AGENDA C-1

OCTOBER 2012
MEMORANDUM
TO: Council, S8C, and AP Members
FROM: Chris Oliver ESTIMATED TIME
Executive Di 16 HOURS
eeative ALL C-1 ITEMS

DATE: September 19, 2012

SUBJECT: Pacific Halibut Jssues

ACTION REQUIRED

(a} ADF&G report an final 2011 sport halibut removals,
{b) Final Action on Halibut Catch Sharing Plan,
{(c) Charter Halibut: Review Methodelogy for 2013 limits (S5C only).

BACKGROUND

{a) Final 2011 Sport Halibut Removals

Each Cctober, ADF&G provides final estimates of the prior year*s sport halibut harvests, These estimates are
used for managing the charter halilsut fisheries in Area 2C and Area 3A, ADF&AG staff will present final 2011
sport halibut removals (Item C-1(a)). Projections for 2012 will not be available for the mesting.

(b) Catch Sharing Plan

The Council is schecduled to take a new final action on a proposed Halibut Catch Sharing Plan {CSP) for Arcas
2C and 3A at this meeting. The Council identified a need to develop a CSP for the charter and commercial
sectors to address conservation and allocation concerns. While the Council selected ite Preferred Allemnative in
October 2008, supplementa! analyses of aspects of the Council’s motion were required to complete the analysis
for submission to the Secretary. These were reviewed by the Scientific and Statistical Commitiee, and accepted
by the Council, in Febmary 2009. The draft final analysis was submitted to WMFS in September 2009.
Recommended revisions from informal reviews by NMFS, and additionaf revisions of the analyses of the 2008
Preferred Alternative that were requested by the Council, were incorporated inte the draft submitied to the
Secretary in July 2011. A proposed rule was published in July 2011 and comments were accepted through
September 21, 2011.

In September 2011, NMFS informed the Council that additionz] ctarification of policy issues was nesded prior
to proceeding, [n February 2012, the Council reviewed a detailed report by NMFS that included requests for
clarification of Couneil intent on its proposed CSP, and 4 summary of public cormments. The Council requested
that the Secretarial Review Draft of the CSP analysis be revised to reflect its clarifications and to respond fo
public comments, Based on additional information provided by stafts of the Council, NMFS, and ADF&G in
April 2012, the Council adopted a new problem statement and revised its previous action (1.¢., 2008 PA) by
adopting a preliminary preferred alternative (PPA) (which was corrected in June 2012) and additional options
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for analysis. The Council scheduled a new final action for October 2012, The analysis was distributed on
September 12, 2012. The executive summary is provided under Item _C-1(b). The analytical approach
criginally was approved by the SSC in 2008 and the Secretary for the 2011 public comment period,

There are five proposed altetnatives under consideration. The No Action altemmative would continue
management of the charter halibut sector in these areas under the Guideline Harvest Level (GHL) Frogram.
Annual amendments to federal regulations have been required in Area 2C v maich the management
measure(g) to constrain charter halibut harvests to the GHL. Overharvest of the GHLs in Area 2C have
gceurred each year, except for 2011 when harvest was under the GHL by 30%. A new approach implemented a
more timely action in Area 2C though the International Pacific Helibut Commission’s (IPHC) adoption of
annual management measures in January 2012, with publication in the Federa! Register in March 2012 and an
effective date of April 23, 2012,

Alternative 2 is the October 2008 Preferred Alternative. This CSP would: 1) replace the current GHL program;
2] set initial allocations for each sector; and 3) establish a matrix of management measures to control chartsr
halibut harvests to annuzal allocations; 4) aothorize annual ransfers of commercial halibut quota to chartsr
halibut permit holders for harvest in the charter fishery to provide flexibility for individual commercial and
charter fishery participants; and 5) a prohibition on retention of charter halibut by skippers and crew onboard
under all allocations and triggers in both areas, A proposed rule of this altemative was published in July 201 ]
and comments were accepted through September 21, 2011,

Alternative 3 is the 2G12 Preliminary Preferred Altemnative (PPA) for a modified CSP; it was adopted in April
201 2. In addition to the features identified under Altemnative 2, Altemnative 3 would replece the fixed matrix of
management measures under Alternative 2 with a requitement that annually the Coungil recommend, and the
IPHC adopt, management measures to maintain charter halibut hatvests within the respective allocations,
Alternative 3 differs from Alternative 2 in three ways: 1) itadjusts the 2008 Preferred Alternative allocation by
a) eliminating the £ 3.5% target range around the allocations, and b) converting from the statewide harvest
survey to logbooks with adjustments for crew harvests for estimating catch; 2) clarifies featores of the guided
angler fish (GAF) IFQ trensfer program; and 3} considers whether to recommend the IPHC implement separate
accountability measures for commercial wastage and charter wastage.

Alternative 4 contains the same elements as Altemative 3, except it would incraase the allocation to the charter
sector by 3.5% of combined charter and commercial catch limit (CCL) at the two lower CCL levels; ne
adjustment is made to the highest CCL. In s April 2012 motion, the Council labeled those potential
allocations as Option 1 {(Arca 2C) and Option 2 (Area 3A). They represent the 2008 Preferred Altemnative +
3.5% of the CCL.

Alternative 5 containg the same elements as Altemative 3, except it would increase the 2012 Pretiminary
Preferred Alternative (PPA) by the seme 3.5% of the CCL at lower CCL levels, They are labeled as Option 1
adjusted {Area 2C) and Option 2 adjusted {Area 3A}. These options apply a consistent approach to the 2012
PP A, that was applied to the 2008 Preferred Aiternative under Alternative 4. Their addition applies a consistent,
logical approsch to identifying the full range of allocation options and notices the public of potential action by
the Council when it selects its Final Preferred Alteenative in October 2012,

A comparison of the alternatives, had they been in effect in 2012, is presented below for each arca.



Arsa 2C comparison of allocations (Miba) under Alternatives 1 through 5, had they besn in affect
in 2012,

2012 Ak 3 Alt. 5
combined | 2812 Alt 1 Al 2 Logbook Alt. 4 Logbock

Area 2C - fotal GHL 2008 adjustment Oplions adjustment
linmit CEY PA only (2012 1and2 + Oplicns 1

PPA) and 2
Charier 0.934 0.599 0.633 0.720 0.754
Cornmerclal 2.529 2.861 2.827 2,740 2.706

3.480 5.860 % of combined catch limit

Charter 26.9% 17.3% 18.3%  20.8%. 21.8%
Commaercial 73.1%  B2.7% 81.7%  79.2% 78.2%

*The IPHC applied 'slow up full down' in Arez 20 in 2012,

Arex 3A comparison of allocations {Mlbs) under Alternatives 1 through 5, had they been In effect
in 2H2.

on12 Al 3 Alt. 5
combined 2012 Al 1 Alt. 2 Logbook Alt. 4 Loghook

Area 3A catch total GHL 2008  adjustment Options adjustment
limit CEY PA, only (2012 1and2 + Options 1

PPA) ang 2
Charer 3.103 2103 2.343 2629 2.869
Commercial 1.9 12419 12.679 12,393 12,153

15.022 19,780 % of combined catch limit

Charter 20.7% 14.0% 158% 17.5% 19.1%
Cornmercial 79.3%  86.0% B4.4%  82.5% 80.9%

*The IPHC applied 'slow up full down' in Area 3&in 2012

{¢) Methodology for Selecting Annual Management Measures

The SSC will review a paper that describes the procedures that ADF&G will use to project chanter yields under
alternative management measures that the Council is fikely to consider in the short term. Once approved, the
Council has tasked the Charter Management Inplementation Comtnittee with selecting a narrow range of
alternative management measures for analysis during its October 19, 2012 meeting. ADF&G will provide an
analysis of the recommended measures to the Commitiee and Council at their respective Decemnber 2012
meetings. Then, the Committes will recommend and the Council will select a preferred management measure
for each area {as ngeded) to constrain harvest to the respective GHLs in December. The Council will ferward
its recommendation or consideration by the IPHC for adoption dering its January 2013 Annual Meeting, as part
of its annual management measures for 2013, This is the same sequence of events for implementation of the
U45068 inch restriction for Area 2C in 2012, with the addition of S8C review of the methodology as
requested by the Council. It is hoped that the S5C will review projection methods at this time, and then only as
needed as those methods evelve.



AGENDA C-1(a)
OCTOBER 2012

Final 2011 Sport Halibut Harvest Estimates
Alaska Department of Fish and Game

1. Area 2C Harvest;

Table 1.1. Area 2C sport halibut harvest estimates by sector and subarea, 2011.

Ketchikan 10.5 2,575 22,106 14.8 417 bl1661
Prince of Wales Island 3.7 R 419 72,863 11.7 BAST 98,937
Petersburg/Wrangell 14.3 1,585 22,719 21.6 6,954 140,461
Sitka 3.7 14 486 125611 215 3043 84,657
Juneau 9.8 1,093 36,079 12.8 10,602 135935
Haines/Skagway o ] 123 706 9,055
Glacler Bay 10.2 5,782 59,246 19.7 7.364 145,252
Area 2C 9.4 36,545 343,625 16.2 42,202 £85,450

".Average net weight {headed and gutted), rounded to the nearest 0.1 Ib.

Table 1.2. Approximate 95% c.onf' dence intervals for j,neld estimates (million pounds]

T P e BT B [1 D PR
Charter 0.344 0.015
Nencharter 0.685 0.046
Chverall 1025 £.051

*-Standard errors are preliminary estimates,

Table 1.3, Compansc-n of October 2011 }'leld projections to final estimates (million pounds).
D R - PPRRREOI £ ORI

Charter 0.358 6.344 +12.9%

Moncharter 0.925 0.685 +34.9%
Overall 13132 1.029 +27.6%

ADF&G — Div. Sport Fish, 09/14/12 Paga 10f &



AGENDA C-1(a)
OCTORER 2012

Table 1.4, Area 2C sport halibut harvest hlstur}' by sector,

;'1995 43,615

Eiy

39,707 193 0765 | 89322 186 1751

1996 | 53,580 221 1187 41,307 28 0.943 94,857 22.4 2129
1997 | 51,181 20.2 1.034 53,205 i14 1.13% 104,386 0.8 2172
1938 | 54,364 291 1.584 Mo GHL 42,580 215 0017 96,944 25.8 2.501
1959 | 52,735 17.8 0.939 44,301 204 0.904 97,036 19.0 1.843
2000 | 57,208 19.7 1.130 54,432 20.6 1121 111,640 20.2 2,251
2001 | 66,435 181 1202 43,515 16.6 0.7l 109,954 125 1923
2602 | ©4,614 19.7 1375 40,199 203 0314 104,813 19.9 2080

003 | 73,784 15.1 1412 1.432 45,697 18.5 0.845 119,482 18.9 2.258
004 | 84,327 20.7 1750 1.432 62,989 88 1187 147,316 19.9 2937
2005 | 102,206 19.1 13952 1.432 60,364 14.0 0.245 162,570 17.2 2758
006 | 90,471 19.9 1.304 1.432 50,520 14.3 0.723 140,991 17.9 2.526
2007 | 108,335 17.5 1518 1432 58,498 16.53 1131 178,333 171 2048
2008 | 102,965 19.4 1.999 0.331 66,256 19.1 1.265 169,261 19.3 3264
200% | 53,602 233 1249 0.728 §5,549 173 1.133 119,151 20.0 2.283
2010 | 41,202 6.4 1086 0.788 52,896 16.7 0.885 54,093 209 1.971
2011 | 36,545 8.4 0.334 0.788 42,202 152 0.685 78,747 13.1 1.029

Area 2C

2.5 1

20 4

1.5 1

1.0 4

Wield (M ib}

0.5 1

a0 77
1984 1996 1958 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012

Table 1.5. H:story of Area 2C charter regula.lmns

1995-2005 Twu-ﬁsh I:ag Iimlt {na sh:e restrlctlnns]. ng limit on ergw mtentlnn
2006 Two-fish bag imit [no size [lmit], state EQ prohibitng crew harvest 5/26-12/31.
007 Two-fish bag limit {1 under 327 off. 5/1}, no crew retention 5/1-12/31 [State €0 and Federal Rule).
2008 Two-fish bag limit {1 under 327), excapt cne-fish bag limt Jun 1-1G (halted by Injunction).
2000 Cine fish [n s1za limit], no harvest by skipper & crew, line limit {affective June 5,
2030 Cne fIsh {no size Imit), ro harvest by skipper & crew, ling limit.
2011 One fish with maxlmum size Umit of 37°, no harvest by skipper and crew, linz limit,

ADF&G — Div, Sport Fish, 08M14#12 Papge 2 of 6



AGENDA C-1{a)
OCTOBER 2012

2. Area 3A Harvest:

Table 2.1. Area 3A sport halibut harvest estimates by sector and subamca, 2011.

Central ka In!et 14.6 45,535 654 249 133 35 961 473 212
Lower Cool Infet 143 74,485 1,102,178 112 47,547 536,460
Kodiak 145 12,984 188,582 15.9 8172 130,260
Naorth Gulf Coast 139 39,250 546,737 10.2 15,432 157,454
Eastern PWS 196 5,132 100,644 14.7 8213 120,636
Western PWS 161 2,730 44,085 144 11,129 160,153
Yakutat 350 3,576 125307 211 1,010 21,340
Glatiar Bay 359 601 21,587 o 0
Area 35 15.2 184,253 2,793,367 126 128,464 1,614,514

¥ — Average net weight, rounded to the nearest 0.1 Ib.

Table 2.2, Appmximam 95% confidence intervals for yield estimates {million pounds).
ageroTTh IR etimatd - A RSEHEE T T F TaWer it Upper Lt

Charter 2792 0.128 2,542 3.0a5
Non-Charter 1615 0.050 1.438 1791

Overall 4.408 0,158 4.095 4.717

Table 2.3. Ct}mpanson of Ocmher 2011 yle]d pro_]ecuuns to final estimates {(million pounds).
T T SR

Charter z.sa";
Non-Charter 1.704
Overall 4.541

ADF&G - Div. Sporl Fish, 08M14/12 Page3of 5



AGENDA C-1{n)
OCTOBER 2012

Table 2.4, Arvea 3A sport halibut harvest histar}r by sector.

95, 206
1896 142,95? 108,812 i7.6 1918 451,769 188 4,740
1847 | 132,356 119,516 17.6 2.100 172,366 20,2 5.514
1598 | 143,368 No GHL 105,876 16,2 1717 49,244 189 4,703
1599 | 131,726 95,498 174 1.695 231,224 153 4,228
anpd | 159,609 128427 169 2.165 288,036 184 5.305
001 | 163349 90,249 171 1543 253,598 1R4 4.575
an02 | 149,608 53,240 159 1478 242,848 173 4.20¢
2003 | 163,629 3.650 118,004 173 2.046 281,633 9.2 5427
2004 | 197,208 3.650 134,960 14.4 1.537 332,168 169 5.606
005 | 206002 3.650 127,086 15.6 1.584 333,938 1740 5.672
2006 | 204,115 3.650 114,287 14.6 1674 315,002 16.7 5337
007 | 236,133 3.650 166,338 13.7 2281 402,471 15.6 6.283
008 | 198,108 3.650 145,288 134 1942 343,394 155 5.320
2008 | 167,599 3.650 150,205 135 2.023 317.804 15.0 4,758
2010 | 177,460 3.650 124,088 128 1.587 301,548 14.2 4.285
2011 | 184,253 3.650 128 464 126 1.615 312,757 14.1 4,408
Area 3A
5.0
A0 1
s 307 —e— Charter
g ----- GHL
2.0 1 —0— Non-Charter
1.0 1
0.0

1954 1995 1928 Zﬂﬂﬂ 2002 2004 2ﬂﬂ6 EDGB 2010 24'.'!12

Table 2.5. Hlstor},-' of Area 3A charter rcgulatwns

1995-20(}6 Twu-f' sh bag limit [na 5izg resml:tlnns], nu limit on crew retention
2007  Two-fish bag limit (no size rastrictions), state EO prohibiting crew harvest 5/1-12/31,
2008 Two-fish bag limit [no size restrictions), state EQ prohibiting crew harvest 5/24-9/1,
2009 Two-fish bag limit [no size restrictions), state EQ prohibiting crew harvest 5/23-9/1.
2010 Twao-fish bag limlt |no size restrictions), no limit en crew retention
2011 Twir-fish bag limlt (e size restrictions), ne limit on crew retention

ADFE&G — Div. Spont Fish, 0914712 Paged ofb



AGENDA C-1(a)
OCTOBER 2012

3. Comparison of Logbook and Statewide Harvest Survey Estimates

Table 3.1. Comparison of estimates of charter halibut harvest biomass (yield) based on numbers
of fish from logbooks and from Statewide Harvest Survey estimates, 2006-2011.

28 2006 2. 053 0. DSZ 1 BN D.DBQ
2007 2.015 0.028 1918 0.085
2008 1.574 0.025 1,999 G099
2000 1187 0.022 1,249 2.071
2010 1.249 0.040 1.086 0.077
2011 0.452 0.005 0.349 C.015
3A 2006 4,689 0.072 3.664 0.108
2007 4.229 0.05% 4.002 0.120
2008 3.865 0.063 3.378 0.142
2009 3.044 0,055 2.734 £.133
2010 3.228 0.122 2.698 0.116
2011 2.208 0.133 2.793 0.128

*Standard errors for Area 20 are preliminary.

Charter Hallbut Yield with Approximate 95% Confidence Intervals,
E [T T —

Yield (M 1)
tal

B Loghook
G SWHS

ADF&G - Div. Sperl Figh, 09H14/12 Page & of 5



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This analysis examines proposed changes to the management of Pacific halibut in the charter fisheries and
commercial setline fisheries in International Pacific Halibut Comunission (IPHC) Reguletory Areas 2C
and 3A in the Gulf of Alaska. The North Pacific Fishery Management Coungil (Council)} identified a need
to develop a catch sharing plan (CSF) for the charier and commercial sectors to address conservation and
allocation concerns in both areas. These concerns resulted from 1) increased harvests in the charter
halibut fishery, and 2} decreased catch limits in the commercial setline fisheries. There are five proposed
alternatives addressed in this analysts.

AGENDA C-1(b)
OCTOBER 2012

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 | Atemative &
2008 Preforred 2012 Preliminary {“Option 182" | (“Option 182"
Altgmative Prifarted Atomative Adjusted)
Type of No Action; annual | Regulatory Regulalory Amardment, | Same as Same as
Couneil mcommendations | Amendment annual recommend - Altemative 3 | Alternativa 3
Action o IFHC ticns & lattar to IPHG
Descripticn Guideline Harvest | Galch Sharing Plan | Same a5 Altemative 2 Same as Same as
Lavval Program replaces the GHL Akemative 2 | Akernative 2
continues Program % one fish
beg limit in Ares 2C
Type af Fixed “Target® Sactor Allocattons Same as Alternative 2 Bame as Sama as
Allocation Allgcation in lbs 1hai float with haltbut Altarnativa 2 Alemative 2
based on halbut | abundanca (fixed
abundange parcent}
Allocation 125% of aversge | < Lower Abundance: | Modified Allemative 2 Modlhed
Basgls 198515880 125% of average by: Altermative 2
charter halibut 2001-200%5 charter 1} aliminating the £2.5% | allecations to
harvest harvest divided by target renga around the charter
combined chartes the allocations, and sactor by
and commercial 2} adjusiing allocations | +3.5% of
halibut harvasts for corwversion fram combined
= Higher abundance: the statewide harvest | catch limit.
Area 20 - 2005 survey to laghoole {CCL) at the
charter harvest, Area with crew harvests twa lower (of
3A - 126% of 1985 removed, thres) CCL
1999 average avsls
harvest
Allocations See separate breakout table for specific proposed allozslion alfernatives
Action Mone; could result | None; overages and | Annual analysis & Same as Same as
Reguired i in annual Counck | underages from racommendation of Alemnative 3 | Altarnative 3
Target! action and NMFS | projections are management measure
Allosation Is rule-making, with | expected to balance | to the IPHG for
Exceaded delayed feed- out in the longer implamentation for
back lnop term; managemant URCOMing seasan
rasulling in likely | mafrix controls (replacas malix). Usa
mismatch of charter harvests; of legbooks to manage
measure and however Council has | fishery may reduce
curment harvast Identified uncertainty in harvast
level Inadaquacles in the projections and choeice
mgifx of annual management
MeASUISSs.
Gulded Anglar | No Yos Modified Altemativa 2 Sama as Samea as
Fish Program Alernative & | Alternative 3
Separaio No Yes for dirvect ishary | Yas for direct fishery Sgma as Sama as
Accountabllity and wastage Altarnative 3 Alternahive 3
Moots Mo Yes, but with Yas Sama as Sameo as
Problem deficiencies Aftemative 3 | Alternative 3
Statamant
Rovsed Areg 204 Hakbid Coloh Sharing Plan — Seplember 2012 Xiv



The five alternatives primarily are differentiated by proposed allocation choices, along with other
program features ihat are detailed in the list of alternatives and the chart above. The tables show both the
status quo alternative and the alternatives defined in the Council metion. Mote that the GHL allocation is
based on the Total CEY and the CSP allocations are based on the CCL. The proposed range of allocation
options for each area is listed in the tables below, Other companents, aside from allocation opticns, also
will be addressed in the EA,

Proposed Area 2C charer allocafions [0 this analysis

Altl Alt2 Alt3 Alt 4 Alt S
2012 PPA (2008 Opllon 1 Crption 1
if Total CEY PA adiusied for (2008 Pref  adjusted
is grezgter  GHLU in Mib || Combined Catch 2009 Prefermed  allocation and  Alt + 3.5% (2012 PPA +
then (MIb} _(Siatus Quo) Limit {CCL) AlE, loghioks) of CCL)  3.5% of COL*
4779 0,758 <5 M 17.3% 18.3% 20.8% 21.8%
5.001 0.83 25 b -9 MEb 15.1% 15.9% 18.6% 19.4%
B.303 1,074 9 Mb 15.1% 15.8% 15.1% 15.8%
7.985 12177
8.027 1.432

Proposed Area 34 charter allocations in this anelysis

Alt1 Alt2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt S

2012 PPA (2006 Cplion 2
If Tofal CEY FA adjusted for  Option 2 adjusted
is greater  GHL in MIb || Combined Catch 2008 Prefemed  zliocationand (2008 Pref (2092 PPA +

then (MIb) _{Status Cuo) Limit {CCL) Alt, logbocks) Al + 3.5%) 3.5% of GCLY
11.425 2008 < 10 Mb 15.4% 17.2% 18.9% 20.7%
13,5964 2.373 z 10 Mib - 20 Mib 14.0% 15.6% 17.5% 19.1%
16.504 27U 220 Mib 14.0% 15.6% 14.0% 16.8%
19,042 3102
21.581 3.650

Revised Arma 2034 Mafhid Calch Sharfog Plan— Seplambar 2012 K



Enviranmental Assessment

The Envirotumental Assessment (EA) evaluates the potential biological, social, and economic impacts of
proposed repulations to manage the Pacific halibut fisheries in Area 2C and Area 3A. The proposed
action would (1) set an init{al allocation between the charter and commercial halibut sectors with
accompanying harvest restrictions to limit charter harvests to the respective allocations in Area 2C and
Area 3A; (2) implement a market-based program for the charter sector to increase its initial allocations
through individual transfers of commercial hatibut IFQs, (3) identify a process for sctting annual
management measures for the charer sector to constrain harvests to the sector’s zilocation, and (4)
accaunt for all removals by sector.

The problem statement that was adopted by the Council reads:

The absence of a hard allocation between the commercigl longline emd charter halibut sectors has
resuffed I conflices between sectors, and tensions in coastal communities that arve dependent on the
halibut resource. Unless a mechanism for tramsfer berween sectors i established, the existing
environment of instability and conflict wilf continue. The Council seeks to address this instability, whiie
balancing the needs of all who depend on the haltbut resource for food, spori, or livelihood.

The purpose of the propased action s, first, to create a catch sharing plan {CSP) ihat would set an initial
allocation berween the charter halibut sector and commercial longline halibut sector, and reduce the time
lag batween occurrence of an overage and a management response; and, secord, to allow the charter
sector to increase its initial allocation by compensating the commercial sector for any future reallocations
above the level set at initial allocation by using a market-based approach. The proposed sector allecations
are intended to stop the uncompensated de facfo reallocation from the commercial sector to the charter
sector. The GHL has been exceeded in Area 2C each year since its implementation in 2004, despite
restrictive control measures that were recommended by the Council and implemented by NMFS. The
GHIL. was exceeded in Area 3A from 2004 through 2007, Cherter halibut harvests have grown at an
average annual rate of 6.8 percent in Area 2C and 4.1 percent in Area 3A, from 1998 through 2006, The
namber of active vessels, the total number of clients, the average number of clients per trip, and the
average numbers of trips per vessel, were at their highest levels in the recorded data period of 1998
through 2006 at the time of Council action. The number of clients per trip has increased steadily in recent
years. This indicates that client demand far chartet services has been met by the charter sector increasing
the supply of trips over those years. It is also Yikely that the recent economic downturn and the one-fish
bag limit in Area 2C have decreased demand for charter ttips.

Furpose and Nead Statement

The Council is concerned about its ability to maintain the stability, economic viability, and diversity of
the halibut industry, the quality of the recreational experience, the access of subsisience users, and the
socioeconomic well-being of the coastal communities dependent on the halibut resource. Specifically, the
Council noted the need for reliable harvest data would increase as the magnitude of harvest expands in the
charter sector. The Council identified the following areas of concern, with respect to the recent growth of
halibut charter operations.

+ The recent growth of charter operations may be contributing to overcrowding of productive
grounds and declining harvests per unit of effort for historical sport, commercial, and subsistence
fishermen in some areas.

+  As there is currently no limit on the annual harvest of halibut in the chaster fishery, an open-

ended reallocation from the commercial IFQ sector to the charter industry occurs when charter

" harvest excecds the GHL. This reallocation may increase, if the projected growth of the charter

industry cccurs. The economic and social impact on the commercial TFQ fleet of this open-ended
reailacation may be substantisl.

Revised Args 2073A Helbut Catch Sharing Plen ~ Septomber 2012 xd



= In some areas, community stability may be affected as traditional sport, subsistence, and
commereial IFQ fishermen are displaced by charter LEP holders. The uncertainty associated with
the present situation and the conflicts that are occurming between the various user groups may also
be impacting community welfare,

= Informatien is lacking eon the socioeconomic compesition of the cwrent cbarler industry.
Information is needed that tracks {a) the effort and harvest of individual charter operations and (b)
changes in business patierns.

Description of Alternatives

Alernative 1. Status quo

Alternative 1 {No Action) would continue management of the charter sector under the Guideline Harvest
Limit (GHL) program and harvest control measures. The status quo allows the charter sector in Areas 2C
and 3A to harvest up to (and beyond) the GHLs. The GHL is established annually for Areas 2C and 3A,
and may be adjusted downward, based on the total CEY that is determined by the IPHC. Such
adjustments have occurred in recent years in both areas due to a declining halibut Total Constant
Exploitation Yield (TCEY). Annuai amendments to federal repulations have been required in Area 2C to
match the management measure(s) to control charter halibut harvests to the GHL (Table ES-1).

Tabls ES-1 Managemant undear the GHL Program

2006 1422 fizh any size
2007 1432 Twa fish {1 < 32%
2008 0.5 Twm fish {1 <327

2C | 2009 0.788 One fish any size
2010 0.783 One fish any size
20114 0.788 One fish < 37"
2012 0.931 Raverse slot Imit (U45 OE8)
plad )] a.850 Two fish any size
207 3.650 Two fish any size
2008 3650 Twa fish any size

3A | 2009 31.650 Two fish eny size
2010 3550 Twa fish any size
2011 3850 Twa fish any size
2012 3.103 Twag fish any size

Source: ADF&O, 2012,

*2012 management measures were implemented through the IPHC annual management measeres;
201) messures wers implsmented through 8 Secretarinl regulatory amendment;
2010 and prior maasures were implemenied through Council regulatory amendinents,

The status que includes current federal and state regulations that would remain unchanged. Current
federal regulations for Area 2C Pacific halibut charters include {1} a one-fish bag limit; (2) & prohibition
on the catch and retention of halibut by charter vesse] puides, operators, and crew; (3) a Jimit on the
number of lines used to fish for halibut, which must not exceed six ar the number of charter vessel clients
onboard the charler vessel, whichever is fower; and (4) a reverse slot limit (U45 Q68). The current federal
bag limit for Area 3A is two fish of any size per day for Pacific halibut charters. State of Alaska
Emergency Order No. 2-R-3-03-09 was igsued jn 2009 to (1) prohibit the catch and retention of halibut by
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charter vessel guides, operators, and crew, while paying clients are on board the vessel; and (2) limit the
number of lines used to fish for halibut to no more than the number of charter vessel ¢lients onboard. The
emergency order was effective from May 23 through September 1, 2009, The State of Alasks did not
issue an Emergency Order for the 2010, 2011, or 2012 fishing seasons.

Aftemative 2. {2008 Prafarrad Alle
accountability

Element 1 - Initlal allocation end bag limits.

In Area 2C, when the combined charter and commercial setline catch limit is lzss than 5 MIb, the charter
allocation will be 17.3 percent of the combined charter and commercial setline catch limit. When the
combiired charter and commercial setline catch limit is 5 Mib or move the allocation will be 15.1 percent.
Management variance not to exceed 3.5 percentage points {plus or minus) may occur around this
allocation. The Council’s expectation is that the variances will balance over time to ensure TPHC
conservation and management objectives are achieved.

Trigger 1: When the combined charter and commercial setline carch limit is < 5 MIb, the halibut charter
fishery will be managed under a 1-halibut daily bag limit. The allocation for the charter sector will be
17.3 percent of the combined charter end commereial setline cateh limit, The charter sector’s expected
catch may vary between 13.8 percent and 20.8 percent. However, if the charter krarvest for an upcoming
season is projected to exceed 20.8 percent of the combined charter and commercial setline catch fimit,
then a maximum size limit will be implemented to reduce the projected harvest level to be lower than
17.3 percent of the combined charter and commercial setling catch limit. If the projected charter harvest
results in a catch rate (percentage of projected charter harvest divided by the combined commercial and
charter catch limit for that Area) that is lower than the lowest charter harvest percentage in that trigger
range, then the charter harvest shall be managed under the daily bag limit of the next higher trigger, so
long as the projected charter harvest percentage of the combined catch limit falls within the percentage
range included under that trigger.

Trigger 2: When the combined charter and commercial setling catch limit is between 5 Mlb and 9 Mib,
the halibut charter fishery shall be managed under a 1-halibut daily bag limit. The charter sector’s
allocation will be 15,1 percent of the combined catch limit. The charter sector’s expected catch may vary
between 11,6 percent and 18.6 percent. However, if the charter harvest for an upcoming season is
projected to exceed 18.6 percent of the combined catch limit, then a maximum size limit will be
implemented to reduce the projected harvest level to 15.1 percent of the combined catch limit. If the
projected charter harvest results in a catch rate (perceniage of projected charter harvest divided by the
combined catch limit for that Ares) that is [ower than the lowest charter harvest percentage in that tnigger
range, then the charter harvest shall be managed under the daily bag limit of the next higher trigger, 30
long as the projested charter harvest percentage of the combined catch limit falls within the pmcentage
range ircluded under that trigger.

Trigger 3; When the combined catch limit is between 9 Mib ard 14 MIb, the charter halibut fishery shall
be managed under a 2-halibut daily bag limit (only one of which may be longer than 32 inches). The
charter sector’s allocation will be 15.1 percent of the combined catch limit. The charter sector’s expected
catch may vary batween 11.6 percent and 18.6 percent. However, if the charter harvest for an upcoming,
season is projected to exceed 18.6 percent of the combined catch limit, then the charter fishery will revert
back to a 1-halibut daily bag limit. If the projected charter harvest results in a catch rate (percentage of
projected charter harvest divided by the combined catch Jimit for that Area) that is lower than the lowest
charter harvesi percentage in that triggsr range, then the charter harvest shall be managed under the daily
bag limit of the next higher trigger, so long as the projected charter harvest percentage of the combined
catch limit falls within the percentage range included vnder that trigger.

Trigger 4: When the cambined catch limit is greater than 14 Mib, the halibut charter fishery will be
managed under & 2-halibut daily bag limit. The charter sector's allocation will be 15.1 percent of the
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combined catch limit. The charter sector’s expected catch may range between 11.6 percent and 18.6
percent. However, if the charter harvest for an upcoming season is projected to exceed 18.6 percent of the
combined catch limit, the charter fishery will revert back to 2 2-halibut daily bag limit. Only one of the
retained halibut ma:,-r be Iunger than 32 inches.
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In Area 3A, when the combined charter and commercial setline catch limit is less than EQ Mib, the charter
allocation will be 15.4 percent of the combined charter and commercial setline catch limit. When the
combined charter and commercial setline catch limit is 10 Mlb and above, the allocation will be 14.0
percent. Management vartance not to exceed 3.5 percentage points {plus or minus) may oceur around this
allocation. The Council’s expectation is that the variances witl balance over time to ensure IPHC
conservation and management objectives are achieved,

Trigper 1: When the combined charter and setline catch limit is < 10 Mlb, the charter halibut fishery will
be managed under a 1-balibut daily bag limit The charter sector’s allocation will be 15.4 percent of the
combined charter and setline catch limit. The charter sector’s expected caich may vary between 11.9
percent and 8.9 percent of the combined catch, However, if the charter harvest for an upcoming season is
projected to exceed 18.9 percent of the combined catch limit, then a2 maximum size lipit will be
implemented to reduce the projected charter harvest below 15.4 percent of the combined harvest. If the
projected charter harvest results in a catch rate {percentage of projected charter harvest divided by the
combined cemmercial and charter catch 13mit for that Ares) that is lower than the lowest charter harvest
percentage in that irigger range, then the charter harvest shall be managed under the daily bag limit of the
next higher trigger, 50 long as the projected charter harvest percentage of the combined catch limit falls
within the percentage range included under that trigger.

Trigger 2: When the combined catch limit is between 10 Mib and 20 Mib, the halibut charter fishery will
be managed under a {-halibut daily bag limit. The charter sector’s allocation will be 14.0 percent of the
combined catch limit. The charter sector’s expected catch may vary between 10.5 percent and 17.5
percent of the combined catch limit. However, if the charter harvest for an upcoming season is projected
to exceed 17.5 percent of the cambined catch limit, then a maximum size limit will be implemented to
reduce the projected charter harvest level to 14 percent of the combined catch limit. If the projecied
charter harvest results in a calch rate (percentage of projected charter harvest divided by the cambined
catch limit for that atea) that is lower than the lowest charter harvest percentage in that trigger range, then
the charter harvest shall be managed under the daily bag limit of the next higher trigger, so long as the
projected charter harvest percentage of the combined catch limit falls within the percentage range
included under that trigger.

Trieger 3: When the combined Llimit is berween 20 Mlb and 27 iMlb, the halibut charter fishery will be
managed under a 2-halibut daily bag limit (only one of which may be longer than 32 inches). The charter
sector's allocation will be 14.0 percent of the combined catch limit. The charter sector’s expected catch
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may vary between 10.5 percent and 17.5 percent of the comhined catch limit. However, if the charter
harvest for en upcoming season is projected to exceed 17.5 percent of the combined caich [imit, then the
charter fishery will revert back to a 1-halibut daily bag limit. If the projected charter harvest results in a
catch rate (percentage of projecied charter harvest divided by the combined catch limit for that Area) that
is kower than the lowest charter harvest percentage in that trigger range, then the charter harvest shall be
managed under the daily bag limiv of the next higher trigger, so long as the projected charter harvest
percentage of the combined catch limit falls within the percentage range included under that trigger.

Trigger 41 When the combined catch limit is greater than 27 Mib, the halibut charter fishery will be
manapged under a 2-halibut daily bag limit. The charter sector’s allocation will be 14.0 percent of the
combined catch Jimit, The charter sectors expected harvest may range between 10.5 percent and 17.5
percent of the combined catch limits. However, if the charter harvest for an epcoming season is projected
to exceed 17.5 percent of the combined catch limit, the charter fishery will revert back to a 2-halibut daily
bag, limit. Only one of the retained halibut may be longer than 32 inches.
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In Areas 2C and 3A, no retention of halibut by skipper and crew while paying clients are on board would
be allowed.

Element 2 - Annual regulatory cycietimeline.

The Council did not adopt an annual regulatory cycle for amending federal regulations. It is the Council’s
ihtent to not revisit or readjust bag limits; such bag limit changes will be triggered by changes in
combined charter and commercial setline catch limits established annually by the IPHC. Bag limits and
maximum size limies would be implemented by the TPHC based upon its determination of the combined
catch Jimits and the bag limit parameters described abave.

Elament 3= Supplomental, Individual usa of commercial IFQ to allow charier limited entry pormit
frolders (LEP) to lease commercial IFQ, In order fo provide additional harvesting opportunitias for
charioer anglers, not to exceed limits in place for ungufded anglers.

A. Leasing commercial [FQ Ffor conversion to Guided Angler Fish (GAF).

1. A Charter Halibut Limited Access Program (CHLAP) permit holder may lease [FQ for
conversion to GAF for use on the LEP.

2.  Commercial halibut QS holders may lease up to 1,500 pounds or 10% (whichever is
preater) of their annual IFQ to LEP holders (including themselves) for use as GAF on
LEPs. If an [FQ holder chooses to lease to a CQE, then the same limitations apply s if they
were leasing to an individual charter operator-—1,500 [b or 10 % whichever is greater. With
regard to CQE leasing: any quota which a CQE holds, regardless of its origin, could be
leased up to 100% to eligible residents of the CQE community. For example, a CQE may
hold quota share derived from purchase, lease from another qualified CQE, or leased from
an individual, and then lease up to 100% of the quota it holds.
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3. Mo more than 400 GAF may be assigned to an LEP endorsed for & or fewer clients,
Mo more than 600 GAF may be assigned to an LEP endorsed for more than 6 clients.

B. LEP holders harvesting GAF while participating in the charter halibut fishery are exempt from
landing and use restriciions associated with commercial IFQ) fishery, but subject to the landing and
use provisions detailed below.

C. GAF would be issued in numbers of fish. The conversion batween: ennual IFQ and GAF would be
based on average weight of halibut landed in each region’s charer halibaut Hshery (Area 2C or Area
3A) during the previous year as determined by ADF&G.'

D Subleasing of GAF would be prohibited.
E. Conversion of GAF back to commercial sector.

Unused GAF may revert back to pounds of IFQ and be subject to the underage provisions
applicable to their undedying commercial QS either antomatically on November 1 of each year or
upon the request of the GAF holder if such request is made to NMFS in writing prior to
November 1 of each year.

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

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

H. Commercial and charter fishing may not be conducted from the same vessel on the same day.

Alternative 2 was the 2608 Preferred Altemnative &0 replace the GHL Program with a catch sharing plan
(CSP) for Area 2C and Area 3A. This CSF would 1) replace the current GHL program; 2) set initial
allocations for each sector; and 3) establish a matrix of management measwres to control charter halibut
harvests to annual allocations; 4) authotize annual transfers of commercial halibut quota to charter halibut
permit holders for harvest in the charter fishery to provide flexibility for individual commercial and
charter fishery partieipants; and 5) prohibit retention of charter halibut by skippers and crew onboard
under all allocations and triggers in both areas.

The Council intended that the proposed CSP allocations to both sectors vary with halibut abundence, as
indicased in its selection of a fixed percentage ailocation under its 2008 Preferred Alternative. It would
have required pre-season notice of upcoming management measures to allow an uninterrupted charter
halibut season. The allocations for the lowest tier of CCLs are based on 125 percent of the 2041-2003
average charter harvest, which was the same formula selected by the Council to set the GHLs (although in
fixed pounds). These percentages were the highest percentage allocation cptions to the charter sector that
were considered by the Council and would yield the largest projected gross revenue each year. The
allocations at higher CCL3 are the second highest percentage allocation options for each arsa considered
by the Council, The analysis found that these allocations would exceed projected harvests from 2009
through 2011 and that more restriclive management measures would not be required. The Council
selected a different percentage of the CCL in each area because the initial allocations could have very
different impacts as a result of the size of the current constant exploitation yield (CEY) relative to
historical CEYs. The plan also identifies specific management tneasures that would be triggered at
different CCLs and identifies a matket-based approach for individval charter LEP holders, who are
willing buyers, to increase the charter sector allocation by compensating individual commercial FQ
holders, who are willing sellers, for their transferred quota. The plan would include a prohibition on
retention of charter halibut by skippers and crew,

"The Council’s longsterm plan may require furfher conversion ta same other form {e.g., angler days) in & future
action.
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While the Council selected its Preferred Alternative in Octaber 2008, supplemental analyses of aspects of
the Council’s motion were required to complete the analysis for submission to the Secretary, These were
reviewed by the Scientific and Statistical Commities, and accepied by the Council, in February 2009, The
draft final analysis was submitted to NMF3 in September 2009, Recommended revisions from informal
reviews by NMFS, and additional revisions of the analyses of the 2008 Preferred Alternative that were
requested by the Council, were incorporated into the draft submitted to the Secretary in July 2011, A
proposed rule was published in Jaly 20311 and comments were accepted through September 21, 2011,

In February 2012 the Council reviewed a report by NOAA Fishertes that included 1) requests for
clarification of Council intent on its propased CSP and 2) a summary of public comments. The Council
requested additional information and requested that the analysis be revised to reflect its clarifications and
to respond to public comments. Based on additional information provided by staffs of the Couneil,
NOAA Fisheties, and ADF&EG in April 2012, the Courcil adopted a new problem statement and revised
its previous action (3.¢., 2008 Preferred Alternative) by adopting 2 preliminary preferred alternative (PPA)
{which was corrected in June 2012) and additional options for analysis. The Council scheduled a new
final astion for October 2012,

Alternative 3 {2012 Preliminary Preferred Alternative’y Estabish g cate

Alternative 3 is the 2012 Preliminary Preferred Alternative for a modified C3P. In addition to the features
identified under Alternative 2 (outlined abowve), Alternative 3 would repiace the fixed matrix of
management measures under Altemative 2 with a requirement that the Council recomniend, and the IPHC
adopt, annval management measuras 1o maintain charter halibut hervests within the respective aliocations.,
Altemative 3 differs from Altemnative 2 in the following ways: 1) it adjusts the 2008 Preferred Alternative
allocation by a) eliminating the + 3,5% target range around the allocations, and b) using logbooks with
adjustments for crew harvests instead of the statewide harvest survey to estimating catch; 2) it clarifies
features of the GAF program (see below); 3} it considers whether to recomrnend to the IPHC that GAF
program implement separate accountabifity for commercial wastage and charter wastage.

In April 2012, the Council amended its previous action on the CSP (Alternative 2). It adopted the
following changes that would be incorporated into a new preliminary preferred alternative,

+ The Council adopts the March 27, 2012, recommendations of the Halibut Charter Management
Impiementation Commitice and the Advisory Panel 1o adopt the “2012 Approach™ for determining
annual chacter halibut management measures under the CSP and removing the current matrix of
management measures that are included in the current proposed rule. With this change, the Council
alsa removes the target range around the allocations of +/- 3.5%.

»  The Council also adopts the unanimous recommendation of the Halibut Charter Management
Implementation Committee and the Advisory Panel to use ADF&G loghooks as the primary data
collection method, The Council recommends using an adjustment factor based on the 5-year
average (2006-2010) of the difference between the harvest estimates provided by the logbocks and
the SWHS, with the adjustment factor reduced by the amount of harvest anributed to skipper and
crew. The Council’s understanding is that applying this adjustment factor would result in the
following changes to the CSP allocations, as corrected in June 2012:

Area 2C adjustment factor = 5.6%

Area 2C current CSP allocation in Tier 1 = 17.3%

Adjusted CSP allocation = (17.3% * 5.6%) + 17.3% = [8.3%
Area 2C current CSP allocation in Tiers 2 through 4 = 15.1%
Adjusted CSP allocation = (15.1% * 5.6%) + 15.1% = 15.9%
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Area JA adjusiment factor = 11.6%

Ares 3A current C3P allocation in Tier 1 = 15.4%

Adjusted CSP allocation = {15.4% * 11.6%) + 15.4%=17.2%
Arca 3A current CSP allocation in Tiers 2 through 4 = 14,0%
Adjusted CSP allocation = (14.0% * 11.6%) + 14.0% = 15.6%

» The Council recommends for consideration of a letier to the IPHC supporting the idea of separate
accountability of wastage between halibul sectors, and revising the preamble to the rule describing
the method that the Council woutd expect to be used by the IPHC in setting catch limits.

» Guided Angler Fish Program - all ¢lements of the GAF Program under the 2008 preferred
alternative would apply, except as noted below,

¥ GAF would be issned in numbers of fish. Conversion of IFQ) pounds te numbers of fish would be
based on the average weight of GAF from the previous year.

» In the first year of the GAF program, the GAF weight to number of fish convetsion factor would
be based on the previous year’s data or most recent year without maximum size limit in effect.

» The leasing limitation for each commercial halibut [FQ sharsholder would be limiled to 10% or
1,500 pounds of his or her IFQ boldings in Area 2C, and 15% or 1,500 pounds of his or her IFQ
holdings in Area 3A, whichever is greater,

»  Anglers 'would be required to mark GAT by removing the tips of the upper and lower lobes of the
tail and report the length of retained GAF halibut 10 NMFS through the NMFS appreved
electronic reporting system.

¥ A review within five vears of the start of the GAF pregram would be scheduled, which would
take into account the econotic effects on both sectors.

Alternative 4. Establish a catch gharing plan that incl gectt
PA by +3.59% on two lowar lsvals of combined calch s

Alternative 4 contains the same elements as Alternative 3, except it would increase the allocation to the
charter sector by 3.5% of combined charter and commercial catch limit (CCL) at the two lower CCL
levels; no adjustment is made to the highest CCL. In its April 2012 motion the Couneil labeled those as
Option 1 (Area 2C) and Option 2 {Area 3A). The options represent the 2003 Preferred Alternative +
3.5% of the CCL.

Onption 1: Area 2C
Al 2 combined catch limit of <5 Mlbs, establish the CSP allocation at the upper end of the

original range preposed for the CSP (20.8%); at a combined catch limit of =5 - <9 Mlbs,
establish the CSP allocation at the upper end of the original range proposed far the CSP (18.6%).
At combined catch limits of >9 Mlbs, maintain the original target CSP allocation of 15.1%.

Option 2: Area 34

At a combired catch limit of <10 Mibs, establish the CSP allocation at the upper end of the
original range proposed for the CSP (18.9%); at a combined catch limit of =310 — <20 Mlbs,
establish the CSP allocation at the upper end of the original range proposed for the CSP (17.5%).
At combined cateh limits of 220 MIbs, maintain the original target CSP allocation of 14.0%.

ment of 2042

Spemelive 3, rah acal 5nfcnmb|ned catch i

Alternative 5 contains the same elements as Alternative 3, except it would increase the 2012 PPA by the
seone 3.5% of the CCL at lower CCL levels, They are labeled as Option | adjusted {Area 2C) and Option

* An interagency staff working group recommends that Council identify the guide or “skipper” as the responsible
party for marking (JAF. This lanpuage is consistent with a verbal correction 1o the motion that cccurred during the
April 2012 Couvncil meeting, but was ot incorporated into the written langnage that was adopted.
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2 adjusted (Area 3A). These options apply a consistent approach to the 2012 PPA that was applied 1o the
2008 Preferred Alternative under Alternative 4, Their addition applies a consistent, logical appreach to
identifying the full range of allocation options and notices the public of potential action by the Council
when it selects ts Final Preferred Alternative in Oetober 2012, The range of allocation options are listed
int the tables helow.
Option i adj : 2
At a combined carch limit of <5 MIlbs, establish the CSP allocation at the upper end of the
original range proposed for the CSP (21.8%); at a combined catch limit of 25 — <% Mibs,
establish the CSP allocation at the upper end of the original range proposed for the CSP {19.4%).
At combined catch limits of >9 Mibs, maintain the original target CSF allocation of 15.9%.

At a combined catch limit of <10 Mlbs, establish the CSP allocaticn at the upper end of the
original range proposed for the CSP (20.7%); at 2 combined catch limit of =10 — <20 Mibs,
establish the CSP allocation at the upper end of the original range proposed for the CSP (19.1%).
At combined catch limits of 220 Mlbs, maintain the original target CSP allocation of 15.6%.

Note: Under the 2012 model, the £3.5% range around the allocation would be removed, and the
Council would be annually recommending management measures that minimize the difference
between the projected harvest and the target allocation, without exceeding the allocation.

Sommary of Proposed Allocations: The result of the Council motion includes the following options to
divide the available halibut in Area 2C (Table ES-2) and Area 3A {Table ES~3). The first option is the
Council’s 2008 preferred alternative, That option would aliocate 17.3% of the Area 2C CCL to the charter
sector when the CCL is less than 5 Mibs. This percentage was eriginally derived as 125% of the 2001
through 2005 average charter harvest (GHL formula updated through 2005). The charter sector would be
allocated 15.1% when the CCL is 5 Mlbs or greater. This percentage wes originally derived based on the
2005 charter harvest, The 2012 PPA is the 2008 preferred altemative increased by 5.6% to account for
using logbooks as the primary data collection mechanism, The third option, “Optien 1 (unadjusted)”, is
the 2008 preferred alternative increased by 3.5% of the CCL. The 3.5% increase equates to the upper
bound of the target range in the Council’s 2008 preliminary preferrsd alternative. Fimally, the fourth
option “Option | {adjusted for allocation and loghooks)™ is “Option 1 (unadjusted)” plus 3.5% of the
CCL.

Effect of Altematlves

The proposed alternatives address allocation of the Pacific halibut resource between the commercial
setline and charter sectors, While the alternatives would affect harvest levels and charter fishing practices,
total halibut removals would not be affected as any decreases in charter harvests would result in increased
commercial harvests. The [PHC factors estimated halibut removals into the halibut stock assessment
when setting annual commercial longline catch limits. Therefore, none of the proposed alternatives is
expected to significantly impact the kalibut stock. None is expected to affect the physical environment,
benthic community, marine mammals, seabirds, or non-specified groundfish species. The data are
insufficient to quantify whether groundfish stocks may be affected by the alternatives, but any effects on
groundfish from the propesed action are expected to be minor, There may be an effect on the human
environment, as there are winners and losers under any sector allocation. The Council attempted to
mitigate the impacts of the initial allocation on the charter sector by allowing charter limited entry permit
holders to acquire additional allocation from the commercial sector, through financial compensation.
Charter clients who fish with these permit holders would be allowed to fish under regulations similar to
those for non-guided anglers.
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Royulatory Impact Review

The economic impacts of the alternatives considered in this analysis are discussed in terms of the status
quo {(GHL) and ihe four CSP alternatives (Alternatives 2 through 5) that are being considered by the
Councit to replace the GHI.. As noted in the Ociober 2007 Scientific and Statistical Committee (38C})
report, this analysis does not provide quantitative estimates or confidence intervals for the magnitude of
net national benefits. Nor are quartitative estimates provided for regional economic impacts of the
alternatives considered in this amendment. Because those estimates cannot be provided, given the
informetion available, the analysis does not identify an optimal allocation. Additional data that i
currently unavailable would be needed to provide information on the contribution of ¢ach alternative to
national welfare associated with all sources of commercial removals (e.g., setline retained catch and
wastage, charter catches and release mortality, bycatch in other fisheries, etc.), 2s well as the effects these
mey have on users and uses of the resource not associated with commercial fishing activity, both market
and non-market. Even if the Council were abla to recommend an allocation that maximizes net benefits
te the nation under the current conditions, changes that occur within sectors and regions would require
frequent modifications to the allecations.

Alernative 1. Staty [c 1] Lavel

The GHL defines the amount of halibut allocated to the charter and commercial FFQ fisheries in Area 2C
and Area 3A. Charter allocations are defined based on the Total CEY, which is the exploitable biomass
multiplied by the exploitation rate. The charter harvest level is established in a step-wise fashion when the
Total CEY Is more than 4.779 Mlb in Area 2C. In Area A, the charter harvest level is defined when the
Total CEY is more than 11.425 Mlb. If the Total CEY is less than those amounts, the GHL is not used to
determine the charter allocation. When the Total CEY is more than 9.027 MIb in Area 2C the charter
harvest level is 1,432 iMIb and never increases; in Aree 3A the charter limit is always set at 3,650 Mib
when the Total CEY is more than 21.581 MIb.

Because the GHL is based on Total CEY the charter catch limit is not affected by other halibut removals,
Removals for unguided sport, personal use, waste, and bycatch are deducted from the Total CEY afier the
GHL is set. Commercial [FQ catch limits are established after other removals have been deducted from
the Total CEY and any adjustment to the catch limit have been made by the IPHC. As a result increases
in other removats affect the commercial harvest, but not the charter GHL. Because other removals have
tended to increase over time they have reduced the commercial IFQ allocation.

Area 2C The Area 2C GHL was reducad from 1.432 Mib to 931,000 Ib in 2008 and, subsequently, to
788,000 It in 2009. The GHL remained at 2002 levels until 2012 when it was increased 921,000 Mib.
Management measures in have been maore restrictive than the unguided sport bag limit since 2007. Those
restrictions on charter angler harvest were insufficient to constrain charter harvest 1o the GHL until 201 1.
That year the 37 inch size limit on the one fish bag limit, in addition to weak economic conditions,
resulted in the charter sector harvesting only an estimated 383,000 |bs of halibut. Based on early
estimates of 2012 charter harvest, it also appears the charter sector will be within their GHL.

Area 3A The GHL was reduced from 3.650 Mib (2004 through 2011) o 3,103 MIb (2012) in Area JA. A
two-fish daily bag limit {of any size} has remained in place over the entire life of the GHL. The charter
harvest permit program will alsc continue to be in place. Charter harvests are not expected to be
constrained by the program, because of excess capacity in the fleet. Client demand in Area JA is
assumed not to change as & result of maintaining these management measures.

Economic conditions since 2008 appear to have reduced demand for trips to Alaska, halibut charter trips,
and charter angler halibut harvests. The proportion of the decline in charter harvest atiributed to economic
conhdilions in Area 2C is not estimated, but are a result of changing management measures, general
economic conditions faced by potential charter clients, and biological conditions that have occurred in the
hatibut biomass and halibut distribution over this time period. Changes in Area 3A harvest are more
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directly related to changing economic conditions, since management measures affecting client welfare
have been unchanged.

A limited entry program for Area 2C and Area 3A was implemented in January 2010; permits were
required to be on board vessels in the charter halibut fishery beginning February 1, 2011. This program
limits the number of vessels that may be used by guided fishermen at any time and [imits the number of
clients that may fish on a permitted vessel during a trip, Yessels are limited by requiring a charter harvest
permit (CHP) be onboard a vessel when it is used for a halibut charter trip. There are 582 ¢harter permits
for Area 2C. The majority of these permits are issued for use by “traditional” chasier business operators
(537 permits or 92.3%). All but one of the remaining permits is issued to CQEs. In Area 34, 503 permits
are currently available to provide halibut charter trips. Those permits are primarily held by traditional
charter operatars (441 or 87.7%). Fifty-six of the remaining permits are held by CQEs and six by military
entities, The number of outstanding permits may be reduced slightly over time as the remaining permits
that are under dispute are noled on,

The status quo is not expected to alter the future harvest of halibut. However, the annual management
measures implemented under the status quo to limit the charter sector to their GHL will cause catch to
vary over time. Worldwide economic conditions will also impact halibut removals by the charter fishery.
The number of eligible participants in the fishery is determined by the charler permit program and will be
the same under all the alternatives under consideration.

Al ive.2, Calch Sharing Pl

Altemative 2 mirrors the Preferred Alternative that was selected by the Council in 2008, but never
approved by the SOC or implemented by NOAA Fisheries, A catch sharing plan would divide a
combined commercial and charter catch limit, determined by the IPHC for Areas 2C and 3A
independently, between the charter and commercial setline halibut fisheries. The allocation would divide
the catch limit such that in Area 2C the charter sector would be allocated 17.3% of the combined caich
limit, nsing estimates for 2012. That equates to a charter catch fimit of about 600,000 1bs, or a decrease of
about 310,000 1bs relative to the GHL. The impact of that decline on the charter sector will depend on the
difference in management measures that must be imposed to constrain the charter sector to their catch
limit. Those management measures will affect client demand for trips. The decrease in value associated
with decrease in clients will determine the change benefits obtained by charter operaters. More restrictive
charter client bag limits, are expected to reduce consumer surplus, but the ameunt cannot be quantified
with existing information. Processors of chanter caught fish and suppliers of goods and services to charter
operators will also be negatively impacted as the charter operator’s demand for those services declines.
Crew members may also realize a reduction in pay and tips as a result of fewer trips. Communities that
are more reliant an charter businesses than halibut TFQ harvestAandings ¢ould also realize a decline in
community impacts, both in terms of expenditures within the community and taxes generated. However,
most communities are dependent on both the commercia! IFQ and chartar fisheries, so negative impacts
realized by on sector will be offset, to some extent, by increased activity from the other sectar.

Management measures will be implemented based on the matrix siructure that selects the management
measures based on the CCL. The rigid structure of the matrix provides no discretion for managers to
select an alternative management measure other than those dictated by the matrix regardless of whether
harvests under that alternative measure better achizve the target allocation and have less of a negative
effect on charter bookings. Managers and the charter industry have limited experience with the measures
included in the matrix. As 2 result, it is possible that the expected effects of those measures (bath in terms
of harvests and the effects on the charter sector) may prove inaccurate. In addition, with changing halibm
stocks, it is possible that the effects could vary over time. While the matrix is responsive to changes in
projected harvests undsr the default measure, that response is limited to sslectlng a single back up
management measure. By limiting the response to an inadequate defanlt measure, or to the selection of a
single back vp measure, the matrix provides very little flexibility to respond to new information, The
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charter industry has recently supgested a number of unused measures intended to constrain their harvests
while minimizing the negative effects on charter demand. The matrix provides no opportunity for
consideration of these measures, which may prove far more effective in both eddressing the need to
constrain harvests of the charter sector and mitigate the negative effects of those constraining measures on
the charter industry.

Guided anglers musi abide by any possession limits, bag limits, and/or size limits that arz in place for the
charter sector In an area when harvesting from the common pool. GAF, leased from the commercial
sector, may allow CHP holders to offer their clients the opportunity to barvest halibut under the same
regulations {when more liberal) that apply to unguided anglers. Any such halibut, harvested outside of the
charter fishery regulations, must be identified as GAF (or will be subject to an snforcement action), GAF
will not be coumted against the common pool harvest, because a member of the commercial sector is
compensated to allow the charter harvest to increase by reducing their personal allecation, Because the
commercial sector is compensated for the halibut, the catch is deducted from the commercial allocation,
GATF may provide a market mechanism to ransfer QS from the commercial to the charier sector if the
halibut is of greater value to charter clients. Because very limited infonmation is availeble on the
willingness of clients to pay an additional fee for GAF, estimates are not provided on the amount of GAF
that would be leased or the prices associated with transfers that would result,

Alternativ through &. Catch Sha Plan

The preliminary preferred alternative (Alternative 3) and Alternatives 4 and 5 have the same structure and
component, but the sector allocations differ. Based on these alternatives and 2012 data the Arca 2C
charter catch limit would have been reduced from 931,000 1b under the GHL in 2012 to 633,000 Ib under
the 2012 PPA (Alternative 3), 720,800 Ib under Option 1 {Alternative 4), and 754,000 Tb under Optien 1
adjusted (Altemative 5). Relative to the GHL the charter catch limit would have been decreased by
298,000 |b under the 2012 PPA, 211,000 |b under Option 1, and 177,000 Ib under Option | adjusted. That
fish would have been directly reallocated to the commercial sector. Based on the average Area 2C
exvessel price, from 2011, of $5.52/1b, those gains equate io an increase in IFQ holder exvessel revenue
of about $977,000 to $1.16 million — depending on the option selected. The Area 3A charter caich limit
wonld have been reduced from 3.103 Mlbs under the GHL in 2012 to 2,343 Mlbs under the 2012 PPA
(Alternative 3), 2.62% Mibs under Opticn 2 (Alternative 4), and 2.869 Mibs under Option 2 adjusted
(Alternative 5). Relative to the GHL the charter catch limit would have been decreased by 758,000 Ib
under the 2012 PPA, 474,000 Ib under Option 2, and 234,000 1b under Option 2 adjusted. That fish weuld
have been directly reallocated to the commercial sector, Using the average Area 3A exvessel price of
$5.43/h from 2011, those gross exvessel revenue equate to an increase in [FQ holder exvessel revenue of
about £1.3 million t0 $4.1 million, depending on the eption.

These estimates represent only gross ex vessel revenues, a portion of which would be distributed to vessel
owners, crews, and support industries. In addition, processors of those fish, processor support industries,
consumers of commercially harvested halibut, and communities that receive fish tax revenue from the
landings would also benefit fram this redistribution of allocations. Losses to the charter sector would also
arise, but those fosses may not be as preportionately related to the pounds of halibut lost in 2012, Charter
revenue s determined by client demand for halibug charter trips. Client demand is related to their
expectations of the trip attributes and general economic conditions. As charter catch limits affects the
management measures (by altering the bag limits and size limits), it changes the client’s expectations of
the trip. When expectations are decreased to a point the client is no longer willing to take the ttlp, or will
only take the teip at a reduced price, demand is decreased. That decrease in dewand reduces the charter
operaior’s gross revenue and likely net revenue, Revenue decrease affects their charter industry suppliers,
processors of charter caught halibut, cherfer ¢rewmembers, other buginesses in the community that
provide goods and services to clients, and consumer’s surplus (the tenefit charter clients obtain from the
trip). Estimating the loss to the charter operatot, let alone all the other sectors, is complex. Those losses
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may more than offzet the gains to the commercial sector, but hecause of the limited information available
and the assumptions that would be required, those estimates are not generated.

The & 3.5% harvest allowance would be excluded from these options. The SSC has commented that the
range is oo narrow to meet the stated objective of accounting for management error. If the provision is
retained the Council should consider developing a stronger rational for its inclusion.

These alternatives also contain three modifications to the GAF program.

+ Include a requirement for skippers to mark GAF by removing the tips of the upper and lower
labes of the tail and report the length of the retained GAF halibut to NMFS through the NMFS
approved electronic reporting system.

It is critical that enforcement officers can easily distingnish GAF from fish harvested under the charter
bag limit, Marking each GAF by removing the upper and lower lobes of the tail allow anyone on the
vessel to distinguish GAF fish from other halibut that were caught. It is the responsibility of the skipper to
ensure that the GAF fish are praperly marked. Failure to properly mark GAF will result in the skipper
being subject to appropriate enforcement action, as determined by the actual circumstances of the
violation,

» A complete review within five years of the start of the GAF program, iaking into account the
economic effects of both sectors

This provisicn implements a iimeline for the Council to conduct a review of the GAF program. The
review must be completed within five years of the stari of the program so four or fewer years of date will
be available for the study. NMFS will collect data from GAF transfers to the charter sector and any GAF
that is returned to the commercial [FQ fishery on November 1. NMFS will also collect data on GAF
transfer prices. That information will be the primary source of quantitative economic data available for
the review. Data on the overall harvest and bag limits in place during the first years of the program will
also be available. These data, along with qualitative information collected from participants in the fishery
will likely form the bulk of this analysis. At this time the charter industry has not been requested to report
trip revenues or how clients will compensate charter operators for the use of GAF, Unless that
information is collected, the anelysis will provide only a qualitative discussion.

&  Anincrease in the Area 3A IFQ lease limits from 1,500 |bs or 10%% of IFQ) issued (whichever is
greater} to 1,500 Lbs or 15%6 of IF(Q) issued (whichever is greater).

Increasing the percentage of [FQ that holders of more than 10,000 lbs of IFQ in Area 3A may lease,
results in about 300,000 1bs of addition IFQ baing available as GAF. Whether these additional fish are
needed will ultimately depend on charter client’s demand for GAF and charter operator’s willingness to
participate in the program, Insufficient information Is currently available to determine demand for GAF.

Altematives 3 through 5 contain & provision where the Council could request the IPHC io implement a
separate accountability provision for commercial and charter wastage of 026 inch halibut. During fult
down years, implementing SA results In gains/losses of equal magnitude but opposite sign being realized
by the charter and commercial fleet. The sector that increases their catch limit had a smaller ratio of
waste 0 allocation percentage than the other sector. ‘When a slow up year occurs, it is possible that the
SUFD adjustment changes the combined limit sufficietitly that both sectar’s allocation is increased. This
would have occurred in Area 2C during 2012,

Finally, the analysis of each of the CSP alternatives provides information on a potential method to
eliminate the vertical drop in the chasnter allecation when the percentage of the CCL is adjusted. The
methodology used in the analysis would remove the charter ellocation drop by holding the charter
allocation steady, at a fixed poundage, until the CCL increases to the point the charter allocation does not
decline,
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Econamic Im 1 Ite

For the proposed aliemnatives, the analysis assumes that the charter sector allocetions would be 2 common
pool of fish that clients of CHP 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), other than the current logbeck program or other monitoring
metheds requirad by WMFS, Adjustments to the bag limits and size Wimits would be made far the next
fishing season, so that the common pool allecation would not be exceeded. The leasing of commercial
TFQ alse would be allowed. Leasing of IFQs allows individual CHP holders that hold GAF to use those
fish for clients to exceed charter harvest bag and slze Limits (up to those limits in place for the ungunided
angler).

Quantitative estimates or confidence intervals for the magnitude of net national benefits under each
alternative are unavailable. Determining which allocation would maximize net national benefits would
require detailed information on costs and expenditures in both the commetcial and charter sectors. In
addition to cost information, demand for charter trips and angler willingness-to-pay for trips would also
be required. Even if these data were available and current, changes in the halibut biomass will impact the
optimel sustainable yield and the optimal allocation of halibut. Because of these ongeing changes to the
resaurce, any allocation that is optimal when it is made {if the Council felt an “optimal™ allocation was
appropriate) likety would be subeptimal in the future. Leasing IFQ from the commercial sector in the
form of GAF could adjust the amount of halibut available to charter clients and benefit both the
commercial and charter sector. The benefits of the leasing provision for the charter sector will depend on
the bag limits in place for charier and unguided anglers, availability of IFQ for lease, and the market price
for those IFQs. The leasing of [FQs would tend to benefit both sectars if TFQs are available, and clients
are willing to incur higher costs for a trip to harvest an additional halibut (under a one-fish bag limit, for
example). Stakehclders fiom the commercial and charter sectors have testified in support of the proposed
GAF Program, as a market-based mechanism for attaining a more nearly optimal allocation.

Quantitative estimates of regional economic impacts and their distribution, accruing from the propased
alternatives, are also unavailable, Nonetheless, this analysis recognizes and atierapts 1o reflect, 1o the
fullest extent practicable, the conributions that commercial fixed-gear halibut fishing and charter hatibut
fishing make to lacal and regional economic and social welfare and stability.

Charter Secilor

The charler sector Is comprised of business operators who are licensed by the State of Alaska to provide
charter trips. The alternatives assume that charier operators must hold a CHP to Jegally operate in the
fishery. It is not presently possible to provide the charter secter’s net revenue, but estimates over a range
of trip prices and clients are provided.

If management measures restrict charter harvests to its allocation, increased demand for charter trips
would be offset by those more restrictive measures. In this case, increases in demand far charter (rips
would not be expected to directly impact the commercial sector, unless the shortage of charler seats
induced a large increase in “unguided” effort. The commercial sector would be impacted if the charter
sector were not constrained to its allocation or if the growth in demand for charter services by the public
resuits in the Council recommending, and the Secretary of Commerce increasing that sector’s allecation.
It is also possible the commercial sector could petition the Council in the future to modify the charter
allecation (although this is not the Couneil’s intent),

The preferred alternative also would allow charter LEP holders to lease GAF from the commercial sector.
It is not possible to predict the quanfity of IFQs that would be available for transfer each year. However,
both the charter operator and the commercial [FQ holder must be willing parties for [FQs to be leased and
converted into GAFs (i.e., the charter operator must pay a sufficient amount for the IFQs to compensate
the commercial Q8 holder for forgone net revenues) (Criddle 2006a).
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Charter LEP holders who lease [FQs from the commercial sector would realize increased costs. Those
costs would be passed o, in whole or in par, to charter clients, through higher trip prices. The increased
costs and prices are expected to allow charter LEP holders to earn normal profits in the long run.

Commercial Halibut Fishery

Impacts of moderate flucteations in stock abundance would lead to chanpes in the commercial quota
wnder either a fixed or a percentage based charter allocation. Changes in the amount of kalibut harvested
by the commercial sector could impact ex-vessel prices, commercial net revemie, and post-harvest
surplus. Given research conducted by Hernmann et al. (1999) on the price flexibility of Alaska halibut, the
chanpes in ex-vessel price that cesult from increasing or decreasing the amount of commaercial harvest in
Areas 2C and 3A are expected to be very small under the preferred afternative. An allocation to the
charter sector that decreases the commercial allocation is expected to result in a small increase in ex-
vessel price, but an overall dacline in the net revenue of commercial harvesters. Post-harvest surplus is
directly related to the quantity of halibut on the market, so a decrease in commercial harvests would lead
to a decrease in post-harvest surplus (Criddle 2006b), ceferis paribus. If the allocation to the charter
sector is sek at a level that reduces its harvest during periods when the combined catch limit is steady, the
commercial harvest would be increased and post-harvest surplus would increase. Criddle 2006b also
provides & summary of how to conduct an analysis that would determine the net benefits to the
commercial and charter sector under various allocations, While the analysis provides & description of how
the analysis should be conducted, it does not provide a solution to the optimal allocation between the
charter and commercial sectors. The data needed to complete that analysis are not available and economic
changes that occur would alter the aptimal allocation.

Halibut stock fluctuations may impact the asset value of Q5 held by commercial harvesters. If the
chenges 10 halibue stocks in Areas 2C and 3A occur frequently and are relatively small, they are not
expected to impact QS values. However, if the stock size is expected to increase or decrease for a longer
petiod of time, it wovid impact QS asset values. In that situation, a decrease in stock size would reduce
QS values and an tncrease in stock size would increase QS values. Redistributing the amount of halibut
that is assigned to the commercial sector could have a similar impact on QS values,

Because commercial QS are expected to generate lower net revenues over the next six years (based on
[PHC CEY projections), the asset value of Area 2C QS is also expected to decline.’ Persons that sell their
QS could expect to receive less compensation. Shares would be scquired by “eligible” persons who
believe stock abundance will inctease over the longer-term. As a result, Arez 2C QS holdings could be
further concentrated (up to use caps). For QS holders that stay in the fishery, constraints on charter
harvest growth would help preserve their portion of the combined catch limit.

The Area 2C commetcial allocation is projected to be smaller {during the years considersd in this
amendment) under the fixed poundage allocations, relative to the percentage based allocations. This is
because the projected CEY is smaller during those years, relative to the base years used to determine the
allocations. Because the preferred aliernative is o percentage based aption, ii is expected 1o allocate more
halibut ta the commercial sector than the fixed poundage options considered.

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

Increased demand for charter trips does not affect participants in the commercial fishery when expansion
of the charter sector is constrained (Criddle 2006b). The proposed harvest restrictions are assumed to
constrain the amount of halitwt the charter sector can harvest to its helr allocation, so the commercial
allocation would not be reduced to accommodate inceeased charter harvests, It is also important to note

* If demend for charter trips le greater then the supply in Ares 2C, the use of GAF may help stabilize both sectars.
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that unless there are conservation concerns, charter overagss would have a miner impact on future
combined catch limits.

The commercial sector, however, would have been directly impacted by a charter allocation that is larger
than the charier sector would harvest under the status quo, That scenario would allow the charter sector to
ncrease its harvest, as client demand increases, until it reaches the allocation. From that point forward,
the allocation would consirain the charter client harvests and the commercial sector would not bz
impacted by further increases in charter demand,

If some amount of halitut allacated to charter anglers are unused and is not reassigned to the commercial
sector, that excess allocation to the charter sector would reduce the commercial allocation more than is
necessary. Forgoing that harvest would reduce post-harvest surplus in that year. There may be off-setting
“aaing” to be had in the future, as halibt not removed through either charter or commercial fisheries,
continue to grow, repraduce, and contribute to the halibut biomass, Detarmining the net effect of growth
and reproductive rates, natural modtality rates, market demand for halibwt, charter demand for halibut
tips, and the appropriate discount rate(s), among other consideration, exceed current data and analytical
capabilities. Nonetheless, these issues counsel care in drawing conclusions about “net benefits”.

Leasing of GAF would allow commercialt Q8 holders to tragsfer IFQ to the charter sector. Theory
suggests that the commercial sector would only be expected to lease IFQ 1o the charter sector if they
receive sufficlent compensation to offset the net revenue they would expect to derive from harvesting the
fish themselves.! Because individual commercial harvesters generate different amounts of net revenve
from their allocation, the commercial operations that generate the lowest marginal net ravenue would be
most likely to lease halibut, 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 equat to the lease
cost per fish. It is possible that an operator could “lose” money on a GAF, but would only knowingly do
s0 in order to “benefit™ in other than net revenue terms (e.g., “client good will”, advertising “loss leader”,
eic.). Leases are only projected to provide additional harvesting opportunities for charter anglers in Area
2C, through 2013, so in the short term the leasing of GAF is not anticipated to have a substantial impaet
in Area 3A.

Charter Cllents

Charter trips hired by clients would not be constrained by the amount of halibut available to its sector in-
season under the staius quo or the proposed alternatives. However, demand for charter trips could decline,
as more resirictive management measures are imposed (e.g., a one-fish bag limit in Area 2C} to keep the
sector’s harvest within its proposed allocation. Demand for trips could also decline as a result of weak
ecomomic conditions. Because excess capacity is expected to continug under the proposed CHP program,
at least in the short term, a charter client would be expected to pay a price for a rip that would aliow the
“averape™ charter operator to eam normal profits (NPFMC 2006a).}

Status quo regulations are expected to be more restrictive in Area 2C, than in Area 3A. The continuation
of current regulations was assumed in both areas (including 4 one-fish bag limit and possession limit of
two daily bag limits in Area 2C). Those management measures are expected to reduce both consumer
demand and consumer surplus, relative to regulations in place for Area 3A. Area 3A charter clients would
remain under a twa-fish bag limit and & possession limit of four fish. The numbers of halibut that may he
harvested by a client during the year are not further restricted. Because of the different management
measures assumed to be in place for the two areas, clients may choose to take a trip in Area 34, instead of

* The implicit assumption here is that anonymous actoes in & competitive marketplace make individual,
economically rationat decisions concarning trade; however, in the real-world, sector conflicts, inter- and intra-
community stressors, and pessonal animosities (alliances} wilf undoubtedly influence the celative “efficiency™ of this
market.

* With surplus capacity and declining demand, the marginal operator will see all rents dissipsted. Over time, all slse
equal, these conditions will drive excess capacity out of the sector,
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Area 2C. This behavior would shift demand from Area 2C to Area 3A. If non-residents increase the
percentage of hrips they take in Area 3A, it may increase overall consumer surplus, relative to what it
would be if participation patterns remained static. A variety of attributes associated with Area 2C clientele
make a sweeping transfer of demand “unlikely,™

Differential trip pricing would, almost certainly, result if cliants wanted to use GAF to relax their harvest
restrictions. For example, if 2 client wanted to harvest two fish of any size in Area 2C, the clisnt roay
need to compensate the charter aperator for the additional cost associated with the lease of the required
GAF. It iz not possible to know how CHP holders would develop price structures for various types of
trips. However, the use of GAF would increase trip costs and those costs are expected 10 be passed on éo
the client.

The CHP is assumed to not constrain clients booking a charter halibut trip. Competition for clients is
expected to keep trip prices at a level that would, en average, allow CHP holders to only eam normal
profits. All else being equal, the price of trips should not increase as a result of the common poel
management measures. Trip prices would increase only for those clients that use GAF to increase the bag
limit, if individuals are charged for the use of GAF, Seasona! discounts may continue to be offered,
especially in Area 3A, as CHP holders attempt to attract clients during the non-peak seasons. Discounted
trips have historically been available before mid-June and after mid-August. Discounted trips were
widespread in 2009, presumably, owing to the worldwide economic downturn.

Hallbut Processors

Halibwt processors process both commercial and charter harvest. Processors may generate income from
both sources or specialize in one or the other. Commercial halibut processors produce a variety of product
forms and sell to a variety of markets. Representatives of the commercial sector bave indicated that
processors may receive from $1.35 to $2.00 per pound for “value added” custom processing of halibut
(e.g., filleting, packaging, freezing). The analysis assumed $1.75 per pound. They also indicated that
halibut is important, because it belps keep product flowing through the plants when other fisheries are
¢losed or deliveries are slow. Without & sufficient supply of halibut, processors may find it difficult 10
keep plants open as many days as they are currently.

Processors of spert-caught halibut provide a service to sport fishermen. They typically portion, package,
and freeze halibuc for a fee of $1.00 to £1.75 per pound, incoming weight. Halibut is also an important
part of their income, especialiy in areas that have a large sportfishing presence.

Consumers of Commercial Hallbut

Decreases in the amount of halibut available to consumers would resulf in incrzases in halibut prices, all
¢lse being equal. As siated earlier, increases in ex-vessel price as a result of decreased supply are
expected 1o be modest, given the price-flexibility 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 2006a). The decrease in post-harvest surplus cannot be estimated for the various
common peol allocation options. However, the options that generate the smallest charter allocation would
result in the largest post-harvest surpluses accruing to consumers of commercially caught balibut, ceferis
paribus. Alternatively, allowing the charter sector to lease commercial IFQ} would, all else being equal,
reduce the amount of hatibut delivered to the commercial market, thus, reduging consumer surplus
accruing to these consumers, if transfers eccur. The actual impact on consumers will depend on the

# A very substantial portion of those utilizing charter halibut fishing services in Area 2C are passengers aboard
cruise ships, traversing the inside-passage. Halibut fishing is one, among many, pessible “supplemental activities”
they may chocse during part-calls {i.¢., charter halibut fishing is unlikely their primary purpose for the trip). These
“inside-passage™ cruises generally do not call on ports in Area 3A, effectively precluding easy transference of
charter demand by these individuals durirg their cruise.
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amaunt of halibut in the market from other areas of Alaska and Canada, in addition to the substitution
effects of other species.

