are being sactificed. It discriminatory practices continue 1 will not support
Alaska’s economy with my hard earned deliars. Halibur is 1the primary reason for visiting Alaska, My wile's first question is “how
much halibut today?” i | um not appreciated in Alaska | will po elsewhere,

Non Resident - STEPHEN DONOV AN wrote on % 1/08
L woan't come back.

Mon Besident - FRED BURNETT wrote on %1:08
IT Sitka hus a one halibut daily bag limit | will not be back. I spend a lot ol money for Alaska tishing and il go elsewhers,

oot — STEPHEN DONOWVAN wrote on /108
I's nol fair. People iraveling 10 Alaska spend a Jot ol money in dhe ont tiller charter business: spend money of eating out,
moncy on gilts, holels and everything else. Your going to loose when people don't come back for | Fish a day.

MNon

on Resident — STEVE EA IN wrote on 9¢/1:08
One od the main reason §come is for halibut. The tolal cost of the irip is expensive and 1@ limit the amount ot halibut thar can

be caught would cause me to re think futwre trips.

Mot Resident -- David il wrote on 9120068
Just having one halibut per day is silly. Length on ling cod is de craziest. This should be large size, larger sizes, Keep 5-6
small fish each day. That is size discriminatory! Please, Please Change Law!!!! | Jove the rain.

/™™ Resident ~ TOMMY GRUBBS wrots on 9/3/08
| sirictly come up for the hatibun, 1 will not return if the bags limit changes.

Non Resident — ANTH() e : o] 94308
Mo anpuat halibut limits- a ene balibut daily bag limit for guided anglers is diseriminaory,

ssident -~ DENNIS GRUDBS wrotg on %3/08
Na anpual halibut limits? If Sitka has o one halibut daily bag limit | will not be back.

Mun Resident - FRANK HEARD IR wrote on 9/3/08
1 feel a one halibul limit will truly huri the charler operators because very few people will go willing o use the service lor our

haiibut.

Non Resident ~ WILLIAM GRUBBS wrote on 9/3/08
I think that oll anglers should be treaied the sume. | delinitely woa’l be back. | come for the halibut, One halibut limit isn’)

much fish.

Mon Resident — GEQRGE JONES wrote on ¥%3/08

I not retumn to fish Alaska with 1 one halibut bag limit,

on Resident — KIPLE wrote an 9/3/08
This s an ¢xpensive vacation where | spend a lot of money in this small community. | would not cver think of coming back

of there was 4 ane halibut daily Hmit.

Non Residem -- JEFFREY 8. WELP wrote on 9308
o annuzl halibat limits! H Sitka bas a one halibut daity bag limit | will ne? be back. It is (oo cost probitive for less and fess
aift. Halibut is the preferred fish to eot in our family a onc halibut daily bag limit for guided anglers s diseriminatory! | will spend my
dlion meney where fishermen are welcomed for dollars they bring ta coastal communities. | did not come for the sunshine,

hNon Resident - RUSSEL MORIZIS wrote on 2308
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A ong halibut daily bag limil is discriminatory. Charter fishing is 2 major atraction has the primary reason for ceming Lo
= south cast Alaska, =

/J-Ns:n Resident - TOHRIBY JONES wrole on 9508
M 3ikely not return w spend my vacation fund en fish mg Ataska with a one halibul limit,

Non Resident - TRAVIS JADWIN wrome on 9408
| el that there should not be a halibur limit, maybe a size mit on smal! one. It cost 4 It ol money 1 fish for halibul. And it
is my favorite Nsh 1o cat.

Non Resident - MATT DANIELLS wrole on Y4408
Putting restrictions on an indusiry that makes as muoch maney, yel has atiraciion of the impact on the resource, seems like a
no brainer to me, why would they even consider it? Sounds like organized crime in action.

