AGENDA C-1(b}

JUNE 2007
MEMORANDUM
TO: Council, SSC and AP Members
FROM: g‘“is ?“'V“’D', ESTIMATED TIME
xecutive Director 12 HOURS
DATE: May 25, 2007 all C-1 items
SUBJECT: Charter Halibut Management
ACTION REQUIRED

Final action on Area 2C Guideline Harvest Level Measures

BACKGROUND

In December 2006, the Council rescinded its April 2006 preferred alternative for a 5-fish annual charter
halibut limit in Area 2C to reduce harvests to the guideline harvest level of (GHL) of 1.432 million
pounds, after receiving a recommendation from NMFS to rescind its action based on high
implementation costs. In 2006, harvests exceeded the Area 2C GHL by more than 40 percent. Since then,
the State of Alaska has implemented a prohibition on the retention of halibut by crew and amended state
law to remove data sharing restrictions, and NMFS has proposed a regulation for 2007 for a 2-fish bag
limit with one of the two fish required to be 32 inches or less.

The Council requested that its earlier analysis be augmented by adding several proposed management
measures. The intent is that one or more of the measures listed below would achieve the needed Jevel of

harvest reduction.

1. No more than one trip per vessel per day

2. No harvest by skipper and crew and line limits

3. Anrnual limits of four, five, or six fish per angler

4. Reduced bag limits of one fish per day in May, June, July, August, September, or for the
entire season

5. A one-fish bag limit with the option to harvest a second fish larger than 45 inches or 50
inches

. A two-fish bag limit with one fish of any size and one fish 32 inches or less in length

7. A two-fish bag limit with one fish of any size and one fish 32 inches or less in length or
larger than 45 inches or 50 inches

8. Combination of Options 1,2, and 5

9. Combination of Options 1, 2, and 6

10. Combination of Options 1, 2, and 7

1. Combination of Options 1, 2, 3, and 5

12. Combination of Options 1, 2, 3,and 6

13. Combination of Options 1, 2, 3,and 7

The analysis was mailed to the Council on May 4, 2007. The executive summary is attached as Item C-
1(b). At this meeting, the Council will select a preferred alaternative.
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ERRATA SHEET
Environmental Assessment/Regulatory Impact Review/
Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis for a Regulatory Amendment to
Implement Guideline Harvest Level Measures in the Halibut Ckarter Fisheries in
IPHC Regulatory Areas 2C

The authors of the public review draft discovered a repetitive error within the document. Each table
showing the effect of the analyzed options compares the effect of the option to NMFS preferred
alternative for 2007. The estimated effect of NMFS preferred alternative for 2007 does not change
between the analyzed options or between sub-options. Several tables in the document show variation in
estimated effect of the NMFS preferred alternative for 2007 between options and sub-options. The effect
of the preferred altemmative should aiways read as follows:

NMFS Preferrad Altemative for 2007

2006 Harvest with As a Paortion of the As a Porien of the
Option (Mib) 1.432Mlb GHL (%) 1.247Mib GHL (%)

1.519 106.1% 124.8%

The tables below show an example of the uncorrected and the corrected version of Table 1.
Table 1 Summary Effect of No More than One Trip per Day (Uncorrected)

Effects of 1 Trip per Day AlL. 1, 2-ish Bag Limit NMFS Preferred Alternative lor 2007
Estimate AsaPottion  As a Portion AsaPation  As a Portion
Level Harvest Harva_st 2006 . of the of the 2008 . of the of the
Reduclion  Reduclion | Havestwith —y joouy oy [ HEVESIWRR o gime 1 207M
(Mib) (%) Option (MiD} - \ Opiion (MIb) '
GHL (%) GHL (%) GHL (%) GHL (%)
Lower 0.038 1.8% 1.997 139.5% 164.1% 1.481 103.42% 121.7%
Uppet 0.049 2.4% 1.986 138.7% 163.2% 1.470 102.63% 120.8%

Source: Northern Economics, Inc. estimates based ADF&G Logbook and Statewide Harvest
Survey Data.

Table 1 Summary Effect of No More than One Trip per Day {Corrected)

Effects of 1 Trip per Day Al 1, 2-fish Bag Limit NMFS Prefemed Aliemative for 2007
Eslimale AsaPorion  As aPortion AsaPoriion  Asa Ponion
L evel Harvest Harvest 2006 ofthe ofthe 2006 ol the o the
Redudtion  Reduction | Hamestwilh 4 gqpyy  qoqpyp | HavestWth v 1297Mib
(M) %) Opiion (MIb} - - Option {Mib) - '
GHL(%)  GHLG) GHL(%)  GHL(%)
Lower 0.038 1.8% 1.997 139.5% 164.1% 1519 106.1% 124.8%
Upper 0.048 24% 1.986 138.7% 163.2% 1519 106.1% 124.8%

Source: Northem Economics, Inc. estimates based ADF&G Logbook and Statewide Harvest Survey Data.

This error affected Tables 1, 2, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 49, 50, 51, 52 and 53. The error dogs not change the
results of the analysis discussed in any of the affected tables.



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This analysis assesses the potential biological, social, and economic impacts of implementing regulations
to conirol harvests in the charter halibut fisheries in International Pacific Halibut Commission (IPHC)
Area 2C. The proposed action was initiated in October 2005, when the Council first reviewed Alaska
Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) data that indicated that the 2004 guideline harvest level (GHL)
had been exceeded. In response, the Council developed an analysis of aliernatives for implementing
management options to reduce harvests to below the GHL. The Council selected a five-fish annual limit
as its preferred alternative in April 2006. The Council subsequently rescinded its preferred alternative,
upon request by NMFS due to its high implementation and enforcement costs. At the same meeting, the
ADF&G estimate for 2005 and post-season projection for 2006 indicated that the GHL also had been
exceeded in those two years. The Council added several management options to Alternative 2 during its
initial review of this analysis in April 2007, which resulted in this revised analysis.

In January 2007, the IPHC recommended a reduction in the charter fishing bag limit for halibut in Area
2C from two fish to one fish between June 15 and July 30, 2007. The IPHC’s action was a response to
increasing harvests from the charter sector has experienced a substantial increase in capacity and catch
during the last 10 years. Moreover, the IPHC believed it needed to take action because alternatives under
consideration by the Council in this analysis would not be in place prior to 2008. The [PHC traditionally
decreased the commercial harvest to account for non-commercial removals, including the charter harvest,

In March 2007, the Secretary of State in consultation with the Secretary of Commerce rejected the
IPHC’s recommendation for a bag limit reduction. The Secretaries cited concerns about the potential
economic impact to the charter fishery and wanted NMFS to analyze a suite of altematives that would
reduce harvest to level comparable to the IPHC’s action while minimizing the economic impacts on the
charter sector. On April 6, 2007, NMFS proposed regulations (72 FR 17072) that would restrict the
harvest of halibut by persons fishing on a guided sport charter vessel in Area 2C. The current sport fishing
catch or bag limit of two halibut per day is proposed to be changed for a person sport fishing on a charter
vessel in Area 2C to require that at least one of the two fish taken in a day be no more than 32 inches in
length. This proposed regulatory change is necessary to reduce the halibut harvest in the charter vessel
sector while minimizing negative impacts on this sector, its sport fishing clients, and the coastal
communities that serve as home ports for the fishery. Upon implementation, the NMFS preferred
alternative would become the new status quo.

The analysis employs the best information available. The goal of any restrictive measures would be to
reduce sport fishing mortality of halibut in the charter fishery sector in Area 2C to its GHL in a manner
that minimizes adverse impacts on the charter fishery, its sport fishing clients, the coastal communities
that serve as home port for this fishery, and on fisheries for other species. In addition to the no action
alternative, the Council is considering 13 options to reduce halibut harvests to the GHL of 1.432 Mlb in
Area 2C. At the request of the Council, the analysis also compares these options relative to a reduced
Area 2C GHL, which may be triggered in 2008 as a result of a potentially reduced constant exploitation
yield (CEY). At final action, the Council may select a preferred altemnative to achieve a harvest up to the
current GHL and a different preferred altemative under a reduced GHL. The proposed rule would notice
the public of these two CEY seenarios, and the final rule would implement the measures associated with
the Area 2C 2008 CEY set by the IPHC at its January 2008 meeting,

The Council developed the following suite of alternatives to reduce harvest for anglers fishing from a
charter vessel in regulatory Area 2C;

Alternative 1. No action
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Alternative 2. Implement one or more measures to restrict charter halibut harvest to the Area 2C GHL
Option 1. No more than one trip per vessel per day
Option 2. No harvest by skipper and crew and line limits
Option 3.  Annual limits of four, five, or six fish per angler

Option 4.  Reduced bag limits of one fish per day in May, June, July, August, September or for
the entire season

Option 5. A one-fish bag limit with the option to harvest a second fish larger than 45 inches or
50 inches

Option 6. A two-fish bag limit with one fish of any size and one fish 32 inches or less in length

Option 7. A two-fish bag limit with one fish of any size and one fish 32 inches or less in length
or larger than 45 inches or 50 inches

Option 8.  Combination of Optiens 1, 2, and §
Option 9.  Combination of Options 1, 2, and 6
Option 10. Combination of Options 1, 2, and 7
Option 11. Combination of Options 1, 2, 3, and 5
Option 12. Combination of Options 1, 2, 3, and 6
Option 13. Combination of Options 1, 2, 3, and 7

Environmental Assessment

The potential effects of the alternatives on the resources would be caused by increased harvest of
groundfish species, incidental catch of groundfish species, and an increase in halibut mortality. Negative
impacts on salmon stocks are not expected, because current ADF&G management under the Pacific
Salmon Treaty closely monitors stock health and sets escapements accordingly. The socioeconomic
environment may be affected through changes in angler demand for charter halibut trips which may
decrease total revenue, both over the short and long run. The socioeconomic environment for the charter
and commercial sector may also be affected by allocation conflicts over fully utilized species such as
haiibut, rockfish, and salmon.

The environmental analysis concluded that none of the alternatives would affect the heaith of the halibut
stock. Regardless of the amount of halibut biomass taken by a sector, no adverse impacis to the halibut
resource would be expected because the IPHC factors in most resource removals in the halibut stock
assessment when setting annual catch limits. Additionally release mortality for the sport fishery is not
expected to substantially increase above status quo under any of the alternatives.

The analysis also looked at groundfish species that may be targeted or incidentally caught in the charter
halibut fisheries. Demersal shelf rockfish (DSR, e.g., yelloweye rockfish) and lingcod are two species
commonly harvested in the sport fishery. Commercial and sport catch limits are set for these species and
none of the catches for these species exceeded their respective ABC or OFL in 2006, DSR harvest in
2006 was well under the OFL, ABC, TAC for the commercial and sport fishenies combined. Harvest
levels for lingcod in recent years have remained constant under strict sport fishery slot limits and season
regulations, and commercial catch limits. A small increase in lingcod harvest would likely not
significantly impact the stock because of ADF&G regulations for the sport and commercial sectors.
Moreover, the magnitude of the harvest increase from the preferred alternative would likely be small
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given the strict sport harvest measures currently in place for lingcod. For these reasons, the impact of the
altematives on these species is expected to be insignificant.

Cumulative effects are linked to incremental policy changes that individually may have small outcomes,
but that in the aggregate and in combination with other factors can result in major resource trends. This
action would not interact synergistically with other actions or with natural trends to significantly affect
the halibut resource of the Gulf of Alaska. The proposed altermatives will not have any effect on the
halibut resource. No reasonably foresecable future actions would have impacts that would cause
significant cumulative effects when combined with the effects from this action.

Possible future actions currently under consideration by the Council include annual changes to the
guideline harvest level (GHL) policy, limited entry, setting an allocation (rather than a GHL) to the
charter sector, and the development of a share-based allocation program to individual charter operators or
10 the charter sector. ADF&G has received authority to limit the number of lines being fished on a charter
vessel to the number of paying clients (already in effect in Southeast Alaska) and prohibit retention of
halibut by the skipper and crew, while charter fishing. ADF&G has exercised this authority in Area 2C in
2006 and 2007 to prohibit retention of crew caught fish and to limit the lines to the number of paying
passengers, but not to exceed six lines. The State Legislature is considering a bill to allow the State to
share otherwise confidential charter boat fishery data with Federal managers, which would facilitate
implementation of the limited entry (moratorium) program and GHL management measures. A delegation
of authority to the State to manage halibut is being sought by the State of Alaska.

Regulatory Impact Review
Expected Effect of Alternative 1

Alternative 1 (No Action) would result in no changes to Federal regulations to reduce charter halibut
harvests to the Area 2C GHL. Taking no action could leave current regulations on the 2-fish bag limit
unchanged. However, the No Action alternative includes pending action by NMFS for implementation in
2007. The NMFS preferred alternative would require that at least one of the two halibut in a Federal bag
limit could be no longer than 32 inches with the head on (72 FR 17071). The NMFS analysis (NMFS
2007) predicts that its preferred alternative would reduce harvest by 0.516 Mlb, or 25.4 percent, under
2006 conditions. A reduction of this magnitude would have reduced harvest to 106.1 percent of the 1.432
MIb GHL.

Because the NMFS preferred alternative is expected to be implemented prior to final action in June 2007,
the “status quo™ may be different between the release of this draft to the public in May 2007 and final
action scheduled to be taken by the Council in June 2007, The effect of “taking no action” depends on the
status of the federal regulations. If the Secretary implements its preferred alternative prior to Council
action, then the Council could take no action and those regulations would remain in effect. Under that
scenario, Action 1 is the same as Alternative 2, Option 6.

The status quo also includes actions taken by the State of Alaska to limit charter halibut harvests.
Emergency orders were issued by ADF&G in 2006 and 2007 to prohibit a sport fishing guide and sport
fishing crew member on a charter vessel in Southeast Alaska from retaining fish while clients are onboard
the vessel from May 1, 2007, through December 31, 2007 (E.O. 1-R-02-07). State regulations for
Southeast Alaska also limit the number of lines in the water to the number of paying clients. These two
measures (prohibition on skipper and crew halibut and line limits) are also included under Alternative 2,
Option 2, but would be implemented under Federal regulations.
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Expected Effect of Alternative 2

Instead of taking no action, the Council could recommend that a different management measure or
measures be implemented for 2008 and beyond, since the goals of the NMFS and Council actions are not
the same (selection of Alternative 2, Option 6 is the same as taking no action.) The problem statement in
this analysis is focused on reducing halibut harvest in Area 2C to the GHL rather than a harvest reduction
of a comparable level to the IPHC’s recommendation. The NMFS analysis reported that IPHC’s action
was expected to reduce charter halibut harvest by about 397,000 to 432,000 b in Area 2C. However,
revised ADF&G data now projects that the NMFS preferred alternative will reduce harvests by 516,000
Mlb.

This analysis estimates that while the management options under Altemative 2 would result in reduced
charter industry halibut harvest, the amount of the reduction varies widely between the options. The
sections below briefly summarize the estimated effect of each option compared to the current GHL and
the GHL that would exist if step-down provisions are triggered by falling CEY estimates. More detailed
discussions of each option are included in Section Error! Reference source not found..

Option 1 - Effect of No More than One Trip per Day

Option 1, a limit on vessels of no more than one trip per day, would have reduced harvest in 2006
between 0.038 and 0.049 MIb (between 1.8 and 2.4 percent). With this option, the GHL overage would
have been between 138.7 percent and 139.5 percent of the GHL, instead of 142.1 percent (Table 1). The
analysis showed that “second trips” of the day for halibut are increasing as a percentage of overall trips,
but still represent a relatively small portion of overall effort (Section Exror! Reference source mot
found.). Key informant interviews indicated that a very small portion of the charter fleet in Area 2C relies
on this business model. More interviewees viewed this option as the least painful for the industry.

Table 1 Summary Effect of No More than One Trip per Day

Effects of 1 Trip per Day Al 1. 2fish Bag Limit NMES Preferted Altemative for 2007
Eslimate Harvest Harvest 2006 AsaPottion  As a Portion 2006 AsaPorion  AsaPortion
Level | Reducion  Reduction | Havestwih ‘;;g‘,:lb 1 gﬂ‘.;‘;lh Harvestwih Tazmﬁlh \ gﬂgﬁ[b

(M) %) Option (M)~ 217Mb | ooion (M) -
GHL(%)  GHL (%) GHL(%)  GHL{%)
Lower 0,036 1.8% 1,997 1395% 164.1% 1481 10342% 121.7%
Upper 0.049 24% 1.986 138.7% 163.2% 1470 10283% 120.8%

Scurce: Northern Econemics, Inc. eslimates based ADF&G Logbook and Statewide Harvast Survey Data.
Option 2 - Effect of No Harvest by Skipper and Crew and Line Limits

Effective May 26, 2006, ADF&G banned harvest by skipper and crew while paying clients are on a charter
vessel by emergency order. This order was enacted again on May 1, 2007. Data from previous years’ logbooks
indicate that the prohibition saved between 3.8 and 4.2 percent of the harvest (Table 2). (NFFMC 2006). The
analysis expects that continuation of the prohibition, either under an EO or as a change in federal regulation,
would extend this benefit into the future. This estirnate is included in the modeled effects under the no action
altemative. Combination options (i.e., Options 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13) which include this option do not derive
additional benefit beyond that already included under the status quo.

Line limits were implemented in State regulations at 5 AAC 47.030(b) and (g) since about 1997. Charter
vessels have a 6-line limit and the number of lines fished cannot exceed the number of paying clients (except
when jigging for herring or smelt for bait). There would be no expected halibut harvest reduction from line
limits because it is part of the status quo.

Area 2C Charter GHL — Public Review Drait v May 4, 2007



Tabile 2 Summary Effect of a No Harvest by Skipper and Crew

Effects of No Crew Harvest Alt. 1. 2-fish Bag Limit NMFS Preferred Alternative for 2007
Estirmate As aPortion  As a Porlian AsaPorion  Asa Portion
Level Harure_s ! Harve_st 2006 . of the ofthe 2005 . of the ol the
Reduction Reduction Harvest with 1 439Mib 1.217Mib Harvest with 1.432Mib 1217Mlb
(Mib) (%) Option (MIb) . . Option (Mib} : :
GHL (%) GHL (%) GHL (%) GHL (%}
Lower 0.078 3.8% 1,857 138.7% 160.8% 1.441 100.60% 118.4%
Upper 0.086 4.2% 1.949 136.1% 160.1% 1.433 100.04% 117.7%

Scurce: Northern Economics, inc. estimates based ADF&G Logbook and Statewide Harvest Survey Data.
Option 3 — Effect of an Annual Limit

Option 3, an annual limit of either four or five fish, would have reduced harvest in 2006 by 0.088 Mlb
(six-fish limit}, 0.190 MIb (five-fish limit) or 0.335 MIb (four-fish limit). These amounts are equal to
between 4.3 percent, 9.3 percent and 16.3 percent of the 2006 harvest, respectively. With these options,
the GHL overage would have stood at between 118.7 and 135.9 percent instead of the estimated 142.1
percent (Table 3). While key informant interviewees reported that this option would disproportionately
affect operators of lodges and multi-day packages, lodge operators indicated that this option is preferable
to other options. The four-fish limit is the only option, aside from a change in the bag limit, that results in
a more than a 20 percent decline in the GHL overage. NMFS has expressed concerns about the
enforcement costs of this option. However, the analysis notes that the 2006 logbooks have lowered
enforcement costs because they track angler harvest by sport fishing license number,

Table 3 Summary Effect of an Annual Limit
Effect of Annual Catch Limit Alt. 1. 2-fish Bag Limit NMFS Preferred Altemative for 2007
As a Porti Porti Az aPorfion  As a Portion
Sub-Ogtion Harvest Harvest 2006 $ :f ut::m hs 21 tl(:e on 2008 of IITe of Ihel
- Reduction Reduction | Harvest with Harvest with
, 1.432MIb 1.217Mlb h 1.432Mb 1.217Mb
(Wb} (e} | Opton(M} Gy oy grLy | OPEOMDY Gl ey aRL)
Four Fish 0.335 16.4% 1.700 118.7% 139.7% 1.519 106.05% 124.8%
Five Fish 0.190 9.3% 1.845 128.8% 151.6% 1.519 106.05% 124.8%
Six Fish 0.088 4.3% 1.047 135.8% 160.0% 1,519 108.05% 124.8%

Source: Northermn Economics, Inc. estimates based Alaska Departmertt of Fish & Game Logbook Data, 2005,
Option 4 — Effect of Lower Bag Limits

Option 4 would lower the daily bag limit from two halibut to one halibut in June, July, August, or for the
entire season. This option could reduce demand for charter halibut trips. Key informant interviews and a
review of the peer-review literature indicate that the expected demand reduction could be as high as 30
percent. Two estimates are presented for each sub-option (Table 4). These address: (1) the effect of the
option without any demand reduction, and (2) the effect of the option with a 30 percent demand
reduction. For the full season bag limit reduction, the demand reduction is likely to be within these two
points. The month-long bag limit reductions are more complicated, as anglers can transfer effort to other
months. Data are not available to help predict the magnitude of these transfers. However, key informant
interviews suggest that the demand reduction and demand transfers may cancel each other out, and that
the base estimate of no demand decline may stand as the best estimate of the option’s overall effect.

The analysis estimates that:
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s A reduction in bag limit in May 2006 would have reduced total season harvest between 0.037 and
0.059 MIb, which is equivalent to between 2.6 percent and 3.7 percent of the total 2006 harvest.

e A reduction in bag limit in June 2006 would have reduced total season harvest between 0.204 and
0.297 Mlb, which is equivalent to between 10.0 percent and 14.6 percent of the total 2006 harvest.

» A reduction in bag limit in July 2006 would have reduced total season harvest between 0.295 and
.430 Mlb, which is eguivalent to between 14.5 percent and 21.1 percent of the total 2006 harvest.

» A reduction in bag limit in August 2006 would have reduced total season harvest between 0.244 and
0.356 MIb, which is equivalent to between 12.0 percent and 17.5 percent of the total 2006 harvest.

» A reduction in bag limit in September 2006 would have reduced total season harvest between 0.023
and 0.042 Mlb, which is equivalent to between 2.0 percent and 2.9 percent of the total 2006 harvest.

o The fuli-season bag limit reduction would have reduced total season harvest between 0.808 and
1.178 Mlb, which is equivalent to between a 39.7 and 57.9 percent reduction in the harvest. This
level of reduction would have reduced the GHL overage from 142.1 percent of the GHL to
between 59.9 and 85.7 percent of the GHL.

These results do not include changes in discard mortality, because discard mortality is not currently
estimated, is not included as part of the charter fleet removais, and is not deducted from the overall CEY
when setting the commercial catch limit. However, the full discussion of this analysis in Section Error!
Reference source not found. discusses this effect on these estimates. Additionally, these estimates do not
include a shift towards higher average weight. As discussed in Section Error! Reference source not

found., there is not enough information about angler behavior to make reliabie estimates of this type of
shift.

Key informant interviewees indicated that a May, June, August, or September bag limit reduction would
be preferabie to a July or full-season reduction because many operators depend on halibut between the
king and coho salmon seasons. Operators indicated a full-season reduction would be highly detrimental to
their businesses and rated this option toward the bottom of the eight considered here. Conversely, a full
season bag limit reduction has the highest benefit for the commercial fleet.

Table 4 Summary Effect of Lower Bag Limits

Effect of Reduced Bag
Limit AlL 1. 2-fish Bag Limit Alt 2. Option 6 2-fish Bag Limit w/1-fish < 32
2006 As a Asa . .
Sub-Optica Hne?imuit'il:n Harvest Harvest Harvest Portionof  Portion of Hinn?esst As ;F;:;lm As zfl;’:;hon
Reduction  Reduction | with the the | withOpfion  t1432Mb  1.217Mb
{MIb) (%) Option  1432Mb  1.217Mlb (Mb) GHL %) GHL %)
{Mb)  GHL{%) GHL (%)
Nene 0.037 26% 1.998 139.6% 164.2% 1.519 106.05% 124.8%
May 30 Percent 0.053 3.7% 1982  13B4%  1628% 1.519 106.05% 124.8%
None 0.204 14.2% 1.832 127.9% 150.5% 1.519 106.05% 124.8%
Juna 30 Percent 0.297 20.7% 1738 1214% 1428% 1.519 106.05% 124.6%
None 0.295 20.6% 1740 1215%  143.0% 1519 106.05% 124.8%
July 30 Percent 0.430 30.0% 1605  1121%  131.9% 1.519 106.05% 124.8%
None 0.244 17.1% 1791 125.4% 1471% 1.519 106.05% 124.8%
August 30 Percent 0.356 24.9% 1679 117.2%  138.0% 1.519 106.05% 124.8%
None 0.028 2.0% 2007 1401%  164.9% 1,519 106.05% 124.8%
September 30 Percent 0.042 2.%% 1993  139.2%  163.8% 1.519 106.05% 124.8%
None 0.808 56.4% 1297 857%  100.8% 1519 106.05% 124.8%
Entire Season 30 Parcent 1.i78 B2.2% 0.857 59.9% 70.4% 1.519 106.05% 124.8%

Source: NE! Estimates based on Alaska Department of Fish and Game 2006 Logbook Data, 2007.
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Option 5 ~ Effect of Size Limits for Second Fish

Option 5 would establish a one-fish bag limit, with an option to harvest one of two fish above a minimum
length. It includes two sub-options of establishing a 45 inch or 5¢ inch minimum length for one of their
two fish bag limit. As with Option 4, it may reduce angler demand for charter trips. However, key
informant interviewees indicated that this option would likely lead to a much smaller reduction in demand
than a full-season bag limit reduction. They estimated demand reductions could be about 10 percent. This
sumomary presents the no demand decline and 10-percent demand decline scenarios as low and high
estimates of the potential effects of these options. The analysis estimates that:

» A 45 inch minimum length on one of two fish would have reduced 2006 harvest in Area 2C
between 0.391 and 0.559 MIb. These amounts are equivalent to between a 19.2 and 27.4 percent
decline in 2006 harvest. The GHL overage would have declined from 142.1 percent of the GHL
to between 103.1 percent and 114.8 percent of the GHL.

+ A 50 inch minimum length on one of two fish would have reduced 2006 harvest in Area 2C
between 0.478 and 0.637 Mlb, These amounts are equivalent to between a 23.5 and 31.3 percent
decline in 2006 harvest. The GHL overage would have declined from 142.1 percent of the GHL
to between 97.7 percent and 108.7 percent of the GHL.

As with Option 4, these results do not inciude changes in discard mortality. However, the full discussion
of this analysis in Section Error! Reference source not found. discusses the effect of discard mortality
on these estimates.

Table 5 Summary Effect of a 1-Fish Bag Limit with the Opportunity to Harvest a Second Fish

Eftect of 2™ Fish Size Min. Ait. 1. Current 2-fish Bag Limit Alt 2. Option 8 2-fish Bag Limit w/1-fish < 32
2006 Asa Asa 2006 . _
Su  Demand | pavest  Hawest | Hawvest Portionoi  Pofonof | Havest 'S af;f“'““ A a,ﬁ'ﬁ”“’"
Option  Reduction | peducion  Reduclion | with the the wih 433MIL?GHL ! ‘;1 n:m
IMib) (%) Opn  143Mb  1297Mb | Option ' o) GHL (%
Mb)  GHL(%) GHL(%) | (M
=T 0.301 192% | 1644  1148%  1351% [ 1519 106.05% 124.8%
10 Percent 0.559 274% | 1476 1031%  1213% 1519 106.05% 124.8%
o Mo 0.478 235% | 1557  1087%  1279% 1.519 108.05% 124.8%
10 Percent 0.637 313% | 1.398 7% 1149% 1.519 106.05% 124.8%

Source: NE] Estimales based on Alaska Department of Fish and Game 2006 Logbook Data, 2007.
Option 6 — Effect of One Fish 32" or Less

Option 6 duplicates the current NMFS preferred alternative for 2007, which allows one fish of any size
and requires one of two fish be equal to or smaller than 32 inches. The analysis predicts that this measure
would reduce harvest by 0.516 MIb or 25.4 percent under 2006 conditions. A reduction of this magnitude
would have reduced harvest to 106.1 percent of the 1.432 Mlb GHL. A demand reduction is not expected
with this option given than 48 percent of the current harvest measures 32 inches or less, but it is a
possibility amongst anglers who target larger halibut specifically. A 10 percent demand reduction
combined with the option itself would result in harvest reductions of 0.737 Mib.
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Table 8 Summmary Effect of a Two-Fish Bag Limit with One Fish of Any Size and One Fish 32 inches or

less in Length
Effect of 2-fish Bag Limit wi-fish < 32
Demand Reduction Harvest Harvest 2006 Harvest ﬂ;;:rgaﬁzﬂigf 'ﬁ : 1Pgi1‘ti70r:[1!§f
Reduction (Mib) Reduction (%) | with Option {Mib) GHL (%) GHL %)
None 0.516 25.4% 1.519 106.05% 124.8%
10 Percent 0.737 36.2% 1.298 80.63% 106.6%

Source: NEI Estimates based on Alaska Department of Fish and Game 2006 Logbook Data, 2007.
Option 7 — Effect of One Fish of Any Size with a Reverse Slot Limit for the Second Fish

Option 7 would allow one fish of any size while establishing a reverse slot limit for allowing the retention
of a second fish if the fish is below 32 inches or above 45 or 55 inches. The anzalysis estimates that the 45
inch reverse slot limit has the potential to actually increase harvest weight as some fish between 32 and 45
inches will be replaced with fish above 45 inches. The analysis estimates that the particular combination
of 32/45-inch reverse slot limit would result in an increase of average harvest weight to 20.39 Ib from the
2006 average harvest weight of 18.98 1b. The 32/50-inch reverse slot is more effective, resulting in a
slight harvest saving of 5,000 lb. However, the analysis is unable to conclude that a reverse slot limit at
these lengths would result in any harvest savings areawide. The potential for increased harvest weight was
also an issue for the minimum size option rejected by the Council in April 2007. The same dynamics that
drove the potential for increased harvest weight in that option also drive the potential for increased
harvest weight in this option.

Table 7 Summary Effect of a Reverse Slot Limit

Effects of No Crew Harvest Al 1. 2-fish Bag Limit NMFS Preferred Altemative for 2007
2006 Asa Asa . .
Sub- Demand Harvest Harvest Harvest  Podlonof  Portion of 2006 As :{?;ﬁm As :f‘::;hm
Opfion  Reduction | peducion  Reduction |  with the the | Hamestwith T Sob
{Mib} {%) Option 1.432Mib 1.217Mlb | Oplion (MIb) éHL (%) éHL %)
(Mib) GHL (%) GHL (%)
15 Nene -0.G60 19.2% 2.095 146.3% 172.2% 1.519 106.06% 124.8%
10 Percant 0.153 27.4% 1.882 131 4% 154.7% 1.519 106.05% 124.8%
s0r None 0.00% 23.5% 2.030 141.8% 166.8% 1.51% 106.05% 124,8%
10 Percent 0.211 3% 1.824 127.3% 149.8% 1.51¢ 1G6.05% 124.8%

Source: NE) Estimates based on Alaska Depariment of Fish and Game 2006 Lagbook Data, 2007,

There is no a priori expectation with this option of significant demand changes. However, the potential for
demand reductions should not be ignored as the option effectively eliminates half of the opportunity the
charter clients have to harvest fish in the 15 to 40 |b range. Anglers often consider fish in this size range
to be the superior eating halibut. As noted in prior options, operators have noted the potential for
difficulty in measuring fish and increased mortality for fish that unexpectedly do not meet length
requirements.

Option 8 — Effect of Combination of Opfions 1,2, & §

Option 8 would limit vessels to one trip per day, ban harvest by skipper and crew, and establish a
minimum size limit of 45 inches or 50 inches on one of two fish in an angler’s bag limit. The analysis
estimates that the 45-inch minimum size limit would have reduced harvest in 2006 between 0.429 and
0.608 Mlb, a reduction which would have reduced harvest to between 99.7 and 112.2 percent of the
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GHL.! This range bounds the estimated effect of the NMFS preferved altemative for 2007. A 50-inch
minimum size limit sub-option would have reduced harvest between 0.516 and 0.686 Mlb and lowered
the harvest to between 110.9 and 124.8 percent of the GHL. Both the lower and upper estimates for this
sub-option exceed the harvest reductions associated with the NMFS preferred alternative for 2007.

Table & Summary Effect of a One Trip per Day, No Harvest by Skipper and Crew, and a Minimum Size
Limit on the Second Fish
Combined Efiect All. 1. Unattered 2-fish Bag Limit NMFS Prefarred Altemative for 2007
2006 As & Asa . .
S“_b' Eslimate Harvest Harvest Harvest Porlionof  Ponlion of 2006 As ;ﬁ;):wn As ;ﬁ;;hon
Option Reducion  Reduction |  with the the | Hamvestwith ol oo
(MID} (%) Option  1432Mib  1217Mib | Option (Mib} /" P oHL )
{Mib) GHL(%)  GHL{%) °
Lower 0.429 21.1% 1.606 112.2% 132.0% 1.519 106.05% 124.8%
45" Upper 0,608 29.9% 1,427 99.7%  M73% 1,519 106.05% 124.8%
Lower 05186 25.3% 1.519 1068.1% 124.8% 1.519 106.05% 124.8%
S0 Upper 0.686 30.7% 1.349 94.2%  110.9% 1.519 106.05% 124.8%

Source: NEI Estimates based on Alaska Department of Fish and Game 2006 Logbook Data, 2007,
Option 9 ~ Effect of Combination of Options 1,2, & 6

Option 9 limits vessels to one trip per day, bans harvest by skipper and crew, and places a length limit on
one of two fish in an angler’s daily bag of 32 inches or less. The analysis estimates that this option would
have reduced harvest in 2006 between 0.554 and 0.565 MIb, a reduction which would have reduced
harvest to between 102.6 and 103.4 percent of the GHL. Both the lower and upper estimates for this sub-
option exceed the harvest reductions associated with the NMFS preferred alternative for 2007,

Table 9 Summary Effect of a One Trip per Day, No Harvest by Skipper and Crew, and the Second Fish 32
inches or less
Combined Effect Ait. 1. Unaltered 2-fish Bag Limil NMFS Preletred Altemative for 2007
As a Porti As a Pori As aPolion  As a Portion
Estimate Harvest Harvesl 2006 of melcﬂ 2f ﬂ,':e on 2008 ;‘he of uc-:e 0
Reduction Reduction | Hamvestwith Harvest with
) 1.4320lb 1.217Mlb . 1.432Mlb 1.217MIb
(Mib) (%) Option (MIb) GHL (%) GHL (%) Option (Mib) GHL {%) GHL (%)
Lower 0.554 212% 1.481 103.4% 121.7% 1.481 103.42% 121.7%
Uppsr 0.565 27.8% 1.470 1026% 120.8% 1.470 102.63% 120.8%

Source: NEI Estimates based on Alaska Department of Fish and Game 2006 Logbook Data, 2007.
Option 10 — Effect of Combination of Opfions 1,2, &7

Option 10 limits vessels to one trip per day, bans harvest by skipper and crew, and establishes a reverse
slot limit between 32 inches and 45 or 50 inches on one of two fish in an angler’s bag limit. The analysis
estimates that the 45-inch sub-option could result in a slight increase in harvest or a reduction of up to
0.202 Mlb.. A 50-inch minimum size limit sub-option would have reduced harvest between 0.042 and

1 For Option 8-13 lower estimates include the lowest estimate from each individual option and no estimated
reduction in demand while upper estimates include the highest estimate from each individual option including
expected demand reductions if applicable.
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0.260 Mib and lowered the harvest to between 123.9 and 139.1 percent of the GHL. The authors note that
the large differences between the lower and upper estimates for both sub-options are driven entirely by
the inclusion of a 10 percent reduction in demand for the upper estimates. Given that there is currently no
expectation for the demand reduction to be that high, the authors believe that the lower estimate is a better

predictor of the potential effects of these sub-options.

Table 10  Summary Effect of a Cne Trip per Day, No Harvest by Skipper and Crew, and the Reverse Slot
Limit
Combined Effect Alt. 1. Unaltered 2-jish Bag Limit NMFS Prefemed Altemative for 2007

2008 Asa Asa , .
Sub- Estimate | Harvesl  Harvest Harvest  Portionof  Portion of 2008 As ;ﬁhﬂ e'"c" As ;P;glun

Option Reduction  Reduction |  with the the | Harvestwith . eovi 4 217ms

(MIb) (%) Option 1,432MIb  1.217Mlb | Option (M) éHL %) éHL (%)

{Mib) GHL (%) GHL (%)

Lower -0.023 1.1% 2058 143.7% 169.1% 1.934 135.07% 158.9%
45' Upper 0.202 9.9% 1833 1280%  150.6% 1938 135.31% 159.2%
Lower 0,042 2.1% 1,993 139.1% 163.7% 1.699 139.62% 164.3%
50' Upper 0,260 12.8% 1.775 123.9% 145.8% 2003 139.86% 164.6%

Source: NEI Estimates basad on Alaska Department of Fish and Game 2006 Logbook Data, 2007.
Option 11 — Effect of Combination of Options 1,2, 3, & 5

Option 11 limits vessels to one trip per day, bans harvest by skipper and crew, establishes an annual limit
of four fish, five fish, or six fish, and places a minimum size limit of 45 inches or 50 inches on an angler’s
second fish in their daily bag. These combinations result in six different sub-options; all but one of which
would result in more harvest savings than the NMFS preferred altemative for 2007. Additionally, all but
one of the sub-options would have reduced 2006 harvest to a level slightly greater or lower than the GHL.
The sub-option with the smallest effect is the 45 inch minimum size on one of two fish combined with a
six fish annual limit. This sub-option would reduce harvest between (1498 and 0.502 MIb and have
resulted in a harvest between 1.533 and 1.542 MIb. These levels are above the GHL and equivalent to
107.0 percent to 107.7 percent of the GHL. The remaining sub-options would reduce harvest below the
GHL. The most effective sub-option is the 50 inch minimum size on one of two fish combined with a four
fish annual limit. This sub-option would have reduced harvest between 0.815 and 0.843 Mlb, a harvest
equivalent to 83.2 to 85.2 percent of the GHL. The effects of the remaining sub-options are:

¢ The 45 inch minimum with a 4 fish annual limit would have reduced harvest between 0.692 and
0.701 Mib, 2 harvest equivalent to 93.1 to 93.8 percent of the GHL.

¢ The 45 inch minimum with a 5 fish annual limit would have reduced harvest between 0.575 and
0.584 MIb, a harvest equivalent to 101.3 to 101.9 percent of the GHL.

e The 50 inch minimum with a 5 fish annual limit would have reduced harvest between 0.704 and
0.733 Mlb, a harvest equivalent to 90.9 to 93.0 percent of the GHL.

e The 50 inch minimum with a 6 fish annual limit would have reduced harvest between 0.626 and
0.655 Mlb, a harvest equivalent to 96.4 to 98.4 percent of the GHL.
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Table 11

Summary Effect of a One Trip per Day, No Harvest by Skipper and Crew, Annual Limits, and a

Minimum Size Limit on the Second Fish

Base Effect of Combined Oplions |  Alt. 1. Unaltered 2-fish Baq Limit | NMFS Preferred Altemative for 2007

Sub-Option  Estimate Hawe§l Harvef;t Hio_r\?:sl Po?liscﬁ of Poﬁ(’so: of 2006 _ As ;I:;::im As ;Fl’:;t'ron

Reduction Reduction wu;h tha the Han_.rast with 1 4323Mb 1.217Mlb

{Mit) %) Opion  1.432MIb  1.217Mb ) Option {Mib) GHL (%) GHL (%)

(M)  GHL(%)  GHL (%)

45" & 4 Fish Lower 0692 34.0% 1.343 93.8% 110.4% 1.635 114.18% 134.4%
Upper 0.701 34.5% | 1334 93.1%  1096% 1.402 07.94% 115.2%
45" & 5 Fish Lower 0.575 28.3% 1.460 101.9% 120.0% 1.784 124.59% 146.6%
Upper 0.584 28.7% 1,481 101.3% 118.2% 1.551 108.34% 127.5%
45° &  Fish Lower 0493 24.2% 1.542 107.7% 126.7% 1.889 131.90% 155.2%
Upper 0502 247% | 1533 107.0%  126.0% 1.656 115.86% 136.1%
50° & 4 Fish Lower 0.843 41.4% 1182 83.2% 97.9% 1.581 110.38% 129.9%
Upper 0.815 40.0% 1.220 85.2% 100.3% 1.568 109.46% 128.8%
srasfish O 0.733 36.0% | 1302 909%  107.0% 1725  12047% 141.7%
Upper 0.704 34.6% 1.331 93.0% 109.4% 1.634 114.11% 134.3%
50° & 6 Fish Lower 0.626 30.8% 1.409 98.4% 115.8% 1.736 121.20% 142 6%
Uppes (.655 32.2% 1,380 96.4% 113.4% 1.827 127.55% 150.1%

Source: NEI Estimates based on Alaska Depariment of Fish and Game 2008 Logbook Data, 2007,

Option 12 - Effect of Combination of Options 1, 2,3, &6

Cption 12 limits vessels to one trip per day, bans harvest by skipper and crew, establishes an annual limit
of four, five, or six fish, and places a maximum size limit of 32 inches on an angler’s second fish in their

daily bag. All sub-options except the six fish sub-option are more effective at reducing harvest than the

NMFS preferred alternative for 2007. They have the following results:

o The four-fish annual limit would reduce annual harvests .574 to .794 Mlb, resulting in a harvest
of 86.6 to 102.0 percent of the current GHL.

»  The five-fish annual limit would reduce annual harvests .551 to .603 MIb, resulting in a harvest of
100.0 to 103.7 percent of the current GHL.

s The six-fish annual limit would reduce annual harvests .449 to .502 Mlb, resulting in a harvest f
107.1 to 110.8 percent of the current GHL.
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Table 12  Summary Effect of a One Trip per Day, No Harvest by Skipper and Crew, Annual Limils, and the
Second Fish 32 inches or less

Combined Effect Alt. 1. Unaflered 2-fish Bag Limit NMFS Preferred Aemative for 2007
2006 Asa Asa . .
Sub- Estimate Harvest Harvest Harvest Pottionof  Portionol 2006 As ;P“'::g'm As :fP“c::wn
Cption Reduction  Reduction |  with the the Harvestwih 4 jonu 1517Mib
(Mib) {%) Option  1.432Mb  1.217Mib | Option (Mib) GHL ) GHL ©)
(Mib) GHL (%) GHL (%)
Four Fish Lower 0.574 28.2% 1.461 102.0% 120.0% 1,461 102.02% 120.0%
Upper 0.784 39,0% 1.241 86.6% 102.0% 1.241 86.65% 102.0%
Five Fish Lower 0.551 271% | 1484 103.7% 122.0% 1.484 103.66% 122.0%
Upper 0.603 29 7% 1432 100.0% 17.6% 1.432 89.97% 117 6%
Six Fish Lower 0.449 22.1% 1.586 110.8% 130.3% 1.586 10.77% 130.9%
Upper 0.502 24.7% 1.533 107.1% 126.0% 1.533 107.08% 126.0%

Saurce: NE! Estimates based on Alaska Department of Fish and Game 2006 Logbook Data, 2007,
Option 13 - Effect of Combination of Options 1,2, 3, &7

Option 13 limits vessels to one trip per day, bans harvest by skipper and crew, establishes an annual limit
of four, five, or six fish, and places a reverse slot limit between 32 and 45 or 50 inches on an angler’s
second fish in their daily bag. These combinations result in six different sub-options. The sub-option with
the smallest effect is the 45 inch minimum size on one of two fish combined with a six fish annual limit.
This sub-option would reduce harvest between 0.069 and 0.294 MIb and have resulted in a harvest
between 1.741 and 1.966 MIb. These levels are well above the GHL and equivalent to 121.6 to 137.3
percent of the GHL The most effective sub-option is the 50 inch minimum size on one of two fish
combined with a four fish annual limit. This sub-option would have reduced harvest between 0.376 and
0.467 Mlb, a harvest equivalent to 109.5 percent to 115.8 percent of the GHL. The effects of the
remaining sub-options are:

s  The 45 inch minimum with a 4 fish anmual limit would have reduced harvest between 0.323 and
0.548 MIb, a harvest equivalent to 103.8 to 119.6 percent of the GHL.

s The 45 inch minimum with a § fish annual limit would have reduced harvest between 0.174 and
0.399 Mlib, a harvest equivalent to 114.2 to 130.0 percent of the GHL.

+ The 50 inch minimum with a 5 fish annual limit would have reduced harvest between 0.232 and
0.401 Mlb, a harvest equivalent to 114.] to 125.9 percent of the GHL.

+ The 50 inch minimum with a 6 fish annual limit would have reduced harvest between 0.130 and
0.299 MIb, a harvest equivalent to 121.2 to 133.0 percent of the GHL.
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Table 13

Summary Effect of a One Trip per Day, No Harvest by Skipper and Crew, Annual Limits and the

Reverse Slot Limit

Combined Effect Alt. 1, Unahered 2-ish Bag Limit NMFS Preferred Altemative for 2007
OSUP- Estmate | Fiarvest Harvest Hi?vfsl Po?l?cz ol Puﬁx‘soﬁ ol Hion?eﬁst Po?tisoz o M ;F;;Jgion
pticn Reducion  Reduction with Option the the with Option the 1.217Mib
(Mib) (%) s Eﬁm EAUT N R R
(%)  GHL[%) GHL (%)

45§  Lower 0.323 15.9% 1712 119.6% 140.7% 1712 119.55% 140,7%
4Fish  Ypper 0.548 26.9% 1487 1038%  1222% 1487 103.81% 122.2%
458  Lower 0.74 8.5% 1861  1300%  1529% 1861 120.96% 152.9%
SHsh  ypper 0.309 19.6% 1636 1142%  134.4% 1636 114.25% 134.4%
45°8  Lower 0.069 3.4% 1866 17.3%  1615% 1966 187.27% 161.5%
§Fish  ypper 0294 14.5% 1740 1216%  $43.0% 1780 12156% 143.0%
504 Lower 0.376 18.5% 1659 1158%  1363% 1859 115.84% 136.3%
4Fish  {pper 0.467 93.0% 1568 1095%  1288% 1568  100.46% 128.8%
503 Lower 0.232 1.4% 1803 1259%  148.2% 1803 125.92% 148.2%
SFish  Upper 0.401 19.7% 1634 1144%  1343% 1634 11411% 134.3%
sz Lower 0.130 B.4% 1805  1330%  1565% 1905  13301% 156.5%
GFish  ypper 0299  147% 1736 1212%  1426% 1736 121.20% 142.6%

Source: NF| Estimates based on Alaska Department of Flsh and Game 2006 Logbook Data, 2007,

Summary Effects

For quick reference, Table 14 shows the estimated affect all of the options as if they had been in place in

2006.
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Table 14  Summary Effect of Options of Charter Industry Halibut Harvest (2006} in Area 2C

. Expected Post-

Expected Reduction Ex"{;ﬂ;dgu?:xm Omioﬁ-lamest asa

Managemeni Option Sub-Opticn (Mib) oHawesl} Porticn g{) l)he GHL

Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper
Option 1. One Trip per Day Mane 0.038 0,049 1.8% 24% | 1395%  1387%

Option 2, No Harvest by Skipper & Crew and

Line Limits None 0.078 0.086 3.8% 42% | 136.7%  136.1%
4Fish 0.335 0335 | 184% 164% | 1187%  118.7%
Qption 3. Annual Limit 5 Fish 0.190 0.190 9.3% 9.3% | 1288%  128.8%
6 Fish 0.088 0.088 4.3% 43% | 1359%  135.9%
May 0.037 0,053 1.8% 26% | 1396%  136.4%
June 0.204 0.297 10.0% 146% | 127.9%  121.4%
. . July 0.295 0.430 145%  21.1% | 1216%  112.1%
Option 4. Qne Fish Bag Limi August 0244 0356 | 120%  175% | 1254%  117.2%
Seplember 0.028 0.042 1.4% 20% | 140.1%  139.2%
Fufl Season 0.908 1178 [ 397% 57.9% | 85.7% 53.9%
, » . 45* 0.391 0.559 192%  27.4% | 1148%  103.14%
Option 5. Minimum Size on the Second Fish 50 0478 0657 5% 51.3% 108.7% 97.7%
Option 6. Second Fish Below 32" None 0516 0737 |  25.4% 3%.2% | 106.0%  906%
Option 7. Reversa Siot Lirit 32'/45" 0.060 0.153 3.0% 75% | 146.3%  131.4%
32°/50° 0.005 0.211 0.2% 10.4% | 141.8%  127.3%
. . . 45 0.429 0608 | 21.1%  289% | 1122% 99.7%
Option 8. Combine Gptions 1, 2, and & 50 0.516 0686 | 253%  337% | 1081%  94.2%
Option 9. Combine Options 1, 2, and 6. None 0.554 0565 | 27.2%  27.8% | 1084%  102.6%
Option 10, Comtine Opticns 1, 2, and 7. 32445" 0,023 0.202 A.1% 99% | 1437%  1280%
32%/50" 0.042 0.260 2.1% 128% | 139.1%  123.9%
45" & 4 Fish 0692 0.701 34.0% 5% | 938 9%
45" & 5 Fish 0.575 0584 | 28.3% 28.7% | 101.9%  101.3%
) . 45" & § Fish 0.493 0502 | 242%  247% | 107.7%  107.0%
Option 11. Combing Gptions 1, 2,3, and 5 50" & 4 Fish 0.843 0815 41.4%  400% | 832%  B52%
50" & 5 Fish 0.733 0.704 36.0% 346% | 90.9% 93.0%
50" & 6 Fish 0.655 0626 | 32.2% 30.8% | 96.4% 98.4%
4 Fish 0574 0794 | 282% 39.0% | 1020%  866%
Option 12. Cambine Options 1, 2, 3, ant 6. 5 Fish 0.551 0.603 27.1% 207% | 103.7%  100.0%
6 Fish 0.449 0502 |  209%  247% | 110.8%  107.1%

32'45" & 4 Fish 0323 0.548 15.9% 269% | 1196%  103.8%
32'145" & 5 Fish 0174 0.393 8.5% 196% | 130.0%  114.2%
32'/45* & 6 Fish 0.669 0.294 3.4% 145% | 1373%  121.6%
32'/50" & 4 Fish 0378 0.467 18.5% 280% ] 1158%  109.5%
32'/50" & 5 Fish 0.232 0.401 11.4% 19.7% | 1858%  1141%
32'/50" & 6 Fish 0.130 0.269 8.4% 14.7% | 133.0%  121.2%

Optlion 13. Combine Options 1, 2, 3, and 7.

Source: Northern Economics, Ing. estimates based ADF&G Logbook and Statawide Harvest Survey Data.

Table 15 shows all of the sub-options ordered by their lower-end estimated effect on the GHL. The table
orders results by lower estimates because there is greater confidence in these estimates as they do not
include the highly variable demand reductions. However, the table shows both lower and upper estimates.