Communities

Economic activity resulting from the charter and commercial halibut fisheries generates income for
residents of the communities 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 allacation to
the charter sector that imposes additional managerent constraints in future years, However, changes in
regional economic impacts are not reflected in net national benefits,

Under the status quo, ignoring for the present the effects of the recent giobal economic contraction, the
conttibution to personal income and employment attributable to the charter sector is expected to increase
in Area 3A, in the long-run. In Area 2C, the seetor would experience declines in the short-term, as a result
of stticter management measures imposed ta kesp the sector within its GHL (one-fish bag limit). If the
CEY Increases to higher levels in the future, the charler sector would be expecied 1o increase its
contribution to personal income and employment, abave the 2009 levels.

Mo options are being considered that would further limit the harvest of the charter sector within a fishing
season, once the season’s atlocation is established. However, the one-fish bag limit in Area 2C will likely
reduce client demand for trips in all Area 2C communities. When the number of trips taken is reduced, the
charter sector would need fewer input supplies (e.g., bait, fuel) and it would reduce expenditures within
the communities that supply those inputs. When they purchase fewer goods and services within the
community, it has 2 negative impact on that economy, if the reductions are not offset by increased
purchases by other sectors {¢.g., commercial halibut fishermen).

The allocations considered here would shift the respective amountts of halibut available to the commercial
sector and charter sectors. The overall near-term CEY reductions are likely to have a larger impact on the
Area 2C regional cconomies, than shifting the available halibut among sectors, However, shifis in the
commercialicharter allocations would impact individuals andfor individual businesses within those
communities more intensively than it would the aggregate regional ¢conomy, because spending by the
two sectors would, to some extent, offset each other. However, because the port-of-origin and the
composition of consumable inputs of the two sectors are nof precisely equivalent, there will be “winners”
and “losers” among and within communities. The attributable reduction in trips, by halibut fishing sector,
by community, cannot be estimated, given available data. Information on the expenditures, by halibut
fishing sector, by community, is also unavailable.

Rural communities that can take advantage of the more liberal CQE quota leasing provisions could
benefit from the preferved altemative. Residents of communities associated with a CQE would have more
flexibility in moving hatibut from the commercial sector t¢ the charter sector and vice versa. This is
because [FQ held by CQEs are not limited by the 1,500 Ib or 10 percent leasing restrictions that are
placed upon other entities that hold (5.

Unguided engfers and subsistence harvesters

Continuation of the status quo is not expected to directly impose costs ot provide additional benefits to
unguided angters, nor to personal-use ot subsistence hervesters. Because halibut removals by these groups
are deducted fram the CEY, priot to determination of the catch limit, the amount of halibut harvested by
the commercial and charter sectors does not impact the halibut available to these groups.

Any change in costs would be related to the charter aperations increased fishing radius or commercial
operations decreasing their fishing radius from coastat towns seaward as they depleie the more accessible
fishing grounds or attempt to reduce fishing costs. This forees resident sport and subsistence fishermen 10
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travel farther in search of halibut, which increases fuel costs, heightens the risk of fishing in more
exposed arcas of the ogean, and potentially increases the number of trips needed to find halibut.

Imposing a limit on the ameunt of halibut that charter clients may harvest could result in some individuals
that have access to a private boat fishing for helibut without 2 guide, when they would have used s guide
service, all else being equal. Public comments for this action and prior Council actions pertaining to
charter halibut fishing have included concerns about an increase in unguided or “bareboat™ rentals.
“Bareboat” 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. Public comment raised both safety and enforcement concerns about the effect of these
businesses, The safety concerns focus on inexperienced boaters pavigating in Alaska’s challenging
marine environment. Enforcement concerns have focused on the suggestion that some businesses would
claim that a boat rental is unguided, but then provide a guide who would not identify himself as such, if
intercepted by enforcement staff. The NOAA Office of Lew Enforcement and the USCG has informed the
Council that they do not have concems under the preferred altemative about boater safety. They will
continue to enforce the current regulations regarding boater safety, and those regulations are anticipated
to provide adequate protections. If problems do occur in the future, the USCG will bring those issues 1o
the Council’s attention and they can be addressed through the Council processor or through USCG
regulations
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ERRATA {starting on p. 214)
2.5.12.7 Provision E — Conversion of GAF back to [FQ
Comversion of GAF back to commercial sector

1. CAF holders may reguest NMES convert wnused GAF imo IFQ powunds for harvest by the
owner of the Quota Share in complicnce with commercial fishing regulations.

2. Unused GAF may revert back 1o pounds of IFQ and be subject to the underage provisions
applicable to their underlying commercial (08

Option a: automatically on October | of each year, or

Option b: upon the reguest of the GAF holder, if such request is made to NMFS in wriling
prior to October | af each year.

3. (Preferred Alternative) Unused GAF may revert back to pownds of IFQ and be subject to the
underage provisions apphcabfe to rhe:r mderfymg mmmerr.rra! QS ei.rher aummfmaﬂy on
November I ofeachyear BP-HPO e : 5 5 adeta

Component 1 would allow dual-holders of both IFQs and LEPs to convert GAF back into [F(} at
any time during the commercial IFQ season, For example, at the beginning of the charter fishing
season, a dual holder of commercial S and charier LEP may request that NMFS convert IFQ
equivalent to 200 GAF. In September, the dual holder realizes that he or she is only going to use
150 of the 200 GAF and asks NMFS to convert the remaining 50 GAF back into [FQ, usiag the
same conversion ratios used during the original conversion. The holder is now free to
commercially fish that TFQ. The intent of this component is to allow the dual holder to convert his
or her own IFQ into GAF and retain the flexibility to convert those GAF back into IFQ.

Component 2 allows unused GAF to revert back to IFQ at the end of the commgereial season, and
to be subject to the underage provisions applicable to their wnderlying commercial Q5. For
example, 2 CHP holder not qualified to hold Q8, leases IFQ and requests that NFMS convert it
into GAF, which resulis in 200 GAF. By the end of the season, the CHP holder has used only 150
GAF. The unused 50 GAF mwomatically reverts to IFQ in the account from which it was leased,

Under Component 2, the Council’s motion establishes two non~mutually exclusive opticns for
converting GAF back to IFQ. Option A establishes an automatic reversion date for unused GAF,
of October 1, white Option B allows for reversion prior to October 1, if the GAF holder makes
the request to RAM. These options address RAM suggestions received for the April 2008 draft of
this document. The staff suggested that reversion transfers could be conducted automatically, or
only upor request. A full description of the re-conversion mechanism is contained in Section
Error! Reference source not found.. The primary reason for establishing an automatic reversion
date was to avoid a conflict between GAF o TFQ reversions andd the end-of-season balancing the
accounts for commercial halibut, sablefish, and crab IFQ and preparation of [FQ permits for the
following seasons which is conducted by the RAM Program at the end of each year. The Cetober
| date is the earliest date that aveids the conflicts RAM staff is concerned about AND minimizes
effects on the charter fleet as a whole. ADF&G data for 2006 indicate that less than 1 percent of
charter halibut harvest occurred after September 30, in either Area 2C or Area 3A. Hence, an
automatic reconversion date for unused GAF of October 1 would not significantly affect charter
business operations in aggregate. However, individual businesses may be affected by any
automatic reconversion date, At the same time, the automatic date makes the progmam easier for
RAM staff to manage. It would also provide six weeks for those (reverted) commercial IFQs to
be used in the commercial sector,
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Under Companent 3 (preferred alternative), the Council selected its preference for converting
GAF back to the commercial sector as IFQ. That alternative states that all unused GAF will revert
to the QS huldar that Ieasad the GAF to th:e l:h,arter oparator an Nuvmnber 1 -G-A-F—mey—be

Provision E would allow GAFs to revert back to the commercial sector at the written request of
the GAF holder. The Council did not stipulate that commercial Q5 holders that leased IFQ to the
charter sector could refuse ta take the IFQ back. Because the GAF is returned at the request of the
charter operator, if the IFQ holder is concemed about getting the IFQ retumed during the season,
they would nieed to structure terms of the reversion in the private lease contract. In that contract,
they could specify the terms and conditions of reimbursement that the CHP holder would receive
for returning GAF. Each contract could be structured to ensure that the buyer and seller agree to
terms of the reversion. The proposed rule would address this issue in more detail, but such
agreements would not be regulated or adjudicated by NMFS. Had the Council not selected
Provision E, then there would be na reversion prevision and the lease agreements would become
a temporary, one-way transfer that would expire at the end of the calendar year. The Council’s
2008 Preferred Alternative identified November ! as the date by which all wnused GAF
automatically would revert to the commetcial [FQ holder. Without specific language regarding
compensation in the contracts, charter operators could lose the value of the GAF that is returned.
Because the return of the IFQ iz automatic and required in regu]ation, the charter uperatnrs may
not have sufficient bargaining power to lwerage a “fair” price for returned GAF, but since the
reversion is after the typical chaﬂer season, it {s ltke[}r that thu automatlc reverslon w:l] hs.we llttle

effectont]'leprme Haused . .
Hibs-e- Wi eRFogTe Earl:e.r reversions are llke[)r to 'be ncgotmted and w1ll
depend on the added convenience c-f the early reversion to the commercial fisherman that may
harvest the reverted IFQ. The Council did not stipulate any circumstance wherein the IFQQ holder
can request the GAF revert to TFQ).

The Area ZC charter anglers are assumed to be limited to a one-fish bag limit in the near term.
This limiiation would allow clients of charter CHP holders who use GAFs to retum to histotical
daily bag limmits, (presumabiy) for a fee, in Area 2C. GAF would not be expected to be used in
Area 3A, until regulations are more restrictive on charter anglers than on non-guided angers.’

Because clients must book a trip with an CHF holder that holds GAF if they wish to fish under
restrictions in place for unguided anglers, and they must be willing to incur any additional
expense of using GAF that the CHP is able to pass along, only a subset of the client population
would benefit from the program. Charter anglers who are unable to book a trip with a CHP hoider
that has GAF available, or are unwilling to incer additional fishing costs, would continue to be
bound by the lower bag limit. Those anglers would not derive any benefit from the GAF program.

If a CHP holder has GAF they do not need, they may return the IFQ to the commercial TFQ
holder from whom it was [eased based on the above provisions. The pounds of IF(Q} returned
would be calculated by multiplying the number of GAF by the average halibut weight vsed when
the GAF were created. The commercial [FQ holder would then have the option of leasing the IFQ
to another CHP holder or harvesting the IFQ himself or herself.

! The area allocations determine the management measures in place for the year, When management
measures are set, based on the 2012 model, CHP holders will know if GAF could be used that year to
increase clients harvest opportunities.
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NOTE to persons providing oral or written testimony to the Council: Section 307(1)(1) of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act prohibits any person = o knowingly and willfully submit to a Council, the Secretary, or the Governor of a State falsé
information {including, but not limited to, false mformation regarding the capacity and extent to which o 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 15 considering in the course of carrying out this Act.
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™ NOTE 1o persons providing oral or written testimony 1o the Council: Section 307(1)(1) of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act prohibits any person * to knowingly and willfully submit 1w 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 processar, on an
annual hasis, 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 carrying out this Act.
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DRAFT Advisory Panel Minutes October 2012

C-1 (b) Halibut Catch Sharing Plan

The AP supports final action of the Halibut Catch Sharing Plan including the PPA adjusiments as
identified in the April 2012 Council motion with the exception of the allecation,

Alternative 3 would replace the fixed matrix of managemment measures under Altemative 2 with a
requirement that the Council recommend, and the IPHC adopt, annual management measures (0 maintain
charter halibut harvests within the respective allocations. The AP also supports separate accountability.

The AP moves to support the removal of the poundage drop by method 4 as described in section 2.5.11 of
the CSP analysis.

When CCL increases to the highest combined catch limit at the drop, use Method 4 as described in the
analysis to establish the fixed pound allocation across that range until you reach the slope of the higher
tier. When CCL decreases to the lowest point of the drop, fix the amount of pounds to the charter sector
until you reach the slope of the line at the lower tier.*

The AP recommends that GAF can be returned at either of two dates: September 1 and a final return date
of November 1. The AP requests an annual review of the GAF program.

The AP also requests that Council to task staff to initiate analysis of the common pool compensated
reallocation progeam as a long term scolution,

Muotion passed 21/0.
*NOTE: The following figure provides a visval picture of the AP’s motion on removing the drop. The
red line (with arrow pointing to right) is followed when the CCL is increasing. The green line (with

arrow pointing te left} is followed when the CCL is decreasing. If CCL changes direction when in the
diamond area, you stay on the same line as the previous year.

Page 1 Revised 10/4/2012 10:19 AM



DRAFT Advisory Panel Minutes October 2012

Area 2C PPA Charter Allocations

1.2
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The AP recommends the Council adopt Alternative 3 as the allocation basis for 3A and 2C. Motion
passed 14 to 6.

Minarity Report on C-1(b), Halibwt C5P: A minority of the AP did not support this motion. A significant
portion of those opposing believe that the allocation level in Alternative 3 is inadeguate for the charier
industry and in particular in Area 3A, where this alternative will reallocate over 1,000,000 pounds of
halibui from the charter sector to the commercial sector, as referenced on page xxyvii of the analysis. This
would be over a 30% reduction in a steeply declining abundance. We believe this will cause undue
Jinancial harm to the charier industry and therefore fails 1o meet the problem statement.

Another portion of the AP minority did not support the motion because they believe that allocations from
Alternative 2 should be the allocations for the CSP. Charter allocations as a percentage of the combined
CCL in 2008 would have been 13% and 12.92% in 3A.

Stened by: Andy Mezirow, Tim Evers, Kurt Cochran, Becca Robbins-Gisclair, Jeff Farvour, Alexus
Kwachka
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Semember 28, 2012

Chairman Eric Qlson

Naorth Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 W. 4th Avenue, Sujie 306

Anchorage, AX 99501

Re: Agenda ltem C-1: Halibut CSP

Dem Chairman Qlson:

NACO is & National Association of Charter Boat Owners and Operators that was created in
1991, We tepresent over 3,000 individuals across the United States, Our membership includes
marine charters who provide fishing, sailing, diving, eco-tours, and other excursion vessels that
carry passengers for hire. We are the premiere Associarion that represents professional charter
boat interests in our coorkry.

A significant number of our Alaska members depend on Halibut for the survival of their small
recreational For-Hire Charter (FHC) businesses. These small business owners have serious ¢on-
cerns about O proposed actions (o be discussed by the Council. We have received comments
from several charter associations and numerous individuals and see¢ Iwo key issues of concern,
allocation and catch share provisions.

We support providing the most appropriate allacation for the recreational FHC owners based op
traditional harvest or de facto allocation, (he Guideline Harvest Limit. This allocation sheuld be
based on the biclogical condition of the stock and fairly applied to all users. Since you now have
limited entry in the recreational FHC sector, you should be able to predict the projected harvest
which should allow you to determine the need and what the social and economic impact will be
on the small recreationad FHC businesses and 1heir communities.

Alaska hes over 293,000 snglers every year. These small businesses and anglers contribute over
$800 million dollars in sales to your state and over $59 million in state and local tax revenues
{asafishing.crg). Allocation issues are reguired to be “fzir and equitable”; these small businesses
deserve nothing less, We have concerns with the lack of information, as stated within your docu-
ment thal is necessary in order 10 create legitimate regnlatory actions. We wil] reference some of
these stalements further in this comment.

We have serious concerns about the proposal to create catch shares in the vecreational FHC fish-
ery and the inter sector trading of cormmercial and recreational fish. Recreational FHC owners
have serious issues with the proposed calch sharing proposal. We undersiand an aliernative
“pool sharing plan™ has been discussed and offered by several associations that would at least
remove any profil motives from those who own commercial IFQ. We urge the Council to in-
clude language to fast track analysis and action on the “pool sharing plan™ as this plan concept
has wniversal recreational FHC sector support and is the fairest way io move forward with 2 long
term solution to the dispute beiween seciors.

In your draft document under Effects of Altarnatives you state;
“Thercfore, none of the proposed alternatives is expecred to significanmiy impire! the
hatibut stock.” and: "There may be an effect on the humten environmeni, as there are
winners and losers under any sector alfacation.”
It is clear that your proposals bave no bearing on the biolapgical status of the siock so your pro-
posal is designed for social engineering. [t is also clear that your proposed caich sharing pian
will create “winners and losers” thus causing many smal! recreational FHC operators to go out of
business which causes a trickle up effect of loss of jobs it support businesses and economic harm
10 communities.
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You state:
"Thae Council attempted to mitigate the impacis of the initial allocation on the charter sector by allowing

i eharter latited entry permit hoiders 1o acguire additional altocation from the commercial sevtor, through
I financial compensation,”

This is the classic example of creating “winners™ in the commercial sector at the expense of erealing “losers™ in
the recreational FHC sector. As long as there is no control by the Council 1o limit the fee charged to lease quota
the recreational FTHC owners could be held hostags to obtain quota. In addition, as kong as the Council does not
provide any assvrance that guota wil} be made available to any recreational FHC owner; same owners may not be
able to obtain any additional quota. These are just a couple of examples of how the proposed CSP can have unin-
tended harmful impacts on the recreational FHC owners.

Under Regudlarory fmpact Review you provide information from your 83C. It states;
“As noled in the October 2007 Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) report, this analysis does nol
provide quantitative estimates or confidence intervals for the magnilude of net national benefits. Nor are
quantitative esiimates provided for regional economic impacts of the alternatives considered in this
amendment. Because those estimates cannot be provided, given the information available, the analysig
does not identify an optimal allocation.”
This statewent is from 2007, 5 years ago, and we seriously question: the approval of any proposed amendment
based on § year old data, The lack of a complete analysis when altempting lo determine an “optimal” allocation
does a disservice o 1hose affected. Clearly, the inability to identify “an optimal allocation™ because estimaies are
not provided is cause for serious concern. We have to guestion why 1here is a rush to create an artificial allocation
when so many businesses and communities will be affected,

Your document fucther states;
“Theye exiinates represem only gross ex vessef revenues, a portion gf which would be distributed ta ves-
sel owners, crews, and support industries. In addition, processors of those fish, procesyor suppaor! indus-
tries, and consumers of commerciaily harvested halibut, and conmmunities that receive fish tax reveniee
fiont the landings would also benefit firom this redistribution of ailecations. Losses to the charter sector
would also arise, bul those losses may not be as proportionutety related to the pennds of halibut lost in
2012."
This clearly indicates that “losses™ will occur in the racreational FHC sector, In addition, hias any analysis been
canducted on the impact to the commercial Mshery and fish processors due 10 the remaovals of commercially har-
vested hajibut from the consumer market place? As a general rule, when commercially harvested species are re-
moved from the consumer market, the market suffers and recovery to previous market demand 15 difficult a1 besi,
Further discussion and analysis should be considered before going forward with any plan that will cause “losses™
in the recreational FHC sector and potential loss of consumer demand.

¥ our document continues o state;
“Estimating the loss fo the charter operator, let alone alf the other seciors, is complex. Thase losses Re-
vised Area 20734 Halibut Catch Sharing Plan may more than offset the gains fo the commercial sector,
but because of the limited informetion available and the assumptions that wonld be required, those esti-
mates are not generaled.”
This aross lack of infarmatien is cause for zerious concern for the recreational FHC sector. How can the Council
and NMFS sericusly consider proposing such an over reaching regulation that has the potential 1o create extreme
social and ecanomic harm on a fishing sector and the cammunitics where they operaie?

This statement from your document is very interesting;
“Increasing the percentage of 1FQ thai holders of more than 10,000 ibs of 1FQ in Area 3A may lease,
resuits in about 300,000 fbs of addition IFQ being available as GAF. Whether theve additional fish are
needed will wltimately depend on charter client's demand for GAF and charter operator's willingness to
participaie in the program. Insufficient information is currently available to delermine demand jor
GAFE ™
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All of us in the recreational FHC seclor fully understand “willingness™ 10 pay., We offer services to recreational
anglers and price those services aceording 1o demand and competition.

Clearly, when you allow Lhe trade of commercial IFQ) in the recrealional FHC sector, you will create & competitive
advantage to the upper scale owner and in addition you will create a sitwation where some recreational FHC own-
ers will not be able to lease IFQs simply becawse they may not be liked by the lessor. In ather words, the leasing or
nat is noi sofely based on economics. We know this from other commercial 1FQ fisheries such as red srapper and
graupers in she Gulf of Mexico as commercial fishermen who desire to lease commereial IFQs are unable to do 5o
simply becanse they may not be in a select group.

The Government should not be (he entity thal creates “winners and losers™ in any free market place. Without safe
guards [0 prevent ¢xcessive price gouging, methods to ensure cqual access Lo all who seck (o lease, and {o prevent
large scale operators 10 oulbid small operators, the calch share plan should be sent back to the table for further con-
sideration. The “pool shering plan”™ cwrently being discussed among several charter associations should receive
serious consideration by the Council.

Under the Economic impacis of the Alternatives your document slates;
“Quantitaiive estimares or confidence intervels for the magnitude of net nativnal benefits under each al-
fernarive are unavailable. " and “Quantitative estimaies of regional economic impacts and their disivibu-
tion, soorning from the proposed alternatives, are also wnavaiiable ™
We question your desite o move forward with any management plan amendment when the alternalives do not pro-
vide any estimates or confidence intervals for the magnitude of net national and regional economic impacts. This
appeats to be contrary 10 the requirements of Mational Standard 8.

In the Charier Secror section it is stated:
“The commercial sector would be impacted if the charter sector were not consirgined to its alfocation ar
if the growth in demand for charter services by the public resulis in the Council recommending, ond the
Secretary of Commerce increasing that sector's vilocation. §i iy also possible the commercial sector conld
patition the Council in the futtre 10 modify the chavier atlocation fafthough this is not the Council's in-
tent),
Tt is well known (hroughout all 8 regions in any mixed use fishery when ane sector exceeds their allocation the
other sector is affected. Since the MSA was reawthorized in 2006 the NMFS has used the term “sector accountabil -
ity"™ in their effort to impose catch shares on all sectors, We fully support each sector not exceeding their respec-
tive allocations. While you state it is not the Council’s inteml to modify the charter allocation to benefit the com-
mercial sector, clearly, such a request can always be made.

It is further stated;
“Hawever, botk the charter aperator and the commercial IFQ holder must be willing parties for {705 1o
be feased and converted into GAFs (i.e., the charter operator must pay a sufficient amount for the IFQs to
compensaie the commercial 05 hofder for forgone net ravenues) (Criddle 2006q). "

This statement is a given and you should be extremely caulious as 1o how 1o require the recreational FHC sector to

lease commercial IFQs. Many issues arise here.

Mixing commercial allocation with recreational FHC allocation creaies serious problems with data reparting and
future allocation issnes. The fact that “the charter operator must pay 4 sufficient atount for the 1FQs fo compen-
saie the commercial QS holder” clearly indicates why the Council should seriously consider the merits of the “poot
sharing plan™ being discussed among several associations. The “pool sharing plan” provides a means to prevent
excessive profit taking, allows for fair access to additional fish to all who desire, and helps to create stability for
the recreational FHC owners. It greatly helys to reduce govermnem involvement and eliminales goverament from
deciding who wins and who loses.

In maost fishing areas of the United States, it unlawful for anyone to buy, sell, or barter sporl-caught fish. This CSP
proposed will allow, indeed, encourage this practice. There are many issues to be considered here. The poteatial
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for the illegal sale and trade of recreationally harvested halibut wil) likely increase. Centainly, law l:pforcamcnt
will have a move difficult time enforcing the illegal saie. Not only will this plan create this problem in Alaska, the
precedent of approval of this plan will escalate to the lower 48 states and Hawaii creating serious concems m other
areas. [t is necessary to ensure a distinct difference between recreationally harvested and comaercially harvested
fish.

Catch share prograins in olher areas of the country have ereated a new concept in fisheries, brokerage hiouses.
There are businesses established that irade IFQs much like a commodities market. This proposed plan has 1|:h¢ regl
potential to promote Lhis type of activity which creales fish lords who have no vested conservation interest it the
resource. They simply exist to profit from the efforts of fishermen wha clearly are concered for their marine re-
sotrces. There is no provision in this plan 10 prevent such an activity.

Please listen (o the charier captains affected by this proposed amendiment and work with them to reach a solution
so that jobs are protected as well as small businesses and recreational anglers continue to have free access to the
resource, We appreciate your consideration and look forward ro workable solutions.

Sincerely,

Captain Roberl F. Zales, 11
Presidem

Co: file

Sepator Matk Begich

{11 Russeil Senate Office Bldg
Washington, DC 20510

cfo Bob King
bob_kingf@begich.senate.goy

Senator Lisa Muorkowski
109 Hart Senate Office Bldg
Washingion, DC 26510

By fax 202-224-53301

Representative Don Young

2314 Rayburn House Office Bldg
Washington, DC 20515

By fax 202-225-0423
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PO Box 2850, V&l’dez, Alaska 99686
October 4, 2012

Chairman Eric Olson

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 W. 4th Avenue, Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501

Re: Agenda Item C-1: Halibut CSP
Dear Chairman Olson:

The members of the Prince William Sound Charter Association strongly oppose the
existing CSP proposal and the GAF. Any measure that results in the charter fleets
ability to harvest one fish while the unguided sector remains at two fish will surely
be the final nail in the coffin for a quickly dying charter fleet in Valdez. Since the
implementation of the IFQ program, the Valdez charter fleet has dramatically
declined from a high of providing 9388 angler days with 1465 trips in 2000 toa
mere 3610 angler days with 596 trips in 2011, At today's average charter price of
$340/person, Valdez has lost $1,964,520.00 in gross annual charter sales alone not
including the economic impact the loss of over 5,000 anglers brought to the
remaining businesses in Valdez. Numerous businesses have failed and closed their
doors since 1995 to include a once successful tackle shop and marine supply store
along with restaurants and a grocery store. Why has a once great sport fishing
destination slowly died?



Al F&G Loghood data provided by Scott Meyver
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The reason Valdez has lost sport fishing opportunity is the result of the continual
long-line pressure throughout the summer months and the increased amount of
quota taken within the PWS stat fishing grounds. The guided and unguided anglers
now must assume more risk and consume more resources to have the reasonable
opportunity to harvest two fish or any fish that makes a charter trip worth the
amount of resource harvested. Before the IFQ system, it was unnecessary to travel
to the Gulf to catch fish and very few ever went past the entrance to harvest halibut.
In 1998, after the loghook program started less then 50% traveled to the gulf. In
2011 849 of the charter trips were logged in outside waters of PWS, The
reasonable opportunity to harvest two fish inside PWS is so poor that charters now
cancel unless weather conditions only allow fishing in the Gulf which is 2.5 hours of
travel time for even the fastest boats in the fleet.
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Not only has opportunity for the sport fishing declined but also so has commercial
opportunity in stat area 232 for inside waters of PW5. Before the [FQ
implementation the commercial sector averaged over 140,0001hs of halibut in less
then two 24 hour openers each year. Today, with nearly nine months of fishing
opportunity the commercial sector harvests a mere 60,0001bs in the same area, a
once well protected area from poor weather that Valdez sportfisherman ¢ould
depend on for a reasonable chance to harvest halibut isn’t even producing a
reasonable opportunity for the commercial sector,
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Why has fishing in stat area 232 declined? The reason is the increasing and
continual pressure applied by the commercial sector in areas outside PWS and



interception along migration routes. The amount of fish harvested in outside stats
like 240 have doubled since IFQ implementation and when all PWS stat areas are
combined the harvest has over doubled since the IFQ program started.

As a result of the IFQ program and the CHP, the Valdez charter fleet has harvested
50% less fish then they were between 1998-2000; a de-facto reallocation of fish that
are ghviously being harvested by the commercial sector. Fisheries management
has played economic Russian roulette with sport fishing charter fleet in Valdez and
most have lost. The passage of any measure that drives the oppartunity to harvest
twa fish for only the guided angler will drive clients away and be the final bullet that
kills halibut charters in Valdez. We strongly urge the council to reconsider the CSP
and GAF and develop measures that will prevent further economic devastation that
has already occurred.

Melvin B. Grove Jr.
President PWSCBA
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Note: The adjusted catch limit is a graph of harvest limit based on the amount of
harvest in each stat area with given annual IPHC increases. A theoretical harvest

amount if the same amount of quota fished in the stat in 1995 changed only based
on IPHC increases.



September 24, 2012

Mr. Eric Olson, Chair

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th Ste 306

Anchorage, AK99501

Re: C-1 Halibut Catch Share Plan (CSP)

My name is Steven Peavey, [ am a [8 year old high school senior. | have been longlining for
halibut since [ was § years old. I am a quota share holder, investing in the fishery.
I have lost % of my quota for conservation issues and altocations to other user groups.

I have read a headline that you endorse: it reads: The councils develop catch share
programs and fair allocations to keep fisheries economically viable. The idea to revoke the C-1
Halibut Catch Sharing plan adopted in 2008 goes directly against this for me as far as the term
economically viable goes. 1t is not economically viable for me to take another cut,

 feel that the charter fisherman should buy quota from a fisherman willing to lease or sell
to them, but first, they should be found worthy of it. I had to prove my ability to fish in order to
get a Transfer Eligibility Certificate, what do they need? It is not fair to strip the commercial
fisherman of another 40-45 million dollars worth of halibut. I want you to know that 1 support the
catch share plan percentage allocations adopted in 2008. Please commit to these allocation.

How often does NMFS check the charter boats? It scems like NMFS are always checking
Commercial boats and now we are going to have observers on board that we are paying for. Does
NMEFS ever check the loghooks of the charter vessels? We need to stop the honor system because
last summer mty father and | heard a charter boat skipper tell another captain not to worry about
writing down a catch in the logbook.

Ray Troll has a design showing longliners, trollers, seiners, and gillnetters, with words
going around the design saying commercial fisherman feeding the world, it doesn’t show charter
boats because charter boats only feed a small group of wealthy society. In area 2¢ and 3a
commercial fisherman provide 7-9 million halibut meals to Americans every year. Commercial
fisherman depend on catching these fish as a way of life. Charter operators only market the
opportunity to catch a fish.

[ am not on drugs or breaking into cars. 1 work hard and keep my grades up, The cutting
of my quota share that is not for conservation is [ike robbery, You are stealing from me and
giving to another person. I had planned on paying for my college education and now I am faced
with loans instead. What is my hard work getting me? It appears to be leading me to welfare.
Thank you for your time and please understand that I am speaking for all the kids in the fishing
community.

Tiwr 9 Haey

Steven G, Peavey
FfV Anne Louise
P.O.B. 442

Craig, AK 99921



October &, 2012

Good Morning, My name is Saw xuunga, Frank Wright Jr. 1 am the
president of the Hoonah Indian Association from kayashkahit the
luknaxadi clan, Coho.

The traditional fishing ground for the Huna People have been lcy
Straits, Cross Sound, and Glacier Bay areas. We are the people that
believe in taking care of our way of life which is our food. If you look at
me you see the traditions of our people living off the land. This has
become a tribal issue for the existences of the Hoonah People. We
have a totem pole that has a halibut on it and prove the halibut does
have significant meaning to our people. To our people subsistence is
our way of life. When we lose a piece of our life we diminish our
existence as a people.

The traditional commercial fisheries “meaning local people working on
the fishing grounds” that have been passed down for generations and |
would like that to continue.

The New Commercial fisheries: “Charter Boats” are made up of non-

locals coming from other states and other communities, with little
knowledge of caring for the fishing grounds. They have no ownership
of the community so once an area is fished out they move on to fish out
other areas. This is happening in our area that charter boats are
coming from the surrounding communities, Juneau, Gustavus, Haines
and EHin Cove. This needs to STOP, be reevaluated, and better
regulated.



The young people don’t have the means to purchase the IFQ quota, the
price is set out of reach for any of them {banks will not help them buy
IFQ). Why purchase a quota that keeps getting cut back? | lost
approximately 2/3 of my quota. | own quota in both 2C and 3A. |
cannot afford to buy quota, | would put my livelihood in jeopardy if |
become ill and could not go fishing.

A local person that is not a fisherman was complaining to me that the
fish that was coming in was too small.

The tribe is concerned with our subsistence’s but we cannot go to court
because of our limited resources. | as a Commercial fisherman don’t
have the bucks to fight and will continue to keep losing my quota.

Hoonah will always be a fishing community we will always respect the
conservation of the fisheries. Last year | heard an elder talk and he said
that we will not diminish our way of life!

Thank you for your time and consideration on this matter.

Hoonah Indian Association

Frank Wright Ir.

President



€-1 Halibut Catch Sharing Plan
Final action
October 5, 2012

The Council recommends Alternative 3 for Area 2 and Alternative 4 for Area 3A as its preferred
alternative for the halibut catch sharing plan {CSP). The purpose of the propesed action is to create a
halibut catch sharing plan that establishes a clear allocation, with sector accountability, between the
charter and commercial setline halibut sectors in Areas 2C and 3A, To this end, the Council requests that
the IPHC annually set a combined charter and setline halibut catch limit, to which the allocation
percentage for each area will be applied to establish the domestic harvest targets far each sector. The
Council also supports the IPHC implementation of separate accountability for the charter and
commercial sectors such that wastage in the commercial sector is deducted from the commercial
sector's catch limit and wastage in the charter sector is deducted from the charter sector’s catch limit.

This action also outlines Council intent to engage in an annual process for determining charter halibut
management measures. Upon analysis, and through the Council process, the Council will select the
management measure that best minimizes the difference between the annual projected harvest and
target allocation, without exceeding the charter halibut allecation. This will allow the Council and public
to engage in an effective and transparent process for considering both stakehelder input and the most
current information regarding the charter fishery and its management. Annual management measures
recommended by the Council will be provided to the IPHC for implementation during the subsequent
fishing year,

The Council recognizes that management measures are imprecise; therefore, a3 small variance can ke
expected to occur around the target allocation. The Council's expectation is that these variances wilk
balance cver time, to ensure IPHC conservation and management ohjectives are achieved, and that
harvest projections will improve over time as fishery information impraves.

Under this actian, in Areas 2C and 3A, there is no retention of halibut by skipper and crew while paying
clients are on board.

Element 1~ Charter allocation

Area 2C;

At a combined charter and setline halibut catch limit of <5 million pounds, the charter allacation will be
18.3% of the combined charter and commercial setfing halibut catch limit. When the combined charter
and setline halibut catch limit is between 25 million pounds and £5.755 million pounds, the charter
allocation will be 0.915 million pounds. When the combined charter and setline halibut catch lirit is
»5.755 million pounds, the charter allocation will be 15.9% of the combined charter and setline halibut
catch lirmit.

Area JA;

At a combined charter and setline halibut catch limit of <10 million pounds, the charter allocation will be
18.9% of the combined charter and commercial setline halibut catch fimit. When the combined charter
and setline halibut catch limit is between 210 million pounds and £10.8 million pounds, the charter
allocation will be 1.890 million pounds. When the combined charter and setline halibut catch limit is
between >10.8 million pounds and <20 million pounds, the charter allocation will be 17.5% of the
cambined charter and commercial setline halibut catch limit, When the combined ¢harter and setline

1



halibut catch limit is between >20 million pounds and £25 million pounds, the charter allocation will be
3.5 milliecn pounds. When the combined charter and setline halibut catch limit is greater than 25 million
pounds, the charter allocation will be 14.0% of the combined charter and commercial setline halibut
catch limit,

Area 2C
Charter Charter
CCL (MIb IFCE %6
(Mibs) 5% Mibs a
0- <5.000 18.30%% 81.70%
5.000 - 5.755 0.915
»5.755 15.90% 84.10%
Araa 34
Charter Charter
CCL{MIb 1FQ %
{Mibs) % Mibs Q
Q- <10.000 18.50% 81.10%
10.000— <£10.800 1.850
>10,800 - 20,000 17.50% 82.50%
220,000 = <25.000 3.500
>25.000 14.00% 86.000%%

Element 2 - Charter harvest data collection method

Upon implementation of the halibut CSP, the Council recornmends using Alaska Department of Fish &
Game logbooks as the primary data collection method for charter harvest.

Element 3 - Guided Angler Fish {GAF)

Individual charter halibut permit {CHP) holders wili be allowed to lease commercial IFQ, in order to
provide charter anglers with harvesting opportunities, not to exceed limits in place for unguided anglers.

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

* A CHP holder may lease IFQ for conversion to GAF for use on the CHP.

¢« Commercial halibut G5 holders may lease up to 10% or 1500 pounds of their annual
Area 2C JFQ, whichever is greater, for use as GAF. Commercial halibut Q5 holders may
lease up to 15% or 1500 pounds of their annual Area 3A IFQ, whichever is greater, for
use as GAE.' If a QS halder chooses to lease IFQ to a Community Quota Entity {CQE), the
same limitations apply.

s With regard 10 a COF leasing its IFQ, any quota which a COE holds, regardless of origin,
could be leased up to 100% to eligible residents of the CQE community as GAF, For

! The lease limits [10% or 1500 pounds of Area 2C IFQ, whichever s greater and 15% and 1500 pounds of Area 3A
IFQ, whichever iz greater] apply to the start year fishable IFQ pounds for an IFG permit. Start year fishable pounds
is the sum of IFQ equivalent pounds, as defined in regulations at § 675.2, for an area, derived from Q5 held, plus or
minus adjustments pursuant to § 679.40{d} and {e} of this title.

~

~



-~ example, a CQE may hold IFQ derived from purchase, leased from another qualified
CQE, or leased from an individual, and then lease up to 100% of the quota it holds to
eligible residents.” If the CQE is leasing IFQ to an individual that is not an eligible
resident to use as GAF, the CQE has the same limitations as other QS holders {i.e., up 1o
10% or 1503 pounds of their annual Area 2C IFQ, whichever is greater; and up to 15% or
1500 pounds of their annual Area 3A IFQ, whichever is greater.)

» No more than 400 GAF may be assigned to a CHP endorsed for 6 or fewer clients,
s  Nomore than 600 GAF may be assigned to a CHP endorsed for more than 6 clients.

2. CHP holders harvesting GAF while participating in the charter halibut fishery are exempt from
landing and use restrictions assaciated with the commercial IFQ fishery, but subject to the
landing and use provisions detailed below.

3. GAF will be issued in numbers of fish. Conversion of IFQ pounds to numbers of fish would be
based an the average weight of GAF from the previous year for each area. In the first year of CSP
implementation, the GAF weight-to-fish conversion factor will be based on the previous year’s
astimates of each area’s average weight of halibut harvested in the charter fishery, or the most
recent year without a charter halibut size limit in effect.

4, Except for CQEs as described above in provision 1, subleasing of GAF will be prohibited.

5. Unused GAF may revert back to IFQ pounds and be subject to the underage provisions
applicable to their underlying commercial S cn September 1, with an automatic return 15 days
7— prior to the end of the commercial halibut fishing season each year.

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

7. Commercial and charter fishing may not be conducted from the same vessel on the same day.
8. The skipperis responsible for ensuring that GAF are marked by removing the tips of the upper

and lower lobes of the tail and reporting the length of retained GAF halibut to NMFS through
the NMFS approved elactronic reporting system.

? with respect ta a charter husiness that may be leasing IFQ from a COE to use as GAF, the charter business I
considered an eligible resident if it operates in the CQGE community {e.g., charter trips begin and/or end in the
comrmunity},

-~



October 2, 2012

Mr, Eric Olson, Chair

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4" Ste 306

Anchorage, AK 99501

Re: C-1 Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP)

I am Kathy Peavey, from Craig in Southern Southeast Alaska on Prince of Wales Island.
I'am from a hardworking commercial fishing family. My husband and children have
bought into the IFQ program in area 2C. I gave my quota to my daughters to use for
college which they both have successfully done, but with some loans towards the end.
My husband, Matt Peavey would be here, but today he is under water, literally
underwater diving to pay for our halibut loans. I would prefer him to stay above water
but he panics out about our loans. Unfortunately my contribution to the family as a glass
artist, marine debris contractor and whale watching tour guide is not enough to cover our
bills. The loans that we took out from the State of Alaska division of investments are
hurting us. When we purchased quota, we did so with the expectation that you would not
gift these fish we paid for to another user group.

Please understand that this potential reallocation of the C-1 CSP will unfairly hurt my
family and other fishing families in Alaska. You have several letters from fishermen in
Craip and I encourage you to seek them out of your packet and read them again.

We are all for the conservation of the resource, but we have taken our fair share of cuts of
halibut quota and can barely untie from the dock and make a living a1 it anymore. Our
€xpenses are not getting any cheaper. Our quota share and investment is depleting and
we cannot fathom another giveaway.

Commercial Fishing families are an intricate part of the web in Alaska. Our raw fish tax
goes to cities and villages, the charter fishermen do not contribute to this or to the 3%
salmon enhancement tax. We also pay for our own management of IFQ’s with fees.

I encourage the council to not allocate more quota to the charter sector. Our family
supports the 2008 CSP allocations included in alternative 2 and the streamlined
management process outlined in alternative 3.

Ultimately, who will the shift of more quota share to the charter sector affect the most if
you choose to do so? I feel it is my family and others who are in the same boat.

The basic principal I want to leave you to ponder is something we all learned as kids:
YOU CAN’T ROB PETER TO PAY PAUL!

Sincerely, /%
Kathy Peavey

F/V Anne Louise
POB 442 Craig, AK 99921 907 401-0790



Chairman Oliver, council members, thank you for the opportunity 1o testify today. My name is Steve
Zemia. | own and operate ProFish-n-5ea Charters in Seward. 1 support the approval of the CSP including
the GAF provision to put the charter and commercial industries on track for a stable future as long as the
plan comes with a FAIR allocation. We have been managed by the GHL for about 10 years and in 34
have only exceeded the GHL by a significant margin one time. The GHL didn’t share in the gain as
commercial catch limits did in the early 2000°s. And until this year had also been protected from the
pain of declining abundance. It’s a bit like the housing market in the lower 48 vs. the market in Alaska.
We didn't see the huge gains but haven’t seen the big losses either, This isn’t to say, however, that
charter CATCHES haven't declined. They have. Declining from a peak of 4 million pounds in the mid
2000's to a little more than 2 ¥ million pounds now. That's a large decline, brought on by a weaker
economy, implementation of the Charter Halibut Permits, and smaller less plentiful fish. As abundance
declines charters can’t simply increase effort to maintain harvest. Our harvest naturally declines. This is
chvious by looking at our harvest numbers in 3A over the last several years. t see the GHL as our de facto
allocation and a fair place ta start, but in the interest of compromise and sharing more of the pain of
declining abundance, | would support Allocation Alternative 5. Any further redistribution te the

commetcial sector would be unaccaptable. Thank you...
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AGENDA C-1(b)
. Supplemental
Date: M OCTOBER 2012

Nir. Eric Olson, Chair HECE! VED

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306 SEP.- 6 201
Anchorage, AK 99501 2

Dear Mr. Olson,

Re: Halibut Catch Sharing Plan {CSF)

| SUPPORT the catch sharing plaa percentage allocations adopted in 2008 and detailed comments
submitted by the Halibut Coalition.

The allocation percentages adopted by the Councll in October 2008 are fair and equitable because they
protect historic consumer access, the setline fishery, coastal communities, ard provide a reasonable leve)
of access for guided anglers at all levels of halibut abundance. 1t is impartant for all sectors 1o share in
conservation of halibut, equally, at all abundanca levels. The CSP allocations set in 2008 SHOULD NOT
be changed because of political interference. The charter fleet was gifted an allocation 25% above their
actual harvest on two occasions and is again trying to increase thelr allocation by abstructing final
regulatory action.

Yhen | purchased quota, | did so with the expectation that the NPEMC wauld not reallocate those
investments to ancther commercial group.

The IPHC should be delagated authority to annually set bag and size limits for charter to maintain the
charter harvest at or below their allocation; this is the most effective way. This will correct previous
problems with the charter sector freguently sxceeding their allocation.

| support the Guided Angler Fish provision that allows charter operators to laase quota if their clients want
rmora fish. Why shouldn't they have to invest if they want mara quota??

My family is dependent on income from tha halibul setline fishery and uncompensaled realtoeation to the
charter sector huris both my family and community.

The CSP supplementai analysis establishes that commercial fishermen have LOST money ovar the past

six years while charter operators have MADE monay at these low levels of sbundance. The charter flest

does not nead more halibut at the axpense of commercial fishermen and the communities that depand on
them.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment,

Sincerely,

Name: CI??:\?é C:;t?cf-!)/

Address: L2/ T5 (;\/ér:;/&: /5{{/94/ ’?{ﬁ‘ e
d’M&‘ﬁf, %/{ s Rocicoed 192 form

lokters, see CoPles on

(2g) 525282/ Secrcturifl trble




Dear Mr. Olson and Council Members,

As an Amerjcan consumer my access to halibut Is through the Alaska halibut fishermen
and processors. Without their efforts, we would not be able to purchase halibut in
markets or enjoy It at restaurants. -

The altocation percentages adopted by the Council In October 2008 are fair and

equitable betause they protect historic consumer access, the setline fishery, coastal 1
communities, and provide a reasonable level of access for guided anglers at all tevels of
halibut sbundance. Itis Important for all sectors to share In conservation of hallbut,

equally, at all abyndance @ CSP atlocations set in 2008 SHOULD NOT be
changed. :

Sincerely, RECEIVED |
Name/Signature: SEP 2 5 2012

QMUJ I
?Dﬁ'i‘ Cords
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Date:

Mr. Exic Olson, Chalr

North Paclfic Fighery Managemant Councll
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306 .
Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Mr. Olson,
Re: Hallbut Cetch Sharing Plan (CSP)

[ SUPPORT the catch aharlrtg plun percentago allocations gdapted In 2068 and detatled

The allocatlon percentagas adopted by the Council in October 2008 are falr end equitable
because they protect historic consumer access, the setlins fishery, coastel communities, and
provide & reasonable level of access for guided anglors at all [svels of hafibut abundance, It ks
important for ALL sectors 1o share In conservation of halibut, equally, at all abundance levels.

Tha GSP al!ucaﬂons sek in 201)8 SHOULD NDT ha changsd hacauaa of pnl[ltca! lniarferenca

When | purchaged quota, | did so with the expeotation that the NPFMC would not reallocate
those [nvestments to another commerclal group.

n3At

| might add, our Of -
was close to ‘Iznﬂﬂibs lnEﬂDT anc Itwas 14Dnulha

TODAY, OUR QUOTA IS 4716 LB
AND 2820 LBS respectivelylliif Again, why do we have to Invest, and the CHARTER sector

doos not???

The IPHC should be delegated authority to annually set bag and slze Umits for charter to
maintain the charter harvest at or below thelr aflocation; this [s the moast offactive way. This
will correct previous problems with the charter sector frequently exceading thelr allocation,

I support the Guided Anglar FIsh pmvlsian that alluws (maner uparamrs 1o lease qunta if thelr
clients want more fish, Y e t U

N6 inw:ome from te hélibut safiine lishery and uncompenseated
reallocatlnn m the charnar aectur hurs both my family and community.

The charlar ﬂeat duas mt med mnra haﬁhut at Iha expensa of mmmamlal B
fishermen and the communities that depend on them,

Sinceraly,

Nama: L.meq /l/\ggr-e i ;g’ D\ '!M ’Lﬂ.aﬂef—-
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wally soroka | | RECE'VED

From: "wally sorcka" <soroka@mtaoniine.net>
To: <npfme.comments@noaa.gov>

Sent: Saturday, September (1, 2012 10:45 AM
Subject:  CSP 2008 allocations

t would like the comments contained in this email considered
when decisions are made regarding 2008 CSP altocations.

My name is Walter Soroka and i live in Willow Alaska. After
retiring 10 years ago, | decided to supplement my retirement
income commercial fishing for halibut in Prince William Sound. To
accomplish this, | used a substantial portion of my retirement
savings to purchase halibut IFQs which [ fish in Prince William
Sound.

After investing a portion of my life's savings in these IFQs it would
be extremely unfair if the council reallocated a portion of my
assets to the charter industry without any compensation to me.

| do support the guided angler fish provision which is a fair and
equitable way to manage a limited resource. If those in the charter
industry want more fish they could obtain them through additional
investments in their business...exactly like | did, and people like
me would be compensated for what we have already invested.

The CSP allocations set in 2008 are reasonable and should not
be changed.

| would be happy to provide further information and can be
reached at (307) 495-2627, via mail or email.

Walter Soroka
PO Box 849 Uj \_%O Q_/Q..k

Willow, AK 99688

9/1/2012



CSP 2008 allocations

Suhbject: CSP 2008 allocations

f— From: "wally soroka" <soroka@mtaonline.net>
Date: 8/1/2012 10:45 AM
To: <npfmc.comments@noaa.gov>

| would like the comments contained in this email considered when decisions are
made regarding 2008 CSP allocations.

My name is Walter Sorcka and | live in Willow Alaska. After retiring 10 years ago, |
dacided to supplement my retirement income commercial fishing for halibut in Prince
William Sound. To accomplish this, | used a substanfial portion of my retirement
savings to purchase halibut IFQs which | fish in Prince William Sound.

After investing a portion of my life's savings in these IFQs it would be extremely unfair if
the council reallocated a portion of my assets to the charter industry without any
compensation to me.

I do support the guided angler fish provision which is a fair and equitable way to manage

a limited resource. If those in the charter industry want more fish they could obtain them

through additional investments in their business...exactly like | did, and people like me
= would be compensated for what we have already invested.

The CSP allocations set in 2008 are reasonable and should not be changed.

| would be happy to provide further information and can be reached at (907) 495-2627,
via mail or email.

Walter Soroka

PO Box 849
Willow, AK 99638

1ofl 97372012 10:29 AM



catch sharing plan

Subject: catch sharing plan

From: "sigurd rutter” <fv_nuts@mail.com> -
Date: 9/2/2012 4:37 PM

To: npfmc.comments@noaa.gov,Halibut Coalition <halibutcoalition®gmail.com>

My name is Sigurd Rutter. I fished halibut for 32 yr. I sold my QS last year, and hought Sablefish, just
because of nonsense like this proposed reductlon. But, my wife stilt has a little halibut QS. Haven't we given
up enough already? To the charter nazis? The actions of this councit are a crime against humanity. Charter
fishing is an organized crime, that thrives by corrupting the pelitical process, This precess stinks to high hell,
Every time a conservation measure, aimed at the charter fleet, makes any sense at all, it gets killed by
NMFS. At the direction of our bought and pald foe congressional delegation. Conservation usad to be the ethic
promoted in magazines like Outdoor Life, and Fleld & Stream. Now, it's managament for "game hogs", 1t's
goddamned high time the charter nazis shared the pain of conservation management. If anything, the charter
fleat should give some of thelr i} gotten gains, back to the legitimate halibut fleet. Bob Penney didn't give a
subdivision in Salt Lake to Ted Stevens, for nothing. Or, a lot on the Kenal rlver to Lease-a-Murkowski. Clean
up the halibut management process, and do what's right, for a change. Sigurd Rutter, Sitka.

1of1 9/3/2012 10:29 AM



Re: ACTION ALERT: October Council Action on Halibut Catch Shari...

Subject: Re: ACTION ALERT: October Council Action on Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP)
-~ From: john maher <maher@sailmycia.com>

Date: 9/2/2012 10:01 AM

To: npfmc.comments@noaa.gov

On Sep 1, 2012, at 2:29 PM, Halibut Coalition wrote:

Date: _ 09.02-2012

Mr. Eric Olsor, Chair

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

Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Mr. Olson,
Re: Halibut Catch Sharing Plan {(CSP)

| SUPPORT the catch sharing pian percentage allocations adepted in 2008 and detailed comments submitted
by the Halibut Coaliticn.

The alocation percentages adopted by the Council In October 2008 are falr and exuitable bacause thay
- profect historic consumer access, the setline fishery, coastal communities, and provide a reasonable level of
' access for guided anglers at all leveis of halibut abundange. It is tmportant for afl sectors to share in
consarvation of halithd, equally, at all abundance levels. The CSP aliocations set in 2008 SHOULD NOT be
changed because of political interference.  The charter fleat was gifted an allocation 25% above their actual
harvest on two occasions and Is again trying to Increase their allocation by obstruciing final regulatory action.

When | purchased quota, | did so with the expectation that the NPFMC would not reallocate those
investments 1o another commercial group.

The IPHC should be delegated authority to annually set bag and size limits for charter to maintain the charter
harvest at or below their allocation; this is the most effective way. This wilf correct previous problems with
the charter sactor frequently exceeding their allocation.

| support the Guided Angler Fish provision that allows charter operaters to lease quota if their clients want
more fish. Why shouldn't they have to imvest if they want more quota??

My family is dependent on income from the halibut setline fishery and uncompensated reallocation to the
charter sector hurts both my fantily and comrmunity.

The CSP supplernertal analysis establishes that commercial fishermen have LOST money over the past six
years while charter operators have MADE money at these low levels of abundance. The charter fleet does
not need more halibut at the expense of commercial fishermen and the communities that depend on them.

Thark you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Name: _john maher__/ commercial fisherman / IFQ hoider family with Alicia

laf2 9/3/2012 10:29 AM



Re: ACTION ALERT: October Council Action on Halibut Catch Shart..

Munyer

Address. _po box 6422, Sitka AK. rr—
09835 )

20f2 9732012 10:29 AM



catch sharing plan

Subject: catch sharing plan

=~ From: "sigurd rutter" <fv_nuts@mail.com>
Date: 9/4/2012 5:25 AM
To: npfme.comments@noaa.gov

Charter fishing is an organized crime, And, a crime against humanity, Sigurd Rutter, Sitka, AK

1ofl 9/4/20129:02 AM



Subject:

From: John norris <hemiockridgecharters@hotmail.com> -
Date: 9/5/2012 8:58 AM

To: <npfmc.comments@noaa.gov>, Matt Kopec <matt@fishwhittier.com>, PWS
Eco-Charters <pwseco@yukontel.com>

Hello,
I just have a couple of items that I think will help Sport fishing for Halibut.
Season: May 1 to September 15
Limit: 4 fish per person season limit for all sport fishing. Private or Charter
Harvest Ticket: $10 for the harvest ticket. To be used to improve research ont Halibut & manage
Harvast.
Harvest ticket Informaticn: Date,; Location of harvest, Length, Recreational Boat or Charter Boat
These options are much better than the catch share plan, Even a 2 fish per season limit is better. Subsistance
needs to be lowered to a reasonable harvest alsc.
Thanks,
Captain John Norris
Hemlock Ridge Charters of Alaska

Captain John Norris

Hemicck Ridge Charters of AlRsia

Mohn Korrls 907 315-1734

P Box 625 ﬁ
Whittler, Alnaka 99693 -

whittleralskachartars.com wab sita

lofl 9/6/2012 7:51 AM
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Anchaorage, Alaska
September 2, 2012

r. Eric Olson, Chair RECE'VED

Narth Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4™ Ave., Ste. 306 SEP~ & 201
Anchorage, AK 99501 )

Members of the Management Councit:

It is called theft when, without the consent of the owner, a person or persons takes assets from
one citlzen and gives that asset to another citlzen or group of citizens without the authority of the court
or Congress. The North Paciflc Management Council, without the authority of the court or Congress,
and certainly without my consent, is proposing to give part of one of my assets, part of my halibut
quota, to the charter fishery. 1 don't believe that the Council has the right to give that asset to another
regardless of how deserving the Council believes that entity to be.

How do | know that halibut quota can be classified as an asset? Not by my definition alone.
Banks and the State of Alaska make loans on the purchase of quata. The internal Revenue Service
considers the quota as a monetary asset when collecting taxes as does the court when filing probate.

The Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP) was determined and published in July 2011 based on
allocation percentages adopted by the Council in October 2008. The charter fleet was afforded an
allowance without having to pay for entry into the flshery. At this point any additional "gift” to the
charter fishery based on quota taken from established fishermen should he regarded as theft. If the
charter fishermen want additional guota they should purchase that quota on the market, and not expect
a handout.

Banks will be afraid to make loans on any quota if the Council arbitrarily decides to change the
rules every three or four years. And the charter fleet will never he satisfied to pay for something that
they can get for free by simply manipuiating the Council.

My family 1s dependent on income derived from fishing quota . 1am a member of the Seafood
Producers Coop, and sell to other lacal fish buyers. This in turn supports the shore based communities
that process the fish from the quota | presently hold.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment,

Sincerely, ]
Mg
L.l is

7220 €. 22™ Ave.
Anchorage, AK 99504
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Fax to (907} 271-2817 or mail to arrive by COB Sep 25, 2012
vate:_ T/ /2012

Mr. Eric Qlson, Chair
North Pacific Fishery Management Council

605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306 RECE!VED

Anchorage, AK 99501
SEP~§ 2012

Dear Mr. Qlson,

Re: C-1Halibut Catch Sharing Plan {CSP}

1 SUPPORT the catch sharing plan percentage allocations adopted in 2008. | urge the Council to
recommit to these allocations, streamiine the C5P charter management system, and implement
the CSP.

The 2008 CSP allocations were based on historic and current harvest ratlos between the charter
and longline sectors and fairly share the resource between these two sectors. The allocations
are fair and equitable. The allocations protect historic consumer access, the longiine fishery,
and fishery dependent communities. The 2008 CSP allocations also provide a reasonable level
of access for guided anglers at all ievels of halibut abundance, The charter fleet was gifted an
allocation 25% above their actual harvest on two occasions and should not secure a higher
alloc¢ation through political interference.

Longline fishermen bring the fish to the public; charter operators take the public to the flsh—
but orders of magnitude more “public” are served by the longline industry. Even at these low
levels of abundance, longline fishermen in these two areas annually provide access—through
high quality, healthy meals--to the halibut resource for 7-9 million Americans plus another 2
million non-Americans through export. The Area 2C and 3A charter industry, on the other
hand, provides an expensive recreational opportunity to approximately 230,000 clients per
year. In short, the longline fishery providas 40 times more Americans access to the halibut
resource and provides national economic benefit through export.

When | purchased quota, | did so with the expectation that the NPFMC would not reallocate
those investments to another commercial graup. My family is dependent on income from the
halibut longline fishery and reallocation to the charter sector hurts bath my family and my
community. The CSP supplemental analysis establishes that langline fishermen have LOST
money over the past six years while charter operators have MADE money at these tow levels of
abundance. The charter fleet does not need more halibut at the expense of longline fishermen
and the communities that depend on them. If dients want more hallbut, charter operators can

s



Fax to (907) 271-2817 or mail to arrive by COB Sep 25, 2012

lease quota through the Guided Angler Fish {(GAF) provision, Why shouldn’t they have to invest
if they want more quota?? | have.

| support changes to the CSP that allow the Coundil to develop annual charter management
measures for adoption by the Internaticnal Pacific Halibut Commission. | support the GAF
provision. What | cannot support is yet another reallocation to the charter operators of the
halibut quota | worked hard to purchase. The longline industry and the American public
deserve better than that from the Council.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

s il 1) Mg

00 o 1371 Polershucs MK 7853
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Date: _9/3/2012_

Mr. Eric Olson, Chair RECE’

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306 SEp
Anchorage, AX 99501

Dear Mr. Olson,

Re: C-1 Halibut Catch Sharing Plan {CSP)

| SUPPORT the catch sharing plan percentage allocations adopted in 2008. | urge the Council to
recommit to these allocations, streamline the CSP charter manzgement system, and implement
the CSP.

The 2008 CSP allecations were based on historic and current harvest ratios between the charter
and longline sectors and fairly share the resource between these two sectors. The allocations
are fair and equitable. The allocations protect historic consumer access, the langline fishery,
and fishery dependent communities. The 2008 C5P allocations also provide a reasonable level
of access for guided anglers at alt levets of halibut abundance. The charter fleet was gifted an
allocation 255 above their actual harvest on two occasions and should not secure a higher
allocation through political interference.

Longline fishermen bring the fish to the public; charter aperators take the public to the fish—hbut
orders of magnitude more “public” are served by the longline industry. Even at these low
levels of abundance, longline fishermen in these two areas annually provide access—through
high quality, healthy meals--to the halibut resource for 7-9 million Americans plus another 2
million non-Ameticans through export. The Area 2C and 3A charter industry, on the other hand,
provides an expenslve recreational opportunity to approximately 230,000 clients per year. In
short, the longline fishery provides 40 times mare Americans access to the hatibut resource
and provides national economic benefit through export.

When | purchased quota, | did so with the expectation that the NPFMC would not reallocate
those investments to another commercial group. My family is dependent on income from the
halibut longline fishery and reallocation to the charter sector hurts bath my family and my
community. The C5P supplemental analysis establishes that longline fishermen bave LO5T
mongy over the past six years while charter operators have MADE money at these low [evels of
abundance. The charter fleet does not need more halibut at the expense of longline fishermen
and the communities that depend on them. If clients want more halibut, charter operators can
lease guota through the Guided Angler Fish |GAF) provision. Why shouldn't they have to invest
if they want more guota?? | have,



| support changes to the CSP that allow the Council to develap annual charter management
measures for adoption by the International Pacific Halibut Commission. | support the GAF
provision. What | cannot support is yet another reallocation to the charter operators of the
halibut quota | worked hard to purchase. The longline industry and the American public deserve

better than that from the Council.

Thank you for op ortunity to ment.
Sinnereiv,

e po.ul (le&'f
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Date: _9/3/2012_

Mr. Eri¢ Qlson, Chair

Morth Pacific Fishery Manageiment Council HECE’ VED
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306 SEP
Anchorage, AK 99501 . ™8 2017

Dear Mr, Olson,

Re: C-1 Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP)

I SUPPORT the catch sharing plan parcentage allocations adopted in 2008, | urge the Council to
recammit to these allocations, streamline the €SP charter management system, and implement
the CSP,

The 2008 CSP allccations were based on historic and current harvest ratios between the charter
and longline sectors and fairly share the resaurce between these two sectors. The allocations
are fair and eqguitable. The allocations protect historic consumear access, the longline fishery,
and fishery dependent communities. The 2008 C5P allocations also provide a reasonable level
of access for guided anglers at all levels of halibut abundance. The charter fleet was gifted an
allocation 25% ahove their actual harvest on two occasions and should not secure a higher
alocation through palitical interference.

Longline fishermen bring the fish to the public; charter operators take the public ta the fish—hbut
orders of magnitude more “public” are served by the longline Industry. Even at these low
levels of abundance, longline fishermen in these two areas annually provide access—through
high quality, healthy meals—to the halibut resource for 7-9 millien Amearicans plus another 2
million non-Americans through export. The Area 2C and 3A charter industry, on the other hand,
provides an expensive recreational opportunity to approximately 230,000 clients per year. n
short, the longline fishery provides 40 times more Americans access to the halibut resource
and provides natlonal economic benefit through export.

When | purchased quota, 1 did so with the expectation that the NPFMC would not reallocate
those investments to another commercial group. My famlly is dependent en income from the
halibut longline fishery and reallocation to the charter sector hurts both my family and my
community. The CSP supplemental analysis establishes that kongiine fishermen have LOST
money over the past six years while charter operators have MADE money at these low levels of
abundance. The charter fleet does not need more halibut at the expense of longline fishermen
and the communities that depend on them. If clients want more halibut, charter operators can
lease quota through the Guided Angler Fish {GAF)} provision.  Why shouldnt they have to invest
if they want more quota?? | have.



I support changes to the CSP that allow the Councli o develop annual charter management
measures for adoption by the tntemational Pacific Halibut Commission. | support the GAF
provision. What | cannot support is yet another reallogation ta the charter operators of the
halibut quota | worked hard to purchase. The longline industry and the American public deserve

better than that from the Council.
RECEIVER
WEP= ¢ 2

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Name: .
4a’nﬁm_ﬁlwﬂ;ﬁlmff -

Address:
/3227 Talbot Kl Edvonds Wl 98026
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Marty Jochnson F/¥ K-Rae

504 First St.
Sitka, Ak 99835 RECE’VED
907-738-0813 SEP~ ¢ 2017

To whom it may concern,

I have been commercial halibut longlineing since 1978, First hand
hauling in a 13’ Whaler then fishing for other skippers on larger boats. | fished
for other boats during the “derby days”, so when IFQs came out, which 1 saw as a
good thing, [ wasn’t allocated any shares. Rather than complaining I bought my
own quota shares and assumed that it would be a good investment. All-in-all, it
has been a good deal and I knew the quota would go up and down over the years.

I don’t feel that it’s right that the charter fleet has continued to ask for
more and more quota without any regard to conservation during the ups and
downs of the halibut cycles. I feel the charter fleet should accept the allocation
that the council set in place in 2008. If they want more quotas, they can buy into
their own fishery the way I did. The charter fleet needs to learn how to manage
their fishery the way the commercial fleet has,

Sincerely,

Marty !ohnson
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Fax 0 (907) 271-2817 or mail to arrive by:COB Sep 25,2012
Date: 6@91“ '-‘l}. 9~0¢9\ T
Mr. Enc: Qlson, Illilhair . - ’ | | | HECEI VED

North Pacific Fishery Managament Counc! SEp.
605 Wast 4th Ave, Ste 308 : R P~¢ Vil
Anchorage, AK 98501 . o o R .

Dear Mr. Olson,

Re: Hallbut Catch Sharing Plan (GéP} )

. —— A e ara a e

X i . ] T ’ - T I
. ISUPPORT the catch sharing pian peréentage allocations adopted in 2008 and detailed comments .
submitted by the Halih[.lt Coalition. '
1

The allocation percentages adopted by the Counall in October 2008 are fair and equitable becausé they
protact historic consumer accass, the setiineg fishery, coastal communities, and provide a reasonable level
of access for guided anglers al all levels of halibut abundance. it Is important for all sactors to share In
conservation of halibut, ‘equally, at all abundance levels, The CSP allgcations set in 2008 SHOULD NOT
be changed bacausé of political inferfarence. The charter fleet was gifted an allocation 25% above their
actual harvest on two occasions and is again trying to increase their allocation by obstructing final
regulatery action, - '

When | purchased quota, | did so with the expectation that the NPFMC would not reallocats those
investments to another commercial group.

The IPHC should be delegated authority to annually set bag and size limits for charter to maintain the
charter harvest at or below thelr allocation; this Is the most effective way. This will correct previcus
prablems with the charter sactor frequently exceeding their alfocation,

I support the Guided Angler Fish provision that allows charter opevators to lease quota if thelr clients want
more fish. Why shouldn't they have to invest if they want more quota??
My family is dependent on income from the hallbut setline fishery and uncompensated reallacation to the
charter sector hurts both my family and community.

The GSE supplemental analysis establishes that commercial fishermen have LOST money ovar the past

six years while charter operaters have MADE money at these low levals of abundance. The charter flest

does not need mare halibut at the expense of commerdial fishermen and the cammunities that depend on
them.

Thank you for the opporunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Name: m:k-ﬂ- \.}1:: L'-"L'-.‘p o .
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Date; qf I!?_D'uz— HECE‘VED

-~
-7 0%
M. Eric Olson, Chair SEP wH
North Pacific Fishery Management Coungil W . 0:9'
605 Wesl 4th Ave, Ste 306 Y1ad '
Anchorage, AK 99501 W M .
Dear Mr. Olson, g 8 V /
Re: Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP) _j‘\ru/\ _ .
§ SUPPORT the catch sharing plan percentage allocations adopted in 2008 and detailed comments
submitted by the Halibut Coalition.
The allocation percentages adopted by the Council in October 2008 are fair and equitable because they
protect historic consumer access, the setline fishery, coastal communities, and provide a reasonable level
of access for guided anglers at all levels of halibut abundance. It is important for all sectors to share in
conservation of halibut, equally, at all abundance levels. The CSP allocations set in 2008 SHOULDR NOT
be changed because of political interferance. The charter flest was gifted an allocation 25% abowvea their
actual harvast on two occasions and is again trying to increase their allocation by obstructing final
regulatory action.
When | purchased guota, | did so with the expectation that the NPFMGC would not reallocate those
investmenis lo another commercial group. Y -
7,

The IPHC shaould be delegated authority to annuglly set bag and size limits for charter to maintain the
charter harvest at o below their allocation; this is the mast effective way. This will correct previous
problems with the charler sector freguently exceeding their allocation.

I support the Guided Angler Fish provision that allows charter operators 1o fease quota if their clients want
more fish. Why shauldn’t they have to invest if they want mare quota??

WMy family is dependent on income from the halibut setline fishery and uncompenisated reallocation to the
charter sector hurts both my family and community.

The C3P supplemental analysis establishes that commercial fishermen have LOST money over the past

six years while charter operators have MADE money at these low levels of abundance. The charter fleet

does not need more halibut at the expense of commercial fishermen and the communities that depend on
them.

Thank you fer the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,
Name: ?I/\A’ukﬂ Md Lﬁ&!ﬂﬂl_’bf&@e-

!
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Fax to (907} 271-2817 or mail to arrive by COB Sep 25. 2012
Date: q- L[ ‘fl

Mr. Eric Clsen, Chair .

North Pacific Fishery Management Council HECE‘ VED
605 Wesl 4th Ave, Ste 306 SEP - "
Anchorage, AK 99501 : 12012

Dear Mr. Olson,

Re: Halibut Catch Sharing Plan {CSP)

| SUPPORT the catch sharing plan percentage allncatlons adopted in 2008 and detailed comments
subritted by the Halibut Coalition.

The allocation percentages adopted by the Council in October 2008 are fair and equitable because they
protect historic consumer access, the setling fishery, coastal communities, and provide a reasonabie leve)
of access for guided anglers at all levels of halibut abundance, It is important for all sectors o share in
conservation of halibut, equally, at all abundance ievels. The CSP allocations set in 2008 SHOULD NOT
be changed because of political interference. The charter fleet was gifted an allocation 25% abave their
actual harvest on two occasions and is again lrying to increase their allocation by obstructing final
ragulatory action.

When | purchased quota, 1 did 50 with the expectation that the NPFMC weuld not reallocate those
inveslmenis fo ancther commercial group.

The IPHC should be delegated authonity to annually set bag and size limits for charter to maintain the
charter harvest at or below their allocation; this is the most effective way. This will corree! previous
problems wlth the charter sector frequently exceeding their allocation.

I support the Guided Angler Fish provision that allows chaner operators to lease guota if their clienis want
more fish. Why shouldn’t they have to invest if they want more quota??

My family is dependent on income from the halibut setline fishery and uncompensated reallocation to the
charter sector hurts both my family and commnity.

The CSP supplemental analysis establishes that commercial fishermen have LOST money over the past
six years while charier operators have MADE money at these low levels of abundance. The charer fleet
daes not need more halibut at the expense of commercial fishermen and the communities that depend on
them.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment,

Sincerely,

Name: M @W‘-A ﬂm AT JEVU’LS
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¢ Ric Ursalovic FRX MO. : SB7 345-5557 Sep. 6 2012 18:1lddM P1

Fax to {907) 271-2817 or mail to arrive by COB Sep 25, 2012

lease quota through the Guided Angler Fish (GAF} provision. Why shouldn’t they have to invest
if they want more quota?? | have.

| support changes to the CSP that allow the Council to develop annual charter management
measures for adoption by the international Pacific Halibut Commission. | support the GAF
provision. What | cannot sypport is yet anather reallocation ta the charter operators of the
haifbwit quota ) worked hard to purchase. The longline industry and the American public
desarve better than that from the Council.

Thank you for the opportunity to commaent.

Sincerely,

Name: % 2éng 5

Ric Visalowd
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The Albert Hofstad Family
PO Box 1030
Petersburg, AK 99833

September 3, 2012

Mr. Eric Olson, Chair Narth Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306
Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Mr. Olson,

We are writing to comment on the Halibut Catch Sharing Plan. We support
the cafch allocations adopted in 2008 and the conyments submitied by the
Halibut Coalition, of which we are members.

My busband has been commercial fishing halibut in areg 2-C for over 70
years, he holds IFQ’'s most of which he purchased, | purchased all of my
halibut IFQ’s (area 2-C), and 3 of our son's purchased all of their Halibut
IFQ's (area 2-C), We have well over $2.5 million dollars invested as a
family of fishermen in area 2-C. Our sons are still paying off loans that
they cannot even pay the payments on with what they make fishing the
IFQ’s because of the draconian decline in quota over the past several
vears. How can you even consider giving away (for free) any more

percentage of the guota we purchased (and financed) to the charter
fleet? When we purchased quoia, we never even considered that the

NPFMC would giff part of our life savings to another commercial group.

Please, be fajr...
Our family is dep

endent on our inceme from the halibut fishery and uncompensated
reallocation to the charter sector hurts my husband and |, who are retired
and have counted on this income o live on. Our son’s are still paying for
their IFQ's, beats and other permits as well a8 ralsing young Alaskan
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familles. Our coastal communities suffer as well.

The allocation percentages agreed to in 2008 are fair to everyone because
they protect the consumer, the charter fleet, our Alaska coastal
communities, and provide access for guided anglers at all levels of halibut
abundance. In order to be equitable, all sectors must share equally in
conservation of halibut, The Gatch Sharing Plan aflccations set in 2008
SHOULD NOT be changed because of political pressure. The charter fleet
was given gt no cost to themselves an allocation 25% above their actual
harvest twice and is again unfairly trying fo increase their allocation.

if charter operators want {0 catch mare fish | support their ability to iease
additional quota. Why shouldn’t they have to invest if they want more
quota? As commercial fishermen we have had to save, borrow and
payback huge loans to acquire our quota.

PLEASE. PLEASE get this done with and be fair,

Sincerely,

The Alhert Mofstad Family
Albert Hofstad

Melinda Gruening Hofstad
Nathan Gruening

B.Swift Gruening

Larry Hofsiad

Mark Hofstad

Nick Hofstad
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Mr. Eric Olson,

NPFMC

605 West 4™ Ave, Ste. 306

Mr. Olson

Re: C-1 Halibut Catch Sharing Plan.

As one of our late President said, “Well here we go again®.

First | would Iike to say | SUPPORT the catch share plan percentage allocations that were adopted in
2008. | unge the council to commit to these allocations.

The 2008 CSF allocations were based on historic and current harvest ratios; these allocations are fair
and equitable. The 2008 CSP allocations provide a reasonabie level of access for guided anglers at all
hallbut abundance lsvels.

Longedina fishermen provide Halibut to the public, some 8-to — 9 million AMERICAN consumers that
cannot afford a charter; they provide another 2-3 million non-aAmericans through export. This also helps
the national trade deficit.

When i purchased quota, § did with the expectation that the NPFMC after talking this issue over since at
ieast 1996, (see my past testimony attached) would nat reallocate my investment In my livelihood to
anothar commercial group.

Do you suppose that for every |FQ holder that has to reaflocate to the charter industry that IFQ holder
tould be allocated a charter license for compensation?

That might Ha fair and equitable.

Today my 1¥Q 15 1/3 of what | purchased and my income 1o service my logn is 60% short, and subsidized
by other work. | cannot afford to lose anymore.

If charter clients want mare fish ket them lease the \FQ fram me then | can still service my |oan, and at
the same time the charter client gets more fish,

A question that should be answered is with the consolidation of the charter Industry is the commercial
fishermen having to reallocate \FQ to just a few who are buying up the charter license and gaining 35.00
dollar a Ib. IFQ for free?

What would the GHL be warth if just a handfu! of investor's owned the entire charter licenses?

Should we require the charter industry to have vessel owner anboard when they fish Halibut just ke
the commercial guy?
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Mr. Olsan councit members it is time to end this 16 year reallocation. Pleasa stick to the 2008 C5p
allocation.

Thank you for the chance to comment.

Blll Cormor
Box 1124

Petersburg AK 99833

i L G- -r2

p.2



Sep 071201:44p 8ill Connor 13608666941 p.3

1396 Tesdkomeny  Fpoges

Nationai Marine Fisheries Commission Testimony
Bill Connor

GOOD DAY, MEMBERS OF THE COMMISSION. FOR THE RECORD,
MY NAME IS BILL CONNOR, | AM HERE TODAY REPRESENTING
MYSELF AND THE CREW OF THE CAPE RELIANT, BASED IN
PETERSBURG, ALASKA.

1 HAVE FISHED FOR HALIBUT, BLACKCOD,SALMON. CRAB AND
HERRING IN ALASKAN WATERS SINCE 1975. | AND OTHER
LONGLINE FISHERMEN HAVE FOR DECADES PARTICIPATED IN
RECOMMENDING QUOTAS TO PROTECT AGAINST
OVERHARVESTING AND TO ENSURE A STEADY STOCK FROM
WHICH TO HARVEST IN THE FUTURE. WE HAVE MONITORED OUR
CATHES AND REDUCED QUOTAS, AS NEEDED, TO SUSTAIN THE
OPTIMUM YIELD.

LONGLINERS HAVE HAD TO ADJUST TQ CHANGES IN THE COURSE
OF THE FISHERIES DEVELOPMENT. FROM LONG, UNRESTRICTED
SEASONS, WE VOLUNTARILY MOVED TO MANDITORY SEVEN-DAY
LAYUPS, THEN TO SHORTEN SEASCONS, AND FINALLY TQ DERBY
FISHING FOR TWO-TO-THREE DAYS A YEAR AS UNREGULATED
FLEETS OF AS MANY AS 6,000 BOATS WENT WILD IN THE HARVEST.
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PAGE 2

MOST RECENTLY, IN ORDER TO PRESERVE THE HALIBUT FISHERY
LONGLINERS VOLUNTARILY 1.F.Q.ED OURSELVES, IN ORDER TO
HARVEST THE RESOURCE AT A MORE RESPONSIBLE PACE.