Non Resident -- JESST: ). BASS JR. wrate on 94,08
I'have been coming to Alaska For 20 years and will nor come back if further restrictions are implemented lor our lisherman
cluss hope you ceconsider this impositien!

Nop Resident - ALBERT A, KERCHEV AL wrote on 9.4/08

Itis 1o cost prehibitive to come here and ke back less and less lsh. There should be no annual halibut limil, if there is in
Sitka 1 won't be back. | will spend my vacation money some other way. We did not come Tor the sunshine not did 1 like the ling cod
require, it kil shem one way,

Nen Resident - WAYLON JADWIN wrote on 94408

| feet that we: shonld be able to keep a weight of at least 300 pounds of halibul in a year for the limit or maybe 5 per person a
day but definitely more than two a day the oceun is really big with billious of fish i il so iet peaple cateh a lictle more it is expensive
to te up here and fish get your money worth.

Mon Resident — Jason Jadwin wrote on 9442008
We prefer (o go out on a charter bout because it is the safest way to catch halibut in Alaska. Al sport fishermen showld have

/o same daily bag limit of two halibur per day.  Halibul resource belongs (o all the citizens of the United Stawes. A one daily bag
it because | go on a charter boat is wrong.  Please Do Not do that! PLEASE!!

Mot Residept — CLIVE WILLIAMS wrote on 9/4/08
Itis not fair to have double standards fishing the same matters.

Nom Resident - STACEY SCOTT wrote on 9/4/08

The cost for coming 1o Akaska for (ishing is not cheap a one halibut day limit would stop me from coming back.

Now Resident — LEE BLODGETE JR. wrote gn 9/4:08

It makes no sense to limit charters without similar restrictions on other anglers- sport or commercial, This appears to be based
on discrimination and not conservation! We ulways come 1o Sitka to fish, but perhaps | shauld spend my money clsewhere!

Non Resident — LEQ BLODGETT SR, wrole on %408
It sceas wery unfiair 1o discriminate against charier boat (ishing 1 will probubly be back tw lish st Sitka but the same Limit for

an no different limit Ear some |

MNon RBesident — JAMES KUSK A wrole_og 9762008
A ok halibul duily bad limit for puided anglers fs discriminatory and il is unfair, 1 will find it haed 0 justity coming to

Alaska to fish when the bag limits are decreasing. | will chouse to spend my recreation doliars ¢lsewhere,

Non Resident — GERA).D STUBBS wrotg on 9/6/3008
IESitka has & one hulibut daily bag limit | wont be coming buck nexi season,

Nen Resident ~ JONMNY LANIYRO wrole on Woe2008
[t doesn’t make sense to spend more and more money and get te keep less and fess hatibut. This is Americo and | will aot be

iseriminated aguinst because | choose to use a guidid service. | will not spend and mare money in your state il the one bag limit is
rced,

ron Resident - ERIK LANIIRA wroke og 96,2008
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No annual halibut limit. 1f Sitko has a one alibue daily limit 1 won®t be back, h cost ro much Tor such a small amount of
fish. Halibut is my favorite fish, A one halibut per daily limit for guided tishers is discrimination. 1 will spend ury vacation money
/.g[iewhcre. i didu’t come for the sunshine.

L

n Besident - BRYAN BENTROTT wrotg op Y:6/2008
Untit there are siricler restrictions on comnwercial (ishing, no additional restrictions shouid be pluced un sport fisherman.
Halibut is a huge reason to go on this Irip and | would probably not make the trip if there was a one halibut limit unless the reason was
for conser ation and started with greater limits for commercial fisherman,

Moo Residept - BEYAN BENTROTT wrote on 96,2008
Commercial fishing depletes halibut siocks wueh guicker then individual spert fisherman.  There should be no Turther
rustrictions on sport lisherman wntil commercial halibut fishing is limited and stocks evaluated.