The most effective options are Option 11 and Option 4 wile the least effective are those involving the
32/45” reverse slot limit.
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Table 15 Summary Effect of Options Ordered by Lower End Estimate of Reduction in the GHL

Expecled Reduction E;l(pected POSl'Op.ﬁO"
. X arvest as a Portion
Management Option Sub-Option (Mib) of the GHL. (%)
Lower Upper Lower Upper

Option 11. Combine Options 1, 2, 3, and 5. 50° & 4 Fish 0.843 0.815 41.4% 40.0%
Option 4. One Fish Bag Limit Fuil Seasen 0.808 1.178 39.7% 57.9%
Option 11. Combine Options 1,2, 3, and 5. 50" & 5 Figh 0.733 0.704 36.0% 34.6%
Option 11. Combine Optiens 1, 2, 3, and 5. 45" & 4 Figh 0.692 0.701 34.0% 34.5%
Option 11. Combine Options 1, 2, 3, and 5. 50" & 6 Fish 0.655 0.626 32.2% 30.8%
Opticn 11, Combine Options 1,2, 3, and 5. 45° & § Fish 0.575 0.584 28.9% 28.7%
Option 12. Combire Options 1, 2, 3, and 6. 4 Fish 0,574 0.794 28.2% 39.0%
Oplion 9. Combine Options 1, 2, and 6. None 0.554 0.565 27.2% 27.8%
Opiion 12. Combine Options 1,2, 3, and 6. 5Fish 0.551 0.603 271% 297%
Option €. Second Fish Below 32° None 0.515 0.737 25.4% 36.2%
Option 8. Combina Oplions 1, 2, ard 5. 5C" 0.516 0.686 25.3% 3.7%
Option 11. Combine Optiens 1, 2, 3, and 5. 45" & € Fish 0.493 0.502 24.2% 247%
Qption 5. Minfmum Size on the Second Fish 50" 0.478 0.637 23.5% 31.3%
Option 12. Combine Opticns 1, 2, 3, and 6. & Fish 0.449 0.502 221% 247%
Option 8, Combine Opticns 1, 2, and 5. 45" 0.420 0.808 21.1% 29.9%
Option 5. Minimum Size on the Second Fish 45" 0.391 0.559 19.2% 27.4%
Option 13. Combing Oplions 1, 2, 3, and 7. 32"/50" & 4 Fish 0.376 0.467 18.5% 23.0%
Oplion 3. Annwal Limit 4 Fish 0.335 0.33 16.4% 16.4%
Option 13. Combine Oplions 1, 2, 3, and 7. 32'/45" & 4 Fish 0.323 0.548 15.9% 26.9%
Option 4. One Figh Bag Lirmit July 0.295 0.430 14.5% 1.1%
Option 4. One: Fish Bag Limil August 0.244 0.356 12.0% 17.5%
Option 13. Combine Options. 1,2, 3, and 7. 32°/50° & 5 Figh 0.232 0.401 11.4% 19.7%
Option 4. One Fish Bag Limit June 0.204 0.297 10.0% 14.6%
Option 3. Annual Limit 5 Fish 0.180 0.180 9.3% 9.3%
Opticn 13. Combine Oplions 1, 2, 3, and 7. 32°/45" & & Fish 0174 0.399 B5% 19.6%
Option 13. Combine Oplicns 1, 2, 3, and 7. 32'/50" & 6 Fish 0.130 0.299 6.4% 14.7%
Cplion 3. Anmual Limit 6 Fish 0.088 0.088 43% 4.3%
Option 2. No Harves!| by Skipper & Crew and Line Limits ~ None 0.078 0.086 3.8% 4.%%
Opfion 13. Combine Options 1, 2,3, and 7. 32'/45" & 6 Fish 0.069 0.204 34% 14.5%
Option 10. Combine Options 1, 2, and 7. az'/s0" 0.042 0,260 21% 12.8%
Option 1. One Trip per Day None 0.038 0.049 1.8% 2.4%
Option 4. One Fish Bag Limil May 0.037 0.053 1.8% 2.6%
Option 4. One Fish Bag Limit September 0.028 0.042 1.4% 2.0%
Option 7. Reverse Slot Limil 32750" 0.005 .21 0.2% 10.4%
Option 10. Combine Options 1, 2, and 7. 3245° 0.023 0.202 11% 9.9%
Opfion 7. Reverse Slot Limil J2'145° 0.060 0.153 -3.0% 7.5%

Source: Northem Economics, Inc. estimatas based ADF&G Logbook and Statewide Harvest Survey Data.

Table 16 provides a qualitative summary of the effects by option, including charter industry preference
based on key informant interviews and qualitative estimates on the benefits of each option to the
commercial sector. Generally, charter operators preferred options that provided the least disruption of
current business models, while commercial benefits are directly tied to the magnitude and durability of
the harvest reductions that the options provide, Key informant interviews indicated that charter operators
may prefer no retention by skipper and crew, second fish of a specified minimum size, and annuat limit
options. Interviewees rate the one-fish bag limit as the most disruptive option. From a commercial
perspective, the best options are Option 11 and the one-fish bag limit.
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Table 16 Qualitative Summary of Effects by Option for Area 2C
. Expected Size and N
Option Durabilty of Reductions Effects on Industry Efiect on State Managed Fishesies
Relatively miner effects on the
. - charter industry excepling (hose Stale managers expeci a
1, One Trip per Vessel 1.8 lo 2.4% reduction in harvest, ; concurrent minor reduction in the
g : businesses that focus on muttiple h of ociated
pes Day Anglers witl tikely adapt rapidly. Wips per day. Minor benefits for the arvest of some associal
commercral industry. Species.
2. No Retentich by 3.8t 4.2% reduction. Skipperand  Most preferred option for the charter mumaa?rﬁfmﬁm inthe
Skipper and Crew and crew demand shits to non-guided incustry with modest benelits for the harvest of some associated
Line Limiis recreational sector commercial industry. species
State managers expect a modesl
4.3 10 16.4% reduction depending ﬁzf“:;a;g' ’ 'h;oﬁmbﬂferz;:her to significant increase in the
3. Anrwal Limit on the annual limit. Reductions are gpiton by the charter harvest of avaitable
likely durabl industry. Commercial industry would salmon species. finacod, and
Iikely duradle. receive sizable bensfils. e g
. Highest economnic elfect on the
Reductions between 1.4 % and . N Stale managers expect a
58% depending on the temporal chaster industry with the highest significant increase tn the charter

4, One-lish bag limil

5, Oplion for a Second
Fish with a Minimum
Length

&. Sacond Fish Below
kv

7. Reverse Stot Limit

length of the bag limit reduction,
Reductions are [ikely more durable.

Reductions between 19.2% percent
and 31.3% percent depending on
the minimum length for one of two
fish in the bag limit. Reductions are
likely more durable.

£5.4% to 36.2% reduckion in
harvest. Reductions are likely
durable.

3.0% increass in harvest to 10.4%
decline depending on the slot size
ard tha size of efects

benefits for the commercial fleet,
Least preferred option for the charer
incustry.

Minor demand reductions expected,
but a ganerally acceptable option for
much of the charter fleet particularly
at the lower minimum lengths.
Madest to high benefits for the
commatcial fleet.

Large demand reductions are
unlikely given that many fish below
32" already represent 48% of
harvest. Repeat anglers fargeting
larger fish may be tumed off or may
take more tips to equalize their
hatibut tzke. Modest to high benafits
for the commercial fieet.

Large demand reductions are
unlikely as are [arge benelits to the
commercial flaet.

harvest of available salmon
species, lingcod, and rockfish,

Gharter harvest of state managed
species wou'd [ikely increase by
modest amounts.

Charter harvest of state managed
species could increase by modest
amaounis.

Charter harvest of stale managed
species could increase by modast
amounts. However, such an
increase is not certain,

Minor demand reductions expected,
21.1% to 33.7% harvest reductions  but a generally acceptable optionfor  Individual options have
8 Combine 1, 2 & 5 depending on the minimum size on  much of the charter fleet particularlly  confounding eflects on the harvest
' ' one of twa fish in the bag limit. at the lower minimum lengths, of stale managed species. Overall
Reductions are [tkely more durable.  Moderate to high benefils for the effects are unclear.
commercial floet,
uﬁ?&:mdmr:fmmﬁ:;em ow Individual options have
9. Combine 1.2 & 6 27.2% to 27.8% harvest reductions. 92" alread resa"nlmt 43%'3' of confounding effects on the harvest
’ ' Reductions are likely durable. y represon of state managed species. Overall
harvest, Modest to high benefits for aftects are unclear
the commencial floet. ’
1.1 percent increase 10 12.8% . Individual opfions have
10. Combine 1. 2 & 7 harvest reduction deépanding on the ;E?&:ea':mmm ;:dmtmbmo the confounding effects on tha harvest
) ' slot size and the size of demand ial ficet of state managed species. Overall
offects. commarel ' effects are unclear.
ﬁmn;mm:m'mﬁmn Hons " Demand reducions expected from  Individual opions nave
11.Combine 1,2, 3&5  minimum size en one of two fish. anglers sensm annual catch limits.  confounding effects on_lhe harvest
. . Moderate to high benefits for the of state managed species, Overall
Reducticns are likely more durable commercial flest. effects are unclear
that some other options. ’
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Expected Size and

Option Durability of Reductions Effects on Iidustry Effect on State Managed Fisheries
Demand reductions expected from - .
22.1% 10:39.0% harvest redugtions  anglers sensitive anrual caich limits. L'L'ﬂ;’;iﬂ:pﬁﬁgﬁ the harvest
12 Combine1,2,3 &6  depending on the annual limil. Moderate to high benefils Jor the 9 -
. : of siate managed species. Overall
Selected. commercial fteet. Moderate to high effects are unclear
benefits for the commercial flet. )
. Demand reductions expected from Individua! options have
13. Combine 1. 2. 38 7 2:;;3@’:;’5&?;81;‘ sri??.iu::gnma anglers sensilive annual catch limils.  confounding effects on the harvest
: v : Likedy minor o modest benefits to of slate managed species. Overall
size of demand effects. .
the commercial flset, effects are unclear.

Overalt and Long-Term Efficacy of the Options and Management Options

The analysis notes that the long-term efficacy of each of the options is likely to be limited by strategic
responses to the proposed management options. For example, lowering bag limits during one portion of
the season will shift demand to other times of the year. Similarly, season closure dates and closure of
specific days of the week will also shift effort. Thus, the estimates for these options should be seen as
short-term maximum effects rather than long-term estimates, The efficacy of annual limits is likely to be
limited by the substitution of bare-boat charters and other self-guided activities because charter-based
trips could become less attractive with the annual limit. Again, the harvest resulting from this behavior
would not count against the GHL, but would be counted in the IPHC s deductions for total sport catch
from Total CEY. Finally, it should be anticipated that a response to restrictive bag limits in Area 2C may
be a shift in pressure to Area 3A where no bag limit is currently being discussed.

Area 2C Charter GHL — Public Review Draft
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May 4, 2007



Sitka Charter Boat Operators Association
PO Box 2422 Sitka Alaska 99835
-

June 6, 2007

Ms. Stephanie Madsen, Chair

North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
605 West 4™, Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

Re: Halibut Charter Issues/GHL Measures
Dear Madame Char,

Thank you for the opportunity to provide testimony on the management of Halibut as a
fully utilized resource. My name is Theresa Weiser and | have been in this industry as a
guide and lodge owner in Sitka for 18 years now. | am here ioday to represent the 50
members of the Sitka Charter Boat Operators Association {(SCBOA). We are honored
to have the NPFMC meet in Sitka, in June. We are an industry that makes a $31 million
annual contribution to the Sitka economy (Reference the McDowell repont, January
2005 submitted May 29th).

| offer the following comments about the AP motion. Arriving at the current GHL can be
done in a simpier and less costly approach. Table 14 indicates that combining Option 2
of no harvest by Skipper and Crew and Option 6 of retaining 1 fish under 32" and 1 fish
any size will accomplish a reduction in the total fish (pounds) harvested to bring the
charter catch in under the current GHL. These two options combined will surely bring
our industry future incremental pain that we can hopefully weather and survive.
However, the current AP recommendation will cut us off at the knees...! As it stands,
the AP motion has strong potential to cause irreversible damage. Why manage us
down to a 1 fish bag limit as a result of policy implementation issues? The AP motion
puts us at significant risk of a one fish bag limit for the wrong reasons. It will also cause
demand to significantly shift from Area 2C to Area 3A thereby triggering the same
problems to come back before you for Area 3A down the road. This now becomes a
compounded probiem.

Also, be aware that Option 4 — one halibut daily limit — is a tourism and local economy
killer. We know this from extensive polling of our customers. According o the
American Sportfishing Association, Halibut is one of the most important recreational
species in the United States. To Quote the National Association of Charter Boat
Operators: “...Recreational fishing is all about perception. in order for these anglers to
continue to make major contributions to the economy they need bag limits that justify
these expenditures. We believe the drop dead number to be a 2 fish bag limit, anything
lower will negatively impact the economic contribution from the recreational sector to
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Sitka Charter Boat Operators Association
PO Box 2422 Sitka Alaska 99835
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Area 2C..." We have to ask: Where is the analysis to reflect what the Economic
Impacts on the state, the charter operator, and/or the communities that will be affected
by a one fish bag limit or annual limits for halibut in S.E. Alaska?

We encourage the NPFMC to withhold final action on Area 2C GHL measures until
October, when the 2008 catch numbers are finalized. Currently, the NPFMC is using
numbers derived from a linear trend projection based on the State's mait out survey
data from 2000-2005 and a logbook program that has not been ground truthed. The
creel survey data for 2006, indicates a drop in harvest in the three main ports of
Southeast Alaska (Area 2C) — Ketchikan, Juneau, and Sitka. The IPHC catch per unit
information for the commercial fishery and the experience of SCBOA’s members also
indicates a downward trend for Area 2C in 2008. (See attached Lestelle Memorandum
Report to Tom Ohaus, Feb. 3, 2007)

Deciding GHL measures based on a linear trend projection that ignores measurable
indexes, like creel survey numbers...iS counterproductive and potentially destructive
given the impacts of those measures on individual businesses, tourism, and the
economies of towns and villages throughout Area 2C. Also, it is likely that NMFS will
enact GHL measures for 2007, which will generate measurable results by October,
including better information on the average size of halibut harvested. We recommend
waiting until October 2007, when real data on 20086, preliminary data on 2007, results of
the NMFS measures now in place, and higher levels of public participation are
obtainable.

We are aware of the Council's sense of urgency to act on these issues. Still given the
gains we'll see in consistent catch data and public participation, it is our hope that these
decisions that will weigh heavily on charter businesses and local economies can be
finalized in October. We also encourage the Council to encircle all sport fishers -
guided and non-guided — in any final solution. In Area 2C, we are already seeing an
increase in bare-boat charters and non-registered boat operators that seem to have
new groups of “friends” to take fishing every few days.

Thank you for your consideration,

Hutgisce

Theresa Weiser
President
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Refined Combination of Option 2 and Option
3 with the Status Quo Two Fish Bag Limit.

s Council discussions and public testimony have referenced
accounting for the natural growth trend in the charter industry.
The four fish annual limit sub-option provides the best

opportunity to account for growth and keep the charter industry
near or under the GHL in the next several years.

m The five and six fish annual limits would start the sector near the
GHL, but even below average growth could push the sector over

the GHL.
Combined Effect Options 2, 3 and Status Quo
Asa Asa
Sub- Harvest Harvest Hfa?\?gst Portion of  Portion of
Option Reduction  Reduction with Ontion the the
(Mibs) (%) (MIbF; y | 1432Mbs  1.217Mibs
GHL (%) GHL (%)
Four 0.730 35.9% 1.305 91.1% 107.2%
Five 0.638 31.3% 1.397 87.6% 114.8%
Six 0.573 28.1%_ 1.462 102.1% 120.2%
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B Longlining

by Michel Drouin

‘The case of the disappearing halibut quota

#~=yhanges in assessment methods for

halibut — and differences between

staff recommendations for catch lim-

its and what was eventually approved — con-

tinue to raise questions, particularly in Dutch
Harbor.

Halibut fishermen in region 4A are still
struggling to understand why the 3.98 mil-
lion pound allotment they thought they had
suddenly shrank to 2.89 million pounds. Staff
members recommended the first number.
The International Pacific Halibut commission
approved the latter.

At $3 a pound, the loss in catch amount-
ed to $3.27 million — a sizable sum that
sparked several angry calls and e-mails to
Pacific Fishing.

At its annual meeting in January, the IPHC
took the unusual step of making catch limit
decisions contrary to some of the staff recom-
mendations.

“If it was for purely scientific reasons, I'd
be prepared to go along with it,” says Dutch
Harbor halibut fisherman Pete Hendricks.
“We believe in long-term sustainability, but
when you get a cut like this that doesn’t seem

™ be based on science, it is starting to sound

ure like a political decision rather than a
stock decision. I was trusting in the science,
and it seems to have deviated.”

Something else that further vexed Area 4A
fishermen was the 8.5 million pounds catch
limit set in January for 2C (Southeast Alaska)
by the commission after the December pre-
diction of a catch limit of only 7.5 million
pounds.

To some fishermen, it was viewed as pure
reallocation from one area to the other.

Here’s what the commission said: New
tagging information, combined with other
research, indicated that some migratory pat-
terns of halibut had been inadequately under-
stood in the past.

At the annual meeting, commission senior
assessment scientist Dr. Bill Clark said staff
scientists realized that, in the past, they had
been underestimating abundance in Areas 3
and 4 and overestimating in area 2. They sug-
gested increasing the catch in the former and
reducing it in the latter.

But the commission thought the change
was too drastic.

The commission released a document in

uary explaining some of its reasons for
«e final 2007 catch limit. The document said
that the IPHC had introduced a new method

of assessing the biomass of halibut in 2006,
which involved estimating halibut abun-
dance as a single coastwide unit, rather than
the established method of independently esti-
mating the biomass in each regulatory area, a
method called the closed-area assessment.

According to the commission, the main
reason for the difference between original
staff recommendations and the final limits
adopted by the IPHC was this: Staff members
initially used the new assessment method and
based first recommendations on those num-
bers, but the IPHC decided to use the closed-
area-assessment method again to determine
final catch limits.

Clark said catch limits the commission
chose are based on the area-specific assess-
ments reported in the summary to the IPHC
annual meeting.

Clark pointed out that
staff members did not
endorse the area-specific
numbers.

“Overall, it's certainly
true that the new coast-
wide assessment procedure
shows less fish in Area 2
and more in Areas 3B and
4 than the old area-specific
assessments, so moving
to a proportional harvest
would mean substantially
lower catch limits in Area 2
and somewhat higher catch
limits in Areas 3B and 4.
The commission chose not
to make any radical chang-
es for 2007, Clark said.

James Balsiger, repre-
senting the United States
on the commission, said
that the IPHC scientific
staff developed the new
model between the 2006
and 2007 annual meetings
of the commission.

“The new model had not
been reviewed by the com-
missioners or the science
advisors for either Canada
or the United States,” he said. “The new mod-
el is very interesting but is based on different
parameters and assumptions than the model
used for the last few years.”

Balsiger said he recalls that all six commis-
sioners were interested in explormg the new

model and continuing its development. All
six commissioners agreed that, while explora-
tion and development of the new model con-
tinued, the best model to use for 2007 quotas
was the old model.

“That is what was used as the basis for the
catch recommendations,” he said. “1 believe
that the decision by the commissioners was
the most responsible path they could have
chosen, and it was taken without bias towards
a desired end, but rather to be sure the new
model could be vetted to all concerned.”

The commission instructed staff mem-
bers to examine additional methods of
biomass partitioning for the next stock
assessment, along with beginning greater
dialogue with industry and other stock
assessment experts. [l

Brother and sister crew Matthew and Kayleigh
Short watch from the galley door as the Norquest
Seafoods fleet manager/dock boss steadies a
tote of halibut being lifted from the hold of the
F/V Kayleigh Ann at the Petersburg seafood pro-
cessing plant. The Shorts took spring break from
college to catch their shares of I'FQs



Hello Council Members. Staff Members, and al! those otherwise drawn into the
spinning torrent of fisheries politics. Welcome to my home Sitka and thank you for your

service to public process. My name isBert Berg\mﬁé_hf‘
My family and I own one of the ¢o ral Tishing boats in Sitka’s many

harbors. My boat is down among the clusters of trolling poles that are so common
around town. 1 own slightly less than 5000 lbs of 2C halibut.

I am also a proud SPC member. Perhaps vou will notice our 100% American
owned value-added processing facility down the street. SPC is an import part of Sitka’s
economy.

As a deckhand in the derbies I wasn’t real excited when IFQ’s came along. But
eventually I got tired of whining and bucked up and bought in. As a salmon troller, I had
clashed with charters before over King salmon. So I had a pretty fair idea what would
happen with halibut. But charter IFQ’s were coming and the fish war would have a free
market solution.

I love IFQ fishing. I can fish when it is convenient to me. I have time to deliver
the highest quality product to the market. The fish market after all is the most affordable
access to the national resource for most people.

Now that I can buy three blocks, I would like to buy more halibut shares.
However the ever expanding charter harvest has made me reexamine the numbers of this
very expensive investment. Does anyone know how much I'm going to lose to the
charter fleet? 1 guess I had better buy more just to stay where I'm at. There are lots of
guys in Southeast just like me facing the same dilemma.

Of course if the charter fleet was managed to their allocation the problem would
be solved. Iread the proposed management plan and it looks great. There are plenty of
tools in the bag to manage the fleet. The only problem is that apparently the political will
does not exist to use any variation of the one fish a day restriction. That is the essential
tool needed to keeping the SE Alaska harvest even close to the allocation. Just look at
what happened last winter with the IPHC’s plan to manage halibut. The charter fleets
behind the seen lobbying stopped the plan. As a salmon troller I remember the political
firestorm that happened when king salmon was briefly managed on a one fish a day plan.
That was before the state adopted annual limits for non residents containing the charter
harvest to within allocation. If this board and its managers have the courage to follow
this management plan I'm behind you all the way. You will have to forgive me for being
skeptical.

So what would 1 do? Find a [ree market solution. Charter IFQ’s would be fine.
There is always debate about who gets what initially. 1FQ’s on voluntary logs books
does sound like writing your own cheek from the government. but it could work. T am
doubtful the old IFQ plan is coming back.

Another way Charter IFQ’s may work is if past participation is considered but
only as & basis to buy quota initially from the government. Management and
enforcement could cach get their cut and the quota could still be cheaper than the open
market. with better financing available to evervone equally. | understand the politics
behind giving quota away, like 9" circuit judges said “vou had to do something”™. Does it
stll make sense three generations later why we gave away those 40 acres?

The TFQ leasing is an interesting thought. But why should local charters lease my
quota when they can just take it. T would want to make as much leasing gquota 1o charters



as fishing it on my own boat. Do charters really want to pay $3.00 per pound or more to
catch the fish for one year when they could buy the quota and catch the fish every vear? 1
have to believe any one fish a day restriction will happen to make this leasing idea
realistic.

1 like the idea of the fish stamp to buy commercial allocation to be held jointly by
some kind of non-profit for the purpose of increasing the charter catch. There are risks
tor commercial fishermen under this scheme. but in general is better than just losing
money to reatlocation. | understand it is harder to do. but could offer a comprehensive
solution that goes bevond halibut. However all parties invested would have 1o work
towards that goal. 11 1s not impossible. However the charter fleet would have 1o face
restrictions to have a reason to pursue this course of action.

Of course another option is turning halibut over to the state to manage. The non-
resident annual limit option is then on the table. This would solve the allocation problem
and would be best for charter clients. However fishermen and charters would stili have 1o
go lo Board of Fish every three vears to fight over allocation numbers. This too is fine
with me, but not the free market solution [ had hoped for.

In the larger picture it is not about me or any one interest group. just about the
halibut and our shared responsibility 1o protect it. Without a comprehensive plan and the
will to implement it, halibut management will be like an old wooden boat that someone
did not cork the seam just below the waterline. Right now the commercial fishermen are
the only hands manning the pumps.

Bert Bergman
801 Charles St.
Sitka, Ak. 99835
907 747 7890
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Halibut Charter Coalition of Alaska

Uniting Alaska’s Most Experienced Charter Fishermen

June 8, 2007

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
Stephanie Madsen, Chair

605 W 4™ Avenue, Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

Dear Madame Chair and Members of the Council,

Thank you for this opportunity to provide testimony on the Halibut Charter GHL.
My name is Kimberly Tebrugge, and I'm representing the Halibut Charter Coalition of
Alaska. As introduction, while this may be the first time you've heard of our newly-formed
state-wide organization, you're already familiar with our members. We represent
established halibut charter operators throughout South Central and Southeast Alaska in
nine ports and operating areas. Our members average 20 years in business. Currently,
three members on our board of directors, Bob Candopoulos, Larry McQuarrie and John
Goodhand, serve on the Charter Halibut Stakeholders Committee and director Bob Ward
served on the Advisory Panel many years.

The HCCA upholds the need to wisely manage the halibut resource for the future. Our
seasoned members have seen the mismanagement of fisheries in the past and recognize that
in those scenarios, everyone loses. Many of our members have been involved in the Charter
Halibut issue at the North Council since the early 1990s and have advocated for moratoriums
limiting growth of the charter industry in 1993, 1985, 1997 and 2001. We appreciate the efforts
that went into the recent moraterium and will continue to show our support for it back in
Washington, D.C.

HCCA advocates for the Council to proceed as rapidly as possible toward a long-term,
permanent solution, recognizing compensated reallocation as part of the solution to the
charter halibut issue which has destabilized both the commercial and the charter halibut
industries and caused havoc in communities.

However, we respect the council process cannot be rushed, and know any necessary
interim or permanent solutions must be based on the most accurate data and facts available.
We recognize it is difficult to make decisions facing the charter halibut industry without
adequate data on how potential solutions will adversely affect demand, and thus the Alaskan
tourism dollars. 1t is in Alaska's best interest to avoid any unrecoverable damage to the
established charter operations state-wide, as part of the tourism industry that makes up
Alaska'’s third largest employer. What a delicate balance to consider this, and the economic
impact on the commercial IFQ holders, while wisely managing a precious, fully-utilized natural
resource,

Thank you for allowing a somewhat lengthy introduction as the basis for
credibility for our testimony; this is my first council meeting so I'm a new face to you. I've
grown up in the charter industry, my family has been in charters since before | was borm;
and while my primary goal for attending the council meetings was to listen and learn in
order to better understand the various perspectives and issues surrounding halibut
stakeholders, | would also like to read a testimony statement on behaif of HCCA
concerning current GHL options.



Halibut Charter Coalition of Alaska

Uniting Alaska’s Most Experienced Charter Fishermen

The HCCA joins the Advisory Panel in recognizing the immediate &
need for action regarding the implementation of measures that keep (/- P =N
charter harvest within the GHL, while continuing to work aggressively LB
toward finding a fair and equitable long-term solution to manage a fully- (;
<

utilized halibut resource. However, the HCCA urges the council to v /@;
consider striking the motion offered by the Advisory Panel for two main by HX N
ht

reasons. v

First, there are better options to get to the GHL that are less o
complicated and less costly to enforce. According to Table 14 of the Summary Effect
of Options, combining Options 2 and 6 results in an expected current harvest reduction
over 40%, and meets the goal of reducing charter harvests to the guideline harvest level.
This can be done without diving into the unknowns surrounding Option 12's annual
angler limit implementation and enforcement.

Second, while Option 12 may be reasonable on its own merit, the current motion
tacks on a 1-fish limit as fallback if Option 12, in any of its various elements, cannot be
fully implemented. This places the charter industry only a precarious step away
from a 1-fish bag limit as a result of policy implementation issues regardless of
harvest levels. HCCA advocated heavily for House Bill 186 to pass, only to find out
recently there may be other factors limiting the sharing of data between state and federal
entities. Further, we recognize the costs involved in enforcing annual bag limits, and
prefer that every dollar can be spent on enforcing the regulations already in place. These
are only two of any number of unforeseen reasons why Option 12 may not be
implemented.

HGCCA does not wish to be-labor testimony knowing the council is already familiar
with the detriments of a 1-fish limit to Alaska commerce if a majority of the public opts for
a more highly-valued fishing trip in another state or Canada. However HCCA wishes to
highlight that issues we're facing today in Area 2¢ could potentially shift to Area 3a, and
we could be back here dealing with similar issues for a different area. We would also
like to highlight if a 1-fish limit came as a result of Option 12 implementation issues,
there may be stakeholders who feel there is no longer a need for a permanent solution.
HCCA advocates for a speedy permanent solution based on the council's trusted
systematic process, including testimony and research, not by defauit.

In summary, restrictions proposed by Options 2 and 6 are not easy options for
us; they will affect the marketable expectations we offer the American public to an
undetermined degree. However, HCCA feels they are the most viable options, and
appreciates the creative approach NMFS proposed by restricting the second fish to
under 32", as it is a more marketable option that allows our industry to quickly meet the
GHL.

Thank you for your time and consideration on this crucial matter.

Respectfully,

Kimberly Tebrugge

Kimbkerly Tebrugge
Halibut Charter Coaliticn of Alaska



ALASKA

TRAVEL INDUSTRY
A S 5 O C A T 1 O N

May 30, 2007

Stephanie Madsen, Chair

North Pacific Management Council
605 W 4th Avenue, Suite 306
Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

Dear Ms Madsen:

The Alaska Travel Industry Association (ATIA) represents over 1,100 member Alaskan
tourism interests and many of these are reliant on sports fishing in coastal waters of
Alaska, including halibut. The long-term health of the tourism industry in these areas in
large part relies on your Council’s actions regarding the sports charter halibut fishery

ATIA has long supported a moratorium on the sports charter halibut fishery and other
long term actions that will sustain a 2 fish per day limit per angler. Your Council is again
grappling with several concepts to control the total take of halibut by the guided sector,
including a new concept of controlling angler days rather than fish caught, revisiting the
IFQ concept and an allocation shift using the “Rasmussen” buyout concept as well as
other options.

ATIA requests that the NPFMC approach the 2008 season and a final solution in two
ways.

First, the options currently outlined in the list of 13 individual and combined options
before the Council should be instituted on an interim basis only. The option or options
selected should be mindful that anything less than 2 fish per day would be devastating for
the charter halibut fleet given that the expectation of clients. Research on proposed
options should continue during 2007 to assure the NPFMC has a clear vision of their
effects.

The NPFMC should move rapidly on a long term solution by analyzing the current
concepts for practicality and acceptance, ability to sustain fisheries at current or expanded
levels and to permit a fair allocation with potential for growth in all sectors.

2600 Cordova Street, Suite 201
Anchorage, AK 99503-2745
Tel (907) 646-3319

Fax (907) 561-5727
ATlA®@alaskatia.org
www.alaskatia.org



ATIA appreciates the continuing deliberations of the NPFMC in seeking a solution to the
halibut fishery allocation issues.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. If you have further questions, please feel free
to contact me or Mark Miller of the ATIA staff.

Sincerely;

Ron Peck
President & CQQ
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2007 IPHC BLUEBOOK USING THE NEW COASTWIDE ASSESSMENT

Table 1. 2006 fishery catch limits, 2007 constant exploitation yield (CEY) values, and staff
recommended catch limits for 2007, by IPHC regulatory area (million Ibs, net weight). Removal
data are preliminary. Assumes adherence to recreational fishery limits in Areas 2A, 2B, 2C, and
3A (reflected in reduced 2006 Other Removals).

2006 2007
Reg Exploitable Harvest Total 2006 Other Catch Fishery 2007 Catch Limit
Area biomass Rate CEY Removals Limit CEY Recommendation
2A 3.70 25.0%  0.93 0.27 138  0.66 1.02 b
2B 27.00 250%  6.75 0.53 13.22  6.22 9.72 b
2C 33.00 25.0%  8.25 3.27 10.63  4.98 7.81 ¢
3A 176.00  20.0%  35.20 7.57 2520 27.63 26.01 3
3B 86.00 20.0%  17.20 0.43 10.86 16.77 12.83 ?
4A 29.00 20.0%  5.80 0.57 335 523 3.98 g
4B 19.00 15.0% 2.85 0.29 167  2.56 1.97 -
4CDE |  41.00 15.0%  6.15 2.30 355 385 3.65. i
Total | 41470  20.0%  83.13 15.23 69.86  67.90 66.97

NOTE: Exploitable biomass from coastwide assessment, survey partitioning to regulatory area

' Catch limits and Fishery CEY for 2A includes commercial, sport, and treaty subsistence catches
# Catch limits and Fishery CEY for 2B includes commercial and sport catch

* Calculated as 2006 catch limit plus 1/3 of the difference between
2007 Fishery CEY and 2006 Catch Limit

* Calculated as 2006 Catch Limit minus 50% of the difference between
2007 Fishery CEY and 2006 Catch Limit

2C HALIBUT SEASON

YEAR 2C EXPLOITABLE BIOMASS

2004 80.00 MILLION

2005 66.00 MILLION

2006 61.00 MILLION

2007* 46.00 MILLION (NEW COASTWIDE ASSESSMENT IS 33.00 MILLION
FOR 2007 BUT WASN"T USED)

2008 36.50 MILLION (IPHC ESTIMATEUSING NEW COASTWIDE ASSESSMENT)

IF YOU USED THE PREFERRED IPHC COASTWIDE ASSESMENT FOR THIS YEAR

OF 33.00 MILLION AND FACTORING IN THE 2007 TAKEOUTS: YOU WOULD BE
HARVESTING AT A 36% RATE AND EXPLOITABLE RESOURCE WOULD BE DOWN TO

21.00 MTLLION. IN ORDER FOR THE HALIBUT RESOURCE TO RETURN TO 2008
E¥XPLOITABLE BIOMASS OF 36.50 MILLION USING THE NEW COASTWIDE
ASSESSMENT IT WOULD HAVE TO INCREASE 72% THRU:1) POSITIVE TIMMIGRATION
VERSUS OUTMIGRATION IN 2C.2) RAPID GROWTH OF REMAINING 21.00 MILLION.
3) RAPID RECRUITMENT INTO THE FISHERY.

98
2007 IPHC ANNUAL MEETING HANDOUT



F/V-ARCHANGEL

PHILLIP R WYMAN P.O. BOX 2507

907-747-5568 SITKA, ALASKA 99835

HONORABLE DAVID BENTON
NPFMC

605 WEST 4th Ave. Ste 306
ANCHORAGE, AK 99501

DEAR CHAIRMAN BENTON,

I AM WRITING CONCERNING THE PROPOSAL BEFORE THE NPFMC THAT DEALS
WITH THE ALLOCATION OF HALIBUT TO THE CHARTER BOAT FLEET. I STRONGLY
FAVOR THE OPTION THAT PROVIDES AN ALLOCATION TO THE CHARTER FLEET
BASED ON 100% OF THE 1995-99 CHARTER FLEET'S AVERAGE HARVEST. I ALSO
SUPPORT THE TRANSFER OF IFQS BETWEEN CHARTER AND COMMERCIAL SECTORS.

AS A FISHERMAN WHO HAS BOUGHT 2/3 -OF HIS IFQS WITH ALL OF HIS EARNINGS
FROM THE EARLY 90's AND WITH SEVERAL LARGE LOANS; IT IS VERY DIS-
HEARTENING SEEING MY FAMILY'S INVESTMENT IN STABILITY BEING ERODED

BY THE UNCHECKED GROWTH OF THE CHARTER INDUSTRY. MY CREWMEN AND

THEIR FAMILIES WHO HAVE ALL INVESTED LIKE MYSELF FEEL THE SAME WAY.
WITH THE DEMISE OF THE SALMON INDUSTRY AND THE DOWNTURN OF MANY

OTHER FISHERIES; THE HALIBUT FISHERY HAS BECOME OUR MAINSTAY TO
CONTINUING TO LIVE IN SITKA YEAR-ROUND.

THE MESSAGE IS SIMPLE; HALIBUT IFQS PROVIDE STABILITY FOR MY FAMILY
AND MY CREW'S FAMILES AND TO OUR COMMUNITY OF SITKA. WE DO NOT

NEED ANY FURTHER EXPANSION OF THE CHARTER INDUSTRY. WE NEED YOUR

BODY TO STOP THE CHARTER FLEET'S GROWTH AND LIMIT THEIR HALIBUT

TAKE TO 95-99 AVERAGE LEVELS. THIS ISSUE HAS BEEN GOING ON FOR ALMOST
A DECADE AND I WOULD REALLY LIKE SOME CLOSURE ON THIS MATTER.

THANK YOU

F/V ARCHANGEL
BOX 2507
SITKA, ALASKA 99835



F/V- ARCHANGEL

PHILLIP R WYMAN P.O. BOX 2507

907-747-5568 SITKA, ALASKA 99835

HONORABLE RICK LAUBER, CHAIRMAN
NPFMC

605 WEST 4th AVENUE, Ste 306
ANCHORAGE, AK 99501

DEAR CHAIRMAN LAUBER,

I AM WRITING CONCERNING THE PROPOSAL BEFORE THE NPFMC THAT DEALS WITH THE
ALLOCATION OF HALIBUT TO THE CHARTER BOAT FLEET. 1 STRONGLY FAVOR THE OPTION
THAT PROVIDES AN ALLOCATION BASED ON 125% OF THE 1995 CHARTER FLEET'S HARVEST.

AS A PERSON WHO HAS BOUGHT 2/3 OF HIS IFQ'S WITH ALL OF HIS EARNINGS FROM THE
EARLY 90's AND WITH SEVERABLE LARGE LOANS, 1T 1S VERY DISHEARTENING SEEING

MY FAMILY'S INVESTMENT IN STABILITY BEING TAKEN AWAY. MY CREWMEN AND THEIR
FAMILIES WHO HAVE ALL INVESTED LIKE MYSELF&FEEL THE SAME WAY.

AS A LIFE-LONG ALASKARNN OF 49 YEARS, 1 AM DISGUSTED WITH THE ADF&G's POSITION
ON REALLOCATION. THEIR ONLY REAL CONCERNS ON THIS 1SSUE SHOULD BE PROVIDING

RESIDENT ALASKA SPORT FISHERMEN THEIR FAIR SHARE AND GOOD DATA TO YOUR BODY.
IT 1S OBVIOUS TO ME, THEY ARE DOING NEITHER. IT LOOKS LIKE THE ADF&G's SPORT

FISH DIVISION SHOULD BE FILING IN JUNEAU AS A LOBBYING GROUP REPRESENTING THE
CHARTER INDUSTRY.

AS 1 LOOK AROUND SITKA LATE IN JANUARY, 1T IS EASY TO SEE THAT THIS 1S NOT
THE SAME ECONOMICALLY THRIVING TOWN OF 10 YEARS AGO; TIMBER 1S COMPLETELY
CONE, REPLACED BY CLINTON'S MILLIONS IN TONGASS STEVEN'S MONEY THAT 1S BEING
SPENT FOOLISHLY ON ATTEMPTS TO CREATE JOBS THAT AREN'T ECOMOMICALLY VIABLE.
THE NATIVE "CORPORATIONS THROUGHOUT THE REGION ARE,FOR THE MOST PART,OUT OF
OF TIMBER TO HARVEST AND ARE GOING BROKE CAUSING JOB LOSS AND INSTABILITY IN
THE NATIVE COMMUNITY. THE LOCAL COLLEGE 1S GOING UNDER CAUSING A 60 JOB LOSS.
THE LOCAL SALMON FISHERIES ARE ON A ROOLER-COASTER RIDE CAUSED BY A FLOOD OF
FARMED SALMON AND OUTDATED PROCESSING TECHNOLOGY -

1 CAN GO ON AND ON, BUT THE MESSAGE 1S SIMPLE, HALIBUT IFQ'S PROVIDE STABILITY
MY FAMILY AND MY CREW'S FAMILIES AND TO OUR COMMUNITY OF SITKA. WE DO NOT NEED
IN 5 YEARS FROM NOW A JOB's PROGRAM TO RETRAIN MY DISPLACED LONGLINE CREWMEN.
WE DO NOT NEED A ONE-TIME FEDERAL DISASTER FUNDING PROGRAM TO PHASE US ouT
LIKE THEY ARE DOING TO US IN GLACIER BAY. WE NEED YOUR BODY TO STOP THE CHARTE
FLEET'S GROWTH AND LIMIT THETIR HALIBUT TAKE TO THE 1995 LEVELS.

THANK YOU,

;Pﬁd«,(édf -
“he g i
F/V ARCHANGEL

BOX 2507
SITKA, ALASKA 99835
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Good afternoon Madam Chair and members of the North Pacific Fisheries Management Council:

Thank you all for this opportunity to testify again on the halibut allocation issue; an issue that

has been under discussion for so long. My name(is Carter Hughesand [ am a troller that has

—

purchased halibut quota shares during the past 12 years. [ am a member of SPC, ALFA, UFA,
the Halibut Coalition and AMCC. I am also a member of ATA and have sat on the board of

directors for that organization for 12 years. A significant portion of the troll fleet holds halibut
IFQs, some of which is caught incidentally in the salmon troll fishery, and thus this issue is of

concern to ATA. I speak on behalf of the organization today.

There has been a lot of hostile rhetoric from both sides of the fence on this issue. Everything
from headlines and articles in sport fishing magazines that willfully purvey misinformation about
trollers to outright-lies and derogatory bumper stickers that direct obscene and hateful epithets at
charter operators. ATA finds these actions distasteful and unhelpful to the discussion of the
halibut issue. The majority of those that “commercially” fish or charter fish for halibut in S.E.
AK are cottage industries providing a form of public access. We are both small businesses with
loans, expenses and markets to serve. We are neighbors, and there should be room for the two of
us to coexist. The primary difference between the commercial and charter groups are that the
latter is not capped for growth.  Hopefully something can be worked out for this season at this

meeting, while long-term solutions continue to be developed.

The charter GHL overage in 2006 in combination with the CEY being exceeded requires that
constraints be put on the harvest capacity of the charter fleet in area 2C. The policy of using the
commercial fleet as a slush fund for the growth of another industry applies a double standard to

the two different business groups. This is especially true of the conservation burden, which is



entirely placed upon the IFQ permit holders, who like the charter fleet, pay taxes, have business
associated loans and contribute greatly to the local economy. ATA has not had taken a specific
position on the options you are consideriﬁg, because most of our board members are busy fishing
or preparing for the season. However, Option 12, as endorsed by the AP, does the best job at
reducing the charter harvest to the GHL without going to a one fish bag limit, the most

contentious, if effective method of constraining the charter harvest to the GHL.

Ultimately, we would like to see a hard-line ailocation, such as the one that currently exists in the
king salmon management plan for S.E. AK. The baseline for the halibut allocation should be a
percentage that corresponds to the current GHL. Any overage that is deemed necessary to
promote the growth of the charter fishery, or sustain it, as we go through these coming' years of
decreasing abundance, should be purchased on the open IFQ market through willing transactions
by all parties concerned. In the past ATA has supported the charter IFQ proposal. We have no
official position on other methods of compensated reallocation for halibut at the current time.

" Personally, I think the group that will be acquiring access to the fish (i.c. iﬁcome) at the expense
of another group should foot the bill, maybe through a tax assessed to charter operators that is
based on quantity harvested. I realize that there is a current discussion of compensated
reallocation and I support it. It really doesn’t matter to ATA as long as any reallocation is
compensated through willing transactions and, preferably, funded by the growth industry.
Meanwhile we would like to see constraints placed on the charter harvest this year that will

reduce the likelihood of the serious overages that occurred last year.

Thank you all again. I appreciate your time and effort on this issue,



Sitka Charter Boat Operators Association

M\ H
wka AlaSKa gg_‘\azas
.
June 6, 2007

Ms. Stephanie Madsen, Chair

North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
605 West 4™, Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

Re: Halibut Charter Issues/GHL Measures

Dear Madame Chair,

Thank you for the opportunity to provide testimony on the management of Halibut as a
fully utilized resource. My name is Theresa Weiser and | have been in this industry as a
guide and lodge owner in Sitka for 18 years now. | am here today to represent the 30
members of the Sitka Charter Boat Operators Assaciation (SCBOA). We are honored
to have the NPFMC meet in Sitka, in June. We are an industry that makes a $31 mitlion
annual contribution te the Sitka economy {Reference the McDowell report, January
2005 submitted May 29th).

| offer the following comments about the AP motion. Arriving at the current GHL can be
done in a simpler and less costly approach. Table 14 indicates that combining Option 2
of no harvest by Skipper and Crew and Option 6 of retaining 1 fish under 32" and 1 fish
any size will accomplish a reduction in the total fish (pounds) harvested to bring the
charter catch in under the current GHL. These two options combined will surely bring
our industry future incremental pain that we can hopefully weather and survive.
However, the current AP recommendation will cut us off at the knees...! As it stands,
the AP motion has strong potential to cause irreversible damage. Why manage us
down to a 1 fish bag limit as a result of policy implementation issues? The AP motion
puts us at significant risk of a one fish bag limit for the wrong reasons. it will also cause
demand to significantly shift from Area 2C to Area 3A thereby triggering the same
problems to come back before you for Area 3A down the road. This now hecomes a
compounded problem.

Also, be aware that Option 4 — one halibut daily limit — is a tourism and local economy
killer. We know this from extensive polling of our customers. According to the
American Sportfishing Association, Halibut is one of the most important recreational
species in the United States. To Quote the National Association of Charter Boat
Operators: “...Recreational fishing is all about perception. in order for these anglers to
continue to make major contributions to the economy they need bag limits that justify
these expenditures. We believe the drop dead number to be a 2 fish bag limit, anything
lower will negatively impact the economic contribution from the recreational sector to

Page |



Sitka Charter Boat Operators Association

A\ i
S PO Box 2422 Sitka Alaska 99835
* \

Area 2C..." We have to ask: Where is the anailysis to reflect what the Economic
impacts on the state, the charter operator, and/or the communities that will be affected
by a one fish bag limit or annual limits for halibut in S.E. Alaska?

We encourage the NPFMC to withhold final action on Area 2C GHL measures until
October, when the 2006 catch numbers are finalized. Currently, the NPFMC is using
numbers derived from a linear trend projection based on the State's mail out survey
data from 2000-2005 and a logbook program that has not been ground truthed. The
creel survey data for 2006, indicates a drop in harvest in the three main ports of
Southeast Alaska (Area 2C) — Ketchikan, Juneau, and Sitka. The IPHC catch per unit
information for the commercial fishery and the experience of SCBOA’s members also
indicates a downward trend for Area 2C in 2006. (See attached Lestelle Memorandum
Report to Tom Ohaus, Feb. 3, 2007)

Deciding GHL measures based on a linear trend projection that ignores measurable
indexes, like creel survey numbers...IS counterproductive and potentially destructive
given the impacts of those measures on individual businesses, tourism, and the
economies of towns and villages throughout Area 2C. Also, it is likely that NMFS wili
enact GHL measures for 2007, which wilt generate measurable results by October,
including better information on the average size of halibut harvested. We recommend
waiting until October 2007, when real data on 2006, preliminary data on 2007, results of
the NMFS measures now in place, and higher levels of public participation are
obtainable.

We are aware of the Council’'s sense of urgency to act on these issues. Still given the
gains we’'ll see in consistent catch data and public participation, it is our hope that these
decisions that will weigh heavily on charter businesses and local economies can be
finalized in October. We also encourage the Council to encircle all sport fishers -
guided and non-guided — in any final solution. In Area 2C, we are already seeing an
increase in bare-boat charters and non-registered boat operators that seem to have
new groups of “friends” to take fishing every few days.

Thank you for your consideration,

Theresa Weiser
President

Page 2
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Refined Combination of Option 2 and Option
3 with the Status Quo Two Fish Bag Limit.

= Council discussions and Fublic testimony have referenced
accounting for the natural growth trend in the charter industry.
The four fish annual limit sub-option provides the best
opportunity to account for growth and keep the charter industry
near or under the GHL in the next several years.

m The five and six fish annual limits would start the sector near the
GHL, but even below average growth could push the sector over

the GHL.
Combined Effect Options 2, 3 and Status Quo

As a Asa
Sub- Harvest Harvest Hfz?\(fJ:st Portion of  Portion of

Option Reduction  Reduction with Ootion the the
(Mibs) (%) (Mlbps) 1.432Mibs  1.217Mibs
GHL (%)  GHL (%)
| Four 0.730 35.9% 1.305 91.1%  107.2%
Five 0638  31.3% 1.397  97.6%  114.8%
( Six 0.573 28.1% 1.462 102.1% 120.2%




Summary- Four Tiers of Options

# The options can be broken into four tiers:

m Tier 1-The options would bring harvest below the
GHL under 2006 conditions.

m Tier 2-The options are at least as effective as the
NMFS 2007 regulations, but are not “guaranteed”
to bring harvest all the way down to the GHL.

= Tier 3- These options may conceivably be as
effective as the NMFS 2007 regulations, but are

likely to be less effective than the current NMFS
regulations.

m Tier 4- These options are clearly much less
effective than the NFMS 2007 regulations.

( ( ¢
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. SUmmary- Four Tiers of Options
= The options can be broken into four tiers:
: = Tier 1-The options would bring harvest below the
v GHL under 2006 conditions.
= @ Tier 2-The options are at least as effective as the
NMFS 2007 regulations, but are not “guaranteed”
to bring harvest all the way down to the GHL.
= Tier 3- These options may conceivably be as

effective as the NMFS 2007 regulations, but are

likely to be less effective than the current NMFS
regulations.