ENTER THE PICTURE: A NEW USER GRCUP WHOSE
UNRESTRICTED GROWTH AND CONSUMPTION OF THE HALIBUT
RESOURCE THREATENS THE ESTABLISHED COMMERCIAL
LONCLINERS WHO HAVE WORKED SO HARD TO PRESERVE THIS
FISHERY.

IF THE SPORT CHARTER FLEET IS NOT REGULATED, WE WILL SEE
OUR EFFORTS TO PRESERVE THE HALIBUT STOCK UNDERMINED.

= THE SPORT CHARTER INDUSTRY IS QUICK TO PLAY DOWN THEIR
GROWING PRESENCE AND THEIR IMPACT ON THE ALASKAN
FISHERIES RECENTLY MEMBERS OF THE CHARTER INDUSTRY
PROVIDED DESCRIPTIONS OF THE CHARTER FLEET AND THEIR
RESPECTIVE CHARTER AREAS.
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PAGE 3

THEY CONTEND THAT GROWTH OF THE CHARTER INDUSTRY IS
CONSTRAINED BY THE LIMITED NUMBER OF AVAILABLE SLIPS,
MARKEY DEMANDS, ACCESSIBILITY AND AVAILABILITY OF HOTEL
ACCOMMODATIONS THEY PORTRAY THEMSELVES AS BEING
"SELF-REGULATED,"” IF YOU WILL, BY VIRTUE OF
INFRASTRUCTURE LIMITATIONS.

THAT IS SIMPLY NOT THE CASE. NEW LODGES ARE SPRINGING
UP EACH YEAR IN SOUTHEAST ALASKA , BED AND BREAKFASTS,
LAND-BASED AND FLOATING FISH LDDGES ACCORDING TO ONE
RECENT NEWS REPORT ON THE CRUISE SHIP INDUSTRY, THE
PREDICTION FOR THE YEAR 2,000 IS EIGHT MILLION PASSENGERS,
UP FROM FOUR MILLION iN 1893, "WITH NO END IN SIGHT."

WITH THE ONE-SALMON-A-DAY LIMIT, YOU CAN BET A CHARTEREE
WILL WANT TO TARGET ANOTHER SPECIES. AND, AS | HAVE
HEARD FROM CHARTER OPERATORS AND SEEN WITH MY OQWN
EYES, THAT SPECIES OF CHCICE IS QUICKLY BECOMING HALIBUT.
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PASSING MANY TIMES THROUGH FREDERICK SCUND DURING THE
PAST TWO SALMON SEASONS, | OBSERVED EACH TIME, CLUSTERS
OF BOATS JIGGING HALIBUT ON THE TRADITIONAL HALIBUT
LONGLINE SPOTS.  THIS WAS A NEW SIGHT TO ME AND THE
OTHER LONGLINE FISHERMEN.

THOSE SAME SEASONS, THE HALIBUT TAKE BY COMMERCIAL
FISHERMAN IN FREDERICK SQUND WAS SIGNIFICANTLY LOWER
THAN PREVIOUS YEARS. IN AREA 2-C OF FREDERICK SOUND IN
THE FALL OF 1993, IT WAS EXTREMELY DIFFICULT TO REACH HALF
OF THE 20,000 POUND TRIP QUOTA WITHIN THE TWO-DAY TIME
LIMIT. DURING THE TWO-DAY 1994 FALL HALIBUT SEASON, THERE
WAS NO QUOTA LIMIT, BUT THE FISHING WAS VERY POOR - 15,000
POUNDS WAS A BIG TRIP. YET, BOTH YEARS, JUST ANOTHER 80
MILES AWAY, WHERE CHARTER BOAT FISHING IS RARELY DONE, IF
AT ALL, THE 1993 TRIP QUOTAS WERE EASILY REACHED, AND 1994
SAW RECORD TRIPS.
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PAGE 5

THAT 1S JUST GNE EXAMPLE, FROM ONE FISHING AREA IN THE
STATE. HOWEVER, THE REALITY IS THAT AT PRESENT, NO ONE
KNOWS WHAT IS REALLY BEING TAKEN BY THE SPORT CHARTER
HALIBUT FISHERMEN. SURVYEYS GET MAILED QUT. CREEL
SURVEYS ARE TAKEN. BUT, AS ANY STATISTICIAN WILL TELL YOU
INFORMATION GLEANED FROM A VOLUNTARY SURVEY IS OF
QUESTIONABLE VALUE. WHILE THE "BEST GUESS" HISTORICAL
ESTIMATE HAS BEEN PEGGED AT FIVE TO SiX MILLION POUNDS OF
HALIBUT PER YEAR, THERE IS VIRTUALLY NO VERIFIED DATA
BOCUMENTING THE ACTUAL TAKE BY THE SPORT CHARTER
FISHERMEN.

¥

AS A LONGLINER, MY CONCERN IS THAT IF WE DO NOT CAP AND
REGULATE THE TAKE OF HALIBUT BY THIS NEW USER GROUP,

QUOTAS WILL BE OVERHARVESTED. AS YOU ARE AWARE,
CHARTER QUOTAS COME OFF THE TOP OF WHAT'S AVAILABLE

EVERY YEAR. AS QUOTAS BECOME SMALLER, THE SPORT
CHARTER FISHERMEN'S PORTION WILL GET PROPORTIONATELY
LARGER. AT THE PRESENT RATE OF GROWTH, CONCEIVABLY,
THEIR TAKE COULD EXCEED THE HISTORICAL COMMERCIAL TAKE,
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PAGE 6

THE RESULTING ECONOMIC IMPACT ON THE COMMERCIAL
FISHERMEN, THEIR FAMILIES AND THEIR COMMUNITIES WOULD BE
DEVASTATING. HOW CAN AN INDIVIDUAL, WHEN PURCHASING AN
I.F.Q., BE SURE HE OR SHE CAN AFFORD THE RISK QF BUYING A
PERCENTAGE WHEN THERE IS NO WAY OF DETERMINING AND
CONTROLLING THE HALIBUT TAKE OF THE SPORT CHARTER USER
GROUP.

IN CLOSING, | URGE THE COMMISSION TO ADOPT A CAP ON THE

HARVEST TAKEN BY SPORT CHARTER FISHERMEN AT THEIR
PRESENT HISTORICAL CATCH.

IT'S FAIR, IT'S EQUITABLE, AND ITS THE ONLY WAY TO PRESERVE
THE LONGLINE HALIBUT FISHERY FOR FUTURE GENERATIONS,

1 mayglas i
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CHRUSTEHING CEREMONY: Holland American Cruise Line's newest ship is the Ryndam, which set sail in Gel.
Four cruise lines have $1 billion worth of ship orders each.

aCruise lines: Kighteen new
ships are set for delivery by
late 1897, including the two
biggest liners ever made.

By Catheyine Wilson
Tre Associaled Press

FORT LAUDERDALE, Fla. — A crew
on an elevated platform touches up the
white painl near the ship’s name.
Installzrs spread Lheir tools on a vibrant
abstract-pattern carpet in a leunge. A
cantraclor uses a laptop computer linked
Lo o slof machine.

Adjustmenls are made with hours to
spare before the maiden eruise of Holland
America's Ryndam, heralding a three-year
building boom fur the cruise industry,

Fuar eruise ines have $1 bilion worth
of ship orders each, influenced by indus-
try projeclions that passenger commts will
vise [rom 4.1 millioa in 1993 1o 8 million in
2000, Eighteen new ships are get lor deliv
cry by late 1997, including the two biggest
linevs ever made.

“We'll have more ships than the Spanish
Armada, or stleast morabeds," joked Rich
Sleck, a spekesman for Royal Carbbean
Cruises Lld. “We already know where the

gold is out there in passenger land.”

More than just industcy growlh is leed-
ing the building frenzy, 2 business domi-
nated by shipyards in Finland, Italy
France and Germany,

The profit potential on more efficient
ships, lhe availability of financing, favor-
able currency exchange rates and new
safety rules mandating major renova-
tions un elder ships are playing a role in
the boom,

“I don't think there's any end in sight,”
said Tim Gullagher, a spokesman for
Carnival Corp. The company’s 3.060-
pussenger Fascination began sailing in
July, and Carnival has three more ships
on order

Holland America, meanwhile, has
orders for bwo mere ships, while Princoess
and Royal Cuaribbean each have Tour
ships on ordeq, and Celebrity has three.

Carnival and Prineess have geneeated
the mest intrigue by promising 100,008
ton lincrs, the biggest ever built and
vastly outdistuncing the largest now at
sea, Kloster Cruise Lld.'s 76,049-lon
Norway. The passenger eapacity will be
2 800 on the ships, which are due for deliv-
ery in 1996 and 1997,

Carmival is paying %200 million for its

leasure ship business is cruising

megaliner. Prineess, which is buying the
other ship, isn't saying what it cost.

i mm.ﬁJ we're pretly mueh pusking the
otiler limits,” conceded Carnival chairman
Micky Anson

“It gels toupgher and tougher to take
advantage of that additional size.” ;

The sleelk, white Princess ship will
feature three dining rooms instead of the
standard two snd a4 suspended nighiclub
reached at the stern through a moving
walloway.

Most of the new ships are deslined (or
Caribbezn service, the world’s biggest
cruise markel, a yearround option and
the preference of first-lime cruisers.

“The untapped potential in the
Caribbean where we're putting mare
tormage over the next several years we
lhink 15 vast,” Benson said “Companies
are geing to need new, innovative, spec-
taenlar ships to attraat those praple and
to keep them eoming back.”

Dut U.3. shipyards are gellicg only a
small share of the building boorpsss
although North Ameriea provides m
the cruise industry’s passengers, the
liners are being built in Burope.

That trend is unlikely to change
anylime so0n,
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Dear Mr. Olsen

| have purchased all of my {FQs at a cost of just under $400,000.00. K i sold
them today at $30.00 Ib. it adds up to $177,750.00. The loan | have is $172,400.00 plus
interest for this year.

| started out with an 18t sKiff, because the charter sactor grew at such a fast
pace { needed to go further from town. [ had 1o gét & bigger boat and more IFQYs to
support the boat. Then between the charters and the lodges | have had to go even
further away , there again a bigger boat and more IFQY's. | did this last upgrade when
thay said we could have a third block to fish. 1 bought 12,000 lbs. Fished it for one year
and lost it before | even had a payment due.

With the rules at the time of purchase we were suppose 1o have a “fast up and
slow down” rule. Where did that go?

I really had a geod business plan, but now it's just a tot of work with little to
nothing to show for it!|

All Icansay isif the charter sector wants more fish they nead to pay for them
like the rast of us commercial fishermen. | feel we as commercial fishermen with an
nvestment in the IFQ program should be compensated for our losses! These losses
are not of our doing as we followed the rules.

The commercial fishing industry supports our communities. Most of the charters
blow into town make a bunch of money and go home. This is our home and we need
the money to support us and our community.

F've been battling cancer for these last two years. Two years now | have had to
do a medical fransfer of my [FQ’s. For this | receive enough to pay my loan interest and
hopefully my enforcement tax. One question | have is why the charter sector does not
have to pay some kind of enforcement tax?

Thank you for listening.
Sincerily,

Temy J. Smith

R.O. Box 991
Petersburg, Ak. 899833
807-518-0218



Retain 2008 C5P Allocations for Halibut

Subject: Retain 2008 CSP Allocations for Halibut

From: Michelle Connor <connor_michelle@yahoo.com> Famn
Date: 9/9/2012 5:10 PM

To: "npfmc.comments@noaa.gov” <npfre.comments@noaa.gov>

CC: "halibutcoalition@gmail.com” <halibutcoaliion@gmail.com>, "CRFBC@acl.com”
<CRFBC@acl.com:>

Dear Mr. Olson and Council Members,

As an American consumer my access (o halibut is through the Alaska haiibut fishermen and processors. Halibut is an important
part of the regular diet my family, friends and I enjoy and rely on.

[ believe the current aliocation percentages while stewarding the halibut stocks also ensure that I am able to purchase halibut in
markets or enjoy it at restaurants. I urge you to maintain historic consumer access at all levels of halibut abundance. The CSP
allocations set in 2008 SHOULD NOT be changed.

Sincerely,

Michelle Connor and Mark Levensky
Seaifle, Washington

1of1 9/10/2012 9:14 AM



access to halibut

Subject: access to halibut

s~ From: "Kathleen Connor" <kathleen_connor@comcast.net>
Date: 9/9/2012 7:08 PM
Yo: <npfmc.comments@noaa.gov:>

Dear Mr. Qlson and Coundl Members,

As an American consumer my aceess 1o halibut is through the Alaska halibut fishermen and processars.

Without their efforts, we would not be abte to purchase halibut in markets or enjoy it at restaurants.

The allecation percentages adepted by the Coungil in QOctober 2008 are fair and equitable because they protect historic
consumer access, the setline fishery, coastal communities, and provide a reasonable level of access for guided anglers at
all jevels of halibut abundance.

it is important for all sectors to share in conservaticn of halibut, equaily, at alt abundance levels.

The CSP allocations set in 2008 SHOULD NOT be changed.

Especially given the opportunities for interssts who are late entrants to the fishing markeis to gain inappropriate and
disruptive controt of markets histarically controlied “locally” for the bensefit of consumers and local economies,

Sinceraly,

Kathleen Connor

i
Amerlcan Consumer
5229 Gull Harbar Drive NE
Olympia, WA 98506

-~

1ofl 2/10/2012 %14 AM



Halibut Catch Sharing Plan [C5F}

Subject: Halibut Catch Sharing Plan {CSP} _

From: Kellii Wood <kellii2005@gmail.com> 7,
Date: 9/10/2012 8:59 AM

To: npfmc.comments@noaa.gov

Dear Mr. Olson and Council Members,

As an American consumer my access to halibut is through the Alaska halibut fishermen and
processars. Without their efforts, we would not be able to purchase halibut in markets or
enjoy it at restaurants.

The allocation percentages adopted by the Council in October 2008 are fair and equitable
because they protect historic consumer access, the setline fishery, coastal communities, and
provide a reasonable level of access for guided anglers at el levels of halibut abundance. It is

important for all sectors to share in conservation of halibut, equally, at all abundance levels.
The CSP allocations set in 2008 SHOULD NOT be changed.

Sincerely,

Kellii Wood
American Consumer

Petersburg, AK

lofl 9/10/2012 9:14 AV



hailbut quota slashed

Subject: hailbut quota slashed

=~ From: jamie griffith <jamiegriffithl@hotmail.com>
Date: 9/10/2012 10:16 AM
To: <npfmc.comments@nocaa.gov>

Hello,

My name is Jamie Griffith and I have been involved with the Bartles commercial fishing halibut quota for over 15
years. [ am currently a llcensed dinical sodal worker and ng longer depend on the income of commerdal fishing;
however, it allowed me to get the education that I have now. I was fortunate to fish during the years of
unlimited quota and helped the Bartels quota to be what originally was over 15,000 pounds. Now unfortunately
to cut after cut their quota is only around 3,000 pounds. This is disgustingly unfair at best and a down right
criminal at worst, T had high hopes that one day my children would be able to experence the Incredible hard and
rewarding labor of commercial halibut fishing, and, hepefully halp them receive higher education; however, due
to the ongeing cuts there probably wont be any quota left when they are old enough te fish, Since I am a past
crew member of many years, I am able to take over the Bartels quota and that would have been an honor since
I hetped build it during the derby days; however, I fear that the charter boats are going to be the ones reaping
the benefits of all the hard labor so many commercial fisherman put in to eam their quota. Please re-examing
what the state is deing to commercial fishing and the Alaska way of life, If is wasn't for commerclal fishing my
famlly and the Bartels family could Yikely be on welfare. Please do not devastate the commercial halibut quota
and begin o consider giving some of the hard earmed quota back to the people who worked for it for so many
years,

Thank-you for you consideration,

- Jamie Griffith, LICSW, PLLC
Former deckhand

1of1 9/10/2012 10:23 &AM



Pw: halibut quota being slashed due to charters

Subject: Fw: halibut quota being slashed due to charters

From: jamie griffith <jamiegriffithi@hotmail.com> 7
Date: 9/10/2012 9:58 AM

To: <npfmc.comments@noaa.gov:>

From: jamie griffith
Sent: Manday, September 10, 2012 10:56 AM

Te: npfimccomments@noaa.qov ; Rob Griffith ; Russ and Charleen Bartels
Subject: halibut quota being slashed due ko charters

Helig,

My name is Jamie Griffith and t have been involved with the Bartles cammercial fishing halibut quota for over
15 years. | am currently a licensed clinical social worker and no longer depend on the income of commercial
fishing; however, it allowed me to get the education that | have now. | was fortunate to fish during the years
of unlimited gquota and helped the Bartels quota to be what criginally was over 15,000 pounds. Mow
unfertunately to cut after cut their quota is only around 3,000 pounds. This is disgustingly unfair at best and
a down right criminal at worst. | had high hopes that one day my children would be able to experience the
incredible hard and rewarding labor of commercial halibut fishing, and, hopefully help them receive higher
education; however, due to the ongoing cuts there prohably wont be any quota left when they are old
enough to fish. Since | am a past crew member of many years, | am able to take over the Bartels quota and
that would have been an honor since | helped build it during the derby days; however, | fear that the charter
boats are going to be the ohes reaping the benefits of alt the hard labor s0 many commercial fisherman put =
into earn their quota. Please re-examine what the state is doing to commercial fishing and the Alaska way of
tife. If is wasn't for commercial fishing rmy family and the Bartels family could likely be on welfare. Please do
not devastate the commercial halibut quota and begin to consider giving some of the hard earned quota
back to the people who worked for it for so many years.

Thank-you far you consideration,

Jamie Griffith, LICSW, PLLC
Former deckhand

1of1l 9/10/2012 2:00 PV
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From: Margarita Bello <bellomargarita@yahoo.com>
Date: 9/10/2012 6:04 PM 7~
To: npfmc.comments@noaa.gov

Dear Mr. Olson and Council Members,

As an Amarican consumer my access to halibut is through the Alaska hafbut tishermen and processors. Without
their efforts, we would not be able to purchase halibut in markets or enjoy it at restaurants.

The allocation percentages adepted by the Council in October 2008 are fair and equitable because they protect
historic consumer access, the setline fishery, coastal communities, and provide a reasonable level of access for
guided anglers at all levels of halibut abundance. It is important for all sectors to share in consarvation of hallbut,
equally, at all abundance lavels. The CSF allocations set in 2008 SHOULD NOT be changed.

Sincerely,

Holly Winje and Family
American Sonsumer

Patershurg, Alaska

10f1 9/12/2012 8:38 AM



IMPORTANT INFORMATION re: CSP Alocations

1of2

Subject: IMPORTANT INFORMATION re: CSP Alocations

From: Kirsten Curry <kirsten.curry@rpgretirement.com>

Date: 9/10/2012 8:55 PM

To: "npfmc.comments@noaa.gov” <npfmec.commemts@noaa.govs

Dear Mr. Clson and Council Members,

As an American consumer my access o halibut Is through the Alaska halibut fishermen and processors. VWithout
their efforts, we would not he able to purchase halibut in markets or enjoy it at restaurants.

The allocation percentages adopted by the Council in October 2008 are fair and equitable because they protect
historic consumer acceass, the setling fishery, coastal communities, and provide a reasonable level of access for
guided anglers at all levals of halibut abundance. It is impertant for all sectors to share in conservation of halibut,
equally, at all abundance lkevels,

‘The CSP allocations set in 2008 SHOULD NOT be changed!

Best Regards,

Kirsten Curry, President

T
E i ]
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Rains Plan Group

2226 Eastiake Ave East, #88

Seattle, WA 98102

{206) 430-5084 ext. 7006 [Fhone)

(800) 974-2814 (10l| free)

(88B) 796-5478 (fax}

kirsten. retirement.com
w.rainsplangr .ooMm

Check our aur latest Retirement Plan & Regulatory Updates:

@ 0
DT aseon

Rains Plan Group, LLC is not a taw firm. The information contained in this email, including its attachments, is
not protected information and may be subject to disclosure to the full extent of the law.

RS CIRCULAR 233 NOTICE - Pursuant to requirements related to practice before the Internal Revenue Service, any
tax advice contained in this communicotion {including attachments} is not intended to be used, ond connot be
used, for purposes of avoiding penclties imposed under the United States internal Revenue Code or promoting,
marketing or recommending any tax-reloted motter to another person,

This message and any attachments are solaly for the intended recipient and may contain confidential or
privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient, any disclosure, copying, use, or distribution of the

971272012 8:38 AM



IMPORTANT INFORMATION re: CSP Alocations

infermation included in this message and any attachments is prohibited. If you have received this

communication in error, please notify us by reply e-mail and immediately and permanently delete this

message and any attachments, Any communication sentin error shall not constitute a waiver of any L
confidentiality or privilege to which the communication is otherwise entitled. Thank you.

2of2 971272012 9:38 AM



Fax to (907) 271-2817 or mail to arrive by COB Sep 25, 2012

Date: 7 A3

Mr. Eric Ofsor:, Chair

North Pacific Fishery Management Coundil RECEI VE D

605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306
Anchorage, AK 99501 SEP1 0 2017

Dear Mr. Oison,

Re: C-1 Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP)

! SUPPORT the catch sharing plan percentage allocations adopted in 2008. | urge the Council to
recommit to these allocations, streamline the CSP charter management system, and implement
the C5P.

The 2008 CSP allocations were based on historic and current harvest ratios between the charter
and longline sectors and fairly share the resource between these two sectors. The allocations
are fair and equitable. The allocations protect historic consumer access, the longline fishery,
and fishery dependent communities. The 2008 CSP allocations also provide a reasonable level
of access for guided anglers at all levels of halibut abundance. The charter fleet was gifted an
allecation 25% above their actual harvest on two occasions and should not secure a higher
allocation through political interference.

Longline fishermen bring the fish to the public; charter operators take the public to the fish—
but orders of magnitude more “public” are served by the longline industry. Even at these low
levels of abundance, longline fishermen in these two areas annually provide access—through
high quality, healthy meals—-to the halibut resource for 7-9 million Americans plus another 2
million non-Americans through export. The Area 2C and 3A charter industry, on the other
hand, provides an expensive recreational oppartunity te approximately 230,000 clients per
year. In short, the longline fishery provides 40 times more Americans access to the hafibut
resource and provides national economic benefit through export.

When | purchased quota, I did so with the expectation that the NPFMC would not reallocate
those investments to another commercial group. My family is dependent on income from the
halibut longline fishery and reallacation to the charter sector hurts both my family and my
community. The CSP supplemental analysis estabiishes that longline fishermen have LOST
money over the past six years while charter operators have MADE money at these low levels of
abundance. The charter fleet does not need moare halibut at the expense of longline fishermen
and the communities that depend on them. If clients want more halibut, charter operators can



Fax fo (907) 271-2817 or mail to arrive by COB Sep 25, 2012

lease quota through the Guided Angler Fish (GAF) provision. Why shouwldn’t they have to invest rn
if they want more quota?? | have,

| support changes to the CSP that allow the Coundil to develop annual charter management
measures for adoption by the International Pacific Halibut Commission. | support the GAF
provision. What I cannot support is yet another reallocation to the charter operators of the
halibut guota | worked hard to purchase. The longline industry and the American public
deserve better than that from the Council.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

MName:
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Septemnber 1, 2012

Eric Olson, Chairman
North Pacific Fishery Management Council

605 West 4° Ave. Ste 306 RECEIVED

Anch AK 99501
OreEe: SEP 10 2012

Dear Mr. Olson
Re: Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP)
Dear Mr. Olson,

I understand there is a possibility the council could relocate another 4-5% of the Halibut catch to
the charter industry; as a long time halibut longliner I oppose this action.

1 DO SUPPORT the catch sharing plan percentage allocations adopted in 2008 and detailed
comments submitted by the Halibut Coalition.

The 2008 allocation percentages are fair because they protect coastal communities, the longline
fishery, and provide a reasonable level of access for guided anglers. It is important for all people
to share in the conservation of halibut, equally, at all abundance levels. On two oceasions the
charter fleet was given an allocation 25% above their actual harvest and now again is trying to
increase their alloeation.

The IPHC should be delegated authority to set limits for the charter, so they can maintain the
charter harvest the most effective way. This will then correct previous problems with the charter
sector frequently exceeding their allocation.

1 also SUPPORT the Guided Angler Fish provision that allows charter operators to lease quotas
if they want more fish. They should have to invest if they want more quota just as the setline
fishery does.

My family is totally dependent on the income from the halibut sctline fishery. Therefore if
quotas are relocated it will hurt both my family and my community.

In the past 6 years the commercial fisherman has LOST money and the charter fisherman have
macle money.

THE CHARTER FLEET DOES NOT NEED MORE HALIBUT AT THE EXPENSE OF
COMMERCIAL FISHERMEN, THEIR FAMILIES AND THEIR COMMUNITIES.

Thank-you for the opportunity to comment.

Mé’zﬂf _______

Jack B, Cartwright
89895 Seales Rd
Warrenton, OB 97146

Si




Fax to (907) 271-2817 or mail to arrive by COB Sep 25, 2012

= Data: fg"'j-_ ”2—

Mr. Eric Cison, Chair RECEIVED

North Pacific Fishery Managemant Council SEP 1 0 2012
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306
Anchorage, AKX 99507

Dear Mr. Clson,

Re: Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP)

I SUPPORT the catch sharing plan percantage allocations adopted in 2008 and detailed comments
submitted by the Halibut Coalition.

The allocation percentages adopted by the Council in Octobar 2008 are fair and equitable because they
protect historic consumer access, the setline fishery, coastal communities, and provide a reasonable level
of access for guided anglers at all levels of halibut abundance. It is important for all sectors to share in
conservation of halibut, equally, at all aburdanca levels. The CSP allocations set in 2008 SHOULD NOT
be changsd because of political interference. The charter fleet was gifted an allacation 25% above their
actual harvest on two occasions and is again trying to increase their allocation by obstructing final
regulalory action.

When | purchased quota, | did so with the expectation that the NPEMC would not reallocate those
o invastments to ancther commercial group.

The IPHC should be delegated authority to annually set bag and size limits for eharter to maintain the
charter harvest at or below their allocation; this is the most effective way. This will correct previcus
problems with the charter sector frequently exceeding their allocation.

I support the Guided Angler Fish provisfon that allows charter operators 1o lease quota if their clients want
more fish. Why shouldr’t they have to invest if they wani more quota??

My family is dependent on income from the halibut seatline fishery and uncempeansated reallocation to the
charter sector hurts bath my family and community.

The CSP supplemental analysis establishes that commercial fishermen have LOST rmaonay over the past

six yaars while charter aperators have MADE money at thesa low levels of abundznce. The chartsr foet

does not need more halibut at the expense of commercial fishermen and the communities that depend on
tham.

Thank ycu for the opportunity to cornment,

Sincerely,
Name: /fzﬁfzf-: Epz ) A dﬁ L/ ZI
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Dear Mr Olson, September 4, 2012
Concerning the reallocation of quota to the charters, Ifthe charters
desire and require a larger quota they should buy it the same way 1
got mine. Mine has evaporated from about 10,000 pounds to
around 2500 pounds.

To take from me what I have purchased and give it to another
without any compensation to me is wrong,

Respectfully submitted,

Norman K. Sowards
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Fax to (907) 271-2817 or mail to arrive by COB Sep 25. 2012

e S| ‘a/ J2— -

| | RECEI g,

SEP
North Pacific Fishary Management Council 10 2017
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 308
Anchorage, AK 99501

Gear Mr, Qison,

Re: Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP)

| SUPPORT the catch sharing plan percentage alincations adopted in 2008 and detailed commenis
submitted by the Halibut Coalition.

The allocation percentages adopted by the Council in October 2008 are fair and equitable because they
protect historic consumer access, the setline fishery, coastal communities, and provide a reasanable level
of access for guided anglers at all levels of halibut abundance. It is important for all sectors to share in
conservation of hafibut, equally, at all abundance levels. Tha CSP alkscations set in 2008 SHOULD NOT
he changed bacauss of potitical interference. The charter fleet was gifted an altecation 25% abave their
actual harvest on two accasions and is again trying to increase thair allocalion by obstructing final
regulatery action.

When § purchased quota, | did so with the expectation that the NPFMC would not reallocate those
investments to ancther commercial group.

The IPHC shoutd be delegated authority to annually set bag and size limits for charter to maintain the
charter harvest at or below their allocation; this is the most effective way. This will correct previous
problems with the charter seclor frequently exceeding their allocation.

| support ihe Guided Angler Fish provision that allows charter aperators to lease quota if their clients want
more fish, Why shouldn’t they have to invest if they want mare quota??

My family is dependent on income from the halibut setline fishery and uncompensated reaflocation to the
charter sector hurts both my tamily and community.

The CSP supplemental analysis establishes that commercial fishermen have LOST mcney avar the past
six yaars while charter operators have MADE money at these low levels of a2bundance. The charter fleet
does not need more halibut at the expense of commearcial fishermen and the communities that depend on
them,

Thank you for the opportunity to commaent.

Sincerely,

BERNEA™ AN 2R

Address:FRD,E\( \Lf Ol '
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Septemdber s, 2012

Dear Sir;

I writing this letter, I will be polite however, you may consider I
am expressing an extreme emotion !

I am fed up with the charter operators actions in dealing with the
catching of Halibut.

For the past several years they have ignored the guidelines that
have been set and, by their actions, shown a gross disregard for the
management of the stocks. In my mind this shows a Righ degree of
disrespect for the system that we all need to work with in. They are
a commercial enterprise selling a service to the pubfic. Just as I
catch fish and sell them to the public.

The sharing plan set out in 2008 was a reasonable option but they
have continued to whine for more while not fotlbwmg the guia’ia
fines that were established in their favor. .

If they want to catch more fish, they can do what I can db and
that is to purchase quota. Do not give them any more of my quotal
I have watched my quota share decrease to the point that I have
no Aope of supporting my family on this one resource. I am forced
by the economics of the market to find other sources of income. I
was supportive of this because I thought that I was helping the
stocks to recover to the point of sustainability. A point I have not
yet seen.

I strongly support a log book entry system for the charter fleet. I
have to deal with this on ever trip and'it may help to verify catch
and bycatch.

Fish and game need_'e ta make 'very‘icamm uupectwm just as tﬁey
do for iny a_peranons L . .o
Smc:e.rety

907-760-2726 office 907-723-2345 cefl
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September 4, 2012

Mr. Eri¢ Olson, Chair RECE IVE O

North Pacific Fishery Management Council SEPI 9 2017

Dear Mr. Olson,

I am writing this letter in response to the Councils intent to revisit its Catch Sharing Plan from the
October 2008 meeting,

| am 3 29 year old commercial halibut fisherman who has invested twice in the halibut IFQ program. |
believe the CSP allocation set in 2008 is more than fair, and that gifting more revenue/resource to
another business at My expense would be highly unfair. ! support the actions/allocations adopted in
2008, and am hopeful the Council decides against the charter industries proposals to be awarded a
bigger portion of My quota. if tie charter industry feels the need for growth, then They should have to
invest in the fishery like the rest of Us {Guided Angler Fish provision).

Thank you for téking the time to hear My concerns.
Sincerely,

Jeffrey Blankenship

1709 Halibut Point Road #12

Sitka, AK 99835



Fax to (907) 271-2817 or mail to arrive bv COB Sep 23, 2012

= Date: Se?r. ?:ﬁ-ﬁfﬂ—

Mr. Eric Qlson, Chair
North Pacific Fishery Management Council

605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306 FWCEIWB

Anchorage, A 59501

8EP
Dear Mr. Olson, P10 2017
Re: Hallbut Catch Sharing Plan {CSP)

| SUPPQRT the catch sharing plan percentage allocations adapted in 2008 and detailed comments
submitted by the Halibut Coalition,

The allocation percentages adopted by the Council in October 2008 are fair and equitable because they
protect histaric consumer access, the setline fishery, coastal communities, and provide a reasonable level
of access for guided anglers at ail levels of halibut abundance. [t is important for all sectors to share in
conservation of halibut, equally, at all abundance levels. The CSP allocations set in 2008 SHOULD NOT
be changed because of political interference. The chanler fleet was gifted an allocation 25% above their
actual harvest on two accasions and is again trying o ircrease their allocation by cbstructing finat

requlatory action.

When | purchased queta, | did s with the expectation that the NPFMC weuld not reallocate those
TN investments to another commercial group.

The IPHC should be delegated authority to annually set bag and size limits for charter to maintain tha
charter harvest at or below their allocation; this is the most effective way. This will cormect previous
probiems with the charter sector frequently exceeding their allocation.

| suppart the Guided Angier Fish provision that allows charter operators to Jease quota if their clients want
more fish. Why shouldn’t they have to invest if they want more quota??

My family is dependent on income from the halibut sefline fishery and uncompensated reallocation to ihe
charter sector hurs both my famlly and community. S e

The CSP supplemental analysi ' fen
_ _ ¥si& establishes that commercial fishermen have 1 QST manewv nver th d
s8ix years while charter operators have MADE mongy at these_iél};]evel o e, Tia g £

them. ut at the expense of commercial fishermen and the communities that depend on

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Name: gf}é’ﬂf QEC"”"L{- g _})f' ?39‘31“; /9 /ffr‘f

Addrass: _BEX I/S ELFm CoE gly 99826
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Sent By: CAPITAL COPY LTD; 8074833055; Sep-5-12 11:46AM; Page 111
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Fax 10 (907) 271-2817 or mail to arrive by COB Sep 25, 2012

-~
Date: _ ¢4 -~ -
Mr. Eric Olsor, Chalr
North Pacific Fishery Management Councll
505 Wast 4ih Ave, Ste 306
Anchorage, AK 99501
Dear Mr. Clson,
Re: Hallbut Catch Sharing Fian (CSP)
| SUPPORT the catch sharing plan percentage allocatlons adopted in 2008 and detailed comments
submitbed by the Halibut Coalition,
The allocation percentages adopted by the Councll in October 2008 are fair and equitable because they
protect historic consumer access, the setline fishery, ceastal communities, and provide a reasonable level
of access for guided anglers at all levals of halibut abundance. It Js important for all sactors to shara in
coenservation of hallbut, equally, at all abundance levels, The CSP allocations set in 2008 SHOULD NOT
be changed because of political imerference. The charter fleat was gifted an allocation 25% abova thair
actual harvest on bwo aceasions and is again trying te increasa their allocation by cbstructing final
regulalory action.

Famat When | purchased quata, | did so with the expeclation that the NPFMC would not reallocate those

investmenis la another commarcial group.

The IPHC should be delegated sdthority to annually set bag and size limits for chartar to maintain the
charter narvest at or betow their allocation; this is the most effective way. This will comect previous
problems with the charter sector frequently exceading their allocation.

| suppett the Guided Angler Fish provision that alfows charter operators to lease guota if their clients want
morea fish. Why shouldn't they hawe to invest If they want more quota??

My family is dependent on income from the halibut selline fishery and uncompensated realiocation to the
chaner sector hurts both my family and commumnity.

The GSP supplemental analysis establishes that commercial fishermen have LOST money over the past

six yaars while charter operators have MADE maney at these low levels of abundance. The charer flest

does not need more halibut at the expense of commercial flishemmen and the communities that depend on
them. :

Thank you fer the oppartunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Name: 3 A LA f':,:?‘ Ao l_’i

P ‘Addrass:.a- Beax 1o 19 Hewmer Ax TFL83

:D«& hau'o;!.j Emb’f EY'“? 274,43“,& SrJ ML{ -—Z*Fg)

ﬁ:ﬁ; Nahéu.'f‘ ?f@qsa leave Pﬁ"‘?’-}} tj‘cs

as ﬂﬁ'-r ﬁ-}é‘_fj —_ %4"{4’)"1 %H..—
Ld

doL:en 2L L Bny



September 3, 2012

Mr. Eric Dlson, Chair LSEP - ED
North Pacific Fishery Management Council T 202
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 206

Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Mr. Qlson,

Re: Halibut Catch Sharing Plan {CSP)

| SUPPORT the catch sharing plan percentage allocations adopted in 2C08. | urge the Council to
recommit to these allocations, streamline the CSP charter management system, and implement
the CSP.

The 2008 C5P allocations were based on historic and current harvest ratios between the charter
and longline sectors and fairly share the resource between these two sectors. The allocations
are fair and equitable. The allocations protect historic consumer accgss, the longline fishery,
and fishery dependent communities. The 2008 CSP allocations also provide a reasonable level
of access for guided anglers at all levels of halibut abundance. The charter fleet was gifted an
allocation 25% above their actual harvest on two occasions and should not secure a higher
aliocation through political interference.

Longline fishermen bring the fish to the public; charter operators take the public to the fish—hy
orders of magnitude more “public” are served by the longline industry. Even at these low
levels of abundance, longline fishermen in these two areas annually provide access—through
high quality, healthy meals—to the halibut resource for 7-9 million Americans plus another 2
million non-Americans through export. The Area 2C and 3A charter industry, on the other
hand, provides an expensive recreational opportunity to approximately 230,000 clients per
year. Inshort, the longline fishery provides 40 times more Americans access to the halibut
resource and provides national economic benefit through export.

As a boat owner/operator, | was initially allocated quota. However, with declining stocks and
re-distribution It has been necessary to continue purchasing quota shares in order to increase
my allowable cateh and continue commercial fishing, Over 71% of my halibut shares have
been purchased. When ) purchased quota, | did so with the expectation that the NPEMC
would not reallocate those investments to another commercial group. My family is
dependent on income from the halibut longline fishery and reallocation to the charter sector



RECE VED

Mr. Eric Otson, Chair SEp
"6 205

Page 2
September 3, 2012

hurts both my family and my community. The CSP supplemental analysis establishes that
tongline fishermen have LOST money over the past six years while charter operators have
MADE money at these low levels of abundance. The

charter fleet does not need more halibut at the expense of longline fishermen and the
communities that depend on them. If clients want more halibut, charter operators can lease
quota through the Guided Angler Fish (GAF) provision. Why shouldn’t they have to invest if
they want more quota?? | have.

| suppart changes to the CSP that allow the Council to develop annual charter management
measures for adoption by the International Pacific Halibut Commission. | support the GAF
provision. What | cannot support is yet another reallocation to the charter operators of the
halibut quata | worked hard to purchase.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincdrely, u}u/&

Steve Russell

3152 Woody Way Loop, Kodiak AK 99615



September 3, 2012 HE e ﬁ.*uD

Mr. Eric Olson, Chair -
North Pacific Fishery Management Council

605 Wast 4th Ave, Ste 306

Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Mr. Olson,

Re: Halibut Catch Sharing Plan {C5P})

I SUPPORT the catch sharing plan percentage allocations adopted in 2008. | urge the Council to
recommit to these allocations, streamline the CSP charter management system, and implement
the CSP. E

The 2008 CSP allocations were based on historic and current harvest ratios between the charter
and longiine sectors and fairly share the resource between these two sectors. The allocations
are fair and equitable. The allocations protect historic consumer access, the longline fishery,
and fishery dependent communities. The 2008 CSP allocations alse provide a reasonable level
of access for guided anglers at all levels of halibut abundance. The charter fleet was gifted an
allocation 25% above their actual harvest on two oceasions and should not secure a higher
allocation through political interference.

Longline fishermen bring the fish to the public; charter operators take the public to the fish-—by
orders of magnitude more “public” are served by the longline industry. Even at these low .
levels of abundance, [ongline fishermen in these two areas annually provide access—through
high quality, healthy meals~te the halibut resource for 7-9 million Amerlcans plus another 2
million non-Americans through export. The Area 2C and 3A charter industry, on the other
hand, provides an expensive recreational opportunity to approximately 230,000 clients per
year. In short, the longline fishery provides 40 times more Americans access to the halibut
resource and provides national economic benefit through export.

As a crewmember, 100% of my 3A halibut shares have been purchased. When I purchased
quota, | did so with the expectation that the NPFMC would not reallocate those investments
to another commercial group, My family is dependent on income from the halibut longline
fishery and reallocation to the charter sector hurts both my family and my community. The
CSP supplemental analysis establishes that longline fishermen have LOST money over the past
six years while charter operators have MADE money at these low levels of abundance. The
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Mir. Eric Olson, Chair %CE; .

Page 2 SEP - ¢
September 3, 2012 ¢

charter fleet does not need more halibut at the expense of longline fishermen and the
communities that depend on them. If clients want more halibut, charter operators can lease
quota through the Guided Angler Fish {GAF) provision. Why shouldn’t they have to invest if
they want more quota?? | have,

! support changes to the CSP that aflow the Council to develop annual charter management
measures for adoption by the International Pacific Halibut Commission. | support the GAF
provision. What | cannot support is yet anaother reallocation to the charter operators of the
halibut quota | worked hard to purchase.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,

@MM

Susan Russell

" 3152 Woody Way Loop, Kodiak AK 99615



Fax to (907) 271-2817 or mail to arrive by COB Sep 25, 2012

Date: ?-2»}0‘.# Y ;C)/ﬁ-
| - RECEIVED
Mr. Eric Olson, Chair

North Pacific Fishery Management Council SEPL O 2012
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306 - N
Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Mr. Olson,

Re: Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP)

| SUPPORT the calch sharing plan percentage allocations adopted in 2008 arw! detailed comments
submitted by the Halibut Coatiton. '

The allocation percentages adopled by the Council in October 2008 are fair and equitable because they
protect historic consumer access, the selline fishery, coastal communities, and pravide a reasonable leval
of access for guided anglers at all levels of hallbut abundance. It is important for all sectors to shars in
conservation of halibut, equally, at all abundance levels. The CSP allocations set in 2008 SHOULD NOT
be changed bacause of political interference. The charter fleet was gifted an sliocation 25% above their
actual harvest on two occasions and is again trying to increase their allocation by cbstructing final
regutalory action. B - :

When | purchased quota, | did sc with the expectation that the NPFMC would not reallocale those £
invesiments to another commercial group. - '

The IPHC should be delegated authority to annually set bag and size limits for charter to maintain the
charter harvest at or below their allocation: this is the most sifective way, This will comrect previous
problems with the charter sector frequently exceeding thair allocation.

| support the Guided Angter Fish provision thal allows charter operators 1o lease quota if their clients want

more flsh. Why shouldn't they have to invest if thay want more gucta™™ SRR

Wy, ¢ ) : ’ At .
- ¥+ sependent on income from the halibut setline fishery and uncompensated reailocatic:

charter sector hurts both my family and community. . NI ST

The CSP supplemental analysis establishes that commercial fishermen have LOST money over the past
six yoars while charter operators have MADE meoney at these low lavels of abundance. The charier fleet
does not need more halibul at the sxpense of commercial fshermen and the communities that depend on

them. (_due:—- more LBMMJ"*) — .

Thank you for the. op ta ment.

Sincerely, WM

Name; ‘D(ZM r.z:/ xj#‘ '6&- ¢tla c/\—&-—
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Subject:

From: Byrer Family <voltagehog@hotmail.com> 7~
Date: 9/11/2012 7:40 AM

To: <npfmc.comments@noaa.gov>

Dear Mr, Qlzon and Councll Members,

As an American consumer my access to halibut is through the Alaska halibut fishermen and processors. Without
their efforts, we would not be able to purchase halibut in markets or enjoy it at restaurants.

The allocation percentages adopted by the Council in October 2008 are fair and equitable because they protect
historic consumer access, the seline fishery, coastal communities, and provide 2 rgasonable level of access for
guided anglers at all levels of halibut abundance. It is important for alt sectors to share in conservation of halibut,
equally, at all abundance levels. The CSP allocations set in 2008 SHOULD NOT be changed.

Sincerely,
Brad & Sondra Byrer
Arnerican Consurner

PO Box 2035
Patersburg, Alaska 99833

10f1 9/12/2012 8:38 AM



halibut allocation

1ofl

Subject: halibut allocation

From: Seager Quentin <quansea@msn.com>
Date: 9/11/2012 8:48 AM

To: <npfmc.comments@noaa.gov>

September 11,2012
Mr. Eric Olson, Chair

dorth Padific Fishery Manageament Council
605 W. 4th AVE, Ste 306

Anchorage, AX. 99501

Dear Mr. Qlson,

Re Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSF)

A note to alt the public servants considering mallocation of our shares:

We the "commerdal fishers”, pravide and supply the halibut consumed by the general public, All public servants'
duty is to the general public, not recreational desires of a very few, Being a commerdal halibut fisheman since
the early 1980's, I watched the charter group grow from a fraction of what it is today. The charter GHL was a
very small consideration. This group has been allowed to grow at the expense of the resource and at the
expense of the commercial fleet whose history is tong, established and feeds the general public. If you believe
the charters are supposed to take from the longline fleet, who do the longline fleet take from-the predators of

the sea? Whose interests are you serving? Is it the GENERAL public? You, the public servants hopefully
understand you serve and make decisions for the public. Please uphold the 2008 CSP.

Sincerely
Quentin Seager
commercial fisherman for 41 years

9/12/2012 8:39 AM



Eric V. Parker

PO Box 1424

Sitka, AK 99835

{907} 747-5564
evparkerS8@gmail.com

September 11, 2012

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4" Ave

Ste 306

Anchorage, AK 99501

Attn: Eric Olson, Chairman
Dear sir:

 applaud your efforts to make a stand on behalf of the commercial halibut fishing industry. | hate being
pessimistic about achieving any favorable outcame against the charter fishers. They have many more
people involved, more money to spend lobbying and the support of local and state politicians. Because
of the monies they generate in our aconomy, it does not matter how much money the commercial fleet
have invested in the IFQ program; a program promised to safeguard the resource and the interests of
the commercial industry.

Money has a way of corrupting what initially seemed like a good thing. Since IFQs were implemented
we've fought the charter expansion, their reluctance to conserve in times of low resource abundance
angd their insatiable greed to take more quota for themselbves. If charter fishers want more halibut they
should reduce their fleet size. The leasing of IFQs is not the answer in my opinion and giving them any
more of our guota is wrong.

In the end charters will win concessions and the halibut fleet will lose. it's called “the golden rule”: those
with the gold make the rules and sir, | have no gold! As I've had te purchase my IFQs, | have only debt
and that | would be glad to share. All the same | wish you good luck.

Sincerely,

Eric Parker

Life lang commercial fisherman

7~



HECEJVE&.

SEP 11 2012
Chairmman Eric Olsen and other members of the NPFMC,

My name is Carter Hughes and I am a salmon troller that possesses a small amount of
halibut quota in area 2C. I have been in the in the Alaska fishing industry since 1984 and
operating my current vessel since 1994. I purchased halibut quota share in 1995 so that I
could continue to make an income from the fishery after the implementation of the IFQ
system, as there was no credit given to people that crewed during the qualifying years. [
currently have a little over 1000 pounds of 2C halibut and find myself in the difficult
situation of being squeszed by NMFS and NPFMC policy agendas that reallocate halibut
10 both the charter and trawl sectors while increasing financial burdens with extra costs
such as the observer program and electronic monitoring. How do you people expect me
and other small operators to support all these new requirements if you’re going to
continue reallocating halibut to the charter sector?

[ have attended many of the NPFMC meetings that have dealt with the halibut allocation
issue since 2001 and seen many workable solutions supposedly finalized. 1 have seen at
Jeast 2 reallocations to compensate the charter fleet for their GHL overage. This is now
just stonewalling. No body gave me anything, 1 had to buy it and now the current
alternatives you are considering just bleed me from both ends. If you don’t want small
boat fisherman in the business then why don’t you folks just come out of the closet and
say it. It's absuxd that a further reallocation discussion is still continuing. My income is
going down, the charter sector’s is not. Do the math; maybe the charter sector should pay
for the observer program. What do you expect others and me like me to de at this point?
Tf you really care at all about small, non-corporate commercial fishing operations and
their families and communities you’ll implement the 2008 harvest sharing plan with out
anymore reallocation shenanigans.

James C. Hughes
F.V.Radio
Sitka
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Halibut Allocation

Subject: Halibut Allocation
= From: Doug Riemer <nordicair@gci.net>
Date: 9/12/2012 2:58 PM
To: npfmc.comments@noaa.gov
CC: Kathi/Doug Riemer <nordicair@gci.net>

Pear Mr. Olson and Council Members,

As an American consumer my access to halibut is fthrough the Alaska halibut
Fishermen and processors, Without their efforts, we would not be able to purchase
halibut in markets or enioy it at restaurants., The allocation percentages adopted
by the Council in October 2288 are fair and equitable because they protect historic
consumar access, the setline fishery, coastal communities, and provide a
reasonable level of access for guided anglers at all levels of halibut abundance.
It is important fer all sectors to share in conservation of halibut, -equally, at
all abundance levels. The {SP allocatiens set in 26868 SHOULD WNOT be changed.

Sincerely,

Doug Riemer

Wordic Air,LLC.

9@7 772 35315 office

987 518 8244 cell
nordicair@@sci.net

1of1 9/1272012 3:00 PM



Halibut Allocation

Subject: Halibut Allocation

From: kathi riemer <riemerk@hotmail.com> ~
Date: 5/12/2012 2:56 PM

To: <npfmec.comments@noaa.gov>

Daar Mr. Olson and Council Members,

As an American consumer my access to halibut is through the Alaska halibut fishermen and processors, Without
their efforts, we would not be able to purchase halibut in markets or enjoy it at restaurants.

The allocation percentages adopted by the Council in Qctober 2008 are fair and equitable because thay protect
historic consumer access, the setline fishery, coastal communities, and provide a reasonable level of access for
guided anglers at all levels of halibut abundance. It is important for all sectors to share in conservation of halibut,

equally, &t all abundance levels. The CSP aliocations set in 2008 SHOULD NOT be changed.
Sincerely,

Kathi Riemer
Armarican Consumer

Petersbuwg, Alaska

lofl 971272012 3:00 PM



RECEIVED

SEP 122012 ?/7 / o
Loar 120 _Lkor + @agﬁm&ﬁ;’ /

T Seoms encess o me  Tre Jotfers
2 Aae. LoriHen sver The brogrs o+~
xfaz}wr%’ At THhe ddwm% hal but
5/.1%?' — gl Times T Seens g 777’.;#?15
7’7@, fﬂo/ st onke Lomre xoben &4
Comperia ) @qaz‘(rc :: s _reslocated! 7T
7he Lhardtn’, e Spoe 7 H/f;zérmé’ﬂ —
& @nd/ﬂf? 74r'ao ﬁffpﬂf W iTA Sdc/s
4 /oNq /115'7‘6”“7 ﬂ’ﬁc/ﬂr%.{;:ﬁa%aﬁ é’g
ﬁ.’-’{r/ j[-sl(eﬁ”fhfnfw_r_& foYe. The fuork W b,
M-r 7£’am:/ started sar f??anés%/mbé’rma?‘
i /?7& v ﬁ'ug@/ewfﬂ/' Far F!fN/A/J!;
zNa/)ﬂar '7‘6'76';\,@'":?: 7T Seded T 74:549/'3{
— we Oondon yed ﬂraaﬁﬁ 7he. ’7’&&5 a/ef‘ﬁw ’
gpals, Then Suved //\fﬂv’ﬁr"‘ .éafmvca/J fo
bzw e spore W‘aa/ f@aa/raffv?
TS wirz] Lareta i)’ (h1an bge gt Fhe
'7£ﬂ7%zre. A:'O)é?c/ &doaf——"?'fya’\/ Larve.

The rmass e G&zr'?‘zf MJO&-'-B%-‘! Gt

The. reed 76 [anwramrze éo-/' NoT




2

e, boged 0 ke allp gate a5 _SECmS

7o ép /n.—rﬂnpm’fﬂ 7500/41; fnaéru Am?"ﬁ

& Sord EMJ c/awA?Lﬂ"“ 74’5/) 77:&1#

@m&s axd m.f.-'/d-’ //4’_5'64’3?5) “‘m'?

Joﬂ/ 6 a/&/a/ufr"wa7lﬂ“ /:La <50 /ha»‘vW

6Thers g+ ter ,ou r‘aéasmm 34 J'Aare.bf

a 70@&#?4!‘5 Ma \
7 7% r.‘fi,ﬁgdm.//f sed 1o fnow S0

[Hany Vo-uma* Erew ﬂ"aemérfs LUAC,' ﬂg_m!{dfecﬁ’

A
-—717&!'?‘ acum’ /AS Are, C’aﬂaﬁ+ N ".?'Ar&

Fess

7 ‘J@;Mf Suﬁfor'f' Faoima-;‘voﬂfs'
7o /ﬁa‘nchc«c.r 7 A ‘fL:f-A;‘fé' -7£€:f 7hHe

-)cvskerq éu%* No?™ 7D F"e..«,g//pca'/‘t:

To 0 oo~ wsed groupr Keef

-
4 t’i’f"ﬁg_f!ﬁAer’# dﬁ/f‘/& QT

":% e U/E-C.-IS 10N ﬂ/e.t-wr

éxﬁ)&/&/k

Amy ﬂﬁw#

422 L/e'r’s?b /A

STk AL 99935




pate: __ Cﬁ/ /;:)/sl_

Mr. Eric Olson, Chair | o |
North Pacific Fishery Management Council HECE]VED
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306

Anchorage, AK 98501 SEP 1 2 201

Dear Mr. Dlson,

Re: C-1 Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP)

| SUPPORT the catch sharing plan percentage allocations adopted in 2008. |
urge the Council to recommit to these allocations, streamline the CSP charter
managament system, and implement the CSP.

The 2008 CSP allocations were based on historic and current harvest ratios -
between the charter and longline sectors and fairfly share the resource bétween
these two sectors. The allocations are fair and equitable. The allocations protect
historic consumer access, the longline fishery, and fishery dependent
communities. The 2008 CSP allocations also provide a reasonable level of
access for guided anglers at alf levels of halibut abundance. The charter fleet
was gifted an allocation 25% above their actual harvest on two occasions and
should not secure a higher allocation through political interference.

Langline fishermen bring the fish to the public; charter operators take the public to
the fish—but orders of magnitude more “public” are served by-the longline
industry. Even at these low levels of abundance, longline fishermen in these two
areas annually provide access—through high quality, healthy meals—to the
halibut resource for 7-9 million Americans plus another 2 million non-Americans .
through export.. The Area 2C and 3A charter industry, on the other hand,
provides an expensive recreational opportunity to approximately 230,000 clients
per year. In short, the longline fishery provides 40 times more Americans
access to the halibut resource and provides national economic beneifit through
export.

When i purchased quota, 1 did so with the expectation that the NPEMC would not
reallocate those investments to another commercial group. My family is
dependent on income from the halibut longline fishery and reallocation to the
charter sector hurts both my family and my community. The CSP supplemental
analysis establishes that longline fishermen have LOST money over the past six
years while charter operators have MADE money at these low levels of
abundance. The charter fleet does not need more halibut at the expense of
longiine fishermen and the communities that depend on them. If clients want more
halibut, charter operators can lease quota through the Guided Angler Fish (GAF)



provision. Why shouldm’t they have to invest if they want more quota?? | have.

I support changes to the CSP that allow the Council to develop annual charter
management measures for adoption by the Intermational Pacific Halfbut
Commission. | support the GAF provigion. What | cannot support is yst another
reallocation to the charter operators of the haiibut quota | worked hard to
purchase. The longline industry and the American public deserve better than that
from the Council.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Name: =" W4

- /
Address: ' 6650‘7
Crkp AL 9aL3S
COBEME (@D A—oz_ CoM




Fax to (907) 271-2817 or mail to arrive by COB Sep 25. 2012

-
Daite:
Mr. Enic Clson, Chair D
Naorth Pacific Fishery Management Counil SEP] 2 2012
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306
Anchorage, AK 99501
Dear Mr. Olscn,
Re: Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSF)
I SUPPORT the catch sharing plan percentage allocations adopted in 2008 and detailed comments
submitted by the Halibut Coalitian.
The allocation percantages adopted by the Council in October 2008 are fair and equitable because they
protect historic consumer access, the setline fishery, coastal communities, and provide a reasonable level
of access for guided anglers at ali levels of halibut abundance. It is important for all sectors to share in
congervation of halibut, equally, at all abundance levels, The CSP allocations set in 2008 SHOULD NOT
be changed because of political interference. The charter Reet was gifted an allocation 25% above their
actual harvest on two occasions and is again trying to increase their allocation by obstructing final
regulatory action.

Paanns When | purchased quota, | did so with the expectation that the NPFMC would not reallocate those

investments lo another commercial group.

The IPHC should be defegated authority to annually sat bag and size limits for charter to maintain the
charter harvest at or below their allocation; ths is the most effective way. This will correct previous
problems with the charter sector frequently exceeding their allocation.

| support the Guided Angler Fish provision that allows charter operators to lease quota if their clients want
more fish, Why shouldn't they have to invest if they want more quota??

My famnily is dependent on income from the halibut setline fishery and uncempensated realtocaiion to the
charter sector hurts bath my family and community.

The CSP supplemental analysis establishes that commercial fishermen have LOST money over the past
six years while charter opsrators have MADE money at these low levels of abundance. The charter deat
does noi need more halibut at the expense of commercial fishermen and the communities that depend on
them.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sinceraly,
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Fax to (907) 271-2817 or mail to arrive by COB Sep 25, 2012
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pae: 8 Seplandben, 2oz
Mr. Eric Olson, Chair
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306 HECE'VED
Anchoraga, AK 99501

SEP 1 2 20
Dear Mr. Clson,
Re: Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP)
| SUPPORT the caich sharing plan percentage allocations adopted in 2008 and detalled comments
submitted by the Halibut Coalition.
The allocation percentages adopted by the Council in October 2008 are fair and equitable because they
protect historic cansumer access, the setline fishery, coastal communities, and provide a reasonable level
of accass for guided anglers at all levels of halibut abundancs. It is important for all sectors to shars in
conservation of halibut, equalty, at all abundance lgvels. The CSP allocations sat in 2008 SHOULD NOT
be changed because of political interference. The charter flest was gifted an ailocation 25% above their
actual harvest on two cccasions and is again irying to increasa their allocation by obstructing finaf
ragulatary action.
When | purchased quota, | did so with the expectation that the NPFMC would not reallocate those f

investments lo ancther commercial group.

The IPHC should be delegated authority to annually set bag and size limits for charter to maintain the
charter harvest at ar below their allocation; this is the most affeclive way. This will correct pravious
problems with the charter sector frequently exceeding their allocation.

| support the Guided Angler Fish provision thet allows charter operators to lease quota if their clients want
more fish. Why shouldn’t thay have to invest if they want more quota??

My family is dependent on income fram the halibut setline fishery and uncompensated reallocation to the
charter seclor hurts both my family and community.

The CSP supplemental analysfs eslablishes that commercial fishermen have LOST money over the past

six years while charter operators have MADE monay at these low levels of abundance. The charter fleet

does not need more halibut at the expense of commercial fishermen and the communities that depenrd on
them.

Thank you for the opportunity 10 comment.

Sincerely, .
Name: Q}\’%EQ N -F%{MM CW\:&‘{Q\(B
Address: LDOK (‘33 o
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Fax to (907) 271-2817 or mail to armive by COB Sep 25, 2012

it
Date: C%/gj/ e Z
Mr. Eric Clson, Chair
North Pacifi¢ Fishery Management Council RECE‘VED
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306
Anchorage, AK 89501 SEP 1 2 2012
Dear Mr. Olson,
Re: Halbut Catch Sharing Plan {CSP)
| SUPPORT ihe catch sharing plan percentage allocations adepted in 2008 and detailed comments
submitted by the Halibut Coalition.
The allocation percentages adepted by the Council in October 2008 are fair and equitable because they
protect historic consumer access, the seffine fishery, coastat communities, and provide a reascnable level
of access for guided anglers al all levels of halibut abundance. It is important far all sectors to shars in
conservation of halibut, equaily, at all abundance levels, The CSP allocations set in 2008 SHOULD NOT
be changed because of political interference. The charter fleet was gifted an allocation 25% above their
actual harvest on two cccasions and is again trying to increase their allocation by obstructing final
regulafory action.

N When | purchased quota, | did so with the expectation that the NPFMC would not reallocate those

investments to anethar commercia! group.

The IPHC should be delagated authority to annually set bag and size limits for charter to maintain the
charter harvest at or below their allocation; this is the most effective way. This will correct previous
problems with the charler sector frequently exceeding their allocation,

| support the Guided Angler Fish provision that allows charier operators to lease quaota if their clients want
more fish. Why shouldn't they have to invest if they want more quota??

My family is dependent on income from the halibut setline fishery and uncompensated reallecation to the
charter sector hurts both my farily and community.

The C3P supplemental analysis establishes that commercial fishermen have LOST money over the past

six years while charter operators have MADE money at these low lzvels of abundance. The charter flaet

does not need more halibut at the expense of commercial fishermen and the communities that depend on
them.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,

Name: Rt&){k an%))\
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Fax to (907) 271-2817 or mail to arrive by COB Sep 25, 2012

Date: C?/ 8 / (’ ﬁL-—

Mr. Eric Olson, Chair

North Pacific Fishery Management Council RECE‘VED

605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306

Anchorage, AK 99501 SEP T3 201

Dear Mr, Olson,

Ra: Halibut Caich Sharing Plan {CSP)

| SUPPORT the catch sharing plan percentage allocations adopted in 2008 and detailed comments
submitted by the Halibut Coalition.

The: allocalion percentages adopted by the Council in Octobar 2008 are fair and equitable becauss they
protect historic consumer access, the setline fishery, coastal communities, and provide a reasonable level
of access for guided anglers at alt levels of halibut abundancs. It is important for all sectors to share in
conservation of halibut, aqually, at all abundance tevels. The CSP allocations set in 2008 SHOULD NOT
be changed because of political interferenca. The charer fleet was gifted an allocation 25% above thair
actual harvest on two cocasions and is again trying to increase their allocation by abstructing final
raguiatory action.

When | purchased quota, | did so with the expectation that the NPFMC would not reallocate those
investmentis to ancther commercial group.

The IPHC sheuld be delegated authority to annually set bag and size limits for charter to maintain the
charter harvest at or below their allocation; this is the most effective way. This will correct previous
problems with the charter sector frequently exceeding their allocation.

| support the Guided Angler Fish provision that allows charter operators to lease quota if their clients want
mare fish. Why shouldn't they have to invest if they want more quota??

My family is dependent on income from the halibut sefline fishery and uncompensated reallocation to the
charter sactor hurts both my family and community.

The CSP supplemental analysis establishes that commercial fishermen have LOST money over the past
six years whila charter operators have MADE money at thase low levals of abundance. The charter fleet
does not need more halibut at the expense of commercial fishermen and the communities that depend on
them.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Name; C&SQ—'\! Kh{?j@_
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S RECEI;
9/10/2012. . 5 | | EQEWED
North Pacific Fishery Management Council - S |

605 West 4% Ave, Ste 306
Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Sirs,

My name is Steve Merritt and I live in Craig Alaska. I am a 45 year Alaskan
resident and I amn solely supported by cominercial fishing, 1 was awarded a
halibut IFQ when the original IFQ program was implemenied.

The halibut resource is pot unlike any of the other resources the United
States has dlspersed amongst its countrymen. From mining claims, water
rights, to land allotments, there has always been a procedure for dispersing
the resource at first and a system to exchange the resource within after that
dispersal.

The halibui resource should not be treaied any differently than that of other
resources and the only possibility to have treated it differently, was forfeited,
when this council approved the original IFQ program. From that moment
on, the IFQ program and the halibut became identical to the Homestead Act
and the dispersal of land lots.

Which is why L. an [FQ recipient, am so shocked and disappointed in how
the halibut resource has since been managed. The thought, that a fellow
citizen could just take a section of homesteaded land from the original
owner, with government approval, 1s absurd. This is considered ethically
wrong and there are laws in our constitution that forbid it. If our
government bhad allowed this to happen with homestead allotments, it would
have resulted in internal factions and feuds that would have made the
Hatfield and McCoy’s look like child’s play.

Yet this council and other influential entities involved in the management of
the halibut resource have basically done just that to the Alaskan IFQ holders.
Twice after [FQ) implementation, they have had halibut quota shares
TAKEN avway from them and reallocated to the charter sector without
compensation or their approval!!



I ask you to STOP this unethical treatment of the Alaskan commercial
fishermen in this matter and to look your country’s resource history for
guidance on how to disperse/manage the halibut resource. The commercial
fisherman was allotted his IFQ, just as the original homesteader was allotted
his 160 acres. Please treat him accordingly. He is entitled to the same rights
given to our forefathers who received homestead land and settle this
country!!

For the above reasons, the CSP allocations set in 2008 SHOULD NOT be
changed and 1f 1t is to be changed, it should be lowered to the levels set in
1995, because that is when the STEALING began. You can not expect these
two groups to harmoniously exist together side by side, if you continue to
take guota shares from commercial fishermen, and then reallocate them to
the charter fleet without securing the approval from the original IFQ
recipient. It is fundamentally wrong to continue this.

To promote the harmonious exchange of the halibut resource just as the
other resources have been historically managed in this country, the Guided
Angler Fish provision should be implemented. As if a piece of land, mining
claim or water rights being bought or leased, quota shares will then have a
legitimate exchange system. This in turn, will promote the peaceful
existence of the parties involved. Anything short of that will be considered
ethically wrong and the feud will continue,

My quota 1s not a large one and the past cuts have left me in an economic
dilemma. It takes a substantial investient to go cateh these fish and 1t i1s
getting to the point that the smallest decrease in my poundage will render my
quota unfeasible to harvest. Consider fisherman in my situation when youn
attempt to rationalize giving the charter sector another 4 to 5 percent of my
guota. It seems that the people like me on the lower end of the poundage
spectrum, are forgotten when these decisions are made, yet these decisions
affected us the most!

So in closing I ask that you consider the following in your decisions,
1. The laws of your own county and its history in the dispersal and

exchange of cther resources. The halibut is no different from those
resources,



2. Will the results of your decision proinote a peaceful refationship

between these parties in the future or will you allow this unhealthy
civil unrest to continue?

3. Who the shift of more quota share to the charter sector will affect the
most if you so choose to do so?
Sincerely, Steve Merriit F/V C’est La Vie
Steve Merritt

Box 1138
Craig, AK 99921

- 77
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Bill Burk

2041 Olympic Drive’
Anchorage, Alaska 99515
907.522.3471 R EC E!
VED
S
September 4, 2012 EP 13 2017
M. Ernic Olson, Chair
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4™ Ave., Suite 306
Anchorage, AK 99501

Re: Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSF)
Dear Mr. Olson,

1SUPPORT the catch sharing plan percentage allocations adopted in 2008 and detailed
comments submitted by the Halibut Coalition. '

Reallocating 4-5% of my HﬂﬁhnquommtheMOpmismtfair'mthe
commercial fishermen that have paid to purchase quota’s, as myself, for living income.

In 2006, 1 went in debt, in order to purchase more quota’s. In order to get a loan to
purchase 21,000 pounds of halibut quota’s I had to use my home, my fishing boat and
quota’s as collateral to get bank financing. 2008 I went in more debt in order to purchase
more quota’s, I am currently in debt paying loans for halibut quota’s.

Charter boat owners/operators can purchase quote’s as I did, wse everything they own as
collateral. No FREE B’S.

Commercial fisherman have lost quota’s the past years. 2010 I was cut down 9 %5 %. 2011
I was cut down 25 % %. 2012 [ was cut down 26%. These lost quota’s are acceptable in
order to prevent the over fishing in certain areas. I can accept that. Although if 1 am still
paying off loans for Halibut quota’s that I purchased, reallocating to the charters
boat/owner operator is not fair to the commercial fisherman currently in debt and rely on
this income for their fiving income.

Please include myself, Bill Buzk, on October 4%, o testify. Thank you for the opportunity
to comment regarding this issue.

i 3 s 4

Anchorage, AK 99515
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Date: September 11, 2012

Mr. Eric Olson, Chair RECE’ VED

Morth Pacific Fishery Management Coundl
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306 SEP 1 3 2017
Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Mr. Olson,
Re: C-1 Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP)

| SUPPORT the caich sharing plan percentage allocations adopted in 2008, | urge the Coundil to
recommit to these allocations, streamline the CSP charter management system, and implement the CSP.
It is time wa all move on, looking to the future health of the species.

The 2008 CSP allocations were based on histaric and current harvest ratios between the charter and
longline sectors and fairly share the resource between these two sectors. The allocations are fair and
equitable. Why craate inequality in a systems that demands all user groups commitment?

Commerdatl halibut fishing is a business and needs to be respected as such. Just as the charter
cperatoers are demanding profitability in their sector, so do commerdial operators need to meet their
financlal obligations to survive, When | purchased quota, | did so with the expectation that the NPFMC
would not reallocate those investments to another commercial group. My family is dependent on
income from the halibut longline fishery and reallocation to the charter sector hurts both my family and
my community. The CSP supplemental analysis establishes that longline fishermen have LOST money
over the past six years while charter operators have MADE money at these low levels of abundance.
Without a positive cash flow, how can any business expett to survive? The charter fleet dees not need
more halibut at the expense of longline fishermen and the communities that depend on them, If clients
want more halibut, charter operators can lease quota through the Guided Angler Fish (GAF] provision.

| support changes to the CSP that allow the Council to develop annual charter management measures
for adoption by the Intemational Pacific Halibut Commission. | support the GAF provision. What |
cannot support is yet another reaflocation to the charter operators of the halibut quota | worked hard to
purchase and maintain. The longline industry and the American public deserve hettar than that from
the Council,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Jason Kohlhase

Juneau, Alaska



September 10, 2012

Mr. Exic Olson, Chair HECE‘ VED

North Pacific Flshery Management Council SEPY 3 2042
605 West 4™ Ave, Ste 306
Anchorage, AX 99501

Dear Chairman Olson,

This letters concerns the possible changing of the catch sharing plan percentage for hatltbut allocation
that will be on the table during the October North Pacific Fishery Management Councll meeting.

| am a Area 2C commercial halthut fisherman and don’t think you need to be reminded of how much the
harvest has béen cut in that area over the last few years, This loss directly affects my pocket book,
which means less can be spent at businesses or for services used locally and nationally, But in the nams
of conservation of the stock, one has to sacrifice 50 there will be fish to catch in the future.

This conservation mentality does not seem to be what the commercial charter fishing community has in
mind. They refused to accept the IPHC recommendation to cut their catch and used political action at a
national level to get a better deal. This was during a time when their catches had been exceeding the
allocation percentage given to them by the catch sharing plan that was adopted by the council in 2008.
Overriding the 1IPHC did not satisfy them and now they would like to increase their hallbut catch by
taking alocation from the longfine commercial sector instead of waiting for the resource to rebound,
which would allow all user groups a few more fish to harvest.

Robbing Peter to pay Paul is not acceptable fisheries management, All user groups should bite the
bullet and sacrifice for the sake of the resource. Yes, it is a tough pill to swallow and there will be those
whose businesses will suffer greatly. My income from catching halibut in area 2C has decreased over
60% since the conservation measures were started. How many hallbut charter fishermen can prove this
amount of monetary loss during the same period?

f urge you and the other council members to listen carefully to the arguments for the proposed changes
and not be swayed by greed or naticnal organized pressure. The resource needs to be protected and
managed for the future with all parties sharing equally in the sacrifice. By doing so the rewards would
beneit all halibut fishermen and should be something one s proud of as a participant in the recovery,

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,
Mr. Mike Allen
PO Box 211122

Autke Bay, Ak 59821



Halibut Catch Share Adjustment- leave allocations alghe please

Subject: Halibut Catch Share Adjustment- leave allocations alone please

From: "Reid Ten Kley" <reid@redsalmon.com> -~
Date: 9/14/2012 4:47 PM

To: <npfmc.comments@noaa. gov>

Please don’t re-allocate catch shares from the commercial fleet to the recreational fleet. My family LOVES to
eat halibut, but with less harvested commerdally prices for consumers like us willi increase,

Thank you,

Reid

Reid Ten Kley, cpa | Fisherman
Iliamna Fish Co. LLC

503.880.9170 -direct
www.redsalmon.com

1of1! 9/17/2012 8:53 AM



14 September 2012

Y8 US MAIL & NPFMC, COMMENTS@NDAs BV

Mr. Eric Olson, Chair

North Pacific Fishery Management Council *CEI VED
605 West 4 Avenue, Suite 306 BsEP

Anchorage, AK 99501-2252 14,

Re: C-1 Halibut Catch Sharing Plan {CSP)
Dear Mr. Olson,

My name is Charles E. Wood. | have been an Alaska resident since December
1954, and a commercial halibut longliner in Area 2C since 19282,

As a direct result of North Pacific Fishery Management Council {(Council) action,
longliners went from a free market, open access fishery to the mandatory and highty
regulated Individual Fishing Quota {IFQ) Program, where my qualifying years had
insufficient production to support my expanded fishing business. The Council, in
essence, forced me to buy halibut quota at the Fair Market Value at the time, or fail in
my business.

I borrowed $120,000 at 712% interest from the Federal IFQ Loan Program, and
along with another $35,000 from the sale of blocked halibut as a downpayment, bought
unblockad halibut IFQs in an attempt to stay solvent. My entire fishing business
portfolio including my boat, troll permit, originally issued IFQs, as well as tha IFQs | was
attempting to buy that included my 42% down payment, were tied up as collateral, that
far exceeded the total value of my $215,000 IFG} acquisition.

Ultimately, by last season (2011), | had lost my entire investment in halibut IFQs
as well as some of my original quota share because of 2C quota cuts for conservation
and to compensate for the years of unchecked overlishing of their Guideline Harvest
Levels (GHL) by the charter sector.

In my view, the Council will fail to prevent ongoing substantial harmiul
socioeconomic affects o longliners Iif it enjoins the proposed 4-5% from the only sector
that has truly participated in halibut conservation, and has actually purchased access to
the halibut resource on the open market, access that came at great personal expense
above and beyond merely buying a boat and a few sport rods. | fail to see where the
Council has any reasonable rationale for implementation of what can only be described
as a “taking” from one group of fishermen (longliners) for the benefit of another gear
group (charter operators). If the Council chooses this option, then the United States
Government should have the obligation to reimburse, in full, the longliners who bought
into the IFQ Program in good faith.



My suggestion is to enact regulations which will allow the charter sector to either
buy their way in if they need more halibut, in the same way that I, and hundreds of other
longliners have had to do, or lease more poundage instead of merely “taking” from
longliners, by adopting the Guided Angler Fish (GAF) provision. This would effectively
end the “halibut wars” by creating a viable means for charter operators to expand their
business without endless Council action and political activism, and would no longer
unfaily penalize longliners through what to ma is nothing less than Government
garnishment, confiscation, and impoundment of my capital investments.

Thank you for this opporiunity io express my views,
Respectiully,
/s/

Charles E. "Ed” Wood

F/ Talon

P.O. Box 383

Petersburg, AK 99833-0383
007-772-3480

cc: President Barack Obama
Rebecca Blank, Acting Secretary of Commerce
Jane Lubchenco, Under Secretary, National Oceanic and
Oceancgraphic Administration
Senator Lisa Murkowski
Senator Mark Begich
Reprasentative Don Young
Governor Sean Pamnell
Petersburg Vessal Ownars Association

halibutcoaiition @gmail.org
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Randal Henderson
P.O. Box 1125, Petersburg, AK 99833

one 23-5245
glr.;lail: (}mgﬂ?)mn_dﬂT @gmail.com HECE’ VED

SEp.
To: Mr. Eric Olson, Chair EP"I 4 01
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4% Ave, Suite 306
Anchorage, AK 99501

Re: Halibut Catch Share Plan (CSP)
Dear Mr. Olson,

I SUPPORT the catch sharing plan as it was adopted in 2008, along with the original
percentage allocations adopted then. I urge the council to recommit to these allocations,
streamline the CSP charter management system, and implement the CSP,

The charter fleet was gified allocations of 25% above their actual harvest on two separate
occasions and should not be gifted yet more at the expense of the commercial fleet
through political interference.

The 2008 CSP allocations were based on historic harvest ratios between charter and
longline sectors. This allocation fairly shares the resource beiween these sectors while
providing a reasonable level of access at all levels of abundance.

I have been a. commercial fisherman from Petersburg for 35 years. The decision to
purchase halibut quota was made as a family decision to help support my wife and
children. This was 2 huge financial commitment for me and my family. [t was made
knowing that annual fluctuation of pounds to protect the stocks would oceur. However |
never expected that some of my investment would be reallocated to another gear group
with no compensation to me for my investment.

I would very much like to put this battle to rest without causing myself, my family and
my community any further damage. It's time to bring the charter fleet into the world of
shared resource management, and if their businesses wish to grow allow them to on the
open market, as [ did, with the ability to purchase or lease additional quota shares.

I support changes to the CSP that aliow the Council to develop annual charter
management measures for adoption by the International Pacific Halibut Commission, I
support the GAF provision. What I cannot support is yet another reallocation of my
purchased halibut quota that I have worked hard for, DO NOT GIVE MY HALIBUT
QUOTA SHARE AWAY TO ANOTHER INDIVIDUAL!

Thank you,
Randal L. Henderson

oM 38—

q/f?—/z.om



Fax to (907) 271-2817 or mail to arrive by COB Sep 25. 2012

Date:IQ'q'lz _ a

Mr. Eric Olson, Chair RECE’ VED

North Pacific Fishery Management Council S
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306 _ EPp 4 20
Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Mr. Olson,

Re: Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP)

| SUPPORT the catch sharing plan percentage allccations adopted in 2008 and detailed comments
submitted by the Halibut Coalition. _ :

The allocation percentages adopted by the Council in October 2008 are fair and equitable bacause they
protect historic consumer acoess, the setline fishery, coastal communities, and provide a reasonable level
of access for guided anglers at all levels of halibut abundance. It is important for all secters to share in
ponservation of halibut, equally, at all aburkiance levels. The CSP allocations set in 2008 SHOULD NOT
be changed because of political interference. The charter fleet was gifted an allocation 25% above their
actual harvest on two occasions and is again irying to increase their allocation by obstructing final
regulatory action.

When | purchased quata, | did 50 with the expectation that the NPFMC would not reallocate those | PN
investments to another commercial group.