Non Resident - BRIAN PERKINS wrate on 96/ 2008

Llove to cawch hatibin, That’s why 1 come here, 1t | can only caich one a duy | don™ think | will be back,

Non Resident - LOREN PERKINS wrote on %/'6: 2008

| have had many enjoyable Alaska fish and hunt adventures over the past 30 years,

Non Residenl - DAVID BENTROTT wrots on %/6/2008

There are mainly two fish 1 go fishing to catch, most are halibut and salmen. Being able to catch two halibut per angler is
rensonable, although lowering the kimil to one would make it tough to want o fish for halibut. Making a twe fish slor wle would help.
[ would like 10 keep the big ones, 20-90 Ibs and fhrow back the resl.

MNon Resident - KEN WISE wrote on 9/6.7008

Two halibut per day is 2 reasonable limit and halibut should be measured 10 327 as a keeper (Mminimuan), and o a 607
maximum. Leave the smiall ones and throw the big ones back to mare. No further limits other then these,

Non Resident - CODY NORDHEM wrote on 8:6:2008
| consider my maney woll spent for two halibut with no size restrictions per day. For any restrictions less then this; it makes

= consider the wasied time and money on my part and the charters business,

jdent — CLAUDE JACKMAN wrote on 9/9/2008
I come to Silka only o fish. IF my fishing limit are comtinually reduced, | will quil coming. Another sore point is the very
narrow window for a ling cod and the few yellow eye allowed as cach ene brought 1 the surlace dies anyway.

MNon Resident - RICHARKD KINGSMILL, wrote ap %/19:2008

You (Alaska} are compeling For my ishing dollar with Mexico. | will not some here and spend my vacation dollur if  feel
I'm being cheated by arbitrary laws that resicict what [ can catch with no logie ar science (o support laws. Creed will cost Alaska,

Nen Resklent — ALDINE COFFMAN wrote on %/ 1052008

0% of alf Halibut should be allocated to the charter businesses!! That 0% represent 30-30% of the domestic economic
benefil of the halibut indusiry,

Nop Resident - BEN WILLLAMS wrote on 97102008
Limiting charted and not commercial {ishing seems absolutely discriminating! 11 limits on halibul are institated | will

prebably not be back. #lease do not limit.

Non Resident — NATHAN WILLIAMS wrote on 9/10:2008

No annual halibut limit. It's very expensive to come and lish. Limiting us even more makes me recensider the expense, |
love Sitka. but may rot incur the cost if' this is changed.

Nuon Resident - GREGORY DEWERD weote on %1 (52004
7 No annual halibut limit, 1 Sitha has one halibut daily bad fimit 1 will not be back, )t is tuo cost prohibitive tor less and fess

sh. Acone hatibut daily fimil is discriminatory. | will go clsewhere.

Non Resident - RALPH CHAPMAN wrote on % 072008
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No annual halibut limits' Two daily bag limirs is O.K. ene is not! I this is changed { will man be back!! Furher it i
discriminatory,  You will sacrifice 1ourist tishing o enhance the commercial industry. 1 will spend oty money where sport lishermen
are welcomed for the money they bring inte the coastal communities.

o Resident  CREIGHTON DEPEW wrote on 971 1 2008
Su! Why would anybody of sane mind even consider privile boat owners passengers allow different halibut limils tien
charter boal clivrs? 1 sense corruption. Please don't change (he rules, '

Non Resident — JAMES BURT wrote un 91 1/2008

I don’e bedieve there should be discrimination between private and chavter. Same fishermen, same 1ish. There also should
not be an annual limil as | may desire 0 come 10 Sitka mare then once per year, i.e. Once with tamily, once with friends. 11 charter
fish are limited, more fish will 2o 1o the commercial fisherman. Is this the real abjective?

Non Resident - JACK ROBINSON wrote on 971 [/2008
This is a resource re-allocation issue that favors commercial fisherman unfairly, Tourism, sport fishing is a huge economic
resouree W all of Adaski. Why would you implement a policy that would reduce this revenue source?
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