= Tier 4- These options are clearly much less
effective than the NFMS 2007 regulations.
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PACIFICFISHING ' classifieds

State
- Species | Fishery Price* | Offer* |vafue* Reg:rl::m \‘hsselr {thousand) | blockeds |  (per pound) ipe?fomd:
© Salmon | SEDRIFT 60- 60+ | 582+ = unblocked)| Low " High | Low High
5 PWS DRIET 53 52 51.4+ HALIBUT 2C D 1-10 B 16.00-19.00 15.00-17.00
S COOCK IMLET DRIFT 29 85+ 26,34+ H 2C C/B 1-3 B 17.50-18.00 | 16.00-17.00
5 AREA M DRIFT 8s 80 69+ H 2 B | 410 8 | 18.00-20.00 | 17.00-1850
s BRISTOL BAY DRIFT 79+ 79+ 76.7- H 2C /B >10 B8 | 200021.00 |18.00-20.00
S SE SEINE 78 62+ 57.6+ H 2 C/B >10 u 2000-22.00 | 20.00-21.00
(e | W T R ERAL A T
; bl ) b o H 3A D B/U | 18.00-2200 | 17.00-20,00
s CHIGNIK SEINE 164 150 146.5 3 24 B 3 . 19.00-21.00' | 18.00-20.00
5 AREA M SEINE @ p Py H 3A B | 5-10 B | 21.00-2300 | 2000-22.00
& YAKUTAT SET NET 16 N/A 1544 H 3A B | >10 B | 23.00-2400 | 2200-23.00
5 PWS SET NET NIA N/A 615 H 3A /8 >10 u 2550-26.50 | 25.25-25.50
5 COOK INLET SET N/A 12 147+ H 3A A B/U 25.00 2200
s KODIAK SET NET N/A 40 455 H 3B D 8 | 10.00-1200 | 10.00-12.00
5 AREAM SET NET 60 N/A 54.9- H 3B B | 1-10 B | 1500-1800 | 14.00-17.00
s 23‘;:3;;’15; 2 :E;.TLNET 255 ;;1 1’-2;“ H 8 B | 10 8 | 18002100 | 17.002000
5
s LOWER YUKON 9 8 10 : :: c;u K &l:u 21'02:3: o '552:;;0
5 POWERTROLL 38- 38 359+
5 HAND TROLL 95 95 95+ i 44 D 8/U | 10001400 | 10-1250
- H aA /B 1-10 B | 1000-1200 | 9.00-11.50
H":‘“g ::';ﬁ:::‘sm ;5 :;: :ﬁ H A a8 | s10 B | 1250-14.00 | 12.00-13.00
H Be GlENER N/A N/A 694 H 48 /B >10 u 15.00-16.00 14.00-15.00
H KODIAICGENGT 5 Sk & H 48/C/D B 1-10 B 4.50-8.00 5.00-7.00
o H_ | noToN sounD 45 4 19 H 4B/C/D B >10 B/U | 7.00-1000 | 5.00-7.00
SITKA SEINE 275 N/A 283.8
PWS SEINE N/A 12 128 SABLEFISH SE /B 1-10 B 12,00-14.00 11.00-13.00
H COOKINLET SEINE 15 5 T 5 SE /B >10 u 14.00-15.00 14.00-15.00
H KODIAK SEINE 20 N/A 203 5 SE A B/ N/A | 13.00-14.00
a OSSR 5 i e 5 wY B 1-10 B 12.00-1400 | 11.00-13.00
H SEPOUND NORTH i g5 Sy 5 wy B >10 U | 1500-16.00 | 14.50-15.75
H PWS POUND N/A 4 146 S WY A B/ 15.00-16.00 15.00
shelifish | SEDUNGY 75 POT 13 125+ | 14+ s G o8 | w10 8 ] 1063300 | 1000-12,00
i SE DUNGY 150 POT 30 28 201 s G c/B >10 B/U | 13.00-1450 | 12.00-14.25
: SE DUNGY 225 POT 45 N/A 42.6- s e A B/U | 13.00-1400 | 12.00-13.00
5 SE DUNGY 300 POT 62.5 60 63.9 S WG B 1-10 B 6.50-7.50 5.00-7.25
5 SETANNER 65 45 61.3- 3 WG B >10 B 7.50-8.00 6.50-7.50
2 SE RED KING 85+ N/A 55.3 5 WG C/B >10 U 9.00 8.00-8.50
5 SE RED KING/TANNER 150 100 146.4 5 Al C/B/A B/U 1.25-5.00 1.00-1.80
|l B B SRS [ [ | e
; SE BROWN KING 125 N/A N/A 2 & A ol IR el i :
< SE POT SHRIMP 21 NA 216- *Vessel Categories: A =freezerboats B=over60' C=3560' D=<35' §
s KODIAK TANNER 40+ 30 30- OTE:  Halibut prices reflect net weight, sablefish round weight Pricing for leased shares
‘Longline | CHATHAM N/A 290 3025+ is expressed as a percentage of gross proceeds. ** Too few to characterize.
Longline | CLARENCE 270 240 2568+
Longline | PWS <35’ 31 N/A 257
Dive | URCHIN 4 N/A 5
Dive | CUCUMBER 9+ 94 7.9-
Dive | GEODUCK 92- 85 76.3+

Prices JUNE vary in accordance with market conditions.* in thousands
+ denotes an increase from last month.N/A denaotes No Activity.
—denotes a decrease from last month.




M Longlining

by Michel Drouin

The case of the disappearing halibut quota

»=yhanges in assessment methods for
halibut — and differences between
\_ﬂstaff recommendations for catch lim-
its and what was eventually approved — con-
tinue to raise questions, particularly in Dutch
Harbor.

Halibut fishermen in region 4A are still
struggling to understand why the 3.98 mil-
lion pound allotment they thought they had
suddenly shrank to 2.89 million pounds. Staff
members recommended the first number.
The International Pacific Halibut commission
approved the latter.

At $3 a pound, the loss in catch amount-
ed to $3.27 million — a sizable sum that
sparked several angry calls and e-mails to
Pacific Fishing.

At its annual meeting in January, the IPHC
took the unusual step of making catch limit
decisions contrary to some of the staff recom-
mendations.

“If it was for purely scientific reasons, I'd
be prepared to go along with it,” says Dutch
Harbor halibut fisherman Pete Hendricks.
“We believe in long-term sustainability, but
when you get a cut like this that doesn’t seem

be based on science, it is starting to sound

re like a political decision rather than a
stock decision. | was trusting in the science,
and it seems to have deviated.”

Something else that further vexed Area 4A
fishermen was the 8.5 million pounds catch
limit set in January for 2C (Southeast Alaska)
by the commission after the December pre-
diction of a catch limit of only 7.5 million
pounds.

To some fishermen, it was viewed as pure
reallocation from one area to the other.

Here’s what the commission said: New
tagging information, combined with other
research, indicated that some migratory pat-
terns of halibut had been inadequately under-
stood in the past.

At the annual meeting, commission senior
assessment scientist Dr. Bill Clark said staff
scientists realized that, in the past, they had
been underestimating abundance in Areas 3
and 4 and overestimating in area 2. They sug-
gested increasing the catch in the former and
reducing it in the latter.

But the commission thought the change
was too drastic.

The commission released a document in

uary explaining some of its reasons for
we final 2007 catch limit. The document said
that the IPHC had introduced a new method

of assessing the biomass of halibut in 2006,
which involved estimating halibut abun-
dance as a single coastwide unit, rather than
the established method of independently esti-
mating the biomass in each regulatory area, a
method called the closed-area assessment.

According to the commission, the main
reason for the difference between original
staff recommendations and the final limits
adopted by the [PHC was this: Staff members
initially used the new assessment method and
based first recommendations on those num-
bers, but the IPHC decided to use the closed-
area-assessment method again to determine
final catch limits.

Clark said catch limits the commission
chose are based on the area-specific assess-
ments reported in the summary to the IPHC
annual meeting.

Clark pointed out that
staff members did not
endorse the area-specific
numbers.

“Overall, it's certainly
true that the new coast-
wide assessment procedure
shows less fish in Area 2
and more in Areas 3B and
4 than the old area-specific
assessments, so moving
to a proportional harvest
would mean substantially
lower catch limits in Area 2
and somewhat higher catch
limits in Areas 3B and 4.
The commission chose not
to make any radical chang-
es for 2007,” Clark said.

James Balsiger, repre-
senting the United States
on the commission, said
that the IPHC scientific
staff developed the new
model between the 2006
and 2007 annual meetings
of the commission.

“The new model had not
been reviewed by the com-
missioners or the science
advisors for either Canada
or the United States,” he said. “The new mod-
el is very interesting but is based on different
parameters and assumptions than the model
used for the last few years.”

Balsiger said he recalls that all six commis-
sioners were interested in exploring the new

model and continuing its development. All
six commissioners agreed that, while explora-
tion and development of the new model con-
tinued, the best model to use for 2007 quotas
was the old model.

“That is what was used as the basis for the
catch recommendations,” he said. “I believe
that the decision by the commissioners was
the most responsible path they could have
chosen, and it was taken without bias towards
a desired end, but rather to be sure the new
model could be vetted to all concerned.”

The commission instructed staff mem-
bers to examine additional methods of
biomass partitioning for the next stock
assessment, along with beginning greater
dialogue with industry and other stock
assessment experts. [l

Brother and sister crew Matthew and Kayleigh
Short watch from the galley door as the Norquest
Seafoods fleet manager/dock boss steadies a
tote of halibut being lifted from the hold of the
F/V Kayleigh Ann at the Petersburg seafood pro-
cessing plant. The Shorts took spring break fr8m
college to catch their shares of IFOs



Hello Council Members, Staff Members, and all those otherwise drawn into the
spinning torrent of fisheries politics. Welcome to my home Sitka and thank you for your
service to public process, My name i

My family and 1 own one of the Cormmerciat fishing boats in Sitka's many
harbors. My boat is down among the clusters of trolling poles that are so common
around town. I own slightly less than 5000 1bs of 2C halibut.

1 am also a proud SPC member. Perhaps you will notice our 100% American
owned value-added processing facility down the street. SPC is an import part of Sitka’s
economy.

As a deckhand in the derbies [ wasn’t real excited when IFQ’s came along, But
eventually I got tired of whining and bucked up and bought in. As a salmon troller, 1 had
clashed with charters before over King salmon. So I had a pretty fair idea what would
happen with halibut. But charter IFQ’s were coming and the fish war would have a free
marke! solution.

I love IFQ fishing. 1can fish when it is convenient to me. I have time to deliver
the highest quality product to the market. The fish market after all is the most affordable
access to the national resource for most people.

Now that I can buy three blocks, I would like to buy more halibut shares.
However the ever expanding charter harvest has made me reexamine the numbers of this
very expensive investment. Does anyone know how much I’m going to lose to the
charter fleet? I guess ] had better buy more just to stay where I'm at. There are lots of
guys in Southeast just like me facing the same ditemma.

Of course if the charter fleet was managed to their allocation the problem would
be solved. I read the proposed management plan and it looks great. There are plenty of
toois in the bag to manage the fleet. The only problem is that apparently the political will
does not exist to use any variation of the one fish a day restriction. That is the essential
tool needed to keeping the SE Alaska harvest even close to the allocation. Just look at
what happened last winter with the IPHC’s plan to manage halibut. The charter fleews
behind the seen lobbying stopped the plan. As a salmon troller I remember the political
firestorm that happened when king salmon was briefly managed on a one fish a day plan.
That was before the state adopted annual limits for non residents containing the charter
harvest to within allocation. If this board and its managers have the courage to follow
this management plan I'm behind you all the way. You will have to forgive me for being
skeptical.

So what would I do? Find a free market solution. Charter IFQ’s would be fine,
There is always debate about who gets what initially. TFQ’s on voluntary lags books
does sound like writing your own check from the government, bat it could work. Tam
doubtful the old IFQ plan is coming back.

Another way Charter IFQ’s may work is if past participation is considered but
only as a basis 10 buy quota initially from the government. Management and
enforcement could each get their cut and the quota could still be cheaper than the open
market. with better financing availabie to evervone equally. | understand the politics
hehind giving quota away, like 9™ circuit judges said “vou had to do something™. Does it
si1ll make sense three generations fater why we gave away those 40 acres?

The TFQ leasing is an interesting thought. But why should local charters lease my

yuota when thev can just take it T would wanl 1o make as much leasing guota w charters

9



as fishing it on my own boat. Do charters really want to pay $3.00 per pound or more te:
catch the fish for one year when they could buy the quota and catch the fish every vear? 1
have to believe anv one fish a day restriction will happen to make this leasing idea
realistic.

I like the idea of the fish stamp to buy commercial allocation to be held jointly by
some kind of non-profit for the purpose of increasing the charter catch. There are risks
for commercial fishermen under this scheme, but in general is better than just losing
money to reallocation. 1 understand i( is harder Lo do. but could ofter s comprehensive
solution thal goes bevond halibut, However all parties invested would have 10 work
towards that goal. 1 is not impossible. However the charter fleet would have to jace
restrictions 1o have a reason to pursue this course of action.

Of course another option is lurning halibut over to the state to manage. The non-
resident annual limit option is then on the table. This would solve the allocation problem
and would be best for charter clients. However fishermen and charters would still have 10
go 1o Board of Fish every three vears to {ight over allocation numbers. This oo is fine
with me, but not the free market solution 1 had hoped for.

In the larger picture it is not about me or any one interest group. just about the
halibut and our shared responsibility 1o protect it. Without a comprehensive plan and the
will 10 implement it, halibut management will be like an old wooden boat that someone
did not cork the seam just below the waterline. Right now the commercial fishermen are
the only hands manning the pumps.

Bert Bergman
801 Charles St.
Sitka, Ak. 99835
9G7 747 7890

EAR Sopre—
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Halibut Charter Coalition of Alaska e

Uniting Alaska’s Most Experienced Charter Fishermen ™
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June 6, 2007 f-g“},\w St A
e N
North Pacific Fishery Management Council & ¥
Stephanie Madsen, Chair
605 W 4™ Avenue, Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

o

e

Dear Madame Chair and Members of the Coungil,

Thank you for this opperiunity to provide testimony on the Halibut Charter GHL.
My name is Kimberly Tebrugge, and I'm representing the Halibut Charter Coalition of
Alaska. As infroduction, while this may be the first time you've heard of our newly-formed
state-wide organization, you're already familiar with our members. We represent
established halibut charter operators throughout South Centrat and Southeast Alaska in
nine ports and operating areas. Qur members average 20 years in business. Currently,
three members on our board of directors, Bob Candopoulos, Larry McQuarrie and John
Goodhand, serve on the Charter Halibut Stakeholders Committee and director Bob Ward
served on the Advisory Panel many years.

The HCCA upholds the need to wisely manage the halibut resource for the future. Our
seasoned members have seen the mismanagement of fisheries in the past and recognize that
in those scenarios, everyone loses. Many of our members have been involved in the Charter
Halibut issue at the North Council since the early 1990s and have advacated for moratoriums
limiting growth of the charter industry in 1993, 1995, 1997 and 2001. We appreciate the efforts
that went into the recent moratorium and will continue to show our support for it back in
Washington, D_C.

HCCA advocates for the Council to proceed as rapidly as possible toward a long-term,
permanent solution, recognizing compensated reallocation as part of the solution to the
charter halibut issue which has destabilized both the commercial and the charter halibut
industries and caused havoc in communities.

However, we respect the council process cannot be rushed, and know any necessary
interim or permanent solutions must be based on the most accurate data and facts available.
We recagnize it is difficult to make decisions facing the charter halibut industry without
adequate data on how potential solutions will adversely affect demand, and thus the Alaskan
tourism dollars. it is in Alaska's best interest to avoid any unrecoverable damage to the
established charter operations state-wide, as part of the tourism industry that makes up
Alaska's third largest employer. What a delicate balance to consider this, and the economic
impact on the commercial IFQ holders, while wisely managing a precious, fully-utilized natural
resource.

Thank you for allowing a somewhat lengthy introduction as the basis for
credibility for our testimony; this is my first council meeting so I'm a new face to you. I've
grown up in the charter industry, my family has been in charters since before | was born;
and while my primary goal for attending the council meetings was to listen and leam in
order to better understand the various perspectives and issues surrounding halibut
stakeholders, | would also like to read a testimony statement on behalf of HCCA
concerning current GHL options.
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The HCCA joins the Advisory Panel in recognizing the immediate %
need for action regarding the implementation of measures that keep e
charter harvest within the GHL, while continuing to work aggressively
toward finding a fair and equitable long-term solution to manage a fully-
utilized halibut resource. However, the HCCA urges the council to
consider striking the motion offered by the Advisory Panel for two main
reasons.

First, there are better options to get to the GHL that are less
complicated and less costly to enforce. According to Table 14 of the Summary Effect
of Options, combining Options 2 and 6 results in an expected current harvest reduction
over 40%, and meets the goal of reducing charter harvests to the guideline harvest level.
This can be done without diving into the unknowns surrounding Option 12's annual
angler limit implementation and enforcement.

Second, while Option 12 may be reasonable on its own merit, the current motion
tacks on a 1-fish limit as fallback if Option 12, in any of its various elements, cannof be
fully implemented. This places the charter industry only a precarious step away
from a 1-fish bag limit as a result of policy implementation issues regardless of
harvest levels. HCCA advocated heavily for House Bill 186 to pass, only to find out
recently there may be other factors limiting the sharing of data between state and federal
entities. Further, we recognize the costs involved in enforcing annual bag limits, and
prefer that every dollar can be spent on enforcing the regulations already in place. These
are only two of any number of unforeseen reasons why Option 12 may not be
implemented.

HCCA does not wish to be-labor testimony knowing the council is already familiar
with the detriments of a 1-fish limit to Alaska commerce if a majority of the public opts for
a more highly-valued fishing trip in another state or Canada. However HCCA wishes to
highlight that issues we're facing today in Area 2¢ could potentially shift o Area 3a, and
we could be back here dealing with similar issues for a different area. We would also
like to highlight if a 1-fish limit came as a result of Option 12 implementation issues,
there may be stakeholders who feel there is no longer a need for a permanent solution.
HCCA advocates for a speedy permanent solution based on the council’s trusted
systematic process, including testimony and research, not by default.

In summary, restrictions proposed by Options 2 and 6 are not easy options for
us; they will affect the marketable expectations we offer the American public to an
undetermined degree. However, HCCA feels they are the most viable options, and
appreciates the creative approach NMFS proposed by restricting the second fish to
under 32°, as it is a more marketable option that allows our industry te quickly meet the
GHL.

Thank you for your time and consideration on this crucial matter.

Respectfully,

Kimberly Tobrugge

Kimberly Tebrugge
Halibut Charter Coalition of Alaska
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May 30, 2007

Stephanie Madsen, Chair

North Pacific Management Council
605 W 4th Avenue, Suite 306
Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

Dear Ms Madsen:

The Alaska Travel Industry Association (ATIA) represents over 1,100 member Alaskan
tourism interests and many of these are reliant on sports fishing in coastal waters of
Alaska, including halibut. The long-term health of the tourism industry in these areas in
large part relies on your Council’s actions regarding the sports charter halibut fishery

ATIA has long supported a moratorium on the sports charter halibut fishery and other
long term actions that will sustain a 2 fish per day limit per angler. Your Council is again
grappling with several concepts to control the total take of halibut by the guided sector,
including a new concept of controlling angler days rather than fish caught, revisiting the
IFQ concept and an allocation shift using the “Rasmussen” buyout concept as well as
other options,

ATIA requests that the NPFMC approach the 2008 season and a final solution in two
ways.

First, the options currently outlined in the list of 13 individual and combined options
before the Council should be instituted on an interim basis only. The option or options
selected should be mindful that anything less than 2 fish per day would be devastating for
the charter halibut fleet given that the expectation of clients. Research on proposed
options should continue during 2007 to assure the NPFMC has a clear vision of their
effects.

The NPFMC should move rapidly on a long term solution by analyzing the current
concepts for practicality and acceptance, ability to sustain fisheries at current or expanded
levels and to permit a fair allocation with potential for growth in all sectors.

2600 Cordova Street, Suite 201
Anchorage, AK 88503-2745
Tel (907) 646-3319

Fax (907) 561-5727
ATIA®alaskatia.org
www.alaskatia.org



ATIA appreciates the continuing deliberations of the NPFMC in seeking a solution to the
halibut fishery allocation issues.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. If you have further questions, please feel free
to contact me or Mark Miller of the ATIA staff.

Sincerely;

7N
Ron Peck
President & COO

14
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2007 IPHC BLUEBOOK USING THE NEW COASTWIDE ASSESSMENT

Table 1. 2006 fishery catch limits, 2007 constant exploitation yield (CEY) values, and staff
recommended catch limits for 2007, by IPHC regulatory area (million Ibs, net weight). Removal

data are preliminary. Assumes adherence to recreational fishery limits in Areas 2A,2B,2C, and
3A (reflected in reduced 2006 Other Removals).

2006 2007
Reg Exploitable Harvest Total 2006 Other Catch Fishery 2007 Catch Limit
Area biomass Rate CEY Removals Limit CEY Recommendation
2A 3.70 25.0%  0.93 0.27 138 066 1.02 14
28 2700  250% 6.75 053 1322 622 9.72 =4
2c 33.00 250%  8.25 3.27 1063 4.98 7.81 ‘4
3A 176.00 200%  35.20 7.57 2520 27.63 26.01 3
3B 86.00 200% 17.20 0.43 10.86 16.77 12.83 3
4A 29.00 20.0%  5.80 0.57 335 523 3.98 3
4B - 19.00 150%  2.85 0.29 167 258 1.97 3
4CDE. 41.00 15.0% 6.15 2.30 355 385 3.65. 3
Total 414,70 200%  83.13 15.23 69.86 67.90 66.97
NOTE: Exploitable biomass from coastwide assessment, survey pariitioning to regulatory area
1 Cateh limits and Fishery CEY for 2A includes commercial, sport, and treaty subsistence catches
2 Catch timits and Fishery CEY for 28 includes commercial and sport catch
3 Calculaied as 2006 catch limit plus 1/3 of the difference between
2007 Fishery CEY and 2006 Catch Limit
* Calculated as 2006 Catch Limit minus 50% of the difference between
2007 Fishery CEY and 2008 Catch Limit
2C HALIBUT SEASON
YEAR 2C EXPLOITABLE BIOMASS
2004 80.00 MILLION
2005 66.00 MILLION
2006 61.00 MILLION
2007* 46.00 MILLION {(NEW COASTWIDE ASSESSMENT IS 33.00 MILLION
FOR 2007 BUT WASN"T USED)
2008 36.50 MILLION (IPHC ESTIMATEUSING NEW COASTWIDE ASSESSMENT)

IF YOU USED THE PREFERRED IPHC COASTWIDE ASSESMENT FOR THIS YEAR

OF 33.00 MILLIQN AND FACTORING IN THE 2007 TARKEQUTS: YOU WOULD BE
HARVESTING AT A 36% RATE AND EXPLOITABLE RESOURCE WOULD BE DOWN TO

21.00 MILLION. IN ORDER FOR THE HALIBUT RESOURCE TO RETURN TO 2008
EYPLOITABLE BIOMASS OF 36.50 MILLION USING THE NEW COASTWIDE
ASSESSMENT 1T WOULD HAVE TO INCREASE 72% THRU:1) POSITIVE IMMIGRATION
VERSUS OUTMIGRATION IN 2C.2) RAPID GROWTH OF REMAINING 21.00 MILLION.
3) RAPID RECRUITMENT INTO THE FISHERY.

15
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F/V-ARCHANGEL

PHILLIP R WYMAN P.O. BOX 2507

907-747-5568 SITKA, ALASKA 99835

HONORABLE DAVID BENTON
NPFMC

605 WEST 4th Ave. Ste 306
ANCHORAGE, AK 99501

DEAR CHATIRMAN BENTON,

I AM WRITING CONCERNING THE PROPOSAL BEFORE THE NPFMC THAT DEALS
WITH THE ALLOCATION OF HALIBUT TO THE CHARTER BOAT FLEET. I STRONGLY
FAVOR THE OPTION THAT PROVIDES AN ALLOCATION TO THE CHARTER FLEET
BASED ON 100% OF THE 1995-99 CHARTER FLEET'S AVERAGE HARVEST. I ALSO
SUPPORT THE TRANSFER OF IFQS BETWEEN CHARTER AND COMMERCIAL SECTORS.

AS A FISHERMAN WHO HAS BOUGHT 2/3 OF HIS IFQS WITH ALL OF HIS EARNINGS
FROM THE EARLY 90's AND WITH SEVERAL LARGE LOANS; IT IS VERY DIS-
HEARTENING SEEING MY FAMILY'S INVESTMENT IN STABILITY BEING ERODED

BY THE UNCHECKED GROWTH OF THE CHARTER INDUSTRY. MY CREWMEN AND

THEIR FAMILIES WHO HAVE ALL INVESTED LIKE MYSELF FEEL THE SAME WAY.
WITH THE DEMISE OF THE SALMON INDUSTRY AND THE DOWNTURN OF MANY

OTHER FISHERIES; THE HALIBUT FISHERY HAS BECOME OUR MAINSTAY TO
CONTINUING TO LIVE IN SITKA YEAR-ROUND.

THE MESSAGE IS SIMPLE; HALIBUT IFQS PROVIDE STABILITY FOR MY FAMILY
AND MY CREW'S FAMILES AND TO OUR COMMUNITY OF SITKA. WE DO NOT

NEED ANY FURTHER EXPANSION OF THE CHARTER INDUSTRY. WE NEED YOUR

BODY TO STOP THE CHARTER FLEET'S GROWTH AND LIMIT THEIR HALIBUT

TAKE TO 95-99 AVERAGE LEVELS. THIS ISSUE HAS BEEN GOING ON FOR ALMOST
A DECADE AND I WOULD REALLY LIKE SOME CLOSURE ON THIS MATTER.

THANK YOU

F/V ARCHANGEL
BOX 2507
SITKA, ALASKA 99835
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F/V-ARCHANGEL

PHILLIP R WYMAN P.O. BOX 2507

gQ7-747-5568 SITKA, ALASKA 99835

HONORABLE RICK LAUBER, CHATRMAN
NPFMC

605 WEST &4th AVENUE, Ste 306
ANCHORAGE, AK 99501

DEAR CHAIRMAN LAUBER,

1 AM WRITING CONCERNING THE PROPOSAL BEFORE THE NPFMC THAT DEALS WITH THE
ALLOCATION OF HALIBUT TO THE CHARTER BOAT FLEET. 1 STRONGLY FAVOR THE OPTION
THAT PROVIDES AN ALLOCATION BASED ON 125% OF THE 1995 CHARTER FLEET'S HARVEST.

AS A PERSON WHO HAS BOUGHT 2/3 OF HIS IFQ'S WITH ALL OF HIS EARNINGS FROM THE
EARLY 90's AND WITH SEVERABLE LARGE LOANS, 1T IS VERY DISHEARTENING SEEING

MY FAMILY'S INVESTMENT IN STABILITY BEING TAKEN AWAY. MY CREWMEN AND THEIR
FAMILIES WHO HAVE ALL INVESTED LIKE MYSELF&FEEL THE SAME WAY.

AS A LIFE-LONG ALASKARN OF 49 YEARS, 1 AM DISCUSTED WITH THE ADF&G's POSITION
ON REALLOCATION. THEIR ONLY REAL CONCERNS ON THIS 1SSUE SHOULD BE PROVIDING
RESIDENT ALASKA SPORT FISHERMEN THEIR FAIR SHARE AND GOOD DATA TO YOUR BODY.
IT IS OBVIOUS TO ME, THEY ARE DOING NEITHER. IT LOOKS LIKE THE ADF&G's SPORT
FISH DIVISION SHOULD BE FILING IN JUNEAU AS A LOBBYING GROUP REPRESENTING THE
CHARTER INDUSTRY. '

AS I LOOK AROUND SITKA LATE IN JANUARY, 1T 1S EASY TO SEE THAT THIS IS NOT
THE SAME ECONOMICALLY THRIVING TOWN OF 10 YEARS AGO; TIMBER 1S COMPLETELY
GONE, REPLACED BY CLINTON'S MILLIONS IN TONGASS STEVEN'S MONEY THAT 1S BEING
SPENT FOOLISHLY ON ATTEMPTS TO CREATE JOBS THAT AREN'T EGOMOMICALLY VIABLE.
THE NATIVE ‘CORPORATIONS THROUGHOUT THE REGION ARE,FOR THE MOST PART,OUT OF
OF TIMBER TO HARVEST AND ARE GOING' BROKE CAUSING JOB LOSS AND INSTABILITY IN
THE NATIVE COMMUNITY. THE LOCAL COLLEGE IS GOING UNDER CAUSING A 60 JOB LOSS.
THE LOCAL SALMON FISHERIES ARE ON A ROOLER-COASTER RIDE CAUSED BY A FLOOD OF
FARMED SALMON AND OUTDATED PROCESSING TECHNOLOGY .

I CAN GO ON AND ON, BUT THE MESSAGE IS SIMPLE, HALIBUT 1FQ'S PROVIDE STABILIT
MY FAMILY AND MY CREW'S FAMILIES AND TO OUR COMMUNITY. OF SITKA. WE DO NOT NEE
IN 5 YEARS FROM NOW A JOB's PROGRAM TO RETRAIN MY DISPLACED LONGLINE CREWMEN.
WE DO NOT NEED A ONE-TIME FEDERAL DISASTER FUNDING PROGRAM TO PHASE US ouT

LIKE THEY ARE DOING TO US IN GLACIER BAY. WE NEED YOUR BODY TO STOP THE CHART

e

FLEET'S GROWTH AND LIMIT THEIR HALIBUT TAKE TO THE 1995 LEVELS.
THANK YOU,
A
S
F/V ARCHANGEL

BOX 2507
SITKA, ALASKA 99835 17
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Good aftemoon Madam Chair and members of the North Pacific Fisheries Management Council:
Thank you all for this opportunity to testify again on the ha_libut allocation issue; an issue that
has been under discussion for so long. My named [ am a troller that has
purchased halibut quota shares during the past 12 srears. I am a member of SPC, ALFA, UFA,
the Halibut Coalition and AMCC. 1am also a member of ATA and have sat on the board of
directors for that organization for 12 years. A significant portion of the troll fleet holds halibut
IFQs, some of which is caught incidentally in the salmon troll fishery, and thus this issue is of

concern to ATA. [ speak on behalf of the organization today.

There has been a lot of hostile rhetoric from both sides of the fence on this issue. Everything
from headlines and articles in sport fishing magazines that willfully purvey misinformation about
trollers to oysgight-tes and derogatory bumper stickers that direct obscene and hateful epithets at
charter operators. ATA finds these actions distasteful and unhelpful to the discussion of the
halibut issue. The majority of those that “commercially” fish or charter fish for halibut in S.E.
AK are cottage industries providing a form of public access. We are both small businesses with
loans, expenses and markets to serve. We are neighbors, and there should be room for the two of
us to coexist. The primary difference between the commercial and charter groups are that the
latter is not capped for growth.  Hopefully something can be worked out for this season at this

meeting, while long-term solutions continue to be developed.

The charter GHL overage in 2006 in combination with the CEY being exceeded requires that
constraints be put on the harvest capacity of the charter fleet in area 2C. The policy of using the
commercial fleet as a stush fund for the growth of another industry applies a double standard to

the two different business groups. This is especially true of the conservation burden, whichis 19-



entirely placed upon the IFQ permit holders, who like the charter fleet, pay taxes, have business
associated loans and contribute greatly to the local economy. ATA has not had taken a specific
position on the options you are considering, because most of our board members are busy fishing
or preparing for the season. However, Option 12, as endorsed by the AP, does the best job at
reducing the charter harvest to the GHL without going to a one fish bag limit, the most

contentious, if effective method of constraining the charter harvest to the GHL..

Ultimately, we would like to see a hard-line allocation, such as the one that currently exists in the
king salmon management plan for S.E. AK. The baseline for the halibut allocation should be a
percentage that corresponds to the current GHL. Any overage that is deemed necessary to
promote the growth of the charter fishery, or sustain it, as we go through these coming years of
decreasing abundance, should be purchased on the open IFQ market through willing transactions
by all parties concerned. In the past ATA has supported the charter IFQ proposal. We have no
official position on other methods of compensated reallocation for halibut at the current time,

* Personally, I think the group that will be acquiring access to the fish (i.e. iﬁcome) at the expense
of another group should foot the bill, maybe through a tax assessed to charter operators that is
based on quantity harvested. I realize that there is a current discussion of compensated
reallocation and I support it. It really doesn’t matter to ATA as long as any reallocation is
compensated through willing transactions and, preferably, funded by the growth industry.
Meanwhile we would like to see constraints placed on the charter Harvest this year that will

reduce the likelthood of the serious overages that occurred last year.

Thank you all again. I appreciate your time and effort on this issue.
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AGENDA C-1
Supplemental

FAX (907) 271-2817 JUNE 2007
Ms Stephanie Madsen RE©FE” !.} ‘____‘l-é }

Chair y

North Pacific Fishery Management Council AY 24 2007

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

| am writing to urge you to adopt effective management measures to control
charter harvest in Area 2C to the GHL and to ensure that these measures are
implemented in time for the 2008 charter season. | would also urge you to move
fer,ward as quickly as possibie with similarly effective measures in Area

3A. Commercial fishermen have asked the Council for the past 14 years to stop
the open-ended reaflocation of halibut from the commercial to the charter

sector. Fourteen years is a long time to wait. In April 2006, the Council
committed by unanimous vote to manage the halibut charter sector to the GHL
until superseded by a long-term management strategy. Please keep that
commitment. Each sector needs to live within its allocation until a mechanism for
compensated reallocation is established.

| further request that the Council convert the GHL to a percentage-based
allocation that fluctuates with abundance and implement a mechanism that
allows compensated transfer between the commerciai and charter sectors. The
percentage must be derived from the existing GHL and all subsequent transfers
must be between willing buyers and willing sellers. Finally, | oppose any
permanent revenue streams to the charter sector that would subsidize charter
purchase of quota share. Charter operators that want to increase their halibut
harvest should pay more for that opportunity.

| have invested in the halibut quota share program and fishery with the
expectation that the resource will continue to be well managed and that the
Council will fairly balance the needs of all who depend on the halibut resource,
from consumers through fishermen and processors. | respectfully request that
the Council live up to that expectation.

Sincerely,

J

Address _ f@” y‘w" F—lp
Jvacnres WA 9201
Date: 5lj 5'!/;’)7

Additional comments like
this form letter can be
reviewed at the secretary’s desk
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May 20, 2007
MAY 5 , ..
T8¢ Ly
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
Stephanie Madsen, Chair N.P. Fi C

605 W 4 Avenue, Suite 306
Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

Dear Ms. Madsen and Council Members:

My name is Lorraine Daly and I have been associated with commercial fishing for over 20 years. 1 along
with my husband and many other IFQ holders were never originally allocated IFQ’s and therefore we all have
secured funding in order to purchase all of our quota shares. 1 personally went through 2 financial institution,
my husband received funding through the NMFS loan program and others have secured their funding through
the same sources or through the Staie of Alaska Dept. of Invesunents. My husband 2nd I have had to use our
IFQ and our fishing vessel as collateral for the loans.

I am asking the council to not to consider 2 forced reallocation of IFQ from the commercial fleet to the
charter fleet. A forced reallocation does not make sense when one considers the impact it makes on those of
us whom have Joans out on these IFQ’s that may be forcefully reallocated. We would litezally be paying for
another user group’s fish. And as our quota decreases our payments would remain the same and to make the
payments would become increasing difficulr. (This decrease is on top of any GHL. decrease-, which for our
2007 season was 20%) Forced Reallocation would have an impact on our quota markets. No one would
consider purchasing IFQ if the possibility of a forced reallocation is set.

If the council must consider a reallocation of IFQ's I would be supportive of 2 Volunteer Compensated
Reallocation. There are many pieces of IFQ} on the market and I know a few charter boat operators whom
have done just what many others and T have, and secured loans to purchase IFQ so they too could
commercially catch Halibut before or after their charter season.

I would also like to mention that I 2m in support of converting the GHL for the Charter fleet into a
percentage that floats with the combined fishery CEY. I would like to see the NPFMC commit to managing
the GHL of the Charter fleet until 2 long-term solution is developed. But please keep in mind 2 forced
reallocation is NOT 2 long-term final solution.

Sincerely,

e )z
i = /,;;'.__."/:f?f_-z.-aﬁf.-r’ ‘_/,/

Lotraine Daly

501 CHARTERI1S STREET » SITKA/ALASKA » 09835
PHONE: (307) 747-5858 « FAX: (907)747-5858
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May 16, 2007 MAY 2.1 2007

Ms. Stephanie Madsen

Chairman """-'-C,
North Pacific Fishery Management Council

605 West 4™ Street Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501
Dear Chair Madsen,

1 arn writing you once again to comment about the halibut charter issue. 1 am hopeful that
since this is your last meeting as Chair, and since the meeting takes place in Sitka that
you will guide the Council to take firm and effective action to ensure that management
measures are in place for the 2008 fishing season that will finally hold the charter fleet to
their current allocation. This is the only fair and reasonable outcome of over a decade of
struggle for us in Sitka. In southeast over 90% of the charter clients are non-resident and
the continued expansion of the charter harvest and effort severely impacts local access to
the resource.

1 would like to remind the Council members that there has been a huge breakdown in
public process throughout this experience and |, like many others, have spent countless
hours and thousands of doliars trying to participate just to have an end-run made around
the public at almost every junction:

Since 1993, the North Pacific Fishery Management Council (Council) has been
concerned about the unchecked growth of the charter halibut fishery. In particular, the
Council’s concerns bave been directed toward “local depletion” of halibut in waters near
population centers and the open-ended reallocation of the resource from the commercial
sector to the charter sector. To address these issues, the Council took the following

» 1993, the Coungil established a Working Group, comprised of representatives of
various sectors, to help define the problem and to propose possible management
measures. The Council also recommended a “control date” of September 23,
1993 (which was not implemented by NOAA Fisheries.);

o 1998, the Council accomplisked a preliminary review of possible management
measyres;

e 1997, the Counci} proposed another “control date” of April 1997 for new entrants
into the charter fishery (but the control date was again not implemented by
NOAA Fisheries).

¢ 1997, the Council recommended establishing a Guideline Harvest Level (GHL)
for the charter sector, based on & percentage of commercial/charter harvests;
(which was also not impletnented by NOAA Fisheries beeause it lacked
management measures to limit catch)

a2
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o 1997, (as required by NOAA Fisheries) the Council began to develop specific
harvest restriction measures if the charter sector harvests exceeded the GHL;

e 1998, Council recommends a third “control date” of June 24, 1998.

¢ 2000, the Council approved a second GHL program, including measuses to
restrict harvest if the harvest exceeded the GHL levels.

o 2000, the Council directed “fast track” development of otber options to effectively
address the problem, including a ronoratomium on new entrants to the charter sector
and an [FQ system.

o 2001, in April, after considerable discussion and public input, the Council
approved an TFQ option (choosing not to implement a moratorium). The action
was approved on reconsidefation in October.

o The IFQ option, which was supported by most charter operators
and by the conmercial fleet, allocated 125% of the average
estimatedchmerhmest(betweenlws and 1999) to the charter
sector end, with appropriate checks and balances, allowed the
quota to be transferred 2¢ross seCtoTs. The State of Alaska did not
suppottthepmsmn-nordidnaﬁoml sport fishing organizations.

e 2002, Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADFG) indicated concem with
accuracy of logbook data, and discontinued its use.

e 2003, the Council reviewed the adequacy of logbook data for initial issuance
decisions, reviewed an ADFG report and accepted the Scientific and Statistical
Committec's determination that the data were adequate to determine initial
i;si;f;?e under the TFQ option; the Cowncil then submitted its analysis to NOAA ‘-

£s.

e 2003, NOAA Fisheries contracted for recommendations on a fEw reporting
systemn for the charter sector (including new logbooks); the resulting
recommendation was an ¢lectronic system that allowed for real-time reporting.

s 2003 (Aug 8), NOAA Fisheries approved (published) the second GHL levels, but
rejected the harvest restriction measures meant to accompany them.

¢ 2004, NOAA Fisheries began development of Proposed Rule to impiement the
1FQ option.

o 2005(Aug) , the NMFS Alaska Region submitted the proposed IFQ rule to
NOAA TFisheries for review and publication as a proposed rule.

s 2005 (Dec), prompted by NMFS Assistant Administrator Bill Hogarth, the
ComcﬂvotedmmcinditsmonnnmﬂaﬁomofanIFQ system, opting instead to
commit the development of two long term alternatives for the management of the
charter fishery, Council recommends a fourth control date of December o™ 2005.

e 2006, the ADFG re-imposed the logbook requirement for halibut charter

Operators.
. M(Jan),nnﬁngthﬂthechmhaﬁbmmesthadmmdtheirComwm
Exploi}ableYield(CEY)levelswbeemeeded,andabsenteffecﬁve action by the
Council or NOAA Fisheries to constrain the harvest, the International Pacific
Halibut Commission ([PHC) voted to lower the daily bag limit for chaster
fishesmen during certain periods of time.
. M,MSMMﬂofSMmﬁCmmoptdmm implement the reduced
bag limit. F
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Now, with the recent passage of HB186 the Council can implement annual limits and
have these be part of an effective management package for 2008, Given the anatysis, it
seems to me that 4 is the maximum annual jignit that should be considered and it will
need to be combined with other tools including prohibition of retention by skipper and
crew. A one fish a day bag limit is the most sensible solution but there is not the political
will to impose that regulation and that is unfortupate indeed. All reguiations require a
degree of trust that fishermen will follow the rules — annual limits are no less enforceable
and no more expensive than the current federal bag and possession regulations, which 1
will remind the Counci! NMFS has the responsibility to currently enforce.

I support converting the GHL to a percentage that moves with abundance but the
pexcentage must stay tied to the initial allocation. An expanding charter fleet restricts
opportunities for subsistence and local fishermen who rely on halibut distributed close to
town. All users, including charter operators must share in the cost and benefits of
conservation.

A long term solution is obviously a market-based solution. Since the Council voted twice
in favor of charter IFQs this approach obviousty has merit. An IFQ type program allows
for a market-based solution without a government hand-owt — those that are interested
will participate and balance will be achieved, Any growth in the charter catch must come
at a cost to theiz industry, otherwise there is no motivation to control growth and share
the resource, I run a very efficient business and I am weary of being penalized for
unregulated growth in the charter industry. I think you will find the environmental costs.
in terms of carbon footprints, to be much greater for a charter caught halibut than for a

longline caupht fish for the consumer.
Sincerely,

C— .
Dick Curran
F/V Cherokee

Sitka, Alaska



Ms Stephanie Madsen, Chair

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4", Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

Fax 907 271-2817

May 22, 2007
Dear Ms. Madsen:

I am a commercial fisherman in Alaska. I troll and have about 5,000 pounds of longline
halibut quota. [ am very concerned about the continuing problem of the area 2C & 3A charter
boats exceeding their GHL by a large amount, year after year.

I would really like 1o see measures adopted to control the charter harvest in these areas until a
long term strategy is implemented which will protect both the fish and the investment I have
made over the years in this fishery.

In particular, I would really like to see the EXISTING GHI. amount converted into a hard
allocation for the charter fleet. To use a greater amount than the existing GHL would reward
the charter industry for over-fishing. Instead, it seems to make sense to set up a market based
method for transferring between voluntary sellers and buyers. However this is accomplished,
clearly both commerciaf quota holders and charter sector must have their poundage tied to
abundance so we all work to preserve this resource. We are strongly opposed to any process
that would force us to sell our quota to the charter industry.

My wife and I have long participated in the Alaska fisheries, for many years as residents of
Alaska and now living in Washington state, As fishermen, we have no pension plans or
anything like that and so are counting on fishing in senior years to supplement our social
security income. We have been proud to be part of the Alaska fisheries which are some of the
few that have been managed by science and not politics. But it has been impossible to watch
the charter group exceed their GHL year after year without thinking that politics has been
trumping science in this area.

Sincerely,

TR0 Ve

Daniel W. Miner
1406 34™ St
Anacortes, WA 98221
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Ms Stephanie Madsen, Chair L
North Pacific Fishery Management Council S iy e
605 West 4™, Suite 306
Anchorage, AK 99501-2252 NBE g o

Dear Ms. Madsen:

My husband and | have been fishing in Alaska for many years. We are smaller scale family
fisherman, grossing about $32,000/vear from our fishing which includes about 4,000 pounds
of halibut quota in Area 2C.

| understand that your committee is considering various plans that will manage the charter
halibut boats. We have been watching the charter industry exceed their GHL every year for
years now and are glad that perhaps finally this problem will have a resolution.

However, we have invested a lot in our small fishing operation and want to protect that
investment. It seems obvious that there will have to be a hard allocation for the charter fleet,
just as the commercial halibut fishers have a hard allocation. | think this allocation amount
should be based on the existing GHL and not using their excess as a starting point for their
share. It would be really unfair to have the charter industry benefit from their overfishing.

| think a plan that is market-based and would allow charter and commercial fishers to buy
quota from one another would make sense. That way we would all have an interest in
conserving the halibut rescurce.

We depend on the income we get from halibut fishing and hope that our concerns will be
taken into account.

Thank you,

Annah Taft Perry
121 M L King Jr Way East
Seattle, WA 98112-4850
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P.O. Box 545 May 23, 2007
Craig, Alaska 99921

North Pacific Fishery Management Council '

Stephanie Madsen, Chair Way 4
605 W. 4% Ave., Suite 306
Anchorage, Alaska 99501.2252

~; Lf[f i
NPEM.c
Dear Madam Chair:

I have been an Alaska resident since 1974 and involved in commercial fishing since the
early 1980s. 1 started crewing on longline vessels fishing for halibut. Like every other
crewmember, I was left out when the IFQ system was initiated. In order for me 1o get
back into the halibut fishery my wife and I work a 40 hr week job, hand-trolied for
several years, and presently power troll. We had to buy our way into the halibut
fishery by using our own cash; we financed 3 blocks of 2C Quota using Wells Fargo
Home Equity Financing and personal lines of credit. We still owe some money on a
personatl line of credit to Wells Fargo. This has been a very expensive investment for us
but one we have been able to accomplish. [ am getting ready to retire my 40 hr a week
job and fish fulltime if there is anything left.

Through the years I have seen the Charter Industry grow from almost nothing to the
politically powerfill monster it has become, 1 feel that the Charter Industry should have to
buy jts way into the halibut fishery by using their own money and they should bave to

pay for the maintenance of their fishery,

Don’t take quota from me and give it to the charter fleet,
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May 16, 2007 fi,
Ms. Stephanie Madsen Romie *-éiD]

Chairman

North Pacific Fishery Management Counil MAY 2 4 2007
605 West 4 Street Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501 NPE M.C

Dear Chair Madsen and Council members,

1 am onee again writing 10 urge you to take action to control the charter fieet to within their guideline harvest level
by putting in place manegement measures that will achieve this goal for the 2008 fishery. based on the curvent
allocation. T wrote you in March to express not only my deep concern but aiso my disgust at the evolution of the
halibut fishery over the last 10 years. The implementation of [FQ's was supposed to cffectively manage the fishery
in Alaska and has worked well for the longline fishery, however charter IFQs were politically derailed and the
charter industry is being grossly mismanaged. It's upsetting to me that while my fellow deck hands and ] are
investing hundreds of thousands of dollars in a federal management program NMFS and the Council have been
willfuily reallocating halibut to the charter industry. 1don't understand how up and coming deck hands can buy
TFQs (fishing rights) just to have them taken away due to reallocation.

As a group the Alaska charter industry has been uawilling to 1ake on any conservation responsibility or
management measures and instead Keeps asking for more and more of the resource having already taken 47% over
their allocation, These overages also affect locals who can no fonger count on catching a fish in Sitka Sound for
their dinnes. This means that locals have to go further in their skiffs increasing costs and risks just to provide for
their family.

Please support separable sccountability with a percent that moves down when abundance moves down based on the
current GHL, Please adopt management measures for 2008 that hold the charter fleet to their current GHL. This
means imposing tools that will reduce this catch to the GHL. There must be some combination of annual limits (no
more than 4) with other tools to achieve this goal. This is possible with the recent passage of Alaska HB 136.

The commercial fishery would like to be able to expand as well. I am young and have worked hard on the ocean for
many years — why should the chaster industry be given special opportunities to grow when this resource is already
fully utilized, md if they are, why aren’t commercial deckhands given similar opportunity? NPFMC and NMFS
should have equal responsibility to the commercial fishery — right now it seems that you have gone 10 great lengths
to minimize impacts to the charter industry while clearly hurting the commercial fishery and now the resource.
Please get beck on track and hold the charter industry to their allocation, and require enforcement and
accountability 8s you do for longliners.

Madame Chair, this is your last full meeting as Chair of the Council: It is time to do the right thing.
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North Pacific Fishery Management Couacil
605 West 4° Stroet Suite 306 MAY 2 4 2007
Anchorage, AK 99501

NPEFEN.C
Dear Chair Madsen,

1 just bought into the halibut fishery three years ago when I purchased my first quota, and I have been
fishing halibut on cur family boat since 1 was 12 years old, This is a fishery that | enjoy and 1 want to see
this fishery maintained for the future. I want to contintie fishing halibut and be sure there is halibut
available for future fishermen,

1 foet that the charter fleet needs to do their part in helping to keep this fishery sustainable, which at this
time; I don’t believe they are doing. They should be held to their GHL. This means that management
measures must be in place that actually reduces their harvest so that they stay within their GHL. |
personally think that a one-fish bag limit is a very good management tool for controlling harvest, but
since NMFS decided that this wasn’t such a good idea, we now need to come up with another one, Other
ways that would be good for controlting the halibut harvest would be; size restrictions, an annual bag
jimit, or a combination of all of thege control measures. What ever is done towards controlling the harvest
level of the charter industry, sitting back and doing nothing is not an option. This is a valuable resource
and must be taken care of, or you will find that it will someday no longer be available.

As it stands now, the charter fishery, when they go over their GHL, has their overage taken ofT the M
commercial fishery quota. This negatively impacts every commercial fishermen and is particularly hard '
on young fishermen, such as myself, who just bought into this fishery at a great expense. The Council

should impose some type of control nteasures rather than continting to throw out all the ideas that come

along for some reason or another. If some type of control measure put into place it can be improved upon

in the future. This way the charter industry will have some type of contro) measure placed upon them to
start controlling their harvest.

I follow fishery managément regulations to be sire that cur resource stays healthy. [ expect the Coungil to

beﬂu;ﬂammechmﬁshayismgulawdmmmcmmﬁon burden and ensure a heaithy resource
as well.

Sincerely,

@;ﬁg@

F/V Nekton
Sitka, Alasks



May 21, 2007

To: NPFMC =T
Ms Stephanie Madsen | Q‘p“‘“'; “ .&‘i@

Chair NPFMC

605 West 4% Ave, Ste 306 MAY 2 3 2007
Anchorage AK 99501 .

Fax 907-271-2817 . NPEMC.

I am very concerned about the upeoming decisions about the charter halibut problems.
strongly fee] that some of the ideas being considered are very bad ideas. The worst onc is
the idea that the commercial halibut fleet should be forced to sell IFQ’s to the charter fleet
at g price that is the Jast five years average. This is the same thing as subsidizing the
charter fleet at the commercial fleet expense. Why do that? The charter fleet has pushed
and grabbed without care for all the other users and the health of the resonrce at every tumn
in this mess. Why should the longline fleet now be forced to give up IFQ’s to them at 2
lose? What about people paying off loans on last years prices? Are you going to pay the for
the loss as a five ycar average will leave them without their livelibood as well as being in
debt with no way to repay their loan and the price they paid is higher than an average one?
If you want the charter flect to have access to the longline IFQ’s then pass a rule allowing
thern to be bonght and sold between user groups and then let economics settle who ends up
with them. Dou’t force it. Forcing it will cause problems. Many charter operators have said
that if they had to buy IFQ’s at the cost that they are trading at today that they would catch
and sell them instead of using them in their charter fishery as that is what would make
economic sense. Now that tells me where the value in the fishery is! Longlining is
certainly a more efficient way to catch the fish which is defisntly a consideration is our
world today of high fuel prices and environmental concerns.

I feel the only way to control the charter halibut catch is to give them a set amount- the
amount ALREADY in 2s GHL and then put some meragesent measures in place to
control the harvest to that limit. The only ways [ see to do so effectively is to make a one
fish limit or an annual limit. All other methods do not do enough. People will still come to
fish- they do not have to pay for their trip in fish they take home. It is supposed tobe a
plessure trip not a meat trip. Charter operators need to not advertise as maxirum yield- but
as a fim fishing #rip with some fish to take home. Sport fishing is the opportumity to TRY
to catch a fish. It is not a guarantee that they will!! The people that come up fo go sport
fishing nced to do just that- go sport fishing, It is not a guarantce to take home any fish-
only the chance to go fishing ard try to catch their own.

I feel that the NPFMC has placed the longline fleet in the mode of being the villain in this
mess for reasons that seem to escape everyone. The charter halibut fleet has impacted
every user of the halibut resource: non guided sport, subsistence and longliners as well as
adversely impacting the health of the resource. They have refused to agree any
management mothods. IFQ’s got voted in several times only to have politics throw it out. I
feel it is past time to do something to contrel this problem. The Council bas besn
promising for 13 years that they will do something to control this mess and NOTHING has



heen done yet. The credibility of the NPFMC, NOAA & ADF&G is definitely on the line.
The otly management group to have even tried to do something is the JPHC and politics
took care of that too, IF the Council does not put effective controls in place immediately
than this Council can go down in history as the one that caused the demise of the balibut
resource and should be accountable for that!