The {PHC should be delegated auihority to annually set bag and size limits for charter to maintain the
charter harvest at or below their altocation; this is the most effective way. This will correct previous
problems with the charter sactor frequently exceeding their allocation.

| support ihe Guided Angler Fish provision that allows charier operators to lease quota if their chents want
more fish. Why shouldn't they have to invest if they want more quota??

My family is dependent on income from the halibut setiine fishery and uncompensated reallocation te the
charter sector hurts both my family and community. '

The CSP supplemental analysis establishes that commercial fisharmen have LOST money over the past
six years while charter operators have MADE maney at these low levels of abundance. The charter fleet
does not need more halibut at the expense of commercial fishermen and the communities that depend on
tham. :

Thark you for the opportunity to.comment.

Sincerely, _ _
Name: m MEM?J
Address: ‘QD Pov (ol | W){‘cu\°tw , wi!\q Cxqgs--:z_ . —~
o Fesn v e XS, S intse 198G, D w202 8
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Fax to (907) 271-2817 or mail to arrive bv COB Sep 25, 2012

Data: LE: Eﬂ Z'_J;ZZ

Mr. Eric Olson, Chair R

MNorth Pacific Fishary Management Council ECEI VE D
605 West 4ih Ave, Ste 306 SEp

Anchorage, AK 89501 14 201

Dear Mr. Olson,
Re: Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP)

| SUPPORT the caich sharing plan percentage allocations adopted in 2008 and detailed commenis
submitted by the Halibut Coalition.

The allocation percentages adopted by thve Council in October 2008 are fair and equitable bacause they
pratect historic consumer access, the setline fishery, coastal communities, and provide a reasonable leval
of access for guided anglers at all levels of halibut abupdance. It is important for all sectors fo shara in
conservation of halibut, equally, at all abundance levels. The CSP allocations set in 2008 SHOULD NOT
be changed becauss of political interference. The charter flest was gified an allocation 25% above their
actual harvest on two occasions and is again trying to increase their allocation by obstructing final
regulatory action.

When | purchased quota, i did so0 with the expectation that the NPFMC would not reallocate those
Invesiments 1o another commercial group.

The IPHC should be delegated authority to annually set bag and size limits for charter to maintain the
charter harvest at or below their allocation; this is the mest eHfective way. This will cormect previous
problems with the charter sector fraquently exceeding their allocation.

| support the Guided Angler Fish provision that allows charter operaters to lease guota if thelr chents want
more fish. Why shouldn't they have to invest if they want more quota??

My family is dependent on income from the halibut settine fishery and uncompensated reallocation to the
charter sector hurts both my family and community.

The CSP supplemental analysis establishes that commercial fisharman have LOST money over the pasi
six years while charter operators have MADE money at these low levels of abundance. The charler fleet
does not need more halibut at the expense of commercial fisherman and the communities that depend on
thern, :

Thank you for the sppsrunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Address: _ oo WRP.R. SRS AR 835

ReALOCKRTON 15 A Fadey WIORD oR TREET  AND
P EIND 1T offensiVE ARD UNRACCEPTARLE L

=




FW: [no subject)

Subject: FW: {no subject}

From: Peter Evich <peter.evich@kpcom.com> Fama!
Date: 9/17/2012 8:14 AM
To: "'npfmc.comments@noaa.gov’" <npfmc.comments@noaa.gov>

et TR

Dear Mr. Clson and Council Members,

As an American consumer my_access to halibut is through the Alaska halibut fishermen and
processors. Without their efforts, we would not be able to purchase halibut in markets or enjoy it at
restaurants.

The allocation percentages adopted by the Council in October 2008 are fair and equitable because they
protsct historic consumer access, the satline fishery, coastal communities, and provide a reasonabla level
of access for guided anglers at all levels of halibut abundance. It is important for all sectors to share in
conservation of halibut, equally, at all abundance levels. The CSP ailocations set in 2008 SHOULD NCT

be changed.
Sinceraly,
~
Peter Evich
Edmonds Washington
~

1of1 9/17/2012 8:53 AM



Urgent Request - Halibut

Subject: Urgent Request - Halibut

=, From: Catherine Haag <catherinehaag@gmail.com>
Date: 9/17/2012 8:18 AM
To: npfmc.comments@noaa.gov

Dear Mr. Glson and Council Members,

As an American consumer my access to halibut is through the Akaska halibi fishermean and
pmf%s?rrt:' Without thelr efforts, we would not be able to purchase hafibut in markets or enjoy it at
restaurants.

The allocaticn percentages adopted by the Council in October 2008 are fair and equitable because they
protect historic consumer access, the setline fishery, coastal communities, and provide 2 reasonable level
of access for guided anglers at all levels of halibut abundance. It is important for all sectors to share in
consarvation of hafbut, egually, at all abundance levels. The CSP allocations set in 2008 SHOULD NOT

be changed.
Sincerely,
Catherine Haag

American Consumer
Olympia, WA

10f1 8/17,/2012 8:53 AM



Halibut

Subject: Halibut

From: Roger Teliman <rogertellman@earthlink.net> -
Date: 9/17/2012 11:33 AM

To: "npfmc.comments@noaa.gov” <npfmc.comments@noaa.gov>

Dear Mr. Olson and Council Members,

As an American consumner my access to hallbut is through the Adaska halibut fishermen and
processors. Without their efforts, we would not be able to purchase haliout in markets or enjoy it at
restaurants.

The allacation percentages adopted by the Councll in October 2008 are fair and squitable because they
protect historic consumer access, the setline fishery, coastal communities, and provide a reasanable level
of access for guided anglers at all leveis of halibut abundance. It is important for afl sectors to share In
mn;:;vatign of hatibut, equally, at all abundance levels. The CSP allocafions set in 2008 SHOULD NOT
he changed.

Roger Tetlman
American Consumer
Eugene, MO 65032

Sent fram my iPhone

1ofl 071772012 11:35 AM



Halibut

Subject: Halibut

= From: Captain <seakcharters@gmail.com>
Date: 9/17/2012 9:31 AM
To: npfmc.comments@noaa.gov

Dear Mr. Olsen and council members:

Please do not change the 2008 CSP. As a retired commercial fisherman,(72 years old) | still
enjoy obtaining Halibut to eat, My family also prefers it over any other fish. Thanks,
John Svensson

Kalama, WA 98625

jas

lofl 9/17/2012 9:31 AM



Fax to (907) 271-2817 or mail to arrive by COB Sep 25, 2012

Date: _?""fz.- [
Mr. Eric Olson, Chair RECEIVED

North Pacific Fishery Management Councit SEP 1 ¢ 2
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306 44012
Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Mr. Olson,

Re: Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP}

§ SUPPCRT the catch sharing plan percentage allocations adapted in 2008 and detailed comments
submitted by the Halibut Coalition.

The allocation percentages adopied by the Council in Octeber 2008 are fair and equitable because they
protect historic consumer access, the setline fishery, coastal communifies, and provide a reasonable level
of access for guided anglers at all levels of halibut abundance. It is important for all sectors ko share in
congervation of halibut, equally, st all abundance levels. The CSP allocations set in 2008 SHOULD NOT
ba changed because of political interference. The charter flest was gifted an allocation 25% above their
actual harvest on two occasions and is again trying to increase their allecation by nbstructing final

regulatory action.

When | purchased quota, | did so with the expectation that the NPFMC would not reallocats those £
investments to ancther commercial group.

The IPHC should be delegated authority 1o annually set bag and size limits for charter to maintain the
charier harvest at or balow their allocation; this is the most effective way. This will correct previous
problems with the charler sector frequently exceeding their allocation.

I support the Guided Angler Fish provision that allows charter operators to lease quota if their clients want
raore fish. Why shouldn't they have to invest if they want more quota??

My family is dependent on income from the halibut setline fishery and uncompensated reallocation to the
charter sector hurts both my family and cammunity.

The CSP supplemental analysis establishes that commercial fishermen have LOST money over ihe past
six years while charter cperators have MADE money at these low fevels of abundance. The charter fleet
does not need more halibut at the expense of commercial fishermen and the communitias that depend on
them.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment,

Sincerely,

Name: ‘:-DCLU LCL ij

Address: _ >3/ { &rf}.ﬁ{ﬂa Aven e,
Ketehi Koy, AR S5y,
gg"‘ ?:f‘/g ‘A & Af Uﬂ‘ﬁﬁ-f;’" c‘,‘.\_//ﬁc:'é'?é('tﬂﬂ‘) d.7{
e L mam . L A .
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oct meeting charter halibut

Subject: oct meeting charter halibut

= From: Carolyn Nichols <carenichols@hoctmail.com:>
Date: 8/17/2012 10:05 PM
To: NPFMC <npfmc.comments@noaa.gov>

1 feel that the charter fleet ABSOLUTELY does NOT need to ftake amy more fish from the commaercial fieet. They
have taken and taken and taken and they are unsatisfiable, The longline fleet should not be made to pay for
the charter fieets demands any more. The charter fleet should step up to the plate and practice responsible
management ang conservation of the resource as well as plain old respect far the other users of this amazing
resource. [ have been In the commerdial hallbut fishery for 28 years. The NPFMC has not been able to stop this
reallocation - and | am not really sure why- other than there is too much posturing and delaying and hemming
and hawing - so nothing gets done.

Please stop this reallocation and get some hard fast rules and allocations for the charter fleet in place and do
NOT reallocate any more fish to the charter fleet from the commerdai longline fleet.

It is 50 way overdue It Is ridiculous.

thank YCu

Carolyn Nichols

111 Knutson Drive

Sitka, AK 99835

10f1 9/19/2012 7:12 AM



Halibut CSP Comments

Subject: Halibut CSP Comments
From: Luke Fanning <fanning.luke@gmaii.com> —
Date: 9/17/2012 10:19 PM o
To: npfmc.comments@noaa.gov

Mr. Eric Olson, Chair

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West dth Awe, Ste 306
Anchorage, AK 98501

Dear Mr. Olsan,
Re: Halibui Catch Sharing Plan (CSP)

| SUPPORT the catch sharing plan percentage allocations adopted in 2008 and detailed comments submitted by
the Hakbut Coalition.

I have perscnally invested over $100,000 of my life savings in the halibut fishery, and 1 did so with the expectation
that the NPEMC would not reallocate those investments to another commercial group. 1 had to buy every psund of
gquota | have.

I also support the guided angler fish provision that allows charters a mechanism to caich more fish. IF they want a

greater share of the resource, then they should have to pay for if--Just like | do. Commercial charters cannot be

allowed to overfish their allocation {or have their allocation increased) at the expense of fishermen who diligently

irvested into what we thought would be an equitably managed fishery. P

My family is dependent on income from the halibut longline fishery, and we have already
taken many cuts to our catch that we cannot sustain any more. Many fishermen in our area are
underwater on their loans, and have mortgaged their homes to purchase gquota. Those
fishermen have already lost so much, it is unfair to continue to re-allocate more and more fish
from the commercial setline fishery to the commercial charter sector.

Commercial charter fishermen and commercial setline fishermen should both have to play by
the same rules: If a charter wants to catch more than their allocation, then they should have to
buy in---Just like | do.

Thank you for your consideration and your service to this fishery.
Sincerely,

Luke Fanning
F/V Kelsie Dawn
Juneauy, Alaska 59801 £

1of1 9/19/2012 7:12 AM
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September 14, 2012

MR. Eric Olson, Chair
NPEMC RECEIVED
SEP1 7 209

Dear Mr. Olson,
Re: Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP)

I am a third generation Alaskan fisherman that is trying to make my way into the
Alaskan fisheries. Like many other young fisherman, we need assurances that we
will have the opportunities that fisherman before us had. The Halibut Catch Sharing
Plan should not be changed. Right now, this month, 1 have purchased Halibut Quota
in area 3A. Y NPFMC changes the allocation, | will lose quota share without having
even left the dock. [tisa hard enough decision to make without the uncertainty
brought by management policies.

The IPHC should delegate authority to set bag and size limits for charter sport
harvest. [ support the guided angler fish provision that allows charter owners to
lease quota if their clients want more fish. 1f they want more quota they need to
invest in the fisheries.

Take into consideration the CSP supplemental analysis that commercial fisherman
have lost money over the past six years while charter operators have made money
at low levels of abundance, Why does the charter fleet need more halibut at the
expense of the commercial fisherman and their communities?

[ SUPPORT the catch sharing plan percentage allocations adopted in 2008 and
detailed comments submitted by the Halibut Coalition.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Evan Hall

o

360-220-2327

1110 Stellar Way, Kodiak , Alaska 99615



RECEI VED

North Pacific Fishery Management Council SEp. 17 20
210™ Plenary Session — Anchorage Hilton Hotel
QOctober 1-9, 2012

C-1(b) Halibut Fisheries Issues — Final Action on Halibut Catch Sharing Plan
For the Official Record: Opposing Increased Allocations to the Charter Fleet

Madame Secretary, Chaiman Olson, Councit members:

I currently hold halibut quota in Area 3A, and will be directly affected by this CSP PPA action. I
oppose any additional reallocations to the Charter Fleet, who for many years deliberately exceeded
their Guideline Harvest Levels while our Commercial Halibut quotas were taking drastic cuts. I

support Status Quo (no changes or taking from commercial sector) for Area 3A.
I support the Guided Angler Fish provision that allows Charter operators to lease IFQ halibut.

My (DOCHTERMANN, LUDGER permit 4359} total IFQ pounds in area 3A for 1998 was
83,490, which has now diminished to 40,887 pounds — a 51% cutback! At $6.00/1b. that means my

business pfan income comes up comparatively short by §233, 618 per year.

I have seen similar problems regarding my investments in areas 3B, 4A, 4B, and 4D. While not
yet “underwater” on 1FQ loans, the annual revenues have diminished by over $600,000/year.
Meanwhile, charter operators have made money at the lower levels of abundance. The Council is also
well familiar with the harms of excessive Halibut PSC in the trawl fisheries in the GOA. My sablefish
quotas are also harmed by other fishing sectors. My 40 years of time and expenses invested on fishing
Rockfish and Cod in the GOA has not been credited to my vessel, while others take them as

‘secondary species’ or otherwise.

In conclusion, the CSP allocations set in 2008 should NOT be changed due to the political
pressures, especially by a fleet that has gained increases while the Commercial sector sustained

deeper losses.

Respectfully,

FfV STORMBIRD & NORTH POINT
P.0. Box 714; Kodiak, AK 99615

[Submitted 17 September 2012 by email,]



Sustainability of halibut resource

Subject: Sustainability of halibut resource

From: Ardis Jamison <ardisjam@casco.net> 7~
Date; 9/18/2012 6:56 AM

To: npfmec.comments@noaa.gov

Dear Mr. Olson and Council Members:

As an American consumer my access to halibut is through the Alaska halibut fishermen and
processors. Without their efforts, we would not be able to purchase halibut in markets or
enjoy It at restaurants.

The allocation percentages adopted by the Council in October 2008 are fair and equitable
because they protect historic consumer access, the setline fishery, coastal communities, and
provide a reasonable level of access for guided anglers at all levels of halibut abundance. It is
important for all sectors to share in conservation of halibut, equally, at all abundance levels.
The CSP allocations set in 2008 SHOULD NOT be changed.

Thank you for your consideration and fairness in this matter.

Sincerely,
7N
Ralph Jamison
Ardis Jamison
2655 NW Highland Drive, Unit 7
Corvallis, Cregon 97330
~

lofl 97192012 7:12 AM



charter allocation increases

Subject: charter allocation increases
= From: Bill Harrington <misslori@alaska.com>
Date: 9/18/2012 5:03 PM
To: "npfmc.comments@noaa.gov” <npfmc.comments@noaa.gov>

Hello. My name is william Harrington and I fish halibut from the F/V Miss Lori and
have done so for the last 27 years. My crew and I have taken serious hits on quota
allocation over the last few years. Income has decreased substantially for all of
us. The charter sector now wants to increase their allocation, again at our
expense. I am still paying payments on IFQs I purchased which may or may not be
paid for before I'm dead. I am in Homer at present delivering fish and there does
not seem to be any lack of charter business going on.

If they want to increase their allecstion I believe they should have to buy or
lease their pounds just as we have to. I would be happy to lease them a thouwsand
pounds just to show them that in fact there is a financial burden ipvolved in this
fishery and it is not just a "glwme more" scenario,

Best regards.

Bill Harrlngton

F/V Miss Lori & F/V Kilkenny

Kodiak, AK

Sert from my iPad

1o0f1 9/19/2012 7:12 AM



Fax 0 (907) 271-2817 or mail to arrive by COB Sep 25,2012
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Mr. Eric Qlgon, Chair _ _ ) R _
North Pagific Fishery Management Councll i::p e , ECE 'VED
605 West 4th Ave, Ste'308 i .

Anchorage, AK 98501 - . SEP1 g 01

L.

Dear Mr. Olson,

Re: Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP) .

| SUPPORT the calch sharing plan percentage allocations adopied in 2008 and detailad comments
submitted by the Halibut Coalition. ,
P - N - . M . ! . . o
The allocation percentages adopted by the Council in October 2008 are fair and aquitable because they
protect historic consumer acoess, the setline fishery, coasta) communities, and provide a reasonable leval

of access for guided anglers at all levels of halibut abundancé. "I ig mportant for all sectors fo share in
conservation of halibut, equally, at all abundance levels. The CSP allocations set in 2008 SHOULD NOT
be changed because of poliical interferance:The charter flest was gified an allacation 25% abova their .
actual harvest on two accaslons and is again trying to increase their allocation by obstructing final

regulatory aclion,

. . B . - 7 [ _ . o
When | purchased'qliota, | did 6 wiih'ihe expectation that the NPFMC would not reallocate those
investmenis to another commercial group.

w0 s i3 o B iR .
The J,El:lh_'s'houlg,_b@,gqlggagay:autho}l’f'y o 'riliallyﬂset baﬁnd size iimits for charter to maintain the
charter harvest at of beibw thalr allocation; this is the most effective way. This will cormect pravious
problems with the charter sector frequently exceeding their atlocation. .
T i i e o |
| support ttie ed N‘@far Ft&i‘ﬁmvisiun ihat allows charter operators to lease quota if their clients want
more fish. Why shouldn’t they have to invest if they want more quota??

' . . T . . I R L
My family i_shdependant on income f;mn the halibut settine fishery and uncompensated reaflocation to the
charter sector hurts both my family and community.

The CSP supplemental analysis establishés that commercial fisharmen have LOST money ‘over the past
six years while charter operators have MADE money st these low levels of abundance. The charter fleat
does not need more halibut at the expense of commercial fishermen and the communitias that depend on
them, .

R - B R I

Thank you for the oppartunity to commeﬁt.

Sincergly,

Name;
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Fax to (907) 271-2817 or mail to arrive by COB Sep 25, 2012
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Mr. Eric Olson, Chais AL HAL) BET Quott

hiorth Pacific Fishery Managasmant Council A AN eF1q T

805 West 4th Ave, Ste 306 « A - a5 pusf Prenst Dottt

Anchorage, AK 99501 - Yo GuIS @8 ;65 ok THE OF M,
Dear Mr. Qlson, CHANCE HoEsES W T nd RECE !VEE
Re: Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP) SEP 18 717

| SUPPORT the catch sharing plan percentage allocations adopted in 2008 and detailed comments
submitted by the Halibut Coalition.

The allocation percentages adopted by the Council in October 2008 are fair and equitable because they
protect historic consumer access, the setline fishery, coastal commimities, and provide a reasonable level
of access for guided anglers at all levels of halibut abundance. )t is important for all sectors to share in
canservation of halibut, equally, at all abundance levels. The CSP allocations set in 2008 SHCULD NOT
be changed because of political interference. The charter fleet was gifted an ailccation 25% above their
aciual harvest on two occasions and is again trying to increase their aliccation by obstructing final
ragulatory actlon.

When | purchased quota, | did so with the expectation that the NPFMC would not reallocate those £

investments io another commercial group.

The IPHC shauld be delegated authority to annually set bag and size limits for charter to maintain the
charter harvest at or below their allocation; this Is the most effective way. This will correct previous
problems with the charter sector frequently exceeding their allocation.

| support the Guided Angler Fish provision that allows charier operalors to lease quota If their clients want
more fish. Why shouldn’t they have to invest if they want more quota??

My family is dependent on income from the halibut setline fishery and uncompensated reallocation to the
charter sector hurls both my family and community.

The CSP supplemental analysis establishes that commercial ishermen have LOST money over the past

six years while charter operators have MADE money at these low levels of abundance. The charter fleet

does not need morae halibut at the exoense of rommercisal fishermen and the communities that depand on
them.

Thank you for the apportunity to commaent,

Sinceraly, L) . <TErieen_
Narme: A7 SoNEN

Address: . B [07] SELQDUHJ AL Q‘?SGS
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Fax 10 (907) 271-2817 or mail to arrive by COB Sep 25. 2012

Date: q/g//l——'

Mr. Eric Ofsan, Chair

North Pacific Fishery Management Council HECE‘VED
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306

Anchorage, AK 99501 SEP 1 8 2017
Dear Mr. Olson,

Re: Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP)

| SUPPORT the catch sharing plan percentage allocations adopted in 2008 and detailed comments
submitied by the Halibut Coalition.

The altocation percentages adopted by the Council in Ocicber 2008 are fair and equitable because they
protect historic consumer access, the setling fishery, coastal communities, and provide a reasonable levef
of access for guided anglers at all levels of halibui abundance. It is important for all seciors to share in
conservation of halibut, equally, al all abundance levels. The CSP allocations set in 2008 SHOULD NOT
be changed because of political Interference. The charter flaet was gifted an allocation 25% above their
actual harvest on two cccasions and Is again trying to increase their allocation by obstructing final
regulatory action.

When [ purchased quota, | did so with the expectation that the NPFMC would not reallocate those
investments to another commercial group.

The IPHG should be defegated authority to annually sel bag and size limits for charter to maintain the
charter harvest at or below their allocation; this is the most effective way. This will correct previous
problems with the charter sector frequently exceeding their allocatian.

| support the Guided Angler Fish provision that allows charter operators to lease guota if their dlients want
more fish. Why shouldn't they have to invest if they want more quota??

My family |s dependent on income from the halibut setline fishery and uncompensaied reallocation to the
charter sector hurts bath my I‘ainily and community WE WOV E CGOMNTTNUCD To MKBKS

The CSP supplemental analysis establishes that commaercial fishermen have LOST money over the past

six years while charier operators have MADE maney at these low levels of abundance. The charter fleet

does not nead mare halibut at the expense of commercial fishermen and the communities that depand on
themn.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sinceraly,

Name: _L?ﬁ.\_ i‘&j/}ﬂf/—’ _ (LYM'\J o, PGTTE:@_)

Address: E..@_ 8:.".‘}'?‘-'\ [%72_:Cﬁ|'100\f14' AK.. QCZS“?’*{
G144 CHASE AvENUE
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14 September 2012

: . HTH RECE’VE D
Mr. Eric Olson, Chair S

North Pagcific Fishery Management Council g 2012
605 West 4 Avenue, Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 89501-2252

Re: C-1 Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP) -
Dear Mr. Olson,

My name is Charles E. Wood. | have been an Alaska resident since December
1954, and a commercial halibut longliner In Area 2C since 1982,

As a direct result of North Pacific Fishery Management Council (Council) action,
longliners went from a free market, open access fishery to the mandatory and highly
regulated Individual Fishing Quota (IFQ) Program, where my qualifying years had
Insufficient production to support my expanded fishing business. The Council, in
essence, forced me to buy halibut quota at the Fair Market Value at the time, or fail in
my business.

| borrowed $120,000 at 7%% interest from the Federal IFQ Loan Program, and
along with another $95,000 from the sale of blocked halibut as a downpayment, bought
unblocked halibut IFQs in an attempt to stay solvent. My entire fishing business
portfolio including my boat, troli permit, originally Issued IFQs, as well as the IFQs | was
attempting to buy that included my 42% down payment, were tied up as collateral, that
far exceeded the total value of my $215,000 IFQ acquisition.

Ulttmately, by last season (2011), | had lost my eéntire investment in halibut IFQs
as well as some of my original quota share because of 2C quota cuts for conservation
and to compensate for the years of unchecked overfishing of their Guideline Harvest
Levels (GHL) by the charter sector.

In my view, the Coundcil will fail to prevent ongoing substantial harmful
soctosconomic affects to longliners if it enjeins the proposed 4-5% from the only sector
that has truly participated in halibut conservation, and has actually purchased access to
the halibut resource on the open market, access that came at great personal expense
above and heyond merely buying a boat and a few sport rods. |fail to see where the
Council has any reasonable rationale for impiementation of what can only be described
as a “taking’ from one group of fishermen {longliners) for the benefit of another gear
group (charter aperators). If the Council chooses this option, then the United States
Govemment should have the obligation to reimburse, in full, the longtiners who bought
into the IFQ Program in good faith.

~



My suggestion is to enact regulations which will allow the charter sector to either
buy their way in if they need more halibut, in the same way that |, and hundreds of other
longliners have had to do, or lease more poundage instead of merely "taking” from
longtiners, by adopting the Guided Angler Fish (GAF) provision. This would effectively
end the "halibut wars” by creating a viable means for charter operators to expand their
business without endless Council action and political activism, and would no longer
unfairly penalize longliners through what to me is nothing less than Government
garishment, confiscation, and impoundment of my capital investments.

Thank you for this opportunity to express my views.

Respectfuily,

e E

Charles E. “Ed” Wood

F/ Talon

P.O. Box 383

Petersburg, AK 99833-0383
907-772-3480

cc: President Barack Obama
Rebecca Blank, Acting Secretary of Commerce
Jane Lubchenco, Under Secretary, National Oceanic and
Oceanographic Administration
Senator Lisa Murkowski
Senator Mark Begich
Representative Con Young
Governor Sean Parnell
Patersburg Vessel Owners Assoclation

halibutcoalition@gmail.org



Date: 5-16-2012

From:
Gary Autbach
PO Box 726

Petersburg, AK 99833 HECEI VE D

. SEp
To:
Mnr. Eric Olson, Chair 13 Zﬂfz

Morth Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4™ Ave, Ste 306
Anchorage, AK 99501

Re: C-1 Hatibut Catch Sharing Plan {CSP)

Dear Nir. Olson,

I am writing this letter in support of the percentage allocatlons adopted in 2008 for the Halibut
Catch Shating Plan for the Alaska Charter Fishermen. | was a deckhand on 2 commercial Halibut flshing
boat when (FQ's were first implemented. | tost my deckhand job because of IFQs. Yes, [ was mad,
frustrated and very rebellious at the time and was wondering how in the warld could people take away
so many fishing and deckhand jobs from so many good people? We had familles and bills to pay and
now we were out of the loop and had absolutely nothing!

| was without a fishing job for the entire next season, thinking that surely someone would see
the mistake that had been made and change It back. That did not happen. | decided that if | wanted to
fish, | hetter buy some IFQ's and get started, | started with 5,600 pounds of IFQ's and then expanded
that ta nearly 10,C00 pounds, purchasing every one of those pounds. | now have 2,101peunds and still
owe 531,000.00, After paying one crew member, bait, fual, gear, grub and Insurance, | cannot make the
payments from what | earn by selling my Halibut. Yes, this makes me mad, frustrated and very rebelllous
especdally when another commerclal rescurce user wants a higher allocation and free access to the
same Halibut i pay for. The 2008 CSP allocations provide a reasonable level of access for gulded anglers
at all levels of Hallbut abundance. The charter fleet was gifted an allocatlon 25% above their actual
harvest on two occasions and should not secure a higher allccation through political interference.

IFY's have brought much higher quality fish to the market, a reliable source of fresh fish to
buyers and sellers, higher prices to fishermen and better safety for the fleet. IRY's have also provided an
excelient tool for fisherles managers to be able to monitor the health of the stocks. Whan | purchased
my quota, | did so with the expectation that the NFFMC would not reallocate those investments to
ancther commercial group. The ¢harter fleet does not need more halibut at the expense of longline
fishermen and the families and communities that depend on them. If charter clients want more halibut,
charter operatars can lease quota through the Guided Angler Fish (GAE) provislon. Why shouldn’t they
have to Invest if they want more quota? Hhave,
| support changes to the CSP that allow the Council to develop annual charter management measures
for adoption by the International Pacific Halibut Commission. | support the GAF provision. What | cannot
and will not support is yet another reallocation to the charter aperators of the halibut quota | worked
hard to purchase. The longline industry and the American public deserve better than that from the
Council.

/ot 2



My long term plan far my [FCI's was 10 be able to fish them with my twe sons, then pive each
son half of the quota to begin their own fishery or to seliit if that is what they wanted. It was to be the
type of help that ail parents want to give to thelr children, and the type which my parents were never
able to give to me. That plan doesn’t exist now, and wlll diminish even more as my quota continues to
disappear. Please, do the right thing and recommit to the 2008 CSP percentage allocations.

Thank you for the oppartunity to cornment,

Sincerely,

Cop sl

Gary Aulbach

A otd
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Brad Badger
F.0. Box 684
Haines, AK 38827

Mir, Eric Olson

North Pacific Fishery Management Councll
605 West 4™ Avenue, Suite 306
Ancharage, AK 59501

September 7, 2012
Bear Mr. Olson,

| have owned Halibut quota since 1993, When I first purchased this quota | was under the imprassion
this was a wise investment, | did not envision the North Pacic Fishery Management Council to
redistribute rmy investment to other groups.

1 understand a canservation plan needs to be put in place and 1 belleve the allocation percentages
adopted by the Council in 2008 are fair to all user graups. | believe all user groups should participate in
this conservation. | do not think the Charter operators are being held to the same level of responsibility

as the commercial fishermen, Twice the Charter operators have been allowed an increase of 25% te
their actual harvest, this is not responsilile conservation.

The Charter fleet often exoeeds their aliccation; | believe there should be bag and size limits set for
charter boats to maintain the charter harvest at their allocation.

t am in favor of the catch sharing plan parcentage attocations adopted in 2008 and the detailed
comments of tha Hallbut Coalition.

Commatcial Fishing is my town’s largest economic force if we lose much more gquota we will all suffer.

Thank you for consicering my comments,

Sincerely,

Bt Fovudyor

Brad Badger
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Septernber 15, 2012

Mr. Exle Olsen

NPFMC

605 West 4™ Ave., Ste 306
Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Mr. Olsen,
RE: Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP)

My name Is Matthew Short. | am 24 years old and have participated In halibut fisheries for over
half of my life. in 2008 when | was still In college | purchased 8,249 pounds of 2C halibut quota for just
over $210,000. That total was down to 3,485 pounds for the 2012 season, At this total, after expenses
and the boat share, | barely make my $14,000 dollar a year loan paymaents. Buying this poundage was
supposed to help pay my way through college and halp get me Into the halibut fishery but Ym not
generating any Income off of it at this polnt.

| support the CSP adopted in 2008, | fee! the allocation percentages adopted in 2008 are fair
from historic consuner acoess. As a young fishermen who has spent a considerable amount of money
buying 2C haltbut queta, | fee! that politics should not have 3 roie in this CSP and dispersing more of the
poundage that | bought to the charter industry. The charter industry has twice been glfted an allocation
25% above their actual harvest and is again trying to Increase their alfocation by abstructing final

regulatory action,

# you look at the CSP supplements analysis, the commercial fieet has fost money over the last
sk years and the charter fleet has made money at the low abundances. | support the Gulded Angler Fish
provision that allows charter operators to lease quota if their cllents want more fish, Why shouldn’t
they have to invest like we do IF they want more quota??

Once agaln, | support the CSP adopted In 2008, The commercial fleet has pald its dues and does
not need the charter fleet cutting us back even more.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

. A

Matthew Short
P.O.Bax 1224
Patarsburg, AK 99833
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September 10, 2012

Mr. Eric Qlsen

NPEMC

605 West 4" Ave, Ste 306
Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Mr, Olsen
RE: Halibut Catch Sharing Plan {CSP)

My name [5 Joe Short; | have participated In the hallbut fisheries for the last 35 years. Hallbut and black
wod are my only fisheries. | have Invested $387,000.00 dollars In Halibut IFQ's. Between myself and crew
this Is the majer income for three households.

! support the [C5P) adopted in 2008, | feel the allacation percentages adopted [n 2008 are fair from
historic consumer assess. Politics should not play in this (CSP). The charter fleet, twice has bean gifted
25% above their actual harvest, now they are trying to get more by obstructing final action, they wilf
never in their minds have enough. They have played this game very successfully so far, let’s finalize this
attion.

I invasted all of this money in Hallbut IFQ's expecting that the management system would not reallocate
those Investments to ancother group. I you look at the (CSP) supplements analysis we have lost money
over the last & years while the charter fleet has made maney at these fow abundances, All the expanse
of the [ocal commerdal fleets and communities. We the commarcial fleet provide fresh halibut to way
more people than the charter fleet doas, those with enough money to afford a trip to Alaska and hire a
chartar boat,

Sormnething Is wreng with this process, it Is not wm-king. Let’s get this finalized and not at the expensa of
the commercial fleet and sur communities.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Joe Short

pox 1224

Petersburg, AK 99833



halibut realleation

Subject: halibut realloation

7™ From: Marie Murray and John Murray <jmfish@ptialaska.net>
Date: 9/19/2012 9:23 AM
To: npfmc.comments@noaa.gov

Council members and staff

I wish to go on record opposing the reallocation of halibut in 2C and 3A.I am a

Quota share holder of 2C halibut and a full time commercial fisherman since 1978.

Sure we all want more fish available to catch.The question I pose to you is.Does the

charter sector need more halibut to continue their livelibhood?I know and associate

with many charter skippers in Sitka, if they have weathered the poor economic times

and are still in operation they are making a decent livelihood.

The Council should stay the course.Qng possible means to get more fish te the select

few that feel they always need more is to lease halibut from Quota holders.
Sincerely John Murray F/V Sea Bear 224 Observatory st. Sitka Alaska 99835,

1of1l , 9/19/2012 922 AN



James Mackovjak
P.O. Box 63
Gustavus, Alaska 99826
907-697-2246

September 19, 2012 %

SEp
Eric Olson, Chair 19 251
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th Ave, Suite 306
Anchorage, AK 99501

Re: C-1 Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP)
Beas Mr. Olson,

Although I am no longer & commercial halibut fisherman, I have a lot of experience in the
fishery. I fished halibut commercially during the 1970s and 19803, and for eighteen years
1 owned and operated the fish processing business Point Adolphus Seafoods, where
halibut was a mainstay. For a few years during the 1980s, I was one of two Gustavus-
based charter fishermen. My operation was a low-key affair; I took my clients fishing in a
Lund skiff. We stayed pretty close to Gustavus and did pretty well at catching halibut.
(Basically, the reason I quit charter fishing is because I ended up having more respect for
the fish than for the fishermen who took pleasure in killing them.) [ continue to fish
halibut—sometimes with a sport pole, sometimes with a subsistence longline—to feed
my family and to share with neighbors who are unable to fish,

During the 2012 tourist season, there were about twenty charter vessels operating out of
Gustavus. Only one operator was a resident of Gustavus. The rest show up in the spring
from Utah and other places, demand services and ever-increasing allocations of halibut,
help their clients kill huge amounts of fish {(which, from a standpoint of meat quality, are
mishandied every step of the way), and leave with their profits in September, These
people have little concern for the well-being of the halibut reseurce or for our
community. As you know, the Magnuson-Stevens Act standards require that federal
regulatory decisions consider the effect of on local communities.

- .
The following are my comments regarding the halibut Catch Sharing Plan {CSP) for the
October 2012 NPFMC meeting:

[. The 2008 CSP allocations—based on historic and current harvest ratics
between the charter and longline sectors—fairly and equitably share the
halibut resource between these two sectors.

2. Perverse incentives in the charter regulations—namely, the reverse slot
limit—are leading to increasing numbers of halibut being caught and



released. (“serial catch-and-release,” my neighbor cails it} A considerable
percentape of those released fish die.

I was on an Alaska Airlines flight from Sitka to Seattle last spring,
and sat next to a fellow from Grants Pass, Oregon. He was retuming home
after fishing for several days with Kingfisher Charters. Halibut fishing was
good. He said they had refeased "hundreds of pounds” of halibut, many of
which were, in his words, "an inch too short or an inch tee long." T asked
him how they kept the {ish on the boat, if they had ice with them. There
was no ice; the fish were kept in “a box" full of water. According to the
fisherman, on several occasions they "upgraded” ¢his term) by releasing a
halibut from the box that was then replaced by a larger fish. He said he
knew this was illegal, but "Oh, well.”

Aside from being illegal, I can’t imagine that many released
halibut that had been landed and kept in a small hold full of water
survived. How did they even get the fish in the hold to begin with? The
usual way is with a gaff.

The engineer’s maxim of not being able to control something you
can’t measure is applicable to halibut management. The NPFMC needs to
have a reliable measurement of halibut release mortality for charter
operators and this mortality needs to be factored into the charter operator
allocation.

. Charter operators are blatantly evading the charter fish catch limits by
sending boats cut “self-guided™ or, I have heard, with unlicensed and
theoretically unpaid young guys as helpers. Regulations must be tightened
to prevent this sort of abuse.

Thanlc you for considering my comments, [ appreciate the amount of work you
and the council do.

Sincerely,

James Mackovjak
P.O, Box 63
Gustavus, Alaska 99826
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September 10, 2012

Mr. Eric Olson, Chair RECE’ VED

MNorth Pacific Fisheries Managemant Council

605 West 4™ Ave, Suite 306 SE
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 P] 9 20 12

Dear Mr. Qlson,
Re: Halibut Catch Sharing Plan {CSP)

My name is Jacquelyn Sidor. | have participated, with my family, in the halibut fishery for over 30 years,
Working often in dangerous sea conditions, very hard, long hours to obtain IFQ. Yet the charter fleet
was gifted an allocation of 25% above their actua! harvest on two occasions and is trying again to
increase their allocation by obstructing final regulatory action. The CSP allocations set in 2008 SHOULD
NOT be changed because of political interference.

| support the catch sharing plan percentage allocations adopted in 2008 and detailed comments
submitted by the halibut commission.

The CSP supplemental analysis establishes that commercial fishermen have LOST money over the past
5ix years while charter operators have MADE money at these low levels of abundance. The charter fleet
does not need more halibut at the expense of commercial fishermen and the communities that depend
on them. Furthermore commerdal fishers should be compensated for the quota reallocated previously.
It was my expectation that the management system would not reallocate IFQ to another group.
Commercial fishers WORKED in the fishery to obtain quota. It is not acceptable to take quota from
commercial fishers and give that quota, earned by commercial fishers, to the charter fleet.

Your support for the Gulded Angler Fish provision allows charter operators to lease quots if their clients
want more fish. Why shouldn’t charter operators invest if they want more quota? Commercial fishers
earned their quota pounds in the first place and invest if they want more!

The IPHC should be delegated authority to annuaily set bag and size limits for charter to maintain the
charter harvest at or below their allocation. This will correct previous problems with the charter sector
frequently exceeding their allocation. The charter fishery needs to be monitored closely and held
accountable.

The allocaticn percentages adopted by the Councll in October 2008 are fair and equitable because they
protect historic consumer access, the setline fishery, coastal cormmunities, and provide a reasonable
level of access for guided anglers at all levels of halibut abundance, It is important that all sectors share
in the conservation of halibut, equally, at all abundance levels,

My family is dependent on income from the halibut setline fishery and uncompensated reallocation to
the charter sector hurts both my family and community.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,
Secgedyn . e stare
JacquBlyn A Sidor
PO Box 806
Aberdeen, Washington 98520
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Mr. Eric Olson, Chair RECEWE 3

North Pacific Fishery Management Council SEP I9
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306 2017
Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Mr. Olson,

Re: C-1 Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP)

I SUPPORT the catch sharing plan percentage allocations adopted in 2008, I urge the
Council to recotrunit to these allocations, sireamtine the CSP charter management system,
and implement the CSP.

The 2008 CSP allocations were based on historic and current harvest ratios between the
charler and longline sectors and fairly share the rescurce between these lwo sectors. The
allocations are fair and equilable. The allocations profect historic consumer access, the
longline fishery, and fishery dependent communities. The 2008 CSP allocations also
provide a reasonable level of access for guided anglers at all levels of halibut abundance.
The charter fleet was gilted an allocation 25% above their actual harvest on two occasions
and should not secure a higher allocation through political interference.

Longline fishermen bring the fish to the public; charter operators take the public to the fish
—but orders of magnitude more “public” are served by the longline industry, Ewven at
these low levels of abundance, iongline fishermen in these two areas annually provide
access-— through high quality, healthy meals—to the halibut resource for 7-9 million
Americans plus another 2 million non-Americans through export. The Area 2C and 3A
charter industry, on the other hand, provides an expensive recreational opportunity 1o
approximately 230,000 clients per year. In short, the longline fishery provides 40 times
mere Americans access to the halibut resource and provides national economic benefit

through export.

When I purchased quota, I did so with the expectation that the NPFMC would not
reallocate those investments to ancther commercial group. My family 1s dependent on
income from the halibut longline fishery and reallocation to the charter sector hurts both my
family and my community. The CSP supplemental analysis establishes that longline
fishermen have LOST mdney over the past six years while charter operators have MADE
money at these low levels of abundance. The charter fleet does not need more haiibut at the



expense of longline fishermen and the communities that depend on them. If clients want
more halibut, charter operators can lease quota through the Guided Angler Fish (GAF)
provision. Why shouldn’t they have to invest if they want more quota?? 1 have.

1 support changes to the CSP that allow the Council to develop annual charter management
measures for adoption by the International Pacific Halibut Commission, | support the GAF
provision. What I cannot support is yet another realiocation to the charter operators of the
halibut quota ] worked hard to purchase. The longline industry and the American public
deserve better than that from the Council.

Thank you for the apportunity to cormment.

Sincerely,

Neme %\ML ¢ VL-?;.W

Address:
box §2y  Aetorsde, g4
- | 79 3 3




Fax to (907) 271-2817 or mail to arrive by COB Sep 25. 2012
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Mr. Eric Olson, Chair

Morth Pacific Fishery Management Coundgil RECE'VED

603 West 4th Ave, Ste 306 SEP 1

Anchorage, AK 99501 192012

Dear Mr. Olson,

Re: Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP)

I SUPPORT the calch sharing plan percentage allocations adopted in 2008 and detailed comments

submitted by the Halibut Coalition.

The allocation percentages adopted by the Councif In Octobsr 2008 are fair and equitable becausa they

protect historic consumer access, the safling fishery, coastal communities, and provide a reasonable lavat

of access for guided anglers at all levels of halibut abundance. It is important for all sactors 1o share in

consarvation of halibut, equally, al all abundance levels, The CSP afacations set in 2008 SHOULD NOT

be changed because of poiltical inierference. The charier fleet was gifted sn allocation 25% above their

actual harvest on two occasions and is again trying to increase their allocation by obstructing final

regulatory action.

When | purchased quota, | did so wilh the expectation that tha NPFMC would not reallocate those o

investments to another commercial group.

The IPHC should be delegated authority to annually set bag and size limits for charter to maintain the
charter harvest at or below their allocation; this is the most effective way. This will cormect previous
problems with the charter sector frequenlly exceedirg their allocation.

| support the Guided Angler Fish provisicn that allows charter operators to lease quota if thair clients want
mora fish, Why shouldn't they have to invest if they want more quota??

My family is dependent on income from the halibut setline fishery and uncompensated realtocation to the
charter sector hurts both my family and community.

The CSP supplemental analysis establishes that commercial fishermen have LOST monsy over the past
six years while charter aperators have MADE money at these low levsls of abundance. The charter flaet

dces nat nead more hakibut at the sxpense of cornmercial fishermen and the communities that depend on 8
Thank you for the opporfunity 10 comment,

tham.
Sincerely, W
Name: /

Address: @0, @’)( ;lo o %Lﬁf
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My. Eric Olson, Chair RECEIVED
North Pacific Fishery Management Council

605 West 41h Ave, Ste 306 SER2 0 2012
Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Mr. Olson:

These are my comments on the halibut Catch Sharing Plan for the Oct. 2012 NPFMC
meeting. The details are my own, but the major concerns described here are common to
those of us in Gustavus who have been tracking halibut stock changes, reguiatory actions,
and on-the-ground observation of halibut exploitation in our area. Topics #2 and #3
reflect a large number of observations and concerns voiced by local residents. It is fair to
say that declining halibut stocks and over-exploitation are at present the foremost natural
resource concern of Gustavus residents.

1. Do not increase the charter fishery’s share over that provided in the 2008 Catch
Sharing Plan. The Magnuson-Stevens Act standards require that federal
regulatory decisions cons1der the effect on lecal communities,

Yesterday a charter captain: ‘told me that “We ‘ve wiped out the 35 to 45 inch
cohort of halibut in areas accessible from Gustavis” - meaning Icy Strait and
Cross Sound. What are the consequences of this?! If the NPFMC is unable or
unwilling to find means of preventing inshore halibut depletions, at least it should
not increase the allowable catch of the charter sector. Some points:

a. The charter fleef’s allocation has already been increased twice.

b. That fishery is less controlled and monitored than the commercial fishery.

¢. More of our coastal community residents are economically dependent on
the commercial fishery than on the charter fishery. At this time, 20 out of
21 charter captains operating out of Gustavus are non-local, and with one
exception, the charter lodge operators also reside out of state. This seems
largely true around the region. An exception is Angoon, although an
excellent authority told me that Whaler’s Cove Lodge near Angoon is the
largest local employer but is highly resented by the locals. Also note that
very few charter clients are from this region of Alaska.

d. Halibut and salmon are by far the two main commercial and subsistence
fisheries of Southeast Alaska, and it’s the region that has experienced the
greatest halibut decline. Groundfish and crab are comparatively minor
fisheries here.

¢. Charter fishing is far more likely than commercial fishing to take place in
areas near communities, thus competing with residents’ fishing for their
farnilies’ food.

f. By allowing the growth of the charter fishery and spin-offs of that fishery
(described in #3), the Council is allowing for inevitable local depletions
near ¢oastal communities. In the late 19907s, the Council believed that
creation of Local Area Management Plans (LAMPs) would solve this
obvious problem, but the Sitka LAMP was the only one formed or even



considered. Regulators and activists alike seem to believe that LAMPs can
no longer be implemented.

g. Managing on the bagis of very large areas such as 2C and 3A was
probably appropriate when commercial fishing was the only consequential
exploiter, but not now, when intense inshore charter fishing threatens local
depletions. The Council could do what the Pacific Fishery Management
Council has apparently done in area 2A; divide these areas into smaller
areas with their owm halibut sport fish sub-quotas and close the season
when these quotas are reached,

There are two reasons why the Councii probably is not actually reducing the catch

through the charter regulations it has promuleated, See #2 and #3 hers,

2. Charter release mortality kills a large quantity of fish, currently not even
accounted for in total charter catch and allowable catch calculations, Perverse
incentives in the charter regulations are leading to increasing numbers of halibut
being caught and released.

a. Evenin 2010, before the 2011 area 2C regulations that limited charter-
caught halibut to 37 inches and the 2012 regulations that had & ‘reverse
slot limit’ of up to 45" and over 68", ADF&G’s sport-caught halibut
statistics showed that as many halibut were released as kept in area 3A,
and nearly as many released as kept in 2C, And only “kept” halibut were
counted as charter fishery catch, In our nearby areas (Iey Strait, Cross
Sound & Glacier Bay), the number released was larger than the number
kept. (statistics from “Participation, Effact, and Harvest in the Sport Figh Business/Guide
Licznsing amd Loghock Programs, 2010, Appendix tables H4 and HS).

b. In the commercial longline fishery, an estimate of 16% mortality for
released halibut is counted as part of that fishery®s total catch.

¢. Charter fishermen and clients fishing in our area complain that they had to
catch and release a large number of halibut to return te the dock with a
few not very large fish. ADF&G’s creel census employee here said he
talked to 2 number of captains who said they released 40 fish in a day.
They also complained of the difficulty of measuring “over 68”.

d. There has been no field study of halibut sport fish release mortality. Scott
Meyer, ADF&G’s sport fish bottomfish biologist, is apparently charged
with developing a mortality estimate, He wrote this to me in answer to my
guestions:

"Generally speaking, release mortality will generally be estimated by multiplying
an assumed mortality rate by the number of fish released and their average size
{rate x number released x average weight). Higher mortaiity from poor handling
¢an be incorporated by assuming a higher mortality rate, We are also obtaining
information on the size ranges of refeased fish, so that may help refine the
estimates. Release mortality of halibut in sport fisheries has never been studied,
sa the mortality rate Is unknown and we will have to assume a rate. We also
won't have an accurate estimate of the number of fish that were treated poorly



prior to release. Therefore, it will be difficult to know how much higher we

shouid assume the mortality rate to be.”

I had written to Meyer describing some questionable release practices
that we know about, whose effects I doubted would be incorporated into
agency analyses of release mortality.

A Power Point slide from the IPHC’s 2007 annual meeting titled “Discard

I\«I{:urtalllt:.-r Rate in Recreational Fisheries” said:

Discard mortality rate of halibut in recreational fisheries is unknown.

- Aggrepate rate used for commercial fishing is 16%,

- ‘Excellent’ condition halibut have 3.5% and *Moderate’ injury fish have 36%: discard
mortalities, respectively, in commercial fishery. Higher aceurrence of J-books and
different reiease expertise would likely yield higher mortalities in the recreational
fisheries.

= Aceurate estimation will require tag-release-recapture study and take 2-4 yrs.

e. 1reported to Scott Meyer that one of our group heard from a man sitting
beside him on a jet this summer. Returning home from a charter fishing
trip out of Sitka, the man said the captain wouid keep bhalibut aboard in a
water-filled tank and then put it overboard if a larger fish was caught.
Meyer replied that this is illegal and should be reported. I"ve heard that a
new thing this year is a number of charter boats retuming to the Gustavus
dock with water in their tanks, apparently for temporary holding of fish.
We have also heard stories of relatively small halibut held overboard on
stringers and allowed to fall off as the boat sped away heading for a new
fishing spot.

f. The increasing practices (described in #3) of evading the charter fish catch
limits by sending boats out “self-guided” or with unlicensed and
theoreticatly unpaid young guys (sometimes underage) as helpers is
probably resulting in poorly released fish. If care of the “kept” fish is an
indicator, we’ve heard remarks that they don’t know how to kill the fish,
and just bludgeon them, ruining the meat.

3. Means of evading the Area 2C charter-caught fish regulations (one fish with size
limits) proliferate, allowing many clients to catch two fish of any size. Anecdotal
information about seeing huge numbers of fish boxes shipped out of Icy Strait
communities in 2011 and 2012 testify to the success of these models. Examples:

a. Larger boats, often captained by people who have charter CHPs, towing or
off-loading skiffs so that clieats can fish nearby as “unguided.” Someone
here observed one such skiff that had neither a motor nor oars, Clients
were taken to a good area for halibut, told how to fish, and assisted in
every way, likely reboarding the mother boat after landing their halibut.
And the fish would be dressed and packed by the operator or his staff.

b. Charter lodges sending out young guys without CHPs or guide licenses,
theoretically unpaid, on the boats to help clients with fishing and boat
operation. The benefit to the young guys (some underape) is that they are
building up vessel time for getting 6-pac boat operator permits. These



young men probably work in the fish processing or other parts of the
lodge’s operation.

Clients taking out larger boats that are usually used in guided operations.
The word is that one of the operators here had to replace eight anchors this
summet Jue to inexperienced people using his boat.

. The long-standing Doc Wamers Lodge in Excursion Inlet (60 clients per
week) and a smaller one, Salmon Run Lodge send out three or four clients
per skiff as “self-guided” fishermen. Doc Warner’s skiffs are 16 or 18 ft.
Lunds, They have laminated charts showing good halibut areas and a GPS
showing halibui spots. A minder boat, one for every so many skiffs,
travels around among them giving help with gear and boats and advice
about where to fish.

. An existing fishing lodge in Elfin Cove, Northern Star Lodge, was
recently bought, reportedly with financing from Doc Warner, and is
operated by his daughter and son-in-law. Northemn Star offers only self-
guided fishing beginning in the 2010 or 2011 season. They have new 22 fi.
boats with 150 hp engines. Instruction and information is provided for
clients in the evenings. 'm guessing that Doc Warner refers some of the
more experienced and aggressive of his clients to Northern Star, In a blog
on the internet a prospective and a past client were communicating about
this operation, one giving the other advice abowt where to fish and
commenting that a recent sting against another lodge in Elfin Cove was
causing Northern Star to be careful to stay inside the lines of the rules.
Also in Elfin Cove, Eagle Charters, target of that successful law
enforcement sting in, [ think, 2010, now has at least one, and possibly
more, “self-guided’” boats. I saw one of their hoats with “Self Guided”
lettered along its side. (Incidentally, I passed through Elfin Cave in July
2011 and counted 25 fish boxes on the airplane float waiting for the Ward
Air fioat planes. My husband passed through a week later and saw a much
bigger pile of fish boxes on the airplane float, which was going partly
under water and pecple were being asked to stay off until the boxes were
loaded onto an aircraft. This was in a year when charter halibut regulations
limited clients to one fish a day, 37" or less.}

. Taking people fishing but only charging for their lodging. This is being
done by someone here who did not qualify for a CHP but was already
operating a fishing lodge with guided fishing. Coming in to the dock this
year, he told the creel census person ‘These are just my friends’. Questions
were asked about whether this was legal at the meeting conducted by
NMFS enforecement personnel in Gustavus in the spring of 2011. They
wavered a bit but implied that it may be legal. At that point another charter
operator commented ‘I’m told I can charge two times as much for lodging
and zero for fishing and it’s legal’.

. Dude fishing model (like dude ranching). Someone has a commercial
fishing permit and takes people out on his boat as “crew.” This reportedly
happens here, but since his commercial permit is for hand trolling, he may
just be deing this for salmon {no bycatch of halibut is allowed in saimon



fishing). Similar things reportedly occur in Elfin Cove but I don’t know
how it is done there.

I understand that the Council is looking into ways of limiting these kinds of operations,
so0 the above lisi of known varieties may be useful to you. Meanwhile, commercial sport
fishing is not being successfully regulated, at least not in our area.

4. Although this detail is apparently settled for the present, I wish to reiterate our
objection to the method used in the planned leasing of commercial IFQ by charier
operators, IFQ in pounds would be converted to numbers of Guided Angler Fish
by dividing the leased pounds by the average weight of charter-caught fish in the
most recent year without size limits. Because of the large fish in our Icy Strait-
Cross Sound-Glacier Bay area, the result of this formula is that our area would be
a magnet for catching leased??7 fish. Several times as much poundage per GAF
could be taken here than in some other subareas of area 2C. Recently an Elfin
Cove charter operator posted ADF&G’s table of the average weight of charter-
caught halibut in the seven subareas of Southeast Alaska as evidence of why
clients should come and fish here.

Thank you for your attention. I hope that the details provided above will be useful. Iand
many of my neighbors are apprehensive about the future of this critically important
resource, and urge the Council’s action to properly regulate the fishery while we still
have a chance to avoid a collapse in local stocks.

Yours truly,

Judy Brakkel Box 94, Gustavus, Alaska 99826 phone 907-697-2287
¢-mail judybrakel@gmail.com



Date: ? _ 9/"" /2—

Mr. Eric Olson, Chair

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

Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Mr. Qlson,

Re: Halibut Catch Sharing Plan {CSP)

My business SUPPORTS the Halibut Catch Sharing Plan allocation percentages
adopted by the Council in October 2008.

These percentages are fair and equitable. They protect historic consumer access, the
setline fishery, coastal communities, and provide a reasonable level of access for
guided anglers, even at low levels of halibut abundance. It is important for all sectors to
share equally in conservation of the halibut resource at all abundance levels. The
charter fleet was gifted an allocation 25% above their actual harvest {to the detriment of
consumers, processors, and harvesters) on two occasions -1997 and 2000. Allocations
were again increased with the 2008 CSP and yet again with last spring’s logbook
adjustment. Since last year, charter operator's efforts have been aimed at increasing
their allocation further by obstructing final regulatory action. No sector should be
rewarded with increased allocations through political interference or by obstructing
regulatory action.

As a processor, we are dependent on income from the halibut setiine fishery and
uncompensated reallocation to the charter sector hurts both our company and
community. We employ QL people per year processing halibut (on the processing
floar, the office, and in marketing/distribution). Loss of commercial quota costs jobs in
the processing sector,

We ship over4, @& pounds of halibut per year to brokers, stores, and restaurants. WE
PROVIDE ACCESS TO HALIBUT FOR THE AMERICAN CONSUMER.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Name:% %é g /ﬂw P//(:é/;jd
Address: Y Iw{/ ' s 1 /éﬁ/ﬂfy Mef@ c,é,(; , //ﬂf@




Subject:

From: Kenneth Guindon <kjguindon@hotmail.com> -~
Date: 9/20/2012 3:44 AM S
To: <npfmec.comments@noaa.gov>

Mr. Eric Olsen, Chair
North Pacific Fishery Management Council

Dear Mr. Qlsen,

I came 1o the beautiful state of Alaska for the first time this year and I can say with all certainty, [ will retum. I
am an avid fisherman and had the opportunity to go halibut and salmon fishing, While I was there, I went to
the “city docks” nearly every day where the charter boats retum with their catch. I was in Valdez, Homer and
Seward and saw a lot of fish. I saw a group of 5 people that went haiibut, fishing 3 days in a row in Seward and
caught several fish In the &0 to B0O# range along with a lot of other bottom fish, it was a lot of meat. I guess the
reason for my letter is to say that seems like too much meat taken by recerational . Why can't the recreational
limit be 1 fish per person when it comes to halibut. That would cut down on the recreational harvest or at least
help stay within thelr allotted quota. Those 5 men caught 30 halibut that I would guess averages 30Ibs each.
That's X0# of halibut to feed who? Recreatlonal fishing is for recreation, not to provide fish for a single persons
entire family tree, 1 Gught 2 halibut while | was fishing on a charter and released one, a 30# halibut must have
given me 17 pounds of filets or more. The thrill of catching a fish ke a halibut [s incredibie. The amount of meat
that recreational fisherman canry in your airport is astonishing and some kind of control has to be put in place.
Commercial sherman feed the world, cukting the Alaskan commercdial isherman's quota would mean less fish
available to people that don't get the chance to catch thelr own, and from what 1 have read, it just isn't fair, A
deal was already made and now you want to change it. Put some restrictions on the amount of charter boats
Alaska has, limit the entry and cut the halibut [imit to no more than 1 per person., 1 live on the Texas gulf coast
where red snapper has been a hot issue for years, Here you can't start a charter business unless you buy an
existing permnit from someone, just like the commendal sector there are rules. -

1lofl 9/20/2012 8:02 AM



Halibut Quota

Subject: Halibut Quota

- From: Rebecca Noble <rnoble@e-terra.com>
Date: 9/20/2012 9:55 AM
To: npfmc.comments@noaa.gov

Dear Mr. Olson and Council Members,

As an American consumer my access o halibut is through the Alaska halibut fishermen and processors.
- Without their efforts, we would not be able to purchase halibut in markets or enjoy it at restaurants.

The allocation percentages adopted by the Courncil in October 2008 are fair and equitable because they
protect historic consumer access, the setling fishery, coastal communities, and provide a reasonable level
of access for guided anglers at all levels of halibut abundance. It is important for all sectors to share in
conservation of halibut, equally, at all abundance levels. The CSP allocations set in 2008 SHOULD NOT

be changed.

Sincerely,

Rebecca M. Noble

lofl 5/20/2012 10:00 AM
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Subject; CSP

From: Art Bloom <artmbloom@gmail.com> o~
Date: 9/20/2012 5:59 AM

To: "npfmc.comments@noaa.gov" <npfmc.comments@noaa.gov>

Chairman Eric Olson
North Paclfic Fishery Management Council

Additional Personal Comments from:
Arthur Bloom
45086 Prospect Way, Juneau, Ak 99801

t have approximately $360,300 invested in IFQ for area 3A. When | purchased that quota |
expected that the management system would not reallocate a portion of my investment to
another group, especially without compensation. Doing 50 is simply unfair. There is no way
to justify, in my mind, reallocation of this resource from a group that paid for their allocation
to a group that has infringed on the system and has not paid for the allocation they now
desire. Any other group utilizing the halibut resource being managed by the NPFMC was
simply taking a risk that at some point they would be required to pay for access to that
resource, just as | had to pay for my access. This should not be a political game, the
management council has the responsibility to maintain a fair system. It is already grossly
unfair that another group has been gifted some allocation without compensation. This is
akin to adverse possession of property or claiming squatter rights. Allowing this is wrong,
unfair, and contrary to the principles of our legal system and customarily recognized rights.
The CSP allocations set in 2008 should NOT be changed. | do support a Guided Angler Fish
provision that allows guota leasing, and any other provision that requires all users of the
resource to pay for that use as a business investment. | had to invest my hard earned money
to have access to the resource, and so should any other individual.

Arthur M, Bloom

9/20/2012 11:21 AW



Bycatch

1ofl

Subject: Bycatch

From: Craig Matkin <comatkin@gmail.com>
Date: 9/20/2012 1:29 PM

To: npfmc.comments@noaa. gov

My name is Craig Matkin. I was a commercial fisherman for 20
years but I am now a marine mammal blologist extremely concerned about
Chipook salmon bycatch in the Gulf of Alaska. One of my projects has
focused on fish eating killer whales in Gulf of Alaska. We have found
that Chinook salmon (along with Cohc salwon} are primary feoods in
their diet. It is becoming clear that their survival is dependent on
these fish,

There is just not enough good data to properly assess the scale
and impacts of bycatch at this time. I ask that the Council
prioritize observer coverage for fisheries with bycatch concerns,
particularly the Gulf of Alaska trawl fisheries that catch Chincok
salmon as bvcatch. Please insure that these fisheries have increased
coverage from the old bycatch program,

I also believe that electronic monitoring is a viable at-sea
monitoring alternative to human observers. This option is important
for small boats who have limited space onboard and I urge vou to
pursue this.

Sincerely,
Cralg Matkin

North Gulf Cceanic Society
Homer, Alaska 99623

/2072012 1:36 PM



pr. Eric Olsen, Chair

Morth Pacific Fishery Managernent Cauncil X
Y e e ¥ y ﬁu

605 West Ath Ave, Ste 306

Ancharage, AK 99501

RE: C-1 Halibut Catch Sharing Plan

Dear Mr. Olson,

My name is George Malcolm Milne and | live in Homer, Alaska with my wife and two daughters.
I have fished commercially since 1994 and now own and operate 3 48 foot fiberglass fishing vessel. My
first halibut trip was the last derby. 1did not qualify to be issued any halibut quota when it was
originally given out, As | gained more experience fishing and realized how the system worked | realized
the best way to assure | would have a job and be able to continue fishing was to buy quota from the
people who were given it. Over the years I've made several purchases and accumulated a moderate
amount of shares.

In deciding to invest in Halibut Quota | understood the considerable risk involved. | have
participated in IPHC setline surveys, looked at the historical fishery performance and became familiar
with the hiology. | assessed the risk of farmed halibut which in 2002, when | bought my first shares,
seemed a very real threat. | also noticed the thriving charter industry and having worked at Coal Point
Seafoods, a mainly sport caught processing plant, noticed the amount of fish coming over the docks. |
have followed the process with the Catch Sharing Plan as well as the Charter IFQ program and the other
attempts and was hopeful that some solution was imminent. | realized there was uncertainty hut still
felt it was a worthwhile investment for my business and family,

Having gone down this path | have become very frustrated with the Catch Sharing Plan process.
Please look at the overall picture here and don’t let the squeaky wheel get the grease. | waded through
the 333 pages of analysis and agree with the conclusion that the overall cost or benefit to the
communities is not affected one way or another. What | don't feel is equitable is to continue to increase
the charter share of the Combined Catch Uit after vou made a decision, Please look at Table 2 of the
NPFMC's “Alternatives Considered in Public Review Draft of Revised Pacific Catch Sharing Plan in Area 2C
and 3A", | hope that illustrates the potential gains the Charter Sector would enjoy at a direct cost 1o
peopie like me. Their bottom line is not tied the amount of fish the catch, For me and my family it is,

| truly appreciate the time and effort you put into these [ssues.
Sincerely,
George Malcolm Milne

PO Box 1846, Homer, AK 99603



Date: 9-19.2012

Mr. Eric Olson, Chair HECEIVED

North Pacific Fishery Management Council SEPp o 208
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306
Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Mr. Olson, .o

Re: C-1 Halibut Catch Sharing Plan {CSP) - SUPPORT for 2008 Allocation Plan

My family has been providing nutritious, healthy, natural foed for people across the nation and the globe
for the past three generations. Sustainable commercial fishing for cold water, wild fish is one of the most
environmentally and human health friendly food production systems in the world. Additionaliy,
commercial fishing offers some of the few value added service opportunities stilf presented to the
American people, and thus creates local, sustainable jobs for Alaskan and US citizens - from fish handlers,
to processors, to value added product manufacturers, to local chefs, delivery and wait staff.

All of these benefits are greatly diminished, if not removed completely when wild stock resources are
diverted from the benefit of society to the recreation of a few. | love sport fishing, and ! think that it is
great that the charter industry allows a few citizens to enjoy the excitement of personal harvest each
year. At the end of the day, however, we must acknowledge that charter based access to wild stocks is a
privilege reserved for a select few, both in terms of who receives the revenue, and in terms of who can
afford access in this way.

In an ideal world, where stocks are unlimited, | would certainly support the ongoing ever-expansion of the
charter industry's access to the resource. That is not the world in which we live, however; the stocks are
limited, and dwindling. The charter industry has historically proven unable to limit its own consumption
of these resources to its allotment. '

When dealing with the allocation of a public resource, it becomes the resource manager's job to look for
the allocation that provides the greatest averall public benefit and make the hard decisions. In this case,
it is clear that the hard truth is that the charter industry must be brought under the same level of
management as the commercial fleet has operated under for several years. Itis also clear that the
balance needs to be réstored between the two industries, so that both commercial and sport operations
may thrive, and grow in a sustainable fashion. | R :

As such, | SUPPORT the catch sharing plan percentage allocations adopted in 2008. | urge the Council to
recommit to these allocations, streamline the CSP charter management system, and implement the CSP.

The 2008 CSP allocations were based on historic and current harvest ratios between the charter and
longline sectors and fairly share the resource between these two sectors. The allocations are fair and



equitable, The allocations protect historic consumer access, the longline fishery, and fishery dependent
communities, The 2008 CSP allocations alse provide a reasonable level of access for guided anglers at all
levels of halibut abundance. The charter fleet was gifted an allocation 25% above their actual harvest on
two occasions and should not secure a higher allocation through political interference.

Longline fishermen bring the fish to the public; charter cperators take the public to the fish—but orders of
magnitude more “public” are served by the longline industry. Even at these low levels of abundance,
longline fishermen in these two areas annually provide access—through high quality, healthy meals—-to
the halibut rescurce for 7-9 million Americans plus another 2 million non-Americans through export. The
Area 2C and 3A charter industry, on the other hand, provides an expensive recreational opportunity to
approximately 230,000 clients per year. tn short, the longline flshery provides 40 times more Americans
access to the halibul resource and provides national economic benefit through export,

When | purchased quota, | did so with the expectation that the NFFMC would not reallocate those
investments to another commercial group. My family is dependent on income from the halibut longline
fishery and reallocation to the charter sector hurts both my family and my community. The CSP
supplemental analysis establishes that longline fishermen have LOST money over the past six years while
charter operators have MADE money at these Jow leveis of abundance. The charter fleet does not need
more halibut at the expense of longline fishermen and the communities that depend on them. If clients
want more halibut, charter operators can lease quota through the Guided Angler Fish {GAF) provision.
Why shouldr’t they have to invest if they want more quota?? | have.

I support changes to the CSP that allow the Council to develop annual charter management measures for
adoption by the International Pacific Halibut Commission. | support the GAF provision. What | cannot
support is yet another reallocation to the charter operators of the halibut quota | worked hard to
purchase. The longline industry gnd the American public deserve better than that from the Council.

Thank you for the apportunity to comment.

Sincere

_ o
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Fax 0 (907) 271-2817 or mail to arrive by COB Sep 25, 2012
Data: Q‘L{ 'f2«
Mr. Etic Olson, Chair RECE!VEQ

North Pzcific Fishery Management Cauncil
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306 SEP3 g 2012
Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Mr. Qlson,

Re: Halbut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP)

| SUPPORT the catch sharing plan percentage allocations adopted in 2008 and detailed comments
submitted by the Haltbut Coalition,

The allocation percentages adopted by the Council in October 2008 ae fair and equitable because they
protect historic consumer access, the setline fishery, coastal communities, and provide a reasonable level
of access for guided anglers at all levals of halibut abundance. It is important for all sectors to share in
conservation of halibui, equally, at all abundance levels. The CSP allacations sat In 2008 SHOULD NOT
be changed because of political interference. The charter flaet was gified an 1"ocation 25% above their
actual harvest on twa occasions and is again trying 1o increase their allocation by obstructing final
fegulatory action.

When | purchased quota, | did so with the expectation that the NPFMC would not reallocate those
investments to another commercial group.

The IPHC should be delegated authority to annually set bag and size limits for charter to maintain the
charier harvest at or below their allocation: this is the most affective way. This will comect previous
problems with the charter sector frequently exceeding their allocation.

I support the Guided Angler Fish provision that allows charter operators to fease quota if their clients want
mare fish. Why shouldn't they have to invest if they want more quota??

My family is dependent on income from the halibut seffine fishery and uncompensated reallocation to the
charter sector hurts both my family and community.

The CSP supplemental analysis establishes that commercial fishermen have LOST money aver the past
six years while charter operators have MADE money at these low levels of abundance. The charter fleet
does not need more halibut at the expense of commercial fishermen and the communities that depend on
them. :

Thank yeu for the opportunity to comment.

Sincaraly,

MName: ?O b&]/‘t' ELK\.Pij

adaress: PO BOL_ 1274 (ordes Ak 29571

B RS




| RE@Q;EJZD} <ol

N Olson SRR 0 ia

Whean Weeding ead ?

'57"’ 7L|')ﬁ[)‘? + 1+ h&d Lu/l&h +he {Dua{'&s

25 _intreased Bae dear ﬂnxfﬁl:c mwbe

s hod gna/{,lq Jrned 4o A

-?n&; e Bnd nnm -Paw, !_AJM T\J\\f_

Chacter inds tf&g:j & Somshied x
"'_pntnk,_ not. tToe Bl Als Lo\ &’Dﬂ-!-mut

as lgrm os it edhowed !

{ JI'%rgmiiéFf ﬂﬂ'l¥ have 2300 |
-Hmé, Nidoa }\ «Par“t o hit

L0 8iver e ol'al aq -Par+ I
Durcly a’sggl. hodd
bx AN o~ f_}P@v“"

e(l‘\'(:lr' .I LP)\— \r\\rm U sC € kl‘F ¢ LGS,

ive., iy A !‘\na ﬁILEO@* nmam N

I&rxh Was 12 Gontack wiNa o lor e

Seocts Gicheemen pone o luom

’5 s &L\Q{'FI\A hmrjrs,

lecwe 8§ G5 ey Qe
Live a_ut\* ek ' !

Cin Cﬁrdj/ l;/oWT ;

1

(372200l
L;/




Fax to (907) 271-2817 or mail to arrive by COB Sep 25. 2012

Cate:

Mr. Eric Glson, Chair RECEIVE D

Narth Pacific Fishery Management Council SEP 20 2912
805 West 4th Ave, Ste 306
Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Mr. Qlson,

Re:; Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSE)

| SUPPORT the caich sharing plan percentage allocations adopted In 2008 and detsiled comments
submitied by the Halibut Coalition.

The allocaticn percentages adopted by the Ceuncil in October 2008 are fair and equitable because they
protect historic consumer access, the setline fishery, coastal communities, and provide a reasonable laval
of access for guided anglers at all levels of halibut abundance. It is important for all sectors to share in
conservation of halibut, equally, at all abundance levels. The CSP allocations set in 2008 SHOULD NOT
be changed hecause of political interference. The charter fleet was gifted an allocation 25% above thelr
actual harvest on two occasions and is again trying to increase their allocation by obstructing final
regulaiory action.

When | purchased quota, | did so with the expectation that the NPFMC would not reallocate those £
investments to another commercial group.

The IPHC should be delegated authority 1o annually set bag and size fimits for charter to maintsin ihe
charter harvest at or below their allocation; this is the most effective way, This will correct previous
problems with the charter sector frequently exceeding their allocation.

I support the Guided Angler Fish provision that alfows charter operators to lease quota if their clients want
more fish. Why shouldn't they have to invest if they want more quota??

- e e ey
My family is dependent on incomne from the halibut setline fishery and uncompensated realtocation to the
charter sector hurts bath my family and community. '

e, w
o

The CSP supplemental analysis establishes that commercial fishermen have LOST money over the past

six years while charter aperators have MADE money at these low levels of abundance. The charter fleet

does not need more halibut at the expense of commercial fishermen and the communities that depend on
tham.

Thank you for the opporunity to comment.
Sincerely, T Sew -{-#L—h P looe. T
Name: M WJ,&E [ ease. Fov o Chader See fot” .
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Fax to (907) 271-2817 or mail to arrive by COB Sep 25, 2012

Date: ‘ﬂfg}f(—i] I!_l—.

Mr. Eric Olsan, Chair

North Pacific Fishery Management Council HECEI VE
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306 g '3 D
Anchorage, AK 99501 . P-g 0 '?WZ

Dear Mr, Olson,
Re: Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP)

| SUPPCRT the: catch sharing plan percentage allocations adopted in 2008 and dstailed comments
submitted by the Halibut Coalition.

The allocation percentages adopted by the Council in October 2008 are fair and equitable because they
protect historic consumer access, the setline fishery, coastal communities, and provide a reasonabis level
of access for guided anglers at all levels of halibut abundance. Itis important for all seciors to share in
conservation of halibut, equally, at all abundance levels. The CSP allocations set in 2008 SHOULD NOT
be changed because of political interference. The charter fleet was gifted an allocation 25% above their
actual harvest on two occasions and is again trying to increase their allocation by obstructing final
regulatory action.

When [ purchased quota, | did so with the expectation that the NPFMC would not realiccate those
investments to another commarcial group.

The IPHC should be delagated authority to annually set bag and size limits for charter to maintain the
charter harvest at or below their allocation; this is the most effactive way. This will correct pravious
problemns with the charter sector frequently exceeding their aliocation.

I suppert the Gulded Angler Fish pravision that allows charter operators to lease quota if their clients want
mere fish, Why shouldn't they have to invest if they want more quota??

My family is dependent on income from the halibut setline fishery and uncompensated realkcalion to the
charter sector hurts both my family and community.

The C3SP supplemental analysis establishes that commercial fisharmen have LOST moneay aver the past
six years whils charter operatars have MADE money at these low levels of abundance. The charter fleet
does not need more halibut at the expense of commercial fishermen and tha communities that depend on

them. %% 6\,3[& e H@tz\& e U
Thank you for the opporunity 1o comment. _HA-( [«729 RPITAIN K ¥ M\J.M' ] h-;_{ é_l
J

Sinceraly,
T e Fovvew—
\
Address: N {77 % BC&A\J’E'MJ?: [3[31\6‘_-3“\\0 Al H9350)

Name:
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OUZINKIE NATIVE CORPORATION

P.0. Box 89
QOuzinkie, Alaska 99644

’ Ph: (907) 680-2208, Fax: (907) 680-2268, Email:  salmonlaker@yahoo.com

September 20, 2012

North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
605 W. 4" Ave.
Anchorage, AK 99615

Re: Support for Kodiak Island Borough and City of Kodiak
Joint Resolutions F¥2013-9&10 Regarding
Comprehensive Management of Prohibited Species Catch
by the Trawl Fishery in the Central Gulf of Alaska

- Dear Chairman Eric Olsen and Council members:

Ouzinkie Native Corporation on behalf of its shareholders and the residents of Ouzinkie is committed
to maintaining and expanding fishing opportunities in Ouzinkie as well as the conservation and
stewardship of marine resources and resource habitat. We continue to believe that all bycatch,
including traw] byeatch, should be reduced by the North Pacific Fisheries Management Council. We
have reviewed the Council’s motion regarding your October discussion “developing a program to
provide tools for effective management of PSC, incentives for minimization of bycatch and vessel

level accountability for the Central Gulf of Alaska trawl groundfish fisheries”. How this program may
be developed is very important to Quzinkie.

Kodiak Island Borough and the City of Kodiak have developed suggested goals for the Council to
consider as you discuss GOA trawl groundfish byecatch reduction. Ouzinkie Native Corporation has
reviewed these goals and we concur with KIB and Kodiak City that these goals should be adopted by
the Council and incorporated into any problem statement and elements and options for analysis that
the Council may consider. We believe these goals represent the starting point for the Council’s
discussion.

Ouzinkie Native Corporation is adamant that trawl groundfish processing opportunities be retained for
our community. The Council should not even consider any type of closed class of processors and/or
landing requirements specific to the City of Kodiak. In addition, ONC would encourage the Council to
limit consolidation that may occur in the frawl fishery. Maintaining the current fleet will continue to
provide needed crew jobs and fishing opportunities.

Thank you for your consideration of Ouzinkie’s support for the 10 programmatic goals outlined in the
KIB and Kodiak City resolution as well as our concern to preserve community processing
opportunities.

V

ly yo

ackie Muller; Chairman
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Bill Burk
2041 Olympic Drive
Anchorage, Alaska 99515
9G7.522.3471

September 4, 2012

M. Eric Olson, Chair

North Pacific Fishery Management Council

505 West 4° Ave., Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501 , , S ] , L

Re: Halfbut Catch Shaxing Plan (CSP)
Dear Mr. Olson,

[ SUPPORT the catch sharing plan pexcentage allocations adopted in 2008 and detailed
comments submitted by the Halibut Coalition.

Reallocating 4-5% of my Halibut quota to the charter operators is not fair to the
commercial fishermen that have paid to purchase quota’s, as myself, for living income.

In 2006, T went in debt, in order to purchase more quota’s. In order to get a loan to
purchase 21,000 pounds of balibut quota’s I had to use my home, my fishing boat and
quota’s as collateral to get bank financing. 2008 I went in more debt in order o purchase
more quota’s. I am currently in debt paying loans for balibut quota’s.

Charter boat owmers/operators can purchase quota’s as I did, use everything they own as
collateral. No FREE B’S. '

Commercial fisherman have lost quotas the past years. 2010 I was cut dows 9 % %. 2011
Twas cut down 25 ¥ %. 2012 | was cut down 26%. These lost quota’s are acceptable in
order to prevent the over fishing in certain areas. I can accept that. Although if [ am still
paying off loans for Flalibut quota’s that I parchased, reallocating to the chaters
bmﬂomnmhmﬁkmﬁemﬂﬁshmmcmﬂyindebtmdrﬂym

Please include myself, Bill Burk, on Gctober 4%, 1o testify. Thank you for the opportunity
to comment regarding this issue.

Bill Burk M‘Qﬂﬁ% ‘

2041 Olympic Dr.
Anchorage, AK 99515
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Mr, Eric Olson, Chair

MNorth Pacific Management Councit
605 West 4% Ave, Ste 306
Anchotage, Ak 9950! —

Dear Mr. Olson,
Re: Halibut C3P
! support Halibut catch sharing allocation percentages negotiated and adopted by the coumcil in 2008,

I began running my own cormercial halibut opecation in 1985, In the early 1990°s we were obliged to
accept the IFQ program.

As 4 Tleet we agcepled the necessity for conservation measures and were led to believe that other user
groups would also embrace conservation needs.

We accepted the necessities of buying IFQ shares and were led io believe that other commerciat hafitut
users would operate under similer parameters.

There is absolutely ne excuse for Charter Halibut Operators (who are commercial aperations!!) ot
eccepting conservation meesures and the Catch Shariog Plan allocations adepted in 2008, These
percentages represented 25% concessions above charter harvests on two different ocension , by longliners,

Charter interesis are simply trying to increase their allocation percantage by obstruction final repulatary
actions and exploiting politicel interests.

mlnk;‘u‘/%
Mﬂ'/mm Flor, F'¥ of

PO Box 262
Petersburg, Alaska 99833

p.1
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Fax 1o (907)271-2817 or mail to arrive by COB Sep 25, 2012
Date: q 'q" |Z—

Mr. Eric Olson, Chair
Morth Pacific Fishery Managemeni Council
605 Wast 4th Ave, Si= 306

Anchorage, AKX 99601

Dear Mr, Olson,
Re: Hafibut Calch Sharing Plan (CSP)

| SUPPORT the catch shardng ofan percentage allocations adopted in 2008 and detalled comments
submitied by the Halibut Caabtion,

The allocation percentages adepted by the Gouncil in Qctober 2008 are fair and equitable bacause thay
protect historic consumer access, the setiine fiskesy, coastal communities, and provide a reascnable levsl
of access for guided anglers at all lavels of halibut abundance. [t is imporiant for 2ll sectors to share in
eonservation of hali:ut, equally, at all abundance levals. The CSP allocations set in 2008 SHOULD NOT
be changed because of poltical interderenca. The charter fleel was gifted an allccation 25% above thair
actual harvest on two accasions and is again trying to increase lheir allocation by chstructing final
regulatory aclion.

When | purchased quota, | did so with the expactation that the NPFMC would not reallocate those
investments to ancther commercial group.

The IPHC shoukd be delegaled auihority to annually set bag and size limits for charier to maintain the
charter harvest at or below their allocation; this is the most effective way. This will correct previous
preblems with e charier sector frequently exceeding their allocation. .

| support the Guided Angler Fish provision that allows charter operaioss to Jaase quota if thefr clienls want
more fish. Why shouldn't they have to invest if they wanl more quota??

My family is dependent on income from the halibut setling fishery and uncompensated reallocation o the
chartar sector hurts both my famBy and cammunity.

The CSP supplernental analysis establishes that commercial fishermen have LOST money over the pag!
six years while charter oparators have MADE money at [heag low levels of abundance. The chartar flest
does nol naed more halibut at the expense of commiercial fishermen and the communities that depend on
them.

Thank you for the cpportunity to comment.

Sincerely,
Name; | WLhL W\img’—)

Address: Q!b~ Pow ele IW,'\'&\.“\-L: Wiy Aq\S A
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Septermber 20, 2012

Mr. Bric Qlsen, Chair

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4% Ave, Ste 306

Anchorage, AK 99501

Re: Support CSP allocations adopted in 2008 and Halibut Coalitian position
Dear Mr. Olsen,
I oppose any reallocation of haltbut to the charter flest.

¢ The charter fleet pays nothing for management (no IFQ tax).

* The charter fleet is totally unobserved and their logboois are self reported.

* The charter fleet data is the least exact (important especially at kow stock levels).
Giving the charter fleet a higher percentage of the quota will weaken management data and
reduce money available for management

Many [FQ fishermen have bought their [FQ and are struggling to make payments especially in 2C.
They can not afford to lose more poundage. The average pounds for areas 2C [FQ holder is 2,357

i pounds compared to the 2C charter permit holder average of 3,397, This means that on average

they hold 40% more fish per permit holder individually - lodges may have dozens ofboats which
easily put their lodge catch well above the commercial vessel cap. [n 2C the cap for commercial
vessels was about 26,000 pounds this year - there are lodges in 2C that land two or three times
that amount. Seems to me you are picking on the little guy (and the local guy) if you continue to
reallocate resources from the commercial fishery to the charter fiskery.

Limited entry and management measures of the charter fishery have finally kept the charter fleet
within its quota. The charter fleet doesn’t need more fish to survive, If a charter business wants
more fish they can [ease through GAF.

[ support the CSP allocation set in 2008. [ don't support any additlonal allocation to the charter
fleet. The Council analysis that assumes more quota will be reallocated is disappointing and
disturbing.

Sincerely,

Richard Curran

Box 1336 Sitha, AK 99835
F/V Cherokee

Board mmember SPCand ALFA
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2616 Douglas Hwy
funeau, Alaska 99801
September 19, 2012

Myr. Enc Olson, Chair

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

Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Mr. Olson and Members of the Council,
Re: Catch Sharing Plan (C-1)

I SUPPORT the catch sharing plan allocations adopted in the 2008 catch sharing plan and
detailed comments submitted by the Halibut Coalition.

I am a 3" generation fisherman and have been a fisherman since 1967. 1began fishing halibut in
1969 after Army service in Vietnam. My son-4™ generation-- is carrying on the farnily longline
tradition.

The allocation percentages adopted by the Council in October 2008 are fair and equitable
because they protect historic consumer access, the setline fishery, coastal communities, and
provide a reasonable level of access for guided anglers at all levels of halibut abundance. It is
important for all sectors to share in conservation of halibut, equally, at all abundance levels. The
NPFMC has increased the charter percentage twice under GHL plans and again under the CSP—
this rewards overfishing and does not set a good example of people’s responsibility to prevent
overfishing as required by the Magnuson-Stevens Act.

The TIPHC should be delegated avthority to annually set bag and size limits for charter to
maintain the charter harvest at or below their allocation. This is the mast effective and timely
way to make these decisions within Council guidelines. The GHL has not been effective in
preventing 2C charter 3.7 million pounds of overages since 2004. It took seven years to get to
the 37" rule which for the first time hold the 2C charter flaet to their allocation.

The opportunity for individual charter operators to annually lease “Guided Angler Fish” (GAF)
from individual Q8 holders at a market based price is an important tool for guides. It allows ap
opportunity for larger size fish if their clients so desire. It is telling that the Canadians in 2B
came to the same conclusicn and have an experimental GAF program in effect last year Iurge
you to include the preliminary reports from that program in the final EA, That will provide some
real data on willingness to pry for a halibut by recreational fishermen. In addition, they have
developed an online auction system for the transfers and NMFS may not need to reinvent the
wheel on setting up the US program for 20113/14.

My family is dependent on income from the halibut setline fishery and uncompensated
reallocation to the charter sector hurts both my family and community. 1am close 1o retirement
ind continued income for the halibut fishery is important my family's financiaf security.
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The NPFMC should evaluate the efficacy of the CSP program after three years and have a
deliberative discussion of the resuits.

It is likely the continuing national recession and high unemployment will depress demand for
charter trips for several more years. I would hope that the charter industry and theic support
businesses would use their marketing expertise to generate business by emphasizing factors other
than how many halibut they catch. Alaska has much to offer their clients.

NMIFS needs to call an end 10 the charter industry's 19 year history delaying tactics and
implement the CSP. Preventing overfishing is a national priority and each sector should be held
accountable at all levels of abundance and share the gain and pain when stocks fluctuate,

Thapk you for the opportunity to comment.

Stncerely,
;?é,w Gk

James D, Becker
FAV KRISTINE
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Dear Mr Qlson, September 4, 2012
Concerning the reallocation of quota to the charters, If the charters
desire and require a larger quota they should buy it the same way I

got mine. Mine has evaporated from about 10,000 pounds to
around 2500 pounds.

To take from me what I have purchased and give it to another
without any compensation to me is wrong.

Respectfully submiited,

=7 W\/‘“

Norman K. Sowards
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September 9 , 2012

Mr. Eric Olson, Chair

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
603 West 4th Ave, Ste 306

Anchorage, AK 59501

Dear Mr. Odson,

Re: Alaska Halibut Catch Shanng Plan

My restaurant serves appraximately 200 to 300 pounds of halibut meals, mostly in “halbut and
chips™, to American consumers every year. My access to halibut is throngh the Alaska halibut
fishermen Without the efforts of halibut fishermen znd processors, we would not be able to
purchase halibut in markets or provide healthy, sustainable meals to our customers.

I ucge you to support the commercial/charter allacation adopted by the North Pacific Fishery
Maragement Council in Qctober 2008,

The allocation percentages adopted by the Council in October 2008 are fair and equitable
becanse they protect historic consumer access, the setline fishery, coastal communities, and

-~ provide a reasonable level of access for guided anglers at ali levels of halibut abundance. Ttis

important for all sectors ta share in conservation of halibut, equally, at all abundance Jevels. The
CSP allocations set in 2008 SHOULD NOT be changed. The charter fleet was gifted an
allocation 25% above their actual harvest on previous two occasions and is again trying to
increase their allocation,

Thank you for consideting my comments.

- d\, C/‘\

Gail Niemi

Sandbar and Grill

9465 Mendenball Loop Road
Juneay, AK 99801



Date: September 20, 2012

Mr. Eric Olson, Chair

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
805 West 4th Ave, Ste 308 :
Anchorage, AK 99501.

Dear Mr. Olson,
Re: Halibut Catch Sharing Ptan (CSP)

My business supports the catch sharing plan allocation percentages adopted by the
Council in October 2008, We understand that other altemnatives have been presented as
a result of charter operators’ concems about allacations at low levels of halibut
abundance.

Alternative three preserves important elements of the October 2008 Cafch Share Plan.
But it includes three mechanisms for reallocating halibut to the charter sector that we
cannot support.

First, we endorse separate accountability, but when discard morialify in the charter
fishery has not been calculaled, “separate acsountability® becomes an uncompensated
realiceation to the charters.

Second, a correction Tactor for switching to the state logbook for monitoring charier
harvest gives charter companies more fish, '

Finally, a reallocation factor to match the CSP allocations more closely to the GHL at
low levels of halibut abuhdance allocates more hailbut to the charter sector.

In all three cases, these increased allocations to the charters are at the expense of the
commercial sector, despite an economi¢ analysis documenting that charter operators
have increased revenues over the past six years while commercial fishermen have lost
revanue and watched their investments in quota shrink to less than the balance on their

[oans.

" Catch limits are down for the commercial fieet and uncertainty prevalls over the health
of the biomass. This is not the time for any sector to be given an increased allocation,
and definitely not at the expense of the sector that provides food to consumers.

As a processor, we understand the vagaries of a wild fishery and the importance of
prudent management measures. Uncompensated reallocation to the charter sector is
nat only imprudent, it will negatively impact both our company and our community. We
employ 25 people per year processing halibut (on the processing fleor, the cffice, and in
marketing/distribution). Loss of commercial quota costs jobs in the processing sector.



We ship aver 200,000 pounds of halibut per year to brokers, stores, and restaurants In
the U.S. and overseas. Loss of commercial quota also costs market share In the highly
competitive battle for center of the plate,

We support a modified version of Altemnative 3 that does not reaflocate halbut from the
commercal sector te the charter sector without compensation. Thank you for the
opportunity to comment.

" Sincerely,

Name: Brad McLean, French Creeck Seafood Lid.
Address: 10987 Lee Road
Parksville, BC, V8P 2E1
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pir. Eric Olson, Chair

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 W. 4" Ave, Ste. 306

Anchorage, AK 99501

Wr. Olsorm,

1 am writing to you to express my support for the catch sharing plan percentuge allocations
adopted in 2008 for thqﬁhaﬂmmmmmﬁhlahnﬁ{ PSRt

R .-
Toam

ROEAM O UM LRZEfd PIRASS idd TIbiAr} W ia Sofresmed fes Semirn srare s @ biins e swess s -A, | P 1
the security of my family are depanﬂmb upwmmnmtml ﬂshmg. “That incorne is dapendem on
my ability to meet rmy loan peyments so that | have quota to fish. [n an era of dramaticelly
reduced 2C and 3A quotas for reasons of fishery health, the prospect of reallocation of the harvest

ratio to the detriment of commercial longliners raises serious financial concams far me,

In the years | havé been involved in cosnmercial langlining my 2C quota alone has been reduced
by 80% while the price per pound for IFQ has skyrocketed, The high price of IFQ now makes it
financially unfeasible to enter into a traditional bank loan to buy quots. 1 do not have access to
the several hundred thousand or even millions ofdollars of capital required to purchase enaugh
GuOta to start a self-sustaining long|ihe opéralion and da kot ieve any gifted quots from previous
catch history during open ms.& My only viabl;: oi:ﬂbn is the beneficial terms of & NMFS loan.
Thesa loan terms are designed 1o ald fisheernan like me in acquiting the aforcmentioned startup
capital to purchase [FQ, If the harvest ratio is reailocated between the commercial and charter
sectors and the price of 1FQ continues to rl:ul: [ havle serious concems g8 to whether the profit
margin of my JFQ will be large enough to allew me to make my loan payments and save enough
money ta putchase more [FQ in the future, despite the advantageous terms of B NMFS loan.

Now that the days of open aceesshnhburlunglmmgm-gone.me d'nly way to enter the
commercial halibut fishery for a longliner is to purchase existing quota. Fer the younger
generation of commercial fisherman, of which | am one, the only way to acquire the capital
needed to purchase IFQ is by taking on a ﬂaggeﬁné amount of debt, The overall startup cost of a
charter business is orders of magnimde lower than that of 4 commercial operation and they do not
have to purchase quota. Therefore, it is fair that they lease additional quota for their clients thry

the Quided Angler Provision (GAF). 1t is not fair to reallocate an already diminishing resource in oo

their favor without compensation to the commercial longline sector, T have put the financiat
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security of my family and myself at risk 1o enter the commercial halibut fishery and 1 think it is
aquitable to ask commercial charter opetators to do the same.

Young fishermen are slowly beig priced out oFthé Eoniriercial Troliria indostry by the riging
costs of everything from 1FQ 1o fuel to a bale of seine web, This trend risks the long term
viability of the tradition and heritage of our industry, the financial welfare of the commercial
fleet, and congumer access to an Incmasmglx valunble source of pmtd n, itis paramount that the
manggement couneil eonslderx the pnpqtl;s -of mpurce aJloca’gmn am'.l the, effect it has on
consumer access to fishery resourm The-ahmu ﬂeet prowdﬁﬂ. “quulr}r opportunity for a tiny
perceniage of American congumrers 1o ﬁ:tcéss“mi Hsaurbﬂy takmg them- to the fish. The
commercial longline fleet on the other hand aliows a dragtically larger percentage of American
consumers access to the resaurce by bringing the fish to them, i therefore becomes the councit’s
mandate to decide whether this resource exists 10 satigfy the desire for a boutique fishing
experience for the rich of to setisfy the right of normal American families 1o access 2 sustainable

and healthy source of protein.

If charter aperatora want more fish for thelr clients provisions exist for them to lease quota from
commercial operators, These provisions begin to close the investment gap between the two
sectors of the allocation plan in an equ:tal:le mannar i want more fish to catch and thereby
increase the financial viability of mi bilsiiess T requn-ed“to vt more money thru the
puichase or leasing of edditional IFQ. 1do not consider it unreasonable to expect that the charter
fleet operate under the same parameters and assume the samme financial risks inherent to the
acquisirion of capital. [ do consider it unreasoneble, ineguitable, and unfair for the NPFMC to
reallocate my investment 1o another commercial group without compensation. Such a
reallocation is particularly unfair when it undermines my financial stability and that of my femily
without requiring a similar assumption of finncial risk from the chanter fleet,

Thank you for time and the apponunity to comment.

Sincerely,

%
P.O. Box 711
Petersburg, AK 99833
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Bogas
Enterprises
3900 Railway Ave
Everett, WA 98201

September 19, 2012

Mr, Eric Olson, Chair

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 41h Ave, Ste 306

Anchorage, AK 99501

Deer Mr. Olson,
Re; C-1 Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP)

I SUPPORT the catch sharing plan percentage allocations adopted in 2008. I urge the Council to
recormit to these allocations, streamline the CSP cherter mansgement systemn, end implement the CSP.

The 2008 CSP allocations were based on historic and crent harvest ratios between the charter and
longline sectors and Fairly shave the zesource between these two sectors. The sllacations are fair and
equitable. The allacations protect historic consumer access, the longline fishery, and fishery dependent
communities. The 2008 CSP allocations also provide a reasonable level of access for guided anglers at
all levels of balibut abundance. The charter fleet was gifted an allocation 25% above their actual harvest
on two accasions and should not secure a higher allocation through political interference.

Longline fishermen bring the fish to the public; charter operators take the public to the fish—but orders
of magnitude more “public” are served by the longline industry. Even at these low levels of abundance,
longline fishermen in these two arens annually provide access—through high quality, healthy meals--to
the halibut resource for 7.9 million Americans plus another 2 million non-Americans through export,
The Area 2C and 3A charter industry, on the other hand, provides an expensive recreational opportanity
to approximately 230,000 clients per year. In short, the longline fishery provides 40 fimes more
Americans access to the halibut resource and provides nationel economic benefit through export.

‘When I parchased quota, [ did so with the expectation thart the NPFMC would not realiocate those
investnents to annther conmercial group. My family is dependent on incoms from the halibut longline
fishery and reallocation to the charter scetor hurts both my farnily and my community. The CSP
supplemental analysis establishes that longline fishermen have LOST money over the pusl 3ix years
while chatter operators have MADE money at these low levels of ebundance, The charter fleet does not
need more halibut at the expense of longline fishermen and the communities that depend on them. If
clients want more halibut, charter operatoss can lease quota through the Guided Angler Fish (GAF)
provision. Why shouldn’t they heve to invest if they want mare quota?? 1 have.
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I support changes to the CSP that allow the Coumcil to develop annual charter management measures for
adoption by the International Pacific Halibut Commission, I sapport the GAF provision, What I cannot
support is yet anather reatlocation to the charter operatars of the halibut quota I worked hard to
purchase. The longline industry and the American public degerve better fhan that from the Council.

Thank you for the apportunity to comraent.

Sincerely,

Lt

Boggs Enterprises
3900 Railway Ave
BEvereit, WA 98201
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HART SALES Corp
Wednesday, September 19, 2012

Mr. Eric Olson, Chair

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

Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Mr. Olson,
Re: Hallbut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP)

My business supports the catch sharing plan allocation percentages adopted by
the Council in October 2008. We understand that other alternatives have been
presented as a result of charter opetators’ concems about allocations at low
levels of halibut abundance.

Altemative three preserves important elements of the October 2008 Catch Share
Plan. But it includes three mechanisms for reallocating halibut to the charter
sector that we cannot support.

First, we endorse separate accountability, but when discard mortality in the
charter fishery has not been calculated, “separate accountability” becomes an
uncompensated reallocation to the charters.,

Second, a correction factor for switching to the state loghook for monitoring
charter harvest gives charter companies more fish.

Finally, a reallecation factor t¢ maich the CSP allccations more closely to the
GHL at low lavels of halibut abundance allocates mora hallbut to the charter
sectar,

In all three cases, these increased allocations to the charlers are at the expense
of the commaerclal sector, desplte an economic analysis documenting that charter
operators have increased revenues over the past six years while commercial
fishermen have lost revenue and walched their mvestments in quota shrink to
less than the balance on their loans.

Catch imis are down for the commercial fleet and uncertainty prevails over the
health of the biomass. This is not the time for any sector to be given an increased
allocation, and definitely not at the expense of the sector that provides food to
consurners,

HART SALES Incorporated.
850 Blanshard Street Victoria, British Columbia V9A 5G9
Phone: 250-388-7639 Fax:250-38B-7649
www. hartsc.com
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HART SALES Corp

As a processor, we understand the vagaries of a wild fishery and the importance
of prudent management measures. Uncompensated reallocation to the charter
sector is not only imprudent, it will negatively impact both our company and our
communily. We employ 63 peopie per year processing halibut {on the
processing floor, the office, and in marketing/distribution). Loss of commercial
quota costs jobs in the processing sector.

We ship aver 300,000 pounds of halibut per year to brekers, stores, and
restaurants in the U.S. and overseas. Loss of commercial quota also costs
market share in the highly competitive battle for center of the plate.

We support a modified version of Alternative 3 that does not reaflocate halibul
from the commercial sector o the charter sector without compensation. Thank
you for the opportunity to comment.

- G

HART SALES Incorporated.
850 Blanshard Street Victoria, British Columbia V9A 5G5
Phone: 250-388-7639 Fax:250-388-7649
www. hartsc.com
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LAW OFFICE OF SONJA REDMOND )
35665 Sunsat Park 5t.
Soldotna, Alaska 9868
P07-262.7848
Fax 907-262-7872
Licensad to Practice In Idaho, Indlana, and Alaska

Date; 9-20-2012

Mr. Eric Dlson, Chair

North Paclfie Fishery Managemant Council
605 Waest 4th Ave, Ste 306

Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Mr. Qlsan,

Re: C-1 Hallbut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP) - SURPORT for 2008 Allacation Plan

My family has been providing nutritious, healthy, natural facd for people across the natlon and the globe
for the past three generations. Sustainable commaercial fishing for cold water, wild fish is one of the most
environmentally and human health friendly food production systems In tha world. Additionally,
commaercial fishing offers some of the few value added sarvice opportunities still presented to the
American peaple, and thus creates local, sustainable jobs for Alaskan and US citizens - from fish handlers,
10 procassors, to value added product manufacturers, ™ local chefs, dellvery and wait staff.

All of these benefits are greatly diminished, if not rernoved completely when wild stock resources are
divertaed from the benefit of saclety to the recreation of a few. | love sport fishing, and | thinkthat it Is
great that tha charter industry allows a few citizens t0 enjoy the excitement of persanal harvest sach
year. Attheend of the day, however, we must acknowledge that chartar based access to wild stocks is a
privilege resarved for a salect few, both in terms of who receives the revenue, and In terms of who can
afford access in this way.

In an ideal world, where stocks are uniimited, | wouid certainly support the ongoing ever-expansion of the
charter industry's access to the resource. That Is not the world in which wae live, howaver; the stacks are
limited, and dwindling, The charter industry has histarically proven unable to limit its own consumption

of these resources to Its allotment.

When dealing with the allacatlan of a public resource, it bacomes the resource manager's job to look for

the allacatlon that provides the greatest overall public benefit and make the hard decislons. In this case,

It 1s clear that the hard truth Is that the charter incustry must he brought under the same lavel of

management as the camrmerclal fleet has operated under for several years. It is also cloar that the

balance needs to be restored between the two industries, so that bath commercial and sport operations -
may thrive, and grow in a sustalnable fashion. '
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As such, | SUPPORT the catch sharing plan percentage allocations adopted in 2008, | urge the Councl to
recommit to these allocations, streamline the CSP charter management system, and implement the CSP,

The 2008 CSP allocations were based on historic and current harvest ratios between the cheartar and
langline sectors and falrly share the resource betwean thgse vwo sactors. The allccations are falr and
aquitable. Tha allacations protect historic consumer acoass, the longline fishery, and fshery dependent
communities. The 2008 CSP allocations also provide a reasonable level of sccess for guided anglers at all
levels of halibut abundance. The cherter flaet was gifted an aliocation 253 above their actual harvest on
two oceaslans and should not saecura a higher allocation threugh polltical Interfarence.

Longline fishermen bring the fish to the public; charter operators take the pubilc to the fish—but orders of
magnitude more “public” are sarved by the longline industry, Even at these low levels of ahundance,
longline fishermen in these two areas annually provide access—through high quality, healthy meals-to
the hallbut resourca for 7-8 millian Americans plus anothar 2 million non-Americans through export, The
Area 2C and 3A charter ind ustry, on the other hand, provides an expensive recreational opportunity te
approximately 230,000 cllents per year. In short, the longline fishery provides 40 times more Americans
access 10 the halibut resource and provides national economic benefit through expart.

When we purchased quota, we did so with the expectation that the NPFMC would not reallocate those
investments to another commerclal group. My famlly Is dependent on income from tha halibut longline
fishery and realiocation to the charter sector hurts hoth my family and my community. The CSP
supplernental analysis establishes that longline fishermen have LOST money over the past six years while
charter operators have MADE mongy at thess low lavels of shundance. The charter fleet does not need
more halibut at the expense of longline fishermen and the communitles that depend on them. H clients
want more halibut, charter operators can lease quota through the Guided Angler Fish (GAF) provision.
Why shouldn't they have to Invest If they want more quota?? My family has.

I support changes to the CSP that aliow the Coundil to develop annual chaster management measures for
adoption by the international Pacific Hallbut Commisslon. | support the GAF provision. What [ cannot
support is yet another reallocation to the chartar operators of the halibut quota | worked hard to
purchase. The longline industry and the American public deserve better than that from the Council.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincgrely,

‘nnd

Sonja R&tim
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Date: 9-19-2012

Mr. Eric Olson, Chair

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

Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Mr. Olson,

Re: C-1 Halibut Catch Sharing Plan [CSP) - SUPPORT for 2008 Allocation Plan

My family has been providing nutritious, healthy, natural food for peaple across the natlon and the globe
for the past three generations. Sustainable commercial fishing for cold water, wild fish is one of the most
environmentally and human heakh friendly food production systems in the world. Additionally,
commercial fishing offers some of the few value added service opportunities stilf presented to the -
Acverican people, and thus creates local, sustalnable jobs for Alaskan and US citizens - from fish handlers,
to processors, to value added product manufacturers, to local chefs, delivery and walt staff.

All of these benefits are greatly diminished, if not removed completsly when wild stock resources are
diverted from the benefit of sodety to the recreation of a few. | love sport fishing, and | think that it is
great that the charter Industry allows a few citizens to enjoy the excitement of persanal harvest each
year. At the end of the day, however, we must acknowledge that charter based access to wild stocks ks a
privilege reserved for a select few, both in terms of who recelves the revenue, and in terms of who can
afford access in this way.

In an jdeal world, where stocks are unlimitad, | would certainly support the ongoing ever-expansion of the
charter industry's access to the resource. Thatis not the world in which we live, however; the stocks are
limited, and dwindling. The charter industry has historically proven unable to limit Its own consumption
of these resources to its allotment.

When deaaling with the allocation of a public resource, it becomes the resource manager's job to look for
the allocation that provides the greatest overall public benefit and make the hard decisions. in this case,
it is clear that the hard truth |s that the charter industry must be brought under the same level of
management as the commercial fleet has operated under for several years. K is also clear that the
balance needs to be restored between the two industries, so that both commerdial and sport operations
may thrive, and grow in a sustainable fashion,

As such, | SUPPORT the catch sharing plan percentage allocations adopted in 2008. 1 urge the Councll to
recommit to these allocations, streamline the CSP charter management system, and implement the CSP.

The 2008 CSP allocations were based on historic and current harvest ratios between the charter and
longline sectors and fairly share the resource between these two sectors. The allacations are falr and
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equitable. The allocations protect historic consumer access, the longline fishery, and fishery dependent
communities. The 2008 CSP allocations alse provide a reasonable level of access for gulded anglers at all
levels of halibut abundance. The charter fleet was gifted an allocation 25% above their actual harvest on
two occasions and should not secure a higher allocation through political interference.

Longiine fishermen bring the fish ta the public; tharter operators take the public to the fish—but orders of
magnitude more “public” are served by the longline industry, Even at these low levels of abundance,
longline fisharmen in these two areas annuaily provide access—through high quality, healthy meals-—-to
the halibut resource for 7-9 million Americans plus another 2 miflion non-Americans through export. The
Area 2C and 3A charter industry, on the other hand, provides an expensive recreational opportunity to
approximately 230,000 clients per year. In short, the longline fishery provides 46 times more Americans
access to the halilbut resource and provides national economic benefit through export.

When | purchased quota, | did so with the expectation that the NPFMC would rot reallocate those
investments to another commercial group. My family is dependent on income from the halibut Jongfine
fishery and reallocation to the charter sector hurts both my family and my community. The CSP
supplermnental analysis establishes that longline fishermen have LOST money aver the past six yaars while
charter operators have MADE maney at these low levels of abundance. The charter fleet does not need
more halibut at the expense of longline fishesmen and the communities that depend on them, If clients
want more halibut, charter operators can lease quota through the Gulded Angler Fish {GAF) provision.
Why shouldn’t they have to invest if they want more quota?? | have.

) support changes to the CSP that allow the Coundl to develop annual charter management measures for
adoption by the International Pacifie Halibut Coammission. | support the GAF provision. What | cannot
support is yet another reallocation to the charter operators of the halibut quota | worked hard to
purchase. The longling industry and the American public deserve better than that from the Council.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Liamond Redmond

CT0, E-Terra, LLC
Principle, Holistic Harvest
403 W 22nd Ave #311

Anchorage, AK 99503
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M. Eric Olson, Chair

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
BOS West 4th Ave, Ste 306

Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Mr. Olson,

Re: C-1 Halibut Catch Sharing Plan {CSP)

| SUPPORT the catch sharing plan percentage allocations adopted in 2008. ) urge the Councll to
recommit to these allocations, streamline the CSP charter management system, and implement

the CSP,

{ am dependent on incame from the halibut longline fishery as a deckhand, and reallocation to
the charter sector hurts mT ahilirr to be emrlored on a commerciat halibut fishing vessel. The

CSP supplemental analysis establishes that lengline fishermen haye LOST money over the past
six years while charter operators have MADE money at these low levels of abundance. The
charter fleet does not need more halibut at the expense of longline fishermen and the

cemmunities that depend on them:. If dients want more hafibut, charter epsrators can leage
quota through the Guided Angler Fish [GAF) provision.

[ am the future generation of longliners. Please consider those of us that would like to continue
in the commerdcial tradition of halibut fishing when making this very serious de¢ision about

halibut reallocation. Our deckhand jabs and our future dapend on your suppart ko racommit to
the adepted ateh sharing plan percantage allecations of 2008 and the C3P charter

management system streamlining.

1 thank you for your time,

3y

Devon Daly
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September 18, 2012
Mr. Eric Olson. Chair

L

605 West 4th ﬁm N G
Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Mr. Olson,
Re: C1 Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP)

We SUPPORT the catch sharing plan percentage allocations adopted in 2008. we urge the
Council to recommit to these allocations, streamline the CSP charter management systemn, and
itaplement the CSP.

a When we purchased quota, we did so with the expectation that the NPFMC would not reallocate
those investments to another commercial group. Our family is dependent on income from the
halibut longline fishery and reallocation to the charter seotor husts both our family and our
community. The CSP supplemental analysis establishes that longlie fishermen have LOST
money over the past six years while charter operators have MADE money at thess low levels of
abundance.

The charter flect does not need more halibut at the expense of longline fishermen and the
communities that depend on them. If clients want more halibut, charter aperators can lease quota
through the Guided Angler Fish (GAF) provision. Why shouldn't they have to invest if they
want more quota?? We have.

We support changes to the CSP that allow the Council to develop annual charter managenent
raeasures for adoption by tha International Pacifie Halibut Commission. We support the GAF
provision. What we cannof support is yet another reallocation to the charter operators of the
halibut quota we worked hard to purchase, The longline industry and the American public
deserve better than thet from the Council.

Mike & Lorraine Daly
Thank you for your time, Sitka, Alaska

/ ‘ - oo
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Date: 9-20-2012

Mr. Eric Olson, Chalr

Worth Pacific fishery Managament Coundl)
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306

Anchorage, AK 39501

Dear Mr. Olson,

Re; C-1 Halibut Catch Sharing Plan {CSP) - SUPPORT for 2008 Allocation Plan

My famlly has been providing nutritious, healthy, natural food for people across the nation and the globe
for the past three ganerations, Sustainable commaercial fishing for cold water, wild fish is one of the most
anvironmentally and human health friendly food production systems In the world, Additionally,
commerclal fishing offers some of the few value added service opportunitias still presented ta the
American people, and thus creates local, sustainable jobs for Alaskan and US ditizens - from fish handlers,
to procassars, to value added product manufacturers, to local chafs, dalivery and wait staff,

All of these benafits are greatly diminished, if not removed completely when wild stock resources are
diverted from tha benefit of society to the recreation of a few. | love sport fishing, and | think that itis
graat that the charter Industey allows a few clitizens to enjoy the excltement of personal harvast sach
year. Atthe end of the day, however, we must acknowledge that charter based access to wild stocks Is a
privilege reserved for a select few, both in terms of who receives the revenue, and in terms of who can
afford access in this way.

In an Icdeal world, whare stocks are unlimited, I would certainly support the ongolng aver-axpansion of the
charter Industry's access ta the resource. That I not the world in which we live, however; the stocks are
limited, and dwindling. The charter Industry has histarically proven unable to limit its own consumption
of these resources to its aliotment.

When dealing with the allocation of a public resourca, it becomes the resource manager's jok ta look for
the allocation that provides the greatest overall public benefit and make the hard declslons, in this casa,
It is dlear that the hard truth is that the charter industry must be brought under tha samae levei of
managemaent as the commercial fleet has oparated under for several years. Itig also clear that the
halance needs to be rastorad baetwean the two Industies, sa that both commarclal and sport operations
may thrive, and grow in a sustainable fashilon,

As such, | SUPFORT tha catch sharing plan percentage allocations adepted in 2008. ) urge the Councll to
recommit to these allocations, streamline the CSP charter management system, and implernent the CSP.

The 2008 CSP allocations were basad on historlc and current harvast ratios between the charter and
longline sectors and falrly share the resource between these two sectors. The allocatians are falr and
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2quitable. The allocations protect historic consumer access, the long!ine fishery, and fishery dependent
communities. The 2008 CSP allacatlons also provide a reasonable fevel of access for guided anglers at afl
levels of halibut abundance. The charter fleet was gifted an allocat!on 25% above their actual harvest on
Two occaslons and shouid not secure a higher sllacation threugh political interference.

Lenglina fishermen bring the fish to the public; charter aperators take the public to the fish—but orders of
magnitude mare “public’ are served by tha longlina Indusiry. Even at these low levels of abundance,
longline fishermen in these twa areas annually provide access=through high quallty, healthy meals--to
the halibut resource for 7-2 million Americans plus another 2 millisn non-Americans through export. The
Area 2C and 3A charter Industry, on the other hand, provides an expensive recreational opportunity to
approximately 230,000 clients per year. In short, the longline fishery provides 0 times more Americans
access to the halibut resource and provides national economic benefit through export.

When ! purchased quota, | did so with the expactation that the NPFMC would not reallocate those
investments to another commercial group. My family is depandent on Incoma from the halibut iengline
fishery and reallocation to the charter sector hurts both my family and my community, The CSP
supplemental analysis establishes that longline fishermen have LOST money aver the past six years while
charter operators have MADE money at thesa low levels of abundanca, The charter fleet does not need
more hallbut at the expense of langline fishermen and the communities that depand an them. If dlents
want more hallbut, charter operators can lease quota through the Guided Angler Fish (GAF) provision.
Why shouldn't they have to Invest If they want more quota?? | have.

I support changes to the CSP that allow the Council to develop annual charter management measures for
adoption by the International Pacific Hallbwt Commission, ! support the GAF provision. What | cannot
support is yet ancther reallocation to the charter operators of the hallhut quots | warked hard to
purchase. The longline Industry and the American public deserve better than that from the Council.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

sincerely,

R

Tom Redmoend

35865 Sunset Park St,
Soldotra, Alaska 99669
907.262-7844
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Gary Adiison
PO Box 585
Cralg, AK 99921

September 19, 2012

North Pacific Hﬂ:w Management Council
Eric Olson, Chafrman

605 W. 4™ Averue, Sulte 306

Anchorage, AK §9501-2252

RE: Halibut Cateh Sharing Plan Agenda ltem C-1(b)

Dear £ric Olson, chalr and Councll Members,

807-523-11868 p.1

I am a 70 year qld commercial fisherman that purchased 6,000 tbs of halibut IFQ that are now down to

1400 [b5 to supplemant my soclal securfty retirement.

shrimp fishery ns on the first of October and | can't
season also. How can you conslder glving an additiona
consideration
be supporting 3 system that requires the charter sectof
they need addiffonal allocation. 1 support maintalning
mended by the Council In the October
and rely on Southeast Alaska Fishermen’s Alllance and

can't afford to attend this meeting as the SE pot
afferd to [ose the iIncome from this short -
higher allacation to the charter flest without

the commercial fisharmen who purchised into the system that you bullt? You should

to purchase quota fram the commarcial fleet if
[the altacation to the charter sector at the leved
of 2008 as part of the hallbut catch share plan

ha Halibut Coalltion that represent me to spesk

reed for subsistence gear to be attended (i.e.
its or smaller daily limits should be considerad.

ions need to be changed so that onty BE rural residents can participate In the halibut

subsistence fisHery ar enfarcernent needs to be laoking inta residency of halibut subsistence fisharmen.

Thank you,
Gary Adkigor

Gary Adkison
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Fax to (907) 271-2817 or mail to arrive by COB
Sep 25, 2012

Date: 9/20/2012

Mr. Eric Qlson, Chair

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

Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Mr. Olson,
Re: C-1 Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP)

| SUPPORT the catch sharing plan percentage allocations adopted in
2008. | urge the Council to recommit ta these allocations, streamline the
CSP charter management system, and implement the CSP,

The 2008 CSP allocations were based on historic and current harvest
ratios between the charter and longline sectors and fairly share the
respurce between these two sectors. The allocations are fair and
equitable. The allocations pratect historic consumer access, the longline
fishery, and fishery dependent communities. The 2008 CSP allocations
also provide a reasonable level of access for guided anglers at all levels of
halibut abundance. The charter fleet was gifted an allocation 25% above
their actual harvest on two occasions and should not secure a higher
allocation through political interference.

Longline fishermen bring the fish to the public; charter operators take the
public to the fish—but orders of magnitude more “public” are served by
the langline industry, Even at these low levels of abundance, longline
fishermen in these two areas annually provide access—through high
guality, healthy meals--to the halibut resource for 7-9 million Americans
plus another 2 million non-Americans through export. The Area 2C and
3A charter industry, on the other hand, provides an expensive
recreational opportunity to approximately 230,000 clients per year. In
short, the longline fishery provides 40 times more Americans access to the
halibut resource and provides national economic benefit through export.

When | purchased quota, | did so with the expectation that the NPFMC
would not reallocste those investments to another commercial group.

file://C:\Users\gbendixen\AppDatai\Local\Temp\3 Fisherman letter on CSP FINAL ALTE... 9/21/2012
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My family is dependent on income from the halibut longline fishery and
reallocation to the charter sector hurts both my family and my
community. The CSP supplemental analysis establishes that longline
fishermen have LOST money over the past six years while charter
operators have MADE money at these low levels of abundance. The
charter fleet does not need more halibut at the expense of longline
fishermen and the communities that depend on them, If clients want
mare halibut, charter operators can lease quota through the Guided
Angler Fish {GAF) provision. Why shouldn’t they have to invest if they
want more gquota?? | have.

| support changes to the CSP that allow the Council to develop annual
charter management measures for adoption by the International Pacific
Halibut Commission. | support the GAF grovision. What | cannot support
is yet another reallacation to the charter operators of the halibut quota |
worked hard to purchase. The longline industry and the American public
deserve better than that from the Council.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,

MName: DUSTIN CONNOR

Address: 5434 51st ave NW, Dlympia, WA 98502

file://C:\Users\gbendixen\AppData\Local\Temp\3 Fisherman letter on CSP FINAL ALTE... 9/21/2012
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Fax to (907) 271-28
‘Date: qr/&/ ZO , Z__

Mr. Eric Olson, Chalt

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West dth Ave, Ste 306

Ancharage, AK 99501

Dear Mr. Oison,

Re: C-1 Halibut Catch Sharing Plan {CSP)

| SUPPORT the catch sharing plan percentage allocations adopted in 2008. | urge the Coundll to

recommit to these allocations, streamline the C5P charter management system, and implement
the C5P.

The 2008 CSP allocations were based on histeric and current harvest ratios between the charter
and longline sectors and fairly share the resource between these two sectors. The allocations
are fair and equitable. The allccatlons protect historic consumer access, the longline fishery,
and fishery dependent communities. The 2008 CSP allocations also provide 3 reasonable leve!
of access for gulded anglers at all [evels of halibut abundanca. The charter fieet was gifted an
abocation 25% above thelr actual harvest on two occaslons and should not secure a higher
allocation through political interference.

Lengline fisharmen bring the fish to the public; charter operators take the public to the fish—
but orders of magnitude more “public” are served by the longline Industry. Even at these low
levels of abundance, fongline fishermen in these two areas annually provide access—through
high quality, healthy meals—to the hallbut resource for 7-9 million Americans plus another 2
million non-Americans through export. The Area 2C and 3A charter industry, on the other
hand, provides an expensive recreational opportunity to approximately 230,000 cllents per
year. In short, the longline fishery provides 40 times more Amerlcans access to the halibut
resource and provides national economic benefit through export.

When | purchased quota, | did so with the expectation that the NPFMC wouid not reallocate
those investments to another commerdial group. My family is dependent on income from the
halibut longline fishery and reallocation to the charter sector hurts both my family and my
community. The C5P supplemental analysis establishes that longline fishermen have LOST
maney over the past six years while charter operators have MADE money at these low levels of
abundance. The charter fleet does not need mare halibut at the expense of longline fishermen
and the communities that depend on them. If dlients want more halibut, charter operators can
lease quota through the Guided Angler Fish (GAF) provision. Why shouldn’t they have to invest
if they want more quota?? | have.

i support changes to the CSP that allow the CouncH to develop annual charter management
measures for adoption by the International Pacific Hallbut Commission. | support the GAF
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proviston. What | cannot support is yet another reallocation to the charter cperators of the
hallbut quota | worked hard to purchase. The longline industry and the American public
deserve better than that from the Council,
Thank yau for the dpportgnity to comment.
Sinceraly,
Name: - Er e
! 1
Address: ]E) ??
Vo. Bk 28587 lpond> AK 77493
P



Alkimail Staff

/s Fronm William Curtin <billycrtn@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 18, 2012 11:50 AM
To: Alkimail Staff
Subject: Fwd: HALIBUT ¢sp

Begin forwarded message:

From: William Curtin <williamerin@yaboo.com>

Date: September 18, 2012 10:54:24 AM PDT SEP.g 4 2017

To: Billy Curtin <billyertn(@yahoo.com>
Subject: HALIBUT ¢sp

To whom it may concern:
I have been a longliner/commercial fishermen for 24 years and a Second Generation Quota share
holder. Thanks to NMFS/NOAA j& was able to take out a loan for 500,0008 in order to purchase
halibut/ black cod quota shares. Any allacation or "sharing” of quota is essentially taking a part
of my investment! Give the charter fleet every opportunity to let them buy or lease quota for
their livelihcod just as I have!Halibut fishing is an investment it is not a right buy into the fishery
- and be a steward and pay fish / observer taxes.If the charter fleet wants more Halibut let them
lease just [ike I do!
regards William Curtin
invested longliner -~




LAW OFFICE OF SONJA REDMOND
35865 Sunset Park St. o~
Soldotna, Alaska 99668 '
907-262-7846
Fax 907-262-7872
Licensed to Practice in ldaho, Indiana, and Alaska

Date: 9-20-2012 RECEJVED

Mr, Eric Olson, Chair SE'Rg 1 201
North Pacific Fishery Management Council £ A
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306

Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Mr, Olson,

Re: C-1 Halibut Catch Sharing Plan {CSP) - SUPPORT for 2008 Allocation Plan

My family has been providing nutritious, healthy, natural food for people across the nation and the globe

for the past three generations. Sustainable commercial fishing for cold water, wild fish is one of the most
environmentally and human health friendly food production systems in the world, Additionally,

commercial fishing offers some of the few value added service opportunities still presented to the

American people, and thus creates local, sustainahle jobs for Alaskan and US citizens - from fish handlers, a
to processors, to value added product manufacturers, to local chefs, delivery and wait staff,

All of these benefits are greatly diminished, if not removed completely when wild stock resources are
diverted from the benefit of society to the recreation of a few. | love sport fishing, and | think that it is
great that the charter industry allows a few citizens to enjoy the excitement of personal harvest each
year. Atthe end of the day, however, we must acknowledge that charter based access to wild stocks is a
privilege reserved for a select few, both in terms of who receives the revenue, and in terms of who can
afford access in this way,

In an ideal world, where stocks are unlimited, | would certainly support the ongoing ever-expansion of the
charter industry's access to the resource. That is not the world in which we live, however; the stocks are
limited, and dwindling. The charter industry has historically proven unable to limit its own consumption
of these resources to its allotment.

When dealing with the allocation of a public resource, it becomes the resource manager's job to look for

the allocation that provides the greatest overall public benefit and make the hard decisions. In this case,

it is clear that the hard truth is that the charter industry must be brought under the same level of

management as the commercial fleet has operated under for several years. Itis also clear that the o~
balance needs ta be restared between the twa industries, so that both commercial and sport operations

may thrive, and grow in a sustainable fashion.



As such, t SUPPORT the catch sharing plan percentage allocations adopted In 2008. 1 urge the Council to
recommit to these allocations, streamline the CSP charter management system, and implement the CSP.

The 2008 CSP allocations were based on historic and current harvest ratios between the charter and
longline sectors and fairly share the resource between these two sectors. The allocations are fair and
equitable. The allocations protect historic consumer access, the longline fishery, and fishery dependent
communities. The 2008 CSP allocations also provide a reasonable level of access for guided anglers at all
levels of halibut abundance. The charter fleet was gifted an allocation 25% above their actual harvest on
two occasions and should not secure a higher allecation through palitical interference.

Longline fishermen bring the fish to the public; charter operators take the public to the fish—but orders of
magnitude more “public” are served by the longline industry. Even at these low levels of abundance,
longline fishermen in these two areas annually provide access—through high quality, healthy meals--to
the halibut resource for 7-9 million Americans pius another 2 miilion non-Americans through export. The
Area 2C and 3A charter industry, on the other hand, provides an expensive recreational opportunity to
approximately 230,000 dients per year. In short, the longline fishery pravides 20 times more Americans
access to the halibut resource and provides national economic benefit through export.

When we purchased quota, we did so with the expectation that the NPFMC would not reallocate those
investments to another commercial group. My family is dependent on income from the halibut longline
fishery and reallecation to the charter sector hurts hoth my family and my community. The C5P
supplemental analysis establishes that longline fishermen have LOST money over the past six years while
charter operators have MADE money at these low levels of abundance, The charter fleet does not need
more halibut at the expense of longline fishermen and the communities that depend on them, If clients
want more halibut, charter operatars can lease quota through the Guided Angler Fish {GAF) provision.
Why shouldn't they have to invest if they want more quota?? My family has.

1 suppart changes to the CSP that allow the Council to develop annual charter management measures for
adoption by the International Pacific Halibut Commission. | support the GAF provision, What [ cannot
support is yet another reallocation to the charter operators of the halibut quota | worked hard to
purchase. The longline industry and the American public deserve better than that from the Council.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. ‘ﬁ/
Sincerely, 36” '

Sonja Relimond . - <
,O,;:/’ g &



Halibut Catch Sharing Flan

Subject: Halibut Catch Sharing Plan

From: Karen Johnson <kljinsitka@yahoo.com> -
Date: 9/21/2012 6:12 AM

To: "npfmec.comments@noaa.gov” <npfmc.comments@noaa.govs

It's September and once again | am writing yet another letter expressing my concern over the
handling of the halibut charter situation. After all this time, and after all the efforts of the commercial
longline cormmunity and others it still comes down to & group that does not want to take it's
responsibility for the resource. 1 am completely dumbfcunded. How does a group have continuzous
success with the idea that allowahle catch, GHL, allocation, etc. should be based on their needs, not
what the resource can sustain. Why can one group complein year after year in this manner and keep
getting results. Is the science that determines catch levels really tied their needs? How many years
did we hear that the solution for their {Halibut Charter industry) inability to stay within their GHL was
to simply raise it. Now we are heading backwards once again with a suggestion of
reaflocation. Reality check: This is a natural resource, you cannot expect your allowable catch to
remain canstant and exclude you from any loss when the resource requires it.

Hardship?, since it works for them let me give it a try. [ am a single mother, I have fished for halibut
since 1978, 1 bought my own pounds years ago and have watched them dwindie, My block of 2C
halibut that was 2,100 lbs when I bought it is now under 500 lbs. [ love to fish, always have, always
will. My son went on his first trip when he was 2 months old and hopefully he will get a chance tc fish
more. When the quota started getting cut I didn't say "I can't handle this", afterall it was done to keep
the respurce sustainable. Cuts kept happening and the charter sector kicked in more. When the hard
decisions were being made to protect the resource it became increasing obvious that the charter
industry had ability procrastinate and they were allowed to. Procrastination has led us to this point
and it's still going on. ‘o

Baged on the history of this issue, that's been going on for over 18 years I should be able to
write this and get results,

I am a commercial longliner, I cannct handle the cuts made to my halibut guota, my family
depends on it as they have for over 30 years. I need you to increase my quota by 8,400 Ibs so it
is back to where it was years ago and so that my family can survive. Since I need my halibut -
pounds back 1 think the GHL should reflect my needs and not the needs of the resource because
my needs are more important and if you can't afford to give it all to me I think you should take
some from the halibut charter sector because they don't need it as much as I do.

Would 1 write this? Nol!, but I will ask that you hold the charter industry accountable.
Bottomline, the charter sector has been successfully whining and dining everyone who
would listen for years and it's about time someone said "No".

1 request that the rmgt. system not reallocate my investment to another group. I
support Alternative 3 and the CSP allocations set in 2008 should not be changed.

I support the Guided Angler Fish provision that allows charter operators to lease
quota if their clients want more fish.

I expect the charter industry to take responesibility, 1 expect the enabling to stop.
Sinecerely,

Karen L. Johnson Famn
Sitka, Alaska

lof2 9/21/2012 7:34 AM



CSP allocations

Subject: CSP allocations

7 From: "Kelly” <ramsfan@alaska.net>
Date: 9/21/2012 7:56 AM
To: <npfmc.comments@noaa.gov>

Dear Mr. Olson and Council Members,

As an American consumer my access to halibut is through the Alaska halibut fishermen and processors.
Without their efforts, we would not be able to purchase halibut in markets or enjoy it at restaurants.

The allocation percentages adopted by the Council in October 2008 are fair and equitable because they
protect historic consumer access, the setline fishery, coastal communities, and provide a reasonable level
of access for guided anglers at all levels of halibut abundance. It is important for all sectors to share in
conservation of halibut, equally, at all abundance levels, The CSP allocations set in 2008 SHOULD NOT
be changed.

Sincerely,

Kelly E. Turner

Anchorage, Ak, 99507

1of1 9/21/2012 8:08 AM



Mr. Olson and Council members

Subject: Mr. Qlson and Council members

Fram: jan storbakken <janstorbakken@yahoo.com> -~
Date: 9/21/2012 10:56 AM

To: "npfmc.comments@noaa.gov” <npfmc.comments@noaa.gov>

Dear Mr. Qlson and Council Members,

As an American consumer my access to halibut is through the Alaska halibut fishermen and
processors, Without their efforts, we would not be able to purchase halibut in markets or
enjoy it at restaurants.

The allacation percentages adopted by the Council in October 2008 are fair and equitable
because they protect historic consumer access, the setline fishery, coastal communities, and
provide a reasonable level of access for guided anglers at all levels of halibut abundance. It
is important for all sectors to share in conservation of halibut, equally, at all abundance
levels. The CSP allocations set in 2008 SHOULD NOT be changed.

Sincerely,

Jan (Jazzy) Storbakken

Embrace the Buoyl

Craig, Alaska -~
‘)

10f1 9/21/2012 10:56 AM



halibut give away

lof2

Subject: halibut give away
From: George <eliason@gci.net>
Date: 9/21/2012 10:36 AM
To: npfmc.comments@noaa.gov

September 20, 2012

Mr. Eric Qlson, Chair

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 308

Ancharage, AK 99501

Dear Mr, Okson,
Re: Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP)

| SUPPORT fhe catch sharing plan percentage allocations adopted in 2008 and detailed comments
submitted by the Halibut Coalition.

The allocation percentages adopted by the Council in October 2008 are fair and equitable because
they protect historic consumer access, the setfine fishery, coastal communities, and provide a
reasonable kvel of access for guided anglers at all levels of halibut abundance. Itis important for all
sectors to share in conservation of halibut, equally, at all abundance levels. The CSP allocations set
in 2008 SHOULD NOT be changed because of political intarference. The charter fleet was gifted an
allocation 25% above their actual harvest on two occasions and is again trying to increase their
allocation by obstructing final regulatory action,

When both my sons, my wife and | purchased quota, w did so with the expectaiion that the NFFMC
would not reallocate those investments to another commercial group. To reallocate our shares to
another group would be unconscionable. My family is dependent on income from the halibut setfine

fishery and uncompensated reallocation to the charter sector hurts both my family and community.

The IPHC should be delegated authority to annually set bag and size fimits for charfer to maintain the
charter harvest at or below their allocation; this is the most effective way. This will correct previous
problems with the charter sector frequently exceeding their allocation.

I support the Guided Angler Fish provision that allows charter operators to [ease quota if their clients
want more fish. Why shouldrn’t they have to invest if they want more quota?

The CSP supplemental analysis establishes that commercial fishermen have LOST mongy over the
past six years while charter operators have MADE money at these low levels of abundance. The
charter fleet does not need more halibut at the expense of commercial fishermen and the
communities that depend on them.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,

George Eliason FA Tarmmy Lin

Sitka , AK
0f2172012 10:36 AM



Date: 9-20-2012

M, Eric Olson, Chair R:F\E
~IVED

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306 SEP.g 1 201
Anchorage, AK 59501

Dear Mr. Glson,

Re: C-1 Halibut Catch Sharing Plan [CSP) - SUPPORT for 2008 Allocation Plan

My family has been providing nutritious, healthy, natural food for people across the nation and the globe
for the past three generations. Sustainable commercial fishing for cold water, wild fish is one of the most
environmentally and human health friendly food production systems in the world, Additionally,
commercial fishing offers some of the few value added service opportunities still presented to the
American people, and thus creates local, sustainable jobs for Alaskan and US citizens - from fish handfers,
to processors, to value added product manufacturers, to local chefs, delivery and wait staff,

All of these benefits are greatly diminished, if not removed completely when wild stock resources are

diverted from the benefit of society to the recreation of a few. | love sport fishing, and I think that it is

great that the charter industry ailows a few citizens to enjoy the excitement of personal harvest each -
year. Atthe end of the day, however, we must acknowledge that charter based access to wild stocks is a
privilege reserved for a select few, both in terms of who receives the revenue, and in terms of who can

afford access in this way.

In an ideal world, where stocks are unlimited, | would certainly support the ongoing ever-expansion of the
charter industry's access to the resource. That is not the world in which we live, however: the stocks are
limited, and dwindling. The charter industry has historically proven unable to limit its own consumption
of these resources to its allotment.

When dealing with the allocation of a public resource, it becomes the resource manager's Job to look for
the allocation that provides the greatest overall public benefit and make the hard decisions. In this case,
it is clear that the hard truth is that the charter industry must be brought under the same level of
management as the commercial fleet has operated under for several years. Itis also clear that the
balance needs to be restored between the two Industries, so that both commercial and sport operations
may thrive, and grow in a sustainable fashion.

As such, | SUPPORT the catch sharing plan percentage allocations adopted in 2008. | urge the Councif to
recommit to these allocations, streamline the CSP charter management system, and implement the €SP,

‘;l-«\

The 2008 CSP allocations were based on historic and current harvest ratios between the charter and
longline sectors and Tairly share the resource between these two sectors. The allocations are falr and



equitable. The allocations protect historic consumer access, the longline fishery, and fishery dependent
communities. The 2008 CSP allocations also provide a reasonable level of access for guided anglers at all
levels of halibut abundance. The charter fleet was gifted an allocation 25% above their actual harvest on
two occasions and should not secure a higher allocation threugh political interference.

Longline fishermen bring the fish to the public; charter operators take the public to the fish—but orders of
magnitude mare “public” are served by the longline industry. Even at these low levels of abundance,
longline fishermen in these two areas annually provide access—through high quality, healthy meals--to
the halibut resource for 7-9 million Americans pius another 2 million non-Americans through export. The
Area 2C and 3A charter industry, on the other hand, provides an expensive recreational opportunity to
approximately 230,000 clients per year. In short, the longline fishery provides 40 times more Americans
access to the halibut resource and provides national economic benefit through export.

When [ purchased quota, | did so with the expectation that the NPFMC would not reallocate those
investments to another commercial group. My family is dependent on income from the halibut longline
fishery and reallocation to the charter sector hurts both my family and my community. The CSP
supplemental analysis establishes that longfine fishermen have LOST meney over the past six years while
charter operators have MADE money at these low levels of abundance. The charter fleet does not need
more halibut at the expense of longline fishermen and the communities that depend on them. If clients
want more halibut, charter operators can lease quota through the Guided Angler Fish {GAF) provision.
Why shouldn’t they have to invest if they want more quota?? | have.

f support changes to the CSP that allow the Council to develop annual charter management measures for
adoption by the International Pacific Halibut Commission. [ support the GAF provision, What | cannot
support is yet another reallocation to the charter operators of the halibut quota § worked hard te
purchase. The longline industry and the American public deserve better than that from the Council.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Tom Redmond
A58K5 Sunset Park 5t.
Soldotna, Alaska 99669

907-262-7844



September 18, 2012

RECEIvgp

Mr. Eric Olson, Chair SEP.g 1 201 Tom Botts

North Pacific Management Council 2 F/V Bonnie §

605 West 47 Avenue Ste. 306 P. O Box 424

Anchorage, Ak. 99501 Hoonsh, Ak
99829

Dear Mr. Oison,

Though I signed a generic letter and am in agreement with the contenis there in, I
felt impressed to let you know that I’m not just another signature on a piece of paper. The
regulations and changes that have come down the pike these past years have dramaticaily
impacted my life. At one point I had over 4,000 pounds of halibut quota. This year I was
allocated 902 pounds. For reasons that I can not understand, the powers that be decided to
play Robin Hood with the halibut quota, but instead of taking from the rich and giving to
the poor, the exsact opposite occurred, It was no secret to anyone that eventually the
charter fleet would have to be limited. There was an explosion of people who saw the
writing on the wall and wanted a piece of the pie, so multitudes decided to get into the
sport charter business. What I didn’t ever expect to happen was to Jose what had been
allocated to me so that the wealthy could go catch a fish.

Sir, [ have been a resident of the Hoonah area since 1976. | started halibut fishing
with Captain Bob Clark on the F/V Miss Valerie back in the days of the five day
openings. I was happy to see limited entry so we didn’t have to risk our lives to make a
living. Hoonah doesn’t have a lot of economic opportunity. In years like this one, where
the salmon run has been so poor, the halibut has helped to offset some of the pain.
However, even with a good price, I’ve lost over half of the income that I had made prior
to the drastic reductions in quota.

I didn’t mind the reduction if there was a problem with the halibut stocks, but to
re-allocate the quota to these Johnnie-come-lately’s is an experiment in social
equalization or some such thing. The fact is, when I've canght my quota, I’'m done for the
year. I can make a certain amount of money and no more on my halibut. With the charter
fleet, they’re making money no matter what they catch. If we’re going to atlocate funds, T
believe I should be on the receiving end. I'd gladly trade what I make from fishing for
what the average charter boat captain makes. The fact that they are unhappy with the CSP
allocations of 2008 is testimony to the endless greed that is prevalent in sport charter
industry.

T hope that you will see the need to stop the endiess requests by the sport charter
lobby for more halibut at the expense of the commercial fleet and keep the CSP
allocations that were set in 2008. Thank you.

Sincerely,



Eric Olson, Chair
North Pacific Fishery Mangement Council

605 West 4™ Ave, Suite 306 H
Anchorage, AK 99501 . ECE'V _
SEp g
September 19, 2012 21 201
- Dear Mr. Olson,

My name Is Daniel Miner and I am the owner of approximately 1,500 halibut IFQ pounds in
Area 2C for the 2012 season. I paid $120,000 for 6,600 pounds about 6 years ago. I am
now 60 years old and at my age, fishing in my 38' boat with my wife, do not have time to
make up the enommous loss.

As you know, over these 6 years, I have steadily watched my Qs dwindle. It has been
painful to have had my Qs reduced while the charter gang continued to overcatch, so 1 was
refieved when the NPFMC finally passed the CSP several years ago following MUCH emotional
testimony from both sides.

Now I understand that you are revisiting the CSP and that all the options you are considering
would once again move guota from the commercial sector to charter. I find this outrageous.
When I purchased quots, it never occurred to me that commercial quota would be reallocated
to charter as a result of political interference.

The charter group was aiready gifted more than their actual harvest and to transfer more to
them adds insult to injury. When the CSP analysis shows that commercial sector has lost
money in these times of low haiibut abundance while charter operators are actually making
money, it compietely baffles me that you would consider reallocating even more to them.

The CSP allows for leasing of quota via the GAF, so why isn't that the right mechanism for
charter operators to follow if they want more fish. Why once agaln are they being gifted at
my expense.

Once again, politics is rearing its head, and so decisions are being based on that rather than
the science or actual research into the economic conditions for the user groups.

I hope you and the other coundl members will find a way to treat the two sectors fairy and
hot give to charter at the expense of commercial.

Sincerely,

D QN

aniel W Miner
1406 34% St
Anacortes, WA 98221
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Sep 20 1204:24p Tom Gemmall 2082609111 p.1

Alkimail Staff ' ~
L o s .

From: William Curtin <billycrin@yahoo.com:

Sent: Tuesday, Septernber 18, 2012 11:50 AM

For Alkirnail Staff

Subject: Fwel: HALIBUT csp / /

Begin forwarded message:

From: William Curtin <williamerin@vahoo.com>
Date: September 18, 2012 10:54:24 AM PDT

Te: Billy Curtin <billvertn/@ yalico.com>
Subject;: HALIBUT csp

To whom it may concem:
[ have been a longliner/commercial fishérmen for 24 years and a Second Generation Quota share
helder. Thanks to NMFS/NOAA i€ was able 1o take out 2 toan for 500.000% in order 1o purchase
halibut/ black cod quota shares. Any allocation or "sharing” of quota is essentially taking a part
of my investment! Give the charter flest every opportunity to let thern buy or [ease quota for B e
their livelihood just as I have!Halibut fishing is an investment it is not 4 i ght buy into the fishery
and be a steward and pay fish / observer taxcs.If the charter flest wants more Halibut fet themn
lease just like [ do!

regards William Curtin < - x
invested longliner ﬂ/‘ . Q %
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Dear Mr. Qlson,

My name is Ace Keim. | am a lifelong Alaskan and grew up i commercial fishing family in
Homer, AK. | am now 32 years ald with a family of my own. Since graduating high school
commergial fishing has been my main source of income. | have participated in mast avery type
of commercial fishing Alaska has to offer from crab, to halibut, black cod, gray cod, seining, set
netting, gill netting, and tendering.

Int the last two years | have taken steps to become an owner in the fisherles | am invoived in. ¢
have purchased a Bristol Bay boat and permit as well as 3A halibut quota. | did so knowing that
with any type of businese venture there ara risks involved. Sinca the puchase of my halibut
guota my pounds have dropped in consecutive years. This was a risk | was woll aware of when
| purchased them. Above all the management of the resource for the long term is the most
important thing, so | am not upset about the reduced quota,

Due to the drops in halibut quota the batance of loan has aver taken the value of my quota. The
mongy | have made selling my catch has me essentially breaking even over the last two years.

The purchase of my halibut IFQs was a2 substantial financial investment for me, $223,000.00
approximately. Currently markst value of my quota is around $170,000.00. If 4% 10 5% of my

F— quota was reaflocated to charter fishermen § would jose another $6,800 to $8.500 in the value of

my quota. The approximate market value for that lost quota would be around $1,400.00 &t the
currem ime, This loss of income and equity will make it nearly impossible for me 1o not be
operating at a lvss in the upcoming years,

| have spent several of my high school year summers working on different charter boats. |
reajize that this industry is also important to many Alaskans as a way lo provide for their
famities. | have nothing against the charter fishing industry. | realize that less fish to catch is a
hardship for them as well, but it is not reasanable to expect commercial fisharmen to GIVE up a
portion of their quota to heip this indusiry out. Commercial fishermen have investad iots of
money for the right to catch THEIR quota. As the current lavels of halibut have dropped [t has
been hard on both user groups. Taking turther amounts of quota (that has been paid for) away
from commercial fisherman will make it even mare difficult to remain profitable. 1t would be
aspedally crippling to peaple like myself who are new to the fishety and have large payments
and debt associated with their quota.

| fully support the Guided Angler Fish provision that allows charier fishermen loase quota. iF
they want more fish to catch, they should also have 1o invest liks | did. An uncompensatad
reallocation of my quota would be financially devastating to me and my family,

| would love to be able to attend, but | will be working as a decichand for the 2012 Red King crab
season at the time of the meetings. This is my only chance to comment. Fleass do not give
away my gquots.

o, Thank you,
Ace Keim
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Comments to Agenda number C-1(b) - Charter Halibut CSP

Subject: Comments to Agenda number C-1(b) - Charter Halibut CSP
71— From: Mac <captainmac@alaskasbestliodge.com>

Date: 9/22/2012 10:00 PM

To: <npfmc.comments@noaa.gov>

Chairman Ofson and Members of the Councll:
| offer the follawing brief comments via e-mail regarding the Halibut Catch Sharing Plan:
Guided harvests in both Areas 2C and 3A are now within the GHL.

A great deal of energy, and resources are being put forth to bring about a first-ever, ground-breaking gompegsated
reallocation pool plan as envistoned by the CATCH Project.

Given the current environment of compromise, reason and haope, brought about by CATCH, why the rush to final
action on a plan with 50 many outstanding issues, such as the quirks in the CSP allocation matrix, an unworkable, and
unpopular GAF provision, a less than perfect sector accountability prohlem, and the exclusion of the unguided sector,
to mentian just a few.

Angl, given the historic and current composition of the Council, and given the flaws in the proposed CSP, it appears
certain that the C5P if adopted will onby guarantee that the halibut war will continue for decades rmaore into the future.
This is not a Final Solution. On the contrary, it will become yet another source of ongoing contention resulting in morg
wasted time and energy by all concerned,

- Give the CATCH Profect a chance to develop. It could well resolve this decades long battle once and for all, and, by
design, quite possibly with very little involvement by the Council.

Respectfully submitted,
Larry "Mac" McQuarrie

Sportsman’s Cove Lodge

P.0. Box BSOD

Ketchikan, Ak 99901

Phone 1-907-247-7252

Cell 1-907-617-2750

Fax 1-907-247-7255

On the web at hitp://www.alaskasbestlodge.com

Check out the blog at hitp: /fcaptainmacs. blogspot. com/

Member of SEAGO, ACA, KGSA, and lang-standing member of the Keichikan Advisory Committee to ADF&G

Member of the following NPFMC Committees: Charter Hatibut GHL Committee, Charter Halibut IFG Committee,
Charter Halibut Stakehelders Committee

Author of Charter Halibut Stakebholder Committee Alternative #6 for the Final Solution of the Charter Halibut allocation
issue.

1of1l 9242012 10:27 AV



Bycatch

Subject: Bycatch

From: Cash Joyce <cashjoyce@gmail.com> 7
Date: 9/22/2012 12:53 PM

To: "npfme.comments@noaa.gov" <npfmc.comments@noaa.gov>

Why not allew all harvested species of fish to count on the quotas. Then allow all
to be marketable for that species marketable rate. Of course the undesired species
will count as a penalty toward the boats queta. All fish caught will be brought teo
the dinner table. HNo want and waste.

$

lofl 97242012 10:27 AM



Hazlibut allocation

Subject: Halibut allgcation

-~ From: bergmans <bergmans@gci.net>
Date: 9/22/2012 11:25 AM
To: npfmc.comments@noaa.gov

Chairman Eric Olsen
North Pacific Management Council

605w 4™ Ave, Ste 306
Anchorage, AK 99501

Greetings,
I am writing to oppose reallocation of halibut away from the commercial fishery.

I own 1600Ibs of 2C halibut. When IFQ's came out I was forced to buy quota if I wanted to keep
patticipating in the halibut fishery., Since then I have lost about 75% of the pounds that I purchasad.
Now my quota is so small I have a hard time figuring out how much bait to thaw to make a trip. My
poundage is so small that I have a hard justifying maintaining my halibut gear. 1really need to buy more
to make my operation viable. However because the threat of realiocation is looming it makes it hard for
potential investors to assume [arge loans to continue to invest in our business and our communities.

Please provide stability to IFQ investors by maintaining current aflocations. Every time that a
s, commercial fisherman gives some to charter operators they are back a few years later wanting more.
~ This eycle seems doomed to continue unless the council stops redistributing “wealth”.
Thank you for your service on the conncil.
Bert Bergman

801 Charles St.
Sitka, AK 99835

1ofl /242012 10:27 AM



Halibut Catch Sharing Plan

Subject: Halibut Catch Sharing Plan

From: "Norris, Jim" <jnorris@anthc.org> [~
Date: 9/23/2012 10:41 AM '

To: "npfme.comments@noaa.gov" <npfmc.comments@noaa.gov>

CC: "halibutcoalition@gmail.com" <halibutcoalition@gmail.com>

Eric Qlsen, Chairman

I live in Hoonah, Alaskz and my Halibut Quota helps support my community and family. I've attached a letter
of my support for the allocations adopted in 2008, for the catch sharing plan percentages and comments
submitted by the Halibut Coalition. The Commercial Halibut fishermen, as well as the communities they live
in, have taken a beating in the past saveral years due to quota reductions, in fact many have lost money and
scld their permits. Reallocation of quota to another commercial group ie: Charter Fleet, is a breach of trust. It
would make much more sense to allow the Charter Fleet to lease additional quota if they want mere fish for
their clients. In the same instance, if I wank ko fish for more Halibut, I have to purchase additional quota. No
difference in the two, pay for any desired additional catch, if it provides more income!! The leasing of
quota would keep funds within the Commerdal Fleet and supporting the dwindling Halibut quota incomes, The
Charter Fleet has other fish to target, from several species of Salmen to Red Eve, rock fish, and ling cod. We
have one fish ko target and it is becoming an increasingly more difficult fishery to participate in, with the
lawering of quota and politically charged influence of the Charter Industry,

Sinceraly

Jim Norris

Alaska Native Tribal Health Consortium

Construction Superintendent

Klawock/Craly P
Southeast Alaska

Cell Phone: 723-5403

In order to resoive a confiict when
dealing with a large beaurocracy,
vaur persistance must

axcead thelr Incompetence...... -Self

“—Halibut Catch Sharig Plan.jpg
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2012 King Salmon By-catch

Subject: 2012 King Salmon By-catch

/= From: Albert Bowling <zentattoo@vyahoo.com>
Date: 9/23/2012 12:05 PM
To: npfmc.comments@noaa.gov

Greetings: I see where the Morth Paciflc Fisheries Management Council will be
meeting here in Anchorage during October, but T am unable to attend any meetings.
Because of south central Alaska's poor returns of king salmon, I'm interested in
the amount of by-catch the large commercial trawler/industry hauled out of the
water this year and what happeded to those fish,

Thank you, Albert Bowling

7089 Cope Lisburne Loop
Anchorage

1of1 9/24/2012 10:27 AN



Comments on Halibut Catch Sharing Plan

lof2

Subject: Comments on Halibut Catch Sharing Plan
From: Chris Gabriele <cmg007@gmail.com>
Date: 9/23/2012 3:36 PM

Yo: npfmc.comments@noaa.gov

To:

Eric Olson

Chair of MNorth Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th Ave, 5te 306

Anchorage, AK 99561

September 23, 2812
Dear Mr. Olson,

Please consider the following comments on the halibut Catch Sharing
Plan for the Oct. 2812 NPFMC meeting. I am a private citizen from
Gustavus, Southeast Alaska; I am & marine biologist with more than a
passing acquaintance with marlne respurce issues, but far the purpose
of these comments I have no officiazl affiliation or connection to the
ficsheries industry.

For our Halibut Area 2{ my understanding is that the new Preferred
Alternative would increase the charter flshery’s share of the Combined
Catch Limit (commercial + charter catch limit) from 17.3% (in the
original plan) to 18.3%. Other options would increase it to 28.8% or
21.8%. I ask that the Councll not incorporate any increase at all
from the original 17.3%, which was already plenty big, and because the
charter fleet has already recelved two 1ncreases.

Additionally, as a local resident who wants a healthy halibut
population left for local suhsistence, my percention 1s that the
charter fleet and 1ts spin-offs of commercial “self-guided™ fishing
have the most impact near communities, Including Gustavus. We need
healthy fisheries within a moderately short skiff ride from town,
unlike the charter and commercial fishermen who are equipped and
prepared to travel a greater distance to catch fish. The way that the
Catch Sharing Plan is handled will have an effect on the local
depletion issue.

There are two more issues that warrant the Council's serious
attention, so it 1s also worth pointing out again that:

1) The considerable "release mortality” of charter-caught
halibut needs to be accounted for, as it is in the commercial fishery.
Day after day over the VHF radio I hear charter fishermen talk about
how many “wrong size” fish they catch and release. I{ is biologically
unsupportable to assume that these fish are unharmed by the experience
of having been caught.

2) The numerous dodges observed in our area to enable clients
to get around the charter catch limits are defeating the purpose of
regulation and need to
be stopped. We routinely see charter boats with a small skiff
anchored within a stone’'s throw of them, containing c¢lients who are
able to fish by the "unguided" regulations. This needs to stop; it iIs
laughable that this is considered a legitimate way to escape the

Q242012 10:27 AM



Comments on Halibut Catch Sharing Plan

charter regulations; it makes us all look like buffoons. If this
infuriating and ridiculous loophole cannot be repaired, then the catch
£, sharing regulations themselves need to incorporate this increased
‘private’ catch into the models that estimate the effects of the
charter fishery, because 1t is a direct effect of the charter fishery,

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

Christine Gabriele
Gustavus, Alaska

20f2 9/24/2012 10:27 AM



Support for 2008 csp

Subject: Support for 2008 csp

From: Otto <flrschtz@aptalaska.net: -~
Date: 9/23/2012 9;48 PM

To: <npfmec.comments@noaa.gov>

Mr. Eric Olson, Chair
Morth Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306

Anchorage, AK 99501

Otto Florschutz
bx 547
Wrangell, AK 39929

I support the 2008 ¢sp and oppose mooving any alocation from the commercial sector to the
charter sector. Any such alocation movement would be the worst of thievery. Instead allow
them to lease or buy poundage from the comercial sector. The guided industry has benefited
greatly even while the commercial sector has struggled to meet payments in the face of
dropping x vessel prices and low quotas and guide industry overages. Please support the
2008 plan that was arived at with much cost and compramise from the commercial sector

Otto Florschutz

iofl 9/24/2012 10:28 AM
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Subject: -1 Halibut Catch Sharing Plan {CSP)
From: "Daniel Miller" <dmiller@acsalaska.net>
Date: 9/24/2012 3:38 AM

To: <npfmc.comments@noaa.gov>

Mr. Eric Olson, Chair

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

Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Mr. Olson,

Re: C-1 Halibut Catch Sharing Plan {(CSP)

Over fifty percent of my income comes from IFQ halibut fishing. My crew are my daughter and
son in law. I recently delivered my halibut quota for over a dollar a pound less than 2011.
With the drastic quota cuts I have less than 20,000 b of halibut to fish. T can hardly afford to
allocate part of my quota to another user group. I purchased almost all of my current quota,
Since then the bycatch rates of the trawl flatfish and cod and longline cod have dramatically
increased in relation to the commercial halibut quota. I cannot afford to take another cut.

1 SUPPORT the catch sharing plan percentage allocations adopted in 2008. I urge the Council
to recommit to these allocations, streamline the CSP charter manaingement system, and
implement the CSP.

The 2008 CSP allocations were based on historic and current harvest ratios between the
charter and longline sectors and fairly share the resource between these two sectors. The
allocations are fair and equitable, The allocations protect historic consumer access, the
longline fishery, and fishery dependent communities. The 2008 CSP allocations also provide a
reasonable level of access for guided anglers at all levels of halibut abundance. The charter
fleet was gifted an allocation 25% above their actual harvest on two occasions and should not
secure a higher allocation through political interference.