I also feel that something needs to be done about charter operators catching a lot of halibut
via subsistence and then selling sud giving them to their clients so they can take home
more fish. I think a rule that no charter operator or crew reember can give or sell any
halibut to a paying client is needed.

1 understand the pressure being put on the Council to let the charter fleet have more and.
more and more. The greed of the charter fleet as a whole is astounding. This is a growing
industry in an already fully wtilized fishery. If they want more than the already established
GHL then let them buy in at market prices. If it is too expensive for them then that shows it
is worth more caught and sold by the longline fleet. After all Joe Public is who needs
access to this resource and the majority of the public will never be able to afford to get
their halibut any way except the grocery store or a restaurant.

Thank You

Sl (L RANS

Sitka, AK 99835






FROM :MIKEZLORRAINE DRLY FAX NO. : Oct. O7 2804 @5:36FM Fi

May 20, 2007

Morth Pacific 1ishery Managoment Council
Stephanic Madsen, Chair

605 O 4% Avenuc, Suite 306

Anchomyge, AK 99501-2252

Dear Ms. Madren 2ad Coundl Members:

My name is Loeraine Daly and T have been nasociated with commercial fishing for over 20 years. 1 along
with ty busband and many orher IFQ holdcrs were nevcr ogginally allocated IFQ's and therefore weo all bave
secuted funding in order to purchase all of our quota shates. I personally went theough a financisl institution,
my husband roccived funding theough the NMES loan program and others have sccured their funding theough
the samc sousces ot through e Statc of Alasks Dept. of Investments. My husband und T have had to use cur
IFQ and our fishing vesse) as collateral for the loans.

I am asking the council 1o not to contider o forced reallncation of IFQ from the commereial floor to the
charter flest. A forced reallocation does not make sense when one considets the impact it mukes on thoss of
uz whom have loank out on these IFQ' vhar may be foreefully reaflocated. Wi would literally he paying foe
another user group’s fish. And es our quota decresses our payments would remain the same and to make the
payments would become increasing difficult. {This decreasc is on top of any GHL decrease-, which for onr
2007 sceson was 20%) Forced Reaflocation would have en impact on our quots matkets No one would
consider purchasing IFQ if the possibility of a forced seallocation is set.

If the conncil must consider a renlloeation of IFQ's I would be snpportive of a Voluateer Compensated
Reallocation. ‘Ihere are many pieces of 1FQ on the market and ¥ know a fow charter bont operators whom
have dooc just what many others and I have, and secured loans to purcchase IFQ g0 they tog could
commexcially catch Falibut before or after their chartes season.

1 would also likc to meation that T am in suppert of converting the GHL for the Charter flect into 4
that Floats with the combined Sshery CRY. I would like to see the NPRMC commit to managing

percentage
the GHL of the Charter flcet until n Jonp-tetm soluting 46 doveloped. But pleate keep in mind a forced
reallocation is NOT a long-tatm final solution.

Sincercly,

o G55

541 CHARTER)S STREET * SITKA/ALASKA » 99830
PHONM: {907 T4T-NAEA = FPAX: (907)747-5R58



FROM : Rdams Family FAX MD., : 4253344863 May., 21 2807 @3:54RM Pi1

Ms Stephanie Madsen

Chair

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

Anchorage, AK 99501

FAX (907) 271-2817

This letter is o urge you 1o move as quickly as possible to put controls on the charter
fleet in 2B and 3A to keep them within their GHL. Please keep your commitment you
made in 2606 to manage the halibut charter sector. Being in the Iongline fisheries for the
past 33 years we’ve seen our quotas go up and down. The charter sector should be no
different.

During all the qualifying years for IFQ’s, I was a partner and captain for Clipper
Seafood’s. All the Q’s went into David Little and his kid's names even though they never
went on the boat. Because of this my wife and I have purchased all the Q’s in my name. T
feel that the charter sector should receive an allocation, but not at the over inflated numbers
som¢ have put in their logbooks. After the allocation has been made, charter people should
have 1o purchase Qs the same as myself. With that in place I might get some political help
in competing with the tax-free $3$ the CDQ groups use to buy Q’s.

Here is one more snivel if you're stili reading. 1testified in fromt of the counctl for
IFQ*s. With the promise from my brother (Dean Adams F/V Quest) to run the boat with
Q’s over the cap “he the crew and myself would all be able to retire nicely”.

Well, he sold out for $7-8 million this wintér. The crew and myself are still trying to find
new jobs.

S;/m A’%éf——

10019 N. Davies Rd.
Lake Stevens, WA 98258

5/21/07



Ms. Stephanie Madsen

Chairman

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4” Strect Suite 306

Anchorage AK. 99501

Dear Chair Madsen,

I am writing to ask the NPFMC to enact effective regulations to keep the charter halibut
industry within their GHL in area 2C and 3A. The commercial industry has asked the
countcil for some 14 years to stop the reallocation of halibut from the commercial to the
charter industry. In April 2006 the council committed to manage the charter industry to
an established GHL. In the past few years the charter industry has exceeded this GHL
particularly in area 2C. There needs to be effective harvest control measures put into
place to keep the charter harvest within the GHL. Doing nothing is not an option,

The charter harvest of halibut needs to be on a set percentage of the overall halibut quota,
and the annual charter harvest needs to be tied in with the fluctuation of the halibut quota
as it goes up and down. This set percentage shouid be derived from the current GHL, and
not increased. Any further increase in the charter harvest should come from the selling of
halibut quota from willing sellers to willing buyers. Not from the forced sales of

commercial halibut quota, r

[ have participated in the comumercial halibut industry for tweaty four years and it has
been an important part of my livelihood. 1 and the commercial fleet have continually kept
our harvest levels within our allotted share of the halibut resource, and I feel that the
charters need to do the same. By continually exceeding their GHL the charter fishery is
putting excessive strain on the resource. The council needs to put control measures in
place that will accomplish this task or there wont be any halibut for future generations.

Sincerely,

P

305 Islander Dr.
Sitka AK 99835
5/18/07
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Page 2, Daily Sitka Sentinel, Sitka, Alaska, Wec

Letters to the

- Box Tax Initiative

Dear Editor: 1 am not surprised 10
read that local puides are unhappy
with the recent Sitka box tax ipitia-
tive. Alaska guides are coming off a
10-year drunk on political power ex-
ercised beyond the scope of public
process,

It was a.gharp slap in the face for
them when Sitka voters put through
the initiative by a 1wo-to0-one margin,
Tough love for a group accusiomed to
special treatment in the subterranean
world of fishery politics.

1 femember Anchorage developer
and lgdge owner Bob Penney giving
Ted Stevens an interest in a Colorado
subdivisian, for 10 cents on the dollar.
Then last year 1 saw Ted deliver the
crucial dividing vote against charter
IFQ, from the Dillingham representa-
live on ihé Norih Pacific Fishery
Management.Council. That was at the
same time Ted wus rewriting “’com-
munity .development quotas,” for
Dillingham, and other westward vil-

laggs.” ‘1.

Decisions being made in the federal
council process have lost any refation-
ship to public testimony presented to
the council. T think it is important for
local guides 10 recognize that the tide
of public opinion has turned. Voters
are tired of crooked fish poliics, and
its. negative impact upon traditional,
thriving fisheries.

There is no reason to assume char-
ter fishing would fail with some min-
tmal resiraints 10 promote conserva-
tion and tolerance toward existing
economies. Fishery management has
become a farcical spectacle, the exer-
cis€ of raw behind-the-scenes political
power. Management has lost sight of
conservation, in & misguided effort to
outpopulate existing elements of the
fishing community.

P'm proud to live in a community
like Sitka, where the voters will sim-
ply say, “‘enough.’* I'm proud of the
young people making the bumper
stivkers that disparage the dispraceful
treatment of strong and viable com-
mercial fisheries, and ali the fine peo-
ple invoived in them.

It’s time for fishermen to get loud
and be proud. If the city Assembly
moves o Kill the box ax, we will
Simply pass another one, doubling the
rate. If they do it again, we can double
it again, wu.

Sigurd D. Rutter, Sitka

v Board
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Exic V. Parker
PO Box 1424
Sitka, AK 99835

May 15, 2007

Ms Stephanie Madsen

Chair

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

Anchorape, AKX 99501

Fax (907)271-2817

Dear Ms Madsen:

I chose to be a commercial fisherman thirty years ago. 1 crewed on longline vessels
during the moratorium years, while supporting a growing farnily. As a crew member, 1
earned the right to purchase halibut IFQs when they were finally implemented. Rather
than purchasing a more comfortable home, I chose to reside in trailer with my family, and
invested my life savings into IFQs. This enabled me to fish near my home in Sitka, rather
than spending months away from my family crewing out of Kodiak, 1am proud to be the
ownet of IFQs, but it has come at much sacrifice and extreme hard work.

I feel a keen sense of injustice and betrayal as 1 watch an over growing charter fleet
continue to siphon away balibut quota that I have invested greatly in. I hope soon that
effective management measures will conirol charter barvests in areas 2C and 3A. It is my
expectation that the resource will be managed fairly by the Council with fisherman like
myself, processors, consumers and the health of the fishery kept foremost in mind.

Eric V, Parker
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Ms Siephanie Madsen

Chair

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

Anchorage, AK 89501

1 am writing to urge you to adopt effective management measures to control
charter harvest in Area 2C to the GHL and to ensure that these measures are
implemented in time for the 2008 charter season. | would also urge you to move
forward as quickly as possible with similarly effective measures in Area

3A. Commercial fishermen have asked the Council for the past 14 years to stop
the open-ended reallocation of halibut from the commercial to the charter

sector. Fourteen years is a long time to wait. In April 2006, the Council
committed by unanimous vote to manage the halibut charter sector to the GHL
uniil superseded by a long-term management strategy. Please keep that
commitment. Each sector needs fo live within its allocation until a mechanism for
compensated reallocation is established.

| further request that the Council convert the GHL to a percentage-based
allocation that fluctuates with abundance and implement a mechanism that
allows compensated transfer between the commercial and charter sectors. The
percentage must be derived from the existing GHL and all subsequent transfers
must be between willing buyers and willing sellers. Finally, [ oppose any
permanent revenue streams to the charter sector that would subsidize charter
purchase of quota share. Charter operators that want to increase their halibut
harvest should pay more for that opportunity.

I have invested in the halibut quota share program and fishery with the
expectation that the resource will continue to be well managed and that the
Council will fairly balance the needs of all who depend on the halibut resource,
from consumers through fishermen and processors. | respectfully request that
the Council live up to that expectation.

Sincezsly,

eorge Eliason
102 Kuhnle Dr.
Sitka, AK 99835

May 6, 2007
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Chair

NPEMC Ma =
605 West 4™ Ave .Ste 306

Anchorage, AK NPER.C.
98501

Stephanie I write urging you to adopt an effective measure to control the commercial
charter harvest in area 2C to the GHL and to ensure that these measures are implemented
in time for 2008, I would also urge you to move forward as quickly as possible with the
same measure for area 3A. We commercial fishermen of the Connor family have asked
the council for 14 years to stop the open ended reallocation of halibut from the
commercial to the charter sector. Fourteen years is a very long time to wait, and my kids
are now investing at age 20 and 16 are in the IFQ system and neced the stability of a
Council approved and passed measure that stops the charter allocation at there now
current GHL. In 2006, the Council committed by unanimous vote to manage the charter
section GHL until superseded by a long-term management strategy. Please keep that
commitment so my business and my kid’s investment are not jeopardized by the
reallocation to the charter industry. Each sector needs to live within its allocation until a
mechanism for compensated reallocation is established.

I further request with all the Connor family, and the crew of 5 that fish on my vessel, that
the council convert the GHL to a percentage-based allocation that fluctuates with
abundance and implement a mechanism that allows compensated transfers between the
commercial and charter section. Demand for either sector will then dictate how the
halibut will be canght. The percentage used must be derived from the existing GHL and
all subsequent transfers must be between willing buyers and willing sellers. Finally, I
oppose along with my crew of 5 and my two children entering the fishery any perminte
revenue streams to the charter sector that would subsidize charter purchase of quota
share, which is just a welfare program. Charter operators that want to increase their
halibut harvest should pay,( just as my 16 and 20 year old are doing,) more for that
opportunity.

I have invested as my kids in the halibut quota share program and fishery with the
expectation that the resource will continue to be managed and that the Council will fairly
balance the needs of all who depend on the halibut resource, from the aging baby
boomers that are home bound and in walkers through the fishermen and processor. |
respectfully request the Council to live up to that expectation.

Sincerely,

William Connor

Tori Connor

PRFC Dustin Connor

Po 1124

PETERSBURG AK 99833

And the crew of the Cape Reliant, Po 61, Petersburg AK 99833

' {,- / S .c¢7-0
p(///yz i 7
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Gerry Marrigan 5/9/07
Prowler Fisheries
PO Box 1364

Petersburg AX 99833
Dear Mr. Mertigan,

Ihmmahdmmwm!mbwnmmmﬂm Alaska for the
past 28 years. T have pwned several different six passenger and inspected vessels. Ours
is a family owmed-and operated business including my wife and our two tegnaged sops. I
mmMgmmbamdhnwmedtmceasthepmdemafﬂmHmcm
Assetiation: - Ibave represented HCA at IPEIC and NPFMC meetings cogerniag sll.
aspectiof o fishery. Iknowmymdusﬂymdemdﬂmdammwlymn}wﬂmthe

currérs problems.
ﬁechmtam@sﬂylsﬁncmredﬂongmdiwm Onﬂieonehnﬁmdw
Ansics Charter Association aud its” relgti Tkeuphﬂoscphyéngmally

wl'mewmnessesaremﬁsﬂywybusy Wesmﬁwgmn""’

or by gaining more allocation. Reallocation without a moratorium carved in stoneis &
recipe for even more neas shore depletion than we.already have. We gould have 1
mﬂhonmepomdsofﬁhaﬂbﬂtedhusﬁhmmmmlﬁbmweywmddm
mammﬂywmupmo#tbeﬁtﬂfanﬂmwm ‘There is oply so far a charter
boat can go from Homer: “About 5O milss iridx." "S5 inost of the pressure is within a few
miles of shore, [ have heard that all we have to do is restrict commercials from lower
Cook Inlet and it-willgolveithe problens: Thave'teen chartering out of Homer for 28
years and I can say that the commercial iregsure in lower Cook Injet is very small in
comparison 10 our Impact. anltqcahoﬂomemmmde;ﬂmmwluchwxﬂmlt
mADF&GEOmmmtopmwalhemm

PO, Box 889 « Homer, Alaska 99603 = (907) 235-7620 + 1-800-770-7620
norco@alaska.net ¢ www.netalaska.com/northcountry
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The pool plan is & terrible idea.

1. k requires businesses like mine 10 charge our clients a tax so that the fieet can buy any
guota needed above the GHL to operate 2 season of historic length and still catch two fish
per perscn per day. Businesses like mine which already operate more than 100 days per
year will be paying for businesses who fish say 25 trips per year to be able to expand to
over 100 trips using my success. Those beginning businesses also undercut our prices
until they have built their up businesses. That is not right.  Why should my business be
used to build up my competition’s business? There is no benefit to me and [ am forced to
participate in the program. . '

2. The best time to buy quota is in the fall afier it has been fished, The TAC is decided
in January. Under the peol plan we might have o re-evaluate how much quota we need
based on the TAC. Ifwe had to buy large blocks of quota in the spring, the price { if we
can find it available ) will sky rocket.

What will work for my business:

1. Carve the moratorium in stone.

2. Settle on 2 final GHL allocation basad on 2006 log books. These are the only log
books with verifiable data as the clients’ sport fish license and catch was
recorded.

3. Use that figure 1o develop an IFQ using 2006 log book participation for initial
quota plus considerstion for previous history.

4. Initial quota share allocations should be able to be sold only within the charter
fleet. Thereby maintaining a healthy sized fleet. )

5. Additional quota needed by individuals within the charter flest for expansionora
cushion in the face of a declining TAC could be bought or leased from
commercials. It could be sold betweon charters and only this quota could be sold
or returned back into the commercial fishery. Small purchases over a period of
years should not have an adverse impact on price.

6. Any left over quota in the fall could be commercial fished or leased back to long
liners.

7. Low interest state and/or federal loans should be made available to the charter
fleet for purchase of more shares.

8. Keep it simple. The less government intervention the better.

This will weed out the hobby charter boat operators. Sexious business people will finally
be able to make necessary decisions about their businesaes in a stable environment, And
we will not be building our competitions businesses on our backs. It will also end the
bitterness between fishing sectors and allow us to be trading partners.
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Stakeholder committee concerns:

The Homer Charter Association’s membership represents more than 450 charter fishing
seaty per day whick tranclates into about $9 million in charter income in Homer every
season, Homer hag two seats on the stakeholders committee, both of which are
represented by the Alaska Charter Association’s Greg Sutter and Rex Murphy. The ACA
fishes about 340 charter seats per day in Homer. The HCA wanfs o see an end to the
allocation debate and an YFQ plan put in place that allows the individual charter business
owner t0 make timely decisions for the future. The ACA wants to reallocate fish from
the commercial to the charter sector. This will come at the expense of commercial
fighermen and will lead to greater near shore depletion which will lead to ADP&G
restrictions to protect the resource. I understand that ACA should have a Homer seat. 1
don’t think they need two. How about spreading Homer’s representation more evenly by
eliminsting one of ACA”s seats and giving one to HCA.

LA

Sean Martin
North Country Halibut Charters
1-800-770-7620
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May 24, 2007 Fax: 907-271-2817
Ms. Stephanie Madsen, Chair TRy} Gl
National Pacific Fisheries Management Council Mg EL =]
605 West 4%, Suite 306
Anchorage, AK 99501-2232 MAY o 4 2007
Dear Chair and all Council Members:
PEmC,
I am writing today to comment on the effects of the halibut charter industry on the commercial

IFQ halibut fishery.

I amn a lifetime (404 years) commercial fisherman in Alaska, Washington and Oregon, Iam
currently losing my Alaska salmon gillnet fishery (Cook Inlet) to sport and commercial guides.
This effort from the guided sport fish sector is headed up by Mr. Bob Penney. Mr. Penney, not
being satisfied with that victory, is now a key player in supporting taking halibut from the
commercial IFQ sector (already fully allocated) and giving it to the expanding halibut charter
sport fishery. As I near retirement, with the demise of Cook Inlet salmon gillnetting, I can’t
afford to lose my small halibut IFQ in Area 34A.

Thagk you for putting a moratorium on the charter fleet at your March meeting, but that does
nothing to control charter halibut harvest. 1risked my life several times during the “derby days”
to carn my small poundage, and it simply is not fair to give it to a late-entrant halibut charter
skipper through reallocation.

I am asking you and your counci! to be reasonable and :

1. Adopt measures to contro] charter harvest to the GHL in 2C and 3A.

2. Put the current charter fleet GHL into a hard allocation and set up a market-based
transfer system between charter and commercial if need be to let the charter fleet
buy more fish if they wish. We had to buy ours at $8-24/1b.

3. Make sure that growth in the sport charter and cormumercial halibut fishery is tied
to abundance of the resource so all groups put conservation first.

Please consider the imvestment I have made in the commercial halibut fishery with both the cost
of IFQ, some hard-eamed and some purchased to make the fishery viable, and the cost of my 36’
boat which is good only for halibut now that the Cook Inlet salmon fishery has been reallocated
to sport and guided charter fisheries, My family depends on revenue from 3A halibut and I
really can’t afford to unfairly lose this fishery, too.

Thank you for your congideration.
Respectfully,

Wlls

es Wells
40969 Grand View Lane
Astoria, QR 97103



CLOVER BAY LODGE

P.O. Box 8044
Kelchikan, AK 99801
907-247-8555
Fax: 807-247-0724
angela@kpunet.net
www.cloverbay.com

March 27, 2007

North Pacific Fishery Management Councll
Stephanie Madsen, Chair

605 West 4th Avenue, Ste 306
Anchorage, AK 98501-2252

Dear Council,

My name is Ryan Morin; | am the manager of Clover Bay Lodge located on the
eastern shere of Prince of Wales Island near Ketchikan. Clover Bay Lodge was
founded in 1984. That is 23 years of participation here in Southeast Alaska. Our
business's future is largely dependent on our right to access the same fisheries
.that we have historically participated in ail these years. We ara concemed that
uysing a control date that only consist of 2004 or 2005 is not giving enough credit
to those of us who are among the first to start this type of business here in SE
Alaska and will continue to be here for years to come if we get credit were credit
is do.

Although we do support some sont of limited entry system for this industry we do
not deserve to have our business penalized by the people who are part of the
growth problem. These people could have possibly only been in the business for
less than 3 years and would get more credit towards Inclusion to the fishery and
transterability of their fishing rights compared to someone like us who has been
in the business for 23 years. We do feel historicai participation is proof of a
traditlonal use and need to access this resource or have the rights to be
transferable when the time comes.

Singerely,
/ ZM W%fj\/\
" Ryan Morin/Clover Bay Lodge™

ot
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Joseph E Simpson

~Thursday, May 17, 2007

11231 Via Appic Ms, S‘teph;jt?ie Eﬂadscn ) '
Aiick: AK North Pacific Fishery Management Council
S o 605 West 4%, Suite 506

97515 Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252
G07/222-7712 i It has come to our attention that you may be doing a grave injustice to others that are not
907/368-2602 as fortunate as yvourself. We are writing to propose several changes that we believe will

tify szid injustice.
(Fo) P07 34a-a19y | 00 T AUHSAES

(Cell) 907/317-1362 | We have decided that you have no need for a house as you do not need all that space
which can be used by other people less fortunate, The fact that you mav have spent years
sacrificing and saving to earn said house was taken into consideration, but ultimately
rejected. Your property will be sold on a fair 5 year average of what other similar
properties in your are were spld for between 1940-1945.

We have also decided that your vehicle is too large for you. Since you are a public servant
we demand that you make use of the public transportation system we generously provide,

We will be reviewing any and all personal bank accounts and/or savings and if it is

deemed that you are living above what we consider fair and equitable we will redistribute
it to others that, for lack of a better term, feel they are entitled to it.

Sincerely,

Your Elected Official

Please adopt effective management for the charter boat industry. Commercial
fisherman have been towing the line for the last 14 years.

Ry Sy R R L
mot g npsingn parnosedinm,

[ am but one of many simple, honest fisherman who have worked. sacrificed and
saved to give my family a decent life. Please don’t take away what I have eamed.

With the utmost respect,

Jokeph E. Simpson
Operations Manager
— F/V Lady Simpson
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FAX (907) 271-2817

Ms Stephanie Madsen

Chair

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

Anchorage, AK 98501

| am writing to urge you to adopt effective management measures to controf
charter harvest in Area 2C fo the GHL and to ensure that these measures are
imptemented in time for the 2008 charter season. 1 would also urge you to move
forward as quickly as possible with similarly effective measures in Area
3A. Commercial fishermen have asked the Council for the past 14 years to stop
the open-ended reallocation of halibut from the commercial to the charter
sector. Fourteen years is a long time to wait. In April 2008, the Council
commitied by unanimous vote to manage the halibut charter sector to the GHL

- until superseded by a long-tern management strategy. Please keep that
commitment. Each sector needs to five within Iis altocation until a mechanism for
compensated reallocation is established,

t further request that the Council convert the GHL to a percentage-based
allocation that fluctuatss with abundance and implement a mechanism that -
allows compensated transfer between the commercial and charter sectors, The
percentage must be derived from the existing GHL and all subsequent transfers
must be between willing buyers and willing sellers. Finally, | cppose any
permanent revenue stream:s to the charter sector that would subsidize charter
" purchasse of quota share. Charter operators that want to increase their halibut
harvest should pay more for that opportunity.

| have invested in the halibut quota share program and fishery with the
expectation that the resource will continue to be well managed and that the
Council will fairly balance the needs of all who depend on the halibut resource,

from consumers through fishermen and processors. | respectfully request that
the Councll live up to that expectation.

: «DMA/‘ @::f‘m bunbar*\ :
Add aﬁ?/‘f 299 _ |

giﬁgggp RK, 9992/

Date: ﬂ%ﬂg 26/;_ 20077

Sinceraly,
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25/ WA/
FAX (907) 271-2817

Ms Stephanie Madsen

Chair

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
B05 West 4th Ave, Ste 306

Anchorage, AK 98501

| am writing to urge you to adopt effective management measures to control
charter harvest in Area 2C to the GHL and to ensure that these measures are
implemented in ime for the 2008 charter season. | would also urge you fo move
forward as quickly as possible with similarly effective measures in Area

2A. Commercial ishermen have asked the Council for the past 14 years to stop
the apen-ended reallocation of haltbut from the commercial to the charter
sector. Fourteen years is a long time to wait. In April 2006, the Council
committed by unanimous vote to manage the halibut charter sector to the GHL
until superseded by a long-term management strategy. Please keep that
commitment. Each sector needs to live within its allocation untit a machanism for
compensated reallocation is established.

I further request that the Council convert the GHL to a percentage-based
allocation that fluctuates with abundance and implement a mechanism that
aliows compensated transfer between the commercial and charter sectors. The
percentage must be derived from the existing GHL andall subsequenttransfers:
must be between willing buyers and willing sellers. Finally, | oppose any
parmanent revenue streams to the charter sactor that would subsidize charter

" purchase of quota share. Charter operators that want fo increase their halibut
harvest should pay more for that opportunity.

| have invested in the halibut quota share program and fishery with the
expectation that the resource will continue to be well managed and that the
Councit will fairly balance the needs of all who depend on the halibut resource,
from consumers through fishermen and processors. | respectfully request that
the Council live up to that expectation.

Sincerely,
JC. Howere T Ffy SILVEE Wik
address __ PO B /2 Y
STERLIIL _AK. 39672
Date: s MRAY O7
W5 DR T M1 BT FSHERMEN ARE
f pgj&;zzﬂgg Df;; espgrer FrsmnG H i o]
By PONEX T/ALLY SIVca Z rFIRST START
Fisuine 14l 1370, LT Wit CorTMUE
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Ms Stephanie Madsen May 21, 2007

Chair @EDVE

North Pacific Management Council
MAY 2 5 2007

605 West 4" Ave, Ste306
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

NPRERC
Dear Ms, Madsen,
I’m writing to ask that you adopt measures for area 2C that would manage the charter
fishery harvest of halibut. I would respectfully request that these measures would follow
the GHL as it is currently written. As you know the charter industry has repeatedly
exceeded the GHL in recent years and it appears that they now want to receive an even
greater share of a limited resource. I have put in many years fishing for halibut, through
good times and bad and 1 feel it is exceptionally unfair to allocate more fish to the charter
fleet at my expense.

As you are aware, in years that the resource is depleted, the commercial fleet is given a
smaller quota. This year I've suffered a 29% loss over last year. The charter fleet should
share in the pain; after all, I believe they are a major cause of the decline in the number of
fish available. I would ask that the charter GHL be adjusted yearly according to stock
numbers, even as the commercial fleet is. The unfair aliocation of the resource in favor of
the commercial charter fleet is unacceptable, Please keep the commitment to manage the
halibut charter fleet to the GHL as was unanimously passed by the Council in April of
2006. Thank you.
Sincerely,
Tom Botts

S B

Thomas B. Botts
P.O. Box 424
Hoonah, Alaska
99829



P.O. Box 545 May 23, 2007
Craig, Alaska 99921

North Pacifie Fishery Management Council
Stephanie Madsen, Chair

605 W. 4™ Ave., Suite 306

Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252

o,
Dear Madam Chair: EF‘”-C.

I have been an Alaska resident since 1974 and involved in commercial fishing since the
early 1980s. I started crewing on longline vessels fishing for halibut. Like every other
crewmember, 1 was left out when the IFQ system was initiated. In order for me to get
back into the halibut fishery my wife and I work a 40 hr week job, hand-trolled for
several years, and presently power troll. We had to buy our way into the halibut
fishery by using our own cash; we financed 3 blocks of 2C Quota using Wells Fargo
Home Equity Financing and personal lines of credit. We still owe some money on a
personal line of credit to Wells Fargo. This has been a very expensive investment for us
but one we have been able to accomplish. [ am getting ready to retire my 40 hr a week
job and fish fulltime if there is anything left.

Through the years [ have seen the Charter Industry grow from almost nothing to the
politically powerful monster it has become. I feel that the Charter Industry should have to
buy its way into the halibut fishery by using their own money and they should have to
pay for the maintenance of their fishery.

Don’t take quota from me and give it to the charter fleet.

Respegtfully,

Z2

th A Wade



May 23, 2007

Steve Jangaard

5017 168" P1. N.W.
Stanwood, WA 98292
Phone/Fax: (360) 652 7280

Seld@verizon.net

Ms Stephanie Madsen

Chair @
North Pacific Fishery Management Council = : <=
605 West 4 Ave, Ste 306 EM%)

Anchorage, AK 99501 May
25 200

NPFMC Members

N.‘P,F.~. c
RE: Halibut Charter Management Plan )

I urge you and the rest of the council mermbers to adopt not only short term GHL measures but
long term measures, as well, to effectively address the multiple and diverse issues that pertain to
the halibut charter problem.

The GHL must not be exceeded. This can only be done by implementing the most restrictive
measures. There needs to be separate accountability between the commerciat fleet and the charter
fleet to stop the unfair re-allocation between the two. The commercial fleet took it upon
themselves to create a system that works (IFQ’s); now it’s about time the charter fleet is
regulated so the commercial fishermen don’t have to keep giving them the fish that we earned. A
hard allocation percentage based on the yearly quota is the only true, fair way to accomplish this.
By allocating quota based on a fair control date (of say 2005) and allowing them to buy further
quota should be more than fair and put an end to this battle.

This re-allocation problem is serious as it impacts not only the fishermen, but processors,
consumers and coastal communities as well.

[t is imperative that the council moves quickly on this matter.

Thank you,

==

Steve Jangaard
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May 28, 2007

D = e
Stephanie Madsen @5 e
Chair ' T A e

e B =
L “.- 1
North Pacific Fishery Management Council Yav . f i
605 West 4™ Avenue Suite 306 " o
Anchorage, Alaske 99501

Council Members,

I am a commercial halibut fisher with an investment in the halibut quota share program.
When making the business decision of investing in halibut quota I expected that the
resource would be managed fairly and consistently. I would like to encourage the council
to consider the following suggestions.

The Guideline Harvest Level (GHL) previously inctuded growth for charter fishing was
set and unanimousty agreed upon in the past. This previously agreed upon GHL. value
was set to manage and control the harvest. The Council needs to apply the GHL now in
Area 2C and 3A, in order for it to be in place and put into action by the 2008 season.

Charter fishing and commercial fishing are both commercial enterprises. Both are
businesses that provide fish to the customer, income for the owner and those employed
by the endeavor. When IFQ’s for commercial fishing were implemented, fishers with
historic catch records in the fishery were then allowed a certain number of pounds of
quots based on their past involvement in the fishery. The quota could be s0ld and more
could be purchased depending on what the fisher felt best for the business, This same
pattern should be used for the Commercial Charter Industry, using the already established
GHL. The management needs to be implemented now without fizrther harvest level
increases or delay.

Sincerely, )
abashas Ooscronme
Natasha Casciano

P.C. Box 584
Cordova, Alaska 99574
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ALASKA'S FRESHEST CAVIAR /‘-\

2601 Channel Drive
Juneau, Alaska 99801

PH (907) 586-6095
Mz Stephanie Madsen . FAX (907) 586-6094
North Pacific Fishery Management Council E-mail: caviar@alaska.net
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306 http://www.alaska.net/~caviar/

Anchorage, AK 99501

5272007 2) = et A=t

Hi Stephanie,
greetings from Juneau.

My husband, my son and just got back from halibut fishing in 2-C yesterday.

It was fun and scratchy, the price was high.

I have been halibut fishing since the mid seventies, because 1 missed some years |

received very litile quota when the IFQ’s were implemented. So whenever our finances

allowed, we bought racre over the years. Most recently my husband purchased some and

paid a very high price. This year oux quota poundage was reduced significantly while the

charter fishing industry carries on as usually.

Thsmwhylamwntmgtoyou 7
: o A |- AT ot

M@M We oeumot t hold one segmem of the mdm:uy responsibla and palmed
them right down to every pound they catch, not even allow them to eat a piece of halibut
while at sea, while the other one can go over their limit yeor after year without any
repercussions.

I am urging you to adopt effective management measures to control charter harvest in
Area 2C to the GHL and to ensure that these measures are implemented in time for the
2008 charter scason.

I would also urge you to move forward as quickly as possible with similarly effective
measures in Area 3A, Commercial fishermen have asked the Council for the past 14
years to stop the open-ended reallocation of halibut from the commercial to the charter
sector. Fourteen years is a long time to wait. In April 2006, the Council commitied by
mmmmomvotetommgethehnﬁbmmm:mﬂnﬁm..unﬁlsupuwdndbya
long-term management strategy. e mmitment. Each sector needs to
live within its allocation until amechanism foroompensamed reallocahon is established.
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| further request that the Council convert the GHL to a percentage-based allocation that
fluctuates with abundance and implement a mechanism that allows compensated transfer
between the commercial and charter sectors. The percentage must be derived from the
existing GHL and all subsequent transfers must be between willing buyers and willing
seliers. Finally, I oppose any permanent revenus streams to the charter sector that would
subsidize charter purchase of quota share. Charter operators that want to increase their
halibut harvest should pay more for that epportunity.

1 have invested in the halibut quota share program and fishery with the expectation that
the resource will continue to be well managed and that the Council will fairly balance the
needs of all who depend on the balibut resource, from consumers through fishermen and
processors. 1 respectfully request that the Council live up to that expectation and I don’t
think this request is unreasonable.

Best regards

-y

F .
AL _,/a\{"fcﬁx
Elisabeth Babich
F/V Keta

Y bk
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m r‘?: HATE 3
North Pacific Fisheries Managernent Council il Q(\y"r—— N
605 W 4™ Avenue, Suite 306 | | - Sl
Anchorage AK 99501-2252 May D ;
Fax (907) 271-2817 | | 29 200
May 29, 2007 L ¥ P t

Members of the North Council,

| own and operate Winter King Charters in Homer and would like to comment on long
term Hatibut Charter management. In 2003, the Council voted to rescind the Charter
JFQ motion and formed a stakeholder committee to consider long term management
options. As a committee member, | came in with an open mind and actively contributed
to discussions of both privatized and non-privatized solutions. Unfartunately, other
members came in less open minded than |, and the only proposals in the pipe from the
stakeholders meetings privatize the resource. The Council rescinded the originat IFQ
motion for a variety of reasons; most if not all of those problems are shared by the
privatized solution proposals now. circulating (IFQ/GAF/Angler Days, etc.).

f am enclosing a non-privatized solution, consisting of the compensated atlocation shift
mechanism currently under review, two management options to be exercised in the
event of inadequate funding or available IFQ/QS, and adequate data collection to ensure
that the charter sector remains within its atlocation. In terms of simplicity the
management components speak for themselves: either the season is closed by EO or
distribution of harvest tickets is ceased when the allocation is met. Neither mechanism -
should require Council action once implemented, and assuming adequate funding and
availability of QS/IFQ, the need to invoke an EO or cease ticket distnbut.ton would be
mlnimized

I urge each of you to please take a few rmnutes and review this propo'sal Please
consider advancing it for analysis. - You owe it to the owners of the resource to at least
~ consider a proposal that doesn’t give it away.

Smcerely,

&

Rex Murphy
'En'cl: Non-Private Solutions Summary

Rex Murphy owner/operator
PO. Box 3309 * Homer, AK 99603 * 907-235-9113 + www.winterking.com
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Problem Statement:

Halibut is a fully wtilized resource whose harvest must be actively managed 1o preserve long
term sustainability of the resource. The recreational charter harvest is not currently controlled.
As recreational charter catches increase, the commercial share of the catch is reduced in an effort
to keep the overall catch within sustainable levels. This results in economic uncertainty in the
commercial sector while still leaving open the possibility of over-harvesting due to uncontrolled
harvest by the recreational charter sector.

A successfill long term solution to these problems should:
s Allow for recreational charter allocation growth while compensating the commercial
sector for its corresponding allocation decrease.
o Fairly manage the recreational charter harvest within its allocation.
¢ Account for the recreational charter harvest in a timely and accurate manner,

Here is a plan with two management options that satisfies the above requirements.
Alloeation Growth:

A holding entity is created to purchase quota share (QS) or lease IFQs on behalf of the
recreational charter sector. Funding could be from halibut stamp or harvest ticket purchase,
donations, grants, bequests, bond sales, etc. QS could be purchased for permanem growth of the
sector allocation. In season IFQ leasing would allow the recteational charter sector to catch
more than its allocation in a managed and compensated manner. At the end of the season, any
unfished recreational charter allocation could be leased back to the commercial sector for an end
of season cleanup. (This entity is the same as proposed by (KACQO/Rasmuson/Kathy Hansen)

Harvest Management:

Option 1: Each year, the recreational charter allocation in fish is determined using harvest data
from the previous year and the fishery allocation policy. This allocation is divided into a finite
number of Harvest Tickets, each good for 2 limit of fish for one person on any single day of the
season. Harvest Tickets are made available to the public on a first come, first served basis via the
internet or retail vendors, and ave non-transferable to prevent hoarding or scalping. Harvest
Ticket distribution stops when all available tickets have been dispensed, essentially pre-reserving
the allocation. Harvest Ticket distribution could continue if fish become available through in-

season 1FQ leasing,

Option 2: Each year, the recreational charter allocation in fish is determined using harvest data
from the previous year and the fishery allocation policy. ADF&G monitors the charter harvest
by compiling harvest data from charter loghooks on a weekly basis. When it appears that the
allocation is about to be met, ADF&G notifies the holding entity which if possible, commences
purchase of IFQ (really a one time lease of QS) to dynamically extend the scason in a
compensated manner. Ifno IFQ are available or no money is available to purchase IFQ, the
holding entity notifies the responsible authority (options: ADF&G/NMFS) who then issues an
EO closing charter harvest of halibut. '
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Accountability:

Charter logbooks currently track the number of halibut caught by charter clients and the data is
reported weekly. Assuming the information could be available in-season for management
purposes, it is sufficient for deciding when to commence leasing of commercial IFQ to
supplement the aliocation, when to release more tickets or when to terminate ticket distribution,

Advantages:

This proposal provides for a permanent, compensated allocation shift via QS purchase.
The allocation growth entity allows for controlled in-season growth of the recreational
charter allocation via IFQ leasing, as well as end of season mop up of unfished
recreational charter allocation by the longline sector.

This proposal does not privatize a public trust resource.

This proposal does not increase the cost of entry to aspiring charter operators.
This proposal works with any size allocation and any allocation model.

This proposal would work with or without 2 moratorium.

This proposal would work with either the entire recreational sector or the charter Ve
recreational sector,

The Harvest Ticket proposal fairly distributes a limited resource to recreationa! charter
anglers in 2 way we all understand, since virtually all goods and services are distributed
first come, first served.

TI:IE Har}-est Ticket proposal manages the recreational charter harvest within an allocation,
with [0 IN-$€ASON OF POSt $eason management actions required; its single operating
premise is that ticket distribution stops when the allocation is fully pre-reserved.

The EQ management proposel is simple, and dependent only on timely harvest data
collection,

Assuming adequate funding and available IFQ/QS for transfer to the recreational charter
sector, nzﬂ:d need to cease ticket distribution, or issue an EO closing the season is
minimized.
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North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
605 W 47 Avenue, Suite 306

~ Anchorage AK 99501-2252
Fax (907) 271-2817

May 29, 2007

Members of the North Council,

| own and operate Winter King Charters in Homer. [ request postponement of all charter
issues until October of 2007. My charter season has begun and | am not able to attend
the June 2007 North Council meeting in Sitka. | am commenting on the compensated
reallocation report (C-1a) and Area 2C GHL measures (C-1b) as they pertain to Charter
Halibut Management.

Regarding GHL measures for 2008, | must point out that final harvest numbers for 2006
will not be reported until fal of 2007 The effects of 2007 NFMS GHL action for area 2C
are unknown at present, but will much be clearer by the October North Council meeting.
Charter operators are presently in the middle of their season, and most do not have the
time or financial ability to give up valuable charter days to write comments or attend
the Sitka meeting. June Council action on the 2008 harvest restrictions in the absence
of current harvest data and the results from the previous year’s harvest restriction
measures would be premature. | urge the Council to postpone 2008 action on 2C and 3A
until the October meeting at the soonest, when data, results and charter participation in
the process will all be available.

1 applaud the Council for initiating analysis of a compensated reallocation mecha_nism. f
favor a mechanism that buys back commercial allocation and holds it in trust for
the use of the recreational fishing public on the charter boat of their choosing. |do
not favor fiidvidual charter business ownership of QS, as this privatizes a resource which
is the proptty of the American Public, discourages competition which is the foundation
of capitalism and creates financial barriers to entry and exit from the business.

‘Finalty, | would like to thank Stephanie Madsen and Doug Hoedel for their efforts .
supporting the majority of the charter industry in rescinding the Charter IFQ in 2005.

Thank you for your careful conmderation of these matters. | look forward to seeing you
in October. .

~ Sincerely, Z :
Rex Murphy

Rex Murphy omer/operator
PO. Box 3309 * Homer, AK 98603 * 907-235-9113 * www.winterking.com
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JASON & VANESSA MILLER
PCBox 1473
Petersburg, AK 99833
Phone; (907) 7722988
Fax: (907) 772-2989

Email: jimiller@gci.net
May 29, 2007

Ms. Stephanie Madsen, Chair

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

Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

Fax; (907) 271-2817

Dear Ms. Madsen,

As & young couple living in Alaska, my wife Vanesse, a 1% Grade Elementary School
Teacher, and 1, a fourth generation commercial halibut fisher, have invested heavily in 2C
Halibut TFQ'S. We are writing to urge you to adopt effective management measures to
control charter harvest in Area 2C to the GHL and to ensure that these measures are
implemented in time for the 2008 charter season. We also urge you to move forward as
quickly as possible with similarly effective measures in Area 3A. Commercial fishennen
and our families have asked the Counci] for the past 14 years to stop the open-ended
reallocation of halibut from the commercial sector to the charter sector. Fourteen yeurs is
a long time to wait, that's half of our lifetime. In April 2006, the Council committed by
unanimous vote to manage the halibut charter sector to the GHL until superseded by a
long-term management strategy. Please keep that commitment. Each sector needs to live
within its allocation until a mechanism for compensated reallocation is established.

We further request that the Council convert the GHL to a percentage-based allocation
that fluctuates with abundance and implement a mechanism that allows compensated
transfer between the commercial and charter sectors. The percentage must be derived
from the existing GHL and al] subsequent transfers must be between willing buyers and
willing sellers. Finally, we oppose any permanent revenue streams to the charter sector
that would subsidize charter purchase of quota share. Charter operators that want to
increase their halibut harvest should pay more for that opportunity as Vanessa and 1 have
in the commercial sector.

My wife Vanessa and I have invested nearly $300,000.00 in the halibut quota share
program and fishery with the expectation that the resource will continue to be well
managed and that the Couneil will fairly balance the needs of all who depend on the
halibut resource, from consumers through fishermen like our family, processors like
Trident Seafoods, and our community in Petersburg. We respectfully request that the
Council live up to that expectation.

Please take our comments into consideration when you make your decisions.

Best Regards,
2 Yorassa.

.J"\
Jason & Vanessa Miller
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May 30, 2007 @ £ ) |
Stephanie Madsen, Chair Wﬁ g

North Pacific Management Council
605 W 4th Avenue, Suite 306 "
Anchorage, AK 99501-2252 tor

Dear Ms Madsen:

The Alaska Travel Industry Association (ATIA) represents over 1,100 member Alaskan
tourism interests and many of these are reliant on sports fishing in coastal waters of
Alaska, including halibut. The long-term health of the tourism industry in these areas in
large part relies on your Council’s actions regarding the sports charter halibut fishery

ATIA bas long supported 2 moratorium on the sports charter halibut fishery and other
long term actions that will sustain a 2 fish per day limit per angler. Your Council is again
grappling with several concepts o contro] the total take of halibut by the guided sector,
including a new concept of controlling angler days rather than fish caught, revisiting the
IFQ concept and an allocation shift using the *Rasmussen” buyout concept as well as
other options.

ATIA requests that the NPFMC approach the 2008 season and a final solution in two
WaYS.

First, the options currently outlined in the list of 13 individval and combined options
before the Council should be instituted on an interim basis only. The option or options
selected should be mindful that anything less than 2 fish per day would be devastating for
the charter halibut fleet given that the expectation of clients. Research on proposed
options should continue during 2007 to assure the NPFMC has a clear vision of their
effects,

The NPFMC should move rapidly on a long term solution by analyzing the current
concepts for practicality and acceptance, ability to sustein fisheries at cusrent or expanded
ievels and to permit a fair allocation with potential for growth in all sectors. .

2500 Cordova Street, Suite 201
Anchorage, AK 89503=-2745
Tel (907) 646-3319

Fax (807) 5&61-5727
ATiIAGalaskatia.omg
www.alaskatla.org
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ATIA appreciates the continuing deliberations of the NPFMC in seeking a solution to the
halibyt fishery allocation issues.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. If you have further questions, please feel free
to contact me or Mark Miller of the ATIA, staff.

Sincerely;

n Peck
President & COO
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May 29, 2007 LT D\]
North Pacific Fisheries Management Council D sty
605 W 4™ Avenue, Suite 306 b
Anchorage AK 99501-2252 MAY 2 % .

Fax (907) 271-2817
Dear Council Members, NPEM.C.

| own and operate Prince William Sound Eco-Charters and have been in business since
2000. | request postponement of all charter issues until this coming October. | will
not be able to attend the June, 2007 council meeting.

| truly believe the reallocation report and final action for Area 2C GHL measures are
premature, at this time. | request postponement of discussion on compensated
reallocation until the October meeting.

We will not have final harvest data for 2006 until the falt, 2007. Final action should be
based on fact, not projections. Furthermore, the Council’s premature actions are
encouraging the rapid expansion of bare-boat rentals and unguided sport harvests by
non-residents of Alaska. Going back to C-1a, | am against the individual buy back
option. | am more inclined toward an aggregate buy back opticn and recommend the
Council research a government buy back provision.

For C-1b, Area 2C GHL Management Measures, | am for Alternative 1, No Action.
There are problems with all of Alternative 2 options because of the diversity of
private businesses within the guided sport industry. The risk of negatively impacting
Alaska’s tourism industry is profound. | am strongly opposed to Option 4, which will
reduce the bag limit to one fish per day. The sport angler will not tolerate a daily
bag limit of one halibut. Bottom line - final action should not be taken until

final numbers for 2006 are confirmed.

Between the Moratorium, a raise in allocation and a method to purchase commercial
halibut needed to stay within the allocation, GHL Management measures may not be
necessary. Therefore, | encourage the Council to take no action because none is
needed at this time, Thanks again for your attention.

Sincerely,

David B. Goldstein

P.O. Box 735

Whittier, Alaska 99633

(907) 472-2582 or (307) 244-0234
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605 West 4% Ave. Suite 306 s
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¢
I am & longtime commercial halibut fisherman, starting in 1974 and finally buying and
operating my own boat in 1984. I was an initial issuee in the IFQ program, but bought

considerable additional shares by borrowing from our local bank. The reason for this was

that I was issued fewer quota shares than I had been producing during the derby years.

I strongly urge the NPFMC to develop management restrictions that will hold the 2C
charter harvest to the federally published GHIL.. The strength of this resource is due to the
commercial fleets initiating and atways accepting CONSERVATION as the guiding
management principle. The charter fleet must due the samel!

Please stop the open-ended realiocation of halibut from the commercial to the chartet
sector. Each fleet needs to live within its own allocation.

QZI:L ‘\j’_\
P.0O. Box 262 7

Petersburg, Ak. 99833
Mﬂ~1 29, 2007
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May 29, 2007 | g . [f) j
North Pacific Fisheries Management Council R L
605 W 4" Avenue, Suite 306

Anchorage AK 99501-2252 ¥og,
Fax (907) 274-2817 o

Dear Council Member, )

| own and operate Magnum Charters in Kodiak and have been in husiness since 1992; |
request postponement of all charter issues until October. Our shert fishing season has
begun so | am not able to attend the June, 2007 council meeting. | am commenting on
the compensated reallocation report (C-1a) and Area 2C GHL measures (C-1b) as they
pertain to Charter Halibut Management.

I truly believe the reallocation report and final action for Area 2C GHL measures are
premature, at this time. The Council has passed final action for the moratorium-this
{5 the first step in limiting charter fishing. In October 2007, the Council will take up
the topic of equitable allocation, Only after this has been determined should there
be any discussion on compensated reallocation etements. | request postponement of
discussion an compensated reallocation until the October meeting.

We will not have final harvest data for 2006 until the fall, 2007. Currently the Council
is working with trends, and not real rumbers - final action should not be based on
projections. Furthermore, the Council’s premature actions are encouraging the rapid
expansion of bare-boat rentals and unguided sport harvests by non-residents of
Alaska. Going back to C-1a, | am against the individual buy back option. | am more
inclined toward an aggregate buy back option and recommend the Council research a
government buy back provision.

For C-1b, Area 2C GHL Management Measures, | am for Aiternative 1, No Action.
There are problems with all of Alternative 2 options because of the diversity of
private businesses within the guided sport industry. The risk of negatively impacting
Alaska’s tourism industry is profound. | am definitely strongly opposed to Option 4,
which will reduce the bag limit to one fish per day. The sport angler will not tolerate
a daily bag limit of one hatibut. Bottom line - final action should not be taken until
final numbers for 2006 are confirmed, Between the Moratorium, a raise in allocation
and a method to purchase commercial halibut needed to stay within the allocation,
GHL Management measures may not be necessary.

Therefare, | encourage the Council to take no action because none is needed at this
time. Thanks again for your attention.

Sincerely,

Gary Salter
P.0. Box 2423
Kodiak, AK 99615



05/29/2007 03:28 FAX 18074862735 EKODIAK PROBATION @oo1
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North Pacific Fisheries Management Council May .

605 W 4™ Avenue, Suite 306 Y o
Anchorage AK 99501-2252

Fax (907) 271-2817 N,p.pﬁs ¢
Dear Council Member,

| own and operate Woodland Charters & Lodging of Kodiak. | have been in business
since 2002; | request postponement of all charter issues until October. OQur fishing
season has begun, and as the owner/operator, | am not able to attend the June, 2007
council meeting. | am commenting on the compensated reallocation report (C-ta) &
Area 2C GHL measures {C-1b) as they pertain to Charter halibut Management.

| truly believe the reallocation report and final action for Area 2C GHL measures are
premature, at this time. The Council has passed final action for the moratorium-this
is the first step in limiting charter fishing. in October 2007, the Councit will take up
the topic of equitable aflocation. Only after this has been determined should there
be any discussion on compensated reallocation elements. | request postponement of
discussion on compensated reallocation until the October meeting,

We will not have final harvest data for 2006 until the fall, 2607. Currently the Council
is working with trends, and not real numbers - final action should not be based on
projections. Furthermore, the Council’s premature actions are encouraging the rapid
expansion of bare-boat rentals and unguided spart harvests by non-residents of
Alaska. Going back to C-1a, 1 am against the individual buy back option. | am more
inclined toward an aggregate buy back option and recommend the Council research a
government buy back provision.