Longline fishermen bring the fish to the public; charter operators take the public to the
fish—but orders of magnitude more “public” are served by the longline industry. Even at
these low levels of abundance, longline fishermen in these two areas annually provide access
—through high quality, healthy meals--to the halibut resource for 7-¢ million Americans plus
another 2 million non-Americans through export. The Area 2C and 3A charter industry, on the
other hand, provides an expensive recreational opportunity to approximately 230,000 clients
per yvear. In short, the longline fishery provides 40 times more Americans access to
the halibut resource and provides national economic benefit through export.

When I purchased quota, I did so with the expectation that the NPFMC would not reatlocate
those investments to another commercial group. My family is dependent on income from the

9/24/2012 10:28 AW
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halibut longline fishery and reallocation to the charter sector hurts both my family and my
community. The CSP supplemental analysis establishes that longline fishermen have LOST

money over the past six years while charter operators have MADE money at these low levels of N
abundance. The charter fleet does not need more halibut at the expense of longline fishermen
and the communities that depend on them. If clients want more halibut, charter operators can -
lease quota through the Guided Angler Fish (GAF) provision. Why shouldn’t they have to
invest if they want more quota?? I have.
I support changes to the CSP that allow the Council to develop annual charter management
measures for adoption by the International Pacific Halibut Commission. I support the GAF
provision. What I cannot support is yet another reallocation to the charter operators of the
halibut quota I worked hard to purchase. The longline industry and the American public
deserve better than that from the Council.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
. AEcey,
incerely, <
)
Daniel R, Miller
Box 2865
Kodiak, Ak 99615
Owmner Operator F/V Anna D
7
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Subject: comment...

= From: deborah limacher <debaloha@hotmail.com>
Date: 9/24/2012 8:53 AM
To: <npfmc.comments@noaa.gov>

Fo NPFMC, [ have been a commercial fisherwoman since 1976 and have longlined halibut ard crabbed the entire
ciab fishery and of late,I am an eastside setnetter here In Cook Inlet.As you know, our fishery was shut down
this surnmer and I lost 1000's of dollars along with my crew losing all their hoped for summer
wages.Fishing,along with a small amount of money for a vacation rental is my only means of support. also
realize that the chinook fishery is in a major downturn and E believe that this is due largely to the bycatch of the
king salmon esp. in the Guif of Alaska trawl fisheries.] also believe that using the word "by-catch” is an
incomplete way to describe the wanton waste of our breed stock of kings!! 1 am asking the coundl 1o eritize
observer coverage for these fisheries with bycatch concerns,as I said before,esp. the Gulf of Alaska trawd fishery
that wastes thousands of pounds of chingok halibut and tanner crab each year.We should also have increased
maonitoring so that these boats are being monitored 24/7..We need more data to understand the impacts of
this.I also support the need for electronic maonltoring as a viable at-sea monitoring program as an altemative to
human obsarvers, Thank you,deborah limacher,Pebox3001,Homer, Ak, 99603

1of1 9/24/2012 10:29 AM
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Sepienther 24, 2012
Dear M Olson and Council Members,

As an American consumer my aceess o halibog is Uough the Alaska hali-
but fishermen and processors, Withomt their effarts, we woukl not he able
1 purchase halibug in markets or enjoy it al restaurants,

The allocation percentages adopied by the Councl in Qcwoher 2008 are
Lair aned equitable hecause they protect historic consumer aceess, the sel-
line Hshery, coastal communities, and provide a reasonable level of access
[or guided anglers at all lesels ol halibut abundance, i is imporiant for all
seetors o share in conservation of halibut, equally, ar all abundance levels,
The CSI? allocanons sein 2008 SHOULLD NOF be changed.

Sincerely,

Kewehikan, Alaska



Arthur & Linnea Osborne
F/v Mongoose

P.O. Box 240925 RECE‘,

Douglas, Alaska 99824
September 24, 2012

Mr. Eric Ofson, Chair

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 300

Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Mr. Olson,
Re: C-1 Halibut Catch Sharing Flan (C5P)

We SUPPORT the catch sharing plan percentage allocations adopted in 2008. We urge the
Council to recommit to these allocations, streamline the CSP charter management systent, and

implement the CSP.

The 2008 CSP allocations were based on historic and current harvest ratios between the charter
and longline sectors and fairly share the resource between these two sectors. The allocations are
fair and equitable. The allocations protect histaric consumer access, the longline fishery, and
fishery dependent communities. The 2008 CSP allocations also provide a reasonable level of
access for guided anglers at ail fevels of halibut abundance. The charter fleet was gifted an
allocation 25% above their actual harvest on two occasions and should not secure a higher

allocation through political interference.

Longline fishermen bring the fish to the public; charier operators take the public to the fish—but
orders of magnitude more “public” are served by the longline industry. Even at these low levels
of abundance, longline fishermen in these two areas annually provide access—through high
quality, healthy meals-—-to the halibut resource for 7-9 million Americans plus another 2 million
non-Americans through expori. The Ares 2C and 3A chaster industry, on the other hand,
provides an expensive recreational opportunity to approximately 230,000 clients per year. In
shori, the longline fishery provides 40 mes more Americans access fo the halibut resource
and provides national economic benefit through export.

When we supported the adoption of the IFQ program, we did so with the expectation that the
NPEMC would not reallocate those investments to another commercial group. My family is
dependent on income from the helibut longline fishery and reatlocation to the charter sector hurts
both my family and my community. The CSP supplemental analysis establishes that longline
fishermen have LOST money over the past six years while charter operators have MADE money
at these low levels of abundance. The charter fleet does not need more halibut at the expense of



longline fishermen and the communities that depend on them. If clients want more halibut,
charter cperators can lease quota through the Guided Angler Fish (GAF) provision. Why
shouldn't they have to invest if they want more quota?? We hiave, as do all businesses.

We support changes to the CSP that allow the Councit to develop annual charter management
measures for adoption by the International Pacific Halibut Commission. We support the GAF
provision. What we cannot support is yet another reallocation tc the charter operators of the
halibut quota. The longline industry and the American public deserve better than that from the

Council.

Thark you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely, .
- W‘ ¢F"'"- e "
" Arthur & Linnea Osborne

F/V Mongoose

P.O. Box 240925

Douglas, Alaska 99824
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Mr. Eric Olson, Chair SEP 2 4 ey

North Pacific Fishery Management Council

Mr. Olson,

I write to ¢xpress my support for the existing CSP percentage allocations (2008) for the Alaskan
commercial halibut fishery.

[ have been involved in the commercial halibut fishery for 7 years—a short amount of time in comparison
to many who founded their careers when it was still an open-access fishery. In light of this, my
participation in the fishery and my economic success depend solely on the ability to purchase and fish
IFQ) shares.

I am young, 26 1o be specific, and plan to accept a NMFS loan in the next year in order to purchase more
halibut quota. 1 depend on the ability to gamer a living from within the shadow of this debt, and
reallocation plans raise serious doubts as to whether or not I will be able to do so. Reductions and
reallocations of guota contribute strongly to my concerns of financial viability. My halibut quota in Areas
2C has been reduced by about 75% since it was purchased, while the price-per-pound for IFQ has
increased dramstically. To watch my right to fish dwindle steadily through quota reductions cach year is
depressing, but to see it repartitioned yet again and distributed to charter operations is simply infuriating.

Young fishermen are being precluded from building careers in the fishing industry by 2 multitude of
factors. Most prominent among these are the rising price of permits and IFQ, and the reallocation of
commercial quota. As a younger class of commercial fishermen attempting to create solid foundations of
a career in the lenglining industry, we are drastically affected by this seemingly exponential increase in
expense. Our marging will remain on the small side, but we look forward to the potential of purchasing
more quota in order to inorease our stake in the fishery—not to maintain a microscopic cne that is
undeservedly and illogically shared by charier operations.

1 understand that tourism and the charler indusory occupy an important place in Alaska’s economic
structure as well as itg cultural persona. However, [ urge you to remember that the tme backbone of this
state is maintained by the commercial fishing industry, as it has been for a long time now. My father
waorked his way up on the docks here when he was 19 years old. He built his career crabbing in the Bering
Sea and maintains it now as a longliner. I have been fishing with him since I was fifieen, and together we
share ownership of a boat with one of my cousins. It is abgolutely a family operation, and [ am proud to
gay that I am a second-generation fisherman, We all own halibut quata, and we all are strongly opposed to
further reallocations of our guota to charter operations. I would like to feel convinced of the enduring
viability of the industry that ach of us have committed so fully 1.

Thank you for your time,

Kyle J. Thompsen
F/V Aleutian Suyn
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wany. ofaakachartar.org

To Fresirve e Protact the Right omd Raxouress of Alaakaa Sport Fstvarmen ™

Eric Qlson, Chairman

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 W. 4™ Avenue, Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

Re: Agenda e Clb, Halibut CSP
September 22, 2012
Dear Chairman Olson,

The Alaska Charter Association [ACA) is a statewide organization representing over 150 charter and
associated husinesses. (ts mission is to preserve and protect the fishing rights and resources necessary
for the Alaska charter fleat to best serve the recreational fishery.

The ACA thanks the North Council for its April motion on the halibut catch sharing plan [C5P). The
motion has the potential to resolva a number of problems that were identified in comments on the
proposed rule, However, issues remain with guided recreational allocation alternatives, sectar
accountability, the committee based approach to harvest management, guided angler fish (GAF),
skipper and crew retention of halibut and sector separation.

Allocation

The April discussion of the CSP allocation included new allocation options for Areas 2C and 34 as well as
allocation adjustments resulting from the transition to logbook based harvest accounting. Sector
acoountability was also added for analysis. 1t is important that each of these issues is considered
individually, as each has allocative implications that must be fully understood before implementation.

The April and June motions propose to adopt the charter loghooks as the primary harvest data collection
method, and include an allocation adjustment factor of 11.6% for Area 3A and 5.6% in Area 2¢.

Optiens 1 and 2! from the April motion establi_sb a new allocation alternative that adds 3.5% of the
combined catch limits to the original CSP allocation and includes a second decrease in allocation
percentage at high abundance levels,

* Dptions 1 and 2 are alsa referred to as Alternative 5 in the analysis.




Figure 1 compares a bogbook adjusted GHL with the logbook adjusted Alternative 5 for Area 2¢2.
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Figure 2 compares a logbook adjusted GHL with the logbook adjusted CSP Alternative 5 for Area 3A°.
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Reviewing Figures 1 and 2, it is clear that while the newly suggested alternative for Area 2€ is more closely
aligned with the GHL, the new alternative for Area 3A remains well below the GHL at all but the highest

¥ Uses average of area 2C 2011-2012 IPHC other removals minus GHL = 1,935 million pounds for calculations
? Uses average of area 34 2011-2812 IPHC other removals minus GHL = 5.134 million pounds for calculations
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abundance levels. In fact, at combined catch limits of just over 20 million pouncds in Area 3A, the guided
allocation under option 2 is close to ene million pounds less than the GHL,

The ACA notes that very similar comparisons are made on pages 184 and 186 of the analysis, but using both
low and high values of historical other removals to depict the GHL. The ACA points out that since 2011, the
IPHC has included O26/U32 bycatch and wastage in other removals and this methodology is in place
maoving forward. The ACA also notes that the effect of this change is more pronounced in Area 3A than it is
inarea 2C. As a result of the IPHC changes, the dotted GHL {high) depictions on pages 184 and 1856 more
accurately reflect comparisens of the GHL and C5P allocations moving forward from the present.

Incorrect Alternative 5 Numerical Comparisons

The ACA suzgests that tables 2-45 on page 190 and 2-52 on page 194 are in error. These tables numericaily
compare CSP options 1 and 2 (Alternative 5) with the GHL, assuming either allocation had been in place
fram 2008 through 2012, tn these tables, Alternative 5 includes an adjustment for the migration to logbook
accounting and the GHL daes not. In essence, these comparisons are being made using two different
metrics, logbook pounds and Statewide Harvest Survey pounds, fn order to make meaningful
somporisons, the aliocations being compared must be measured using the same yardstick. Correct
comparisons are illustrated graphically in Figures 2-20" and 2-22° on pages 184 and 186 of the analysis. The
same error applies to the addendum to the analysis posted on 9/21/12°.

Allocation links

Commenting last year on the CSP proposed rule, the ACA and others noted the “jinks” intha 2C and 3A
prefarred alternatives. The finks are plainky visible in Figures 1 and 2. Jn each orea, crossing a jink with
increasing chundonce results in o decrease in guided recreational aliocation.  Options 1 and 2 from the
April motion add a second jink to each allecation alternative. Crossing the first jink in Area 2Cresultsin a
10.6% decrease in allocation; crossing the second jink with Increasing combined catch limits results in a 332
thousand pound, 18.8% decrease in allocation. Crossing the first jink in Area 3A results in a 7.4% decrease
in allocation; crossing the second jink resuhts in a 781 thousand pound, 20.0% decrease in allocation’.
Combined catch limits would have to increase to over 25 miflion pounds before the Areg 3A guided
alfocation once again exceeded the Area 3A guided offocation ot o CCL of just under 20 million pounds, The
ACA strongly suggests that the allocation jinks are counterintuitive if a goal of the C5P is to establish a
guided allocation that floats up and down with abundance throughout its entire range.

* http:/fwww.fakr.noga.eov/npfmo/PDEdocuments/halibut/HalibutCSP 512 .pdf
page 184 Note the high limit of the 2C GHL has been adjusted by 5.6% from 1.432 million pounds to 1.51 millien
Euunds.

h

bt/ fwww . fakr nosa gov/npfrme/PDFdocuments/halibut/HalibutCse 512, paf
page 186. Mote the high limit of the 3A GHL has been adjusted by 11.6% from 3.65 million pounds to 4.07 million

pounds.

s http:/fwww. alaskafisheries.noaa gov/npimec/PDEdacuments/halibut/CSPalternativeCompares2. pdf

7 all calculations made assuming Options 1 and 2 have logbook adjustments applied.



The ACA thanks NMFS for inclusion of an analysis of the jinks.® At the time of this writing, the ACA
understands that option 4 on page 156 may be the Council’s choice to corract this problem. Option 4 draws
a flat line fram the tip of the jink right to its intersection with the new allocation percentage, This results in
a fixed CSP allocation for the width of the flat line. The ACA notes that In the cose of Area 3A, fiatHining at
the second, high obundance fink in Afternative 5 would result in the CSP aflocation being fixed for a
combined CCL range of about 5 million potmds. This fixed level wouwld be several hundred thousand
pounds below the GHE, ot a level that would likely result in harvest restrictions for 3A guided anglers ot
pre-recession angler effort. The ACA suggests that this approach also results in an allocation that arguakiy
does not fioat with abundance and notes that once again the difference is being reallocated to the
commercial sector.

The ACA notes the absence of graphical representations of the area 3A Afternative 5 with flat-lining option
4 applied. Likewise, ather aptions for fixing the jinks are missing graphs that depict the result in each area.
Finally, numerical comparisons of all aliocation alternatives and logbook corrected GHL, including the
suggested corrections for the jinks are absent from the jink {drops} analysis. The ACA suggests that all of
the aforememtioned gops in the anolysis should be filled in order for the North Council to make an
informed decision on appiying fixes to the allocation finks.

Finally, the ACA notes the following comment in the analysis on the effect of flat-lining the jinks:

“While the charter sector would receive no benefit from the increase in the CCL until the lower percentage
allocation matched the high percentage allocatian, the sectar would alsa suffer no lass in that range, as its
allocation would remain canstant™

The ACA takes exception with this statement. If the gool of the C5P motion is combined catch #mits that
fully float with abundunce,'® then with flatdining, the guided sector foses {tund the commerciof sector
gains} the difference between the fixed alfocation and an aliocation that fioats up and down with
abundance throughout its entire range.

The ACA suggests that a more reasonable approach to repairing the jinks is to continue the next allocation
percentage from the peak of the jink as described in option 2!, in the case of alternative 5, this results in 3
connected linear segments with no jinks. The ACA has applied this approach in the formulation of its
recommended allocation alternatives,

Fairness and Equity

The ACA notes that a one pound decrease in guided allocation relative to the GHL represents a one pound
raallocation 1o the cammercial sector, The Halibut Act states that if it becomes necessary to allocate or
assign halibut fishing privileges among various United States fishermen, such allocation shall he fair and
equitable to all such fishermen, in Van Valin v Locke, Judge Collyer stated that the Court must examine the
record as a whole in order to determine the fatrness and equity of the allocation and whether the Secretary

¥ NMFS refers 1o the jinks as “drops”. http://www.fakr.nosa.govinpime/POFdocuments/halibut/HalibutCSP 912 pdf

page 155.
2 hitp:/fwww.fakr.noaa.gov/npfmc/POfdecuments/halibut/HalibutCSP 932 pdf F 159

¥ “chare the pain, share the gain®
U bt/ fwww fakr noaa.govinpfmc/PDFdocuments/halibut/HallbutCSP 912 pdf page 195



had adequately explained the rationale behind the Final Rute', In Van Valin, the Court affirmed that the
allocation (GHL) was fair and equitable. The ACA supgests that in the case of the CSP, there is no basis in
the public record justifying a decrease in the guided halthut allocation from the status quo GHL and the
resultant reallocation of the resource to the commercial sector,

Suggested Allocation Alternatives

It is a simple exercise in linear algebra to develop guided recreational allocations that float with abundance
without jinks or flat-lining while much more closely matching the status quo GHL allocations. The ACA
suggests amending Alternative 5 per Figures 3 and 4 to accomplish this goal. By design, the suggested
allocation alternatives mathematically split the GHL stair steps in both areas. These allocation alternatives
are well within the logbook adjusted range of alternatives originally chosen for analysis. The ACA asks the

Council to adopt the suggested ofternatives.
Area 2C Suggested Alternative {including 5.6% loghock adjustmant)

Combined Catch Limits {CCL) < 3.315 m pounds: 25.1% of CCL
3.315 m pounds »= CCL < 7.77 m pounds: 326.8k pounds + 15.24% of CCL
CCL »=7.77 m pounds: 690.9k pounds + 10.56% of CCL

Area 2C: Suggested CSP Allocation
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12 yan Valln v Locke, Memarandum Opinlon, fllad 11/23/09, available at:

httg:f fwww. fakr. noaa.govisustainablefisheries/halibut/charter/opinien132309.pdf page 10,



Area 34 Suggested Alternative (indudes 11.5% logbook adjustment)

Combined Catch Limits {CCL) < 7.56 m pounds: 29.6% of CCL
7.56 m pounds >= CCL < 18.22 m pounds: 941k pounds + 17.19% of CCL
CCL »= 18.22 m pounds: 2.24 m pounds + 10.04% of CCL

Area 3A; Suggested CSP Allocation
with logbook correction
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Figure 4
Sector Accountability

Whila the ACA enthusiastically agrees with the philoscphy that each sector should be accountable for all
of its removals, we make the following observations:

1. Accurate estimates of wastage and/or bycatch are necessary te implement sector accountability.
If the estimated wastage for either sector /s incorrect, the change to sector accountability will
resuft in unonticipated allocation shifts. Wastage estimates could be inaccurate due to incarrect
released fish martality estimates, The last scientific study of released fish martality for Pacific
halibut was done in 1558 and 1960 and was conducted to estimate tagging mortality', The study
was conducted using J hoaks and the sample size was greatly reduced due to elevated water
temperatures that killed a number of fish in the study. Using a total of 120 fish, the study
estimated a mortality of 3.8% resulting from capture and tagging., Wastage estimates are also
based on the number of released fish; in the absence of actual observations of released fish, it is
fikely that these estimates are incorrect. Likewise, with less than 100% observer coverage in the
non-directed fisheries, bycatch estimates could be inaccurate.

2. The IPHC recently began deducting over 26 inch, under 32 inch {026/U32) bycatch and wastage
from the 032 total CEY in its catch limits setting process. Bycatch represents a substantial
portion of these removals; if the guided recreational and commercial sectors are going to be held

2 |PHC Scientific Report Mo. 52, Viability of tagged Pacific halibui. Gordon J. Peltonen. 25 p. {published 1968)
htip://www.iphc.intfpubllications/sclr 2.paf



accountable for their wastage, then they should not be penalized by the removal of 026/U32
trawl bycatch from the 032 total CEY. if sector accountability is the goal, then it must apply to
gl sectors, ond non-directed removals should not come at the expense of directed fishery catch
fimits.

The ACA suggests that a scientific study of released halibut mortality using modern gear is long overdue,
and cautions that pricr to adopting full sector accountability, it would be wise for the hoth IPHC and the
North Council to carefully analyze the economic and allocative consequences of doing so using
incomplete ar inaccurate data.

The ACA concludes that while sector accountability is a desirable goal, the mortality metrics and tools
needed to implement sector accountability are not yet available.

Committee process

The ACA is encouraged that the Morth Council has considered dispensing with the CSP matrix In favor of
a committee-based approach'. However, the ACA remains concerned that the approach utilized in
setting harvest restrictions in Area 2C in 2012 largely left the public out of the dacision making process.
The ACA feels that the provisions for public participation and judicial review mandated by the
Administrative Procedures Act {APA) are very important companents in the Coundil rulemaking process.
The ACA reminds tha Council that the comments of over 4000 citizens directly resulted in the Council’s
reconsideration of its 2008 CSP motion. The ACA suggests that @ public comment period should be
Included in the committee-based approach and notes thuot ample time exists after the IPHC annual
meeting to Implement harvest restrictions using an expedited rufemaking process similar to the
process used in 2007 for Area 2¢.

The ACA also suggests that In adopting a committee-based approcach, the process shouid be
Jormolized o include SSC review of committee recommendations and to assure o well-balanced
commitiee membership consisting of recreational anglers as well as chorter operators. In oddition,
cominittee membership terms should be specified.

Guidad Angler Fish {GAF]

The ACA notes the obvious inequity in a proposed rule that first reallocotes a substantiof portion of the
GHL to the commerdal sector and then allows the gulded sector to rent it bock.

The ACA suggests that GAF are problernatic for a number of reasons:

*  GAF do not constitute a permanent allocation transfer mechanism, but rather a one-time resale
of cormercial IFQ to an individual member of the public,

" This approach is referred to as the “2012 Model” in the Aprll motion, available at:
sffwwrwr Take.noaa.gov/noimc/FoFdocuments fhalibut/CSEmotiond1 2 .pdf



* GAFJs proposed as a transfer mechanism that is supposed to help provide stahility and
predictability to the charter sector in times of low abundance. However, since no one will know
in advance how much IFQ will be available to lease each year and at what price, it will be
impossible to market trips a season in advance.

s GAF will result in absentee ownership of Q3. In developing the halibut Q5 program, the North
Council went to great lengths to minimize absentea gwnership of OS. By approving GAF, the
Council would now allow halders of 1500 pounds of IFQ to lease it all without fishing it

« GAF implementation and enforcement costs hove not been included in the onalysis. GAF
accountability will require on the water enforcement. Many of the charter operations that
might be expected to utilize GAF are in remote locations, requiring time consuming and costhy
visits by enforcement personnel by boat or floatplane. When the North Council was considering
an annual limit for guided anglers in area 2C, the cost of reporting implementation alone was
astimated to be $600k™. Absent analysis of the cost of GAF implementation and enforcement,
the Councll may well be writing a blank check that it cannot afford.

*  While GAF would only be implemented in areas 2C and 3A and will never be implemented in any
cther regulatory areas, GAF implementation and enforcement costs will result in higher cost
recovery fees assessed to gif halibut and sablefish QS holders in gif Alaskan regulatory areas’®.

*  GAF favors large, well-financed charter aperations over smaller “mom and pop” operations.

*  GAF favors wealthy charter clients over guided anglers with more limited budgets.

= |f GAF is widely utilized, smailer blocks of Q5 are likely to be tied up as GAF, reduging the
number of entry levet opportunities for commercial fishermen,

+ |f widely accepted by the charter fleet, competition between hundreds of charter operators for
GAF would drive the price of GAF up, in turn increasing the price of commercial Q5, making
entry level apportunities for commercial fisherman even more expensive than they are at
present,

* Al current abundance levels, there is not enough GAF available in Area 2C to make it 2 viable
option,

+  Proposed limitations on GAF purchases by CHP holders discriminate without reason between
holders of singfe CHPS with more than & endorsements and those with 6 or fewer
endorsements.

Public testimony at the April 2012 North Council meeting was overwhelmingly against GAF and in favor
of a pool-basad compensated allocation shift mechanism, where a helding entity would purchase
cocmmercial A5 on the open market and use the QS to transparently supplement the baseline guided
recreational allocation ineach area. The ACA believes that a welldesigned, pool-based allocation
transfer mechanism would eliminate most of the problems that have baen identified with GAF while
also implamenting charter sactor accountability. NPFMC legal counsel has indicated there are few if any
legal cbstacles to the formation of a holding entity such as that envisiened by the CATCH project.

 pecember 2006 Council minutes, available at

; dakr. n n inut i1 f, page %
1 hitp: ffwww.fakr.noaa.gov/npfme/PE Fdocuments/halibut /HallbutCSE 512.pdf, page 244



The ACA asks the North Council to defer implementation of the GAF provisions af the C5P and Initiote o
comparative analysis of the pooi-bused and GAF approtiches with on emphosis on the thorough
analysis of the economic consequences of each approach,

Skipper and Crew Retention of Halibut

The proposed rule for the CSP contains an outright ban on halibut harvest by skipper and crew. Under
the C5P, the onky time a charter vessel guide or crew member can harvest a halibut is on a non-charter
trip. This is very expensive, since it implies a non-revenue day, fuel expenses commensurate with a
normal charter trip and unnecassary wear and tear on the boat. The Council’s analysis did not consider
anything other than an outright ban on skipper and crew harvest when othar options axist.

The ACA asks the North Councdll to analyze annuol limits for charter skippers ond crew as on
aiternotive to an outright ban on harvest,

Sector Separation

The Alaska halibut fishery is to cur knowledge the anly faderally managed recreational fishery with
differing harvest limits for guided and vnguided recreational anglers. The ACA suggests that splitting of
the recreational sector into guided and unguided sub-sectors is problematic for the following reasans:

¢ The Halibut Act requires that if it becomes necessary ta allocate or assign halibut fishing
privileges amang various United States fishermen, such allocation shall be fair and equitable to
all such fishermen®’. An allocation scheme that differentiates between guided and unguided
recreational anglers is arguably not fair and equitable because it discriminates between
racreational anglers who for financial, health or safety reasons must fish from a charter boat
and recreational anglers with access te a private boat. )

s {Juided harvest bag limits that are more restrictive than unguided limits have been proven to
result in leakage from guided to unguided access. In 2007, the first year of guided harvest
restrictions in area 2C, the unguided harvest jumped by 54.5%', Harvest accountabillty is not
achieved if guided recreational harvest restrictions simply result in leakage from guided to
unguided harvest.

+ Safety Is compromised. Thanks to strict Coast Guard regulations governing charter boat
operations, the Alaskan charter fleet provides by far the safest form of marine access to the
halibut resource. Any leakage of harvest from guided t¢ unguided sub-sectors comes with a
measurable decrease in safety. Mational Standard 10 mandates that conservation and
management measures shall, 1o the extent practicable, promote the safety of human life at sea.

The ACA suggests thot the only way to foirly oliocate recreationol fishing privileges safely and with full
sector accountability is to monage the guided and tmguided recreational haorvest under o single set of
harvest rules and reporting requirements. '

716 USC § 773C
18 httey: ffwww.fakr.noaa.gov/npfme /PDFdocurments fhalibut/2C3A adfe20] Jestimates(al > pdf



Condusions

In closing, the ACA notes that guided harvests in Areas 2C and 3A are within allocation. There is no need
to rush to final action a second time on a plan with so many outstanding issues. Ata minimum, the CSP
allocation requires revision and GAF implementatien should be deferred until a comparative analysis of
GAF and CATCH is complete. The ACA suggests that z wiser approach might be to revise the CSP to
include the entire recreational sector. Taking this route would solve the issues with guided and
unguided accountability and sector separation, while allowing the time needed to analyze a permanent
allocation transfer mechanism and sector accountability.

The ACA thanks the North Council for its careful consideration of its comments.

Respactiully,

Ty My

Rex Murphy
Alaska Charter Association
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Csp

Subject: C5P

From: John Stack <jastack3@gmail.com>
Date: 9/24/2012 12:24 PM

To: npfmc.comments@noaa.gov

September 24, 2012

Mr. Exic Olson, Chair

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

Anchorage, AK 95501

Dear Mr. QOlson,
Re: C-1 Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP)

I SUPPORT the catch sharing plan percentage allocations adopted in 2008. | urge the Council
to recommit to these allocations, streamline the CSP charter management system, and
implement the CSP.

The 2008 CSP allocations were based on historic and current harvest ratios between the

charter and longiine sectors and fairly share the resource between these two sectors. The

allocations are fair and equitable. The allocations protect historic consumer access, the 7~
longline fishery, and fishery dependent communities. The 2008 CSP allocations also provide a
reasonable level of access for guided anglers at all levels of halibut abundance. The charter

fleet was gifted an allocation 25% above their actual harvest on two occasions and should not

secure a higher allocation through political interference.

Longline fishermen bring the fish to the public; charter operators take the public to the
fish—but orders of magnitude more “public” are served by the longline industry. Even at
these low levels of abundance, longline fishermen in these two areas annually provide access
—through high quality, healthy meals--to the halibut resource for 7-9 million Americans plus
another 2 million non-Americans through export. The Area 2C and 3A charter industry, on the
other hand, provides an expensive recreational opportunity to approximately 230,000 clients
per year. In short, the longline fishery provides 40 times more Americans access to the halibut
resource and provides national economic benefit through export,

When | purchased quota, | did so with the expactation that the NPFMC would not reallocate those
investments to another commercial group. My family is dependent on income from the halibut

longline fishery and reallocation to the charter sector hurts both my family and my community. The

€SP supplemental analysis establishes that longline fishermen have LOST money over the past six years

while charter operators have MADE money at these low levels of abundance, The charter fleet does

not need more halibut at the expense of longline fishermen and the communities that depend on

them. If clients want more halibut, charter operators can lease quota through the Guided Angler Fish £~
(GAF) provision. Why shouldn’t they have to invest If they want more guota?? | have.

lof2 9/24/2012 12:44 PN,



C5F

| support changes to the CSP that allow the Coundil to develop annual charter management
measures for adoption by the International Pacific Halibut Commission. | support the GAF

P i provision. What | cannot support is yet another reallocation to the charter operators of the
halibut guota | worked hard to purchase. The longline industry and the American public

deserve better than that from the Council.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,
John Stack

P.O. Box 1983, Cordova, AK 95574

2of2 972472012 12:44 PN



proposed reallocation of halibut quota

Subject: proposed reallocation of halibut quota

From: Paul Reed <towerkiva@yahoo.com> -~
Date: 9/24/2012 12:45 PM '
To: "npfmec.comments@noaa.gov” <npfmc.comments@noaa.gov>

Dear Mr. QOlson and Council Members,

As an American consumer my access to halibut is through the Alaska halibut
fishermen and processors. Without their efforts, we would not be able to purchase
halibut in markets or enjoy it at restaurants.

The allocation percentages adopted by the Council in October 2008 are fair and
equitable because they protect historic consumer access, the setline fishery, coastal
communities, and provide a reasonable level of access for guided anglers at all levels
of halibut abundance. It is important for all sectors to share in conservation of
halibut, equally, at all abundance levels. The CSP allocations set in 2008 SHOULD
NOT be changed. '

Sincerely,
Paul F. Reed

Archaeologist

Archaeology Southwest 2
Bloomfield, NM 87413

505-632-0657

preed@archaeologysouthwest.org

www.archaeologysouthwest.org

1ofl 9242012 12:46 PM



L-1 Haibut Latch Sharing Fian [LsF)

lof2

Subject: C-1 Halibut Catch Sharing Plan {CSP)
From: Chuck Cohen <kodzoff @alaska.com>
Date: 9/24/2012 12:32 PM

To: npfmc.comments@noaa.gov

CC: halibutcoalition@gmail .com

Chuck & Kathryn Cohen
F/V LADY BARBARA
P.O. Box 021670
Juneau, Alaska 99802

September 21, 2012

M. Eric Olson, Chair

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

Anchorage, AK 99501

Re: C-1 Halibut Catch Sharing Plan {CSP)
Dear Mr. Olson,

Re: C-1 Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP)

1 SUPPORT the catch sharing plan percentage allocations adopted in 2008. [ urge the Council to
recommit to these allocations, streamline the CSP charter management system, and implement the CSP,

The 2008 CSP allocations were based on historic and current harvest ratios between the charter and
longline sectors and fairly share the resource between these two sectors. The allocations are fair and
equitable. The allocations pratect historic consumer access, the longline fishery, and fishery dependent
communities, The 2008 CSP allocations also provide a reasonable level of access for guided anglers at ali
levels of halibut abundance. The charter fleet was gifted an allocation 25% zbove their actual harvest on
two occasions and should not secure a higher allocation through political interference.

Longline fishermen bring the fish o the public; charter operators take the public to the fish—but orders
of magnitude more “public” are served by the longline industry. Even at these low levels of abundance,
longline fishermen in these two arcas annually provide access—through high quality, healthy meals--to
the halibut resource for 7-2 million Americans plus another 2 million non-Americans through export. The
Area 2C and 3A charter indusiry, on the other hand, provides an expensive recreational opportunity to
approximately 230,000 clients per year. In short, the longline fishery provides 40 times more
Americans access to the halibut resource and provides national economic benefit through export.

When I acquired quota, I did not expect that the NPFMC would reallocate those investments to another
cornmercial group. My family is dependent on income from the halibut longline fishery and reallocation
to the charter sector hurts both my family and my community. The CSP supplemental analysis
establishes that longline fishermen have LOST money over the past six years while charter operators
have MADE money at these low levels of abundance. The charter fleet does not need more halibut at
the expense of longline fishermen and the communities that depend on them. If clients want more
halibut, charter operators can lease quota through the Guided Angler Fish {GAT) provision. Why

0/24/2012 1336 PM



C-1 Halibut Catch Sharing Plan {CSP)

shouldn’t they have to invest if they want more quota?? [ have.

I support changes to the CSP that allow the Council to develop annuel charter management measures for
adoption by the International Pacific Halibut Commission. I support the GAF provision. What I cannot /7
support is yet another reallocation to the charter operators of the halibut quota I worked hard to acquire

over the past 30 years. The longline industry and the American public deserve better than that from the
Council.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Chuck & Kathryn Cohen

20f2 9/24/2012 12:38 PM



W Hanpug slamming oy cnarters

Subject: Fw: Halibut slamming by charters

From: jan storbakken <janstorbakken@vyahoo.com:>

Date: 9/21/2012 3:57 PM

Ta: "npfmc.comments@noaz.gov” <npfmec.comments@noaa.gov>

Maybe a duplicate?

| [ often hear the charter squads, bemoan they got another halibut. They also have
' no respect for the big momma's. The bigger the better even if they do not eat

: them, Cornmercial fisherman and their families care about the fishllll They know
“ they have to preserve them. Charter fisherman just want to keep their customers
- happy. They care, but they are need to have happy fisherman and after someone
' forks out §2,000 for a fishing trip they want a big fish. This year was a hard year
' on Salmon. I can honestly say I heard 4 different individuals(tourists) say I only

; got a halibut. With a sigh. I love halibut! Please see the

' responsible commetcial fisherman get their quotalll!

' The same goes for hunters as well, Folks were asking if anyone wanted some
: beat, because the hunters got their trophy.
™ .Iam a resident of Prince of Wales. I live in an economically challenged area. I
* gather betries, hope to get fish and crab to eat ot can. Please protect our
_ resources and let the folks that really care about their fish and environment have
' the reins to protect our fishi!ll!
' Giving that responsibility to the charters, which in turn go to the tourists. Is not
' responsible,

Jan (Jazzy) Storbakken
' Embrace the Buoyl

lofl 92172012 4:00 PM



comments on the Halibut Charter 15sue

Subject: Comments on the Halibut Charter Issue

From: Carl Peterson <kalitan97828@vyahoo.com>

Date: 9/24/2012 2:06 PM

To: "npfmc.comments@noaa.gov"” <npfmc.comments@noaa.gov>

CC: SEAFA <seafa@gci.net>, Alaska Longline Fishermans Association <alfa.staff@gmail.com>

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 W 4th Avenue Suite 306
Anchorage, Alaska

Dear Council Members,

I am a lifelong Alaskan and a commercial troller.  While I partisipated in the halibut fishery before
and during some of the derby days 1 do not own any quota shares, however, both my sons do own small
amounts. [ am concerned ahout two aspects of this debate. The first is the matter of fairness. When the
biomass fluxuates all user group shares should reflect the increase or decrease more or less equally. It is
my understanding that one of the proposals before the council would allow sport charters to lease IFQ
shares. This seems to me 1o be a logical and fair solution which will allow charter operators in vears of
low abundance sufficient fish to meet their customer’s needs. The majority of the commercial
fishermen have made an investment in their fishery by buying quota shares—does it not seem fair that
the charter operators increase their share of the pie by doing the same?

The second aspect that concerns me is the inability of the process to reach a conclusion, The £
reduction of quota has caused a huge amount of instability in the industry as commercial fishermen and
charter boat operators struggle to make a living and make payments. The inability of reach a conclusion
to this process and can only add to the concerns of both fleets.

The bottom line is that I urge the council to approve the the alternative that provides the
allocation level recommended by the Council at the October 2008 meeting along with the
management measures recommended by the council at that time. I urge the council not to
buckle to political pressure from well funded and organized outside groups.

Sincerely,

Carl A. Peterson
J~v Last Dance

10f1 9/24/2012 2:11 PN



9/14/12 - RECE!VED

Mr. Eric Qlson, Chair

North Pacific Fishery Management Council Sep. 2 4

605 W. 4" Ave, Ste. 306 2017
Anchorage, AK 99501

Mr. Olson,

1 am writing 1o you to express my support for the catch sharing plan percentage allocations
adopted in 2008 for thgﬁl_g‘_s__l’gﬁﬁ-‘g’r}mmgj'cia'l"ﬁalih'ﬁt—;ﬁsﬁﬁ'

1 am a young fisherman currently sm f'gun:s in dcbt wlth a NMFS loan. 100% of my income and
the security of my family are depe:ﬂdent upon cammemlal t‘rshlng That income is dependent on
my ability to meet my loan payments so that | have quota to fish. [n an era of dramatically
reduced 2C and 3 A quotas for reasons of fishery health, the prospect of reallocation of the harvest

ratio to the detriment of commercial longliners raises serious financial concerns for me.

In the years | have been involved in commercial longlining my 2C quota alone has been reduced
by 80% while the price per pound for IFQ has skyrocketed. The high price of IFQ now makes it
financially unfeasible to enter into a traditional bank loan to buy quota. | do not have access to
the several hundred thousand or even millions of dollars of capital required to purchase enough
quota o start a self-sustaining longline operation aid do niot have any gifted quota from previous
catch history during open access. My only viéblé nbtion is the be-ﬁ;:-ﬁlc.:lia] terms of a NMFS loan.
These loan terms are designed to aid fisherman like me in acquiring the aforementioned startup
capital to purchase [FQ. 1f the harvest ratio is reaflocated between the commercial and charter
sectors and the price of IFQ continues to rise 1 have serious concems as to whether the profit
margin of my IFQ will be large enough te allow me 1o make my loan payments and save encugh

money to purchase more IFQ in the future, despite the advantageous terms of a NMFS loan.

Now that the days of open ncoesshallbutIunglmmgarcgune,the bﬁly way to enter the
commercial halibut fishery for a longliner is to purchase existing quota. For the younger
generation of commenrcial fisherman, of which 1 am ane, the only way to acquire the capita
needed to purchase 1IFQ is by taking on a stag'ger.i.r.rg"ﬁmm..mt of d"e.bt. The overall startup cost of a
charter business is orders of magnitudr: lowsr than that of a commercial operatiun and they do not
the Guided Angler Provision (GAF). 11 is not falr 10 realtucate an already diminishing resource in

their favor without compensation to the commercial longline sector. I have put the financial



security of my family and myself at risk to enter the commercial halibut fishery and 1 think it is

equitable to ask commercial charter operators to do the same.

Young fishermen are slowly béing priced out of the commercial fishing iridustry by the rising
costs of everything from IFQ to fuel to a bale of seine web. This trend risks the long term

viability of the tradition and heritage of our industry, the financial welfare of the cormmercial

fleet, and consumer access to an mcreasmgl_v alt f prmem It is paramount that the

management council conmders the pm;:ur; resource allocatior and the effect it has on

consumer access to fishery resuurces 'H':e cihart _ ﬂe:atpm dué “]u:-tury” cpportunity for a tiny

percentage of American consumers o aceess lhe resuuﬁ:f by takmg them to'the fish. The
commercial longline Neet on the other hand allows a drastically Jarger percentage of American
consumers access to the resource by bringing the fish to them. It therefore becomes the council’s
mandate to decide whether this resource exists to satisfy the desire for a boutique fishing
experience for the rich or to satisfy the right of normal American families to access a sustainable

and healthy source of protein.

If charter operators want more fish for their ¢lients provisions exist for them to lease quota from
commercial operators. These provisions begin 1o close the investment gap between the two
sectors of the allocation plan in an equitable manner, IfT want more fish to catch and thereby
increase the financial viability of my buisitiess' | am réquired 16'invést mare money thru the
purchase or leasing of additional IFQ. 1do not consider it unregsonable to expect that the charter
fleet operate under the same parameters and assume the same financial risks inherent to the
acquisition of capital. [ do consider it unreasonable, inequitable, and unfair for the NPFMC to
reallocate my investment to another commercial group without compensation. Such a
reallocation is particularly unfair when it undermines my financial stability and that of my family

without requiring & similar assumption of financial risk from the charter fleet.

Thank you for time and the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

ra pp
P.O. Box 713
Petersburg, AK 99833




Fax to (907} 271-2817 or mail to arrive by COB Sep 25, 2012

Data; ?"/5’“’2@’2—- ] ‘ \ L o

Mr. Eric Qlson, Chair ) ' : : R o

North Pacific Fishery Management Council - ECE’V

605 West 4th Ave, Ste306 . . S ey - ED
Anchorage, AK 99501 ' Skp 24 2017

Dear Mr. Olson,
Re: Halibut Catch Sharing Plan {CSF;}

I SUPPORT the catch sharing plan percentage sllocations adopted in 2008 and delailad comments
submitted by the HalibLt Coalition. . ' : : : : _ C

The aliocation percentages adopted by the Counil inQetober 2008 are fair and equitable becauss they
protect historic consuifier acéess, the setline fishery, Goastal communities, and provide a reasonable leve)
of access for guided anglers at gll.lavels of hallbut abundance. It is important for all sectors to share in
conservation of halibut, equally; at all abundance levels. The CSP allocations set In 2008 SHOULD NOT _
be changed because of political Interference. The charter fleet was gifted an allocation 25% above their
actual harvest an two occasions and is again trying to incregse their allocation by obstructingfinal
regulatory action. - - T T e R - R '

When | purchased quola, I did so with the expectation that the NPFMC would rot reallocate those
nvestments to anather commercial group. S SRR

The {PHC shauld be delegated authority to annually set bag and size limits for charter to maintain the
charter harvest at or below their allocation: this is the most effective way. This will correci previous
problems with the charter sector fraquently excaeding their allocation. ST :

| support the Guided Angler Fish provision thal allows charter operators to lease quota if their dients want
more fish, Why shouldn't they have to invest if they want more quota?? - co

My family is dependent on income from tha halibut setine fishery and uncompensated reallacation to the
charter sector hurts both my family and community, ' : Coe

The CSP supplemental analysis estabiishes that commercial fishermen.have LOST money over the past
six years while charier operators have MADE money at these low levels of abundance. The charter fleat
does nol need more halibut at the exp‘e{nse_ of commercial fishermen and the communities that depend on- . *
thern. oL T EU R S - RN '
N

Thankyapfﬂrthenppmuninftqmmmam._ S g

Sincerely,

Mame: &B,QF‘DGE Q‘,_M(_,KG‘I’Z —— — .
. Address: -305'88 _/\Z . 11eLen .' F?D( 5%24@;‘ Pz 85 Z6t
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Date: ‘?__EPZNZ W&Mﬂi@ %ﬁ”wl W‘m{ W

Mr. Eric Ofson, Chair v Ty qﬂﬁw I/RW
North Paclfic Fighery Management Council % - S e W}; M

605 West 4th Ave, Sie 306

\
Anchorage, AK 99501 viZ ’W W Mfﬂ pﬂ et
Dear Mr. Olson, At WW

Re: Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP)

I SUPPORT the caich sharing plan percentage allocations adopted in 2008 and detailed comments
submitted by the Halibut Coalition.

The allocation percentages adopted by the Council in Oclober 2608 ave fair ang aquitable because they
pratect historic consumer access, the setfine fishery, coastal communities, and provide a reascnable level
of access for guided anglers at all levels of halibut abundance. It is Important for all sectors to share in
conservation of halibut, equally, at all abundance levels, The CSP allocations set in 2008 SHOLLD NOT
be changed hecause of political interference. The charter fleet was gifted an allocation 25% above their
actual harvest on two occasions and is again trying to increase their allocation by abstructing final
regulatory action,

When | purchased quota, | did so with the expectation that the NPFMC would not reallocate those
investments to arother commercial group.

The IPHC should be delegated authority to annually set bag and size limits for charter to maintain the
charter harvest at or below their allocation; this is the most effective way. This will comect previous
problems with the charter sector frequently excesding their allocation.

i support the Guided Angl'e,"r Fish pravision tha allows charter operators to lease quota if their clients want
more fish. Why shouldn't they have to invest if they want more quota??

My farnily is dependent on income frorn the halibut setfine fishery and uncompensated realipcation to the
charter sector hurts both nty family and community.

The CSP supplemental analysis establishes that commercial fishermen have LOST money over the past

six years while charter operators have MADE money at these low levels of abundance. The charter fleet

does not nead more halibut at the expense of commercial fishermen and the communities that depend on
them.

Thank you for the opportunity fo comment,

Sincerely,

# f
Name: M W Ao

Address: o 132 /74'9"“\ '_{4/5 G2 E5Z
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3900 Railway Ave
Everett, WA 98201 SEP 2 4 2017

G Boggs
@ Enterprises RECE’VED
-

September 19, 2012

Mr. Eric Olson, Chair

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

Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Mr. Olson,
Re: C-1 Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP)}

I SUPPORT the catch sharing plan percentage allocations adopted in 2008, Iurge the Council to
recommit to these allocations, stteamline the CSP charter management system, and implement the CSP.

7" The 2008 CSP allocations were based on historic and current harvest ratios between the charter and
longline sectors and fairly share the resource between these two sectors. The allocations are fair and
equitable. The allocations protect historic consumer access, the longline fishery, and fishery dependent
communities. The 2008 CSP allocations also provide a reasonable level of access for guided anglers at
all levels of halibut abundance. The charter fleet was gifted an allocation 25% above their actual harvest
on two oceasions and should not secure a higher allocation through political interference.

Longline fishermer bring the fish o the public; charter operators take the public to the fish—but orders
of magnitude more “public” are served by the longline industry. Even at these low levels of abundance,
longline fishermen in these two areas annually provide access—through high quality, healthy meals--to
the halibut rescurce for 7-9 million Americans plus another 2 millicn non-Americans through export.
The Area 2C and 3A charter industry, on the other hand, provides an expensive recreational opportunity
to approximately 230,000 clicats per year. In short, the longline fishery provides 40 times more
Americans aecess to the halibut resource and provides national economic benefit through export.

When I purchased quota, I did so with the expectation that the NPFMC would not reallocate those
investments to another commercial group. My family is dependent on income from the halibut longline
fishery and reallocation to the charter sector hurts both my family and my cornmunity. The CSP
supplemental analysis establishes that longline fishermen have LOST money over the past six years
while charter operators have MADE money at these low levels of abundance. The charter fleet does not
need more halibut at the expense of longline fishermen and the communities that depend on them. If
clients want more halibut, charter operators can lease quota through the Guided Anglex Fish (GAF)
7™ provision. Why shouldn’t they have to invest if they want more quota?? 1 have.



I support changes to the CSP that allow the Council to develop annual charter mianagement measures for N
adoption by the International Pacific Halibut Commission. I support the GAF provision. What I cannot
support is yet another reallocation to the charter operators of the halibut quota I worked hard to

purchase. The longline industry and the American public deserve better than that from the Council.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Boggs Enterprises
3900 Railway Ave
Everett, WA 98201



Fwd: Fwd: Halibut

Subject: Fwd: Fwd: Halibut

-, From: Jane DiCosimo <jane.dicosimo@noaa.gov>
Date: 9/24/2012 2:45 PM
To: npfmc.comments@noaa.gov

From: Sarah Howard <sarahkhoward@gmail.com>
Date: Mon, Sep 24, 2012 at 2:56 PM

Subject: Halibut

To: pfmc.comments@noaa.gov

Dear Chairman Olson,

As a farmer, [ ask you not to reallocate the halibut quotz from the commercial sector to the
charter industry.

The CSP allocations set in 2008 should remain the same, and should not be altered because of
political pressure. The charter fleet was gifted an allocation 25% above their actual harvest on
two occasions and is again trying to increase their allocation after obstructing final regulatory
action.

The CSP supplemental analysis establishes that commercial fishermen have lost money over
the past six years while charter operatars have MADE money. The charter fleet does not need
more halibut at the expense of commercial fishermen and the communities that depend on
them,

Please do not reallocate halibut from the commercial to the charter sector.

Sincerely,
Sarah Howard
Grow Dat Youth Farm

Thank you for your comments to the Pacific Fishery Management Council. Your comments
have been received and will be forwarded to the appropriate staff member for processing.

Pacific Fishery Management Council
- 7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 101

Portland, OR 97220

Phone: 503-820-2280

lof2 47252012 7:15 AM



Fwid: Fwd: Halibut

Zof2

Toll Free: 1-866-806-7204
Fax: 503-820-2299
Twitter: hitp://Twitter.com/PacificCounci

Chuck Tracy

Deputy Director

Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambhassador Place

Ste 101

Portland, OR 97220

503-820-2280

[ Jane.DiCnsimn{Jane.DiCosimo@noaa.gmr}]

9/25/2012 7:15 AM



Greg Fisk
P.O. Box 20628
Juneau, Alaska 99802

September 24, 2012

Mr. Eric Qlson, Chair

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

Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Eric,
Re: Halibut Catch Sharing Plan

1 know that efforts to reaching a solution for sharing the hallbut resource between
commerclal and sport charter sectors have a long, long history - and I am realistic
enough to recognize that there must be political compromise, However, some of the
suggested modifications now being put forward to the catch sharing plan {(CSP)
percentage allocations adepted in 2008 are simply not right.

On two previous occasions Council action awarded the charter fleet additional
allocation that totaled 25% more than its actual harvest. Now, by further
obstructing final regulatory action, the charter fieet is again seeking more
unjustified increases to its allocation. Two additional re-allocation options now
under consideration by the Council could reallocate anather 4-5% of the combined
charter/commercial cateh to the charter fleet in Areas 2C and 3A. That would
amount to a direct taking of roughly 1.2 million pounds from the commercial hallbut
fishermen. By my caiculation, at current IFQ and dockside prices, that would be
more than $40,000,000 in equity value, and $7,200,000 in annual cash flow being
taken directly from commercial halibut fishermen and given to the charter fleet.

It is just totally unfair that the charter fieet be further rewarded for its years of
overfishing and obstructionist tactics. I urge you and your fellow Council members
to support the 2008 CSP allocations, They are based on solid historic analysis of
harvest ratlos between the charter and commercial longline sectors, and fairly and
equitably share the resource between these two sectors. They also protect
consumer access and fishery dependent Alaskan communities.

Sincerely,

Greg Fisk



Mr. Eric Olson, Chair Septernber 24, 2012
North Paclific Fishery Manzgement Council

BOS Wesi 4ih Ave, Ste 306

Anchorage, AK 98501

Dear Mr. Olson,
This letter is in regards to the C-1 Halibut Catch Sharing Plan.

i have been a commercial longline fisherman since 2005. Before that | spent 26 years
fishing crab .in the Bering Sea. The capital | accrued from the crab fishery as a boat
owner and captain, was invested into my longline operation. My initial investment into
halibut IFQ alone was over $1,000,000, Since my initial purchases of IFQ, the gquotas in
araa 2C have decreased by 80%. In 2009, | was granted a NMFS loan of $400,000
with which [ bought IFQ in 3A. The poundage of halibut IFQ | purchased with the loan
money has decreased 35%, which has put me "underwater” for that loan.

Fishing quotas go up, and they go down. That is part of the business. The amount of
fish | am allowed to catch should be based on the health of the fishery and the size of
the biomass...nothing else. It should not be affected by the charter boat lobby that is
trying, by any means possible, to take away fish that | have paid the right to harvest.
The charter industry needs to play by the same rules as the commercial industry. If they
want to harvest halibut, they nesd to invest in the right to cateh it.

The new CSP PPA (and the additional reallocation options) that are under review has
the potential of taking 4-6% of the combined charter/commercial catch and gifting it
solely to the chaner industry. This would take money directly from commercial boats that
have played by the rules, that have invested heavily in IFQs, and that, on the whole,
have been losing money. Then, give that percentage to charter boais that have abused
the rulss, that invested only in their boats and lobbying efiorts, and have been making
money because they did not have to purchase or borrow money for the rights to catch
halibut, If this proposal is adopted it will put many commercial operators over the edge
and out of business.

Please put a stop to this welfare system for the charter industry. Enough is enoughl
Ii the charter industry wants more halibut to catch they should have to INVEST in it
just like anyone else.

With that being said, 1 support the Catch Sharing Plan percentage allacations originally
adopted in 2008. | also support the ability for charter operators to lease quota through
the Guided Angler Fish provision. This is the fair solution and | ask the Council 1o
recommit to these allocations.

Sincerely,
David Thompson, F/V Aleutian Sun

POB 2192
Pelersburg, AK 99833



CSP Issues

Subject: C5P Issues

== Froam: Marc <dmcharters@gci.net>
Date: 9/25/2012 7:20 AM
To: npfrc.comments@noaa.gov

To Whom It May Concern: My Name is Marc Smith Co-Owner of D&M Charters out of Ninilchik. 'm
opposed to The CSP as it is written. | have been in business for 20+ years. When I.F.Gt. were first
initiated we would have the smaller [.F.Q. holders sit 3 to 4 miles off our boats in Cook Inlet watch to
see how we were doing ,if we did well they would move in and lay long lines down and clean any
keepahle Halibut out. Now that they have devistsated our only area that we have available for our
small boats they want to make it even harder for the public to use a resource that belongs to all of us.
When LF Qs were started the ex vessel price was .75 per Ib. now it’s over 8.00 | would say they have
made up for lower Quota. We are just now getting to where we don’t have to subsidize our business
and can make a living, Marc Smith '

lofl 9252012 7:29 AM
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Mr. Erlc Qlsor, Chalr

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4™ Ave, Ste 306

Ancharage AK 99501

Daar Mr. Olson and Councll,

| am writing this letter in regards to the upceming councll meeting In which it has come to my attention
that there is a passibility of thare being continued reallocation of commerdal halibut quota shares to
the charber industry In both fishing areas of 2C and 3A.

I hava grown up In 2 commerclal fishing family and my family has been long lining since the early 1980s
for halibut and black cod along with trolling for salmon. As | have gotten older | have been purchasing
halibut guota in both of the areas 2C and 3A and have taken loans out to do 30 and have watched the
cantinued decline In the halibut stocks as of late. | initislly purchased at different time periods very near
10,000 pounds of quota and now only have 3500 pounds of fishable quota. While this is not what
anyone Hkes to see [ understand that there will be fluctuations in the hallbut biomass and am willing to
do my part in conserving this important resource, On the other hand | am very much against having the -
reallocation of my quota which | am still paying for and is getting more and more difffcult to pay the
loans at these low quotas.

The C5P altocations that were set in 2008 | feel should not be changad due to any political Interference
and showuld be left as they are the charter fleat has alraady been glven an allocation of 25% above thelr
actual harvest In other instances and | do not see why more should be given to the charter fleet. If one
keeps raaliocating the halibut rasource away to other user groups than evemtually there will bg no
commarcial sector, Over the last handful of years commercial fisherman have seen the vatue of thelr
hallbut quota go down while the charter fieat has continued 10 make money at these low levaels
obviously the amount of fish that the charter fleet is harvasting Is enough and that reallocation of more
halibut to this sector is ynnecessary at the direct expense of others,

| urge the NPFMC to not reallocate mone halibut to the charter sactor and nstead to consider that what
the current Javel of harvest is for both the commerdial and charter sectors are is falr and sustainable and
should remain so.

Tha u for your time,
SS

Ryan Nichols
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{907) 235-6271 * PO, Box 545 Anchor Point, AKL 99556 * www.talltalescharters.comt

September 23, 2012

Eric A. Olson, Chairman

North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
605 W. 4" Avenue, Suite 306

Ancherage, AK 99501-2252

Chairman Olson;

We are a family owned business, Tall Tales Charters, which has been in operation for more than twenty
years and, as such, feel we have a vested interest in this fishery. We would like to make the following
comments on the propased Catch Sharing Plan for Guided Sport and Comunercial Fisheries for Pacifie
Halibut,

‘We do not snpport the CSP and do not support the GAF leasing.
» The proposed CSP is relying on outdated data and lacks the necessary socio-ecenomic study.

-, + The CSP also proposes a ban on halibut karvest bry the skipper and crew on a charter wip, This

proposal would necessitate the skipper and crew going out on a non-charter trip which is very
expensive and takes away from time that should be spent on boat and gear maintenance to insure
clients are on a safe, well-maintained vessel; a much more equitable solution, if crew fish is an
fssue, would be en annual bag limit for skipper and crew.

¢ Taking fish from the guided allocation and redistributing them to the commercial sector in order
for the guided fishery to lease back said fish is ridiculows and does nothing towands the
conservation of the resource, if resonrce conservation is really the goal of the council.

* A large percentage of our clientele are Alaskans and military personnel, the remainder are
ordinary Americans from all parts of our country, not only is it not right to ask them to pay an
extra $150.00 to $200.00 to caich a fish which is a public resource, but they cannot and will not
pay the exira amount. Some of the very wealthy clients of the large, exclusive lodges will
participate i this fishery no matter the cost, but with this proposal you are discrimineting agpinst
the average working class Americans who are part of the 99%¢,

» Economic allocations arc what both the CSP and the GAF provisions propose. By reducing the
charter allocation 35% in Area 34, we feel this is a deliberate attempt to enhance the IFQ
holders’ profit margin at the expense of the guided sport fishing angler which is in direct conflict
with 104-297 (5) of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act.

We do support;
*  Area 3A and 2C being regulated separately. The halibust fisheries are vastly different in fleet size,
business structure, and client base and should be regutated accordingly.
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¢  Guided and unguided sport fishing anglers being treated equally. A plan thet tightly regulates
cnly the guided recreationel sector will result in more private boats and “non-licensad, iliegal
charters™ which we are already seeing on the fishing grounds; these boats are normally not USCG
compliant, the skippers are not USCG licensed, the boats are not insured to carry peaple for hire,
do not carry required safety equipment, and often times the operators do not have the skills
needed to fish in the open waters of Cook Inlet; al] of which puts the recredting public at a great
risk. The less accessible halibui fishing becomes through legitimate guided sports fishing
charters the more the public will turn to alternate means to access the fishery, people have been
catching fish — single line, single fisherman - for centries and they will find a way to continue
their pursuit of recreational fishing, It is the goal of the recreational sports fishing guide to
provide safe access for the sports fishing public to the fisheries while pursuing their chosen
Career.

+ We support the following measures which we feel are steps towards true conservation: &) '
addressing true by-catch by all fishermea (the added 15% by cateh restriction which may go into
effect some day did nothing to help conservation) , afl commercially caught fish sheuld be
brought in, processed, and come off the allocation and sports regulations shonld not encourage
the catch and release of fish to obtain one of & Iarper size; h) crucifers should be outlawed on all
vessels; and ¢) in times of low abundance charter vessels should be limited to one limit per angles
CHP per calendar day.

» [fthe CSP is enacted, the guided recreational fishermen alfocation should be closely aligned with
the GHL as we have been below cur GHL and the cap on charters has teken approximarely 30%
frem our industry,

Respectfully,

Charles E. Collins and Alice J. Collins
(b~ i D bl
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Mr. Eric Disen, Chair

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

Anchorage, AK 935501

Cear Mr. Olson,

Re: C-1 Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP)

| SUPPORT the catch sharing plan percentage allocations adopted In 2008, 1urge the Council to
récommit to these allocations, streambine the CSP charter management systern, and implement
the CSP.

The 2008 S allocations were based on historic and current harvest ratios between the charter
and longline sectars and fairly share the resgurce between these two sectors. The allocations
are fair and equitable. The allocations protect historic consumer agcass, the longiine fishery,
and fishery dependent communities. The 2008 CSP allocations also provide a reasonahble level
of access for guided anglers at all levels of halibut abundance. The charter fleet was gifted an
allocation 25% above thelr actual harvest on two accasions and should not secure a higher
allocation through political interference.

Longline fishermen bring the fish to the ﬁubllc; charter operators take the public to the fish—
but orders of magnitude more “public” are served by the longline industry. Even at these low
tevels of abundance, longline flshermen in these two areas annually pravide access=through
high quality, healthy meals—to the halibut resource for 7-9 million Americans plus another 2
million non-Americans through export. The Area 2C and 3A charter industry, on the other
hand, provides an axpensive recreational opportunity to approximataly 230,000 clients per
year. In short, the langline fishery provides 40 times more Americans access to the halibut
resource and pravides national econamic benefit through export.

When | purchased quota, | did 50 with the axpectatfon that the NPFMC would not reallocate
those investments te another commarciat group. My family is dependent on income from the
halibut longline fishery and resllocation to the charter sector hurts hoth my family and my
community. The CSF supplemental analysis establishes that longline fisharmen have LOST
money over the past six years while charter pperators have MADE money at these low levels of
abundance. The charter fleet does not need more halibut at the expense of longline fishermen
and the communities that dapend on them. i dients want mare halibut, charter operators can
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lease quota through the Guided Angler Fish {GAF} provision. Why shouldn’t they have to Invest
if they want more quota?? | have, '

I support changes to the C5P that allow the Council to develop annual charter management
measures for adoption by the Internaticnal Paciic Halibut Commissian. | support the GAF
pravition. What | cannot support is yet another reallocation to the charter operators of the
halibut quota | worked hard to purchase. The longline industry and the American public
deserve better than that from the Councll.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincereiy,

il fisyer_ )

Address:

FLi> W\ G320



SEP-24-2012(HON) 09:D(Q DEEP >ER FISHERMAN™S UNION (FRX)206 183 5A11 P. 001700}

Deep Sea
Fishermen's
Union

of the Pacific

5215 Ballerd Avetige MW,

Seattls, Wa 85107

Phone; [206) TE3-2a22

e -] Fai: [208) 783-5811

DS

Exieblishad 1912
212012

Mr. Eric Olzon, Chair

North Pacific Fishory Management Council
605 Wiest 4% Ave, Ste 306

Anchorapge, AK. 99501

RE: Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP)
Dear Mr. Olson, '

On behalf of the aearly one hundred members of the DSFU who are proudly entering their 100 year of solidarity
In the fishing industry, we strongly support the CSP percentage allocations adepted in 2008 by the council, We feel
that the allocations adopted in 2008 are fatr ond cquitable. The charter fleet has been gifted an allocation 25% above
their actual harvest on two occasions and is again bying lo increase theit allocation by obstructing final regulatery
action. .

The CSF supplemental analysis establishes that commercial fishermen have lost moncy over the past six years
while charter operators have masle money during these low levels of abundance, The majority of our members fish
on boats which received initial alloeations of holibut quota. We have seen halibut queta deckine by nearly 50% since
the inceplion of the IFQ program. With the decrease in halibut quota, not only do cur members find their woges on
the decline, but our members who have invested in IFQ quota are sbuggling to make their mortgage paymaonts.
Several of our members are upside down on their loans, Surprisingly. despite these ever increasing hardships, our
members support conservation efforts put forth by the nternational Pacific Halibut Commission (JPHC) with the
hope that conservation efforts will be shared by ALL user groups in the halibut induslry.

The CSP sel forth in 2008 should not be changed because of political interference. If charter operntors feal they need
more quota for their clients, then they should invest in more quota, after atl, this is the norm in the comnerclal
sestor, Qur members have never expected a quota bailoul. Therefore the DSFU supports the Guided Angler *
provision thal allows charter operators to leose quota from commercial fishermen,

In dosing, we vehemently support long lesm conservation effurts established by the IPHC over short sighted
cconemlc gains, This creed must be adopted by all halibut user groups if we ars to have any sort of future in the
halibut industry,

Regards;

Shawn McManus

Vice President

Deep Sea Fishermen's Union of the Pacific (DSEU)
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Homer Charter Association

P.O, Box 148 Homer, Ak. 99603
President: Gary Ault, Vice president: Danna Bendioli, Secratary Treasury: Geri Martin,
Board Members: David Bayes, Phil Warren, Alternates: Scott Olosser, Jos Svymberskl

Eric Olson, Chalrmnan

North Paclfic Fishery Management Councll
605 W, 4w Avenue, Suice 304
Anchorage, A 99501-2252

Re: Agenda Item CIb, Hallbut €SP

The Hamer Charter Associstion (HCA) represents thirty charter compenies and associated
busineases from the Homer area. Its mission is to preserve and protect the sustainability of
fishing rights and resowrces necessary for thé Homer charter fleet to best serve the recreational
fishery and cur community.

The HCA submits ihe following comments on the propoesed Catch Sharing Ptan (CSP) for
Guided Sport and Comunercial Fisheries for Pacific Halibut.

During the time period of the Council’s CSP Motion in 2008, the charter fleet was at its peak in
numbers and harvest. Since then a Charter limited entry program has been established, which
capped the number of participants in the charter sector, and regulations under the GHL
management sysiem have recently beea keeping guided angler harvest well within their
allocation, The area 3A harvest alone has been a total of | 5 million Ibs below the GEIL over the
past four years and arsa 2C has been well under its allocation the last two years.

The proposed GAF (Guided Angler Fish) program has received Hitle support from the charter
sector and seems to have many implementation, cost, and enforcernent challenges. We also feel
that the up 0 35% reduction in the charter allocation in Ares 3A is a deliberate attempt to
enhance the IFQ holder’s bottom line at the expense of the guided sport fishing angler. The
Magnuson-Sievens Fishery Conservation and Management Act clearly states that,

- 104-297 (§) Conservation and management measures shall, where practicable, consider
effici in the tiorn resources: ng Suc. asure shall have
economic allocation as iis sole purpose,
Fcoromic allocation is exactly what the CSP with the GAF provision proposes.

Some more of our concerns sre:

+ The praposed C3P relied on outdated dafa and assumptions and lacked a comprehensive
sotio-economic study. '

+ Re-zllovating fish from the guided recrentional sector to the commercial seetor will
enhance the possibility of blurring the line of distinetion between the guided and non-
guided recreational fisherics particularly in area 3A.
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¢ The Council adopted the recormmendations of the Halibut Charter Management
Implementation Committee and the Advisory Panel to adopt the “2012 Model” for
determining anoual charter halibut management measures under the CSP. We are
concerned about the iack of public participation in this process.

= The proposed rule for the CSP contains a ban on halibut harvest by skipper and crew,
Under the CSP, the only time a charter vesse! puide or crew member can harvest a halibut
is on a non-charter trip. This is very expensive, fuel expenses alone would make it
unreasonable for many operators. A seasonal bag limit or part time closures for skipper
and crew would be more equitable

GAF (Guided Angler Fish)

» The restrictions on the amount of GAF each permit holder can Bcquire are overly
restrictive especially for permits with more than 2 six angler endorsement, In area 3A
there are dozens permits for up to twenty five anglers and the £00 fish Jimnit is totally
inedequate. This restriction could have the effect of cutting some of the laxger boats out
of half their available season.

Who pays the costs of implementation and enforcement? ‘
GAF is not a permanent reallocation transfer mechanism. We will not know how much
GAF will be available each year, .

» GAF will hurt the srall operators who cannot build info their marketing plan the costs
tor GAF. This will favor larger lodge operations that cater tg wealthy clientele.

* GAF would worlk against the IFQ Program’s “slipper on board” provision. This will
encourage absentee IFQ holders in the commercial fleet,

We support the Catch Sharing Plan with the following recommendations:

+ Alternative # 5 with adjustment of the allocation for area 3A te more closely align
with the GHL that was deemed “fair and equitable” in federal sourt.

* Eliminate or defer the GAF provision until an apalysis of the sconomic impact can be
conducted.

* We prefer a permanent transfer of quota share that rohuans ownership to the public
and not individual operators. We support a guided angler common poolplanasa
permanent transfer mechanism. Tf leasing is allowed, there would be no incentive to
sell to this guided angler pool in the future,

In summation, it is the Homer Charter Association’s position that a more mangageable approach can
be achieved with Charter Managernent Implementation Committee participetion and the CSP
allocation adjusted to align more closcly to the allocation levels of the GHL. Both of which will
help preserve the resource and care for the needs of the guided angler.

Gary Aull, president Homer Charter Association.

e
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Sept. 24, 2012

Mr. Eric Olson, Chair

Nortts Pacific Fishery Management Councll
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306

Anchorage, AK 99501

Deaar Mr. Qlson,

Re: C-1 Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP)

I SUPPORT the catch sharing plan percantage allocations adopted in 2008. I urge the Councl Yo recommit to these
allocations, strearmiing the CSP charter management system, and implement the C5P.

The 2008 CSP allocations were based on historic and current harvest ratios between the charter and longline sectors and
fairly share the resource between these two sectors. The aflocations are fair and equitable. The aflocations probact
histaric consumer access, the longline fishery, and fishesy dependent communities, The 2008 CSP allocations alse
provide a reasonable level of access for guided angters at all tevels of hallbut abundance. The charter fleet was gified an
aliocation 25% above their adwual harvest on two occasions and should not secure a higher allocation through poltical
interferance.

Longtine fishermen bring the fish to the public; charter oparators take the public to the flsh—by orders of magnitude
mora “public® are served by the longline industry.  Even at these low levels of abundancs, longfline fishermen in these
two areas annually provide access—through high quality, healthy meais—-to the halibtst resolree for 7-9 million Americans
plus erother 2 million ron-Ameticans through axpart, The Area 2C and 3A chatter Industry, on the cther hand, provides
an expensive recreational opportunity £o approximately 230,000 clients per year. 1n short; the longline fishery
provides 40 times more Americans access o the halibut resource and provides national economic banafit
through export.

When I purchased quats, 1 did so with the expediation that the NPFMC would ol reallscate those investments to ancther
commercial group. My family is depandent on income from the hallbut iongline fishery and realiocation to the charter
sector hurts both my Emily and my community, The CSP supplemental analysls establishes that longline fishermen have
LOST maney over the past six years while charter operators have MADE money at these low levels of abundance. The
charter flaet does not need mare halibut at the expense of longline fishermen and the communities that depend an them,
T¥ clients want more halibut, charter operators can lease quota through the Guided Argler Fish (GAF) provislon. Why
shouldn't they have to invest If they want more quota?? [ have.

I support changes to the CSP that allow the Coundl to develop annual charter management measures for adoption by the
Trtemational Pacific Halibwt Commission. I support the GAF provision. What 1 cannof support is yet another realiocation
1o the chartar operators of the halibut quota I worked hard to purchase., The tongline industry and the American public
deserve betber than that from the Coundl.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Qe SN, €V SPECTRE
wm:mmﬂmwm—
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September 23, 2012

M. Eric Olson, Chair

North Pacific Fishery Management Coundl
605 West 4th Ave., Ste. 306

Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Mr. Olson,
Re: Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP)

I SUPPORT the catch sharing plan percentage allocations adopted in 2008 and
detailed comments submitted by the Halibur Coalition.

1t is important for all sectors to share in conservation of halibut, EQUALLY, at all
abundance levels! The CSP allocations set in 2008 SHOULD NOT be changed
because of political interference. The charter fleet was already gified an allocation
25 % above their actual harvest on TWO occasions.

The TPHC should be delegated authority to annually set bag and size Eimits for
charter ro maintain the charter harvest at or below their allocation; this is the most
effective way. This would correct problems with the charter sector exceeding the
allocation.

I support the Guided Angler Fish provision that allows charted operators to lease
quota if their clients want more fish, I they want more fish, they should have to
invest, just as the commercial fishermen de.

My family is dependent on income from the halibut setline fishery and
uncompensated reallocation to the charter sector hurts both my family and
community

The charter feet does not need more halibut at the expense of commerciat
fishermen and the communitics that depend on them!

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely yours,

Dl § Jobwsy
ia Schonberg

PO Box 877

Petersburg, AK 99833
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Myr. Eric Qlzon, Chair

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4™ Ave. Ste 306

Anchorage AK 99501

Dear Mr. Olson, 23 Sevtember 2012
Re: Halibut Catch Sharing Plan /CSP)

T support the catsh shering plan percentage aliocations adopted in 2008 and detailed comments
submitied by the Halibut Coa%itton.

The allocation percentages edopted by the Council in Oct. 2008 skould be retained because they
protect historic consumer access, the fongfine Sshery, cosstal communities snd provide s
reasonable level of aceess for charter operators at fevel of abundance, The 2008 CPS ellpcations
Mmhchmdhmmmmmﬁummmmﬂeﬁ,wmmmammd &n
allocation 25% above their harvest lavel on two occasions. _

When my farily purchased quota share. it was with the:expectation that NPFMC would not
reallocate those mvestments to snother commercial group.

The IPHC should be delegated aushority to annually setibag and size limits for charter to maintain
their harvest af or below their allocation. Titis is the most effective way o correct previcus
problems with the charter sector frequently exceeding their allocation.

lmpponmeGﬁMAngleiﬂ:pmﬂsimthataﬂmdhmmmleasemmmif‘ﬂwy
want to have more halibet available to dem. Longliners bave w invest if they want more quote:
why don’t the same principals apply to charter?

My family is dependant on income from the halibut loagline fishery and uncompensated
reallocation to the charter sectoe hurts both my family aad my community.

The CSP supplemental analysis establishay that over theipast six years with low sbundance,
commercjal fishers have iost money while charter operators have increased their profit. Please do
not exacerbate this trend by reallocating to charter at theexpense of Jongline.

Sincerely,
vel W. Lewix

—

"Box 1499 Bellingham WA 9
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Frosn: jan storbakken

Te: "%20npfme.comments@inoasa gov* <%20npime el
Sent; Friday, September 21, 2012 11:08 AM

Subject: Halibut slamming by charters

I often hear the chaner squads, bemoan they got another halibut. They also have no
respect for the big momma's. The bigper the better even 1f they do not eat

themn. Commercial fisherman and their families care about the fishiilf They know they
have to preserve themn. Charter fisherman just want to keep dheic customers happy. They
care, but they are need to have happy fisherman and after someone forks our $2,000 fora
hshing tnp they want a big fish. This year was 2 hard year on Salmon. I can honestly say
T heard 4 dafferent individuals{tourists) say 1 only got a halibut. With 2 sigh. I love halibus!
Please see the responsible commexcial fisherman get their quotall!!

The same goes for hunters as well. Folks were asking if anyone waneed some bear,
because the hunters got thetr wophy.

[ am 2 resident of Prince of Wales. 1 live in an economically challenged area. T gather
berries, hope to get fish 2nd cmab to eat or can. Please protect our resources and let the
folks that really care about their Bsh and environment have che reins to protect our
fishllf

Giving that sesponsibility to the charters, which in turn go to the wourists, 1s not
responsible.

Jan (Jazzy) Storbakken
Embrace the Buoy!
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Date; 9/25/12

M. Eric Olson, Chair RECEIVED

North Pacific Fishery Management Council SER
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306 2§ 201
Anchorage, AKX 99501

Dear Mr, Qlson,

Re: C-1 Halibut Catch Sharing Plan {CSF)

| SUPPORT the catch sharing plan percentage allocations adopted in 2008, | urge the Council {o
recommit to these allocations, streamline the CSP charter management system, and implement
the C5P.

The 2008 CSP allocations were based on historic and current harvest ratios between the charter
and longline sectors and fairly share the resource between these two sectors. The allocations
are fair and equitable. The allocations protect historic consumer access, the longline fishery,
and fishery dependent communities. The 2008 C5P allocations also provide a reasonable |evel
of access for guided anglers at all levels of halibut abundance. The charter fleet was gifted an
allocation 25% above their actual harvest on two occasions and should not secure a higher
allocation through political interference.

Longline fishermen bring the fish to the public; charter operators take the public to the fish—
but orders of magnitude more “public” are served by the longline industry. Even at these low
levels of abundance, longline fishermen in these two areas annually provide access—through
high quality, healthy meals--to the halibut resource for 7-9 millien Americans plus another 2
million non-Americans through export. The Area 2C and 3A charter industry, on the other
hand, provides an expensive recreational opportunity to approximately 230,000 clients per
year. In short, the longline fishery provides 40 times more Americans access to the halibut
resource and provides national economic benefit through export.

When f purchased quota, | did so with the expectation that the NPFMC would nat reallocate
those investments to another commaercial group. My family is dependent on income from the
halibut longline fishery and reallocation to the charter sector hurts both my family and my
community. The CSP supplementa!l analysis establishes that longline fishermen have LOST
money over the past six years while charter operators have MADE money at these low levels of
abundance. The charter fleet does not need more halibut at the expense of longline fishermen
and the communities that depend on them. If clients want mare halibut, charter operators can
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lease quota through the Guided Angler Fish {GAF) provision. Why shouldn’t they have to invest
if they want more quota?? | have.

| support changes to the CSP that allow the Council to develop annual charter management
measures for adoption by the international Pacific Halibut Commission. | support the GAF
provision. What | cannot support is yet another reallocation to the charter operators of the
halibut gquota | worked hard to purchase. The longline industry and the American public
deserve better than that from the Council.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,

Mame: Robert S. Fredrickson

Address: 617 Katlian 5T. B-16, Sitka, AK 99825

"‘\



Subject:

s From: “Stephen Kinney" <sgkinney@kpunet.net>
Date: 9/25/2012 8:30 AM
To: < npfmc.comments@noaa.gov>

Comments regarding the haiibut Commercial-Charter allocations.

| am stephen Kinney, a long time commercial fisherman and holder of Halibut IFQ. Although my IFQ
is small, it is a significant part of my fishing business plan.