For C-1b, Area 2C GHL Management Measures, | am for Alternative 1, No Action.
There are probtems with all of Alternative 2 options because of the diversity of
private businesses within the guided sport industry. The risk of negatively impacting
Alaska’s tourism industry is profound. | am definitely strongly opposed to Option 4,
which will reduce the bag limit to one fish per day. The sport angler will not tolerate
a daily bag limit of one halibut, Bottom line - final action should not be taken until
final numbers for 2006 are confirmed. Between the Moratorium, a raise in allocation
and a method to purchase commercial halibut needed to stay within the atlocation,
GHL Management measures may not be necessary.

Therefore, | encourage the Council to take no action because none is neaded at this
time. Thanks again for your attention.

Sincerely,

Shaw Patterson,

Woodland Charters & Lodging ( www.woodiandcharters.com )
PO Box 8975

Kodiak, Alaska. -99615 Daytime phone: 907-486-8429
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May 28, 2007

Harry C. Sinz /QQ,E?’#- _
P.O. Box 110985 ffh e

Anchorage, AK 99511 T .

M4r - .
VIA FACIMILE 20 2 U
Ms. Stephanie Madsen dgy
Chair W-ﬁ,p&
North Pacific Fishery Management Council e
605 West 4™ Ave., Suite #306

Anchorage, AKX 99501
907-271-2817 (fax)

Re:  Reguest for Action on GHL Managemeni/Halibut Charter Fleet.
Dear Ms. Madsen,

1 am writing to express my continued concemn over the contentious struggle surrounding
the continued unabated growth in the charter sector’s annual halibut harvests, and to
strongly urge you to move quickly to adopt effective management measures to control
charter harvest in Area 2C and 3A to the GHL. With effectively 14 years of effort behind
us....it is way past the time for meaningful action. Clearly the Council showed it’s
determination to hold the charter harvest to the GHL in the unanimous vote during the
April, 2006 meeting (until a long term solution is in effect). We expect that this will be
adhered too, and that meaningful action is forthcoming.

Many are now suggesting that the Council take action to convert the GHL to a
““percentage-based allocation” that moves with abundance, along with a program that
facilitates compensated transfer betwesn the commercial and charter sectors. The
percentage should be derived from the existing GFIL, and any subsequent transfers
should flow between willing buyers and sellers, as dictated by the market. To subsidize
the charter sector’s purchase of commercial quota is not equitable, especially since many
of us 100k on such risk on cur own, and paid so much to acquire commercial sector quota
in these past years without such assistance. Very tricky waters you are entering here.

The Council and the NMFS need to fake the necessary steps to manage the charter sector
within the boundaries of its allocation today, and not through this continuation of broken
promises 10 do so tomorrow. 11trust that the Coumcil will act promptly and responsibly
on this matter.

Respectfully,

ﬁ&%-c--és—g‘

Harry C. Sinz
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To: Ms Stephunic Madsen - L;‘:’
Chair, NFFMC B oopn. e
505 West 4% Ave, Ste 306 )

Anchorage, AK 99501 Mo,
L af, .g.

 urn writing to encourae the council to adopt measurs Lo control the charter halibut
caich to the GHL as passed by the council . T caught my first commercial halibut using 8
rod and reel at Vitskari rocks near Sitka. At that time, 1967, there was a small
commercial fleet that operated with rod and reel and hand skates operating oul of Sitka.
Sports fishers could get a halibut anytime they wanted one at Vitskari. Entcr the charter
flcet in ever larger numbers and Vitskari Rocks as well as most of the easify reached rod
and ree] areas are almost devoid of halibut. The LAMP has nol served its purpose. The
majority of sports halibut caught at this time are those coming from charter boats
anchoring in 50 to 70 futhoms.

I dropped out of the commercial halibut fishery in the 70s and reenterd in the 80s. 1

received a small quota when TFQs were implemented and since that time have purchased

two mote blacks for myself and my wife. As salmon prices declined, it was either that or

get out of the business and take a wash on my investment in boat and gear. The fishery

had stabilized, 1 thought, and it seemed that the only problems with a steady fishery were

with stock fuctuations. ‘Then along came the charter fleet with no regulations and no

pertinent rogulations since the influx by NMES or the council. The federal government-

the council is & part of this-fefl (he commercial ficet out of the picture except for the fees 7
0 operatc the long line IFQ programs in Alaska.

‘The council nceds to implement measures to keep the charter fleet to its GHL and
develop measurcs, 11Qs, to keep THAT commercial fleet to its quota. My family has
invested our savings in this fishery and we are being usurped by an unregulated
commercial charter flect.

Tdo not believe that there should be an alfowable program that will transfer quota from
the commurciai fleet to the charter fleet. There is mor¢ (o consider than the peopic doing
the harvesting. There are fish plants and employces of thuse plants that depend on
product coming through the doors. The more reallocation that occurs, the Jess
employment availablc for residents, ‘

Thes council nueds to live up to its obligations to alt resource users and stop the
unregulated growth of the charter catch of the haiibut resource.

Singerely,
dobufm(ﬁi%dl
PV Alice Faye

Box 1367

Sitka, AK 99835

‘“f-q a7, Roo'l
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PO Box 478, Homer, AK 0DB03
www.alaskaohorter.org

May 29, 2007

Ms, Stepbartie Madsen, Chair

North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
605 West 4%, Suite 306

Anchorage, Ak. 99501-2252

Re: Halibut Charter Issues/GHL Measures
Dear Madasne Chair,

The Alaska Charter Association’s Board of Directors sincerely hopes that in the future, charter
items do not appear on the agenda for the Norih Pacific Fisheries Managerment Council’s June
meetings. The overwhelming majority of our membership, as well as our officers, are fully engaged in
their operations since they are beginning to enter 4 very busy time of the season. Because of our
obligations to our customers and businesses, June meetings make it extremely difficult or impossible to
attend and properly participate in these meetings dealing with critical issues to our industry. We prefer
to have a proper opportunity to participate in these meetings without putting an inordinate burden on
our businesses. By its very nature, our season is too short to enable us to afford to be absent for a week.
We urge your oonsideration in the future that charter items do not appear on June's agenda.

After reviewing the proposed Guideline Ilarvest Level (GHL) proposed restrictive measures for
2008, based on the current fishery data, the ACA strongly belicves that it is inappropriate for this
Couneil to take any adverse action against the charter recreational angling public and charter opcrators
at this time. According to the Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G), the 2006 Statewide
Harvest Survey (SWHS)* will not be complete vmtil the end of August of 2007. The GHL was based
upon the SWHS, not charter logbook data. Henee, the 2007 figures will not be complete until August
of 2008. Yet, this Council is proposing 1o take further restrictive action for 2008 when the final [igures
in 2006 are not even complete, and the 2007 season has just begun? At the very least, it is premature {0
take action for 2008 when we do not definitively know what even occurred in 2006.

Concerning the proposed annual bag limits, clients book trips based upon expectations, If those
expectations are substantially reduced, they simply will not book a trip; thus, it will reduce the
economic benefits to charter operators, a multitude of related support industries, tourism based
husinesses, coastal communities, the State of Alaska and the United States of America in general.

Currently, ADF&G has the data on the number of one day, three day, seven day, fourteen day
and annual licenses purchased by non-residents each year. ADF&G also has the charter logbook data
that will show how many individuals fish more than one day. This data should be attained and
summarized prior 10 establishing an annual bag limit.
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From empirical data gained by discussions with ACA members, lodges heavily depend on
multiple-day bookings as well as long-range, multiple-day operators. A great many Alaskans fish morc
than one or two trips on day boats per scason. With an appropriate annual bag limit, it will also
properly address the skipper/crew fish issue (caplains and crew are recreational anglers, too). This data
should be attained before any further action is taken so a properly informed decision can be made. The
data are available from ADF&G.

Tnstead of this Council expending time on reducing harvests within the GHL, appropriate
adjustment options should be explored 0 account for recent participation and future demands by the
charter recreational angling public, and the GHL should be amended to float with abundance. Past and
recent trends by the angling public should be incorporated, and a comprehensive social-economic
study roust be complated before a thoroughly informed decision can be made. The social and economic
benefits that the charter recreational angling public provides are tremendous and should be assessed in
a formal study. This Council needs to gain more pertinent data, not just act on the will of those in
opposition to the charter fishing industry.

Sincerely yours,

Gregory M. Sutter
President

. Cc; Dr. William Hogarth
Adm. Conrad Lautenbacher, Jr.
Mr. Carlos Gutierrez

* In the past, it has been reported that the SWHS data by ADF&G have experienced estimated errors
as high as 20 to 25 percent.
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FAX (807) 2712817 RECE R
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Chair MAY 2 4 [Ty
Narth Pacific Fishery Management Council 4
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306 M
Anchorage, AK $9501 PrEMC

First off, | wish to express my deep gratitude for the many decades of hard decision
making and farsighted management that have protected the halibut resource from over
harvesting. Before the sport charter operators massively expanded their fleet, that resource
was already allocated and utilized. When IFQ’s became the reality for effective management
of the commercial longline fleet, 1, as a crewman, was left with nothing more than 2 certificate
that allowed me to buy [FQ's. As you know, it is an expensive asset to buy on the open
market. Luckily for me, my captain gave me a block of quota in fair compensation for many
years of deckhanding. Now, another user group, aimost out of the blue, wants to steal my
hard work. | might as well open my billfold and say “Here, go ahead and take the food off my
table, the roof from over my head, the fuel out of my boat and my hard won fuiure as a
commercial fisherman.” All my alarm bells are ringing.

| urge you to adopt effective measures to control charter harvest in Area 2C to the GHL
and fo ensure that these measures are implemented in time for the 2008 charter
season. Commercial fishermen have asked the Council for the past 14 years to stop the open-
ended reallocation of halibut from the commercial to the charter sector. Fourteen years is a
long time to wait. In April 2006, the Council committed by a unanimous vote to manage the
halibut charter sector to the GHL until superseded by a long-term management strategy.
Please keep that commitment.

A moratorium on the sport charier fleet will only be effective if it is based on a per client
or vesse! basis instead of a business enfity basis. Also, just as | took a significant reduction in
my poundage this year, | believe the charter fleet must accept abundance based allocation.

I have invested in the halibut quota share program and fishery with the expectation that
the resource will continue to be well managed and that the Council will fairly balance the needs
of all who depend on the halibut resource, from consumers through fishermen and
processors. | respectiully request that the Council live up to that expectation.

Sincerely,

égﬁmow S/ 2P7

P.O. Box 217
Gustavus, Alaska 99826
(907) 697-2429
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FAX (907) 271-2817

Ms Stephanie Madsen

Chair

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

Anchorage. AK 29501

| am writing to urge you to adopt effective management measures to
control the growth of charter harvest of halibut in Area 2c to the
Guideline Harvest Leve! and to ensure that these measures are In
place for implementation in time for the 2008 charter season. 1
would also urge you to move forward with similarly effective
measures in Area 3A. Commercial fishermen, and by extension
halibut lovers in North America who depend on commercial
harvesters to deliver their dinners to retalt and restaurant markets,
have been asking since 1993 for the Councll te act effectively to
stop the open ended reallocation of the halibut resource ta the
charter sector. In April 2006, the Council committed by unanimous
vote to manage the halibut charter sector effectively to

the GHL until superseded by a iong-term management strategy.
Please keep that commitment.

On the issue of charter moratorium. it is imperative that it be applled
on a per client or vessel basls. If a husiness entity |s granted a
moratorlum permit without restrictions on expanding their fleet
capacity, It wili only exacerbate and increase the reallocation and
catch rate. In my own community of Gustavus and other communties
in the Icy Straits/Cross Sound region we have witnessed a large
increase In numbers of new charter boats this spring. Perhaps the
buyers of this additional fleet capacity are banking on continuatioen
of the siow pace of reform In management, or that when some
measure does finally come down they can demand compensation for
their "loss of established business”.

On the issue of voluntary ¢r forced compensated transfer to the
charter sector. | have bought IFQ and been making large debdt
service payments to ensure my own family's financial security into
my old age. | first longlined for Halibut in 1982, handpulling Iinto an
18 foot open boat that | resurrected off the beach. | will be 67 years
old before my scheduled IFQ debt Is pald off in 2012. | am hoping to
live long enaugh to enjoy some halibut Income In my 70°s and 80’s, If
| were forced to sell my current IFQ, there is no reasonably safe
place to reinvest the proceeds of such sale {after taxes of course)
that would provide an equivatent Iincome and security.

p.2
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| have invested money. blood, sweat, and tears in the halibut guota
share program and fishery with the expectation and assurances that
the resource would continue to be well managed both hy the IPHC
and the Council to fairly and effectively balance the needs of all
who depend on the hallbut resource, from consumers through
fishermen and processor cominunities. | respecttully request that the
Council live up to that expectation.

Sincerely,
Peda Tucaer . F¥_ZAAISTH ___
Adaress_Po _Box_217 .

p.3
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Mg Stephanie Madsen

Chair U e

Notth Pacific Fishery Management Counoil ) O D}

605 West 4® Strest Suite 306 e

Anchorage, AK 99501 LAY 29 2007
PG

Dear Chair Madsen,

I am & 24 year old commercial fishermen who has invested in halibut IFQ in area
2C, currently 8,000 Ib. I ows the AX division of Investments $45,000

T hope the council will take action immediately to contrel the charter harvest in
2C and 3A to the GHL and convert the existing charter GHL amount into a hard
allocation for the charter fleet. I hope a long term strategy can be implemented
soon to protect my investment and longtime family oocupation.

Thank you for your time

I S

Jeff Blankenship
Owner/Operator F/V Quicksilver
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North Pacific Fisheries Management Council Memory Moke? Chartens
805 W 4% Avenue, Suite 306 f]‘“;l;\.,u | Homer, AK. 99603
Anchorage AK 99501-2252 May 2y ~ w

Fax (907) 271-2817 2007

Dear Council Member, N'ﬁﬂﬁlc.

i own and operate fitemidy Mviker . and have been in business since Zcoy/ | request

postponement of all charter issues until October. Our short fishing season has begun so | am not
abie to attend the June, 2007 council mesting. | am commenting on the compensated reallocation
report (C-1a) and Area 2C GHL measures (C-1b) as they pertain to Charter Halibut Management.

[ truly believe the reaflocation report and final action for Area 2C GHL measures are premature, at
this time. The Council has passed final action for the moratorium-this is the first step in limiting
charter fishing. In October 2007, the Councif will take up the topic of equitable afiocation. Only
after this has been determined should there be any discussion on compensated reallocation
elements. | request postponement of discussion on compensated reallocation untii the October
meeting.

We will not have final harvest data for 2008 until the fall, 2007. Currently the Council is working with
trends, and not real numbers - final action should not be based on

projections. Furthermore, the Council's premature actions are encouraging the rapid expansion of
bare-boat rentals and unguided sport harvests by non-residents of Alaska. Going back to C-1a, 1
am against the individuaj buy back option. | am more inclined toward an aggregate buy back option
and recommend the Council research & government buy back provision.

For C-1b, Area 2C GHL. Management Measures, | am for Alternative 1, No Action. There are

problems with all of Altemnative 2 options because of the diversity of private businesses within the

gulded sport industry. The risk of negatively impacting Alaska’s tourism industry Is profound. | am

definitely strongly opposed to QOption 4, which will reduca the bag timit to one fish per day. The

tsgkon ang!;ar will not tolerate a daily bag limit of one halibut. Bottom line — final action should not be
en unti

final numbers for 2006 are confirmed. Between the Moratorium, a raise in allocation

and a method 10 purchase commercial halibut needed to stay within the allocation, GHL
Management measures may not be necessary.

Therefore, | encourage the Council to take no action because none is needed at this time. Thanks
again for your attention.

éﬂf""é{ﬂ a\k“aﬂ-{ # WWM Cladens)

s "Qpr- 23S -246S”

Sincerely,
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North Pamﬁc Fisheries Management Council
605 W 4™ Avenue, Suite 306

Anchorage AK 99501-2252 WBR2
Fax (907) 271-2817 o

Dear Council Member
| own and operate Hi & and have been in business since Kkl
postponement of all charter ssues until October. Our short fishing se son has begun
so | am not able to attend the June, 2007 council meeting. | am commenting on the
compensated reallocation report (C-1a) and Area 2C GHL measures (C-1b) as they
pertain to Charter Halibut Management.

| truly believe the realtocation report and final action for Area 2C GHL measures are
premature, at this time. The Council has passed final actien for the moratorium-this
is the first step in limiting charter fishing. In October 2007, the Council will take up
the topic of equitable allocation. Only after this has been determined should there
be any discussion on compensated reallocation elements. | request postponement of
discussion on compensated reallocation until the October meeting.

We will not have final harvest data for 2006 until the fall, 2007. Currently the Council
is working with trends, and not real numbers - final action should not be based on
projections. Furthermore, the Council’s premature actions are encouraging the rapid
expansion of bare-boat rentals and unguided sport harvests by non-residents of
Alaska. Golng back to C-1a, 1 am against the individual buy back option. | am more

inclined toward an aggregate buy back option and recommend the Council research a
government buy back provision.

For C-1b, Area ZC GHL Management Measures, | am for Alternative 1, No Action.
There are problems with all of Alternative 2 options because of the diversity of
private businesses within the guided sport industry. The risk of negatively impacting
Alaska’s tourism industry is profound. | am definitely strongly opposed to Option 4,
which will reduce the bag limit to one fish per day. The sport angler will not tolerate
a daily bag limit of one halibut. Bottom line - final action should not be taken until
final numbers for 2006 are confirmed. Between the Moratorium, a raise in allocation
and a method to purchase commercial halibut needed to stay within the allocation,
GHL Management measures may not be necessary.

Therefore, 1 encourage the Council to take no action because none is needed at this
time. Thanks again for your attention.

Sincgrely,
S
. Alred

2443 kachemak drive
907-299-0793

LOS9SEZLOB ' alg B¥:¢ LODZ2 B2 REW
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May 29, 2007

North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
605 W 4™ Avenue, Suite 306

Anchorage AK 99501-2252

Fax (907) 271-2817

Dear Council Member,

Thank you for coming te Sitka. | regret being unavailable for oral testimony next
week, but during the summer, | have daily reservations for sport fishing charters. |
own and gperate LegaSea Fishing Charters and have been in business since 2001.

| am commenting on the compensated reallocation report (C-1a) and Area 2C GHL
measures {(C-1b) as they pertain to Charter Halibut Management.

| truly believe the reallocation report and final action for Area 2C GHL measures are
premature, at this time. The Council has correctly moved to put a moratorium in
place. In October 2007, the Council will take up the topic of equitable allocation.
Only after this has been determined do | see a need to discuss compensated
reallocation elements.

Another important reason to postpone these topics, is because by October 2007, the
Council wiit have final harvest data from 2006, to work with. Currently the Councit is
working with trends, and not real numbers. Furthermore, the Council’s premature
actions are encouraging the rapid expansion of bare-boat rentals and unguided sport
harvests by non-residents of Alaska.

Going back to C-1a, | am against the individual buy back option. | am mere inclined
toward an aggregate buy back option and recommend the Council research a
government buy back provision.

For C-1b, Area 2C GHL Management Measures, § am for Alternative 1, No Action.
There are problems with all of Alternative 2 options because of the diversity of
private businesses within the guided sport industry. The risk of negatively impacting
Alaska’s tourism industry is profound. 1 am definitely strongly cpposed to Option 4,
which will reduce the bag limit to one fish per day. The sport angler wilt not tolerate
a daily bag limit of one halibut.

Therefore, ! encourage the Council to take no action because none is needed at this
time. Thanks again for your attention.

Sinatj;lz;z“ 8_,{,

Christopher Hashiguchi
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May 29, 2007
Nerth Pacific Fisheries Management Council i
605 W 4™ Avenue, Suite 306
Anchorage AK 99501-2252
Fax (907) 271-2817
Dear Councit Member, MPE N
Thank you for coming to Sitka, [ regret being unavailable for oral testimony next
week, but during the summer, | have dafly reservations for sport fishing charters. |
own and operate Nautilus Charters, LLC and have been in business since 2003. | was
born and raised in Sitka and believe that we need to carefully proceed so both charter
and commercial fishing can flourish for years to come.
I am commenting on the compensated reallocation report (C-1a) and Area 2€ GHL
measures (C-1b) as they pertain to Charter Halibut Management.
I truly believe the reallocation report and final action for Area 2C GHL measures are
premature, at this time. The Council has correctly moved to put a moratarium in
place. In October 2007, the Council will take up the topic of equitable allocation.
Only after this has been determined do | see a need to discuss compensated
reallocation elements. )

Another important reason to postpone these topics, is because by October 2007, the
Council will have final harvest data from 2006, to work with. Currently the Council is
working with trends, and not real numbers. Furthermore, the Council’s premature
actions are encouraging the rapid expansion of bare-boat rentals and unguided sport
harvests by non-residents of Alaska.

Going back to C-1a, | am against the individual buy back option. | am more inclined
toward an aggregate buy back option and recommend the Council research a
government buy back provision.

For C-1b, Area 2C GHL Management Measures, | am for Alternative 1, No Action.
There are problems with all of Alternative 2 optfons because of the diversity of
private businesses within the guided sport industry. The risk of negatively impacting
Alaska’s tourism industry is profound. | am definitely strongly opposed ta Option 4,
which will reduce the bag limit to one fish per day. The sport angler will not tolerate
a daily bag limit of cne halibut.

Therefare, | encourage the Council to take no action because none is needed at this
time. Thanks again for your attention.

Sincerely,
Casey Geuld N
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May 29, 2007 P R
Ms. Stephanie Madsen, Chair WAy 9 o
North Pacific Fisheries Management Council & 2007
605 West 4™, Suite 306 .
Anchorage, Ak. 99501-2252 MBRey .

Re: Halibut Charter Issues/GHL Measures
Dear Madame Chair,

The Alaska Charter Association’s Board of Directors sincerely hopes that in the future, charter
items do not appear on the agenda for the Norsth Pacific Fisheries Management Council’s June
meetings. The overwhelming majority of cur membership, as well as our officers, are fully engaged in
their operations since they are beginning to enter a very busy time of the season. Because of our
obligations to our customers and businesses, June meetings make it extremely difficult or impossible to
attend and properly participate in these meetings dealing with critical issues to our industry. We prefer
to have a proper opporfunity to participate in these meetings without putting an inordinate burden on
our businesses, By its very nature, our season is too short to emable us to afford to be absent for a week.
We urge vour consideration in the firture that charter items do not appear on June’s agenda.

After reviewing the proposed Guideline Harvest Level (GHL) proposed restrictive measures for
2008, based on the current fishery data, the ACA strongly believes that it is inappropriate for this
Council to take any adverse action against the charter recreational angling public and charter operators
at this tiine, According to the Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G), the 2006 Statewide
Harvest Survey (SWHS)* will not be complete until the end of August of 2007, The GHL was based
upon the SWHS, not charter loghook data. Hence, the 2607 figures will not be complete unti{ August
of 2008. Yet, this Council is proposing to take further restrictive action for 2608 when the final figures
in 2006 are not even complete, and the 2007 season has just begun? At the very least, it is premature to
take action for 2008 when we do not definitively know what even occurred in 2006.

Concerning the proposed annual bag limits, clients book trips based upon expectations. If those
expectations are substantially reduced, they simply will not book a trip; thus, it will reduce the
economic benefits to charter operators, 2 multitude of related support industries, tourism based
businesses, coastal communities, the State of Alaska and the United States of America in general.

Custently, ADF&G has the data on the number of one day, three day, seven day, fourteen day
and annual licenses purchased by non-residents each year. ADF&G also has the charter logbook data
that will show how many individuals fish more than one day. This data should be attained and
summarized prior to establishing an annual bag limit,
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From empirical data gained by discussions with ACA members, lodges heavily depend on
multipie-day bookings as well as long-range, multiple-day operators. A great many Alaskans fish more
than one or two irips on day boats per season. With an appropriate annual bag limit, it will also
properly address the skippet/crew fish issue (captains and crew are recreational anglers, too). This data
should be attained before any further action is taken so a properly informed decision can be made. The
data are available from ADF&G.

Instead of this Council expending time on reducing harvests within the GHL, appropriate
adjustment options should be explored to account for recent participation and future demands by the
charter recreational angling public, and the GHL shouid be amended to float with abundance. Past and
recent trends by the angling public should be incorporated, and a comprehensive social-economic
study must be completed before a thoroughly informed decision can be made. The social and economic
benefits that the charter recreational angling public provides are tremendous and should be assessed in
a formal study. This Council needs to gain more pertinent data, not just act on the will of those in
opposition to the charter fishing industry.

Cc: Dr. William Hogarth
Adm. Conrad Lautenbacher, Jr.
Mr. Carlos Gutierrez

* In the past, it has been reported that the SWHS data by ADF&G have experienced estimated errors
as high as 20 to 25 percent.
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North Pacific Fisheries Management Council i
605 W 4" Avenue, Suite 306 8 RFS
Anchorage AK 99501-2252

Dear Council Member,

Thank you for coming to Sitka. | regret being unavailable for oral testimony next week, but
during the summer, | have daily reservations for sport fishing charters. | own and operate
Sitka’s Secrets and have been in business since 1986.

| am commenting on the compensated reallocation report (C-1a) and Area 2C GHL measures
(C-1b) as they pertain to Charter Halibut Management.

| truly believe the reallocation report and final action for Area 2C GHL measures are
premature, at this time. The Council has correctly moved to put a moratorium in place. In
October 2007, the Council will take up the topic of equitable allocation. Only after this has
been determined do | see a need to discuss compensated reallocation elements.

Another important reason to postpone these topics, is because by October 2007, the Council
will have final harvest data from 2006, to work with. Currently the Council is working with
trends, and not real numbers. Furthermore, the Council's premature actions are encouraging
the rapid expansion of bare-boat rentals and unguided sport harvests by non-residents of
Alaska.

Going back to C-1a, | am against the individual buy back option. | am more inclined toward
an aggregate buy back option and recommend the Council research a government buy back
provision.

For C-1b, Area 2C GHL Management Measures, | am for Alternative 1, No Action. There are
problems with all of Alternative 2 options because of the large diversity of businesses within
the guided sport industry. The risk of negatively impacting Alaska's tourism industry is
profound. | am definitely opposed to Option 4, which will reduce the bag limit to one fish
per day. With over 80 percent of the halibut harvested by commercial fishermen in Alaska,
why should a sport angler tolerate a daily bag limit of one halibut?

Therefore, | encourage the Council to take no action because none is needed at this time.
Thanks again for your attention.

Sinc%/
=R,

Beverly P. Minn + Kent F. Hall + 500 Lincoln St. Unit B-Q « Sitka, Alaska 99835-7655 * (907) 747-5089
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North Pacific Fisheries Management Council ‘ 1 ;

605 W 4 Avenue, Suite 306
Anchorage AK 99501-2252
Fax (307) 271-2817

Dear Council Member, Y

| own and operate Whitewater Expeditions of Alaska and have been in business since 1997 and
have been an Alaska resident since 1979; | request postponement of all charter {ssues until
October. Qur short fishing season has begun 5o | am not able to attend the June, 2007 council
meeting, | am commenting on the compensated reatlocation report (C-1a) and Area 2C GHL
measures (C-1b) as they pertain to Charter Halibut Management.

| truly believe the reallocation report and final action for Area 2C GHL measures are
premature, at this time. The Council has passed finat action for the moratorium-this is the
first step in limiting chaster fishing. | do not support the moratorium because there is no
management plan for halibut and commercial interests throw away more dead by-catch than
chartered fisherman are allowed to catch for people to eat. In addition the halibut resource is
not equitably divided as per the Magnuson-Stevens act. In October 2007, the Council will take
up the topic of equitable allocation. Only after this has been determined should there be any
discussion on compensated reallocation elements. 1 request postponement of discussion on
compensated reallocation until the Cctober meeting.

We will not have final harvest data for 2006 unitil the fall, 2007. Currently the Council is
working with trends, and not real numbers - final action should not be based on

projections. Furthermare, the Council’s premature actions may force me out of business and
take away my famity’s livelihood. Going back to C-1a, | am against the individual buy back
option,

For C-1b, Area 2C GHL Management Measures, | am for Alternative 1, No Action. There are
problems with all of Alternative 2 options because of the diversity of private businesses within
the guided sport industry. The risk of regatively impacting Alaska’s tourism industry is
profound. | am definitely strongly opposed to Option 4. Bottom line - final action should not
be taken until final numbers for 2006 are confirmed. Between the raise in allocation and a
methed to purchase commercial halibut needed to stay within the allocation, GHL
{anagement measures may not be necessary. Therefore, | encourage the Council to take no
action because none is needed at this time. Thanks again for your attention.

Sincerely,

Jeff B. Jones

PO Box 7001
Nikiski, AK 99635
(907) 776-5277
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605 W 4™ Avenue, Suite 306 A
Anchorage AK 99501-2252

Fax (907) 271-2817 MPEW.C.
Dear Council Member,

} own and operate Black Rock Charters in Gustavus, Alaska and have been in business
since 1999; | request postponement of all charter issues untit Octeber. Our short
fishing season has begun so | am not able to attend the June, 2007 council meeting. |
am commenting on the compensated reallocation report (C-1a) and Area 2C GHL
measures (C-1b) as they pertain to Charter Halibut Management.

[ truly believe the reallocation report and final action for Area 2C GHL measures are
premature, at this time. The Council has passed final action for the moratorium-this
is the first step in limiting charter fishing. In October 2007, the Council will take up
the topic of equitable allocation. Only after this has been determined should there
be any discussion on compensated reallocation elements. | request postponement of
discussion on compensated reallocation until the October meeting.

We will not have final harvest data for 2006 until the fall, 2007. Currently the Council
is working with trends, and not real numbers - final action should riot be based an
projections. Furthermore, the Council’s premature sctions are encouraging the rapid
expansion of bare-boat, rentals and unguided sport harvests by non-residents of
Alaska. Going back to C-1a, | am against the individual buy back option. | am more
inclined toward an aggregate buy back option and recommend the Council research a
government buy back provision.

For C-1b, Area 2C GHL Management Measures, | am for Alternative 1, No Action.
There are problems with all of Alternative 2 options because of the diversity of
private businesses within the guided sport industry. The risk of negatively impacting
Ataska’s tourism industry is profound. | am definitely strongly opposed to Option 4,
which will reduce the bag limit to one fish per day. The sport angler will not tolerate
a daily bag timit of one halibut. Bottom line - final action should not be taken until
final numbers for 2006 are confirmed. Between the Moratorium, a raise in allocation
and a methed to purchase commergial halibut needed to stay within the allocation,
GHL Management measures may not be necessary.

Therefore, | encourage the Council to take no action because none is needed at this
time. Thanks again for your attention.

Sincerely,

]

Black Rock Charters
PO Box 36
Gustavus, AK 9%26 www. black rockchates. com

907~ 67-27%6
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FAX (907) 271-2817

Ms Stephanie Madsen

Chair

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

Anchorage, AK 98501

Pooteck pblie necesy 4o G

| am writing to urge you to adopt effective management measures to control charter harvest in
Area 2C to the GHL and to ensure that these measures are implemented in time for the 2008
charter season. | would also urge you to move forward as quickly as possible with simitarly
effective measures in Area 3A. Commercial fishermen have asked the Council for the past 14
years to stop the open-ended reallocation of halibut from the commercial to the charter

sector. Fourteen years is a long time to wait. In April 2006, the Council committed by
unanimous vote to manage the halibut charter sector to the GHL until superseded by a long-
term management strateqy. Please keep that commitment. Each sector needs to live within
its allocation until 2 mechanism for compensated reallocation is established.

| further request that the Council convert the GHL. to a percentage-based allocation that
fluctuates with abundance and implement a mechanism that allows compensated transfer
between the commercial and charter seclors. The percentage must be derived from the
existing GHL and all subseguent transfers must be between willing buyers and willing sellers.
Finally, | oppose any permanent revenue streams to the charier sector that would subsidize
charter purchase of quota share. Charter operators that want to increase their halibut harvest
should pay more for that opportunity.

I have investad in the halibut quota share program and fishery with the expectation that the
resource will continue to be well managed and that the Council will fairly balance the needs of
all who depend on the halibut resource, from consumers through fishermen and processors. |
respectfully request that the Council live up to that expsctation.

Sincerely,
Hﬂ’b MM-)"NJ ! 5/28/2007
\/\% y A
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Dear Stephanic Madsen;

I'am a lifc long Alaska resident. 1 have been fishing
commercially for the last 35 years. 1 hold halibut quota
share in arca 2C. 1 have built my fishing business over the
years by purchasing halibut and black cod quota. To this
point | have purchased 60% of my halibut quota. of which a
portion is financed with First Bank, ‘T'o reallocate quota to
the charter operators with out compensation would be a real
financial hardship on me. [ would have 10 rethink my
whole business plan. I'm not surc what I would do as this
is my primary fishery and incomeg,

Picase support holding the charter sector to their GHL.
They have known for years that they are exceeding their
GHL. I think they should adjust their business plan as most
of the commercial sector have purchased more quota and
ar¢ heavily financed. for some of us to lose quota would be
a severe hardship if not put us out ol business.
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605 W 41" Avenue, Suite 306 MAY 9 o 200 LJ
Anchorage AK 99501-2252 ?

Fax 271-2817
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Dear Council Member,

Thank you for coming to Sitka. | regret being unavailabie for oral testimony next
week, but during the summer, | have dafly reservations for sport fishing charters. |
awn and operate Raindancer Charters & Inn and have been in business since 1993.

| am commenting on the compensated reallocation repart (C-13) and Area 2C GHL
measures (C-1b) as they pertain to Charter Halibut Management,

I truly believe the reatlocation report and final action for Area 2C GHL measures are
premature, at this time. The Council has ¢orrectly moved to put a moratorium
place. In Qctober 2007, the Council will take up the topic of equitable allocation.
Only after this has been determined do | see a need to discuss compensated
realiocation elements.

Another important reascn tc postpone these topics, is because hy October 2007, the

Council witl have final harvest data from 2006, to work with. Currently the Council is

working with trends, and not real numbers. Furthermore, the Council’s premature

actions are encouraging the rapid expansion of bare-boat rentals and unguided sport ‘)
harvests by non-residents of Alaska.

Gaoing back to C-1a, I am against the Individual buy back option. 1 am mare inclined

toward an aggregate buy back option and recommend the Councit research a
government buy back provision.

For C-1b, Area 2C GHL Management Measures, | am for Alternative 1, No Action.
There are problems with al! of Alternative 2 options because of the diversity of
private businesses within the guided sport industry. The risk of negatively impacting
Alaska’s tourism industry is profound. | am definitely strongly opposed to Option 4,
which will reduce the bag limit to one fish per day. The sport angler will not tolerate
a daily bag limit of one halibut.

Therefore, | encourage the Council to take no action because none is needed at this
time. Thanks again for your attention.

Sincerely, L s - . .
S
{}f
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VIAF 07-271-2817 AND MAIL
Stephanie Madsen, Chair

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

Dear Ms. Madsen,

I have fished halibut in 2C since 1982. In 1993 and 1994, [ barvested a combined
black cod and halibut poundage totaling 85,000 pounds each year. The first year of
Individual Fishing Quotas (IFQs) I received 7,840 pounds of halibut and ne black cod.
Based on the gualifying years, 1 was given poundage, which turned out to be my worst
years—I was also trolling during those years and fishing alone. To date, I still have no
black cod, but I have invested over $250,000 in halibut IFQs. It is a good system and
assures a quality product for the consumer. More important is the fact that the
International Pacific Halibut Commission (IPHC) can effectively manage the halibut
stocks for conservation.

The present system with a guideline harvest level (GHL) that is not enforced,
perpetuates a consistent anmual over-harvest, and therefore presenis am ongoing
conservation problem that is good for nobody, especially the halibut stocks. As vou are
aware, as a commercial Ssherman if I over-harvest my halibut IFQ share [ suffer the
consequences the following year — any overage being subtracted from my allowable catch
and a monetary penalty for anything over 10%.

Froper conservation of the balibut resource by the IPHC dictates that you fulfill
your meandate by ratiopal mapagement of all user groups, including the Halibut
Sport/Charter Sector.

{ urge you to man in the existing Sport r GHL.

Respectfully, ,
Charles E. “Ed” Wood, Captain
F/V Talon

P.C, Box 383

Petersburg, AK 99833-0383

907-772-3480
email: talon@aptalaska net
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Ms Stephanie Madsen Y7
Chair ¥ <Yy, Lf://
Narih Pacific Fishery Management Council Ry o
605 West 4™ Avenue, Ste 306 “C
Anchorage, AK 99501
Dear Chair Madsen and Members of the Council,
On bebalf of the Halibut Coalition’s 10 member groups and over 500 individual members, we would
like to submit the following comments on Agenda iten C-1 (a) Stakeholder Committee report on
compensated reallocation.
The Halibut Coalttion strongly cacourages the Council to move forward with analysis ofa
compensated reallocation plan, and there are three main points we wonld like the Council to consider in
takinig this action. These are:
1, To simplify the framewaork for analysis so that it stays on tmck with and linked to the amalysis of an 7

initial allocation,

2. To recognize that the ‘common pool’ and “ndividual busivess’ models are not nutualiy exclusive
and that choosing both as an inferin solution dogs not force the Coumeil down a particular path toward
a permancut sohriion. in the futare.

3. To support the Stakeholder Committee's recommendation that all compensated reallocation should
occur aaly between willing sellers and buyers,

Simplify the j

At it's Aptil meeting, the Stakcholder Committes developed a full suite of elements and options for
consideration in a compensated reathocation plan. The fact that the Committee added more w the
Council's original motion rether than simplified it complicates the analysis, and is likely to make it
more difficult to keep it on track with the asalysis of the initial allocation. It is imperative for the
Couril to hold to the intent of the moticns matde at the last meeting to keep these two analyses linked
and moving forward together. The Council surely understands that without a compensated reallocation
plan, any action taken on initial allocation alone will become a vicious battle that will be destructive to
mmmmmﬁmmﬂnmmmmmiemm*sm
COMITIINILicS.

Therg are several ways for the Council to simplify the framework for analysis. First, the Council
should determine whether any of the entities or stroctures under Element | are not viable candidates o
Alaska Longline Fishermen’s Associatinn ¢ Cordova District Fishermen United ¢
Deep Sea Fishermen's Union ¢ Fidkipg Vessel Ovwners Associgtion ¢ Halibt Associstion of North
America ¢ North Paclfic Fiskeries Aswociation ¢ Petersbarg Vessel Owners Associafion ¢ '
United Cook Inlet Drift Associarion ¢ United Fishermen’s Marketing Association ¢
United Sontheast Alaxka Gillnetiers Association



mammeﬁﬂmmmmmmrbmwhmﬂdmmmMmme
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Council process alone. mmmcmmmmhmwommmar
o the kind of entity that a regional charter association might form. Within a State of Alaska
framework, mbﬁshingmgmmlmdaﬁmwmlquﬁmmmmmmmmodcls
ah'eadymistinmmhmefmmnfmcSm i mrpmﬁt(FNP)gh!demymaﬂ
the Regional Scafood Development Association (RSDA) programs. Consequently the legislative
proce&sish'lmlymbemremepﬁwtodﬁstypeofdwng&

process.
mere problems than possibilitics; Cowcil mﬂagmymﬁwillhavcmﬁgummnhowmmkcthis
program work for the charter sector. Wemmmmdﬂmﬂw(bmdlmuﬁrthamﬂysisby

MﬂwwwﬂdmdwwmmmofopﬁmﬁmnEMI and Elemcnt 2 appear
mostpmnuﬂng,md;damfyihuse for further analysis by staff. Conversely, the Council co:zalso

W@mnﬂhbﬂmﬁea@ﬁﬁﬁ&ﬂﬂ@ﬁﬁd&@%m@ﬂﬂaﬂ {,and
ﬂ*.cme&mdofﬁmdingﬂwmﬁ:‘onSurdm'Eamz.

For example, onc promising madel is for a regional charter association (Element 1, Option 2) to hold
mnmmialQSﬂzatismdmedﬂwwgheiﬁmahmﬁunﬂwSmufMDiﬁsimof
Tvestments (Element 2, Option 1, Sub-option l)oraImm{"tt:mmerS’»la:mpfomtlm(Elc:lru’.m?1
Option 2, Sub-option 1). Tﬁsmoddnnkumﬂhasalogimlmwsuwessﬁllpmmdm
cxist in the form of Alaska’s private non-profit (PNF) salmon hatchery program and Regional Seafood
Development Association program.

A modcl that is net likely to work is ote in whichﬂwSmanasimisdmmﬁty(ﬂemntl,Onionl,
Sub-option 1)mm5mmdmmmaﬁqsmmm joan progran (Element 2,
Option. 2, Sub-option 1). The proposition that the State of Alaska wonid participate io and compete
with iadividuael commercial halibat fishcrmen for Foderal loans docsn’t seem likely.

Wmﬁmﬁmwml and Element 2, the Council is likely to
damnﬁwwhhbmﬁcbwiﬂhwamasmblcclmwmfmmﬂmmmmmm@
modcls have no chance of suceess and should be eliminated.



Fourth, the Coumeil could eliminate the least viable options under Element 3 describimg the possible
wvmuesummﬁmwldpayoﬁﬂmmmbmkmedwpmd\ammmmwfmﬂwdm
scctor. Based an information provided by agencies at the Stakeholder meeting, it appears that all of the
sub-options under a Federat ﬁmmwmkhaveﬁnaleastlﬁmtydmnoeofmmandcmﬂdﬂm‘efmb?
considered for elimination, Al of&mmbwﬁmmﬁmmdmgeatﬁm .‘Fedetpl icvel, which

under Element 3.

K] ‘i ILl-Il."i J _|__:'\‘\:

e “‘common pool” ane wre not ymtually exchugive,
SWM%MMWWamMMIm@WWm
m&Lmﬂmmﬁm&nhﬂiﬁdﬂMmﬂylwﬂsmaMﬁQw@mma
<olufion do not hold watcr on closer serutiny, The two models are complimentary, not
gy exclusive. Andﬂieh:dividualmsinessmlmn!demﬁmemmﬁalmcommrgcwitha
permancut solution in the futre. Rismwaﬁveforﬁwc«nﬁimkwﬂmnb@indwamlysi&

BAS 1T

hmcomnmnpmlnmddufmgmdiuﬂomimﬁEmeofthMablafor
tarvest by the charter sector is increased through putchascs of commercis] sectar QS that are added to
the charter scctor’s common pool. Hmver,itissﬁlipossﬂ:leﬂutmgumﬂmﬁﬂbe
mmwmmmmmm&ﬁonwmhmmﬁmﬁmmmdmm
ﬁme,mﬂmhmMamhmddeMdemndﬂmamﬁmmw. The incividuat business
mdeYﬁwmmmsmaﬁﬁtymmm&MZﬁshhagﬁﬂﬁtﬁrﬂm;ﬁm through

mlnseofmnmiﬂQS,hymwhmmmiﬁwmgmmﬁmmm
nocessary. In this way, it is complimentary to the common pool model of compensated reallocation,
m&ﬂmmmmmmqudcuymmbhmmmdmmgm
IMEASUIRS.

It is also feasible to MmeWMMmﬁwmaﬁmm
sohution based soicly on a common pool model. Under this sconario, individual chayter operators who
parchased commercial QStouseﬁtcdamfslwdmingdﬂsinwimpaiodmuldhaveﬂteahﬂity
wscllﬂwirqumwhmrﬂyonﬂwopmmkabcfmﬂn imsplemcntation of a permanct solution,

Tmm@ﬁdmm@winﬁﬁmmmmddmmmmmMQsmm
in&ﬁmmmddumﬂmmmmampmlmﬁdv&ﬂﬁndMW
inlhewillingmuffanﬁﬁwtopayﬁ#pﬁva&sﬂmlmgfhrﬂmirchﬂdrminaddiﬁmto&emﬂwy
pay to fund public schools.

ompuuﬂedmuommnmstmwhnmkybamwmmghmmdwﬂm The vote to
mmm@mmamwfmﬂmﬂoﬁmmﬂw 2.6 0 4 vote, and thete is Wry
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halibut in 3A trades hands on an antral basis. Given that the amount of halibat available for sale in
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sector. Concems that commenrcial QS kolders will refusc to sell to charter operators are unfoumded:
commercial QS brokers can't cam a living if they don’t make a sal¢, and the identity of buyers and
sellers is never revealed until the papers arc sigied. In other words, market forces and the profit motive
will always trump the politics between the two sectors,

These are many other reasons why a forcod reallocation would be complex, unfair and Wighly
controversial. The ability to farly compensate cach commreial QS holder in a forced realiocation
would be tremendousty difficult if not impossible: it requires having accurate price information for
every transaction since the inception of the program,  Additionally, quota shares have been purchased
using a variety of loan programs and interest rates, and the terms of these loans would have to be
clearly nmdesstood before the Couneil coutd determing how to address them equitably. More
importantly, QS is often pledged as collateral for busincss and personal loans, and a sudden reduction in
the value of that coltateral could foree everyone to renegotiate these additional loans. This would be
highly controversial and likely to be cortested Iegally. Tt also raises questions about whether licns
against the QS would remain attached to the QS wntil fslly resolved. In sum, it makes no sense to
consider a forced reaflocation given the amaunt of QS availabla for sale each year, and the masket
forces that drive those saics. The Stakeholder Committee recognized this in its vote fo remove the pro-
rata ot forced allocation option from the framework.

The Halibut Coalition also believes that in the implementation of the compensated reallocation plan, it
is important for chaster opesators to kave a vested interest in the purchuse of commercial QS in the form
of fees or charpes paid dircetly by charter operators. When individuals have a direct fmancial interest
in such a program, they are more likely to watch over the program, 10 be pood stewards of the resouree,
and to fairly evahmte their impact.

In closing, the Halibut Coalition strongly encourases the Counicil to streamline the amlysis so that it
stays on track with and linked to the mitial allocation analysis, to recognizc that the conmen pool and
individual business models are complimentary models that can merge with any future pesmanent
sclution, and o suppant the Stakeholder Commitice’s rocommendation that all compensated
reallocation should occur only between willing sellers amd buyers.

Thank you for the opportumity to comment.

Sincercly,

Da Tl
Dan Falvey
Halibut Coalition
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Ms Stephanie Madsen, MAY 3 oa
Chair ‘
North Pacific Fishery Management Councit

605 West 4" Avenue, Ste 306 N.ERM.C,

Anchorage, AK 99501
Dear Chair Madsen and Members of the Counacil,

On behalf of the Halibut Coalition’s 10 member groups and over 500 individual
members, we wonld fike to submit the following comments on Agenda item C-1: Final
Action on 2C GHL Measures. We would also request some clarification of 2006
charter harvest numbers in Area 3A.

Area 2C GHI, meagures

As you are aware, the Halibut Coalition has committed many years of work and resources
10 resolving the halibut charter management issue. The Coalition has submitted public
testimony and participated in public forums at every opportunity. Since 1993, members
of the Halibut Coalition have requested that the Council recommend action to stop the
opened-ended reallocation of halibut from the commercial to the charter sector, Itis
difficult at this point to think of rew language and new ways to repeat the same request.
To the point: the Coalition respectfully requests that the Council adopt effective,
implementable, and enforceable management measures (o constrain charter harvest
to the GHL for 2008 and “until superseded by a long-term management strategy”™
(Council motion, April 20606). Because many current Council members have not besn
engaged with this issue through the now 14 year bistory of Coungcil involvement, the
Coalition would like to provide a historical perspective. It is our hope that this
perspective, and the timeline included below, will compel the Council and NOAA
Fisheries 1o at long last act decisively, effectively and unanimously to controt charter
harvest to the GHL.

An historic perspective on the halibut charter GHL

The origins of the GHL are traced to a decision by the Council to address the growth in
halibut charter harvest. In 1993, the rapid increase in that harvest caused concerns in the
Council about localized depletion of the halibut resource and about the reallocation of
halibut from the commercial to the charter sector. In 1995, the Council developed &

Alaska Longline Fishermen's Association 4 Cordova Didrict Fishermen United ¢
Deep Sea Fishermen's Union ¢ Fisking Vessel Owners Association 4 Halibut Assoclation of North
America ¢ Novth Pacific Fisherios Associction 4 Petersburg Vessel Ovwners Association ¢
United Cook Inlet Drift Associstion ¢ United Fiskermen's Marketing Association ¢
United Srutheast Aloska Gillneftars Association



problem statement to direct its analysis of issues associated with the charter halibut
fishery, One clement of that problem statement noted:

As there is currently no limit on the annual harvest of
halibut by charter operations, an open-ended reallocation
from the commercial fishery to the charter industry is
occurting, This reallocation may increase if the projected
growth of the charter industry occurs. The economic and
social impact on the commercial fleet of this open-ended
reallocation may be substantiai ...,

67 Fed. Reg. 3867 (Jan. 28, 2002).

In September 1997, four years after its initial concern about the expansion of the charter
Fishery and the growth in charter harvest, the Council adopted GHLSs in areas 2C and 3A,
NOAA Fisheries described the purpose and intent of the Council in the following words:

The Council stated its intent that guided

recreational harvests in excess of the GHL ... would trigger
other management measures to take effect in years
following attainment of the GHL, These measures would
restrict the guided recreational fishery and maintain
harvests within the GHL allocation.

68 Fed. Reg. 47256, 47257 (August 8, 2003).

Clearly the Council intended, and NOAA Fisheries understood, that the GHL was
intended to be an upper bound on charter harvest. Management measures would be
adopted to prevent that harvest level from being exceeded. However, because the Council
did not propose specific nanagement measures in 1997 to accompany the GHL, NOAA
Fisheries refused to consider the Council’ s GHL recommendation.

In response to NOAA Fisheries’ refusal to consider the GHL, the Council in February
2000 adopted a redefined GHL, this time establishing a suite of harvest restrictions that
would be triggered if the GHL was exceeded. According to NOAA Fisheries, the purpose
of the GHL and the framework management measures was to constrain the charter
harvest within the GHL. Id. at 47258,

However, NOA A Figheries objected to the proposed management measures because they
were part of a framework management plan. Leaving aside for the moment whether
NOAA Fisheries’ position on framework management plans is legally defensiblas, the
facts are that the Council viewed the GHL as an allocation to be enforced by appropriate
management measures. Ultimately, NOA A Fisheries approved the GHL in 2 final rule but
refused to approve the framework management measures. That an enforcing mechanism
was not included in the GHL at the time it was established does not mean that the GHL
was not established as an allocation. In fact, the preamble to the final rule promulgating



the GHL states unequivocally; “{t}he GHLs are established as a total maximum poundage
...” 1o be harvested by the charter fishery. /d

NOAA Fisheries also indicated that the Courcil fully intended that management
measures to maintain the GHL would be established. NOAA, Fisheries summanzed the
Council’s intent as follows:

The Council stated its intent that GHLs would not close the
fishery [in season], but would instead trigger other
management measures in years following attainment of the
GHL.. Id at 47259,

That the Council intended the GHL 10 be a maximum harvest amount which would be
maintained by management measures is a fact to which NOAA Fisheries also commits in
the 2007 Proposed Rule currently under review. Therein, NOAA Fisheries traces the
history of the GHL noting that in 1997 the Council stated its intent that “{i]f a GHL was
exceeded, other management measures would take effect in years following attainment of
the GFIL.™ 72 Fed. Reg. at 17073, NOAA Fisheries recognizes that “GHLs were not
designed to increase above their maximum amounts.” /4. Finally, NOAA Fisheries states:
“it is the Council's policy that the charter vessel fisheries should not exceed the GHLs
N - &

As the Council is well aware, when the GHL is exceeded, that excess results in 2
reallocation of halibut from the commercial to the charter sector, In the past three years,
that excess has been substantial and increasing in Area 2C, imposing significant costs on
the commercial halibut sector and exacerbating recognized problems of localized
depletion. In short, failure to manage to the GHL has resulted in a reallocation in
violation of the Council’s policy ard intent in establishing the GHL, a GHL approved by
the Secretary and eodified in Federal regulation.