Since the beginning of the allocation wars, | have sean my IFQ poundage diminish significantty... like
50-75%. The whole idea about any limited enfry system is o allow current usaers to continue with their
operations and allow new users to buy in at some market value. | sirongly urge you to maintain the
current commercialcharter allocation and allow new users the opfion of buying in like everyone else.
Thank you for your service o this fishery.

Stephen Kinney, F/V Harmony
12767 N. Tongass Hwy
Ketchikan, AK 99901

(907)-247-2356
sokinney@kpunel.net

[ Grace and 5teve Kinney <sgkinney@kgunet.netﬂ

Famat

lofl 972572012 8:35 AM



Catch Sharing plan
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Subject: Catch Sharing plan

From: James Moody <info@southeastsportfishing.com>
Date: 9/25/2012 9:27 AM

To: npfmc.comments@noaa.gov

Eric 0lson, Chairman
North Pacific Fishery Management Council

I am the owner of First City Charters in Ketchikan Alaska. We have
been on a one fish size limit for two years now. We need to rebuild
the halibut stocks. I den't have problem with that, but I do have
problem with the commercial sector trying to reallocate halibut from
the charter sector. We have been hit just as hard in 2C as the
commerclal fleet. All we are asking is to mirror the GHL. We are not
looking for more fish just don't give our fish away.

Respectfully, Jim Moody

First City Charters

9/25/20129:31 AM



To:  The North Pacific Fishery Management Council ECE] VE.D
From: Lisa Bartels Ambieili
Re: Proposed Reallocation of Commercial Halibut quota to the Charter Fisheries

Date: 9/25/12

My name is Lisa Bartels Ambielli. I grew up in the small fishing village of Edna Bay
Alaska where 1 lived from 1981 until I graduated from high school in 1989. During
these years I contributed to my family’s annual income by deck handing on my
father’s commercial fishing boat both during the salmon season and the halibut
seasons.

The halibut fisheries were extremely difficult in those days before the current guota
system was adopted. Depending on the year, we would fish anywhere from 24
hours to 120 hours straight through with very limited sieep. We would fish no
matter the weather because our family’s livelihood depended on us catching as
much as possible in the limited time frame.

[ was initially so happy when the State of Alaska adopted the Halibut quota system
allocating poundage based on past years catch because I knew first hand how much
safer the fishermen would be by not being forcad to fish in terrible weather.

Unfortunately, my family’s halibut quota has been reduced 5o many times over the
past few years, I am starting to second guess weather this quota system was really
the best thing for all of Alaska’s commercial halibut fishermen,

Not only are my parent’s retirements being affected, but my inheritance, and my
children’s legacy are also being impacted. My family, along with hundreds of other
Alaskan halibut fishermen, put their lives on the line every year during the 1970’s,
80's and early 90's. We earned our halibut guota with our own sweat, blood and
tears. It was allocated to us based on our actual catch year after year. It doesn't
seem right to take it away and give it to someone who wasn’t even around when the
quota system was adopted.

Please consider the people who have made Alaska their home for decades when you
make this decision. Thank you for your time,
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Richard Johnson
1414 5E Oak Street
Portland, QR 97214

Mr. Eric Olson, Chalr

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4™ Ave. Ste 306

Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Mr, Olson,

As a fisherman and investor in IFQ | resent the fact that the NPFMC is considering reallocation of fish
that | have purchased to the charter section. If the charter section believes they want more fish they
should purchase it like | did.

The NPFMC should stay with the 2008 agreed upon allocations. At some point the charter fleet needs to
be told that this is their alocation. By doing this it enables al) stakeholders to make future business
plans by not having this issue over our heads. We have an allocation set in 2008 let us use it.

Having fished many fisheries over my 38 years | have seen both sides of these issues. 1didn't get any
pollock or crab in the Bering Sea even though | was on the first wave of Soint venture fisherman. This is
the way these things go. Stability is what we need and you can't please everyone. This issue has gone on
long enough,

Sincerely,

Richard Johnson
Fisherman
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Subject: Bycatch

From: James Moody <info@southeastsportfishing.com>
Date; 9/25/2012 10:36 AM

To: npfmc.comments@noaa.gov

Eric Olson, Chalrman
Morth Paciflc Fishery Management Council
Item C3

I am owner and operator of First City Charters in Ketchikan
Alaska.With the crash in king salmon and halibut stocks threw out
Alaska. I think that we need to know just what we are taking ocut of
our oceans and not just guessing. Its a big ocean and know one see
what goes on out there. I would like to see observer coverage for
fisheries with bycatch concerns, particularly Gulf of Alaska trawl
fisheries that catch Chinook salmon, halibut and Tanner crab as
bycatch. These fisheries should have 1lpcreased coverage from the old
program. I would also like to see electronic monitoring as a viable
at-sea monitoring alternative to human observers,

Respectfully,
Jim Moody

First City Charters
Ketchlkan Alaska

97252012 10,39 AN



Deep Creek Charterboat Association
PO Box 39388
Ninilchik AK 998639

22 Sep 12

Eric Olson, Chairman
North Pacific Fishery Management Council 605 W, 4" Avenue, Suite 306
Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

Re: Agenda Item C1b, Halibut CSP
Dear Chairman Olson,

The Deep Creek Charter Association is a local organization representing over 30
charter and associated businesses in Ninilchik on the Kenai Peninsula. Qur
members largely charter fish for halibut in Cook Inlet as our sole species of
catch. We are dependent on this fishery as our sole livelihood more than any
other Alaska port.

We thank the North Council for its April motion on the halibut catch sharing

plan (CSP). The discussions promised hope that a number of problems that were

identified with the original proposed rule could be corrected. With this letter, we -~
want to emphasize some deficiencies in the halibut CSP we feel need to be '
addressed in your October meeting.

Guided recreational allocation alternatives:

We are concerned the effort to replace the GHL allocation with the alternatives
presently under consideration will leave the sport sector with illogical *“jinks” or
“flatlines™ in the allocation curve. We fully support the calculation formulas
proposed by the Alaska Charter Association (ACA) which gives a smooth and
appropriate increase in allocation with abundance,

By design, the suggested allocation alternatives mathematically split the GHL
stair steps in both areas. These allocation alternatives are well within the
logbook adjusted range of alternatives originally chosen for analysis. We join the
ACA in asking the Council to adopt the following suggested alternatives:

a? ed Alternative (including 5. k adjustm

Combined Catch Limits {(CCL) < 3.315 m pounds: 25.1% of CCL
3.315 m pounds >= CCL < 7.77 m pounds: 326.8k pounds + 15.24% of CCL £
CCL »>= 777 m pounds: 690.9k pounds + 10.56% of CCL



Area 3A Suggested Alternative (includes 11.6% logbook adjustment)

Combined Catch Limits (CCL) < 7.56 m pounds: 29.6% of CCL
7.56 m pounds >= CCL < 18.22 m pounds: 941k pounds + 17.19% of CCL

CCL >=18.22 m pounds: 2.24 m pounds + 10.04% of CCL
Mortality study is overdue:

Unintended allocation shifts can occur if the estimated wastage for either sector in
inaccurate. The last study to determine halibut survival rates we know about was
done a very long time ago, and used tackle that has largely been abandoned by both
sectors. Sector accountability is becoming an integral part of these discussions, and
we support that concept- IF accurate information is available and all the sectors fall
under the equal scrutiny.

Details of the “2012 Approach” need to be finalized:

We fully support the concept of a committee approach to regulating our fishery, as
outlined in what has become known as the “2012 Approach”. However, as the
concept becomes a reality, we want to emphasize the need for some recreational
fisherman/ public input to the process. This counld be accomplished through a
meeting process with allowed public testimony, a public comment period, or public
participation in the committee membership.

Guided Angler Fish (GAF) concept should be abandoned:

This concept is so ill-conceived, complicated, and distasteful that it is finally time
to cut the losses short and waste no more time, money, and effort on trying to make
it work. The ACA has done a thorough job in listing the pitfalls of the program, and
we agree with each of the listed shortcomings. We urge you to cease efforts to
make GAF workable.

Thank you
Deep Creek Charterboat Association

- John G Baker, Board of Directors



September 21, 2012

M. Eric Olson, Chair
North Pacific Fishery Management Council

605 West 4™ Avenue, Suite 306 RECE!VE’D

Anchorage, AK 99501
SER
RE: Halibut Catch Sharing Plan 25 2017

Dear Chairman Olson:

My name is Jay Haun and I am a member of the small boat commercial long line fleet that depends on
the health of the halibut resource for a living. I am currently the Board Chairman of S8eafood
Producers Cooperative, which has 500 small boat owner/members coast wide of which 350 depend on
Alaska fisheries for a living. Many of our owner/members have purchased IFQ because of the stability
the program offered. The IFQ program has been severely undermined by the unbridled growth of the
commercial charter fleet.

When the IFQ system started, I had been long lining for several seasons but failed to qualify for the
initial issue IFQ. In order to continue long lining, I was forced to purchase IFQ. I purchased a small
block. When it was paid for, I used it for collateral to purchase another block. Repeating this process,
I finally regained what I had lost when the FFQ program started. Even though my IFQ pounds now are
roughly one-third of my original purchased pounds, I am one of the fortunate ones to have paid for
them prior to the recent cuts in the quota for conservation reasons and cuts due to reallocation of the
halibut resource to the commercial charter fleet. Many of the SPC owner/members have purchased
IFQ and now have so little pounds they cannot make their IFQ loan payments without using income
from another fishery.

The fixed costs to SPC owner/members for owning a processing plant in Sitka are applied to each
pound SPC processes. When processing pounds are lost, the cost per pound increases. The fixed cost
increase becomes a direct loss in returns to the owner/members on salmon, cod, and halibut. If more
pounds are reallocated to the commercial charter fleet, the owner/members of SPC will lose the value
of their IFQ, the income from their IFQ, and because of the loss in processing pounds, they will see
decreased returns on all products that they deliver to their co-op.

I support the 2008 Catch Share Plan. The smalil boat long line fleet cannot withstand another
reallocation of the halibut resource to the commercial charter fleet. Every time there has been an
agreement on a CSP and before it is enacted, the charter fleet has complained their quota is too small,
resulting is an increase in their quota. They will never accept their share of the responsibility for
managing the resource if every time they complain, they are allocated more, No matter where the line
is drawn, somebody will think it isn’t fair, I felt that way when [ was excluded from the initial issue of
IFQ. But, to make long liners buy the right to harvest the halibut resource and then give that resource
to the commercial charter fleet without compensating the long Liner is wrong.

Enact the 2008 CSP and make the commercial charter fleet share the burden of protecting the resource
we all depend on.

Sincerely, gﬂg i—hw

Jay M. Haun, Board Chairman
Seafood Producers Cooperative



Fax to (907) 271-2817 or mail to arrive by COB Sep 25. 2012

Date: %ML(

Mr. Eric Olson, Chair

North Pacific Fishery Management Council RECE ‘VED

606 West 4th Ave, Ste 306
Anchoragea, AKX 99501 Skp 25
2017

Dear Mr. Olson,

Re; Halibut Catch Sharing Ptan (CSP)

| SUPPORT the catch sharing plan perceniage allocations adopted in 2008 and detailed comments
submitted by the Halibut Coalition.

The allocation percentages adopted by the Council in October 2008 are fair and equitable because they
protect historic consumer access, the setline fishery, coastal communities, and provide a reascnable level
of access for guided anglers at all levels of halibut abundance. It is imporiant for all sectors te share In
conservation of halibut, equally, at all abundance levels, The CSP allocations set in 2008 SHOULD NOT
be changed because of political interference. The charter fleet was gifted an allocation 25% above their
aciual harvest on two occasions and is again trying fo increase their allocation by obstructing final
regulatory action.

When | purchased quota, | did 20 with the expectation. that the NPFMC would not reallocate those
investments to another commercial group.

The IPHC should be delegated authority to annually set bag and size limits for charter to maintain the
charter harvest at or below their allocation; this is the most effective way. This will correct previcus
problems with the charter sactor frequently exceeding their allocation.

| support the Guided Angler Fish provision that allows charter operators 1o lease quota if their clients want
more fish. Why shouldn't they have to invest if they want more quota??

My family is dependent on income from the balibut setline fishery and uncompensated reallocation to the
charter sector hurts both my family and community.

The CSP supplemental analysis establishes that commercial fishermen have LOST monay over the past

six years while charter cperators have MADE money at these low levels of abundance. The charter flest

does not need more halibut at the expense of commercial fishermen and the communities that depend on
them.

Thank you for the uppurtumty to comment.

Sincerely, W ‘z'q M

Name: 'S-;J uagt Ko Mathident

Addrass: A5, ¥ /9¢0 /cg'ffﬂd,g?‘! M‘?‘?{fj
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September 235, 2012

Mir. Exic Olson, Chair R

North Pacific Fishery Management Council ECEI VE
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306 SEpg D
Anchorage, AK 99501 $ 2047
Dear Mr. Olson,

Re: C-1 Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP)

I am writing this letter in regards to potential changes in the 2008 CSP Halibut allocation that
was previously agreed upon,

1 have fished commercially for halibut for forty years and [ have seen the lows and highs of the
halibut stocks.

When the IPHC has recommended lower quotas based on sound science, ] have recognized the
need to accept this. However, in the last 10 years, we have taken substantial cuts from our IFQ’s
not entirely based on conservation but mainly due to reallocation to the Charter fishing industry.
IFQ helders have by far borne the burden of conservation in addition to reallocation to the
Charter fleet and can ill afford any further reallocations.

Fish prices have not increased proportionally to offset the loss of quota share through quota cuts
and our revenues have declined significantly. I urge vou not to impose any more reallocations
from the Commercial sector to the Charter sector and to leave the CSP at 2008 levels.

In closing, | would like to point cut that the Commercial sectot is not the end user for the halibut
that are harvested in the comumercial fishery, but that it is the American public through purchases
in grocery stores, restaurants, etc. that are the end user. By continually reallocating the halibut
resource to the Charter fleet, the greater American public is being denied access to the
resource because less 2nd less of this resource is available for purchase.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Richard M. Daugherty
F/V Phoenix

18096 Pt. Stephens Rd,
PO Box 34864

Juneau, AK 99803



Eric Olson, Chairman
North Pacific Fishery Manage ment Council

605 W 4™ Ave, Ste 306 R
&cgy

Anchorage, AK 99501

Re: Agenda Item Clb, Halibut C5P

Septembler 25, 2012

Dear Chairman Qlson,

Final action on the C5P should not be taken at the October, 2012 council meeting,
There are still some concerns to make the CSP a viable option for the Halibut Sector.

1.

The most generous allocation for the guided recreational sector [Option 5} falls well below the
GHL for 3A. The allocation should be adjusted to align with the GHL. If the allocation is to be
truly a floating allocation, the “jinks” need to he removed.

GAF is an atrocity that will guide the guided recreational fishery to 3 fishery where the rich
“take all.” Because of the extremely high cverhead for charters, the prices for an all day fishing
charter in 3A is high. The majority of operators will be driven out of business if they try to tack
on the cost of GAF to their already high prices. Why should the fishing public be forced every
year ta “buy” fish which are a "public” resource. The CATCH plan wil be able to buy halibut
quota shares at the going market rate, so commercial will benefit financially. The CATCH plan
should be encouraged and the concept GAF should be hidden in the basement!

Skipper Fish- Both 34 and 2C were within their GHI. last year 5o there is no reason to eliminate
skipper fish. If it is felt that skippers need to be limited in their catch, ! would encourege a yearly
limit on skipper and crew fish or a reduced bag limit per day for skippers and crew.

| appreciate, in advance, your willingness to tweak the CSP so it will be a workable plan,

Sincerely,
Donna Bondioli
Homer, Alaska



UNITED FISHERMEN OF ALASKA

7

Mailing Address: PO Box 20229, Juneau AK 95802-0229
Physical Address: 410 Calhoun Ave Ste 101, Junaau AK 99801
Phone: {(907)586-2820 Fax: (907) 463-2545

Emall: ufa@uta-fish.org Wabsite: www ufa-fish.crg

September 25, 2012

Eric Olson, Chairman REC
Notth Pacific Fishery Management Council E’ VED
605 W. 4th Avenue, Suite 306 Stp 2

Anchorage, AK 99501-2252 L

Dear Chairman Qlson and Council Members,
RE: Comments on Cl{b) Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP)

UFA supports the comments and positions of cur member groups in maintaining the CSP

allocations set by the Council in October 2008. UFA also supports replacing the allocation -~
range and C5P management matrix with an annual recommendation to the [IPHC of charter '
management measure for the upcoming season. In short, UFA supports a blending of

Alternatives 2 and 3.

This allocaticon ties the charter and commercial sector to the same index of abundance and
requires both sectors to share equally in conserving the resource. UFA also supports the
GAF provisions. By providing a mechanism for transfer between sectors, the GAF program
directly addresses the Council’s problem statement for this long-standing resource and
allocation issue. GAF provisions are completely voluntary, and provide charter operators
who choose to lease quota an opportunity to offset the impacis of strici management
measures during times of low abundance.

United Fishermen of Alaska is the largest statewide commercial fishing trade association,
representing 37 commercial fishing organizations patticipating in fisheries throughout the
State and its offshore federal waters

Thank you for your consideration,

Mark Vinsel
Executive Director



AlaskaLongline

FISHERMEN'S ASSOCIATION

Past Office Box 1229 / Sitka, Alaska 99835 §07.747.3400 { FAX 907.747.3462

September 25, 2012

Chai Eric Cls
O s RECEIvER

Ancharage, AK 99510 SErg & 201

Dear Chairman Qlson,

The Alaska Longline Fishenmen’s Association {(ALFA) has worked alongside the Council for close to 20
years to finalize a management plan for the charter halibut fishery. Throughout this time our primary
goal has been to end the reallocation of halibut from those who have historically depended on the
halibut resource to the charter sector. With adoption of the Halibut Catch Sharing Plan {CSP) in 2008
our members thought the battle was over. Fishermen who had walted years to invest in haiibut shares
moved ahead with purchases and those who had begun to seriously doubt the management process
regained some confidence in the future. All that confidence disappeared when NOAA once again sent
the charter management plan hack to the Council.

As you revisit the Hallbut CSP again this October, four years after your final action on the C5P, we ask
what we have asked since 1993: please stop the reallocation, ALFA supports streamlining the CSP as s
proposed in Alternative 3; we support the GAF provisions included in options 2-5; we support the
allocations established in 2008 and included in Alternative 2,

The 2008 CsP

Each time the Council has revisited the charter management plan, historic users have given up more to
accommodate the charter fleet, and the 2008 C5P was no exception. Under the C5P, the charter
industry is again guaranteed a continuous season of historic length with no in-season change in
management measures, The charter allocations are increased during times of low abundance in yet one
more reaflocation compromise. The CSP faidy ties both charter and commercial allocations to the same
index of abundance and sets these allocations after deductions for sport, subsistence and bycatch. The
C5P establishes a mechanism for limited transfer between sectors, which directly addresses the
Council’s problem statement and allows charter aperators ta invest in harvesting opportunities as
commercial fishermen must to increase harvest, These aspects of the C5P should not be changed; nor
should the 2008 aliocations.



CSP vs. the “Status Quo”

The analysis before the Council frames the allocation issue relative to the GHL. What is lost In the
analysis is the reallocation that has occurred under the GHL as halibut abundance dropped in Areas 2C
and 3A. When the GHLs were set, the charter percentage of the combinad commercial/charter catch
limit {CCL} was 13% In Area 2C and 14% in Area 3A. In 2012, the charter allocation has increased to 26%
of the CCL in 2C and 20% in 3A. Phrased another way, while hallbut abundance in the two areas
dropped by over 50%, the commercial catch limit in 2C was cut 75% and the charter catch limit by 35%.
In 3A; the commercial catch limit has been reduced by 56% and the charter catch limit by 15%. These
disproportionate reductions strongly indicate that any reallocation should return halibut quota to the
commercial fleet. Clearly commerciai fishermen have borne the burden of conservation over the past
six years—why would tha Council consider imposing additional costs through further reallocation?

Resliocation: Aljernatives 3-5

The economic analysis also makes a strong case against the reallocation included in Alternative 3-5,
Tables 2-64 through 2-67 (pp 225-227) establish that in every scenario and in both areas annual charter
halibut revenue INCREASED between 2005 and 2010, despite the decline in halibut abundance and the
Area 2C adjustments to charter bag limits. Charter operators have raised prices charged to clients and,
since 2007, participated in designing the management measures implemented in their sector, Despite
claims of pending bankruptcy, the average charter operator has thrived over the past six years. OF equal
relevance, changes in charter activity have been comparable between Areas 2C {where the bag fimit was
reduced and a minimum size limit imposed) and 3A {where management measure have remained
static), suggesting the economic downturn, rather than harvest controls, has decreased demand for
charter services.

Commercial fishermen, on the other hand, have paid a steep price for resource conservation over the
past six years, Table 2-68 (page 229} illustrates that an Area 2C commercial H#shermen who held 3,500
pounds of quota share (05} in 2003 had less than 1000 Ibs in 2011, which is decline of more than two
thirds. Although the table indicates that the value of the Q5 has increased slightly, the ex-vessel
revenue has declined by more than one third. In other wards, even though ex-vessel prices have
increased, the increase has not been enough to off-set the quota decline and revenue loss to
commercial OS5 holders. Table 2-69 (page 230) establishes that the average vessel harvest has declined,
but not by as much as the reductions in the Fishery Constant Exploitation Yield, which indicates that Q5
holders are fishing together on fewer boats. This consolidation of QS onto fewer boats aliminates crew
jobs and has substantial community impacts.

Table 2-70 {page 231) establishes the impact on fishermen who purchased Q3 periodically over the years
in an effort to maintain stable fishing businesses. These fishermen are now so far underwater on loans
that they cannot sell the QS to pay off the (5 debt. The commercial fleet is struggling, and since 75-80
percent of the QS holders are Alaskans with most living in Alaska’s fishery dependent communities, the
communities are also struggling,



Although the scenarios for fishermen in Area 34 still indicate revenue increases through 2011, the 34
commercial catch limit was reduced an additional 17% in 2012 and 3A fishermen testified in April to fost
revenue and now being underwater on their 34 QS loans. As the analysis states on page B-2; “The
increase in ex-vessel prices, which result from a decline in Area 2C and 3A halibut on the market, is not
expected to be sufficient to offset the loss in revenue associated with selling fewer pounds.”

In short, the analysis before the Council establishes that at low abundance levels every pound counts te
the commercial industry—both harvesters and processors—and that the commercial industry has
suffered severe economic impact from reduced quotas., Charter operators, on the other hand, have
ofiset the impacts through price adjustments or management strategies that minimize impacts to thetr
sector. Given this analysis, alternatives that increase the economic disparity by allocating more
commercial quota to the charter industry are unsupported. Again, ALFA does not support the
reallocations included in Alternatives 3-5.

Specific to the logbook reallocation included in Alternative 3: ALFA supports improving the timeliness
and accuracy of charter catch accounting and agree that a verified bogbaok program is an improvement
over the current managerent strategy. That said, we cannot support a reallocation disguised as a
statistical “adjustment factor.” The logbocks did not exist during the GHL base years, nor are they a
verified source of information. ADFG has staunchly defended the accuracy of charter catch accounting
for 20 years even as the logbooks have deviated substantially from the Statewide Harvest Survey
{SWHS). Reallocating halibut to the charter fleet because the ADFG has decided the unverified lagbhooks
are likely more accurate than the SWHS seems political rather than scientific and should be judged by
that standard.

Economle impact

Over the years, charter spakespeople have claimed supreme economic importance for their industry,
and have asserted that the value of charter harvested hallbut eclipses the value of commercially caught
halibut. \We have grown weary of these unsubstantiated claims. The economic benefit of the
commercial fishing sector within Alaska far outweighs the total economic benefit of the charter industry
regardless of whether one considers total economic benefits or halibut specific benefits. The total
annual spost fish industry economic output in Alaska is 51.6 billicn. The comparabte number for the
commercial fishing sector is $5.8 billion. The taurism related jobs in Alaska from all taurist industries
total 36,200. The comparable number for commercial fishing alone is 80,800. With respect to halibut
specifically, under the most optimistic scenario, only 5200 million of the total $1.6 billion of alleged
sport fish economlic output can be attributed to halibut in Areas 2C and 3A. For the commercial fishery,
the comparable number for Areas 2C and 3A is §478 million. * And, as the 2012 halibut Prohibited
Species Catch EA/RIR established (p. 178) the per pound value of halibut to the charter client is
comparable to the halibut per pound ex-vessel price paid to commercial fishermen.

* Economic Impacts and Contributions of Sport fishing in Alaska 2007 {Southwick Assaciates and Alaska Dept of Fish
and Game Sport fish Divislon), The Seafood Industry in Alaska's Economy 2007 [Northern Economics).



Finally, on the issue of public access, ALFA asks that the Council remember that even at these low levels
of abundance, the Area 2C and 3A commercial catch limits equate to roughly 8 million “finished” pounds
of halibut, or 32 million halibut meals per year. One can assume that the average person does not eat
halibut more than three times in a year, which translates to the commercial fishermen in these two
areas annually providing aceess to the halibut resource for 7-9 million Americans plus ancthar 1-2
miltion non-Americans through export. The Area 2C and 3A charter Industry, on the other hand,
provides an expensive recreational opportunity to approximately 230,000 clients per year, {CSP
Proposed Rule EA/RER/IRFA at xxxvil). In sum, the commercial fishery provides 44 times more Americans
access to the halibut resaurce,

Streamlin

When the CSP was developed, the Councit worked with the assumption that annual changes to charter
management measuras were not possible, but that astablishing a proscriptive management matrix
would expadite these changes. As a result, the matrix was developed and incorporated into the CSE. [n
2012 the Council recommended a management change for implementation by the IPHC in the following
seasan, This process is an improvement over the matrix and allocation ranges and should replace those
in the C5P. Because charter operators have a history of objecting to a change in management measures
implemented months in advance of the season, ALFA asks that the Council speak directly to this issve on
the record and query charter operators on their willingness to support changes when those changes are
more, rather than less restrictive.

GAF Program

The problem statement that guided the Council in developing the CSP identifies the instability caused by
the lack of an effective charter allocation and identifies the need for a mechanism feor transfer between
sectors: “Unless a mechanism for transfer between sectors is established, the existing environment of
instability and conflict will continue.” {EA at xvi). Dr. Lubchenco has identified the same problem with
sector allocations In other fisherles and called for market-hased solutions:

*| would like to see Councils phasing in mechanisms for inter-sector
trading...| think trading can be a win-win, and can allow a more fluid
{and less political) allocation process.

Dr. Jane Lubchenco, April 6, 2010 Recreational Saltwater Fishing Summit, http://fwww.nmfs.
noaa.gov/ska/PartnershipsCommunications/recfish/RecFlshSummit/RecFishSummit_041610_Lubchenco
Remarks.pdf,

The CSP allows charter operators to lease Q5 from commercial fishermen. ALFA suppaorts this pravision,
The transfer mechanism will afford charter operators the opportunity to invest in resource access and
conservation the same way commercial fishermen invest to participate in the halibut fishery. If charter
clients want to harvest a second halibut when a one halibut bag limit is in place, charter operators can
acquire the quota to provide that opportunity. The charter industry has frequently claimed that their
clients place a high value on catching two halibut; if this claim is accurate, then those same dients are



likely ta pay extra for the opportunity to harvest an extra fish. If the demand is not high, than the
obvious conclusion is that charter clients place a lower vatue on that second fish then the consumers
who purchase cammerctally harvested halibut.

Some charter operators have stated the Guided Angler Fish {GAF) provision will require them to pay for
fish they never harvest, therefore will be umworkable. This fear is unfounded. Commercial fishermen
are aliowed to “carry over” to the following season up to 10% of their annual allocation. This 10% can
be contractually held in reserve for a charter operator to use as needed aver the course of the season,
with the understanding that any unused portion will be returned to the QS holder at the end of the
charter season and any used portion will be paid for at an agreed vpon rate. Current “hired skipper”
and leasing arrangements in the commercial halibut fishery suggest the likely lease rate wlillbe
approximately 50% of the ex-vessel per pound value of the QS transferred. Since the average size
halibut in the charter fishery is 20 pounds and the current average ex-vessel price $4.50, a charter
operator could expect to pay approximately $45 per GAF. Again, if charter clients place sufficient value
on harvesting the second halibut, that cost will be passed on from charter operator to willing client.

Summary

Twenty years is a long time ta walt for resclution of this issue and an end to halibut reallocation. Asthe
analysis substantiates, over the past six years the commercial halibut industry has borne the burden of
consenvation and paid a heavy price. While we support streamlining the CSP and providing the charter
industry opportunity under the GAF program, we do not support any additional realiocation. We have
compromised enough. ALFA respectfully requests that the Council adopt a blend of Alternatives 2 and
3, retaining the allocations established (h the 2008 but streamiining the CSP as specified in Alternative 3.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sinceraly,

Linda Behnken
{Executive Director, ALFA)



RECEIveD

M. Eric Qlson, Chairman SERQ 5 2012
North Pacific Fishery Management Council

605 West 4th Ave, Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501 September 25, 2012

Dear Mr. Olson,

I am & small boat commercial fisherman in Area 2-C who was awarded halibut IFQs, and later,
bought more. Like others, [ was forced into the halibut catch share system (or abandon an
tmportant part of my livelihcod) in good faith that the halibut fishery would be responsibly
managed. It is notable that there were no significant conservation issues up to the point of
implementing quota shares but severai years hence, we have serious conservation concerns,

Having had no previous personal experience of the effects of privatization of common property
resources, | was willing to see how things wonld turn out before passing personal judgment.
However, back then, I objected to the fact that a major sector of our economies within remote
coastal commamities — professional crew members with a detnonstrated financial dependence on
the resource -- were summarily excluded from eligibility for quota share allotment at the outset. 1
alsc objected to a system which locked in place the maldistribution of a shared public wealth by
mandating millionaires and multi-tnillionaires of the relatively few — at great expense and
exclusion of the many. This pattemn of exclusion and concentration of ownership of a once-
common property resource into fewer and fewer hands mirors national and intemational trends
in the corporatization of common property natural resources.

This first impression of a “necessary” sacrificial injustice of exclusion of the many for the
exploitation by the few, caused me great concem 17 years ago. The imposition of the Quota
Share System would ultimately prove to be not necessary at all, for [ now know many regulatory
options to the catch share system exist. Further, I have found the same rationale which forced out
crew members from the start is applying pressure upon or forcing out altogether, the smalter
fishermen like myself, who qualified for quota at the cutsst.

This has become my rnajor wake-up call to the defining element of monetization and
privatization of a public resouree: it results in a concentration of common property wealth into
fewer and fewer hands, 1o the greatest benefit of the financial sectors -- and to the exclusion of
those who most depend upon the resource for economic survival.



The claim was and continues to be made, by restricting access, [IFQs would thereby result in a
stable, well managed resource. That good faith was breached when regulators of the IFQ
progratn stood by as the cornmercial charter fleet was allowed for several years, unlimited access
to the same halibut that the cormmercial fishing fleet was required to buy at a premium price and
by incurring great risk m uncertain financial times by the burden of financing debt.

I entered the catch share system in good faith that political interference would not further
undetrmine my ability to make a living by allowing the charter fleet to repeatedly exceed its
annual allowance in the overall quota, History shows that good faith was also breached. By this
regulatory failure, the commercial fishing fleet was forced to bear the burden of mismanagement
under the mandate of “conservation” while the commercial charter fleet was allowed to routinely
exceed its allowance -- year, after year. After all, the charter fleet has already been atlocated that

which was above their actual harvest on two separate occasions.

The well-documented cause-effect relationship of mismanagement and regulatory failure resulted
in severe financial losses for the small boat commercial fishing fleet and imposed “externalized”
socio-economic cosis to Area 2-C rural coastal communities, Again, it is important to recognize
the mechanism by which the quota share system operates is one which concentrates wealth in
fewer and fewer hands. Those hands being the ones who don't really need more in order to
survive. The maldistribution of wealth is a central feature of the demise of the American middle
class and threatens the very foundation of our constitutional repubslic.

The price of halibut [FQ has skyrocketed beyond many rural resident fisherman's ability to buy
‘more without going deeply into debt in very uncertain financial times. The quota share market
price history is one of a constantly inflating bubble. This is a predictable cutcome borne of a
limited supply (of halibut} in combination with a virtually unlimited demand skewed in favor of
those who can afford to buy quota share without going into debt. The quota share system is a
driver of fleet overcapitalization, and 18 driving the inflation of {and wltimate bursting of ), a
¢lassic bubble.

Despite regulators’ promises of maintaining the existing fleet structure and ownership, to the
contrary, there has been a well-documented ont-migration of TFQ ownership from our small,
rural, isolated, and economically vulnerable coastal communities which had a high dependence
on the resource. The transfer of wealth from the public’s ownership of a common property
resource to the wealth of private finance capitalists living in urban areas far from Area 2-C is the
most profound consequence of this privatization.



So it is with great consternation, that I am forced to advocate within the constraints of a deeply
flawed quota share system which has a demonstrated failure to adequately manage and protect,
and most importantly, a system which has a propensity for political manipulation. That
manipulation is self-evident in this current attempt to reallocate yet more quota share to the
charter fleet.

1 am in support of the same leasing options and or purchasing options for the charter fleet as
those which the commercial fishermen have. T am in support of the original percentage
allocations which were adopted by the NPFMC in 2008 and ask that the Council find the courage
to not become a functionary to further political manipulation by further increasing the allocation
to the charter fleet.

Sincerely,

David Becbe

FV JerryQ
POB 148 Petersburg, AK 99833



Fw: Halibut reallocation please read and respond back to show tha..,

Subject: Fw: Halibut reallocation please read and respond back to show that you have read

-~ this
From: charles skultka <gosurfn@yahoo.com>
Date: 9/25/2012 12:06 PM
To: "npfmc.comments@noaa.gov" <npfmc.comments@noaa.gov>

Mr. Olson
This message was sent back for some reason and I'm attemting to get it to you i hope it goes through this
time. if not ill re-write it and try again.

Thank you,
Charlie Skultka Jr. RECEIV

Sitka Alaskan

----- Forwarded Message -----

From: charles skultka <gosurfn@yahoo.com>

To: "%20npfme.commenis@noaa.gov" <%20npimc.comments@noaa.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, September 25, 2012 11:03 AM

Subject: Halibut reallocation please read and respond back to show that you have read this

Mr Olson,

[ have sat silent for quite sometime hoping that somecne in your organization,( or yourself even) would
put an end to this madness.

- Well [ now feel that the time has come for me to voice my opinion on your plans to create yet another

monopoly in our great state,
This entire situation has spun completely out of control do to your organization allowing money to play &
part in your fish politics.
There is no grey area, except for the one you and your council are trying to create. Strict rules were put
in place to protect our resources,
and it seems that every time there is an opportunity to get rich people like you and the ones sitting on
your counsels and boards will stop
at nothing to take advantage of the situation's you've created.

As [ mentioned earlier there is no "grey area" the rules are very clear and should remain so.

1. If you catch a fish play and release it, this is called "SPORT FISHING" period.
2. If you catch a fish and bring it home to eat, this is called " SUBSISTENCE FISHING".
3. If you catch a fish and bring it into port and sell it, this is ¢alled "COMMERCIAL FISHING".

There is ne 4th user group except for the one your trying to create to protect a special interest group

under the puise of Charter Fishing,

I feel that the thought that charter boat clients are "ENTITLED" to keep fish because they have a

"SPORT FISHING LICENSE" is lndacris,

and only shows that you are letting money get in the way of sound management practices. The only
- thing they are "ENTITLED" to is

catching and releasing fish.

I have voiced this opinion many times at meetings and it has fallen on deaf ears, last time i brought this
up many charter captains were

1of2 9/25/2012 1:19 PM



Fw: Halibut reallocation please read and respand back to show tha...

opposed to my way of thinking because, (in their own words) if this were true then i would loose well
over half of my clientele, Well this
says allot about the charter fishermen's clientele, it says to me that over half of their clientele are not N
sport fishermen at all,
I think Chief Seattle hit the nail on the head when he stated," Only till the last tree has felland the last
of the fish and game have been slavghtered,
only then will the white man realize that, YOU CAN"T EAT MONEY.
If you don't agree with any of this then, I ask that you simply go to Washington, Oregon, or California
buy an out of state sport fishing license
and then try 1o catch and keep a steelhead or a salmon or a halibut. I would really like to discuss this
further and do hope that this is read in it's entirety at the meeting for
all to hear. In this life we all make choices, and we live with them for the rest of our lives. I certainly
hope that you will make the right choices here
and put an end to big money trying to buy fishing rights, that don't exist.
Thank you for your time,
Charlie Skultka Jr.
Commercial, subsistence, and sport fisherman
Sitka Alaska
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Seward Charterboat Assoclation
8340 East11th ¢t

Anchorage, Alaska 99505 RECE’VED
35.“-3 5 25 ’

Eric Olsgn, Chairmani
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 W. 4th Avenue, Suite 306BAnchorage, AK 99501-2252

Re: Agenda ltem C1b, Halibut CSP
September 25, 2012
Dear Chairman Olsen and Council Members,

Our organization was founded in 1996 and represents 25 charter-
fishing operators, who fish the waters of the North Gulf Coast and
Prince William Sound.

Our organization met in August 9, 2012 and discussed the April Catch
Sharing Plan Motion and since then we have reviewed the analyses of
the changes to the Halibut Catch Sharing Plan.

We unanimously voted to support the new motion using Alternative 5
as only acceptable allocation for our industry.

The Status Quo still puts the management measures imposed on our
industry in the hands of managers and possibly the IPHC; none of
whom are currently stakeholders in the halibut charter fishery. This
has proven to be problematic in the past and wili in the future if no
action is taken.

Alternative 5 still reallocates over 1 million dollars worth of halibut to
the longline sector immediately and in times of higher abundance
even more. This is more than enough compromise and no other
alternative is acceptable to our organization. 250,000 pounds of
halibut is too much to lose, but we realize that in every plan there is
compromise and this is as far as we should have to bend.



We are still wondering why there was no option to even consider
that results in a neutral or net pos:twe financial effect on the
charter industry?

For this reason, the only option possible to consider for allocation at
this time is Option 5. Any other option is a radical redistribution of
halibut from the charter sector to the commercial long Jine sector
and would resuit in immediate ond irreparable harm to the charter
sector.

Our membership questions the usefulness of GAF concept but we all
agreed not to limit tools in the toolbox until we see where the
resource is going in the future. Please keep this provision in the Catch
Sharing Plan. There has been strong opposition to new programs like
the halibut and sablefish IFQ programs that ended up helping industry,
after implementation. We would suggest an annual review to make
sure that the program is functioning in the way the Council intends.

Qur organization is looking forward to future analysis of a commeon
pool compensated reallocation program and would like to see
language in the final action to allow for future consideration of this
concept as a final long term solution for our sector.

One of our members said is best when he said that “this country has
been founded on compromise”. 1 have to add that means both sides
giving a little bit, not the outright destruction one sector to the benefit
of the other, Please choose option 5 for aliocation, to save our
industry in area 3A and to be more than fair to the long line sector.

incerely

p—

Captain Jim Lee

President, Seward Charter boat Association



Mr. Eric Olson, Chair
North Pacific Fishery Management Council

605 West 4™ Ave, Ste 306 RECE}' V -
Anchorage, AK 99501

Re: Halibut Catch Sharing Plan [CSP)
Dear Mr. Olson:
September 23, 2012

I am a long term Seward resident and commercial fisherman supporting an Alaskan fishing family. | have had a
front row seat in observing both the reasons why the IFQ program was created to begin with, as well as the
aftereffects; some of which were predictable. One of these would be the long struggle which continues at this
meeting cver how the charter sector will participate in the need for halibut conservation in the midst of a
declining resource. | totally understand and support the need to conserve the halibut resource. 1am willing to
sit on the beach, for years if necessary, to rebuild threatened halibut stacks or any other of the fisharies
rescurces that | participate in. When | hear charter operators testify that they suppost the need to conserve our
halibut rescurce as well, | believe that deep down they de. But really, why should they row? When political
efforts can be used successfully to push that responsibility onto the other guy, | guess it's not time yet even
though the resource has dropped by half or more. Lock at the numbers. As an Area 3A fisherman, | have seen
3A IFQ’s have cut in half over the last five years as the resource has declined, While on the charter side of this
business, from an Area 3A perspective, | have seen the only limitation to full speed ahead to be that of the
heaith of the tourism economy. The latest reallocation argument by charter owners seeks to expand the charter
GHL in order to maintain business as usual for a while longer as the halibut rescurce continues to decline.

Since | had to buy almost every quota pound | have ever fished (now transferred to my sons but still hocked to
the bank), | feel that when the pounds | bought and am still paying for with hard work and sacrifice are
reallocated away to the charter group repeatedly with no compensation, this amounts to fraud and theft. It's
difficult to swallew is the whining unwillingness of the commaercial charter group to conserve, in spite of their
rhetoric. Here we are at this Council meeting, discussing the reallocation of halibut IFQ pounds from setling to
charter once again. This, while it is established in the website documents that at the lowest tier resource level,
the CSP as it now stands already "allgcates a larger percentage of the combined CEY to the charter sector”.

| support the GAF provision, or any other method of allowing the charter sector to invest in a level IFQ playing
field where risk and inevitable resource variability are shared equally by both sactors.

In response to the Motion and Cptions on tha table, | urge the Council to maintain the integrity of tha RAM
program for all commercial participants. | support the catch sharing plan percentage allocations adopted in
2008 and detalled comments submitted by the Hallbut Coalition.

Sincerely,

Robart Linville
PO Box 1753
Seward, AK 99659



UNUSED NOTES

can essentially take away from them for free, this creates the need for the CSP in the first place. In Area 3A,
we have alraady lost more than half of Qur quota pounds in the last feur years but we understand the
reasons why. Conservation requires sacrifice. This is a concept that the charter industry does not yet seem
mature enough to accept. Painting the finger at others and continuing business as usual while we all
witness the dirminishing size of the fish reflects preed and denial. If we ali operated that way, the collapse of
the resource entirely would hecome inevitable. A legacy of destroyed fisheries is all too common worldwide

due to this exact type of behaviar,

Please set aside all the innuenda about which type of halibut boat benefits the public/economy the most. We
both do. I the halibut resource is not managed properly, the economic fallout will be devastating. If we can
share the pain and control our catch, then the measures put forth in the CSP will ng longer be necessary. Please
support the C5P as proposed.

Thanks for the opportunity to comment.
Patty, my wife, and | raised three kids and put food on the table working together in our small

halibut/salmon fishing business based out of our Seward home for the last thirty years. The kids are now
grown and on their own, but all are still active in our local commercial fisheries,



JIM MARTIN

WEST COAST REGIONAL DIRECTOR

THE RECREATIONAL FISHING ALLIANCE
P.0.Box 2420

Fort Brapg. CA 95437

RECE‘V ED (707) 357-3422

MATIONAL OFFICE:

. uiz PO Box 3080
SEP 3 5 2 MEW GRETHNA NJ 08224
(BE88) 564-6732

Tuesday, September 25, 2012

Chairman Eric Olson

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 W. 4th Avenue, Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501

Re: Agenda Item C-1: Halibut CSP
Dear Chairman Olson and members of the Couneil,

The Recreational Fishing Alliance (RFA) is a national 501(¢)(4) non-profit grassroots
political action organization whose mission is to safeguard the rights of salt water
anglers, prolect marine, boat, and tackle industry jobs, and insure the long-term
sustainability of our nation’s marine fisheries.

We are writing in support of the Alaska Charter Association's letter on the 2012
Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP). After careful review of the council staff's 300+ page
report, and the options open for discussion, we find the ACA letter complete and factual.

When comparing the options in the Council document, the material is confusing to
stakeholders in that it compares the options to the 2008 CSP allocation levels, rather than
to the GHL status quo allocations. The economic analysis of the impacts of the options on
the charter sector is accurate, however, and these analyses clearly show the negative
economic impact of these proposed regulations on the charter fishing industry in Alaska.

Some stakeholders in the commercial fishing industry have characterized these
options as representing a loss of allocation to the longline industry. Nothing could be
further from the truth.

We refer the council to the 4000+ public comments submitted to NMFS regarding the
proposed final rule last year. The majority of the public comment opposed the 2008 CSP
rules and NMFS rejected the rule and passed it back to the NPFMC for more work.
Through its stakeholder advisory committee, the Council has improved some aspects of
the CSP. Even so, the options are putting the Council in the same position we saw last
year, when guided anglers in Alaska faced the prospect of having fish re-allocated to the
commercial sector, while being given the option to "rent it back” through the GAF
provisions, These comments need to be addressed:

www.regulations.gov/#!docketDetail;rpp=10:po=0:D=NOAA-NMFS-2011-0180




The GAF provisions remain as problematic as ever. Stakeholders are raising
questions about enforceability, program cost and muddled sector accountability.

Despite the misinformation being distributed to the public, the ACA is not asking for
more allocation vs. the status gquo (GHL). The Council needs to review the economic
analysis. It clearly shows the predicted losses to the charter industry associated with all
the alternatives, except for the status quo allocation levels,

Furthermore, there is no statement of reasons or justification for this re-allocation,
NMFS, with good reason, rejected the 2008 CSP. Why does the Council insist on going
down this road again?

Sincerely,

%‘.W&JC;.

Jim Martin
West Coast Regional Director
The Recreational Fishing Alliance



PO Box 22073 QgCE}o% {
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halibutcoalition{@ gmail.com

www. halibutcoaliti

September 25, 2012

Mr. Eric Olson

Chair

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th Ave, 5te 306

Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Chairman Olson and Members of the Council,
Re: Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP) Agenda Item C-1

The Halibut Coalition includes thirteen member groups and over 500 individual members. Coalition
members live both in and outside Alaska and process or fish in halibut areas across the Gulf, Bering Sea and
Aleutian Islands. On behalf of the Coalition’s members and families, we are submitting these comments.

In 1993, commercial halibut fishermen asked the North Pacific Fishery Management Council to design a
management plan for the charter industry that stopped the open ended reallocation of halibut from the
commercial to the charter sectors. In 1997, the Council adopted the first charter Guideline Harvest Level
(GHL), awarding the charter sectors in Areas 2C and 3A 125% of their 1995 harvest, which was their historic
high year at the time of Council action, In 1995, charter harvest in Area 2C was 9% of the combined charter
commercial limit (CCL); in Area 3A charter harvest was 12% of the combined CCL. In 2000 the Council
adjusted the GHL upward, again awarding the charter fleet 125 percent of their historic high harvest years
(95-99). The charter allocation translated to 13% of the combined CCL in 2C and 14% in 3A. In 2008, the
Council adopted the Catch Sharing Plan, again increasing charter allocations, particularly in Area 2Cin times
of low abundance (17%)—which, due to reapportionment, is likely the new norm. In 2012, the GHL has
allowed the charter allocation to increase to 26% of the combined CCL in Area 2C and to 20% in 3A. Clearly
the reallocation has continued; the GHL has failed to provide commercial fishermen, who are making
substantial investments in quota in order to fish for halibut, with any protection.

In short, through Council and Agency inaction, the charter harvest has grown from approximately 10% of
the combined CCL in Areas 2C and 3A to 26% and 20%. For almost 20 years we have asked the Council to

Alaska Longline Fishermen's Association « Cordova District Fishermen » Deep Sea Fishermen's Union «
Fishing Vessel Owners Association » Halibut Association of North America « Kachemak Bay Fisheries
Association » North Pacific Fisheries Association » Petersburg Vessel Owners Association = Sea Food
Producers Cooperative » Southeast Alaska Fishermen's Alliance » United Cook Inlet Driftnetters Association
« United Fishermen's Marketing Association » United Southeast Alaska Gillnetters Association



stop the reallocation of halibut from the commercial to the charter sector but the reallocation has
continued. And yet at this meeting the Council is again considering further reallocation.

To aur industry, people who have wiped out their savings to purchase quota, put up their houses as
collateral, and are now under water on their loans, mast of the alternatlves before the Council are
unfathomable. None of the alternatives restrict charter harvest to the 2000 GHLs of 13% and 14%
respectively of the Area 2C and 3A combined CCL. There is no one alternative that addresses the continuved
impact of the charter sector on commercial processors, subsistence harvesters, unguided anglers, or the
public wha buys halibut through the commerdial harvest. For these reasons, the Halibut Coalition cannot
suppaort any alternative as currently written. What we do support Is & modified Alternative 3—modified to
retain allocations from the 2008 CSP but streamlined to eliminate the allocation range and the
management matrix.

THE ALTERNATIVES

The problem statement that launched the CSP is as relevant now as it was in 1993 and 2007:

The absence of o hard offocation between the commercial longline ond the charter halibut sectors has
resulted in conflicts between sectors and tensions in coastol communities that are dependent on the halibut
resaource. Unless d mechanism for transfer between sectors is established, [the existing instobility and
conflict will continue, The Council seeks to address this instability while balancing the needs of alf whe
depend on the halibut resource for food sport or livelihood.

Because the GHL ties the charter allocation to the Constant Exploitation Yield, instead of the combined
charter/commercial catch limit {CCL), it has not stopped the reallocation of halibut from commercial to
charter harvesters. As described above, the GHL unfairly burdens commercial harvesters during times of
low abundance, By way of example, the Area 2C commaercial quota has been reduced by 75% between
2006 and 2012 while the charter allocations only decreased by 35%. For this reason, Alternative 1 is
unacceptable.

The CSP adopted by the Council in 2008 set fair allocations hased on historic harvest levels, The CSP fairly
ties both sectors to the same index of abundance and, with the Guided Angler Fish program, establishes a
mechanism for limlted transfer of quota between sectors to eliminate future allocation battles. These
components address the Council’s problem statement and are supported by the Coalition. That said, the
Coalition supports the efficiency afforded by the newly recognized authority of the IPHC to 2nnually
implement changes te charter management measures as recommended by the Council, and support
substituting this approach for the management matrix and allocation range, which makes Alternative 3 an
improvement over Alternative 2.

While the Coalition supports the management approach used in Alternative 3, we cannot support the
additional reallocation incorporated Into Alternative 3. The Halibut Coalition does not support the
“logbook adjustment” reallocation. The “adjustment” reatlocates quota as part of the switch to managing
the charter fleet with Jogbook data instead of the State Wide Harvest Survey. The Coalitian fully supports
more timely and accurate catch accounting for the charter fleet, and supports a verified logbook program.
It is, however, unprecedented to base a reallocation on matching one unverified self-reported data set that
didn’t exist during the allocation base years to a data set that managers have staunchly defended for 20
years.

)



The reallocation is alsa in direct contrast to Council policy when the GHL was set, Although few Council
membhers may remember, after the GHL baseline years were selected, ADFG carrected faulty average size
data used in one of the base years, which significantly lowered their estimate of catch for that year, but the
GHL was never adjusted downward. If the logbook adjustment is made, than the CSP allocation, which was
based on the GHL allocation, should likewise be adjusted. The Council might also censider the precedent
being set by this action: if the new observer program indicates halibut or salmon bycatch have been
underestimated, will the Council simply reallocate PSC? The Halibut Cealition would not support that
realtocation, nor do we support this proposed reallocation.

Alternatives 4 and 5 allocate more halibut to the charter sector during times of low abundance. As the
economic analysis section that begins on page 221 of the RIR establishes, low abundance has bad far more
draconian impactts on the commercial sector, Table 2-68 (page 229} illustrates that an Area 2C commercial
fishermen who held 3,500 pounds of guota share (QS) in 2003 had less than 1000 Ibs in 2011, which is a
decline of more than two thirds. Although the table indicates that the value of the Q5 has increased
slightly, the ex-vessel revenue has declined by more than one third. In other words, even though ex-vessel
prices have increased, the increase has not been enough to off-set the quota decline and revenue loss to
commercial Q% holders.

Table 2-69 [page 230) establishes that the average vessel harvest has declined, but not by as much as the
reductions in the Fishery Constant Exploitation Yield, which indicates that QS holders are fishing together
on fewer boats. This consolidation of Q% onto few boats eliminates crew jobs and has substantial
community impacts.

Tabie 2-70 {page 231) illustrates the fate of fishermen who purchased QS periodically over the years in an
attempt to maintain viable fishing businesses. These fishermen are now so far underwater that they cannot
sell the QS to pay off the QS debt. In April 2012 some fishermen testified before the Advisory Panel to using
the ex-vessel revenue from their halibut trip to make their loan payment, charging fuel, bait, and food on
credit cards, then going cod fishing, salmon fishing or working in town to make credit card payments. The
commercial fleet is struggling, and since 75-80 percent of the QS holders are Alaskans with most living in
Alaska’s fishery dependent communities, the communities are also struggling. Impacts dotumented in the
analysis far Area 3A are less severe, however the trends are the same and, with the additional dramatic 3A
quota reduction in 2012, approaching the same magnitude.

The commaercial halibut processing sector is also directly and adversely affected by quota reductions and
reallocations. “Halibut ...keeps product Rowing through the plants when other fisheries are closed or
deliveries are slow.” {Exec summary p. xxii} Frocessors rely on halibut to maintain the local and stable
work force critical to the economy of fishery dependent communities.

Tables 2-64 through 2-67 (pp 225-227) tell the opposite story for the charter industry. The tables establish
that in every scenario and in both areas annual charter halibut revenue INCREASED betwesn 2005 and
2010. Charter operators have raised prices charged to clients and, since 2007, participated in designing the
management measures implemented in their sector. The commercial industry cannot raise prices or switch
target species {without investing in limited entry permits}, nor can they design management measures that
minimize damage to their businesses. The quota is reduced and commercial fishermen step fishing when
their quota is caught—no accormmodations are made for continugus season of historic length,

3



uninterrupted seasons regardless of in-season overage, etc.; harvesting and processing stops In sum, the
analysis before the Council establishes that at low abundance levels every pound counts to the commercial
industry—both harvesters and processors—and that the commercial industry has suffered severe economic
impact from reduced quotas. Charter operators, on the other hand, have offset the impacts through price
adjustments or management strategies that minimize impacts to their sector. Given this analysis, it is
difficult to understand the rationale for alternatives that would increase the economic disparity by
allocating more commercial quota to the charter industry at low levels of abundance. Alternatives 4 and 5
ARE NOT supported by the analysis before the Council.

PUBLIC ACCESS

The Council needs to remember that this issue is broader than the commercial and charter industries. The
Council’s problem statement speaks te impacts on subsistence and sport fishermen, many of whom have
testified to the Council requesting reductions in charter harvest. The Council must also consider the public
that likes to eat hallbut. Longline fishermen bring the fish to the public; charter operators take the public
to the fish—but orders of magnitude more “public” are served by the longline industry. Even at these low
levels of abundance, longline fishermen in these two areas annually provide access—through high quality,
healthy meals--to the hatibut resource for 7- million Americans plus another 2 million non-Americans
through export. The Area 2C and 3A charter industry, on the other hand, provides an expensive
recreational opportunity to approximately 230,000 clients per year. In short, the longline fishery provides
40 times more Americans access to the halibut resource and provides national ecanomic benefit through
export. This broader public would be ill-served by any additional reallocation from the commercial to the
charter sector.

SUMMARY

For almost 20 years halibut fishermen have asked the Council ta stop the reallocation of halibut from
commercial to charter fishermen, The commercial fleet has repeatedly compromised in an effort to resolve
this issue and provide a measure of stability to the industry. At each repeat of the charter management
cycle, additional quota has been reallocated from the commercial to charter sector. At the October
meeting the Councll will again consider reallocating quota to the charter sector, this time with an emphasis
on reallocations at low levels of abundance. The analysis conducted for the Council does not support the
reallocation on any terms—not social, economic nor envircnmental. Because halibut stocks are likely to be
at low levels for mast of the next decade—and possibly permanently in Area 2C—the Council's decision on
low abundance allocations will dramatically affect the future of the halibut industry and the access of
everyone who depends on the halibut resource for food, sport or livelihood. The Halibut Coalition does not
support any reallgcation ahove the levels set in 2008, We do support streamilining the CSP management
process, implementing the GAF program and finally stopping the open ended reallocation.

it



Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Members of our Coalition will be on hand to testify to the
Advisory Panel and the Council in October.

Sincerely,

Thomas M Gemmell
Executive Director

Copy: Governor Sean Parnell
Senator Lisa Murkowski
Senator Mark Begich
Congressman Don Young



Halibut CSP C1{b)

Subject: Halibut CSP C1(b}

From: Marsh Skeele <marsh.skeele@yahoo.com> -~
Date: 9/25/2012 2:34 PM |
To: "npfmc.comments@noaa.gov" <npfmc.comments@noaa.gov>

Drear chair Olson and Council Members,

I live in Sitka, where I grew up fishing halibut with my family in Southeast Alaska. For the past ten years
have crewed on commercial Halibut longliners. I am commenting on the agenda item C1(b).

In recent yeass I have watched the commercial sector's halibut quota get cut back repeatedly , hoping that it
is for the berterment of the halibut resoutce. All sectors have a hard time in years of low halibut abundance,
but the commercial sector has dealt with the brunt of the economic loss. I see no reason for a political
pressure to reallocate away from the harder hit commercial sector, If charter operators want to fish mote
halibut, there are provisions fot them to lease it.

Thank You,
Marsh Skeele

lofl 972572012 2:34 PV



COMMENTS - Halibut Catch Sharing Pian

Subject: COMMENTS - Halibut Catch Sharing Plan
Fan} From: Mary Ann Peterson <map3684@gmail.com>

Date: 9/25/2012 2:57 FM

To: npfme.comments@noaa.gov

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

Dear Chairman Olson and Members:

The issue of the Halibut Catch Sharing Plan before you is as much about leadership
and resisting political interference
as it is about fairness and managing our fisheries responsibly.

Charter boat operators have consistently over fished their allocation, by as much as
115% of the GHL in Area 2C,

ever since the guideline was established by the Council. In stark contrast,
commercial halibut fishermen have

instituted bathymetric mapping of the ocean floor to identify high risk areas and
have subsequently reduced their

rockfish bycatch by over 20%.

While the commercial halibut sector is moving toward a fleet-wide Observer
Program, efforts to improve accountability

within the guided angler fleet have been fought by organized charter operators.
On-board research, initiated by

commercial fishermen, has shown camera observer programs such as Canada’s, would
be both effective and cost efficient

for their fleet. Conversely, the Council has yet to implement a reliable accountability
program that charter operators would

not resist.

The majority of commercial halibut fishermen have paid for their IFQs and many are
now underwater on their loans as
a result of repeated reduction in their allowable catch. To further reduce

~=.  commercial fishermen's IFQ shares and give
them away to another group that has neither paid for their allocations nor managed
their shares responsibly is akin to

lof2 9/25/2012 2:59 PM



COMMENTS - Halihut Catch Sharing Plan

pushing a drowning man's head further underwater,

Charter boat operators have levied political pressure against the United States
Department of Commerce in order to

obstruct the process before you. Allied with powerful sports fishing groups in the
lower forty-eight states, they have

coordinated campaigns that sent thousands of letters and emails to Washington, DC
and the Council. The Alaska Charter

Association sued the Secretary of Commerce in an unsuccessful attempt to force
higher allocations for their members.

The contrast between one group of fishermen who proactively has moved toward
change and another group who only lobbies

for higher shares of what they tell their members is "Our Fish" is pretty self evident.
These fish belong to all of us, not

just some. There will be enough fish for all, if we all act in a responsible and fully
accountable way toward our resources,

| urge the Council to do what is fair and equitable for both fishing groups and our

resources and not bow to political pressure,

Further delay only increases uncertainty for both groups. It is time to move forward. /™
| support Alternative #3 as a step in

that direction.

Thank you for this opportunity to share my concerns.
Mary Ann Peterson,

Troller and Concerned Citizen

f/v Last Dance

Sitka, Alaska
907-752-3684

20f2 9/25/2012 2:59 PM
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Cindy Fuglvog 7

Qumner
FAV Kamilar
PO Box, 71
Petersbury, AK 99833
cfuglvog@ymail.com RE CE IVED
September 24, 2012 SEP3 5 29y

Mpr. Eric Olson, Chair

Notrth Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4® Avenue, Suite 306
Anchorage, AK 99501

Via emai_l: npfinc.comments{@noaa. gov
Re: C-1 Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP)

Dear Mr. Olson and members of the Council,

My name is Cindy Fuglvog and I am the owner of the F/V Kamilar, a 66 foot vessel that T port in

my hometown of Petersburg, Alaska. I was born and raised in Southeast Alaska and spent most

of my summers on the deck of my family fishing boats. [ now own my own vessel, and [ have ~
an outstanding loan for 3A halibut quota. A significant amount of my income and that of my

crew comes from the halibut fished aboard my vessel.

I will not be speaking about any of the alternatives, a family emergency has prevented me
from reading the analysis and developing a position, However I highly encourage the
Council to consider the impacts to the commercial sector if quota is reallocated.

In Qctober of 2007 when I purchased the 3A halibut [FQ's the 41,672 pounds (294,210 units)
were valued at $1,104,308. [ took over the original note of $646,898 and entered into a separate
note with the [FQ holder (new lender) for $457,809. The note to the new lender was to be paid
off with proceeds left over from the income of the quota each year after the note to the original
lender was paid. In other words whatever is lefi after paying the original lender goes to my new
lender to pay down the debt. That debt has a payoff date of July 2013. The value of the

quota based on 2011 numbers is now $776,832 down from $1,104,308. I still owe the new
lender roughly $400,060. Two years ago was especially difficult as I went backwards when the
price of the halibut crashed. I owe a million dollars for the halibut today which is worth
$776,832.

[ live and 1 work in Petersburg. I chose to raise my children here and I hire local crewmembers

whenever possible. I buy my groceries at the local stores, I buy my fuel at the local fuel dock,

and I support the local economy year round. | am dependent on income from the halibut setline

fishery and uncompensated reallocation to the charter sector hurts both my family and

community. f’_\



The CSP protnotes conservation by providing a pre-season effective means (bag and size limits)
to control charter harvest and keep the conservation targets. This will correct previous problems
with the charter sector frequently exceeding their allocation under the status quo GHL. The
opportuzity for individual charter operators to annually lease “Guided Angler Fish” (GAF) from
individual QS holders at a market based price is an important tool for guides, It allows an
opportunity for a larger size fish if their clients so desire and provides an opportunity to move
fish between sectors.

Thank you for the opportunity to cornment.

Sincerely,
Cindy Fuglvog
Owner

FfV Kamilar



Halibut Catch Sharing Plan

Subject: Halibut Catch Sharing Plan

From: Bonny Millard <BONNYANTARES@AOL.COM> 7
Date: 9/25/2012 3:23 PM

To: npfmc.comments@noaa.gov

CC: seafa@gci.net

9/25/12

Mr. Eric Olsen, Chair

Morth Pacific Fishery Management Council
685 West 4th Ave, Ste 386

Anchorage, AK ., 99501

Dear Mr. Olson,
Re: Halibut Catch Sharing plan

My name is Bonny Millard and I support the catch sharing plan. I was born and
raised in Juneau and have halibut fished out of pelican, sitka, yakutat, and juneau
for 38 years or so. Fishing was my sole way of making a living. I was not issued
enough IFQ's originally to keep my operation going so I invested heavily into my
future by purchasing a substaptial amount of queota at 11.6% interest when the
system was implemented. With a decreasing quota, I purchased even more to sustain Fana
myself and crew. I do not have a problem taking these cuts in the name

of conservation but campot tolerate this constant gifting of the commercial quota
to the charter sector. This 1s the same state that lends us money to purchase quota
then turns around and gives it to another sector. Where is the validity of the IFQ
program and thls beard process? I am asking ,Is this board swayed by money and
power? I am here tc remind you that there is a resource to responsibly manage here.
This state boasts sustainability and the way the charter sector is so loosely
managed promotes an unsustainable situatlon. A sustainable harvest is the amount
you can remove each year and keep the population at the same level. I serve on a
few board in this state because I am passicnate about keeping our fisheries
sustainable and you cannot do this without accurate data. In an unregulated fishery
, Flshing will continue as long as it is profitable and will ultimately be limited
when the target species are so rare that the returns no longer pay the costs. In
saylng this , an example of the charter sector being loosely managed is given in
your “Injtial Draft Discussion Paper on review of Alternate Management Measures,
Feb 2812, Page 5. It states, although logbook data are potentially subject to
strategic misreporting or non reporting ADF and G will continue onsite interviews
which 1f it appears that a sipnificamt portion of charter trips are not being
logged the reported logbook harvest could be corrected. WOW. It also states , To
date we are unable to find the causes between the discrepancies between the SWHS
and the loghooks. SINCE THE TRUE HARVEST IS UNKNOWN, there is no way to know
whether logbook data or SWHS estimates are closer to the true harvest. This kind
of management 1nfuriates me as I am held to a strict system of checks and balances
that makes me 188% accountable for every pound I catch or there instant
consequences from federal agents that are pald by a ¥age of my gross IFQ sales. Why
can't I be allowed toc create mown data, and go over my quota? Where is the validity 7
in the GHL. In your hesitance to regulate this sector sustailnability I am
experiencing an erosion in my quota and also a depletion in our resourse. I urge
you to neot change the C5P allocations set in 2888. Thank you.

10f2 9/25/2012 3:24 PN,



comments/Agenda Item C1b, Halibut Catch Share Plan

1of2

Subject: comments/Agenda Item C1b, Halibut Catch Share Plan
From: "Tim Evers” <timevers@acsalaska.net>

Date: 9/25/2012 3:29 PM

To: "NPFMC EMAIL Comments" <npfmc.comments@noaa.gov>

Timothy R Evers
PO Box 38547
Ninilchik, AK 99639

September 25, 2012

Eric Olson, Chairman
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 W. 4th Avenue, Suite 306Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

Re: Agenda Item Clb, Halibut CSP

September 25, 2012

Dear Chairman Olsen and Council Members,

| support Council Member Ed Dersham’s motion.

The only option possible to consider for allocation at this time is Option 5.

The GAF concept has been met with little support from the charter sector in many
areas; it is a short-term solution, however it is much better for our industry to
keep this provision in the Catch Sharing Plan. In times of very low abundance,
charter operators will be able to stay in business leasing some halibut and offering
select clients a two fish limit, Without that, they will lose clients and not be able
to stay in business.

The vast majority of the charter industry, , are looking forward to future analysis of
a common pool compensated reallocation program to be fully analyzed and
considered as a final long term sclution for our sector.

In closing. The only way it (CSP) will work is to select Option 5 for the allocation to
the charter sector.

Sincerely.

9/25/2012 3:29 PM



coinments/Agenda [tem {1b, Halibut Cacch Share Plan

Timothy R Evers

Alaskan Resident Sport fisherman, Retired Charterboat Owner/Operator ™
Tim Evers <timevers@acsalaska.net>
ownerfoperatar
Fishward Bound Adventures
~
~

2of2 972572012 3:29 PM



Colleen Stansbury

PO Box 145
Gustavus, Alaska 99826
codlips(@pmail.com
September 19, 2012 RECE
Eric Olson, Chair Sen / Vep
North Pacific Fishery Management Council 2 & 201
605 West 4th Ave, Suite 306 2

Anchorage, AK 99501

Re: C-1 Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP)

Dear Mr. Olson,

1 write once again to you and the North Pacific Fishery Management Council (NPFMC),
regarding the Halibut Catch Share Plan, which the council will discuss at it’s October
2012 meeting.

1 am a resident of Gustavus, Alaska, have fished halibut both commercially and sport in
Icy Strait and Cross sound for 35 years. I am an IFQ holder in area 2C.

I ask that you, and your fellow NPFMC members consider the following points in the
deliberation of this critical issue.

I

To date, there are no evidence based release mortality estimates for charter caught
halibus. The release mortality for the comunercial catch is 16%, which is figured
into the overall commercial share. If the council does nothing more before the
2013 season, a reasonable release mortality rate for the charter catch should be
initiated and factored into the CSP equation. To do anything less would be
discriminatory and irresponsible.

The NPFMC should not reconsider allocations of the 2008 CSP simply because of
political influence. Your decisions must be based in fact, and there has been no
factual economic or biclogical basis for increasing the allocation of halibut to the
charter industry. The charter lobby continues to ask for more, which has come
directly from my pocket and those of other IFQ holders. We have invested our
futures and that of our family's, only to see that future eroded away by
reallocation after reatlocation to the charter indusiry. The CSP economic
analysis has indicated that commercial IFQ} holders have lost money over the past
six years, while charter operators have continued to operate in the black. This has
certainly been the case here in Gustavus, despite wailing and gnashing of teeth,
the charter industry is alive and doing very well in our area. _
The reverse slot limit management tool initiated by the NPFMC, appears to have
created a condition which I describe as “serial catch and release™. Charter
operators are quite understandably under great pressure to catch big fish. Now
however, while captains continue o try for the “big” ane over 65 inches, they



catch and release for hours, or sometimes “hold™ fish, in hopes of catching the
biggest legal fish possible, Charter clients here openly discuss this practice in
Gustavus. Again, with no certain knowledge of catch and release mortality rates,
the ramifications of reverse slot limit is unknown and risky at best, and not a
practice the NPFMC should be comfortable with.

4. Irecommend the adoption of a management tool similar to that which the State of
Alaska has used for King salmon, for the sport charter industry. This is a daily
bag limit, combined with a annual catch limit. This has proven strait forward for
the fisher, relatively uncomplicated, and enforceable.

5. Please consider restructuring the outdated, huge regulatory area management
system. Icy Strait and Cross Sound are my home ground. My community is
greatly dependent on the health of the halibut and salmon stocks, for our table,
recreation and our livelihood. For many reasons, this area has become a mecca
for sport charter fishing, and deserves to be regulated as the unique area that it is.

6. 1 support the present Guided Angler Fish provision.

Thank you for your consideration;

Colleen Stansbury
F/V La Bamba del Mar



Cordova District Fishermen United

PO Box 939 | 509 First Street | Cordova, AK 99574
phone. (907) 424 3447 | fax. (907) 424 3430

web. www.cdfu.org | email. cdfu@ak.net

September 24, 2012

Chairman Eric Olson RECE[ VE‘D

MNorth Pacific Fishery Management Councit

605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306 Sen
Anchorage, AK 99501 25 201
npfmc.comments@noaa.gov

RE: item C-1{b}; Halibut Catch Sharing Plan

Dear Chairman Qlson,

| am writing today on behalf of Cordova District Fishermen United {CDFLU)} regarding the final action on
the Halibut GSP t¢ be considered at the October NPFMC meeting. Our organization represents 300
individuals participating in many fisheries, induding Halibut fisherias in Prince Wiliam Sound and the
Gulf of Alaska,

While CDFU strongly sympathizes with the plight of area 2c commercial harvesters, we make our
comments today from the perspective of area 3a harvesters. Although, CDFU favors the allocation
percentages in the 2008 preferred alternative, we are more concerned with arriving at a solution to this
17-year-old issue.

The allocation differences between Alternative 2, 2008 Preferred Alt. and Altermative 3, 2012 Preliminary
Preferred Alf. are negligible, especially considering the decline in halibut stocks and the likelihocd this
trend will continue, a reality that must be dealt with in an equitable manner.

If the Council believes it has all the information it needs (o adopt Altemative 3, 2012 Preliminary
Freferred Alf. then we support that action and resalulion of this issue, allowing the council to continue its
wark ¢n other important issues.

Thank you,

Alexis Cooper
Executive Director

Serving The Fishermen Of Area E Since 1935



Agenda item C-3 - bycatch abservers

lofl

Subject: Agenda item C-3 - bycatch observers

From: sue libenson <suelibenson@gmail.com>
Date: 9/25/2012 3:42 PM
To: npfme.comments@noaa.gov

As an occasional deckhand, yearly salmon subsistence fisherman, Fish
and Game Bristol Bay fish counter, and lover of king salmon, I am
concerned that the Council needs to focus resources where it matters -
cn collecting consistent data on bycatch, especially in fisheries with
a history of king salmon bycatch such as the Gulf cof Alaska trawl
fishery. Let's focus on getting the best information we can about the
fisherias that really matter.

Sue Libenson
Haines, AK 99827

9/25/2012 3:42 PM
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Richard Davis
2347 Kevin Court
Juneau, AK 99801
FIV West Bank

North Pamﬁc Fisheries Management Councﬂ
605 West 4™ Ave., Suite 306
Anchorage, AK 99501

September 24, 2012

Grestings Chairman Olson and NPFMC Members,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on NOAA’s proposed comprehensive Pederal
fisheries expanded Observer Program.

I fish small IFQs on a Southeast salmon troll-, gillnet-, and longline- combination boat,
Situated similarly to hundreds of other small black cod and halibut IFQ tongliners, I object to the
agency’s (NOAA) unwillingness to include an Flectronic Monitoring (EM) observer option for
the under 60" fleet. NOAA’s aftemnpt to produce a comprehensive program hastily, rather than
thoroughly, usefully and durably, makes the flest wander how the NPFMC Council would ot
insist that NOAA include a camers option to requiring = human observer on small vessels, We
firmly and universally believe that an EM option is essential, and, early in the development of

this program, NOAA agreed!

Now, absent of a camera option for us in NOAA's plan, our tax assessment for funding
the program will be spent hastily, without regad to the size and available space constraints
characteristic of the small boat longline fleet, Obvious to me is the rush to implement the
observer program, which eclipses and absolves NQOAA of its obligations or agreements o fit the
small boat flest well into the program. The inptt of the small boat fleet in the program’s
development must not bave had basis or merit. In the indusiry we work in, mshing things
increases human risk and increases stress on equipment.

Pleaze direct NOAA to devote the appropriate time and resources that incorporate EM
details into meaking the program efficient, compect, and workable. NOAA can build this observer
program slowly, and make eflictive alterations that work well within the small boat fleet, until
Electronic Monitoring is an ¢lement of the program. As proposed, |t won't work for the agency
or the small boat industry.

Sincerely,
Richard Davis
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Chuck & Kathryn Cohen
F/V LADY BARBARA
P.O. Box 020676
Junean, Alaska 99802

September 21, 2012

Mr. Eric Olson, Chair
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306

Anchorage, AK 99501
Re: C-1 Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP)

Dear Mr, Olson,
Re: C-1 Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP)

I SUPPORT the catch sharing plan percentage aflocations adopted in 2008, § urge the Council to

recormmit to these allocations, streamline the CSP charter management system, and implement the
CsSP.

The 2608 CSP alfocations were based on historic and current barvest ratios between the cherter
end longline sectors and fairly share the resource between these two seciors. The allocations are
fair and equitable. The allocations protect historic consumer access, the longline fishery, and
fishery dependent communities. The 2008 CSP affocations alao provide a reasonable level of
access for guided anglers at all levels of halibut abundsnce, The charter fleet was gifted an
aliocation 25% above their actual barvest op two occasions and shouid rot secure a higher
allocation through political interference.

Longline fishermen bring the fish to the public; charter operators take the public to the fish—but
orders of magmtade more “public” are served by the longline industry, Even at these low lovels of
sbuadance, longline fishermen in these two areas anmially provide access—through high quality,
healthy meals--to the halibut resource for 7-9 million Americans plus another 2 million non-
Americang through export. The Area 2C and 3A charter industry, on the other hand, provides an
expensive recreational apportunity to approximately 230,000 clients per year. In short, the
longline fishery provides 40 times more Americans secess to the halibut resource and
provides national economic benefit through export.

When I acquired quota, I did not expoct that the NPFMC would reallocate those investments 10
another commercial group. My family is dependent on income from the halibut longline flsbery
and reallocation to the charter sector hurts both my family and my community, The CSP
supplemental analysis establishes that longline fishermen have LOST money over the past six
years while charter operators have MADE money at these low levels of abundance, The charter



24-SEP-2@12 16:13 From:S@77ES5117 Fage: 272

flect does not need more halibut at the expense of longline fishermen and the communities that
depend oz them, If clieats want more halftaxt, charter operators can lease quota through the
Guided Angler Fisk (GAF) provision, Why shouldn't they have 1o invest if they want more
quota?? I have.

I support changes to the CSP that allow the Council o develop annual charter managentent
measures for adoption by the International Pacific Halitrst Commission. I support the GAF
provision. What I canniot support is yet another reallocation to the charter operators of the habibut
quota I worked hard to acquire over the past 30 years, The longline industry and the American
public deserve better than that from the Council,
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Date: "Z— - e

Mr. Eric (Hson, Chair

North Pacific Fishery Management Couneit
€05 Wast 4ih Ava, Sie 306

Anchorage, AK 59501

Daar Mr. Olson,
Re: Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP)

. — L SUPPCRT the calgh sharing plan percentage allocations adopted in 2008 snd detailed comments_
submitted by the Haltut Coalltion.

The sllocation parcentages adopted by the Council in October 2008 are falr and equitable because they
protect historic consumer acoess, the setline fishery, coastal communities, and provide a reasonable level
of access for guided anglers at 2 levels of halibut abundance, 1L is important for all sectors to share in
conservation of halibut, equally, at 2l abundance leveis. The CSP allccations set in 2008 SHOULD NOT
be changed because of political interference. Tha charter fleet was gifted an allocation 25% above thelr
achral harvest on two occaslons and is again trying to incraase thelr allocation by obstructing final
regulatory action.

When | purchased quota, | did so with the expectation that the NPFMC would not reallocate those
invastments to another commercial group.