As recently as April, 2006, the Council recommitted to managing the charter halibut
harvest to the GHLs established in the Federal Register, The Problem Statement for the
action cusrrently before the Council calls on the Council to: “[design] management
measures to maintain stability and prevent the GS sec¢tor from exceeding the GHL...”
Again, in the absence of new words with which to make the request, the Halibut
Coalition requests that the Council do just that: adopt effective management measures to
constrain charter harvest to the GHL. Fourteen years seems long enough,

Selecting & management package

The Halibut Coalition has always maintained that once the open ended reallocation was
addressed, management choices should be guided by the halibut charter industry. In
other words, Coalition members will suppost any suite of management measures provided
that suvite is conclusively calculated to constrain harvest to the GHL, is implementable

and enforceable, and does not result in unaccounted mortality of either halibut or bycatch
species.



That said, a review of the management alternatives assessed in the EA/RIR/IRFA
currently before the Council clarifies that an effective suite must include either the one
fish bag limit or annual limits. No other alternative or combination of alternatives
achieves the necessary harvest reductions. Both alternatives have been recommended for
implementation in the hafibut charter fishery during the past two years: the one fish bag
Timit by the IPHC and the annual limit by the Council. The one fish bag fimit was not
implemented as a result of political cbjections regarding process and international
precedence; the annual limit because of data confidentiality restrictions and “excessive”
enforcement costs (as defined by NOAA Fisheries). The Coalition believes all objections
1o be unfounded or corvectable. To this end, Coalition members request that the Council
address past failed efforts at implementation to ensure that measures selected at the June
meeting will in fact be effectively and immediately implemented. In other words, the
Coalition respectfully demands that NOAA Fisheries be forthcoming with any
objections or concerns prior 0 final action that might have bearing on effective
implementation of the proposed alternatives and Couneil recommendations.

Management measures 10 achieve a reduced 2C GHL

‘At the March Council meeting, the Coalition requested that the Council identify in June
twa suites of management alternatives, one that would accomplish harvest reductions to
the existing GHL and one that would accomplish harvest reductions to a 15% reduced
GHL. The Coalition made this request in recognition of the potential for reductions in
the 2C constant exploitation yield (CEY) to trigger a 15% reduction in the chaster GHL.
The Coalition appreciates the Council’s support for this addition to the analysis, and
wishes to recognize the outstanding efforts of staff to include appropriate alternatives in
the analysis. Because the 2C CEY will not be established until Japuary 2008, Coalition
members strongly urge the Council to identify for publication in the Proposed Rule the
two suites of managerent alternatives, Comments can then be solicited on both regimes,
allowing NOAA Fisheries to proceed with a final cule after the TPHC establishes the 2C
CEY in Jarary 2008. Failure to include the two regimes could vesult in the Council’s
recommended harvest conirol measures being completely inadequate 0 constrain charter
harvest to the lowered GHL or unacceptably delayed white the Council and NMFS
scramble to re-evaluate.

Anpual pre-season adjustments

Before leaving the issue of appropriate management ahternatives, the Coalition would like
1o question, once again, NOAA Fisheries past position that annual pre-5eason
adjustments to charter harvest contro! measures are not possible, and to urge the Council
to adopt at this meeting scaleable measures that lend themselves to anmual pre-Season
adjustment. The current crisis in 2C could have been avoided had NOAA Fisheries
helped the Council identify a mechanism for responsive, timely management instead of
creating regulatory roadblocks. For example, the percent reduction associated with the

able to adjust the anmual limit, or cOMpanion measures identified by the Council at this
meeting, on an anmual basis a5 appropriate to constrain or tiberalize charter harvest to
achieve the GHL. To remind the Council: NOAA Fisheries currently adjusts directed
fishing standards in the commercial fisheries both pre-season and in-season without ptior



notice and comment in an effort to manage fisheries to annual quotas, While the
Coalition recognizes the Council’s commitment to avoid in-season management of the
charter industry, we would point out that charter operations in the lower 48 have adjusted
to annua} pre-season managernent announcements, Seemingly the same could be
accomplished, with or without using the “F” word (frame working), in Alaska. The
Coalition requests that NOAA Fisheries actively pursue resolution of this issue and
identify at this meeting the necessary mechanism to accomplish such responsive

management.

Area 3A GHL measurts

The Coalition recognizes that consideration of 3A halibut charter management measures
is not on the Council’s agenda for this meeting. That said, the Coalition considers it
essential that ADFG provide, in writing ard through presentation, an explanation to the
Coungil of the metric being used to estimate the charter harvest as well a3 the metric
being used to estimate the offectiveness of management gieasures to prohibit retention by
skipper and crew 10 2007. An unequivocal answer to the question regarding the
magnitude of the 3A over s need—was the 2006 charter harvest in 3A 8% over the GHL
or 21% over the GHL? The Coalition understands that the official method for estimating
the charter harvest is based on the SWHS, which may not capture all skipper and crew
harvest, while the estimated effect of non-retention by skipper and crew is based on
togbook data, which does capture all skipper and crew harvest, Therefore, using logbook
estimates of skipper and crew harvest would appear to overestimate the actual effect of
this management measure as estimated by the SWHS, the official method of estimating the
charter harvest, We question the appropriateness of claiming unequivocally, &s reported
in the Federal Register, Vol. 72, No. 49, that the effect of non-retention by skipper and
crew on the charter harvest will be a 7.7 %0 10.6% reduction. How much less might it
actually be as estimated in the SWHS? How will skipper and crew fish be accounted for
in 2007 and beyond? While ADFG has provided partial explanations, the Coalition
believes a clarifying presentation, on the record, is essential to equitable and effective
progress on hafibut charter management in 3A.

Spmmary

In closing, the Halibut Coalition urges all Council members to read through the extensive
timeline below. The Coalition hopes that by reading the timeline Council members will
understand the profound frustration felt by halibut quota share holders. For fourteen
years commercial hafibut fishermen have asked that the Council stop the open ended
reallocation of quota from the commercial to the charter sector. The Council has
repeatedly committed to doing that by establishing the GHLs and by recommending
management measures to CONStrain charter harvest to the GHL. To date, no effective
measures have been implemented and the long-term strategy recommended by a previous
Council was rescinded. Once again, at this meeting we are making the same request:
adopt management measares that constrain charter harvest to the GHL ontil a
long-term management strategy is implemented. Hopefully the timeline will allow
you to appreciate the degres to which the failure to resolve this issue has destabilized the
halibut industry, undermined the publi¢’s confidence in this Council’s process, and pitted
neighbor against neighbor in Alaska’s coastal communities.



The Coalition also requests that the Council include two suites of management measures
in the Proposed Rule, one which achieves the existing GHL of 1.4 mitlion pounds and
one that achieves the reduced GHL of 1.2 million pounds, in the likely situation that the
2C CEY drops by 15% from the established baseline. Finally, the Coalition request that
the Council identify scaleable management measures that can be annually adjusted pre-
season as needed to constrain or liberate charter harvest to the GHL, and that NOAA
Fisheries commits to resolving existing roadblocks. Definitive action to stop the open
ended reallocation is clearly long overdue.

Thank you for your time and attention.

Sincerely,

CsEnn. s

Cathcrine Crawford, Cordova District Fishcrmen United

i

Jeff Stephan, Unitcd Fishermen’s Markcting Association

Wy A0 Y AR

Robert Alverson, General Manager, Fishing Vessel Owners Association

Linda

Linda Behnken, Alaska Longline Fishermen’s Association

Rotand Maw, United Cook Inlet Drift Association

/‘%.L ALt

Rhonda Hubbard, Kruzof Fisheries, LLC

.%--'}MM-A’

Jev Shelton, United Southcast Alaska Gillnetters
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Alaska Trollers Association

Peggy Parker, Executive Director, Halibut Association of North America

Copy:

Mrs. Sarah Palin, Governor, State of Alaska

Senator Ted Stevens, U.S. Senate

Senator Lisa Murkowski, U.S. Senate

Congressman Den Young, U.S. House of Representatives

Denby Lioyd, Commissioner, Alaska Department of Fish and Game

Dr Bruce Leaman, Executive Director, International Pacific Halibut Commission
Robert D. Mecum, Acting Regional Administrator, NMFS Alaska

Enclosure: Halibut Charter Timeline



HALIBUT CHARTER TIMELINE: A brief history of failed management
Since 1993, the Council has been concerned about the unchecked growth of the charter
halibut fishery, In particular, the Council’s_ Concerns have been directed toward local

never implemented, To be accurate, other regulatory agencies have shared in
undermining Mmanagement of the halibut charter sector, but none with the same
determined consistency as NOAA F isheries, The timeline below documents the history of
failed management. In:

' 1997, the Council recommended establishing a GHL for the charter sector, based
On a percentage of commercial/charter harvests (which was also not implemented
by NOAA Fisheries because it jacked management measures to }mit catch);

v 1997, (as required by NOAA Fisheries) the Council began to develop speific
harvest restriction measures to be triggered if the charter sector harvests exceeded

¥ 2000, the Councij approved g sam;d GHL program, including meaqures 10
i the harvest exceeged GHL levels;

Sector and, with appropriate and balances, allowed the quota to be
transferred acrosg sSectors;

v 2002, ADFG indicated Concern with accuracy of logbook data, and discontinyed
1s use;

¥ 2003, the Council reviewed the adequacy of logbook data for initia] issuance
decisions, reviewed an ADFG Teport, and accepted the Scientific and Statistical
Committee’s determination that the data were 2dequate to determine initial



issuance under the IFQ option; the Council then submitted its analysis to NOAA .
Fisheries; c
v 2003, NOAA Fisheries contracted for recommendations on a new reporting
system for the charter sector (including new logbooks); the resulting .
recommendation was an electronic system that allowed for teal-time reporting,;
v 2003 (Ang 8), NOAA Fisheries approved (published) the second GHIL levels, but
rejected the harvest restriction measures meant to accompany them;
¥ 2004, NOAA Fisheries began development of a proposed rule to implement the
[FQ option,
v 2aos?§tug), the NOAA Fisheries Alaska Region submitted the proposed IFQ rule
to NOAA Fisheries for review and publication as a Proposed Rule,
v 2005 (Dec), prompted by NOAA Fisheries Assistant Administrator Bill Hogarth,
the Council voted to rescind its recommendation of an TFQ system, opting instead
to commit to the development of two long term alternatives for the management
of the charter fishery. Council recommended a fourth contro! date of December 9,
2005
2006, ADFG re-imposed the logbook requirement for halibut charter operators;
2006 (Apr), after being notified in October of 2005 that the charter fleet had
exceeded the GHL for area 2C in 2004, the Council approved a five fish anmual
Iimit for charter anglers in the area;
¥ 2006 (Dec), NOAA Fisheries failed to enact the annual limit approved by the
Council and requested the Council rescind the limit;
v 2007 (Jan), noting that the charter halibut harvest had caused CEY levels to be
exceeded and that the Council could not act to constrain charter harvest to the -~
GHL in 2007, the IPHC voted to Jower the daily bag limit for charier fishermen '
during certain periods of time;
v’ 2007, the Secretaries of State and Commerce opted not to implement the reduced
bag limit; and,
¥ 2007, while the Council continued to work on the halibut charter moratorium,
NOAA Fisheries drafted and published the 2007 Proposed Rule to reduce charter
harvest by an estimated 21-30%, still allowing charter harvest to exceed the GHL:
¥ 2007 (March), the Council approved for public review a suite of measures that
could controf charter harvest to the GHL until superseded by a long-term
management strategy—a commitment repeatedly macde by the Council to the
halibut industry and reaffirmed as recently as April, 2006.
v’ 2007 (June) Council will consider final action on 2C halibut charter management
measures.

AN

These attempts to address a specific and growing concemn represent a tremendous
expenditure of time, rescurces, and energy on the part of the public. Tn spite of many
creative and thoughtful approaches by the public and the Councit (i.., the TFQ approach
o limiting access and the “frame worked™ measures to constrain harvest to the GHL), the
Council and NOAA Fisheries have fuiled to implement effective Mmanagement measures,
The existing 2C halibut management csisis could and should have been avoided. Without
question, effective charter harvest controls are long overdue.



ALASKA LONGLINE FISHERMEN’S ASSOCIATION
403 Lincoln Street, Ste. 237 Sitka, AK 99835
Phone: (907) 747-3400; Fax: (507) 747-3462 /:;\ -

alfafish@ptialaska net
May 28, 2007 ' ) o
Chair, Stephanie Madsen 9 2 U
NPFMC ~ o7
605 West 4™ Street, Ste 307 #.J%C

Anchorage, AK 99501
Agenda item C-1 Halibut Charter Management
Dear Members of the Council,

On behalf of the Alaska Longline Fishermen's Association (ALFA), T would like to
submit the following comments on agenda items C-1: final action on 2C GHL measures
and further action on compensated realiocation mechanisms.

2C GHIL Measures:

ALFA’s request relative to this issue has been unchanged for 14 years: we urge the
Council to take effective, implementable, and enforceable action to stop the open-ended
reallocation of halibut from the coromercial to the charter sector. The resource is limited,
harvesters must tespect those limits and remain within allocations. This was the
Council’s intent when the GHL was established in 2003:

The Council stated its intent that puided recreational harvests in excess of
the GHL ... would trigger other management measures to take effect in
years following attainment of the GHL. These measures would restrict the
Eln.;ided recreational fishery and maintain harvests within the GHL

ocation,

68 Fed. Reg. 47256, 47257 (August 8, 2003),

In April, 2006 the Council re-committed to managing the charter sector to the GHL until
replaced by & long term management strategy.

“In the meantime, the Council commits to using a combination of Federal
and State anthority to manage each sector, charter and commercial, to the
allocations established by the GHL published in the Federal Register until
superseded by the Coungil’s long-term guided sport halibut sector plan.”



ALTFA requests that the Council now live up to these commitments by implementing
management measures that effectively constrain 2C halibut charter harvest to the

GHL by 2008,

ALFA members recognize that the Council has, on a number of occasion stretching back
to 1998, recommended managemcut measures to constrain charter harvest to the GHI...
We are aware that those Council actions have repeatedly been undermined by the actions
or inactions 6f NOAA Fisheries. Nevertheless, the Council's inability to resolve this
Jong festering issue and the Council’s decision to rescind the halibut charter IFQ program
has created a crisis in Alaska’s coastal cotnmunities. This crisis is undermining the
Coungil’s reputation for effective management. [ would cail your attertion to tl-{e _
timeline submitted to you by the Halibut Coalition, and urge that you read that timeline
carefully, considering the impact such 2 history would have on any business iv wh.tch you
might be involved. Please also consider the impact such apparent ineffectiveness is
having on commercial fishermen and on small Alasks cosstal communities dependent on
the halibut resource. Frustration runs high; confidence in the Council’s public process 1s
at an all time low.

As you face the decision of managing the halibut charter fleet to the GHL and move
zhead with mechanisms for compensated reallocation, T would urge Council members to
review the 2C comumercial fishing industry profile. Below is a brief outline, more
information is availabie from the Restricted Access Management Division’s Reports to
the Fleet and from the recently released McDowell study: Economic Impact of the
Commercial Halibut Fisheries in Areas 2C and 3A (April 2007). Understanding this
profile will inform your decision regarding impacts and relative value of the commercial
and charter fisheries.

Profile of 2C commercial halibut industry

Approximately 445 people, or 33% of the existing 2C quota share holders, are new
entrants to the IFQ fishery; in other words, one third of the current 2C gnota share
holders are deckhands who have appreoticed, worked hard, saved and taken on
both debt and risk to purchase quota. Close to 60% of the quota share holders in 2C
have purchased some or all of the quota they currently fish. Many quota share holders
have outstanding debt on their shares; many have mortgaged homes or vessels to make
the necessary investments. Deckhands made these investments with the expectation that
the halibut resource was healthy, well-maraged, and a worthy long-term investment.
Most also had the understanding thet the Council had acted decisively to resolve
commercial/charter allocation issues, and that any future growth in charter harvest would
not come at their expensa. :

With few exceptions, these fishermen live in the coastal communities of Southeast
Alaska. In fact, residents of Southeast communities own 74% of the Area 2C quota;
another 9% of the quota is held by other Alaska residents, The Southeast fishermen
operate small, diversified, and efficient fishing businesses, buffering poor saimon seasons
with strong halibut prices, or vice versa. To illustrate: of ali individuals or corporations
holding quota share in Areas 2C and 3A, 67% own less than 10,000 pounds and 50%



hold less than 5,000 pounds. In short, the commercial hatibut industry is comprised of
small, coastal commugity-based businesses and fishing families who live in and deliver
their harvest 16 the local communities. Halibut fishing is an essential component of the
diversified fishing businesses characteristic of the area

processing existing throughout the region. More than 90% of the halibut harvested in 2C
anc’s 3A is delivered to Southeast or Southcentral ports. The ex-vessel value of these




industry will defer to the charter indusiry on specifics. Hopefully the charter industry
will provide the Council with direction within this framework.

That said, ALFA is becoming increasingly concerned that both the Cou.ncil and NOAA
Fisheries are placing undue importance on the “support™ of the charter 1!1,dustry for
specific management measures. ALFA would like to remind the Council that some
segment of the charter industry has objected to every proposed management action,
including the moratorium that the Council just adopted. The degree to which regulated
businesses welcome restrictions should not be the defining standard for evaluation of
menagement alternatives. The Council’s problem statement for this action speaks to:
“addressing the open-ended reallocation” and “designing management measures to
maintain stability and prevent the guided sport sector from exceeding the GHL during
this interim period”—those are the standards by which management measures should be
judged. Very few resource harvesters who bave enjoyed unreguiated growth can be
expected to welcome constraints; clearly the charter industry is no exception.

ALFA urges the Council to adopt conservation-based management measures that
effectively address the open ended reallocation. The analysis indicates that an effective
package will include either a one fish bag limit or anrual limits. Other constraints appear
to be problematic (trips/day), or to impose unacceptable conservation costs (trophy fish
/reverse slot limit). Bag limits have been used in multiple fisheries around the Nation
with predictably effective results. If the Council chooses to move ahead with a less
predictably effective option, ALFA requests that the Council be prepared to take
corrective action as indicated by harvest trends,

As the Council is now awzre, the 2C constant exploitation yield (CEY) has dropped
sufficiently from the established baseline to potentially trigger a 15% reduction in the 2C
GHL in 2008. Because the 2C CEY will not be established until January 2008, ALFA
members strongly urpe the Council to identify for publication in the Proposed Rule the
two suites of management alternatives necessary to constrain charter harvest to: 1) the
existing GHL (1.4 million pounds), and, 2) a reduced GHL (1.2 million pounds). A
scaleable measure, such as annual limits, will allow one measure “scaled” to the two
management goals to be identified (i.e., 5 fish at the 1.4 million pound GHL and 4 fish at
the 1.2 million pound GHL), and should allow annual, pre-season adjustments as
indicated by post-season accounting. Comments can then be solicited on both regimes,
allowing NMFS to proceed with a final rule after the IPHC establishes the 2C CEY in
January 2008, Failure to include the two regimes could result in the Council’s
recommended harvest control measures being completely inadequate to constrain charter
harvest to {be lowered GHL or unacceptably delayed while the Council and NMFS
scramble to re-evaluate. Given that the Council has been unable to prevent the annual
GHL overages since 2004, further delays can not be risked or justified.

3A GHL. Measures
ALFA urges the Council to move ahead with appropriate and effective harvest control
measures In area 3A as quickly as possible. While recognizing that 3A GHL issues are



not on the agenda for this meeting, ALFA vequests that the Council task ADFG with
preparing a report clarifying data accounting procedures n 3A, particularly as that
accounting pertains to skipper and crew fish. While partial answers have been provided,
effective and expedient action depends on all parties clearly understanding the data and
how the data are being used. A written report, presented and explained on the record,
would dispel existing confusion and set a clear path for future decistons.

Mechanisms for Compensated Reallocation

ALFA supports the Council in moving ahead with mechanisms for compensated
realiocation. Clearly the starting point for that reallocation should be the GHL, which
was established in 2001 as the upper bound on uncompensated growth. At that time, the
Council allocated to the charter fleet its historic average harvest plus a 25% bufYer for
additionsl growth, intending that a long-teom management strategy (IFQs) would be in
place by the time the GHL was reached. This Council rescinded the IFQ program, and is
stil! working to recreate the long-term management strategy that both addresses the open-
ended reallocation between the charter and the commercial fleet and localized depletion
that is limiting access opportunities for resident non-guided sport and subsistence
fishermen, Ouly by reducing charter harvest to the GHL and attaching direct costs
to farther growth in charter harvest will the Conncil address both the open ended
reallocation of halibot from the comatercial to the charter sector and the impacts of
localized depletion on coastai residents.

We would ltke to echo the comments of the Halibut Coalition regarding Council actions
to streamline and define the analysis. More specifically, ALFA recommends that the
Couneil:

1. Streamline the analysis by climinating options that do not address the problem
statement or are not legally feasible within a realistic timeframe;

2. Recognize that the ‘common pool” and ‘individual business” models are not mutually
exclusive and that choosing both as an interim sohstion does not pre-determine the Council’s
permanent solution.

3. Eliminate the “pro-rata” approach, requiring that re-allocation only occur between willing
sellers and buyers.

4. Support options that allow market forces to determine optimum allocation levels,
eliminating options that create perranent revenme streams, and iapose direct costs, through
purchase or fees, on charter operators for harvest increases.

lin:
ALFAmmntainsﬂmt?omwmdmﬁmsdonmbelmwiﬂﬁnananalysisof
conmensatedrealloca_tm.Thefedmlhwbmkmmnisamimemple. While a federal
buy-bac}tmogmnmgmbeusedmmmpadtyinthecWﬂm,kvﬁ]lmmvidea
mechanism for compensated realiocation. Buy-back programs above all demand a high level
of agreement within the sector, a unity that has not yet emerged in the charter sector. Buy-



backs are also fime consuming and, i federally funded, expensive. Pursuing this mb-opgion
will likely reveal more problems than possibilities and can not be expected to contribute in
anyway toward establishing mechanisms for compensated reallocation. The charter fleet is
free to explore suppart for this option within its own sector and outside the Council process.
ALFA recommends the buy back option be eliminated from this analysis.

ALFA further requests that the Council quickly evaluate the legality of various identified
entities to hold or administer purchase of commercial quota share, and eliminate non-visble
options. In cur assessment, statutory changes would be needed to aflow either NOAA
Fisheries or the State of Alaska 1o hold commercial quota shares. Such changes seem unlikely
at best, The risk, uncertainty, and potential to substantially delay progress on an already
explosive issue appear unjustified,

ther, and do not pre-determine : AL

Both the common pool and the individual business approach have supporters and opponents in
the charter sector; further consideration of each is certainly reasonable. From the commercial
perspective, the individual approach is less likely to inflate afready high quota share prices or
to act as a fuxther barrier to entry. Additionally, the individual business approach could be
usad 1o supplement the common pool approach, allowing individual charier operatars to
supplement their business opportunities associated with the poal by purchasing commercial
quota. Finally, selecting one or both as an interim strategy does not pre~determine or eliminate
Jong-term management options. ALFA recommends both the common pootl and the
individual business models receive additional consideration and analysis.

o the analysis

Gl

Commercial halibut fishermen have made investments in the halibut quota share for multiple
and diverse reasons. For many, halibut fishing is a tredition and an important part of a
thoughtfirlly selected way of life. Others have mortgaged homes or used other collateral to
purchase shares as part of careful business plan. Not only does forved sale violate the
individual choices of these fishermen, baxt invites a host of legal issues and challenges. ALFA
unequivocally recommends that this option be eliminated from the analysis.

Tte public accesses the halibut resource through both the charter fleet and the commercial
flect—the one brings the people to the fish and the other the fish to the pecple. Subsidizing
reallocation it one direction through a permanent revemze strean does not allow the market
forces of supply and demand to optimize public access. Pre-determining the direction of
reallocation also ignores the efficiency issues discussed under the GHL commients above, as
welk a5 the impacts to coastal communities that have a long tradition and dependence on the
commercial halibut fishery. ALFA opposes options that create 8 permanent reverue stream 0
find reallocation and suggests they be eliminated from the analysis.

ALFA also maintains that fishermen who have a greater impact on the resource, whether those
fishermen are longliners or charter aperators, should pay more for management and access



opportunities. Direct costs encourage responsible harvest and carcful evaluation of business
decisions. Attaching costs 1o all growth in the charter harvest above the GHL is the only
action cutrently before the Council to off-set the impacts of compensated reailocation on local
nov-guided sport and subsistence fishermen, a fact that should make such direct linkage
imperative.

Conclusion
In conclusion, ALFA respectfully requests that the Council take definitive action to constrain

charter harvest to the GHL established by the Council in 2001. The Council’s problem
statetent for this action speaks to: “addressing the open-ended reallocation™ and “designing
management measures to maintain stability and prevent the guided sport sector from
exceeding the GHL during this interim peviod.” As recently as April, 2006 the Council
committed to managing the charter fleet to area GHLs “until superceded by a long-term
management strategy.” The public has heeded these commitments and trusts that the Council
will keep them. Clearly effective, conservation-based action is long overdue,

Although action on 3A GHL management measures is not on the Council’s agenda for this
meeting, ALFA requests that ADFG provide an explanation, on the record, of harvest
accounting in 3A, particularly accounting of skipper and crew retained halibut. ALFA also
urges the Council to move ahead with appropriate restrictions in 3A as quickly as possible.
Failure to do so will result in the same crisis as is currently faced by 2C fishenmen and
communities,

ALF A also urges the Councif to move ahead with analysis of compensated reallocation
mechanisms, recognizing that the bitter allocation battles before the Council and the conflict in
coastal Alaska communities will not be resotved until such a roechanism is in place. The
Council’s problem statement for charter management identifies that the GHL is the starting
point beyond which all increases in charter harvest should be compensated and that direct
costs must be attached to those increases. Only this combination will ensure that the open-
ended reallocation is finally cnded and that the impacts to non-guided sport and subsistence
fishermen are addressed.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Lide. Bl

Linda Behnken
(Director, ALFA)



May 25, 2007

Ms Stephanie Madsen

Chair

Morth Pacific Fishery Management Couneil
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306

Anchorage, AK 93501

Ms. Madsen, Courncil members,

Due to the recent passing of a family member, [ will ot be able o
attend the forthcoming meeting scheduled for Sitka, in which | was planning
to testify in regards to the proposed halbat charter restrictions. Please
accept this letter in place of my personal appearance,

I have been a halibut fished ali my life, over 30 yaars now, and continue to
tdo so. | own my own vessel, and longlining is my primary source of income to
support my family of six. | have aleo been involved in the charter industry
in the past, belriy in a parinership for 2 years, and | canrently employ 2
crewmembers oh my commercial voasel wha both opaerate their own boats in the
charter season. So you can see [ have some fist hand knowlsdge of both
sides of this imue,

! :upport the idea of any kind of growth management of the cherter fleet.
ft's in the chaster fieet's own best inderest as wall as the commercial
sector, In 1994 | harvested 130k bbs of blackcod and roughly 50k ibs of
halibut. In 1895, at the inception of the IFQ: program, my alistted quota was
30k blackoad end 25k haiibut, This was a damatic autin my income levall
And many friends were cut out compietely. However | fully supported and
still support the idea of IFQs. The program has benefited the fisheries in
S0 many ways, that in my opinion, the gains far out weighed the pain.

The poirt here is that no matter what action the Counaif decides on someone
is going to feel the pain. Nonetheless, astion has to be taken to hoid the
charter sector to a GHL and to control the growth of this industry, to
create some stability for ali user groups and put to an end the debate over
who gets how many, in an already fully utilized fishery, as well as
elimirate the animosity this issue has created between user groups, friends,
and neighbors throughout the coastal communities of Alaska, Thank you for
your time and hard work.

Sincerely,

Nom Plfen

¥ Shermle Marie
2517 Addy-Gifford Rd
Addy, WA 99101
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Dear Chair Madsen and Couneil, NPe
TG,

{ am writing to express my concerns about 2C and 34 control measuges for the charter fleet.
While the cconomic gain is realized in charter related businesses, it comes at a direct loss to
commercial, local sport and subsistence fishers. Qur community cannot support the appetite that
is currently being conveyed by the charter lobby. Local fisherman are being displaced by this
tourism retated growth and sustainability is being displaced by localized depletion.

Commercial fishing for the last 17 years has given me the opportunity to invest heavily in
longlining. To be penalized for staying within my limit while the charter sector is rewarded for
going over theirs is less than acceptable. We need help from the Council as you have the power
to provide the stability that this issue begs for. Something needs to be done now to get the charter
fleet to live within their means.

Converting the current GHL into a percentage based allocatxon that floats with abundance is
an solid idea. A mechanism that allows a limited amount of quota to flow between sectors with a
willing buyer and seller, would give the kind of flexibility that is needed. The moratorium is 2
good start but will not address the issue of uncompensated reallocation and localized depletion.

My recommendation for now is 10 provide a one fish daily bag limit in 2C and 3A and possibly
the rest of the state. This would leve] the playing field and still allow charter operations to
develop in communities where limits have not been exceeded. Localized depletion is going to be
a prablem everywhere and those communities should not bear that burden.

‘Thank you for your consideration in these matters as doing nothing is the worst that could
happen.

Sincerely, Jeff Farvour Sitka, AK

™ At MM ARSI ZapEibl LBE EB:BT VPEET/SQ/E@



North Pacific Fisheries Management Council 5-27-2007
Dear Council Chair,

I am a halibut longliner with D-class quota for area 2C and 3A. Bomn and raised
in S.E. Alaska, I have been fishing for more than 25 years. Most of my quota is from
initial allocation but [ did purchase more poundage about 3 years ago.

My concern is the growth of the guided sport halibut fleet, and the impact it has
on the commercial sector. It is important to both industries that sound management
practices be in place to harmonize the fishery. Keeping the charter fleet within their GHL
is of utmost imporiance.

For solutions to long term management, I support exploring a system of buying or
selling quota between sport and commerciat sectors. This must be market based between
willing parties and not “taken” from one group by re-allocation.

I strongly support the council process and urge you to take action on halibut
issues that will stabilize the fishery and support the established fleets.

Thank you for your consideration,

Terry Perensovich
Sitka, Alaska

e A L VAATIOM /T TR S AT 29PELPLLBE BT:8T t661/98B/EB
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North Pacific Fisheries Management Council M.

605 W 47 Avenue, Suite 306 A 26 209
Anchorage AX 99501-2252

Fax (307) 271-2817 NPEM.C
Dear Council Member,

| own and operate Kodiak Kingfisher Enterprises and have been in business since 2004;
| request postponement of all charter issues until October. Our short fishing season
has begun so | am not able to attend the June, 2007 council meeting. [ am
commenting on the compensated realiocation report (C-1a) and Area 2C GHL
measures (C-1b) as they pertain to Charter Halibut Management.

| truly believe the reallocation report and final action for Area 2C GHL measures are
premature, at this time. The Council has passed final action for the moratorium-this
is the first step in limiting charter fishing. In October 2007, the Council will take up
the topic of equitable allocation. Only after this has been determined should there
be any discussion on compensated reallocation elements. | request postponement of
discussion on compensated reallocation until the October meeting.

We will not have final harvest data for 2006 until the fall, 2007. Currently the Council
is working with trends, and not real numbers - final action should not be based on
projections. Furthermore, the Council’s premature actions are encouraging the rapid
expansion of bare-boat rentals and unguided sport harvests by non-residents of
AMlaska. Going back to C-1a, | am against the individual buy back optien. [ am mere
inclined toward an aggregate buy back option and recommend the Council research a
government buy back provision.

For -1b, Area 2C GHL Management Measures, | am for Alternative 1, No Action.
There are problems with all of Alterative 2 options because of the diversity of
private businesses within the guided sport industry. The risk of negatively impacting
Alaska’s tourism industry is profound. | am definitely strongly opposed to Option 4,
which will reduce the bag limit to one fish per day. The sport angler will not tolerate
a daily bag limit of one halibut. Bottom line - final action should not be taken until
final numbers for 2006 are confirmed. Between the Moratorium, a raise in allocation
and a method to purchase commercial halibut needed to stay within the allocation,
GHL Management measures may not be necessary.

Therefore, | encourage the Council to take no action because none is needed at this
time. Thanks again for your attention.

Sincerely,
Heidi and August Aga, Sr.
PQ Box 8633
Kodiak, AK 99615
907-481-2803
Fax 9¢7 27/ /7

1-1°d L1821.2.86T:0L 915658486 1o DWIK 0N 25381 leR2-62-AUlW
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Executive Direcfnr

James A. Donofrio | . ' : May 20, 2007
North Pacific Fisheries Management Council i ' o Ja 3
605 W 4" Avenue, Suite 306 MAY 5 & b
Anchorage AK 99501-2252 R
Fax (907) 271-2817

Dear Council Member:

Please accept the following comments on behalf of the Recreational Fishing Alliance
(RFA) regarding the compensated reallocation report (C-1a) and Area 2C GHL measures (C-1b)
as they pertain to Charter Halibut Management, Irequest postponement of all issues dealing
with the charter sector until October.

RFA believes the reallocation report and final action for Area 2C GHL measures are
premature, at this tirne. The Couneil has passed final action for the moratorium-this is the first
step in limiting charter fishing. In October 2007, the Council will take up the topic of equitable
allocation. Only after this has been determined should there be any discussion on compensated
reallocation elements. I request postponement of discussion on compensated reallocation until
the October meeting.

We will not have final harvest data for 2006 until the fall, 2007. Currently the Council is
working with trends, and not real numbers — final action should not be based on projections. For
C-1b, Area 2C GHL Management Measures, RFA supports Alternative 1, No Action. The risk
of negatively impacting Alaska’s tourism industry is profound and sport anglers will not tolerate
a daily bag limit of one halibut.

The RFA encourages the Council to take no action at this time. Thank you for your
attention.

Legislative Offices: P.O. Box 98263 * Washington, DC 20090 ¢ Phone: 1-888-JOIN-RFA = Fax: 703-464-7377
Headqgoarters: P.O. Box 3080 = New Gretna, NJ 08224 » Phone: 1-888-JOTN-RFA = Fax: 609-404-1968
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Denny’s Guide Service &
Bed and Breakfast
PO Box 3061
Sitka, AK 99835

1-888-847-3659

Local # 747-4847 May 26,
e-mail: infoe®@sitkafishcharters.com g 007
Web site: www.sitkafishcharters.com
NREM.C
May 29, 2007
North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
605 W 4™ Avenue, Suite 306
Anchorage AK 995012252

Fax (907) 271-2817

Dear Council MemEber,

Thank you for coming to Sitka. We regret being unavailable for oral testimony next
week, but during the summer, we have daily reservations for sport fishing charters
and our Bed and Breakfast. My wife and | own and operate Denny’s Guide Service and
Bed and Breakfast. We have been in business since 1995.

We are commenting on the compensated reallocation report (C-1a) and Area 2C GHL
measures (C-1b) as they pertain to Charter Halibut Management.

We truly believe the reatlocation report and final action for Area 2C GHL measures
are premature, at this time. The Council has correctly moved to put a moratorium in
place. In October 2007, the Council will take up the topic of equitable allocation.
Only after this has been determined do | see a need to discuss compensated
reallocation elements. Postponing the decision would also allow more people in the
charter industry to participate in decision which will have a profoeund affect on our
livelihoods.

Another important reason to postpone these topics is because by October 2007, the
Councit wilt have final harvest data from 2006, to work with. Currently the Council is
working with trends, and not real numbers. Furthermore, the Council’s premature
actions are encouraging the rapid expansion of bare-boat rentals and unguided sport
harvests by non-residents of Alaska.




From; Rene Cook Ta: MPFMC Date: 5/26/2007 Time: 11:06:02 AM Page 20f2

Going back to C-1a, we are against the individual buy back aption. We are more
inclined toward an aggregate buy back option and recommend the Council research a
government buy back provision.

For C-1b, Area 2C GHL Management Measures, We are for Alternative 1, No Action.
There are problems with all of Alternative 2 options because of the diversity of
private businesses within the guided sport industry. The risk of negatively impacting
Alaska’s tourism industry is profound. We are definitely and strongly opposed to
Option 4, which will reduce the bag limit to one fish per day. The sport angler will
not tolerate a daily bag limit of one halibut.

Therefore, | encourage the Council to take no action because none is needed at this
time. Thanks again for your attention.

Sincerely,

Dennis and Rene Cook
Denny’s Guide Service and Bed and Breakfast
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c/ingling Unlimited

Mey 29, 2007 Sitka Fishing Adventures

Ms. Stephanie Madsen, Chair D @ s e
North Pacific Fisheries Management Council A
605 West 4%, Suite 306

Anchorage, Ak, 99501-2252

Re: Halibut Charter {ssues/GHIL Measures

_ NPEM.C
Dear Madame Chair,
My name is Tom Ohaus and 1 own/operate Angling Unlimited, a sportfishing lodge snd charter
business in Sitka.

First, it is my hope that future Councils wil! respect the long standing tradition of keeping sport
charter issues off the agenda in the Sunc meeting, We have a short season in which to make a
living and taking a week off in the middle of that season isn’t something most operators caonot
afford,

Charter fishing represents a $31 million per year contribution to the Sitka economy (MacDowell
report Jaguary 2005), We encowrage the council to consider this level of economic contribution
. ptior to acting on GHL measures or compensated allocation at this meeting.

We encourage the NPFMC to withhold final action on Area 2C GHL measures until October
when the 2006 catch numbers are finalized. Currently, the NPFMC is either using numbers
derived from a linear trend projection based on five years previous to 2006 or a first year
logbook program that hasn’t been ground truthed. The creel survey data for 2006 indicated a
drop in harvest in the three main ports of Southeast Alaska (Area 2¢) — Ketchikan, Juneau, and
Sitka. Making final decisions on GHL measures for 2008 without the benefits of 2006 final
numbers, let slone 2007, will not generate the desired result for the resource or the tourism

€COonOIY.

1t appears likely that NMFS will enact GHL measures for 2007 that will generate added data by
October 2007, including far more accurate mumbers on the average sizo of guided sport halibut —
another key factor in determining catch. For these reasons, I support Alternative 1 under the
GHL measures — No Action. Let’s wait until October when we’l] have consistent data on 2006,
preliminary data on. 2007, results of the NMFS GHL measures, and higher levels of public

participation. ,

Please be aware that Altemative 4 — one halitut daily limit — is a tourism apd local economy
killer. I know this from extensive polling of our customers.

Regarding the compensated reallocation report, we feel key ingredients are missing for this June
meeting. In October 2007, the NPFMC will take up the topic of equitable aliccation. Only after

this has been determined should buy back provisions be discussed. 'The Councii shouvld analyze a
government buy back provision as an alternative in compensated reallocation.

800-297-3380 N
21750 County 18, Newvis, MN 56467 « Email: AnglingUnlimited@acl.com » www.AnglingUnlimited.con
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For the long tenm solution, I support moratorium, fair and equ:mble allocation, and then some -
form of compensated reallocation — in that ordet.

I’ve attended many NPFMC meetings and I'm aware of the Council’s sense of urgency to act on
our issues. Still, given the gains we’ll see in consistent catch data and public participation, it is
my hope that these decisions that will weigh heavily on charter businesses and local economies
can be finalized in October.

Thank you for your consideration,

“Jom Ohaed
Tom Obaus, Owmer/Operator

Angling Unlimited
Sitka, AK
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North Pacific Fisheries Management Council - ﬂ
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May 29, 2007 29 209
Re: Agenda Item C-1 Halibut Charter Management N"-F.M,c'
Dear Madame Chair,

1 strongly disagree with the cover sheet of the Draft for Public Revicw of the RIR
regarding the GHI. measures for 2C. It states that none of the proposed actions are
expected 10 have the potential to result in a “significant action” as defined in Exgcutive
Order 12866 or result in adverse impacts on directly regulated small entities, as defined
in the Regulatory Flexibility Act.” Certainly, as charters in both 2C and 3A are regulated,
their ability to taxi the recrcational fisherman to the fishing grounds is decreased, thus
“adversely affecting in a material way the economy, a sector of the economy,
productivity, competition, jobs, local governments or communities,”

Ladies and gentlemen, the analyses put forth by Council staff conceming the potential
GHL discussions are woefully inadequate with respect to any reasonable socioeconomic
data. The analysis in the RIR review is clearly weighted to “enlighten” the reader 1o the
economic loss to the longline sector based on an ownership right, which does not
lawfully exist. At the same time, it minimizes the potential economic impacts to other
sectors and claims that the purpose of thesc Council actions is to stabilize the charter
sector. 1object strongly to the implications that any of these Council actions are for the
benefit of the charter operator, or for that matter, anything other than protecting the IFQ
sharcholders. The analyses do not illustrate the need for Council action from a
hiological, ecological, conservation, or management perspective. They ouly cxemplify
ihe “need” from longline sector’s financial perspective.

The analyses are “unable” to prescnt any data with regard to economic impacts on

the state, the charter operator, or the communities that will be affected by reductions in
potential future growth. However, they do fully illustrate the losses to the IFQ
shareholders based on a ten-year projection of potential charter halibut harvest.
According to (Table 8 p. 32, 03/09/07 EA/RIR/IRFA): Depending oa the growth rate used
for charter catches, the change in commercial revenue could range from $11.5 to $29.2 million
over the 10-year period of 2007 to 2016 in Area 2C., In Area 3A the change in revenue is
prajected to be 315.6 Lo $34.3 million over the same time period.

An adequate analysis should contain a comparable calculation of, at least, the direct loss
of revenuc to the charter operator, the loss of license fees to the State (the people) of Alaska, and
the loss of taxable revenue (directly from charter fees), as a result of restricting the potential
growth of the halibut charter sector. Given the fact that this information has been omitted from
the analyses, T have taken the liberty to generate this data (based on the Table 8 projections) for

your consideration. The spreadsheet is sttached with a summary total (also shown below) of
projected losses on the last page.

_ The summary illustrates the range of unique and cumulative economic losses to
verious entities if the future growth potential of the halibut charter fleet is reduced due to
Council adherence with the arbitrary and capricious GHL. For example; for the ten year
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period of 2007 to 2016, the estimated losses of license fee revenue to the State of Alaska
ranges from $3.9 million to $9.9 million in area 2C and from $5.5 million o $12 million
in area 3A. Over this same time period, the estimated losses to the charter operator as a
direct result of reduced harvest potential, range from $22.4 million to $56.9 million in
area 2C and in area 3A ranges from $31.2 million to $68.6 million. This worksheet
clearly illustrates that the cumulative losses to the Statc of Alaska, the charter operator,
and the communities that depend (directly/indirectly) on a robust competitive charter
fleet can range to over $1.1 Billion.

Relative Economic Impacts:

(based on Table 8 5.32, 03/09/07 EA!RIR!IRFA;
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Many other aspects of the analyses seem innocuous enough, yet there seems to be
a pravalence of speculative conclusions similar to those listed above, However, there are
a few impacts which are specifically noted.

» “...impacts on other species could be significant in local areas with large active
charter fleets...”

» “Restrictions in the hatibut fishery would probably also divert a significant
amount of effort and harvest toward other groundfish stocks for which there are
already conservation concerns.”

s  “Increased guided effort on these stocks would exacerbate concerns for the
sustaingble vield of these stocks.”

The International Pacific Halibut Cornmission (IPHC) has repeatedly stated that
the impact of the charter harvest is negligible in terms of its effect on the halibut
biomass. The IPHC has also repeatedly stated that “charter overage of the GHL" in
itseif is NOT a biological, ecological, or conservation concem. This fact coupled
with the obvious biological and conservation concerns for other species as & direct
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result of Council aetion, T question the motives of the “process™ and the North Pacific
Fisheries Management Council. As a biological and conservation management bady
practicing ecosystem management, [ submit 10 you that true biological impacts be of
primary concem in decision-making,

In conclusion, GHL restrictions should in NO WAY be used as a means to restrict
the charter harvest or the guided anglers access to the public resource.

After analyzing the actual biological and conservation concerns with regard o the
halibut resource and other species, and the inequity comparing the significeni economis;
losses to the State of Ak,, the charter industry and the communities dependant on charter
generated revenue, to the potential economic losses to the commercial sector; it is logical
1o conclude that North Council adherence to the arbitrary and capricious GHL will have
significant damaging impacts (biological, ecological, economically, and from a
conservation standpoint) which will far outweigh the hypothetical economic loss to the
longline sector.

Recently Congress reauthorized the Magnuson/Stevens Act. It is clear from this
action that Congress intended the Regional Management Councils to maintain the
standards of our Nation. Congress has also itlustrated its intent that action by Regional
Council be guided by and with adherence to the National Standards of that Act. |
encourage this Council to reflect on the principals and intent of the National Standards
(particularly #5), as well as, “faitness and equitability” and the “highest and best use of
the resource”. I respectfully request that this Council, in accordance with the principals
of a conservation management body rescind the arbitrary und capricious GHL that exists.
The Council must consider an allocation that allows for “reasonable and responsible”
growth within the guided sector, an allocation that is based within the preview of
conservation and ecosystem management, and an allocation that will not impose
significant economic hardship throughout the Statc,

. Remember; the first line of the commercial IFQ rule (and printed on their permit)
it clearly states: “Individual quota shares are NOT an ownership right, they are
privilege and can be revoked, reduced, or removed at any time without cause,
compensation, or public comment.” The pacific Halibut resource is NOT owned by the
longline sector. Allocation decisions should be made analyzing comparative and
somprehensive data, and be made with respect to the Standards that dictate Regional
Councit actions, Timplore you to manage this valuable resource within the principals
you have sworn to uphold and allocate the Pacific Halibut resource in accordance with
those principals.

Thank you for your ¢ime.
Sincerely,

Bryan Bondioli

Captain B’s Alaskan C's Adventures
p.o. box 66

Homer Alaska 99603
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The attached worksheet is based on the projected ten-year growth of the guided
recreational sector {Table 8 p.32, 03/09/2007 EA/RIR/IRFA moratorium analysis). For
the purpose of caleulation, the number of clients lost to the charter sector is derived from
the number of pounds divided by 18 (Ibs/fish) divided by 1.8 (fisb/client). Estimated
reduction in license fees to the State were calculated at $35/license (3-day non-resident
license lee) . Charter operator losses were calculated at $200/client), Estimated taxable
revenue reduction figured at an average of 6% X lost revenue. Estimated community
losses were derived in two ways: 1) Losses to the charter operator X multiplier effect of
10. (My typical client spends at least 20 X my charter fee in Alaska and its
commumities.} 2) Losses of fish (181bs./fish, 1.8 fish/client) X multiplier effect described
in the 2005 Sitka community survey by the McDowell Group. (The McDowell Group
ilustrates an average (direct/indircet) multiplier effect of $1700 per charter caught fish)
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To: North Pacific Fisheries Management Council

1.
i
P

YAY 25 45, L

From: Mr, Keith M, Kalke

_Z'\ ?. ’. ’a
Subject: Public Testimony -C.

Dear Council

As I and many others are not able to attend the June 2007 meeting in regards
to future issues involving Halibut charter issues. ] would ask these issues be
postponed till such time the people that are most affected by the decisions
made be present. [ have attended many of the north councils meetings as
they pertain to the charter sector in the past but can not attend them in the
peak of the season.

1 also urge the council to publicly announce thye one fish rule has not been
accepted. It seems many in the general public still assume this to be fact and
has had very detrimental affect on bookings. This should be made clear to
the general public as it was when it was introduced as & rule.

1 thank you for your time and hope to continue working in the process in
the future when I am able to.

Respectfully
Keith M. Kalke
Qcean Hunter Charters
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May 29, 2007

North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
605 W 4™ Avenue, Suite 306

Anchorage AK 99501-2262

Fax (907) 271-2817

Dear Council Membesr,

Thank you for coming to Sitka. | regret belng unavailable for oral testimony next week,
but during the summer, | have daily reservations for sport fishing charters. | own and
operate Baranof Wildemess Lodge and have been in business since 1987.

| am commenting on the compensated reallocation report (C-1a) and Area 2C GHL
measures (C-1b) as they pertain to Charter Halibut Management.

 truly believe the reallocation report and final action for Area 2C GHL measures are
premature, at this time. The Council has correctly moved t¢ put a moratorium in place.
In October 2007, the Council will take up the topic of equitable allocation. Only after
this has been determined do | see a need to discuss compensated reallocation
elements.

Anothsr important reason to postpone thase topics, is because by Octaber 2007, the
Councll will have final harvest data from 2008, to work with. Currently the Council ie 77
working with trends, and not real numbers. Furthermore, the Council's premature
actlons are encouraging the rapid expansion of bare-boat rentals and unguided sport
harvests by non-residents of Alaska.

Going back to C-1a, | am against the individual buy back option. | am more inclined

toward an aggregate buy back option and recommend the Council research a
govermnmant buy back provision.

For C-1b, Area 2C GHL Management Measures, | am for Altemative 1, No Action.
There are problems with all of Aiternative 2 options because of the diversity of private
businesses within the guided sport industry., The risk of negatively impacting Alaska's
tourism industry is profound. | am definitely strongly opposed to Option 4, which will

reduce the bag limit to cne fish per day. The sport angler will not (olerate a daily bag
limit of ene halibut.

Therefore.ll encourage the Councll to take no action because none is needad at this
time. Thanks again for your attention.
Sincerely,

Mike & Sally Trotter
Baranof Wildemess Lodge



B5/29/28@87 15:13 9874866048 MULL AN PAGE 81

FAX (307) 271-2817

o -.v-:a:
Mg Stephanie Madsen = D
Chair Way 5 |
North Pacific Fishery Management Council _ <« 720067
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306 N
Anchorage, AK 99501 RPN

{ am writing to urge you to adopt effective management measures to control
charter harvast in Area 2C to the GHL and to ensure that these measuras are
implemented in time for the 2008 charter season. } would also urge you to move
forward as quickly as possible with similarly effective measures in Area
3A. Commercial fishermen have asked the Council for the past 14 years to stop
the open-ended reallocation of halibut from the commercial to the charter
sector. Fourteen years |8 a long time to wait. In April 2006, the Council
committed by unanimous vote to manage the halibut charter sactor o the GHL

- until supersedsd by a long-term management stratagy. Please keep that
commitment. Each sector needs to live within its aflocation until a mechanism for
compensated reallocation is established. '

| further request that the Council convert the GHL to a percentage-based
atlocation that fluctuates with abundance and implement a mechanism that
allows compsnsated transfer between the commercial and charter secters. The

percentage must be derived from the existing GHL and all subsequent transfers
must be between willing buyers and willing sallers. Finally, | oppose any

permanent revenue streams to the charter sector that would subsidize charter

purchase of quota share. Charter operators that want to increase their halibut
harvest should pay more for that opporiunity.

| have invested in the halibut quota share program and fishery with the
expectation that the resource will continue to be well managed and that the
Council will fairly balance the needs of all whe depend on the halibut resource,
from consumers through fishermen and processors. | respectfully request that
the Councll live up to that expectation.

‘Sincerely,

Aoz LU e tiemss Wlcirns

Address M Gg—
ﬁ@()/iﬁf: ﬁﬁ %5

Date: M_ﬁﬁ#_




' Alaska Adventures Unltd. Inc.

P.0. Box §244 Sitka, AK 99833
Fhows: 907-747-5576 B-Mafl: atfish/@aei.net

North Pamﬁc Fisheties Management Couneil
605 W. 4 Ave., Suite 306
Anchorage, AK 99301-2252

Dear Council Member,

NAEMC

Alaske Adventures has been in business since 1982, I have owned and operated the business
since 1993, I will be unable to attend the North Council meeting next week in Sitkn as my
season i8 in full swing, Cherter fishermen wonld like to sce the halibut issue sorted out as soon
ss possible, BUT, in a way that provides the least damago to this valuable industry.

I believe the reallocation report and final action for Area 2C GHL measures ate
premature. I support the Council’s move to put & moratoriym i place but foel the
discussion on compensated reallocation elements is premature until the Council has had
the chance to take up the topic of equitable allocation at the Oct. 2007 meeting.

Regarding the Stakeholder Committee report on reallocation, ¥ am agrinst individual by
back options, 1am inclined toward aggregato buy back aptions and recommend the
Councll research & government brry back provision.

Rogarding Area 2C GHI, Manapement Measures, I am for Alternative 1, No Action,
There are problems with all of Altemative 2 options due to the diversity of private
businesses within the guided sport industry. The risk of negatively impacting Alaska's
tourism industry is significant.

1 strongly oppose Option 4, which would reduce the bag limit to one fish per day. The
opportunity to catch a couple halibit in addition to a King has kept the trip to Alaska
warthwhile for the guided sport angler, considering the time and money spent. At the
point the guided sport angler is only allowed 1 King and 1 Halibut, the interest in
spending that money and titne will dissappesr.,

Charter fishing ls veluable to the health of small town economies throughout Alagka, In Sitke
alone, 2005 gross revenue from charter fishing, as determined by an independent survey fitm
(McDowell Group) was in the nelghborhood of $31 million, This volums of revenue, especially
in light of the fact it is generated with what ultimately amounts to a limjted hatvest of the

resource 15 not only a responsible uss of a healthy resource, but an industry worth preserving,

Sincerely, ; .

Mike Wallisch

vt WETFI M CATTAING CRANTENA WUNNNY WAGG:T  IOOT AT 'AWW
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F/V Ocean Gold

- ! IEE Ed & Kathy Hansen 9369 North Douglas Hwy

Phone: 907-586-6652 Juneau, Alaska 99801

Pomsuere | Fax: 907-523-1168 Email: gillnet@ak.net
May 28, 2007

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
Stephanie Madsen, Chair

605 W 4" Avenue, Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 89501-2252

Fax 807-271-2817

NP F¥c

RE: Agenda C-1 Halibut

Dear Stephanie Madsen, Chair and Council Members,

| am an Alaska resident and lifelong commercial fisherman who fishes with my
wife. We have PURCHASED all the quota shares that we currently hold in
Southeast Alaska. It will financially cripple us to have the NPFMC take away
allocation to financially benefit another sector at no cost to them and no
compensation to us. 1 have been at all the stakeholders meetings and most of
the Council meetings since Dec. of 2005 at my own personal cost along with lost
fishing time. ‘it is a small price to pay to try and get a workable solution to this
issue for everyone involved.

The charter boats are a commercial venture and they are making money off the
halibut resource the same as the commercial fisherman but they did build the
maijority of the charter industry after the fact of commercial IFQ's were imposed
on the commercial fishermen and are continuing to build their charter businesses
on the deception that they are sport fishermen.

if the charter industry needs additional quota above the federally published GHL
then they need to buy it!

Sincerely,
EX Hansen
Ed Hansen
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Southeast Alaska Fishermen’s Alliance 8
9369 North Douglas Highway o
Juneau, AK 99801 ! TE L~

Phone 907-586-6652 ‘ _
Fax 907-523-1168 Website: http://www.seafa.org E-mail: seafa@gci.net

May 29, 2007

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
Stephanie Madsen, Chair

605 W 4" Avenue, Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

Fax 907-271-2817

RE: Agenda C-1 Halibut
Dear Stephanie Madsen, Chair and Council Members,

Southeast Alaska Fishermen’s Alliance has been very active in the halibut
charter issue since the halibut charter IFQ program was brought back before the
NPFMC in 2005. The Council at the last meeting started the process on a two-
part motion regarding allocation and compensated reallocation. These motions
need to remain linked as the process moves forward.

Regarding the allocation portion of the motion SEAFA would encourage the
Council to change the current GHL into a hard allocation as a percentage that
floats with abundance. We believe that a fixed poundage option will have some
of the same problems as currently exists that the charter industry isn't benefiting
during times of high biomass abundance even with step up/down provisions.

Compensated Reallocation is the foundation to putting an end to the halibut
charter issue of allocation in front of the Council and the tension that is being
created within the communities. A functional and workable system to transfer
with compensation commercial quota share to the charter sector to increase their
allocation within reason is mandatory. This must be between a willing seller
and the buyer. On an average 700,000 Ibs of halibut in 2C and 1 million Ibs of
halibut in 3A trades hands on an annual basis. A forced reallocation taking a
pro-rata share from every quota share holder has some significant downstream
effects that must be considered. These include the loans and liens on the quota
share, effect of the individuals collateral on loans associated with quota share,
IRS tax consequences, loss of future earnings, how to determine a fair and
equitable compensation when quota shares are not equal in value (poundage,
vessel class, blocked or unblocked), and legality of buyer (State or Regional
assoc.) doing a pro-rata reallocation.

Page | of 7
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While SEAFA supports many of the stakshoider recommendations from the last -
meeting on compensated reallocation, we believe that the number of options

and yet benefit with more angler days, creation of a new limited entry permit or if
limited entry permits are tiered the ability to change tiers.

» Element 1, option 1. subo tion 2: Federal Govemment as the

already has the ability to hold QS. Itig unlikely that the federal
government would put themselves in the place to purchase quota
share and dealing with the transactions as the buyer.

+ Element 2, option 2 suboption 1 & 2: The Federal government/NMFS
loan program is viable both under a regional association or on an
individual basis but this can be dealt with at an appropriate time. Itig

- hot a stand alone possibility. Suboption 2 is a buyout program which
could be a viable option but in this particular case is not going to go

they would be buying commercial QS to increase their allocation and
taxing themselves to pay back the foan. It would work by the charter
fleet devsloping a plan to purchase QS probably using a reverse

going to the fleet and voting for the program etc.
» Element 3, option 2, suboption 1.2 & 3: Afederai halibut stamp (j.e.
duck starnp) would take federal legislation. This would be legislation

as it impacts other states wouid need major backing, major funding for

Page2 of 7
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it to the charter sector OT that money raised in Alaska would . .-

necessarily come back to Alaska. The State of Alaska stated at the

stakehoider meeting that they have fought every attempt by the federal
govemment 10 implement fegeral angler licenses and they felt this
would be the same and they woulld be adamantly opposed 0 this type
of solution. A fee against the moratorium permit is possible but again
would take the will of the charter fleet to get the tederal legisiation
through. Developing the legislation for a federal regional association
and setting up the self assessment would take more cohesiveness and
organization than the charter fleet has shown to date-

+ Element 6, #10 suboption: We completely oppose the idea of pro-rata
reduction and compensation. We mentioned some reasons why this ..
should be deleted earlier in our testimony. '

The options that we do find viable are: The State of Alaska using bonds or loan

rogram with revenue coming from a state charter stamp, angler surcharge,
charter business license surcharges and/or a combination thereof. This would
take state legislation and might be possible to get through the legislature next
session. A regional association with self-assessments (based off of hatchery and
marketing associations) would take state legisiation that you should be able to
get through in one session, a vote of the flest and would probably take 1 to 1-1/2
years to have the assoc set up and able to purchase quota share. The third
viable option is purchases on an individual basis.

The stakeholder committee further worked and fleshed out options for leasing
between sectors for analysis. While we support the stakeholder

. recommendations at this point we would like to point out that many commercial
fishermen are not agreeable to any leasing of quota ghare that has been
purchased by the charter sector being leased back to the commercial sector or
allowing leasing of commerclal quota share to the charter sector.

C-1 (b} 2-C Halibut Managament Measures

SEAFA supports the NPFMC taking action to restrict the charter fishery to the federally
published GHL. for the 2008 fishery and beyond. This action is past due. The Coungcil
made a commitment to manage to the GHL. until a long-term solution is
developed in December of 2005 and again in April of 2006. We still have a ways
to go until the long term solution is completed. Please honor this commitment t0
manage to the GHL and choose the GHL as the starting allocation point for the
long term solution while developing mechanisms to purchase the additional
allocation that the charter fieet wants for their industry.

While determining which option will get the charter fleet harvest to within the
GHL, you must also determine that the option chosen will be implemented by the
agency and is enforceable.

The NPFMC took final action on @ moratorium last meeting but that is not in
place nor will likely o be implemented until 2009, in the meantime continued

Page 3 of 7
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charter growth should be expected and will offset some of the demand reduction
factored in portions of the analysis.

it appears that option 12 brings the charter harvest to within the GHL as long as
the CEY does not drop any further and the step down provisions aren't triggered.
SEAFA supports annual limits as an effective management tool and believes that
the Council should look at implementing annuat limits in the sport and

subsistence fisheries also. Accurate accouniing for all sectors should be
developed and annual limits can be part of the accounting system.

Thank you for considering our written testimony and we look forward to providing
_additional comments during the Council meeting. _

Sincerely,
Katiw Haruen

Kathy Hansen
Executive Director

Altachment

Page 4 of 7
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SEAFA Recommendations (Reorganization and Modifications) for the Council Motion
May 28, 2007

NORTH PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
Motion for Compensated Reallocation betwesn
Commercial and Charter Sectors in Areas 2C and 3A

Problem Statement

The absence of a hard allocation between the longline and the charter halibut sectors has
resulted in conflicts between sectors and tensions in coastal communities dependent on
the halibut resource. Unless a mechanism for transfer between sectors is established, the
existing environment of instability and conflict will continue. The Council seeks to
address this instability while balancing the needs of all who depend on: the halibut
resource for food, sport, or livelihood.

Action 2. Implement measures to allow compensated reallocation between the
commercial sector and the charter sector

Element 1: Holder of Quota Share, Method of Funding and Revenue Stream

Element 1.1: State of Alaska — common pool
A. Method of Funding
option 1. loan
option 2. bonding

B. Revenue Strearn
option 1. charter stamp
option 2. sportfishing license surcharge
aption 3. business license fee/surcharge
suboption 1. fee is based on number of clients
suboption 2. fee is based on number of fish

Element 1.2: Regional private non-profit Associations — common pool
A. Method of Funding
option 1. loan

B. Revenue Stream
option 1. self-assessment
Suboption 1. fee is based on number of clients
Suboption 2. fee is based on number of fish

Element 1.3: Individual - private (A moratorium permit would be required unless the
moratorium is not in placed, in which case a GSBL would be required instead.)
A. Method of Funding
option 1. loan programs
option 2. private funding

Page S of 7
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Revenue streams will be for a defined period and end after the loan or bond is paid off,
i.e. continuous open-ended revenue streams are to be avoided.
Element 2: Restrictions on transferability of commercial quota share

Element 2.1: Sector Floor Ranges
The percentages are based on the combined commercial and charter catch limit. These are
intended to establish a2 minimum amount that will always be available to each sector.

A percentage of the combined commercial and charter catch limit will be available for
transfer between sectors.

Option 1: 10 percent

Qption 2: 15 percent

Optien 3: 20 percent

Option 4: 25 percent

Element 2.2: Limits on purchase

A. entities purchasing for a common pool:
Option 1. limited annually to a percentage (30-50%) of the average
amount of QS transferred during the previous five years.

Option 2. limitation would be based on block size. Block size restrictions
may vary based on vessel size class
(These options are not intended 10 be mutually exclusive.)

B. individual: subject to the current ownership cap and block restrictions
associated with
commercial quota share

Element 2.3: Limits on leasing

A. Individual charter operators:
Option 1. an individual may not hold or control more than the amount
equal to the current setline ownership cap converted to the number of fish
in each area (currently 1% of the setline catch limit in 2C or 4% in 3A)

B. Common Pool:
The common pool may only lease 0-15% of holdings back to the
commercial sector.

C. Individua! commercial fishermen:
i. Commercial fishermen who do not hold a sport fishing guide business
license and/or moratorium permit may lease up to 10% of their annual
TFQs for use as GAF.

Page 6 of 7
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ii. Commercial fishermen who hold QS and a sport fishing guide business .
license and/or a halibut moratorium license may convert all or a portion of
their commercial QS to GAF on a yearly basis if they own and fish it
themselves on their own vessel. Commercial and charter fishing may not

be conducted during the same trip.

Element 3: Implementation Issues

1. These qualifying entities may purchase commercial QS and request NMFS to issue
annual TFQs generated by these shares as Guided Angler Fish.

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

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

4, Subleasing of GAF would be prohibited.

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

6. Unused GAF would revert back to pounds of IFQ at the end of the year and be subject
to the underage provisions applicable to their underlying commercial QS.

7. All compensated reallocation would be voluntary based using willing seller and willing
buyer.

8. Guided angler fish derived from commercial QS may not be sold into commerce, i.e.,
all sport regulations remain in effect.

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

10. There needs to be a link between the charter business operators and the cost of
increasing the charter pool. If the charter business operators do not experience the cost of
increasing the charter pool, there will not be a feedback loop to balance the market

system.

Page 7 of 7



May 29, 2007

FAX (907) 271-2817

Ms Stephanie Madsen, Chair
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306

Anchorage, AK 99501

I.am writing to urge you to adopt effective management measures to contr

harvest in Area 2C to the GHL and 1o ensure that these measures are implemerited y;
for the 2008 charier season. ] would also urge you to move fomal:d a$qu
with similarly effective reasures in Area 3A. Commercial fishermen'hay '@3
Council for the past 14 years to stop the. open-cnded realfocation of hali
commercial to the charter seclor. Fourteen years is-a long time fo »
Councﬂ commmed by unanimous vote to manage: the halibit ¢

existing GHL and all subsequent transfers must be betmen wﬂlmg buyers 1y,
seliers. Finally, 1 oppose any permanent revenue strearnts o the chacer:
subsidize charter purchase of quota share. Charter. openamm that Want to
halibut harvest should pay more for that opportumt} i

I have mve.sted in thie haiibut quota share program and ﬁshery mth thé e

T'm aiso not inelined to s quota removed froza the generatiogal md
The Wear Indastry, of phartering, - mwummtq&'
‘Subsisteénce, & mafy othe issuesof iportance b this dréa; if ihie)
from its tradifions, to thiv modern laggely nofrresident indbstry.

m“wmmwmlmﬁmwm%
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_Letters to the Editor |

Allocation Response

Dear Editor: Last month, Jim Roesch
submitted a misleading diatribe abo
balibut aljocation. {Defends 2 Halibu,
letters/Sentine! March 13). 1 belisve

s letter was a twisted analysis
of statistical evidence.

He, Roesch, stated, ““The IPHC in.
creased their staff Tecommendations
by 700,000 pounds in S.E. Alaska™
Technically correct, but the IPHC de.
creased the 2007 SE. quota by 20
percent, 700,000 pounds reflecteg the
commission assumption that the man-
agement council would follow the bi-
olagists’ recommendation for 3 ope.
fish charter bag limis, He went on to
complain, ‘3 reasonable person
would assume, {as) stocks increage,
the guided sport harvest will algp in.
crease. In reality, S.E. halibut stocks

are in steep decline.
He- states, ““In less than 10 years,
the ¢ catch increased less

increamng.—'by 1 percent of the 1g- )

tal allowable carch for all fisheries,
The charter portion of the T.AC. has
been Increasing exponentially. Every
five years the numper of charter boats
doubles. In 10 years the number of
charter boats is up by a factor of four.
Their burgeoning fleet is eXperiencing
a rapidly declining caich Per unit ef.
fort. The pathetic Size composition of
the charter catch Tepresents large re-
movals of sexually immaure fish, not
reflected in the poundage of thejr
catch. Roesch failed 10 touch on a
decade of increasing conservation,
measures that gimed, and fajled, ¢

-P. measures.)
He noted the ‘95 management

council had only one segreg charter
representative (Anchorage regl esiate
developer and lodge owner, Bob Pen.
ney). But he fajled to mention the
counicil now has only one fisherman
on It.

I believe the North Pacific Fishery

nagement Council hag abandoned
all pretense of heeding public tegg;-
mony. That guides have thoroughly
corrupted the process. Evidence Bob
Penney’s “‘sale’* of an interest in 3
Colorado  subdivision o Sen. Ted
Stevens, for 2 smalj fraction of its ac.
tual value. 1 guess it's nog a gift, or 3
bribe, just *‘a good investment, "

I don’t think I'm ajgpe in my disil-
lusionment. An accurate barometer of
local sentiment might be the recent
passage of a local (Sitka) charter boat
box tax initiative bya2io! margin, ]
suspect people in Sitka are fed up
with crooked fish politics, and declin-
Ing opportunity for local anglers ang
traditional fisheries, .

Sigurd 88 Rutter, Sitxg

-

(- Hzdibut Charter
Nreme - Juve 2067

T ———— .

|_Letters to

-
Box Tax Initiative

Dear Editor: I am not surprised to
read that local guides are unhappy
with the recent Sitka box tax iniia.
tive, Alaska guides are coming off a
10-year drunk on political power ex-
ercised beyond the scope of public

' It was a’sharp slap in the face for
them when Sitka voters put through
the initiative by a two-to-one margin,
Topgh Jove for a group accustomed to
salitrestment in the subterrancan
world of fishery politics.

I remember Anchorage developer
and lodge owner Bob Penney giving
Ted Stevens an interest in a Colorado
subdivision; for 10 cents on the dollar.
Then last year I saw Ted deliver the
crucial dividing vote against charter
IFQ, from the Dillingham representa-
tive on’ the North Pacific Fishery

agement Council. That was at the
same time Ted was rewriting ‘‘com-
munity ' development. quotas,”’ for
Dillingham, and other westward vil-
lages. -~

gllﬂ?j“éacis.-ions being made in the federal
council process have lost any rels}l.i-g\
ship to public testimony present -
the council. I think it is importan, vy
local guides to recognize that the tide
of public opinion has tumed. Voters
are tired of crooked fish politics, and
its negative impact upon traditional,
thriving fisheries.

There is ro reason to assume char-
ter fishing would fail with sonme-min-
imal restraints to promote eonserva-
tion and. _ toward exisllilng
economies. Fishery management has
become 2 farcical spectacle, the exer-
cisa of taw behind-the-scenes political
pgﬁer. Management has lost sight of
conservation, in a miisguided effort to
Qutpopulate existing elements of the
fishing community. .

I'm proud 1o live in a community
like Sitka, where the voters will sim-
ply say, “‘enough.”” I'm proud of the
young people making the bamper
stickers that disparage the dispracefyl
treatment of strong and viable com-
mercial fisheries, and all the fine peo-
ple involved in them.

It's éme for fishermen 1o get loud
and be proud. If the city Assembly
moves to kill the box tax, we will
siinply pass another one, doubling the
rate. If they do it again, we can doupe,
it again, too,

Sigurd D. Rutter, Sitka




May 19, 2007
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Ms. Stephanie Madsen, Chair S _ !D)

North Pacific Fishery Management Council RN 1T,
605 West 4" Ave., Suite 306
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 Lt - X

Dear Ms. Madsen;

I am a 46 year old life long Alaskan resident with a family. I began Halibut fishing in 1975
when I was 14, pulling hand lines out of a skiff. I now hold quotas in area 3A and 2C, as well as
a small amount of SE - Blackcod. Although I did receive some of my LF.Q.s’ as an initial issue,
these amounts were not sufficent to support a boat and business that I had built up during the
“Derby Days.” With the help of the Alaska Division of Investments and hard work, I have
slowly built-up my LF.Q. holdings to a modest amount that will provide support for my family.

I still owe money on some of my LF.Q.’s and boat. Every year finds us barely getting by, but
making it. ]am very concerned about losing more of the quota share for any reason.

I urge you to provide measures to control charter harvest of halibut that does not come at the
expense of an established commercial fishery. Ibelieve the charter harvest should be based on
Past History, not Future Growth and should fluctuate with abundance.

1 also oppose transfer of commercial 1.F.Q.’s to the charter fleet, even if it is compensated and
voluntary. A decrease of commercial halibut to the existing Fish Plants could also put them in
financial crisis, causing a domino effect throughout the market.

I have invested and worked hard in the L.F.Q. program to a point that my family has a viable
fishing business that is in jepoardy, because of the continued growth of the Charter Halibut
Industry. Your consideration of the above in management decisions would be apprieciated.

Sincerely,

Dl A

Mark L. Petersen
F/V Connie M
8405 Nugget Drive
Juneau, Alaska 99801




PO Box 1331
Petersburg, AK 99833
May 23, 2007

Ms. Stephanie Madsen, Chair 1A\ . “‘”Li;}
North Pacific Management Council MAY 3 . 5nn
605 West 4%, Suite 306 Aty
Anchorage , AK 99501-2252

”.P,F,?;ﬁ.(

Dear Ms. Madsen:

My family is heavily invested in the Halibut [F(Q fishery. My husband, two sons and 1 all
have IFQ’s and we rely on the income derived, not only as our essential bread-and-butier
but to help our two sons pay for college and get a firm foothold in their future livelihood.
They intend to continue fishing regardless of other carcers that their college educations

may afford them. My husband and I intend to fish until we are no longer physically able.

We began commercial fishing in the 70°s and we have seen our share of low fishing
cycles/prices but never in our wildest imagination did we expect the circumstances that
have initiated this letter: specifically the uncontrolled growth of the halibut charter fleet
and their impact on our livelihood.

We have scrimped and saved and obtained loans to secure this livelihood in a fair
manner. We never took unethical shortcuts when no one was watching. We have worked
and sweated it out the whole way. We ask that the charter fleet do the same. We are faced
with a competing industry that has continually exceeded the GHI. impacting us as well as
other commercial fishing families and with no end in sight, unless you take definitive and
immediate, long overdue action. The action we wish you io take is spelled out in the
attached form letter.

Each of my family members has signed the form letter provided to us by the Halibut
Coalition. Please do not discount the sincerity of this letier because it is a form letter.
Quite simply it said exactly what our sentiments are. Hopefully the above will put a
personal face on the issue.

Thank you,

Rebecca Knight for

Casey Knight, Kyle Knight, John (Mickey) Knight, and self
FV Starship
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211 Fourth Street, Suite 110
Juneau, Alaska 898011172
(907} 5862820
(607) 483-2545 Fax
E-Mail: ula @ ula-fish.org
www.ufa-fish.org

May 28, 2007

North Pacific Fishery Management Couneil
Stephanie Madsen, Chair "
605 W 4th Avenue, Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

By Fax 907-271-2817

RE: Apenda C-1 Halibut
Dear Chairman Madsen and Council Members,

United Fishermen of Alaska (UFA) is a statewide commercial fishing trade association
representing 36 member groups, as well as individual fishermen, crew members and
supporting businesses. We would like to comment on the two halibut management agenda
items before you at this meeting.

C-1 (a) Stakebolder Report on Compensated Reallocation:

UFA recognizes that the Council is starting to work on a two part motion dealing with
allocation and methods of compensated reallocation. UFA's strongly held position is that the
allocation needs to remain consistent with the GHL published in the Federal Register and any
further allocation transferred to another sector must be cornpensated. Any further taking
without compensation will be financially devastating to the commercial sector. A significant
majority of the participants in the commercial longline fisheries have purchased some or ali
of the quota they own. An individual that received an initial allocation of quota share for any
area will always show up in the statistics as an Inittal issuee and not as an individual who has
purchased quota share or who has added to his initial issuance. Any taking of allocation
away from the commercial sector has a significant financial impact to the individual quota
share holder, their crew, the processing facilities, their laborers, supporting businesses, the
communities and the State of Alaska tax revenues.

The Council and stakeholder committee is starting work on one of the most important
components of the halibut charter issue, compensated reallocation. Developing the methods
for orderly compensated realiocation for any change in the charter allocation above the
current GHL is necessary to bring an end to the divisiveness of this issue in the communities
and will prevent further allocation battles continually in front of the Council.
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Allocation for the charter sector can be held in two ways, on an individual basis oras a
common pool for the whole charter sector. These options are not mutually exclusive and the
framework for both models must be developed. For example in a long term solution of
limited entry using a tiered approach, it could be developed in such a way that an individual
could buy X amount of commercial quota share to be added to the common charter allocation
pool that would allow his limited entry license to be upgraded to the next tier level or even
develop a brand new permit. Under another option being developed for angler days, an
individual could increase the number of angler days he has access to by contributing
commercial quota share to the common allocation pool. This would allow the charter fleet to
continue to grow as the client demand increases in the future.

UFA supports the stakeholder recommemdat:on to delete the sub-option under Element 6 (IO)
for pro-rata reduction and compensation. UFA believes that compensated reallocation must
be between a willing buyer and willing seller. Some of the reasons that pro-rata reduction or
forced reallocation should not be considered include:

. It is likely that to consider a forced reallocation that the compensated reallocation
would need to be all federally oriented. UFA does not believe that the Council could legally
give the State or a regional association the authority to take quota share on a pro-rata basis,
particularly in the absence of delegation of management authority to the State.

. There are IRS tax conseguences, whether an incomne gain or loss. Forced reallocation
does not account for the differences paid in price by the QS holder.

. Loan consequences - lien would follow the QS taken until the lien is satisfied. RAM
Division would Sind it extremely difficult to track down all liens against the quota share,
clear them up from just a portion of the quota share units associated with that block. Liens
are listed in all different states, and tied to other loans.

. Many quota share holders have used the QS for collateral for other loans siuch as a
house or vessel. Reducing the value of the quota share would likely cause the QS holder to
refinance or come up with additional collateral to maintain the loan.

. Not all quota shares are of equal value. The value of QS differs widely depending on
the size of the holding, whether it is blocked or unblocked, the vessel class size, and the area.
In addition to market differences, everyone places a different individual value on their quota.
Taking from everyone and compensating them equally would be inequitable. It will be
extremely difficult to set a fair price for compensation.

. A one-time pro-rata deduction would be comparable io paying someone a one time
purchase price when they are depending on yearly income from the use of quota share.

. Under a forced reallocation, which is comparable to eminent domain takings, a
business is compensated for lost future revenues. Forced reallocation would need to
compensate for the quota share and lost revenues both. This would be more expensive than
working with a willing seller.

v Forced sale would cause disruption to a commercial fisherman’s business plan.
People buy a certain amount of quota share for a variety of reasons. Forced sale will disrupt
that business plan.

. Devaluing the quota share does not work as the charter sector buyer would not have
quotsa share units associated with the purchase for determining their share of the harvest in
future years.
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. Forced sale would intensify tensions between residents of the :x_:mmunities. Being
forced to sell shares is completely unacceptable to the commercial fishing fleet.

1t makes no sense to take QS from unwilling holders when it could simply be purchased on
the open market. Past history shows that approximately 700,000 Ibs of halibut in 2C and 1
million Ibs of halibut in 3A trades hands on an annual basis. This option for pro-rata
reduction is an absolute non-starter for commercial fishermen. Even having it on the table
canses apprehension and resentment by the commercial fishermen towards the charter fleet.

The Stakeholder committes addressed Element 4 (Secior floor ranges) discussed what the
intent of this section was and recommended to delete element 4 as written and add in element
5 as a cleaner way to address the issue. The proposed new element states that 10-25% of the
combined commercial/charter fishery CEY would be available for transfers between sectors.
UFA supports this stakeholder recommendation and the other clarifications made to the
Council’s element 5 (Council motion element 5 becomes element 4 in Stakeholder’s
recommendations).

The Stakeholder committee was unable to address the issue of deleting options as someone
on the committee always wanted to keep an option on the table for further analysis. The
motion is too complicated and the Council needs to further refine the options for analysis.
UFA believes that the three options that are very viable and possible to accomplish in a
reasonable time-frame include:

. On an individual basis. {(Either for an individual plan or under a common allocation
pool plan};
- State using a combination of a state charter stamp, angler license surcharge and

charter business guide license fees for funding mechanisins with either a state loan program
or state bonds or combination of, and

. Regional association (State developed) self assessments and either state or federal
loan programs, private financing, grants.

We would be more than willing to further explain why we believe these are the best options
when Kathy Hansen, Statewide Committee Chair for UFA and stakeholder committee
member, testifies during the Council meeting.

C-1 (b) 2C GHL Measures (final action)

UFA hopes that the Council members remember the commitment they made to manage the
charter halibut sector to the GHL until a long-term solution is developed in December of
2005 and again in April of 2006, We are still quite a ways away from a complete long term
solution, although several meaningful steps have been taken, including final action on a
moratorium, initiation of analysis of allocation and compensated realiocation mechanisms,
and directions to the stakeholder committee to bring long term solutions to the Council in
October/December.

Before taking final action on the 2C management measures, the Council must consider before
whether the measure or combination of measures chosen are able to be implemented by 2008
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and whether the agencies will be willing to enforce the measnres chosen. We do not want a
repeat of the Council choosing to take action such as the 2006 annual limits for 2C and then
having the NMFS come back and ask the Council to reconsider the choice, lose another year,
and have a repeat of IPHC stepping up to recommend management actions.

While the analysis talks about demand reduction, the analysis does not point out that the
moratorium will not be in place until 2009 and that there will be continued growth in the
charter fleet size in 2007 and 2008 that must be factored into the equation.

UFA does not wish to dictate the type of management measures that the charter industry
finds most acceptable, but it appears that option 12 with a 5 fish anmual limit comes close to
bringing the harvest to the GHL and is a combination that the charter representative on the
AP put together as an option that is acceptable to the charter fleet.

‘Thank you for consideration of our comments. Please contact us if we can provide any
additional information on these subjects.

Sincerely,

Mark Vinsel
Executive Director
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Cordova District FFishermen United

Celebrating 70 Years of Service to Commercial Fishermen in Cordova, Alaska
= Por;%xgsg Cordova, Alaska 99574 Telephone 907.424,3447 Fax 907.424.3430

May 29, 2007

Stephanis Madsen, Chair
North Paclﬁc Fishery Management Council
605 W 4 Avenue, Suite 306

Sent by facsimile to 271-2817
Agenda item C-1 Charier Haitbut Management

Dear Madame Chair and members of the Council,

On behaf of the COFU Groundfish Division | am submttﬁngthesecomments on the charter
halibut management agenda items.

C-1 {a) Stakehalder Committes report on compensated reallocation

Before commenting on the compsensated reallocation plan, | can report that { believe
removing the issue of Intig! allocation from the Stakehokder Committee forum made the work
of the Commitiee more constructive and less divisive than & would have been if we were
tasked with that issue.

There are three main peints we would likke the Councﬁtooonsldermdecadhgwhatacﬁonsto
take on a compensated reafiocation plan. These are: ,

1. To simpiify the framework for analyaie 8o that it stays on track with the analysis of an
initial aliocafion.

2. To recognize that the ‘common poo!” and thdividual business’ models are not mutualy
exclusive and that choosing both as an interim solution does not foree the Council down a
particuiar path toward a permanent solution in the future,

3. To support the Stakeholder Cammitiee’s recommendation that alf compensated
reallacation should aceur cnly between willling seilers and buyers.

Atit'sApnIrneehng &msmwdammmmedmhmdamllsumeofemmm
options for consideration in a compensated reallocation plan. The fact that the Commitiee
added more fo the Council's original motion rather than simpliied it complicates the analysis,
and is fkely fo make it more difficult to keep it on track with the analysls of the Initial
allocation, Howaver, # is typical in the development of such plans to first identify the universe
of possibities and then to efiminate those which are less likely to succeed in a second step.
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In this case the Committee simply didn't have time 1o abscrb what was done and take that
second step.

It is imperative for the Council to hold to the intent of the maotions made 2t the last meeting to
keep these two analyses finked and moving forwand together. The Coundil surely
understands that without a compensated reallocation plan, any action taken on initial
allccation alone will become a vicious battie that will be destructive to the Council process, te
the relations between the two sectors, and the peopie in Alaska's coastal communities,

There are several ways for the Council to simplify the frameworik for analysis. First, the
Council should determing whether any of the entifies or structures under Element 1 are not
viable canditates to hold or administer purchaee of commercial QS that is transferred to the
charter sector, because of legal or other constraints. in particular, the State of Alasia and
NMFS/Federal Govemment (Element 1, Optien 1) shoudd be prepared to describe the
gircumstances that would afiow the State or NMFS to become the entity that holds or
administers the purchase of commercial QS. We beliove that it could be more problematic
for the State of Alaska or the NMFS/Federal Government to become the entity that holds
commerualquotaformemanerseetorbecamenmutdreqmre statutory changes thet are
time consuming and that intradtice risk and uncertainty associated with the legistative
process.

In contrast, both the regional association approach and the individual approach are more
fikely to be successful. Within a Federal framework, they could be accomplished with
revisions through the Councll process alone. The Community Quota Entity under the cumrent
IFQ prograr is similar to the kind of entity that a regional charter association might form.
Within a State of Alaska framework, establishing reglonai assoclations would require
statutory changes; however stmilar models already exist in stahute in the form of the State
private non-profit (PNP} salmon hatchery program, and the Regional Seafood Developmant
Associstion (RSDA) programs, Consequenﬂyﬁte legislative process is iikely to be more
receptive.to this type of change.

Secand, the Councl sheuld consider whether some options within Element 1 or Element 2
simply do not address the identified prablem, and are therefore leas tkely to succeed. In
particular, the Federal buyback program (Element 2, Option 2, Subotion 2) could be
eliminated from the plan. Federal buyback programs are designed to remove capital (bosats)
from fisherias, with loans to remove such boats paid through an asseasment on commercial
landings. In contrast, compensated reallosation s designed to tranafer fishing rights
betwesn two setiors. Buyback programs also require fishermen to erganize, develop a
buyback plan, and then seek approval from the Council, a cumbersome and fime consurmning
process. Pursuing this suboption will ikely reveal more problems than possibiifies; Counci
and agency staff will have to figure cut how to make this program work in a situation for
which buyback programs weren't ariginally designed. We recommend that the Counci
simplilify the analysis by removing the buyback option.

Third, the Councll could consider what combination of options from Element 1 and Elament 2
appear most promising, and identify thoae fer further analysis by staff. Conversaly, the
Council could also identify those combinations of oplions frem Element 1 and Element 2 that
are unworkable, and elimingte them from further analysis. This approach makas sanse

.PQQBZI
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because there has to be soma consistency or match between the entity that holds the QS for
the charter sector under Element 1, and the method of funding the fransfer of QS under
Element 2.

Fer example, one promising model is for a regional charter association (Element 1, Option 2)
to hold commercial QS that is purchased through either a loan from the State of Alaska
Divisien of investments (Element 2, Option 1, Suboption 1) or a loan from NMFS foan
program (Element 2, Opfion 2, Suboption 1). This model makes sense; it has a logical
structure, and successful precedents exist in the form of Alaska’s private nan-profit (PNP)
salmon hatehery pragram and Regional Seafood Development Association pregram.

A model that is not likely to work is ona in which the State of Alaska is the entity (Element 1,
Option 1, Suboption 1) and the State purchases commercial QS through the Federal loan
prograr {Element 2, Option 2, Suboption 1). The proposition that the State of Alaska would
participate in and compete with individual commercial halibut fishermen for Federal lnans
doesn't seem likely.

Through discussion of combinations of oplions under Element 1 and Element 2, the Council
is likely to determine which modsls will have a reasonable chance of success and are worth
pursuing, and which models have no chance of success and should bé eliminated.

Fourth, the Council couid eliminate the least viable options under Element 3 describing the
possible revenue streams that would pay off the loan or bonds used to purchase commiercial
QS for the charter sector. Based on information provided by agencles and discussions at
the Stakeholder meeting, it appears that afl of the suboptions under a Federal framework
have the least likely chance of success, and could therefore be considered for elimination.
All of these suboptions require statutory change at the Federal leval, which is more
problematic than thase at the Siate level. Propusals to institute surcharges on nationat
angler lisenses, or a hallbut stamp at the Federal level are {ikely to face reslstance from
anglers across the country who would not benefit from & Self-assessmants will only work if
they are enforced by statufe, and are not voluntary, which would require Federg legistation
and administretion. Given that sucressfil models atrezdy exist under State statutes for
regional associations to pay down loans, it is reasonable for the Council to consider
simplifying the analysis by eliminating the Federal suboptions under Element 3.

Suggeeﬁom ﬂ-nat the Council must eiﬂ-lerehoose a mmmm pool model oran mdmdual
business model, and concemns that the individual business necessarily leads to a charter IFQ
prograrn as a permanertt solution do not hold watar on closer soruting. The two models are
complimentary, not mutually exciusive. And the individual business model could continue o
&tand alone of merge with a permanent solution in the fuhme. |t is imperstive for the Council
1o keep them both in the analysis.

In the common pool model of compensated regliocation the total amevnt of hafibut available
for harvast by the charter sector is increased through purchases of commercial sector QS
that are addad to the charter seclor's common pool. Howevar, under a common peol mocdel
it s still posable that management maasures will be necessary to hold the charier sector to
their allocation in the future given that haiibut stocks change over time, and charter harvests

® Page3
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are based on client demand that confinues to grow. The individual business modet simply
gives charter sperators the ability to maintain a 2 fish bag limit for their clents, through
purchase or lease of commercial QS, in years when more restrictive management measures
are necessary. In this way, it is complimentary to the comman pool model of compensated
reallocation, and it allows charter businesses to respand mere quickly to possible changes in
annual management measures.

It is also feasibie to develop an individual business modal! that could merge with a fuure
pemanent solution based solely on a comman pool model Under this scenario, individual
charter operators who purchased commercial QS to use in the charter fishery during this
interim period would have the ability fo sell their quota voiuntarily on the apen market before
the implementation of a permanent solution.

Those who question whether individual charter operators would purchase commercial QS
under an individual business model as well as tax themselves under a cammon posi mode!
will find the answer in the willinghess of families to pay for private schooling for their children
In addition to the taxss they pay to fund public schocls,

LT | LA fa] ¢ i ] 1= L 13

We strengly urge the Councll to accept the Stakeholder Committee's recommendation that
compensated reaflocation must occur voluntarily between willing buyers and seliers. The
vote to remove the oplion 1o require a pro-rata, or forced, reaflocation passedbyatito4
vote, and there is very strong justification for the acfion.

NMFS RAM Divislon has reported that approximately 700,000 lbs of halibut m 2C and 1
milion bs of halibut in 3A trades hands on an annual basis. Given that the amount of halibut
available for sale in each area fer exceeds the needs of the charter secter to purchase up to
the amount they currently harvest, there is no justification for requdring a forced re-allocation
from the commercial to the charter sector. Concems that commercial QS holders will refuse
{o sefl to charter operators are unfounded: commercial QS brokers can't eam a living if they
dor’t make s sale, and the identity of buyers and sellers is never revealed until the papers
are eigned. In other words, market forces and the profit motive will always trurmp the politica
between the two sectors.

There ara many othar reasons why a forced realiocation would be complex, unfair and highly
controversia). The ability to faily compensate sach commercial QS holder in a forced
reaflocation would be tremendously difficult if not imposaible: # requires having accurate -
price information for every transaction since the inception of the progrem. Additionally, quota
shares have been purchased using a variety of loan pregrams and interest rates, and the
terms of these loans would have to be clearly undarstood before the Councll could determine
hiow to address them equitably. More importantly, QS is often pledaged as collsteral for
business and personat loans, and a sudden reduction in tha value of that collateral could
force everyone {0 renegotiate these additional loans. This wotid be highly controversial and
fikely to be contested legally. 1t also raises questions about whether liens against the QS
would remain attached to the QS untfl fully resolved. in sum, it makes no sanses to consider
a forced realtocation given the ameunt of QS available for sale each year, and the market
forces that drive those sales. The Stakeholder Committee recognized this in its vote to
remove the pro-rata or forced allocation option from the framework.

® Pages .
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We also befieve that in the implementation of the compensated reallocation plan, i is
important for charter operators to have a vested interest in the purchase of commercial QS in
the form of fees or charges paid directly by charter oparators. When individuals have a
direct financia! interest in such a program, they are more likely to watch over the program, o
be good stewards of the resource, and to fairly evaluata thair impact.

Thark you for the opportunity to comment.
Sinceraly,

Dan Hull, Chairman
CDFU Groundfish Division

® Page 5
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Cordova District Fishermen United

Celebrating 70 Years of Service to Commercial Fishermen in Cordova, Alaska
P.O. Box 938 Condova, Alaska 02574 Telephone 807.424.3447 Fax 807.424 3430

May 29, 2007

Stephanie Madsen, Chair
North Pagcific Fishery Management Council
605 W 4" Avenue, Sulte 306

Sent by facsimile to 2712817
Agenda item C-1 Charter Hallbut Management

Dear Madame Chair and members of the Counci,

On behatf of the CDFU Groundfish Division | am submitfing these comments on the charter
halibut management agenda items.

C-1 (b) Final action on Area 2C GHL. measures

Although our memberehip fishes aimost exclusively in Area 3A, we have a significant interest
in Council action on this issue because it will be an indlcator of and set a precedent for future
Councll action In Area 3A,

We are in complete support of the comments submitted by the Halibut Coalttion and
Southeast Alaska commertial fishing organizations requesting that the Courcil adopt
effective, implementable, and enforceable management measures to constrain charter
harvest to the GHL for 2008 and “untll superceded by 2 long-term management strategy”.

The Coungll has stated in previous motions and actions, espacially in the last few years, the
intent fo manage the charter sector to the GHL.  NOAA Fisheries has also understood this
infent. And yet for a numbar of reasons, the history of this issue over the last fourteen years
is one of falled management. In fight of the IPHC's action this past January, and the
dreumstances leading to the 2007 GHL rule that is now going through the reguiatory
process, aur expediation is that the history of fafled management will end.

For us, a long-{erm management strategy that provides stability to both secters eannot come
scon enough. Howaver, until that time comes, our only cheice for 2C is to support a suile of
management measures that includes either the ane fish bag limits or annual fmits. These
management measures have been considered previously. In the case of annual limits we
axpect that legislation recently passed by the Alaska State [egistature will remove fegal and
administrative constraints to enforcement that made this measure unworkable last yaar.

We glso concur with comments that NOAA must be forthcoming about any concems or
oﬁacﬁomhﬁnsuhdzcemmmmmmmmemmleMal
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action, so that any doubt about the abllity to implement these management measures is
removed. There is no question in our minds that the successful implementation of
management measures in the short term is critical to resolution of this issue over the long
term. Failure to manage the charter sactor harvest at this point in time wifl only lead to
further destructive and divisive batlies at the Council and other levels of Federal and State
fisheries management arenas, as well as in coastal Alasi@a communities. This will make any
resojution of the Issue that more difficut than it already is.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,

Do e

Dan Hul,, Chaiman
CDFU Groundfisty Division

& Pagel
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Alaska has always taken pride in its bountiful rencwable resources. Resources that are well
managed by a system set in place to protect the future of our livelihoods. The system is
not without its faults and difficulties but for the most part it is efficient and well respected
and should be supported by all active participants that bepefit from the resource.
Commercial fishermen and processors are kept under strict federal guidefines to ensure
that the implemented measures to protect halibut and by catch are abided by. Strong legal
imsplications kover over our heads for what one might consider as “slight infractions”, Our
lively hoods depend upon upholding these laws and respecting & process that gives an
even playing field to everyone involved on a commercial level

As a Jifelong fisherman who bought into the IFQ system a few years after it was
established, 1 have learned to make an honest living in this “even playing field”. Just like
any other fisherman who bought in the same way, I have requested state loans to acquire
the quota that T own. Each year, I diligently set aside my IFQ payment to pay on my
livelihood, That's right, my livelibood; a bving that has not made me rich but has
supported my family and hopefidly will continue to do so in years to come. Too many
times I have heard the word “rich”™ or “millionaires” used by the charter industry when
referring to commercial longliners. This is a “blanket statement” that T believe is
strategically used by the charter industry to gain sympathy for their cause. Let’s not ignore
the fact that there are many individuels and families, much like my own that have small
amounts of quota that go out esch year during good weather windows in small boats to
catch their living. We are making a living and not getting rich. This is what Alaska is
about! We have worked hard, like so many others that I krow, to secure the quota that we
have acquived and pay on it each year. Not 1o imply anything about commercial fishermen,
but NO it does not take a genius to apply for state loans to buy IFQs. For the past ten
years [ have bought into the IFQ system and bave seen the price rise and fall many times.
There have been many times that I have wanted to buy edditional Ibs. but was unable to
due 1o financial status at the moment. This problem did not encourage me to find a way
around the system or complain bitterly that the situation was unfair. Tell me, when bas i
been fair to change a law that is already set in place or system to benefit one group over
another? We, mostly Alaskan residents, have adjusted to and developed lives around the
IFQ system the way it is. .

Each industry, whether it is commercial fishing, charter, logging, tourism, seafood
processing and etc. contribute to our local economy. These industries provide many jobs
and economically bright and healthy firtures for small communities within Alaska. The
companies have had a history filled with tension What 1 would like to stay away from is
ﬂle“bhmegame”ortheﬁlsagainstthem”mmﬁty.lhaveheardmmanyﬁomthe
charter industry blaming the commercial fleet for their issues in regards to lack of fish or
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strict management procedures set into play. I believe that they have been ignoring their
own issues far too long by pointing the finger of blame. Commercial longfipers have been
well managed in 2¢ and 3a so any propaganda that has becn spread in regards to sloppy
management is very misleading, I believe that the charter industry knows that if they
complain enough they will be heard politically and something drastic will be done. In the
pest & Limited Entry program was talked about for the Chaster Industry which, not
surprisingly, many were in favor of because it would let the existing charter operators stay
in and cut the new guys out. So reelly, that contradicts many of their “public resource”
let’s not “privatize” the industry arguments. The answer is not in taking from one industry
to answer the issues that surround another. The answer is not ever going to be found by

1 urge those of you that have this bard decision upon your shoniders, to come up with a
solution that does not take away the investment of long time stakcholders. Growth should
not be at the expense of established businesses. I know that no good will come out of the
some of the ideas being tossed around that suggest taking quota away from the
commercial longline fleet. There mmust be better ideas. Maybe we il need to put ideas on
the table to solve this problem. Maybe the guidetines for qualifying for IFQ quota need to
be revaluated or better loan programs established. I realize the magnitude of the task at
hard but the answer is not in changing a system that clearly works in order to appease one
group that is more vocal than another, Our industry and families are equally imporiant and
contribute to Alaska’s future just 8s much. Please, assess the potential economic and
sacial impacts of implementing a measure that will impact Alasks’s commercial fishing
families. T urge you to take the time to make the right decision.

Brian V. Blankenship, IFQ holder 2C and 3A
4316 Valhalls drive
Sitka, Alaska 99835
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Nancy A. Seager
8714 54" PL W
Mukilteo, WA 98275

425-353-0938

May 29, 2007

Mis. Stephanie Madsen

Chair

North Pacific Fishery Mapagement Council
605 West 4™ Ave, Ste 306

Anchorage, AK 99501

I write this letter for my husband, Quentin, and son, Evan as they ate out fishing. 1 join
them in June. I write to urge adoption of sensible and effective management choices to
control charter harvest in Area 2C io the GHL and urge implementation before the start
of charter season 2008. We are a commercial fishing family who has watched what the
absence of management has done for the last 14 years. We would really like to see
something done. As for all the interesting suggestions regarding govermment taking our
quota share to give to charter: our family has fished for over 30 years in Alaska. We
camne by our original allocation of halibut quota by hard work those 30+ years. We
eamed our quota in one of two ways. By fishing in the two day season systens for many
years — often in bad (i.e. dangerous) weather or once the system was establiched by
investing in a system that at the beginning was no sure thing. With lawsuits pending and
a question of the constitutionality of the quota setup, we took a very big risk and
mortgaged our home fo purchase quota ~ in basic lingo, we stuck our neck out, not the
governmments.

QOur three children have or are working on the boat. We have employed over a dozen
different people (msinly Alaskans) over the years. Year in and year ocut, we have taken
care of ourselves and the people who work for us. My husband has attended IPHC
meetings in the winter.

I trust we will see some common sense used and the urgency of the situation addressed.
Fourteen years is a long time to wait for controls on an out of control charter fishery. I
hope your allegiance lies with fairpess and sensibility instead of who you know.

Sincerely,

Nancy A. Seager

R ine FV Mindali
Quentin Seager

Jeremy Seager

Evan Seager

Heidi Seager

21



trmary mmry smurw

Ms. Stephanie Madsen, Chair

North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
605 W 4™ Avenue, Suite 306

Anchorage AK 99501-2252

Re: Halibut Charter Issues/GHL Measures

Dear Council Member,

Thank you for coming to Sitka. | regret being unavailable for oral testimony next week, but
during the summer, [ have daily reservations for sport fishing charters. | have been a
licensed guide employed by Alaska Premier Charters, Inc. and the Wild Strawberry Lodge
for 6 years now.

| am commenting on the compensated reallocation report (C-1a) and Area 2C GHL measures
{C-1b) as they pertain to Charter Hatibut Management.

| truly believe the reallocation report and final action for Area 20 GHL measures are
premature, at this time. The Council has correctly moved to put a moratorium in place. In
October 2007, the Council will take up the topic of equitable allocation. Only after this
has been determined do | see a need to discuss compensated reallocation elements.

Another important reason to postpone these topics, is because by October 2007, the
Council will have final harvest data from 2006, to work with. Currently the Council is
working with trends, and not real numbers. Furthermore, the Council’s premature actions
are encouraging the rapid expansion of bare-boat rentals and unguided sport harvests by
non-residents of Alaska.

Going back to C-1a, | am against the individual buy back option. | am more inclined toward
an aggregate buy back option and recormmend the Council research a government buy back
provision.

For C-1b, Area 2C GHL Management Measures, | am for Alternative 1, No Action. There are
problems with all of Alternative 2 options because the diversity of private businesses within
the guided sport industry matches the size of this State, The risk of negatively impacting
Alaska’s tourism industry is profound. | am definitely opposed to Option 4, which will
reduce the bag limit to one fish per day. The sport angler will not tolerate a daily bag
limit of one halibut.

Therefore, | encourage the Council to take no action because none is needed at this time.
| am sure 1 will be writing to you again, in October. Thanks again for your attention,

Sincerely,

lz{chael Erickson

ADFG Guide License # 11488
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May 29, 2007

Ms. Stephanie Madsen, Chair %*@liné ";,g;g D}

North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
605 W 4™ Avenue, Suite 306
Anchorage AK 99501-2252

sy Y 2007

NBEM C
Re: Halibut Charter lssues/GHL Measures F.c.

Dear Council Member,

Thank you for coming to Sitka. | regret being unavaitable for oral testimony next week, but
during the summer, | have daily reservations for sport fishing charters. | have been a
licensed puide since 2005. | have owned and aperated Morning Glass Sportfishing for 3
years now.

| am commenting on the compensated reallocation report (C-1a) and Area 2C GHL measures
{C-1b) as they pertain to Charter Halibut Management.

i truly believe the reallocation report and final action for Area 2C GHL measures are
premature, at this time. The Council has correctly moved to put a moratorium in place. In
October 2007, the Council will take up the topic of equitable allocation. Only after this
has been determined do [ see a need to discuss compensated reallocation elements.