The IPHC should be delegated authorily to anrually set bag and size limits for charter 1o maintain the
charter harvest at or below their allacation; this is the most effective way. This will correct previous
problems with the charter sector frequently exceeding their aflocation.

| support the Guided Angler Fish provision that allows charter operators to lease queta if their olients want
more fish. Why shouldn't they have to invest if they want more quota??

My family is dependent on income from the halbut satline fishery and uncompensatad realiocation to tha
charter sector hurts both my family and community.

The CSP supplemental analysis establishes thal commercial fishermen have LOST money over the past

sbc years while charter operatars have MADE money &t these low Jevels of abundance. Tha charier fest

does not need more halibut at the expense of commercial fishermen and the communities that depend on
them.

Thank you for the opportunity 1o comment. <
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9/25/2012

Mr. Eric Ofson, Chair

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4™ Ave,, Ste 306

Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Mr. Olson,
Re: Halibut Catch Sharing Plan {C5)

| SUPPQRT the catch sharing plan percentape allocations adopted In 2008 and detailed comments
submitted by the Halibut Coalltion,

The C5P allocations set In 2008 SHOUWLD NOT be changed because of pofiticol Interference. The ¢harter
fleet was gifted an allocation 25% above thelr actual harvest on two occasions and is again trying to
increase their allocation by obstructing final reguiatory action.

Whan | purchased quota for hundreds of thousands of dolars, | did 5o with the expectation that the
NPFRC would not reallocate those investmants to another commergial group.

The IPHC shauld be delegated authority vo annualty set bag and size Iimits for charter to maintain the
charter harvest at or below thelr allocation; this Is the most effective way. This will correer previous
problams with the charter seetor frequently exceeding their allocation.

| support the Guided Angier Fish provision that allows charter operators to bease quota [f their clients
want more fish. Why shouldn‘t charter operators invest if they want more ¢ucta®?

My family is dependent on income from the halibut setline fishery and uncompensated reallocation to
the charter sector hurts both my family and community,

The CSP supplemental analysis establishes that commenrcial fishermen have LOST money over the past
sl years while the charter aperators have MADE money at thase low lavels of abundance. The charter
flaat does not need mare halibut at the expense of commaerclal fishermen and the communities that
depend on them,.

Thank you,

Mark J. Severson
FV Odin

PO Box 1502
Petershurg, AK 93833



09/25/2012 D71:51pm ALFA 19077473462 #010 Page 01

£
Staphen Rhoads
111 Jamestown Drive
Sitlke, AK 99835
F/V Equity
North Pmﬁc Fisheries Management Coungil
605 West 4" Ave,, Suite 306
Anchorage, AK 99501
September 25, 2012
Greetings Chairman Olson,
Thank you for the opportunity to contribute to the Halibut Catch Sharing Plan discussion. _
1 am g halibut longline fisherman based out of Sitka, AK. T have been fishing since 1996, and
have been & quota holder since 2007. [ support my small feraily with fishing, and have an
investment of $175,000 in the quota share,
I arn alarmed at the decision to consider allocating addilional fish to the chartet sector. ] am a -~

firm supporter of maintaining the CSP allocations st in 2008. The commercial fleet has seen
dramatic cuts in quota over racent years, based on scientific data, and the fleet has struggled to
adjust to the economic effects of thesa cuts. The charter sector should bave an investment option.
but a blanket “gift” of 4-5% based on political anglings is unfair to the commercial fishermen
who have worked and supported the halibut indnstry.

+ Mease choose Alternative 3, the 2008 CSP allocations as a protective tool for halibut fishermen
in Southeast communities.

Sincerely,

S‘&'ffh% L Q.Lmn.ois

Stephen Rhoads . e e
S
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Mr. Eric Olsen, Chair

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 300

Anchoraga, AK 99501

Daar kr. Clson,

Re: Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP)

—. . 1SUPRDRT the-caich sharing plan perosntage allocations adopted In 2008.and detalled commants. - -
submitted by the Halibut Coalition.

The ailocation percenteges adopted by the Council in Octobar 2008 are fair and equitable because they
protect historic consumer access, the setiine fishery, coastal communities, and provide a reasonable level
of accass for guided anglers at all levels of halibut abundance. It is important for all sectors to shere in
congervation of halibut, egually, at al abundance levels, The CSP allocations sel in 2008 SHOULD NCT
be changed because of political interference. The charter fleet wae gifted an allocation 25% ebave thelr
actual harvest on two occasions and is again trying to increase their allocation by obstructing final
ragulatory actlon,

When | purchased quota, | did go with the expectation that the NPFMC would not reatlocata those
investments to another cammerciel group.

The IPHC should be delegated authority lo annually set bag and size limits for charter to maintain the
charter harvest at or below Iheir allocation; this is the most effective way. This will correct preévious
problems with the charter sector frequently exceeding thelr allocation.

| support the Gulded Angler Fish provision that allows charter aperators to lease quota If their clients want
mona fish, Why shouldn't thay have to Invest If they want more quota??

My famify is dependent on Incoma from the hallbut setline fishary and uncompensated réallumaﬂon to the
charter sector hunts boath my famity and community,

- - a rrcmmerre -

The CSP supplementzl analysis establishes that commercial fisheimen have LOST money over the past

slx years while charter operators have MADE maney =t these low levels of abundance. The charter fleet

doas net need mone hafibut at the expense of commercial ishermen and the communities that depend on
them.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment,

Sincarcly, -

Name: }gutf T sont

Address: 3?’;" ZLpacsen) Lo }gg//ﬁgéﬂfn W#;A 940:-2@
7 twevlio OrafF Ay Quen Lotba bt s Sy s

. /
SR 7 N/



Sep 25 12 01.38p Bob & Patly Linvilla 807-224-3262 pA

Mr. Eric Qlson, Chair

North Pacific Fishery Management Councif
605 West 2™ Ave, Ste 306

Anchorage, AK 99501

Re: Hailtbut Catch Sharing Plan [CSP)
Dear Mr. Olson:
September 23, 2012

1:am a long term Seward resident and commerdal fisherman supparting an Alaskan fishing family. | have had a
front row seat in obsarving both the reasons why the IFQ program was created to begin with, as well as the
aftereffects; some of which were predictable. One of these would be the long struggle which continues at this
meeting over how the charter sector will participate In the need for halibut conservation in the midst of a
declining resource. | totally understand and support the need to conserve the halibut resource. 1 am willing to
sit on the beach, for years if necessary, to rebuild threatened halibut stocks or any other of the fisheries
resources that | participate in. When | hear charter operators testify that they support the need to conserve our
halibut resouroe as well, | believe that deep down they do. But really, why shoukl they now? When political
efforts can be used successfully to push that responsibility anto the other guy, [ guess it’s not time yeat even
though the resource has dropped by half or more. Look at the numbers. As an Area 3A fisherman, | have seen
3A IFQY's have cut in half over the last five years as the rasource has declined, While on the charter side of this ==,
business, frorn an Area 3A perspective, | have seen the gnly limitation to full speed ahead to be that of the
health of the tourism economy, The latest reallocation argument by charter ownars seeks t expand the charter
GHL in order to maintain business as usual for a while longer as the halibut resource continues to decline.

Since [ had to buy almost every quota pound | have ever fished [now transferred to my sons but stitl hacked to
the bank], § feel that when the pounds | bought and am still paying for with hard work and sacrifice are
reallacated away to the charter group repeatedly with no compensation, this amounts to fraud and theft. it's
difficult to swallow the whining unwillingness of the commercial charter group to conserve, in spite of their
rhetoric. Here we are at this Council meeting, discussing the reallacation of hafibut IFQ pounds from setline to
charter once again. This, while it is astablished in the website documents that at the lowest tler resource leved,
the CSP as it now stands already “allocates a larger percentage of the combineg CEY to the charter sectar”.

I support the GAF provisian, or any other method of allowing the charter sector to invest in a level IFQ playing
fleld where risk and inevitable resource variability are shared equally by bath sectors.

tn response ta the Motion and Options on the table, | urge the Counchl to maintain the integrity of the RAM
program for all commercial participants. | support the catch sharing plan percentage allocations adopted in
2008 and detailed comments submitted by the Halibut Coalition.

Slnceraly,

oo
F r L

N (P
N ~
Robert Linville

PO Box 1753

Seward, AK 99664
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Richard Davls
F/V West Bank
2347 Kevin Cx.
Juneauy Alaska

99801

Greetings Chairman Olson, and NPFMC members,

1am a 49 year ol¢ resident of Juneau with continuous commercial fishing industry harvest since
1974. ] have heen involved in halibut harvest in regulatory areas 2C and 3A since the Inception of the IFQ
program. | financed the purchase of nearly 60% of the hallhut IFQ 1 hold. My son purchased all of his

halibut Q.
) am a member of the Hallbut Coalition, Southeast Flsherman’s Alliance, and Seafood Producers
Cooperative, | am alsa a life member of the United Fishermen of Alaska, and the Alaska Trolle s

Association. 1 currently serve as a director of the UFA, Alaska Longline Fishermen's assoclation, and the
Northern Southeast Regional Aquaculiura Association.

I support the testimeny of ALFA and the Halibut Coalltion an the halibut catch share plan before
you. No fishermen's investment in this halibut fishery is remotely prudent or secure unill an end to the
continwed reallocation is reached.

| would appreciate actlon by the council to safeguard the effort and investment of hatibut IFQ tongliners.

Sincerely,
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Fax to (907) 271-2817 or mail to arrive by COB Sep 25, 2012

Date: _& ' L A
Me. Eric Olson, Chair

North Pacific Fishery Management Coundil

G605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306

Anchorage, AKX 99501

Dear Mr. Olson,

Re: C-1 Halibut Cateh Sharing Plan (CSP)

1 SUPPORT the catch sharing plan percentage allocations adopted in 2008. | urge the Council to

recommit to these atlocations, streamline the CSP charter management system, and implement

the CSP.

The 2008 CSP allocations were based on historic and current harvest ratios between the charter

and longline sectors and faidly share the resource between these two sectors. The allocations

ara fair and equitable. The allocations protect historic consumer access, the longline fishery,

and fishery dependent commanities. The 2008 CSP allocations also provide g reasonable level

of access for guided anglers at all levels of halibut abundance. The charter fleet was gifted an -~

allocation 25% above their actual harvest on two occasions and should not secure a higher
allocation through political interference,

Longline fishermen bring the fish to the public; charter operators take the public to the fish—
but orders of magnitude more “public” are served by the longline industry. Even at these low
levels of abundance, longline fishermen In these two areas annually provide access—through
high quality, healthy meals—to the halibut resource for 7-9 million Americans plus another 2
million non-Americans through export. The Area 2C and 3A charter industry, on the other
hand, provides an expensive recreationa! opportunity to approximately 230,000 clients per
vear. Inshort, the longline fishery provides 40 times more Americans accass to the halibut
resource and provides national ecanomic benefit through export.

When | purchased quota, | did so with the expectation that the NPFMC would not reallocate
those investments to anothar commercial group. My family is dependent on incame from the
halibut longline fishery and reallocation to the charter sector hurts both my famity and my
community. The CSP supplemental analysis establishes that longline fishermen have LOST
money over the past six years while charter operators have MADE money at these low |evels of
abundance. The charter fleet does not need more halibut at the expense of langline fishermen
and the communities that depend on them. If clients want more halibut, charter aperators can

™
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lease quota through the Gulded Angler Fish (GAF) provisian. Why shouldn’t they have to invest
if they want more quota?? | have.

| support changes to the CSP that allow the Gouncil to deve lop annual charter management
measures for adoption by the Inteynational Pacific Halibut Commission. | support the GAF
provision. What | cannot support is yet another reallocation to the charter operators of the
halibut quota | worked hard te purchase. The longline industry and the American public
deserve better than that from the Council.

Thank you for the apportunity to comment.
Sincerely,

Name:

h|
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Please include these comments in Council Members packets for the upcoming meeting.
Thank you

Eric Olson, Chairmsn

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

Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

Re: Agenda Item C1b, Halibut CSP

My family and [ have been in the halibut charter business in Homer for 35 years. Wo have
done it all: & passenger charters, multi day charlers, kg range charters, 22 passenger charters,
combo salmon/halibut charters, 4 day charters, combe rockfish/lingeod/halibwt charters and
salmon charters. Our 24 year old son bas been a charter ¢aptain for us for the past six years and
will likely take over the business, 1bave been 10 and testified at so many IPHC, AP and Council
meetings over the past 26 years that I have lost track of how many. I believe I kpow what does
and does not work for my busimess,

1 am opposed to the CSP. i bas nothing to do with fairness or conservation. When the CEY
for 3A rises to 20 mibs and above, the charter allocation will actually drop while the commercial
allocation will rise. It is complicated and unwicldy. The stair step provisions in the original GHL
are a more fair management tool for the charters. The GAF provision to me is just another way
for long liners o make money without having to fish. Already there are ariginat QS holders who
are allowed to lease their QS and never have to set foot on a boat,

I believe we all have a respansibility for conservation of the resource. However the 3A, charter
fleet has stayed within the himits of the GHL all but one year since implementation. Now that we
have limited entry the chacter flect has been substantially reduced. 11ike the current GHIL with
tha management tools that are afready in the toolbox. The only reason for the CSP is to reallocate
from the charters to the long liners as the CEY rises. Not fair and not right, Tf the CEY is
reduced further, putting us over the GHL, why ot use the current regulatory tools to constrain the
catch?

The charter released halibiut mortality raw has been estimated at 3% but no real current studies
have been done. My personal view is the mortality rate is much lower as the charter crow hag
plenty of time to gently deal with a fish. Also the public does not like w see fish abuse.

On the other hand the long Tine U32 moctality is estimated at 6%6. I believe it was something
like 1.2 milkion poumds in 3A in 2010. That U32 mortality skould be addressed and redusced,

The other comservation measure to address is the laughable 15% reduction of halibut by-catch
in the trawi fleet. Until there iz 100%% observer coverage on the trawlers there will never be a way
to know that they are even reducing the by-catch by 15%. Long liners should bave 100%
observers also, Jhave H)0% observer coverage on my boat everyday and they should too.

J depend on crew fish to feed my family fresh halibut during the summer and to store some up
for the winter. Rather thar completely out it out under the CSP how about a punch card with X
number of halibut alowed for the year. Crew fish could be recorded in the logbook the same as
they are now. [ think boardings and dockside checks work. The professional charter operators [
know will not abuse this provision. The home fish are too important to vs. Long liners get to
bring home fish for personal use and 30 should we.



FROM :

FRX NO, - Sep. 25 2212 12:86FM Pl

The CSP sets up unfair competition within the charter flest. 6 passenger endorsement permits
can lease up to 400 GAF or 66% of their capacity. On my 16 passenger vessel T could only lease
600 GAF or 37% of my capacity. Hello. 1don’t think this was intended. Why would you give
one sector of the charter flect an advantage over enother? Ikaow the GAF provision was never
meaxt to be fair and never meant to replace the 2™ fish jost in the CSP but GAF should be
equitable throughout the charter flect,

Since only a small armount of GAF will be mede eveilabic it really only favors rich fishermen,
expensive charters and lodges. Most of my cliemts are middle income fishermen and | don't
believe they will be willing to pay $100 for a second fish, Fexpect less business because they
also will not pay current charter prices for one Rsh.

The [easing of GAF will be cumbersome and confusing as the smounts available will change
every year. How can GAF possibly be enforced and how much will enforcement cost? What
GAF i3 availeble will end up going to the highest bidder and my middle income clients will be cat
out of any opporumity for thet second fish.

There is a possibility that rogue charter operators and privete fishermen will take people ot
under the guise of “just taking out my friends” and allowing them to catch 2 fish per person if
the charter fleet is reduced to one fish.

Tn summary:

Use the current GHL and the tools aiready available for management or adjust the CSP
allocations to more closely align with the GHL allocation thar was deemed “fair and equitable” in
federal cowt,

Clean op the glaring conservation problems in the long line and traw] fleets.
Have some provision for retestion of crew fish.

I would Jike to see the inequity of available GAF betwoen 6 angler permit holders and more than
6 angter permit holders cieared up.

Lo Mt

Sean Martin

North Country Charters
Homer, Ak 99603
907-235-7620
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Fax to (907) 271-2817 or mail to arrive by COB Sep 25, 2012

Date: q"’lg 4 ) }EL

Mr. Erlc Olson, Chair

North Pacifle Fishery Managemant Council
605 West 4l Ave, Ste 306

Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Mr. Olzon,

Re: Halibut Calch Sharing Plan (CSP)

1 SUPPORT the catch sharing plan percentage allocations adopted in 2008 and detailed comments
submitted by the Hatibut Coalition,

The allocation percentages adopted by the Council in October 2008 are fair and equitable because they
proteci historic consumer access, the setline fishery, coastal communities, and provide a reasonable level
af access for guided anglers at all leveds of halibut abundance. It is impartant for all sectors to share in
conservation of hallbut, equally, at sfl abundance lavels, The CSP aliocations get in 2008 SHOULD NOT
be changed because of political inlerference. The charter flast was gifted an allocation 25% above their
actual harvest on two occasions and is again trying to Increase their allocation by obstructing final
regulatony action. .

When | purchased quota, | did so with the expectation that the NPFMC would not reallccate those
invastments 10 another commercial group.

The IPHC should be delegated authority to énnuaily g6t bag and size limils for chartar ko maintain the
charter harvest at or below their allccation; this is the mest effective way. This will commect previous
problems with the charter sector frequently exceeding their allocation.

I aupport the Guided Angler Fish provision that allows chartar operators to lease quota if their clients want
more fish. Why sheukdn't they have to invest If they want more quota??

My family is dependent on income from the halibul setfine fishery and uncompensated reaflocation to the
¢harter sector hurts both my family and community.

The CSP supplemental analysis establishes that commercial fishermen have LOST money over the past

six;, years while charter operators have MADE money at these low lovels of abundance. The charler Resl

does not need more halibut at the expensa of commercia) fishermen and the communities that depend on
them.,

Thankyoumrmeoppomntmommment_("sEE ENCLOSED LETTE?Ql> .

Sincerely,

Namae: SIDN‘E\I ﬁ«MELSON

Address: Bﬁﬂ 51’:::4‘.' HOMER;_A K 99%05
PAte 1| oF 2
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G24-12

Dear NPFEM CduprciL .

| I HAD To Buy MY MoDEST AMOUNT OF
HALIBUT QuoTA AT MARKET FRICES |

, I ACCEPT THAT REDUCTIONS NEED TO
BE MADE IF THE RESOVRCE DECLINES.

.. I 651451:'&‘ 17T 15 WRoNG To TAKE
 THE ®QUoTA THAT I BOOGHT AND GIvE
1T To THE SPRTIES .  THEY NEVER
FPAIC ANYTHING FoR THEIR QUOTA,

AND MoST OF THEM GoT VALUABLE
CHARTER ﬁ&-ﬁ/lwrs, FREE IN THE MAIL. . -

; [T is Just Paﬁrz_u STEALING.
1 THANKS
SI> NELSON
Box 564

HOMER, AK
9602

- q407.935-4031

Ase & oF 2
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Mr. Eric Qison, Chair September 24, 2012
North PacHie Fishery Managemant Council |

605 Wast dih Ave, Ste 308

Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Mr. Qlson,
This letter is in regards to the C-1 Halibut Catch Sharing Plan.

| have been a commercial longline fisherman since 2005. Before that | spent 26 years
fishing crab in the Bering Sea. The capital | accrued from the crab fishery as a boat
owner and captain, was invested into my longline operation. My Initial investment into
hallbut IFQ alone was over $1,000,000. Since my [nitlel purehases of IFQ, the quotas in
area 2C have decreased by 80%, In 2009, | was granted a NMFS loan of $400,000
with which [ bought [FQ in 3A. The poundage of halibut IFQ | purchased with the loan
money has decreased 35%, which has put me "underwater” for that loan.

Flshing quotas go up, and they go down, That Is part of the business. The ameunt of

fish 1 am.allowel 19, AR shpuld e hasad oo, tae.beatih of s Sabrotard s tire of
trying, by any means possible, to take away fish that | have paid the right to harvest.
The charter industry needs to play by the same rules as the commercial industry, If they
want to harvest halibut, they need to invest in the right to cateh It.

The new CSP PPA (and the additional reallocation options) that are under review has
the potential of taking 4-5% of the combined charter/commerclal catch and glfting it
solely to the charter industry. This would take money directly from commercial boats that
have played by the rules, that have Invested heavlly in IFQs, and that, on the whole,
have besn losing money. Then, give that peicentage to charter boats that have abused
the rules, that invested only In their boals and lobbying efforts, and have been making
money because they did not have to purchase or borrow money for the rights to catch
halibut. If this proposal is adopted it wiil ptt many commercial operators over the adge
and out of business,

Please put a stop to this welfare system for the charter industry. Enough is enough!
If the charter industry wants more halibut to catch they should have to INVEST i it
just like anyona else,

With that being said, 1 support the Catch Sharing Plan percentage allocations originally
adopied in 2008. | also support the ability for charter operators o lease quota through
the Guided Angler Fish provision. This Is the fair solution and } esk the Council %o
recommit to thesa aliocations.

David Thompson, F/V Alautian Sun
POB 2192
Petersburg, AK 99833



Randy and Dina Grepg
FfV Patriot
PO Bax 20373
Junean, Alagks 99802
907-463-4430

September 16, 2012

Mr. Eric Olson, Chair

Morth Pacific Fishery Management Coumcil
605 West 4% Ave, Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501

Diear Mr, Oson,
RE: C-1 Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP)

My wifes and I are Alaskan Boru commercial fichermen. We both are Halibut IFQ share holders since the
program began ip aveas 2C and 3A. [ 'wis allotied a small amount of halibut shares initially and then 1
purchased the rest while my wife had to purchase all of hers over time. My allotment of [FQ's was a
quarter of what I canght anmually before the IFC) system was put into place. We bave taken our two
Alaskan born kids, pow in their teens, out leng lining with us every vear until this year due o their schoal
obligations. 1 come from & commeercial fishing farmily with a dad who leaglined | crabbed and caught many
salmon over the years, My wite band trelled salmom with her prandfather as o kid.

We fee] we are like farmers who bring a muhritious food source to many people who womld not be zble 1o
obstain chis food otherwise. Noteveryone is abls to afford the expense of flying to Alaska to cateh fish so -~
we provide thern the opportanity 10 access those fish by catching helibut for them. 7-9 million Americans
as well as 2 million pon-Americans are able to emjoy the fish commercial fshermen catch and sell. Charter
client= have approximately 230,000 clients per year who are able to enjoy the excitemment of catching their
own haltbut. I had the opportunity to sport fish (as well as inmf) elsewhere and I go fishing with the full
knowiedge there Is no gnarantec that I will even catch one fish! [ know 1 have to follow strict guidetines to
protect resources.  Those are the rules put in plece 1o particlpate,

When we purchased our quota, we did not think those IFQ’s would one day be reallacaied to another wsar
group. We purchased these shares, investing n lot of money to do so.  The charter sector bag been given
the same opportunity by leasing quota through the Guided Angler Fish (GAF} provision. and we think they
should start investing in themselves the sams way we had 1o in order to keep fishing kalibut. We have seen
our quoda shrink evesy year to preserye resources and oo monefary compensation was given to us.

We support the chanpes to the CSP that allow the Coumcil to develop annual cherter managemen measnmes
for adopticn by the Internaticnal Pacific Halibut Commission 'We support the GAF provision. It is time
the Charter operators invest il (hemeelves ust 23 commencial Ssherman have done. What we cannot
suppodt is yet another reallncation to the charter opesators of the halifwt quota we have worked bard to

purchase over the years.

}d 6EtE0t=4 06 Bbsin Apuey dsti0 2L 2 d8g
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Bruce J Gabrys
10229 Baffin Street
Eagle River, AK 99577

September 24, 2012

Sent by Fax: (907) 271-2817
Mr. Eric Olson, Chair
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 Weat 4% Avenue, Suite 306
Anchorage, AK. 99501

Dear Chairman Olson,
Re: Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (agenda item C-1}

I support the Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP) and urge the Council to retain the CSP
allocations as adopted in 2008.

As & commencial halibut fisherman in Arxea 3A for the past 29 years, I am economicaily
dependent on the Halibut fishery and have made substantial purchases of Individual Fish
Quota (IFQ) to remain in the fishery. Further cizs and/or reallocations from the halibut
longline fishery will put many of vs out of business.

I am particularly offended by the proposed reatlocation adjustment that atternpis to match the
CSP allocation to the Guideline Harvest level (GHL)! Where is the “sharing of the
conservation burden™ in that? In setting the GHL, the charter fleet was given an allocation
25% above their actuai harvest, For the 2012 season my halibut quota is half of what I was
previously allowed to catch. For Area 2C Longliners the cuts were even worse.

If the halibut charter operators want/necd more helibut to support their business plan, they
can lease it through the Guided Angler Fish (GAF) provision. My business plan required me
to spend money to narease my quots, why shouldn’t they?

In closing, 1 ask the Council keep in wind that this issue is not just about charter operators
and comnmercial fishermen. It is ultimately about public access to the halibut resource.
Longline fishermen bring the fish to the Public; charter operators take the Public to the fish.
There are millions of consumers that enjoy heaithy and tasty halibut meals in restaurants
and/or through the grocery store. Many mewmbers of the Public cannot afford the howury of
tzking a halibut charter. These consumers won’t be at the Qctober Council mesting, but
protection of their equitable access to the halibut resource is also the job of the Council.

fowf 22 FZ

Sincerely,

Bruce J Ga
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Alaska Trollers Association

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

(907) 586-4473 Fax

September 22, 2012

Eric Olson, Chairman

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th Ave, Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Chairman Clson,
Re: Agenda Item C-1 Halibut Catch Sharing Plan [CSP)
Dear Mr, Qlson:

The Alaska Trollers Association (ATA) is writing yet again regarding the need to solidify a catch sharing plan for halibut.
Resolution of this issue has eluded the North Pacific Fishery Management Council (Council) and those involved in, or

affected by, both the commercial and charter sectors for two decades. The pursuit of a reasonable program to fairly
distribute the halibut resource has taxed government and industry budgets, and frayed relationships in townships

throughout Alaska. It is nearly impossible to adequately express the disappointment felt by so many. —

Since 1925, ATA has represented the interests of small boat hook and line salmon fishermen operating in state and
federal waters off the coast of Alaska. With more than 2,600 permit holders, the troll fleet is the largest in the state and
is B5% resident; about 1 of every 35 people in Southeast Alaska works on one of our boats. Troll vessels range from 16
to 60 feet in length. Since the late 1800's, halibut has been an important component of many troiler’s annual harvest.

Trollers who longline typically hold IFQ in areas 2C and 3A. Whether or not they received initial IFQ shares, many had to
buy into the federally mandated program, at great cost, simply to maintain a viable business. The promise of the IFQ
program was supposed to be a more stable and rational fishery. Instead, fishermen have been put at significant
financial risk from both a precipitous drop in the annual halibut TAC and a persistent de-facto reallocation to the charter
sectar.

While our members suppart the Council's worthy intent, as stated in the CSP Environmental Assessment (NOAA, p. xvi),
we fear that some of the concerns expressed in the document have al ready occurred. For instance, destabilization of
the seafood industry and negative impacts on local resources and users. We anticipate the situation will grow worse
under each of the alternatives you are presentfy considering.

ATA opposes the Council’s Preliminary Preferred Alternative 2 (PPA), as our members simply cannot support any
additional reallocation of halibut to the charter sector., Therefore, the option before you that best fits ATA and the
Council’s common goals and objectives of streamlining, clarifying, and improving charter sector data and

management toals, might be Alternative 3 modified to cap the charter sector allocation at the level established in the

2008 CSP.

For 20 years the Cauncil and public have hashed out the issue of halibut aliocation and worked to rationalize the guided .
sportfish harvest. These efforts have been thwarted by obstructionism and inertia at the highest levels, which is

exceedingly frustrating to halibut fishermen and potentially dangerous for the resource. Under the GHL system, IFQ,

holders have lost 75% of their harvest share, which has already put some vessel owners, deckhands, and processing

workers out of business. Others are now on the brink, through no fault of their own. In contrast, the charter sector lost
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35% during the same time frame, and the Council's econotnic analysis reveals that they have been able to compensate
-~ for the reduced harvest by raising prices and Increasing revenues. This is not an option for the commencial sector.

Most of our members own madest amounts of quota to supplement other fishing revenue. Such diversity can make a
big difference in the success of a fishing business pian. Without it, there 15 no financial buffer during those times when
abundance of our key target species dips, or fish and fue! prices fluctuate, or the boat needs a new engine. With the
significant erasion in harvest shara, we see many people struggling with nowhere to tum - most fisheries are limfted and
expensive to by into. This is further complicated when you are trying ta pay off existing IFQ loans. Commearcial
fishermen have followed the rufes and invested in a program established by the government, which billed IFQs as the
best way to protect the resource and provide staliity. Instead, that same government has atfowed the fug to be pulled
out from under an entire industry, by neglecting to stop this de-facto realiacation, Jobs and the economy?? Providing
fish for the nation?? Balencing trade deficits?? It all rings pretty hollow to our fishermen with vanishing IFQs.

Both the commercial and sport industries provide jobs for our commumities, but there are important differencas 1o
consider when deterrnining harvest shares, Each vear the seafood industry provides hallbut to naarly 10 millign
Amerncans bogsts US trede through exaorts 1o millions of atkers. The charter incustry caters to less than one
quarter that many clents peryear. Allocations should reflect that fact, with affort focused on providing halibut
products to the widest span of people, while providing good sport fishing for residents and solid job opportunities for
each industry sector,

Recognizing the challenges invelved in bringing the charter sector under a complex allacation program, our industry
worked hard and offered many compromises, Each round of negotiations resulted in the seafood industry supporting
significant quantities of halibut helng zdded tu the sport sector’s collective creel, in hapes of reaching # settiement. In
2008, it appeared we had succaeded, yet here we are again! This war of attrition has been axceedingly damaging to
commercial fishenmen, processors, and thosa byusiness that Suppart us. There is just no more to give. Longliners have

en substantially cut back in recent years, in part to absorb the impact of spart overages. Those cuts have led to 2 loss
af jobs that resonates through our communities and the state.

Qur members do not condone allowing any user group to grow without kounds and displace existing users; i’s bad
Tesource management and poor economic policy, particularly for a region that badly needs jobs. However, thisis
precisely what has been afowed to occur, Reductions for conservation are ane thing, but chronic ergsion of harvest
through de-facto re-afocation is wholly different, totaily unacceptable, and does not achieva the 2cals of the fedecally
mandated IFQ program.

It is tirne v implement a program and provide stability for our region’s fishermen that stops the loss of harvest share
for the commercial sector. If the 2008 plan needs some refinements to improve data and management systems,
we're all for that. But please, move forward — not backwrand!

For the mutual long-term benefit of the seafood industry and consumers; sportfishing guides and dlients; and the many
independent anglers - all wha bring value te our coastaf comm unities - we urge your support of the fair catch share plan
that does not take even more from the seafood industry.

Thanks in advance for your consideration,

Sinceraly,

zﬂ»cgua?,

A aecutive Director



Polar Star, Inc.

P.0. Box endge Kodiak, AK 90615
Phone: H0T-486-5258 ¥ Fax: RT-486-3413 * E-Mall, Wau}m{

September 25, 2019

Exic Olsan, Chair _
North Pacific Fishery Management Council

Re: Agenda Ttern C-1B, Halibut Catch Share Plzn Final Action
Drear Erie:
I urge the council to adopt the original Catch Shere Plan allocations selected in 2008,

I own and operate two veasels, the Polar Sterand the Mi Lori, that participate in the commercial halibut IFQ
fishery in the Gulf of Aleska. I have invested a huge arovart of imoney over the years purchasing halibut IFQ,
and I currently pay out a mignificant amount of mry annual income on halibut IFY loans. Especially given the
current steep decline in the halibut exploitable biomass, we need the stability of knowing that thoss managing
the resource will not reallocate it. This issue should have been settled in 2008 when the council took final action
on the catch abare plan, Instead, I sec that the charter inberests are demunding yet another unwarranted
increese in their allocation. They have already had two increasea above their actual barvest. To give them yet
anoﬂmrinmmwnuldhemulyunﬁzirmthmofminthemmr&dsautorwhohummpmdmseﬂrg.at
tremendous expense, if we want to increase our harvest, Enobgh fs enough. The charter sector it obstructing
final regulatory action through political pressure to increase their allocation. The original allocations set in ™
2008 should stand.

The charter sector maintains that they are being unfuirly economically damaged by the allocations in the
ariginal catch share plan. However, the catch share plan snalysis Indicates that, with the current low levels of
halibut exploitable bicmass during the past six years or so, it is the commercial sector that is traly hurting.
Indeed, commercial fishermen have lost money while the charter sector has made money, The charter sector
does not need and does not deserve another allocation increase. There s & provision in the catch share plan, the
Guided Angler Fish provision, that provides a mechanism for chsrter operators to acquire halibut quata through
purchase, which is what we in the commercial sector have to do if we want more quota. Fair i fair.

In summary, the council should leave the catch share plan allocations as they were set in 2008, and should not
give the charter sector another increase. Let's put this issue to vest and move on.

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely, ~

Patrick J. Pikus

Polar Star, Inc.

c0/¢0 d £1¥598pL06 'ON XV Sld  Hd 2E:%0 AN 2102-52-d38
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September 25, 2012

Mz, Exic Olson

Chairman

Notth Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 42 Avenue, Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 88501

Re: Item C-1(b) Final Action on Halibut Catch Sharing Plan
Dear Chairman Olson,

The Halibut Association of Notth America represents 80% of the
companies that buy or process halibut in Alaska, British Columbia,
Washington and Otegon. Our Alaska members buy fish from the
longline fleet in every regulatory area in the state. HANA has
represented processoss for more than five decades, and many of our
mermbets have been buying halibut for twice that long.

Ous position on item C-1{b) can be summed up in two words:
“Fnough alreadyl” We’re not talking about the seemingly endless shifts
and shapes this management effort has taken since 1993. We're talking
about the relentless pressure for more fish from the charter sector.

That fleet was gifted 25% more than their highest catches in the initial
allocation for a Guideline Harvest Level (GHL). Delays happen and
“historic high catches” become, well, histoty. Cue the violins again and
0 additional increased allocation was set three years later. Finally
moratorium is called on this burgeoning industry that is statting to take
more than their GHL and continues to incur overages for five yeats in
a row. Managers compensate by reducing the comtnercial fleet’s
allocation the next year.
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In 2008, HANA was past of the group that helped write the Catch Shate Plan, which
gavemechmindusuyyetahighﬂaﬂoca&uchwewﬂﬁngmgive z little then
because we wanted it over. Despite general agreement among many of the charrer

t advisors, 2 well-orchestrated tsunami of letiers attacked that plan after it
waspublishedinﬂaeFedemchgisterlastymThcdﬁefcomplaintwas thete wasn't
enough fish for the charter sector in times of low abundance. Last April we gota new
Preliminary Preferred Alternative that increased the charter allocation by more than
5% in Area 2C and nearly 12% in Area 3A. Enough already!

'I‘hescinc:easesn:enotnmelymvingalineonapicchartotmﬂsﬁmlmble.‘lhcy
are not merely rewarding a fleet that has not stayed within its catch limit with fish
from a flect that has always staged within its catch limit. In real terms, this
uncompensated teallocation from the longline sector could mean layoffs in plants
during past of the year throughout coastal Alaska, shrinking the flect even further by
techucing IFQ holdings, and threatening Alaska’s long-held position as the premier
source of halibut in the world’s seafood market.

HANA urges the Council to adopt a modified Alternative 3, where the allocation
percentages (withthcexcepﬁnnofthemngcfcanme,whichcmbeclimimted)remain
the same as in Alternative 2 (the 2008 Preferred Alternative). These numbers are fair,
equitable, and higher than in Alternative 2 since there is no + ot -3.5%.

In addition, HANA urges the Council in the strongest terms to move with all possible
speedminsﬁmteelecnonic:eporﬁngofchmhmcstandwasmge. The Herculean
efforts thus far expended by the staff and Council members to craft a fair CSP are
worth litde if we continue to rely on the honot systetn for accovnting charter
temovals.

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

rwr

Pegpy Parker
Executive Director

ce: Senator Lisa Murkowskd
Senator Mark Begich
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SERFA

Southeast Alaska Fishermen's
9369 North Douglas Highway

Juneau, AK 99801
Phane: 907-586-6652
Fax: 907-523-1168

Email: seafa@gt¢
Website: http:/4

=

807-523-1168

Alliance

lnet
www.seafa.org

Septembfgr 25, 2012
North Pacific Fishery Management Coung
605 W. 4™ Avenue, Suite 306
Anchorage, AK 99501-2252
RE: C-1 Halibut Catch Share Plan
Dear Chcifr'man Olson, and Council Membe:
Southeast Alaska Fishermen's Alliance (§
many commercial fishermen/IFQ permit

meeting ds their shrimp and Dungeness ¢

SEAFA membership supports the manage
angler fish program (GAF) contained with

rs,

EAFA) would first point out that
holders will be unable to attend this
rab seasons start on October 1%,

ment structure and the guided
in Alternatives 3-5 but do not

support an increase in the allocation to the Charter sector contained with

these alternatives. We still believe that
€SP (Alternative 2) is still more than fail

the allocation provided in the 2008
' and equitable to the Two sectors.

The following statement was contained wjthin the analysis and gets to the

heart of the frustration that commercia

fishermen feel regarding the

inability to reach a conclusion to this is
require a consideration of actions, whether h

which are reasonably foreseeable. This is inter,
than merely possible or speculative. Actions
foreseeable if some concrele step has been take
Council recommendation or the publication of
consideration” have rot generally been inelud,
or may not be adopted, and so cannot be reaso

Commercial fishermen keep trying to
based on “final” Council recommendations
being re-considered.

e over 20 years. CEQ regulations

n by a government or by private persons,
reted as indicating actions that are more

e been considered reasonably

toward implementation, such as a

proposed rule. Aciions simply “under
because they may change substantially
bly described, predicted or foreseen.”

onably plan for their business

. Yet once again, the allocation is
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SERFA

807-523-1168

We believe the 2008 CSP allocation is *f
the background of the 6HL, The GHL
harvest of 1995-1999. The Federal Regi
stated, “The GHLs egual 1,432,000 b (6
3,650,000 Ib (1,655.6 mt) net weight in
13.05 percent and 14.11 percent respec
recreational and commercial affowable
of the equivalent of the commercial cate
Halibut Cealition has a geod summary of
support,

SEAFA believes that many 2C comme
G6AF program just because the amount o
point to be unprofitable 1o make a trip w
program that charter cperators can tak
important component necessary for this
problem statement.

ir and 2quitable” when you consider

set at 125% of the historical

er 68 FR 47256, August 8, 2003

9.5mt) net weight in area 2¢ and

3A. These amounts aguate fo

. of the combined guided

vest.” This was determined off
limit that we are now calling it

his issue within their comments we

idl fishermen will participate in the

quota share has gotten to the

th their vessel. It is q voluntary
advantage of or not, And isavery
CSP to meet the objectives of the

The 2012 Management style is where ma
could never quite make it there to shor

vy of us have tried to get o but
the delayed feedback loop that

t
was 50 problematic with the GHL and ?hggmﬁ management matrix was the
closest we thought we could accomplish go this is an improvement over the

2008 €SP that we support.

This issue needs a resolytion, it was in chzmber of 2005 that ADF&

Commissioner McKie Campbel| promised o
7 years ogo and has been 20 years since
brought before the Councit.

fast track resolution to this issue,
the issue of reallocation was

While SEAFA supports movement to a verified charter logbook as an

improvement over the SWHS for timely

tata, we do not support an allocation

disguised as an adjustment factor, it is reallocation of additional fish to the

charter sector.

In summary, SEAFA supports a blend cor

itaining the allocation in Alternative

2 and streamlining the CSP with a GAF cemponent as contained in alternative

3. Please carefully and with due diligence
and put this issue to rest,

debate final action on a halibut CSP




Sep 25 2012 E:09PM SERFA 907-523-1168

Kathy Hansen
Executive Director




{omments: Agenda ftern C-1{b]

Subject: Comments: Agenda item C-1(b)

From: jeff farvour <jefarv@gmail.com> P
Date: 9/25/2012 3:55 PM

To: npfmc.comments@noaa.gov

Dear Chair Olson and Council members,

My name is Jeff Farvour and | am writing to the Council, as | have for the last 8 years, to ask the
Council to please stop the reallocation of halibut quota from the commercial sector to the
charter sector and give stability to all that are affected by this issue, | have spent all of my
savings as a commercial fishing deckhand to buy 2C halibut quota over the years so that | can
stay and live in Sitka and commercially fish for a living. | have accepted the conservation cuts
that have come with purchasing halibut quota but am not able to recover my investments in
halibut quota yet (hopefully that will change soon). 1 also am not asking another halibut
fishing sector to pay for those cuts merely just to level the playing field so our fishing
communities can move on.

| cannot suppaort any of the alternatives in the analysis but | can support the allocation portion

of alternative 2 with the management of alternative 3 and GAF. The hest available science in

2008 that the council had to set the charter allocation for the CSP was and is the SWHS. To

suggest that an reallocation adjustment should be made because now the loghook program -~
has been improved and could be used as the official recording keeping is to me a dangerous
precedent. Much testimony was given to the Council about under and over reporting in

logbooks depending on the issue in front of the Council.

Under times of lower halibut abundance the analysis clearly points out that the commercial
sector is more economically harmed than the charter sector. Conversely, the charter sector is
less economically affected by lower bag limits. Again, | fail to see how reallocating more halibut
to charter sector will help in any way. The commercial sector fishes halibut for 8 months
bringing money into to our communities for a much longer portion of the year than the
charter sector, every fish that we bring is is counted, our boats are more spread out instead of
concentrated close to town and we accept the tough cuts to our quotas to protect the
resource.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and your service on the Council.

Sincerely, Jeff Farvour
Sitka, AK

1of2 9/26/2012 7:23 AM



Sitka Charter Boat Operators Association
PO Box 2422 Sitka Alaska 58835

September 23, 2012

Mr. Eric Olsen, Chairman

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 W 4™ Ave. Suite 306

Anchorage AK 95501

RE: C-1{b} Final Action on Halibut Catch Sharing Pian
Dear Chairman Olsen,

On behalf of the 35 members of the Sitka Charter Boat Operators
Association, | wish to submit the following comments pertaining to the
Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP). We feel several issues need to be
addressed prior to submitting this halibut CSP to NOAA for approval.

1. In Van Valin v Locke, Judge Collyer determined the charter sector
Guideline Harvest Level {GHL) to be fair and equitable. In the proposed
CSP, the charter allocation noticeably drops below the GHL at certain
Combined Catch Limits. This needs to be adjusted before gaining approval
from NOAA. It is certainly not fair to start off a CSP with a charter sector
allocation under the GHL, requiring the charter secior to lease halibut
pounds back from the commercial sector.

2. The method of transfer between sectors, namely Guided Angler Fish
(GAF), will not work. There are many serious problems with GAF as listed
in the ACA letter. GAF is either going to be oo costly or not available for
the majority of charter operators. GAF will not provide stability to the
charter sector in times of low abundance and it seriously conflicts with the
definition of sport caught fish, which cannot be sold.

3. Because the economic and wastage data used in analysis is lacking or
outdated, accurate charter and longline sector accountability is not
possible. In addition, because the trawl sector removes a significant
amount of 026/U32 poundage, it Is vital that a/f sectors be included and
held accountable for their wastage when sector accountability is
determined.

4. We also are concerned that replacing the GHL allocation with the
alternatives presently under consideration will leave the guided sport
sector with illogical “jinks” on the allocation curve. We support the
calculation formulas proposed by the Alaska Charter Association (ACA)



which gives a smooth and appropriate increase in allocation that floats with
abundance.

5. The proposed CSP bans halibut harvest by skipper and crew. As
personal use and spott fishing, resulting in "Home Packs” are allowed on
longline vessels, it is grossly discriminating against the charter fleet to
force skippers and crew to take a day off to harvest halibut for personal
use.

Of further note, while input from the Councit's Charter Implementation
Committee is an improvement over previous Council task committees, we
are concerned about the missing public comment period required by the
Administrative Procedures Act. There is a need for recreational
angler/public input to the process, We hope the Council corrects this issue
as well,

A major reason for establishing the commercial IFQ program revolved
around the safety issue. The safely factor is prominent once again, but
this time it concerns the unguided sport angler. More liberal bag limits for
unguided versus guided anglers has encouraged sport anglers to fish
Alaska's waters on their own instead of hiring a US Coast Guard licensed
charter captain, We advise the Council to be careful of measuras which
may have unforeseen results regarding the safety and harvest by unguided
recreational anglers.

Lastly, we fesl this Council has an opportunity to put the “war” between the
commercial and recreational sectars to rest. Approval and implementation
of the proposed CSP will only prolong the animosity between sectors by
reducing the GHL allocation for guided anglers and awarding the reduction
to the commercial sector, with an option to lease poundage back.

Southeast Alaska (Area 2C) has been well within the GHL for the past
several years. We believe managing the charter sector by the GHL until a
Catch Accountability Through Compensated Halibut (CATCH), pool-based
catch sharing plan is developed, will accomplish the same objective as the
proposed CSP, but in a more equitable and acceptable manner,

Thank you so much for your attention to this matter.
Sincerely,

FlrnZ i

Theresa Weiser
President (SCBOA)
Sitka Charter Boat Operators Association



gt

KEMAI RIVER SPORTFISHING
ASSOCIATION

September 25, 2012

Eric Olsan, Chair

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

Anchorage, AK 9501-2252
npfmec.comments@noaa.gov

Dear Council Chair Olson,

Kenai River Sportfishing Association (KRSA) is a 501(c)3 charitable non-profit association of anglers and
conservationists dedicated to the sustainability of fisheries resources in Alaska. Many of our members
access the marine fisheries of 3A Southcentral Alaska, and use both guided and non-gulded boats while
fishing for halibut. We would like to provide comment on the final action (C-1 b) for the Halibut Catch
Share Plan (CSP) at the October meeting of the North Pacific Fishery Management Council (NPFMC).

ALLOCATION

Of the available alternatives outside of the status quo with GHL, KRSA supports the CSP allocation
proposed within Alternative 5, with the following caveats:
* Use of logbook data instead of the statewide harvest survey data; and
* Suitable “flattening” fix for the “jinks” effect that reduces allocation to guided sector at
abundance levels where allocation percentages change.

The draft analysis acknowledges that Alternatives 2 - 5 all involve a transfer of allocation from the
guided charter sector to the commercial sector when compared to the status quo GHL. KRSA supports
Alternative 5 as it shifts the least amount of poundage from one sector to the other and affords the
guided charter sector with the most management flexibility for implementing annual management
measures.

For 2012 in 3A, Alternative 5 would have shifted 234,000 Ibs. (8 percent reduction) and Alternative 3
would have shifted 758,000 Ibs. (25 percent reduction) from the guided charter to commercial sector.
The draft analysis states that the ex-vessel benefit of this shift in allocation to the commercial sector
would be $1.3 million (Alternative 5) to $4.1 million (Alternative 3). The draft analysis states that it is too

i1|Page



complex a subject to estimate loss economic revenue to the sportfishing industry. However, using per

day expenditures for guided saltwater anglers (ADFG 2007 report on economic impacts and =
contributions of sportfishing in Alaska}, an estimate can he provided as to how much economic patential

will be removed in the guided sportfishing industry from both of these alternatives.

In 2011, the average weight in 3A of halibut harvestad in the gulded charter sector was 15.2 Ibs. The lost
allocation in Alternative 5 equates to a net reduction of 15,400 fish, while Alternative 3 equates to
49,800 fish. At the current 3A two fish per day bag limit, a reduction of 15,400 fish equates to 7,700
angler days, while 49,900 fish equates to 24,950 anglers days. These are angler days that wiil be
removed from the gulded sportfishing industry and represent the potential magnitude of lost econemic
expenditures in the guided sportfishing industry on an annual basis.

Saltwater guided resident anglers generate $466 in average per day expenditures for trip-related items
only, including package trips (fodging, fuel, food, travel packages, etc.), white saltwater guided non-
resident anglers generate $744 per day. The combined average of rasident and non-resident guided
saltwater anglers is 3603 per day. Alternative 5, with a withdrawal of 234,000 (bs. or 7,700 potential
angler days, equates to “lost” economic potential to the gulded sportfishing industry of 54,66 million,
while Alternative 3, with a withdrawal of 758,000 los. or 24,950 potentiai lost angler days, equates to
“lost” economic potential of $15 million.

The draft analysis states that the shift in allocation from the guided sportfishing ind ustry to the ‘a
commercial sector is based solely on atlocatlon considerations, and not conservation considerations.

Hence KRSA supports Alternative 5, which limits the lost economic potential to the guided sportfishing

industry in 3A at $4.66 million instead of $15 million, with similar conslderations for lost economic

potential in 2C.

It should be roted that in 2012 the Upper Cook Inlet (UCI) salmon fisherias were declared an economic
disaster by the federal government through the US Department of Commerce disaster declaration
process. Within the UCI commercial salmon industry, due to king salmon conservation concerns, there
was an allocation shift of salmon away from the set gillnet sector and to the drift gillnet sector, a shift in
the neighborhood of $10 million of ex-vessel from set netters to drifters. The overall ex-vesse! value and
hence processer values did not change, but only shifted between gear groups. The disaster declaration
for UCI was also based on lost economic potentlal from cancellad king salmon fisking trips to the
sportfishing industry.

From the vantage point of "economic disasters” a reallocation away from the gulded sportfishing
industry of less than $5 million on an annuz| basis would be better than $15 million. Therefore, KRSA
supports Alternative 5 in that it shifts the least amount of poundage away from the guided charter
sector to the commercial sector. Although even the shift in allocation proposed In Alternative 5 is
significant, KRSA belleves it will do the least amount of damage on an annual basls to the guided charter

2|Page



sector of the Alaskan sportfishing industry. In 34, adoption of Alternative 5 would not have led to 2
reduction in the twao fish daily bag limit, whereas adaption of Altemative 3 would have. An 8 percent
reduction in allocation can be accommaodated without severely impacting the guided sportfishing
industry, whereas a 25 percent reduction will almost certainly curtall the vitality of the industry for years
to come.

SKIPPER AND CREW FISH

KRS5A feels that the provision for non-retentlon of skipper and crew fish does not curtail the viahility of
the guided sportfishing industry, Guided charter operators are barred from retention of fish while
performing guide operations in the freshwaters of the Kenal River drainage and elsewhere in
freshwaters of Alaska,

GAF

KRSA does not support GAF as a long-term solution to the problem statement that there is a functional
mechanism for compensated reallocation between sectors. KRSA believes GAF is a short=term,
temporary solution at best, with need of annual review and the Idea that a common pool approach will
ultimately supplant its use. Industry apposition to GAF is well-documented elsewhere in the public
record,

MANAGEMENT MEASURES

KRSA supports the “2012” approach to develop appropriate annuat management measures, It is a
necessary and useful replacemnent of the proposed management matrlx, and will allow a much finer
tuning of harvest methods and means to the available annual allocation.

COMMON POOL MECHANISM FOR COMPENSATED REALLOCATION

KRSA support of Alternative 5, even though it does reallacate a significant amount of poundage and
result in potential “lost” angler days, is based on the klea that eventually an effective mechanism based
on a common pool approach for the guided spartfishing Industry will be developed and implemented,

KRSA would #ike to thank the Council for its time and consideration of this matter.

Fhone

Ricky Gease, Executive Director
Kenal River Sportfishing Assoclation

Sincerely,

3]Page



SEAMG O

FouthEay Afacion Caldns Onganizmion

Eric Olson, Chair

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
Attn: Chris Ojiver, Executive Dlirector

604 West 4% Avenua, Suite 306
Anchorage, Ak 99501

re; Comments on agenda item C-1(h)

September 25, 2012
Chair Olson and Members of the Council:

| appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Catch Sharing Plan {CSP) and its component parts. | am submitting
these comments an behalf of the membership and Board of Directors of SEAGC.

Please accept the attached document as SEAGO’s formal writien comments on Agenda Item C-1(b} - Final Action on
Halibut Catch Sharing Plan.

|, and several SEAGO members, will be in attendance at the October Council to expand upon these comments during the
public comment pericd.

Sinr.erely_,

pe ol

Heath E. Hilyard, Executive Directar
SEAGO
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SouthEast Alaska Guides Organization

POSITION STATEMENT: CATCH SHARING PLAN - allocation, management measures, GAF and other
items

Allocation
SEAGO supports the allocation levels contained within Alternative 5.

Unarguably, allocation under the Catch Sharing Plan (C5FP) is of the greatest concern to Alaska’s charter
industry. The concern to our industry is not simply one of parity or equity, but one of a basic ability to
effectively prosecute our fishery and for our operators to remain profitable. Unlike our counterparts in
the commercial fishing industry, broader economic factors and changes in management measures
dramatically affect angler behavior, which in turn affects our harvests and thus our profitability.

We assert that use of logbook data rather than statewide harvest survey (SWHS) data is more accurate
and reliable. In moving data sources, Alternative 5 makes adjustments for that change and provides for
a 3.5% increase in allocation at lower levels of combined catch limit (CCL).

While this highest level of allocation under Alternative 5 still represents and appreciable reduction in
allocation to the 2C charter fleet when compared to the Guideline Harvest Level (GHL), we believe it
represents the best opportunity for our fleet to maintain profitability while achieving conservation
goals.

It should be noted that EA/RIR of September 4 clearly indicates that any reduction of harvest by the
charter sector will result in a gain to the commercial sector (Pg. xxiv — Effect of Alternatives) and that
staff has projected this increase to commercial sector will result in an increase of 177,000 lbs. which
equates to $977,000 in revenue under Alternative 5.

Management Measures

SEAGO supports the adoption of the “2012 Approach” for the development of appropriate annual
management measures.

Interrelated to the issue of allocation is that of appropriate management measures to constrain harvests
while maximizing angler access and mitigating economic harm to the 2C charter sector—a larger
allocation allows for greater flexibility in the development of management measures.

In 2011, 2C operators and the Council witnessed the drastic effect of an inappropriate management
measure that failed to account for the dynamic of angler effort. In 2011, the 2C charter fleet caught less
than 50% (388,000 lbs.) of its GHL allocation. While final season numbers for 2012 have not been

PO Box 422 - Sitka, AK 99835
http://www seagoalaska.org - heath@seagoalaska.org
907.244.4909




released, preliminary data from the Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) indicate that
Southeast operators harvested approximately 65% {510,000 Ibs.) of their allocation.

While still considerably below our target harvest of 931,000 Ibs., SEAGO is encouraged by this notable
increase that resulted from the U45/068 reverse slot-limit recommended by the Charter Management
Implementation Committee, Furthermore, we believe that the process undertaken by the Council
through the Charter Management implementation Cornmittee was fruitful. The dlalogue between the
Council and that committee resulted in a better management measure and a better understanding of
our industry. We assert that this process will result In further refinements of annual management
measures that will get us continually closer ta our target harvests,

As mentioned above, a higher allocation will generally result in greater flexibility in the development of
management measures, inour support of the highest level of allocation, our primary desire s increasing
flexibility rather than to simply get the most fish available to us. For the foreseeable future, many 2C
operators assume that bookings will remain relatively flat in comparison to 2012 and the closer we can
get to the management measure for 2010 {1 fish per day of any size) offers the best prospect for
recovery for 2C charter operators.

Guided Angler Fish (GAF)

SEAGO requests an annual review provision to be included for Guided Angler Fish. Furthermore we
request a statement that it is the Council’s intent for GAF to be o temporary measure to accompany
the final rule.

SEAGO has not reversed its previous opposition to GAF, however we recognize that it is the Council's
intent to take final action on the CSP, including the GAF provision. In that acknowledgement, we have
no desire to take an obstructionist approach, but rather to work the Council In the spirit of good faith to
improve the aspects of the CSP we believe to be the most problematic,

Operaters in both 2C and 3A remain concerned about the practical implications of the GAF provision, in
terms of both the financial impacts to their individual businesses and to charter clients generally. All of
the 2C operators that SEAGO has spoken with remain strongly opposed to this provision.

In terms of their individual businasses, operators have expressed the following toncems:

1. GAF further exacerhbates competitive disadvantage to smaller operators.

2. Within the first several years of the provision being in place, operators will be unable to
accurately predict the need for GAF based on client demand. Teo little to satisfy client demand
wlll likely result in dissatisfaction fraom clients, leading to a potential loss of repeat business; Too
much and an operator faces an immediate financial loss they are not able to mitigate by carrying
aver 1o the following seasan.

3. Depending on abundance and allocation, GAF may simply not be available or in sufficient
quantities for operators to effectively plan from year to year.

PO Box 422 - Sitka, AK 99835
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4. There are practical implications of sizefweight conversion, particularly between years 1 and 2.

5. Charter operators cbject, on principle, to leasing back quota taken from them through
reallocation under CSP. GAF could become more attractive to some operators if t was a
purchase rather than lease option.

€. Generally speaking, the charter sector believes that compensated reallocation on an individual
basis is not the correct mechanism. A common-pocl compensated reallocation mechanism,
such as that being developed by the CATCH Project, is a more appropriate vehicle for these
transfers,

In terms of the impact to charter clients generally, SEAGO remains concerned about confuslon in the
marketplace. In previgus testimony to the Council, Mr. Ricky Gease of the Kenai Rivers Sportfishing
Association (KRSA) aptly referred to this as a situation of the “GAF and GAF nots”. Clients who prefer to
avail themselves of this option will be forced to find operators with GAF, thus limiting their options for
preferred charter aperators,

As indicated above, SEAGD acknowledges the Council's intent ta adopt CSP with the GAF provision
included during the October meeting. We respectfully request the Council include an annual review
process for the GAF provision, with that review process beginning in 2015. Further we request that the
Council indude language in the verbiage of its motion for final action on CSP that it is the Council's
Intent that GAF be a temporary mechanism until a more sultable program can be implemented as a
long-term solution.

Other Issues — Common Paol Plan

SEAGO encouroges the Council to ook to v commeon-peol compensated realiocation plan as a long-
term solution.

As allyded to in the above discussion on GAF, SEAGO continues to support a sector-based compensated
reallocation mechanism through the use of a common-pocl approach. The Catch Accountability
Through Compensated Halibut (CATCH] profect, a joint endeavor of the Alaska Charter Association (ACA)
and SEAGO, is completing a draft plan for the Council’s consideration.

Recognizing that this draft plan is not completed for staff analysis prier to the October meeting and final
action on €SP, SEAGO understands that CSP should not be further delayed in anticipation of a formal
proposal from CATCH.

- SEAGO respectfully requests the Council tasking staff to begin review and analysls of a CATCH proposal,
ance available, at the sarliest opportunity.

PO Box 422 - Sitka, AK 99835
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CHINOOK SHORES

WATERFRONT FISHING RESORT
PO BOX 6555 ~ KETCHIKAN, AK 99901 - (907) 225-6700

September 23, 2012

Eric Olson, Chairman

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 W. 44 Avenue, Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

Re: Agenda Item C1b, Halibut CSP
Dear Chairman Olson,

I'm a 25 year resident of Alaska and I own and operate a fishing lodge in Ketchikan. I bave well over a million
dollars invested in my boats and facilities. On average, 320 non-resident individuals travel to Ketchikan and stay
in my lodge each season pumping hundreds of thousands of dollars into our community. Amidst the halibut
allocation turmoil and dwindling bag limits for guided anglers over the last decade, my occupancy has remained
stable,

But here is the problem: My business caters to both guided and self-guided fishermen. This year guided trips
are down and self puided trips are up. As a businessman [ could stand to gain from this situation; however, 'ma
charier captain and I enjoy taking pecple halibut fishing. Unfortunately the joy of catching halibut on a charter
vessel is dwindling along with my clients due to the discrimination between guided and unguided anglers.
Another reason I prefer to gnide my clients for halibut is iargely due to safety. It is much safer for clients to
charter a halibut trip with a USCG captain verses taking a smaller unguided vessel off shore to find halibut on
their own. A sudden unforecasted change in the weather or a mechanical problem with the boat can put unguided
anglers in bamms way., Also — many of my clients are simply unable to take their own vessel out fishing due to
their age and/or ability to safely run a boat and it is unfortunate that they are being panelized with a smaller bag
limit due to their inabilities. I would like to see all sport fisbermen fall under one single set of rules. For
example: One halibut per day any size for everyone.

[f there is truly & problem with the resource why are only selected groups targeted for conservation? Why are the
unguided sportsmen left unchecked? Why are trawlers still allowed to harvest and return 10 million pounds of
dead hatlibut bycatch to the ccean each year {more individual fish than all directed halibut fisheties combined)
witile commercial fishermen and charter fishermen are experiencing 200% - 600% reductions?

CSP Deficiencies

ALTQCATION: InOQptions 1 and 2 (Alternative 5) there are jinks in allocation whereas charter halibut
aliocation actually drops with abundance at certain levels. If the CSP is intended to allecate fish in a model that
floats with abundance this is counterintuitive. Also, Arsa 3A allocation is well below the current GHL,
reallocating fish to the commercial sector.

With the flat lining option applied the allocaticn model flatlines the jinks however it still dees not increase with
abundance and therefore still reallocates pounds from the sport sector to commercial during this segment of the
model.

I am in favor of the CSP allocaticn model submitted by the ACA with the log book adjustments. This more £
closely resembles the existing GHL and truly floats with abundance,



September 25, 2012

GUIDED ANGLER. FISH: 1 am strongly opposed to the GAF program. Under this program I will never have
contral of my business and will always be subject to the whim of commercial operators. The GAF program
advocates absent ownership, and in Area 2C there simply is not encugh halibut available for lease. This program
also favors only the wealthiest operators as they are the only ones with the required funds to lease pounds.

I am in favor of a system such as the CATCH plan currently being developed that will allow me to actually own
my business — a much better option of everyone.

SECTOR DISCRIMINATION: The CSP does not address the growing unguided sector and only seeks to further
restrict the charter catch. This makes no sense due to the recent harvest spill over to the unguided sector. A
better CSP would include all user groups and would incorporate a functional transfer mechanism such as the
CATCH plan.

Summary
Areas 2C and 3A harvests are now within the GHL. Rushing to approve a catch plan with so many deficiencies

and unfavorable programs will enly keep us in this ongoing ¢ycle of fighting for allocation and arguing amongst
sector groups. This CSP and its options as written do oot solve the problems at hand. We need the following
issues addressed:

1. An allocation model resembling the existing GHL which actually floats with abundance,

2. A transfer mechanism (such as the CATCH plan) allowing the actuai purchase (not lease) of pounds from the
commercial to the sport sector and vice versa.

3. A plan that addresses allocation to all user groups (unguided and guided) so that we doi't have to do this all
over again in the coming years.

Thank you,

Jeff Wedekind
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Eric Olson, Chairman
North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
605 W. 4" Ave., Suite 306

Anchorage, Ak 99501-2252

Re: Agenda Item Clb, Halibut CSP

September 24, 2012

Dear Chairman Olson,

Thank you for the apportunity to comment on the Halibut “Catch Sharing Plan” currently befora
the North Council. | have been involved in the halibut charter industry since 1992, | hegan my own
business in 1997 and have invested several hundred thousand dollars to maintain a safe quality fishing
platform for recreational anglers harvesting “their” halibut to feed their families. Halibut chartering has
never been a lucrative business. Qver the past several years, a number of conditions including an
unstable economy, expenential increases in operating costs, a rapid and drastic decline in the quality of
the halibut fishery, the volatile and onerous nature of halibut fishing rulemaking, and the overt and
public hostility of longline fishermen toward recreational anglers have turned a minimal profit margin
into a losing business venture across the board. | have personally seen a 30-35% decline from my
traditional average customer demand.

The CSP supplemental analysis establishes that commercial fisherman have LOST money aver
the past six years while charter operators have MADE money; what I've observed in my community of
Homer is 100% different from the illusion this analysis presents. Over the past six years, I've seen
operating costs increase exponentially and while charter fees have increased, it barely covers those
increased costs. I've seen 40% of the charter fleet be put out of business, many long term operators
give up and quit chartering, and countless young families go bankrupt and move out of state. Most
charter operators are struggling to “just get by" and make their boat payments, By contrast, the
longline Reet has enjoyed great prosperity. There have been a large number of brand new longline
vessels in our harbor, 3000 sq. ft. houses going up, brand new trucks, four wheeler, and snowmachines,
all of which are owned by commercial fishermen. During dockside conversations our longliners are
ecstatic with the prosperity they are experiencing. They are making fewer trips, fishing closer to homae,
dramatically reducing their expenses and realizing exponentially increased profits.

The Alaska Charter Association has been participating fully in the Narth Council Process for aver
eight years. The ACA has only ever asked for two things of the Council: A “fair and equitable” allocation



and deciston making based on science instead of political rhetorlc. We have defined issues and
problems that the Council has either not identified or not thought through thoroughly and offered
simple viable solutions, Most recently, the ACA has illustrated that the current version of the CSP still
reallocates halibut away from the charter sector relative to the GHL allocation. Even though NOAA has
directed the Council and the ACA has offered simple solutions to more closely align the allocation, This
Council has chasen arbitrary options which are less than "fair and equitable”. | strongly urge the Council
ta carefully consider the testimony which the ACA has again submitted.

The Council analysis fails to adequately evaluate the negative economic impacts of the GAF
component to the charter operator. It is unreasonable to speculate the guided recreational angters will
be willing to pay to lease back their halibut which has been reallocated to the longline sector. Without
exception, 100% of my long term clientele has stated they will not return to Alaska to spend their
money. Many of these clients have witnessed the sheer decimation of the halibut fishary since the
advent of the IFQ program and will not pay to “get back” their fish which has been given away again.
The ACA has clearly dafined neariy a full page of reasons that GAF are problematic.

The Council analysis also fails ta adequately address the negative economic impacts of a ban on
skipper/crew fish or ta adequately provide a rationale for doing so. The costs for charter operatars to
make “special trips” to catch personal balibut are enormous. This means lost days of revenue and
several hundred dollarsin fuel. My annual fuet hill averages about $80,000. 1t is extremely unfair and
inequitable to not allow me or my crew the oppertunity to feed our families while we are “on the
grounds”,

The vast majority of crew fish I Bring home are well under 32 inches. Neither the Council nor
the IPHC consider sub-32 inch fish to even be a biofogically viable fish. It is unfair and inappropriate to
ban me and my crew from harvesting fish that technically don’t even exist. | find it extremely
disconcerting that | can frequently and regularly abserve hundreds of pounds of sub-legal/illegal halibut
being snuck away from commercial boats and yet | may not be allowed to feed my own family.

It has been almost 20 years since Linda Behnken (as a member of this Council), ALFA, and the
NPFMC began submitting proposals to limit the harvest of guided recreationat halitut by attacking the
charter sector with unfounded rhetoric. For all these years, the intent of Council actions has been to
reallocate halibut away from the charter sector to the lengline sector in order to create a de facto
allocation which is Insufficient to meet the needs of guided recreational anglers. The common theme
within all the ALFA/Halibut Coalition (Nerth Council} Plans has been some mechanism, for the charter
aperator or the guided recreational anglers, to purchase or lease "back” their halibut which will have
been given away to the longline sector. Here we are again.......same song third verse,

For nearly 20 years, this Council has based it's rational and decision making on endless rhetoric,
misinformation, baseless illusions, and outright lies which Alfa, and the Halibut Cealition have force fed
this body. The Council analyses have continued to be incomplete or founded on assurnptions without
merit. Since 1992 this Council has been unable to evaluate the negative ecanomic impacts to the
charter sector due to a "lack of data”. How is it possible then for this Council to have a historical basis to



determine that the charter sector is prosperous? Furthermare, If the Council is able to make such
conclusions, then why is the Council unable to present valid analyses of the negative economic impacts
to the charter sector as a result of reallocating halibut to the longline sector, requiring the guided
racreational angler to “lease back his/her” halibut, or impacts to the operator himself due to a ban on
crew fish.

Although this Council has made effort and mavement toward making the CSP closer to a "fair
and equitable” solution, you are not there yet. Again, | strongly urge you to carefully consider the
simple and viable solutions presented to you by the Alaska Charter Association. Charter harvests in both
area 2C and 3A are well under the GHL, Charter demand overall is still strongly dectining. A great deal of
energy, and resources are being put forth to bring about a first-ever, ground-breaking compensated
reallocation pool plan as envisioned by the CATCH Project.

Gwen the current envirenment of compromise, reason and hope, brought about by CATCH, why the
rush to final actizn cn a plan with s0 many outstanding issues, such as the “jinks” in the CSP allocation matrix,
an unworkable, and unpopular GAF provision, a less than parfect secter accountability problem, and the
excluslon of the unguided sector, to mention just a few.

And, given the historic and current composition of the Council, and given tha flaws in the proposed
CSP, it appears certain that the CSF if adopted will only guarantee that the halibut war will continue for
decades more into the future. This is not a FInal Sclution. On the contrary, it will become yet another source
of angoing contention resulting in more wasted time and energy by all concerned.

Pleose take guldance from the ACA, take time to properly and fairly fix the flaws, ond Give the
CATCH Profect @ chance te develop. It could well resolve this decades tong battle onee and for all, and, by
design, quite possibly with very little involvement by the Councit,

Respectfully,

Capt. Bryan Bondioli
Captain B’s Alaskan C's Adventures
P.C. Box 66

Homer, Ak. 99603+



September 25, 2012

Chairman Eric Qlson
605 West 4™ Avenue Ste. 306
Anchorage, AK 99510

Dear Chairman Olson and Members of the Council,

My family and | earn our living fishing for halibut, sablefish and salmon an cur 43 foot boat. We fish in
Areas 2C and 3A. Both my wife and I have fished since the early 1980s, but because we primarily deck-
handed during the IFQ qualifying years, we purchased 95% of the quota we currently hold. After the
Council adopted the C5P in 2008, we purchased two additional blocks of quota expecting the
reallocation had stopped.

| opposa any further reallocation of halibut from the commercial to the charter sector. [ support the
allocations in Alternative 2. We have watched our family’s qucta reduced by 76% in area 2C over the
past six year while the charter guota was reduced only 35%. Our guota is now worth far less than what
we invested tg purchase it and our income from halibut {ishing has dropped by two thirds. Based on the
economic analysis for this issue, the charter sector has increased revenue during these low abundance
vears. What seems to matter to the charter fleet is being able to design the management measure for
their fishery, which the newly streamlined C5P allows them to do. What matters to the commercial flest
ang my family is every pound of halibut. If the Council decides to reallocate halibut at this meeting, any
reallacation should move halibut back to the commercial fleet, especially during times of low
abundance,

Because halibut growth rates have slowed so dramatically, low abundance could be the status quo for
many years. Particularly in Southeast, where so much quota has been reappartioned from Area 2C to
Area 3B, fishermen will likely ke living in the low abundance scenario for the foresegable future. Please
keep that in mind when you make your ailccation decision, because people my age who have purchased
quota may never fish under 2 combined charter commercial catch greater than 5 million pounds in 2C,
and may never recover the investments we were forced to make to participate in the Council approved
halibut IFQ fishery.

| support the GAF provisions and the streamlined process for setting charter harvest contrel measures
that is outlined in Alternative 3, but | dg not support the Alternative 3 allocation. Charter operators
should not be allocated more halibut because the ADFG data sets do not match. Please retain the
allocations in Alternative 2, streamline the charter managemaent process, and implement the C5P.

Sincarely,

Kent Barkhau



Fram: Marty Remund <remundmarty@yahoo.com>
Date: 9/25/2012 4:51 PM
To: "npfmc.comments@noaa.gov" <npfmc.comments@noaa.gove> o

Chairman Eric Olson, NFFMC 1 am Marty Remund I'm a 2-c halibut longliner. I invested in
2/3 of the halibut quota I have and have seen it drop 75% in the last 6 years! My expectations were that
management wouldn't reailocate my investments to the charter fleet. We supply halibut 1o the public ail aver
the world via resturants grocery stores and fish markets. I support the 2008 recomendation for the

CSP, (longline/charter allocation split). I support the GAF provision that allows charter operators (o [ease
quota if they want more. Charter operators should invest if they want more fish like we do. I'm frustrated that
a final recommendation never makes it through the gauntlet to a final rule and law! This has been a 20 year
aflocation battle fiasco to say the least! kt has caused alot of stress and instability for halibut longliners,
Sincerely, Marty Remund P.O. box 8147 Port Alexander,

AK.99836. &
nbsp;
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C1b Haltbut Catch Sharing Plan

Subject: C1b Halibut Catch Sharing Plan
- From: "Capt. Greg Sutter" <captgreg@alaska.net>
- Date: 9/25/2012 4:58 PM
To: <npfmc.comments@noaa.gov>

Mr. Eric Qlson, Chairman

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th Avenue, Suite 306
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252

Re: Agenda itern: C1b/Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP)
Dear Chairman Olson,

When | ask my clients about what they think about the proposed CSP, most of them by
respond by asking: why is the Federal government taking fish away from them? Then they ask:
what is the state of Alaska, and our Governor, doing to preserve anglers’ access to the
resource? Where is the socio-economic study results on this topic and how is conservation
being served?

The proposed CSP is a re-distribution of the resource from charter anglers to the

= commercial halibut quota share holder. Charter anglers are opposed to having their allocation
cut and opposed to leasing fish from the commercial halibut quota share holder or anyone
else. They feel it is a public resource and needs to be managed as such, with substantial
reductions in commercial bycatch and wastage. They have expressed that they want to see
100% observer or electronic monitoring of the commaercial fleet. Charter anglers’ fish clean
with very little or no wastage, and their catch (allocation) should not be re-distributed to the
Halibut Quota Share holder. They have made that very clear to me. As a charter fishing
operator, | agree with my clients. Their concerns are my concerns.

| am slso concerned that this Council will rush to action without resolving perplexing
problems contained in the complicated proposed CSP. Much documentation has been
submitted highlighting legal and practical concerns. The proposed CSP creates more problems
than it resolves, raises the cost of fishing to my clients and our federal and our state
government, and to commerciat fishermen. Why are we increasing the cost of fishing,
administration and enforcement? What is the canservation justification for cutting anglers’
allocation and what is the cost of this preposed plan to ail user groups?

My clients and | will not support this plan until the proposed adjustments to the CSP, made
by the Alaska Charter Association, are adopted by this Council.

Thank you for taking your time to do the right thing and your consideration!

lof2 972672012 7:27 AM



C1b Halibut Catch Sharing Plan
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Sincerely yours,
Greg Sutter

Capt. Greg's Charters
F/V "Tomahawk 11"

PO Box 2202

Homer, Ak. 99603

{907) 235-4756

{907) 399-4856 cell
(877) 235-4756 toll free
www.CAPTGREG.com

9/26/2012 7:27 AM



Dear Members of the Council,

My wife and | own and operate a small combination longline/troller that we fish with our two boys, ages
9 and 11. Qur fishing time is family time. We often troll for three to four days, then make a lengline set
to catch what little halibut we have left in Areas 2C and 3A,

Space is Hmited on our boat, so we have watched restructuring of the ohserver program with some
concern. | attended the Sitka outreach meetings and was reassured by NMFS that electronic menitoring
would be developed by NOAA, working in partnership with ALFA, as an alternative to human observers
for the small fixed gear fleet. 1 am happy to filf out a loghook, take a camera or data logger, and provide
NMPFS with al! the at-sea data NOAA can use for management purposes. But we cannot safely fit
another person on our boat. We don’t have an extra bunk and we cannot provide any privacy. Hwe
had to carry an observer, we would not be abie to fish combination trips, which wili further reduce the
profitabiity of our fishing business. The deployment plan NMFS has proposed does not work for the
small boat fleet, that is why ALFA worked hard with NMFS to make €M cost effective. Please direct
NOAA not to assign observers to the small boat fleet until they can provide EM as an alternative to
meeting at sea monitoring requirements.

The priarity of the observer program should be better coverage on PSC limited fisheries. The Council
should be concemed about halibut, salmon and crab bycatch. The small amount of halibut and
groundfish taken by the small boat fleet is no threat to the resource, Please take the time to develop a
maonitoring program that works for Alaska's community based small boat flaet.

Sincerely,

Kent Barkhau



Halibut allocation for Z2C

Subject: Hallbut allocation for 2C
From: Markdrage816 <markdrage816@yahoo.com>

Date: 9/25/2012 6:25 PM £

To: npfmc.comments@noaa.gov

I am an IFQ holder in 2C. | have a loan for $100,000. At 7.5% interest. My pounds have been

reduced by 70%!

Let the charters buy in like | had to do. Te GIVE them more quota when | had to buy is unfair.

Please let them purchase but don't give anymore. | am being put out of business!

Mark Drage

P o box 1826

Petersburg AK. 99833

907-518-1209

Sent via the Samsung Galaxy 5™ i Skyrocket™, an AT&T 4G LTE smartphone,
~
e
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halibug reallpcation lssue

Subject: halibut reallocation issue

o~ From: Ellen Hannan <ehannan32@gmail com:»
Date: 9/25/2012 10:25 PM
To: npfmc.comments@noaa.gov

Date: ___Sept.25,2012

r@i’acllli_.&gl harr gagement Council
R“ est 4

chorage, 9(}50
Dear Mr. Olson,

Re: C-1 Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP)
My name is Brian Castle and F've grown up and lived in Southeast Alaska for 53 years. |'ve

fished halibut every year of my life since | was in junior high school. My wife and | bought 2
more halibut blocks after | was given the original block when the IFQ program was started. At
one time we had over 23,000 Ibs. to catch, but this year it was has been witttled down 1o
around 6,000. That is worth less than half at todays dock prices that it was worth when [ had
the 23000. | had to invest in the halibut system and | can’t imagine the council would take
another |b. from the commercial sector and reallocate it to the charter group. They can buy it
like the commercial guys have had to.
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halibut realfpcation issue
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,
Name; Brian Castle and Ellen Hannan
Address: Box 243, Craig, Ak. 99921 (phone- 607-826-34849)
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