Another important reason to postpone these topics, is because by October 2007, the
Council will have final harvest data from 2006, to work with. Currently the Council is
working with trends, and not real numbers. Furthermore, the Council’s premature actions
are encouraging the rapid expansion of bare-boat rentals and unguided sport harvests by
non-residents of Alaska.

Going back to C-1a, | am against the individual buy back option. 1 am more inclined toward
an aggregate buy back option and recommend the Council research a government buy back
provision,

For C-1b, Area 2C GHL Management Measures, | am for Alternative 1, No Action. There are
problems with all of Alternative 2 options because the diversity of private businesses within
the guided sport industry matches the size of this State. The risk of negatively impacting
Alaska’s tourism industry is profound. | am definitely opposed to Option 4, which will
reduce the bag limit to one fish per day. The sport angler will not tolerate a daily bag
limit of one halibut.

Therefore, 1 encourage the Council to take no action because none is needed at this time.
I am sure [ will be writing to you again, in October. Thanks again for your attention.

=
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May 29, 2007 2{’5 ;
R @Ez F Lo
Ms. Stephanie Madsen, Chair

North Pacific Fisheries Management Council WAY 2 o e,
605 W 4™ Avenue, Suite 306 v
Anchorage AK 99501-2252

Re: Halibut Charter Issues/GHL Measures
Dear Council Member,

Thank you for coming to Sitka. | regret being unavailable for oral testimony next week, but
during the summer, | have daily reservations for sport fishing charters. | have been a
deckhand and licensed guide employed by Alaska Premier Charters, Inc. and the Wild
Strawberry Lodge for 8 years now.

{ am commenting on the compensated reallocation report (C-1a) and Area 2C GHL measures
(C-1b) as they pertain to Charter Halibut Management.

| truly believe the reallocation report and final action for Area 2C GHL measures are
premature, at this time. The Council has correctly moved to put a moratorium in place. In
October 2007, the Council will take up the topic of equitable allocation. Only after this
has been determined do | see a need to discuss compensated reallocation elements.

Another important reason to postpone these topics, is because by October 2007, the
Council will have final harvest data from 2006, to work with. Currently the Council is
working with trends, and not real numbers. Furthermore, the Council’s premature actions
are encouraging the rapid expansion of bare-boat rentals and unguided sport harvests by
non-residents of Alaska.

Going back to C-1a, | am against the individual buy back ocption, | am more inclined toward
an aggregate buy back option and recommend the Council research a government buy back
pravision.

For C-1b, Area 2C GHL Management Measures, | am for Alternative 1, No Action. There are
problems with all of Alternative 2 options because the diversity of private businesses within
the guided sport industry matches the size of this State. The risk of negatively impacting
Alaska’s tourism industry is profound. 1 am definitely opposed to Option 4, which will
reduce the bag limit to one fish per day. The sport angler will not tolerate a daily bag
limit of one halibut.

Therefare, | encourage the Council tQ take no action because none is needed at this time.
L am sure | will be writing to.you again, n October.. Thanks again for your attention,

Sincerely,

Gr rthen -
ADFG Guide License # 0992
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May 29, 2007

Ms. Stephante Madsen, Chair

North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
605 W 4% Avenue, Suite 306

Anchorage AK 99501-2252

Re: Halibut Charter Issues/GHL Measures

NPFM.C.

Dear Council Member,

Thank you for coming to Sitka, | regret being unavailable for oral testimony next week, but
during the summer, | have daily reservations for sport fishing charters. | have been a
licensed guide since 1990. | have owned and operated Hook-Em Charters for 17 years now.

| am commenting on the compensated reallocation report (C-1a) and Area 2C GHL measures
(C-1b) as they pertain to Charter Halibut Management.

| truly believe the reallocation report and final action for Area 2C GHL measures are
premature, at this time. The Council has correctly moved to put a moratorium in place. In
October 2007, the Council witl take up the topic of equitable allocation. Only after this
has been determined do | see a need to discuss compensated reallocation elements.

Another important reason to postpone these topics, is because by October 2007, the
Councit will have final harvest data from 2006, to work with. Currently the Council s
working with trends, and not real numbers. Furthermore, the Council’s premature actions
are encouraging the rapid expansion of bare-boat rentals and unguided sport harvests by
non-residents of Alaska.

Going back ta C-1a, | am against the individual buy back option. | am more inclined toward
an aggregate buy back option and recommend the Council research a government buy back
provision.

For C-1b, Area 2C GHL Management Measures, | am for Alternative 1, No Action. There are
problems with all of Alternative 2 options because the diversity of private businesses within
the guided sport industry matches the size of this State. The risk of negatively impacting
Alaska’s tourism industry is profound. | am definitely opposed to Option 4, which witl
reduce the bag limit to one fish per day. The sport angler will not tolerate a daily bag
limit of one halibut.

Therefore, | encourage the Council to take no action because none is needed at this time.
| am sure | will be writing to you again, in October. Thanks again for your attention.

Sincerely,

Mike White
ADFG Guide License # B426
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~  May29,2007 VI PO s
Ms. Stephanie Madsen, Chair W
North Pacific Fisheries Management Council St s .
605 W 4™ Avenue, Suite 306 SR 17V
Anchorage AK 99501-2252

MEEM e
Re: Halibut Charter Issues/GHL Measures

Dear Council Member,

Thank you for coming to Sitka. | regret being unavailable for oral testimony next week, but
during the summer, | have daily reservations for sport fishing charters. | have been a
deckhand and licensed guide employed by Alaska Premier Charters, Inc. and the Wild
Strawberry Lodge for 8 years now.

I am commenting on the compensated reallocation report (C-1a) and Area 2C GHL measures
(C-1b) as they pertain to Charter Halibut Management,

1 truly believe the reallocation report and final action for Area 2C GHL measures are
premature, at this time. The Council has correctly moved to put a moratorium in place. in
October 2007, the Council will take up the topic of equitablie allocation. Only after this
has been determined do | see a need to discuss compensated reallocation elements.

Another important reason to postpone these topics, is because by October 2007, the
Council will have final harvest data fram 2006, to work with. Currently the Council is
working with trends, and not real numbers. Furthermore, the Council’s premature actions
are encouraging the rapid expansion of bare-boat rentals and unguided sport harvests by
non-residents of Alaska.

Going back to C-1a, 1 am against the individual buy back option. | am more inclined toward
an aggregate buy back option and recommend the Council research a government buy back
provision.

For C-1b, Area 2C GHL Management Measures, | am for Alternative 1, No Action. There are
problems with all of Alternative 2 options because the diversity of private businesses within
the guided sport industry matches the size of this State. The risk of negatively impacting
Alaska’s tourism industry is profound. | am definitely opposed to Optian 4, which will
reduce the bag limit to one fish per day. The sport angler will not tolerate a daily bag
limit of one halibut.

Therefgre, | encourage the Council tg take no action because none is needed at this time.
I am sure | will be writing to.yqu again, ip Octaber.. Thanks again for your attention,

Sinceraly,
P Greggmﬁrthen_ o

ADFG Guide License # 0992
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May 29, 2007
RECEVER,
Ms. Stephanie Madsen, Chair

North Pamﬁc Fisheries Management Council 2,
605 W 4™ Avenue, Suite 306 2 dLix
Anchorage AK $9501-2252

NPEM.C
Re: Halibut Charter Issues/GHIL Measures h

Dear Council Member,

Thank you for coming to Sitka. | regret being unavailable for oral testimony next week, but
during the summer, | have daily reservations for sport fishing charters. [ have been a
licensed guide employed by Alaska Premier Charters, Inc. and the Wild Strawberry Lodge
for 6 years now.

1 am commenting on the compensated reallocation report (C-1a) and Area 2C GHL measures
{C-1b) as they pertain to Charter Halibut Management.

| truly believe the reallocation report and final action for Area 2C GHL measures are
premature, at this time. The Council has correctly moved to put a moratorium in place. In
October 2007, the Council will take up the topic of equitable allocation. Only after this
has been determined do | see a need to discuss compensated reallocation elements.

Another important reason to postpone these topics, is because by October 2007, the
Council will have final harvest data from 2006, to work with. Currently the Council is
waorking with trends, and not real numbers. Furthermore, the Council’s premature actions
are encouraging the rapid expansion of bare-boat rentals and unguided sport harvests by
non-residents of Alaska.

Going back to C-1a, | am against the individual buy back option. | am more inclined toward
an aggregate buy back option and recommend the Council research a goverament buy back

provision.

For C-1b, Area 2C GHL Management Measures, | am for Alternative 1, No Action. There are
problems with all of Alternative 2 options because the diversity of private businesses within
the guided sport industry matches the size of this State. The risk of negatively impacting
Alaska’s tourism industry is profound. | am definitely opposed to Option 4, which will
reduce the bag limit to one fish per day. The sport angler will not tolerate a daily bag
limit of ane halfbut.

Therefore, | encourage the Council to take no action because none is needed at this time.
| am sure | will be writing to you again, in October. Thanks again for your attention.

Sincerely,

!Zichael Erickson

ADFG Guide License # 11488
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A~ M&y 29, 2007

Ms. Stephanie Madsen, Chair

North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
605 W 4™ Avenue, Suite 306

Anchorage AK 99501-2252

Re: Halibut Charter Issues/GHL Measures
Dear Council Member,

Thank you for coming to Sitka. | regret being unavailable for oral testimony next week, but
during the summer, | have daity reservations for sport fishing charters. | have been a
licensed guide employed by Alaska Premier Charters, inc. and the Wild Strawberry Lodge
for 11 years now.

1 am commenting on the compensated reallocation report {C-1a) and Area 2C GHL measures
(C-1b) as they pertain to Charter Halibut Management.

| truly believe the reallocation report and final action for Area 2C GHL measures are
premature, at this time. The Council has correctly moved to put a moratorium in piace. In
October 2007, the Council will take up the topic of equitable aliocation. Only after this
has been determined do | see a need to discuss compensated reallocation elements.

Another important reason to postpone these topics, is because by October 2007, the
Council will have final harvest data from 2006, to work with. Currently the Council s
working with trends, and not real numbers. Furthermore, the Council’s premature actions
are encouraging the rapid expansion of bare-boat rentals and unguided sport harvests by
non-residents of Alaska.

Going back to €-1a, | am against the individual buy back option. | am more inclined toward
an aggregate buy back option and recommend the Council research a government buy back
provision.

For C-1b, Area 2C GHL Management Measures, | am for Alternative 1, No Action. There are
problems with all of Alternative 2 options because the diversity of private businesses within
the guided sport industry matches the size of this State. The risk of hegatively impacting
Alaska's tourism industry is profound. | am definitely opposed to Option 4, which will
reduce the bag limit to one fish per day. The sport angler will not tolerate a dafty bag
limit of one halibut.

Therefore, | encourage the Council to take no action because none is needed at this time.
I am sure | will be writing to you again, in October. Thanks again for your attention,

~ Bl

ADFG Guide License # 11540
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May 29, 2007

Ms. Stephanie Madsen, Chair R E - ﬁ@

North Pacific Fisheries Management Councit MAY 9 2007
605 W 4% Avenue, Suite 306 ve
Ancharage AK 99501-2252

N.P.F.M.C,
Re: Halibut Charter Issues/GHL Measures

Dear Council Member,

Thank you for coming to Sitka. | regret being unavailable for oral testimony next week, but
during the summer, | have daily reservations for sport fishing charters. | have been a
licensed guide employed by Alaska Premier Charters, Inc. and the Wild Strawberry Lodge
for 6 years now.

| am commenting on the compensated reallocation report (C-1a) and Area 2C GHL measures
(C-1b) as they pertain to Charter Halibut Management.

| truly believe the reallocation report and final action for Area 2C GHL measures are
premature, at this time. The Council has correctly moved to put a moratorium in place. In
October 2007, the Council will take up the topic of equitable allocation. Only after this
has been determined do | see a need to discuss compensated reallocation elements.

Another important reason to postpone these topics, is because by October 2007, the
Council will have final harvest data from 2006, to work with. Currently the Council is
working with trends, and not real numbers. Furthermore, the Council’s premature actions
are encouraging the rapid expansion of bare-boat rentals and unguided sport harvests by
non-residents of Alaska.

Going back to C-1a, | am against the individual buy back option. | am more inclined toward
an aggregate buy back option and recommend the Council research a government buy back
provision,

For C-1b, Area 2C GHL Management Measures, | am for Alternative 1, No Action. There are
problems with all of Alternative 2 options because the diversity of private businesses within
the guided sport industry matches the size of this State. The risk of negatively fmpacting
Alaska’s tourism industry is profound. | am definitely opposed to Option 4, which will
reduce the bag limit to one fish per day. The sport angler will not tolerate a daily bag
limit of one halibut.

Therefore, | encourage the Council to take no action because none is needed at this time.
I am sure | will be writing to you again, in October. Thanks again for your attention.

Sincerely,

%—4—»-—'

ichael Erickson
ADFG Guide License # 11488
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North Pacific Fisheries Management Council _
805 W 4" Avenue, Suite 306 MAY 2 5 2007
Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

:?Sztjpii:e Madsen, Chair ©EHVE@

Re: Halibut Charter Issues/GHL Measures N.PEN.C,
Dear Madam Chair,

Thank you for coming to Sitka. | regret being unavailable for oral testimony next week, but
during the sumrner, | have daily reservations for sport fishing charters. | now co-own Alaska
Premier Charters, Inc. and the Wild Strawberry Lodge with my wife Theresa Weiser. 1ama
year round resident of Alaska. | have been a licensed charter operator since 1988. To make a
viable living, | charter guide, hand trofl part time, and crew on a commercial long line vessel.

| am commenting on the compensated reallocation report (C-1a) and Area 2C GHL measures
(C-1b) as they pertain to Charter Halibut Management.

| truly befieve the reallocation report and final action for Area 2C GHL. measures are premature,
at this time. The Counci! has correctly moved to put a moratorium in place. in October 2007,
the Coundil will take up the topic of equitable allocation, Only after this has been determined do
| see a need to discuss compensated reallocation elements.

Another important reason to postpone these topics, is because by October 2007, the Council
will have final harvest data from 2006, to work with. Currently the Council is working with
trends, and not real numbers. Furthermore, the Council's premature actions are encouraging
the rapid expansion of bare-boat rentals and unguided sport harvests by non-residents of
Alaska.

Going back to C-1a, | am against the individual buy back option. | am more inclined toward an
aggregate buy back cption and recommend the Council research a govermnment buy back

provision,

For C-1b, Area 2C GHL Management Measures, { am for Alternative 1, No Action. There are
problems with all of Alternative 2 options because the diversity of private businesses within the
guided sport industry matches the size of this State. The risk of negatively Impacting Alaske's
tourism industry is profound. | am definitely opposed to Option 4, which will reduce the bag limit
to one fish per day. The sport angler will not tolerate a daily bag timit of one halibut,

Therefore, | encourage the Council to take no action because none is needed at this time. iam
sure | will be writing to you again, in October. Thanks again for your attention.

Sincerely,

ohm Butehur_

John H. Belcher



May 29 07 04.45p Charlie Fannin 2072392221 p.2

May 29, 2007
North Pacific Fisheries Management Council MAY 2 57
605 W 4™ Avenue, Suite 306

Anchorage AK 99501-2252 _

Fax {907) 271-2817 NEFM.C

Dear Council Member,

This letter is prepared on behalf of the undersigned businesses in Elfin Cave. We
are requesting postponement of all charter issues until October. Our short fishing
season has begun so we are not able to attend the June, 2007 council meeting. We
are commenting on the compensated reaftlocation report {(C-1a} and Area 2C GHL
measures {C-1b) as they pertain to Charter Halibut Management.

We truly believe the reallocation report and final action for Area 2C GHL measures
are premature, at this time. The Council has passed final action for the
moratorium-this is the first step in limiting charter fishing. In October 2007, the
Council will take up the topic of equitable allocation. Only after this has been
determined should there be any discussion on compensated reallocation elements.
We request postpenement of discussfon on compensated reallocation until the
October meeting.

We will not have final harvest data for 2006 until the fall, 2007. Currently the
Council is working with trends, and not real numbers - final action shouid not be
based on projections. Furthermore, the Council’s premature actions are
encouraging the rapid expansion of bare-boat rentals and unguided sport harvests
by non-residents of Alaska. Going back to C-1a, we are against the individual buy
back option. We are more inclined toward an aggregate buy back option and
recommend the Council research a government buy back provision.

For C-1b, Area 2C GHL Management Measures, we are for Alternative 1, No Action.
There are problems with all of Alternative 2 options because of the diversity of
private businesses within the guided sport industry. The risk of negatively
fmpacting Alaska’s tourism industry is profound. We are definitely opposed to
Option 4, which will reduce the bag limit to one fish per day. The sport angler wilt
not tolerate a daily hag limit of one halibut. Bottom line - final action should not
be taken until final numbers for 2006 are confirmed. Between the Moratorium, a
raise in allocation and a method to purchase commercial halibut needed to stay
within the allocation, GHL Management measures may not be necessary.
Therefore, we encourage the Council to take no action because none is needed at
this time. Thank you for your attention.

Sincerely,
Joe Kulavik, Eagle Charter Dan Baxter, Elfin Cove Lodge
Gordy Wrobel, Cove Lodge Ted McMannis, Olympic Peninsula Sportfishing

Leroy Houston, Inner Harbor Lodge
Dennis Meier, Tanaku Lodge
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PYOA W077729323> 18072742817

Petersburg Vessel Owners Association

P.O. Box 232
Petersburg, Alaska 99833
Phone {907) 772:9323

May 28, 2007

Ms Stephanie Madsen, Chair

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

Anchorage, AK. 99501

Fax: (907) 271-2817

RE: AGENDA ITEM C-1 CHARTER HALIBUT MANAGEMENT
Dear Chair Madsen and Council Mambers,

Petersburg Vessel Owmers Association is a diverse group of commetrcial fishermen based
in Alaska, We participate in a variety of fisheries statewide with our foremost interest
being the commercial longline fisheries managed by the North Pacific Fishery
Management Council. PVOA appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Charter
Halibut Management agenda item C-1.

C-1(a) Stakeholder Committee Report on Compensated Realloration
PYOA once again would like to thank the stakeholder committee for their hard work,
time, and energy that has been devoted to this process, PYOA fully supports the Counctl
moving forward with a plan for compensated reatlocation between the commercial and
charter halibut sectors that will remain tied to allocation. PVOA supponis taking any
recommendations from the stakeholder committee that will streamline the process as well
a5 analysis.

C-1(b) 2C GHL Munsgement Measares

PVOA continues to urge the Council to maintain their commitment to manage the GHL
until a long term solution is determined. PVOA also requests that the Council consider
which of the options and aiternatives may be implemented in titne for the 2008 charter
halibut season as well as bringing the charter halibut fleet to the GHL published in the
Federal Register.

PVOA would like to thank the Council for their continued attention to this issue. If you

have any questions or comments regarding the charter halibut matter, please feel fiee to
contect us.

A

Respectfully,
i /[

L

P
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Sitka Charter Boat Operators Association

PO Box 2422 Sitka Alaska 99835
e
May 29, 2007
D - ey
Ms. Stephanie Madsen, Chair @ 9 ::T:'ﬂh &
North Pacific Fisheries Management Council - e
605 West 4*, Suite 306 WY .
Ancharage, AK 99501-2252 ' -
Re: Hallbut Charter Issues/GHL Measures NBFY e

Dear Madame Chair,

The members of the Sitka Charter Boat Operators Association are honored to
have the NPFMC meet in Sitka, in Juna. We represent 50 members and an
industry that makes a $31 million annual contribution to the Sitka econcmy (See
attached McDowell report, January 2005). 1t is unfortunate that most of our
membership cannot attend this meeting bacause this is our busy season, We
support the longstanding NPFMC tradition of not taking up gulded sport issues at
the June meeting.

We encourage the NPFMC to withhold final action on Area 2C GHL measures
until October, when the 20068 catch numbers are finalized. Currently, the NPFMC
is using numbers derived frem a linear trend projection based on the State’s mail
out survey data from 2000-2005 and a logbook program that has not been
ground truthed. The creel survey data for 2006, indicates a drop in harvest in the
three main ports of Southeast Alaska (Area 2C) — Ketchikan, Juneau, and Sitka.
The IPHC catch per unit information for the commercial fishery and the
experignce of SCBOA’s members also indicates a downward trend for Area 2C in
2006. (See atlached Lestelle Memorandum Report to Tom Ohaus, Feb. 3,
2007)

. Deciding GHL measures based on a linear trend projection that ignores
- measurable indexes, like creel survey numbers, is counterproductive and
potentially destructive given the impacts of those measures on individual
businesses, fourism, and the economias of towns and villages throughout Area
2C. Also, it is likely that NMFS will enact GHL measures for 2007, which will
generate measurable results by October, including better information on the
average size of halibut harvested.

For the above reasons, we support Alternative 1 under the GHL measures — No

Action. We recommend waiting until October 2007, when real data on 2006,
preliminary data on 2007, results of the NMFS measures, and higher levels of

Page 1
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public participation are obtainable. Also, be aware that Altemnative 4 — ohe
halibut daily limit ~ is a tourism and local economy killer, We know this from
extensive polling of our customers.

Reganrding the compensated reallocation report, we feel key ingredients are
missing for action at this June meeting. In October 2007, the NPFMC will take
up the topic of equitable allocation. Only after this has been determined shoutd
buy back provisions be discussed. Also, we strongly think the Council should
research a government buy back provision as an alternative.

The members of SCBOA support the moratorium the Council put in place. We
look forward to arriving at a fair and equitable allocation, then seme form of
compensated reallocation. We are sensitive to the Council's sense of urgency to
move on with our issues. We feel strongly that efforts to resolve these issues will
be best served by the appointment of a representative of the guided sport
industry te the Council. We also encourage the Council to encircle all sport
fishers - guided and non-guided — in any final solution. In Area 2C, we are
aiready seeing an increase in bare-boat charters and non-registered boat
operatars that seem to have new groups of “friends” to take fishing every few
days.

Thank you for your consideration,

Hovan. lfaerd

Theresa Weiser
President

Page 2
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Sitka Charter Fishing Visitor
8 Profile and impact Analysis

o Alaska Travelers Survey

. __ . '_ ""L FPREPARED FOR:

D T Sitka Charter Boat Operators Association

—— — — —— e L

— - Jp— - .
e -
[ S e —
a

January 2006

sluii;”i[l”]!“,



B5/29/28087 14:26

9077473646 AKPREMIERCHARTERSING PAGE @5

Sitka Charter Fishing Visitor
Profile and Impact Analysis

Alaska Travelers Survey

PREPARED FOR!
Sitka Charter Boat Operators Association

January 2008
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Resgarch Meothods: The following profile resulted from a combination of rescarch tasks
and information sources that induded a survey of Sitka visitors exiting by air (as part of the
2005 Alaska Travelers Suroey), a business survey of selected charter fishing operators, City
and Borough of Sitka sales tax records, the Alaska Department of Fish ando(g:me, and an
economic modeling procedure.

Charter Industry Profile: The Sitka charter fishing industry consists of 121 busingsses
operating 213 vessels (2004 data) hosting an estimated 10,400 non-cruise charter fishermen
in 2005, earning reported sales of $21 million. Most of these charter clients purchased
inclusive lodging/fishing /meals packages while a small number chartered independently
and arranged for accommeodations on their own.

Charter Fishermen Profile: The charter fishermen profile shows this market to be
primarily from the Westem UI'S. (74 percent), have high household incomes ($119,000), are
often repeat visitors (50 percent have been to Sitka before), intend to retum (70 A
spend between 4 and 5 nights in Sitka, and pay an average of siightly over $2,000 for their
Sitka charter fishing experience.

Economic impact Profile: According to City and Borough of Sitka sales tax records, Sitka
charter operators reported sales of 321 million in charter fees, lodging, meals and other
expenditures by dients in their charter businesses {including sales to day-charter clients
from cruise ships). In addition, the Sitka air visitor survey shows another $2 million spent in
Sitka by charter fishermen, making the total $23 million.

Adding multiplier effects of $8 million, total economic input that includes direct, indirect
and induced economic impacts is estimated at $31 million. The total number of le
directly or indirectly eaming same income related to the charter industry is estimated at
between 350 and 400 in 2605.

Chartrer Industry Spending in Sitka: Accor to a survey of selected charter operators,
most of their annual operational expenditures (89 ¥) are in the Sitka economy - an
amount estimated at between $15 million and %17 million. Major categories of operator
expenditures in the Sitka economy include wages, boat and crew contracts, boat operations
and equipment, groceries, and fish processing. The wide variety and type of charter
operations prevents calculating individual expense category amounts for the overall charter
fishing industry.

Price Sensitivity: When asked about a potential increaseoﬂali'percmthnhemstnfaﬁtka
charter experience, the market did not appear to be particularly price-sensitive, though 14
percent did say they would be “much less likely to return,” compared to 44 percent who
sald the price increase “would not make a difference.”

Bag Limits: Charter market were somewhat inconclusive when asked, “If you
were allowed to keep fewer fish, likelywouldyoubcmmtum?”Asmzreapondem
said, “it wouldn’t make a difference” (25 percent), as said they would be “much less likely to
return” (24 percent). Without specifics as to how many fish and what species, the general
question was difficult to answer. Sensitively to bag kimit changes might be better addressed
by an historical analysis of charter sales when bag limits were changed in the past.

“Sities Charter Fishing Visitor Profile and impact Analysis McDowedl Group, inc. + Page 1
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INTRODUCTION AND METHODOLOGY
w

Introduction

This report provides a profile of Sitka sportfishing visitors and an analysis of their
economic impact in the community. Sitka Charter Boat Owners Association
(SCBOA) collaborated with the Sitka Convention and Visitors Bureau to jointly fund
a survzeof visitors at the Sitka airport in the summer of 2005, the data from which
forms the basis for this report.

This survey effort was part of an ongoing, statewide research program conducted
biennially by the McDowell Group since 2001. The program provides current
information on Alarka visitor characteristics including satisfaction ratings, travel
patterns, demographics and trip planning. In 2005, the McDowell group conducted
nearly 6,000 personal intercept interviews statewide. Pleasure visitors using all major
transportation modes - air, cruise ship, ferry and highway — were interviewed.

The Sitka survey instrument included several questions requested specifically by the
SCVB and SCBOA. SCBOA was particularly ?nterestedmi:\l the impacts of potential

price increases and changes to sportfishing regulations.

In addition, the SCBOA contract included an analysis of the economic impacts of the
charter fishing industry in Sitka.

Methodology

This report presents findings from a survey of visitors whe ﬁ:.rﬁcipalaed in charter
fishing. Visitors were interviewed in the departure lounge of the Sitka Airport before
boarding their flights. Using a statistical samnpling T&oeedure to randomly select
flights and passengers throughout the season, McDowell Group surveyors
intercepted 228 charter fishermen. ‘The maximum margin of error on the charter
fishing visitor sample is 6.7 percent at the 95 percent confidence level.

Surveys were conducted between May and September. The survey instrument was
designed McDowell Group with input from Sitka Convention and Visitors
Bureau staff and SCBOA.

The economic impact analysis was developed using data from City and Borough of
Sitka, the Alaska Department of Fish and Game, and Aleskz Travelers Survey.
Additionally, McDowell Group conducted interviews with 12 Sitka charter boat
operatoss to gather information on their client volume and business expenditures.

Sitka Chartor Fishing Visitor Profile and impec! Analysis McDowsil Group, 160, = P8ge 2
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SURVEY OF SITKA CHARTER VISITORS

Trip Purpose

Nearly all of Sitka's summer 2005 charter visitors were traveling for
vacation/pleasure. Just 4 percent were combining business and pleasure, and 3
percent were visiting friends and relatives. (Business-only travelers were screened
out of the survey sample.)

Trip Purpose
Alaska Travalers Survay, Alr Visitors, Bummer 2005

Charter Visitoes

Vacation/pleasure 93%

Buginess/pleasure 4

Vigiting friends and relatives 3
Length of Stay

Sitka charter visitors tend to spend all of their Alaska vacation time in Sitka. They
reported an average length of stay in Alaska of 5.2 nights, and an average length of
stay in Sitka of 4.8 nights.

Length of Stay
Alaska Travelers Survey, Air Visitors, Summer 2005
Average number of nights in Alaska 52
Average number of nights in Sitka 48

Accommodations Used in Sitka

Just over half of Sitka charter visitors stayed at a lodge while in Sitka, while nearly
all of the rest stayed in a hotel or motel.

Accommodations Used in Sitka
Alaska Travelers Survey, Air Vigitora, Summer 2005

Charlor Visitors
Lodge 52%
Hotel/mote) 42
Private home 4
Bed and breakfast 4
Camping tent/cabin 1
Boat 1
Other 6

Sitka Charter Fishing Visitor Profile and Impact Analysis McDowell Group, Inc. - Page 3
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Besides fishing, the number one activity among Sitka’s charter visitors was
shopping, at 62 percent. Over one-quarter of charter visitors participated in wildlife
ing while on their trip, induding 14 percent who bird-watched, 10 who
who bear-watched. Another popuiar
with 20 percent participating.

Participation in Tours and Activitles
Alaska Travelers Survay, Alr Visitors, Summer 2008

Chortnr Visitars

Fishing 100%
Shopping 62
Wildlife viewing 29
Wildlifesmaying life viewing 21
Bird watching 14
Raptor Canter 10
Besr viawing 7
Cuftural activities *H
MuseumsmMistonical sites 21
Native culture tours/activities 4
Hiking/nature walk 20
Boating 8
Visiting triendshelatves 6
Chy tour 8
Kayakim_;kanoeing 4
Flightseeing 4
Day crulse 1
Ruggian Dancers 1
Business 1
Hurting 1
Cemping 1
Other activitiea 2
Sitka Chastor Fishing Visilor Profie and Impact Anglysis McDowod Group, Inc. « Page €
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Satisfaction Ratings

The vast majority of Sitka's charter visitors (85 percent) were very satisfied with their

Alaska experience. More than three-quarters (77 percent) were very satisfied with
their Sitka exllc:v:rience. Not one Sitka charter visitor was dissatisfied with either their
Sitka or Alaska experience.

Satisfaction Ratings
Alaska Travelers Survey, Air Visitors, Summer 2005

Very

Very
Dissalished

' i) Satisticd Neutral Dissatished
Salisfied

Overall experlence in Alaska 85% 14% 1% - =
Overall experience in Sitka 77 20 3 = i
Visitor Expenditures

Sitka's charter visitors spent an average of $8,500 per party in Sitka, and $1,900 per
person. These figures do not include spending on airfare.

Visitor Spending on Sitka Trip
Alaska Traveiers Survey, Air Visitors, Summer 2006

Zero 6%
$1 fo $1,000 7
$1,000 10 $2,000 15
$2,000 to $5,000 26
Qver $5,000 47
Average Spending

Per Party $8,500
Average Spending

Par Person $1,900

Sitka Chartar Fishing Visitor Profile and Impact Analysis MecDowsll Group, Inc. « Page &
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Previous Sitka Travel

One half of charter visitors had previously been to Sitka. These repeat visitors had

made an average of 4.8 trips.

Previous Sitka Travel

Alaska Travelars Survey, Air Visitors, Summer 2006

Is this your first irip to Sitka?
Yes 49%
No 51

(Base: Previously visited Sitka)

How many other trips to Sitka have you made?

1 28%
2 15

3 11

4 12

5 ]
More than 6 visits 25
Average number of trips 4.8 trips

Future Travel to Sitka
Seven out of ten Sitka charter visitors said they were

very likely to return to Sitka,

while another 20 percent said they were likely to retum.
Of those likely or very likely to return to Sitka, virtually all visitors expressed a

strong interest in charter fishing on their next visit.

Future Travel to Sitka

Alaska Travelers Survey, Air Visitors, Summer 2005

How llkely are you to return to Sitka?

Very likely 70%
Likely 20
Unlikely 4
Very unlikety <1

(Base: very likely or likely to return to Sitka)

How likely are you to go charter fishing on your return visit?

Very likely B7%
Likely 9
Unlikety 2
Very unlikely

McDowsll Group, Inc, « Page 6
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Impact of Price Increases on the Likelihood of Retuming

Sitka charter visitors who said they were likely to charter fish in Sitka in the future
were asked how changes in cost and regulations might affect the Sitka charter
fishing market. The question related to cost increases read:

In the next year, the costs of charter fishing in Sitka may increase due to higher
license fees, fuel cost increases, and a possible sales tax increase. If the cost of charter
fishing in Sitka increased by 10 percent, would you be much less likely to return,
somewhat less likely to return, or the cost increase wouldn’t make a difference?

The purpose of this question was to provide a general indication of price sensitivity
in the Sitka charter market. The lodge charter fishing market has been willing to pay
one of the highest daily rates in Alaska tourism ($300-$500 per day is typical) for full
fishing/lodging/meals packages. By asking about a specific cost increase (10
percent), respondents were able to provide a relatively reliable answer to this
question.

The charter fishing market appears to be only moderately m-lce—sensitive. When
asked about a potential 10 percent increase in the cost of charter fishing, just 14
percent considered themselves “much less likely to retwrn.” Nearly one-half (44
percent) were not sensitive to the suggested 10 percent increase, not a surprising
finding as they are already willing to pay a substantial sum, and their incomes show
good ability to pay for the experience.

i the cost of charter fishing in Sitka Increased by 10 percent, would you be...
Alaeka Travelers Survey, Air Visitors, Summer 2005

Intended Fulure Chartrr

Vistlors (n=18/7)

Much less likely to return

Somewhat less likely to return 37
Wouldn’t make a difierence 44
Don't know/refusad 5

Impact of Bag Limits on the Likellhood of Returning

The question related to bag limits read:

The State of Alaska may decrease the number of fish non-residents are allowed to
keep. If yyou were allowed to keep fewer fish, would you be much less likely to return,
somewhat less likely to return, or the decrease wouldn’t make a difference?

Because it was difficult to answer this question without knowing the specific bag
limits, the surveyor recorded whether a respondent added to their response
“depends on the number of fish” or “depends on the species of fish.”

The purpose of this question was to gain a general indication of charter market
sensitivity to potential bag limit reductions. However, the complex nature of the
issue (which specie? how many? what combination of species/numbers of fish?
daily or total trip limits?) could not be addressed due to practical limitations in the
surveying environment with respondents in the midst of checking in and boarding
as they exited from Sitka airport. In addition, specific proposed regulation changes
were not known at the time of the survey.

Sitka Charter Fishing Visitor Profife and Impact Analysis McDowell Group, Inc. = Fage 7
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At best, the results for this question should only be considered a general indication
of potential effects of bag hmits on future charter market behavior. Respondents
were not given any choices regarding number of fish or species limitations, and were
left to speculate on what those limitations might be.

Survey results were somewhat mixed. Considering only those respondents who
answered the question directly (without qualifying their answer with “it depends,”)
24 percent said they would be “much less likely to return,” compared to 26 percent
who said keeping fewer fish “would not make a difference.” Some respondents
added “it depends” (on the number of fish and/or the species), and either qualified
their response to the question or did not answer the question.

i you were allowed to keep fewer fish, would you be...
Alaska Travelers Survey, Alr Visitors, Summer 2005

Intended Fulure Charter

Visors (n=197}
Single Reaponge
M-u;:h leas likely to return 24%
Somewhat less likely o return 19
Woulin't make a difference 26
Depends on the number of fish 4
Depends on the species of fish 1
Don't know/refused 4
MuHliple Responses
Much less likely + Depends on # fish 5
Much less likely + Depends on species 4
Much less likely + Depends on # and species 4
Somewhat leas likely + Depends on # fish 8
Somewhat less likely + Depends on spécies 5
Somewhat less liksly + Depends on # and 4
species

Note: Column does not add 10 100% due to multiple responsas.

Perhaps a better indication of potential impacts of bag limit changes would be an
historic analysis of similar changes, a research task beyond the scope of this report.
Did the lodge charter market decline in years when bag limits were lowered? Or
increase in years when bag limits were raised? Actual historic documentation of
consumer behavior may be a better indicator than visitor predictions about future
behavior.

Sitka Charfer Fishing Visitor Profile and Impact Analysis McDowsll Group, Inc. + Page 8
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Trip Planning

Two-thirds of Sitka charter visitors used the Internet to plan their Alaska trip, and
rearly half booked some portion of their trip over the Internet. Nearly all of those
who booked over the Internet bought their airfare on-line. Only 16 percent
purchased Jodging or-line.

Internet Use
Alaska Travelars Survey, Alr Vialtors, Summer 2006

Used Internet 08%
Resaarch only 18
Reasarch and bock 47

Which portions of your trip did you book over the
Internet? (Base: Bookad over the internet)

Aizfare 85%
Lodging 18
Tours 3
Ovemight packages 2
Vehicle rental 1
Other 1

Just 14 percent of Sitka charter visitors reported using a travel agent to plan their
trip, almost always for airfare.

Travel Agent Use
Alaska Travelers Survey, Alr Visitors, Summar 2008

Did you uee a travel l!em?
Yes 14%
No 86

Wwhich portons did you bock through a travel agem?
{Base: usad travol agont)

Airfare 97%
Lodging 14
Tours 7
Ovemight packages 7

Besides the Internet and travel a the number one source of information for Sitka
charter visttors was friends and family at 53 percent, followed by prior experience at
40 percent.

Sitka charter visitors appear to conduct Jittle active research beyond the Internet,
with less than 15 percent reporting usage of brochures, travel shows, CVB research,
guidebooks, etc.

Shka Chartar Fishing Visttor Profile and impoct Anslysis MeLowot! Group, inc. « Fage 8
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Other Information Sources About Sitka*
Alaska Travelers Survey, Alr Visitors, Summer 2005

Friends/family 53%

Prior exparience 40
Brochures 12
Travel shows 9
Lodging 5
Convention and Visitors Bureau 3
Magazine 3
Guidebooks 2
Club/organization 2
AAA 1
Newspaper 1
Alaska State Vacation Planner 1
Cruise ling <1
Ferry brochure/schedule <1
Library <1
Community Brochures <1
North to Alaska Guide <1
None 2
Other 2
*Top-of-mind recall,

Sitka charter visitors made their decision to travel an average of eight months ahead
of time, and booked their arrangements an average of six months ahead of time.

Advance Time for Trip Dacision and Booking
Alaska Travelars Survey, Air Visitors, Summer 2008

How far In advance did you decide to come on this trip to Alaska?

Charter Visitors

Less than three monihs 18%
Four to six months 27
Seven to eleven months 22
Over one year 34
Average # months 8.2

How far In advance did you book your major travel arrangements?

Less than three months S0%
Four to six months 34
Seven fo eleven manths 25
Over ona year 11
Average # months 5.8

Sitka Charter Fishing Visitor Frofile and Impact Analysis

McDoweli Group, Inc. - Page 10
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Demographics

See tabie next page.

Three- ers of Sitka charter visitors came from the western United States (74
wment . California alone accounted for 32 percent of Sitka's charter visitors, while
ashington accounted for 24 percent.

Sitka charter visitors reported an average age of 53 years old, and an average party
size of 4.5 people. Nine out of ten charter visitors were male. Over half of Sitka
charter visitors reported havi.%;t Jeast a college degtee. The average annual income
reported was just under $120,000.

Kitka Chartor Fishing Visitor Profile and impati Analysis MeDowell Group, Inc. » Page 11
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Sitka Visitor Demographics
Alaska Travelers Survey, Alr Visitors, Summer 2005

R e e T LT

 Origin
Woestarn US T4%
California 32
Washingion 24
Midwestern US 10
Southern US 9
Eastern US 6
Canada <1
Other International <1
Party Slze
One persan 21%
Two people 19
Three peaple 11
Four people 18
Five or more people 30
Average party size 4.5 people
Gender
Female 11%
Male 89
| Age
Less than 18 5%
19-34 years old e
35-44 years old 19
45-64 years old 48
QOver 65 years old 22
Average age 52.6 years old
Educstion
Less than H.S. diploma 2%
High School Grad/GED 11
Vocational Cert. 2
Some Call-egg 14
AA degree 10
Coliege graduate 57
Bachelor's a7
Master's 1
Doctorate 9
Average household income
Mean income $119,000
Refused 13%

Shka Charter Fishing Visftor Profile and Impact Analysis

McDowell Group, inc. « Page 12
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EconNoMiIc IMPACT OF CHARTER FISHING
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Sitka Charter Industry Overview

This chapter presents an analysis of economic impacts resulting from Sitka's charter
fishing industry. It does not estimate activity or spending by resident sportfishermen
or non-resident, unguided sportfishermen.

The McDowell Group used several sources of information to estimate the size of the
charter fishing market in Sitka. Market size estimates are based on data from the
Alaska Department of Fish and Came (ADFG) saltwater charter vessel logbooks,
interviews with a sample of charter industry operators, and from the McDowell
Group'’s Alaska Travelers Survey 2001 and 2005.

According to the Jatest ADFG data available for the Sitka area, there were 121 active
charter businesses representing 213 individual boats in 2004.

Size of Sitka Charter Fishing Fleet
Active businesses and veasels

Businesses Vossels
2003 127 210
2002 123 220
2001 121 209

*Alaska Department of Fish and Game

Based on operator interviews and Alaska Travelers Survey 2005 data, the study team
estimates that there were approximately 10,400 charter fishermen (not including
cruise passengets) in the Sitka area in 2005.

Based on ratios developed from Alaska Travelers Survey 2005, approximately 87
percent of non-cruise charter fishermen purchased a lodge package or other type of
all-inclusive fishing package. The remaining 13 percent of non-cruise charter
fishermen were independent fishermen who purchased day-fishing charters and
made their own accommodation and meal arrangements,

Volume estimates of cruise-related charter fishermen are confidential.

Sitka Non-Cruise Charter Markat
Alaska Travelers Survey, Alr Visitors, Summear 2006

R R S Ty

Lodige/package fishermen 9,000
Independent fishermen 1,400
Total non-cruise tishermen 10,400

Alaska Travelers Survey data shows that a majority of lodge/package fishermen
stayed at a lodge or resort (64 percent) or at a hotel/motel (43 percent). Some
fishermen stayed at more than one type of accommodation during their trip. A

Sitka Charter Fishing Visitor Profile and impact Analysis MeDowell Group, Inc. « Page 13
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smaller number stayed at B&B's (2 percent) or used other types of accommodations
(4 percent) such as vacation rentals, boats or camping during their stay in Sitka.

Independent charter fishermen stayed in hotels/motels (42 percent), B&B's (12
percent), private homes (8 percent), and on boats (4 percent). Nearly one-third (31
percent) stayed at other types of accommodations. The majority of “other”
accommodations were vacation rentals.

Charter Fishermen Expenditures

Alaska Travelers Survey 2005 findings show that lodge/ package fishermen spent an
average of $2,133 per person on fishing packages in 2005. This group spent an
additional $138 per person on other items such as meals (not included in the
package), beverages, tours, transportation and shopping while in Sitka,

Independent fishermen spent an average of $767 on fishing charters, $283 on
accommodations and $303 on all other expenditures.

Estimates of the average expenditures for cruise-related charter fishermen are
confidential.

Average Per-Person, Per-Trip Expenditures
Alaska Travelors Survey, Air Visitors, Summer 2005

Average Per Person

Spending

Lodge/package charter flshermen
Fishing, accommodations, and meals package $2,133
Other expendiiures $138
Total spending by lodge/package fishermen $2,271
Independent charter fishermen
Fishing charters $767
Accommodations $283
Other expenditures $303
Total spending by independent fishermen $1,353

Charter Industry Gross Sales

The gross sales reported to the City and Borough of Sitka by charter industry
businesses include sales of fishing charters and accommodations sold b{’ those
operators. Sales are taxed at a rate of 6 percent from April 1* to September 30" and 5
percent the remainder of the year. Accommodations are taxed at an additional rate
of 6 percent. A cap of $1,000 applies to each individual sale. Operators reporting
package sales self-report the amount of accommodation sales for bed tax purposes.

According to the City and Borough of Sitka, gross sales increased to $21.05 million,
an increase of 8.7 percent in 2005. The amount of taxable sales and sales tax collected
both increased by 6.7 percent for the same period. The volume of accommodation
sales reported by charter operators was not available, therefore no estimate can be
made of the amount of bed tax collected from charter industry sales.

Sitka Charter Fishing Visitor Profite and Impact Analysis McDowell Group, Inc. « Page 14
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Charter Industry Gross Revenue and Tax Collection
City and Borough of Sitka
D
2002 $15,432,000 $5,730,000 $287,000 130
2003 17,225,000 6,537,000 327,000 158
2004 19,370,000 8,117,000 485,000 165
2005 21,051,000 8,659,000 517,000 151

*Includes charter revenue and accommodations revenue as reporad by charter operators.

Charter-Related Expenditures

Total charter fishing-related expenditures by Sitka charter clients are estimated to be
approximately $23.1 million for 2005.

Based on McDowell Group estimates, lodge/package fishermen spent
approximately $19.2 million on fishing packages and an additional $1.24 million on
other expenditures while in Sitka.

Independent fishermen spent approximately $1 million on fishing charters, $440,000
on accommodations and $425,000 on other expenditures.

Cruise passengers who charter fished while in Sitka are estimated to have generated
approximately $750,000 in gross revenue for Sitka charter operators (this is net of
cruise line commissions) in 2005. This includes trips booked before arriving in port
and fishermen who arranged trips while in port.

Charter-Related Expenditures in Sitka 2005

Expendilures

Lodge/package fishermen

Fishing packages $19,200,000

Other expenditures 1,240,000
independent fishermen

Day fishing trips $1,100,000

Accommodations 400,000

Other expenditures 425,000
Crulse passengers

Fighing charters $750,000

Total $23,100,000

Charter Industry Impact on the Sitka Economy

In order to understand typical spending patterns for Sitka charter operators, the
McDowell Group conducted interviews with a selected sample of charter operators
representing a range of volume and type of operation.

Sitha Charter Fishing Visitor Frofile and Impact Analysis

McDowsll Group, Inc. « Page 15
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Readers should recognize the complexities involved in analyzing charter industry
spending, Charter industry businesses range from one-boat operations with no
accommodations, to full service lodges offering accommodations, meals and other
activities. Service levels and quality also vary. Because of the variety of business
types, it was not possible to capture comparable spending information for all
categories of expenses during the c operator interviews.

This study did not attempt to determine the level of profitability for charter
operators. However, based on operator interviews and industry standards, average
profitability is assumed to be in the range of 12-18 percent of gross revenue.

+ Assuming profits of 12-18 percent of revenue, the remairing 82-88 percent
represents total operating expenses for Sitka charter businesses in 2005. In total,
Sitka charter operators reported gross sales of slighly more than $21 million for
2005. Therefore total 2005 operating expenses for Sitka charter businesses would
be in the range of $17.3 million to $18.5 million.

+ Sitka charter operators reported spending, on average, approximately 89 percent
of their total annual operational expenses in Sitka. Therefore the estimated total
direct rec splclanding in Sitka by the charter industry is in the range of $15.5 million to
$16.7 million.

* Based on data gathered during the interviews, the largest categories of ing
in Sitka, as a percent of expenses, were wages (17 percent), contracting for boats
and crew (15 percent), boat operations an guipment (186 Y ), groceries (7

t), and fish processing (5 percent). goods and services
locally indude insurance, utilities, rent and lodging-

Direct spending in Sitka by charter fisherman totaled approximately $23.1 million in
2005. Using multipliers’ to acoount for the effects of indirect and induced spending?
the McDowell Group estimates that the total charter industry output (as a measure
of direct and indirect spending) was approximately $31 million in 2005.

It is beyond the scope of this study to determine precisely the total number of part-
time and fulltime workers employed in the charter industry. However, the total
rumber of people directly or indirectly e some income related to charter
activity is estimated at between 350 and 400 in 2005. This includes workers directly
em‘gloyed in the industry, such as crew on charter boats and lodge employees, in
addition to workers indirectly employed as a result of the industry, such as
employees of businesses providing goods and services to charter businesses.

£conomic impacts of Sitka’s Charter Fishing Industry, 2005
Total direct spending by chaster fishermen $23 mbiflon

Totial charter fighing industry qutput $31 millien
{includes direct, indirect and induced impacis)

Estimated charter fishing-related peak employrent 350-400 obs

! The multipliers used in this analysis are drawn from, the Implan mode! for the sectore of the economy that most
accurately reflect the charter industry.

*ndiract spending occurs when chatter business purchase goods and services in support of their operations. induced
gpending occurs when employees of the industry spend their payroll doilars in the local economy.

SN Chartar Fisting Visitor Prafile and impact Analysis McDoweli Group, inc. = Fage 18
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Biostream Environmental
Liberty Bay Marina » 1779} Fjord Drive NE — Suite AA o Poulsbo « WA » 98370-8483
360-697-6702 « lestelle@nwbiostream.com

MEMORANDUM

TO: Tom Ohans

FROM: Larry Lestelle

DATE: February 3, 2007

RE: Methods to project 2006 sport harvest of halibut in Area 2C

As requested, [ have reviewed roethods used by ADFG to prepare preliminary estimates of the
2006 sport halibut harvest in Area 2C. I reviewed a variety of documents in the process and
spoke on several occasions via telephone with Bob Chadwick and Mike Jaenicke of ADFG.

I summarize my findings bere. | address three questions in the following:

1. What methods bave been used to estimate sport harvests in the state designated areas that
comptrise Area 2C, both with respect to finalized season numbers and to formulate
preliminary numbers that are used by management agencies priot to finalized numbers
being issued?

2. Were the methiods used to formulate the preliminary 2006 harvest ¢stimate different from
approaches used in previous years?

3. What other methods might have been employed to estimate the 2006 harvest, and how
would the estimates have differed from the ones that were formulated by ADFG?

By necessity, my review is short. I address each of the questions quite briefly. I have leamed that
the methods and history of harvest estimation in this area are quite involved—and I am sure that
there arc many aspects that I have not been able to assess—nor understand. Still, I believe my
review wijl be helpful to you.

Also, due to time constraints I will only address estimation of fish in pieces (number of fish). For
management purposes, harvest in pieces is converted to biomass (weight) estimates. I do not
address the procedures used for this conversion here.

It is important to make clear at the outset that ! found both Bob Chadwick and Mike Jaenicke to
be very helpful in my review, ] know from being personally involved in the harvest management
end of things that they have a difficult job. They were both very easy to converse with. They
forwarded information quickly. Bob Chadwick indicated that he could arrange a mesting with
you and your association to go over questions as the need might arise.
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I understand there is a concern by some that the preliminary harvest estimates made by ADFG
for 2006 may be higher than actually accurred. Two methods were employed by ADFG
biologists to project last year’s catch, both of which generated estimates that exceeded all prior
year harvest estimates for Area 2C (Figure 1).
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Figure 1, Estimated sport harvest of hatlbut in Area 2C for 1995.2005 and preliminary projected harvest in
2006 vsing two methods employed by ADFPG. Numbers for 1995-2005 are from the Statewide Harvest Survey
(SWHS). Prujections for 2086 are from Jaenicke and Meyer (2006). LTB - linear trend projection; LBP —
logbook projection.

Methods to Estimate Sport Harvest within Area 2C

Here I describe briefly the methods that have been used to generate harvest estimates in recent
years prior to 2006, The methods differ in purpose.

ADFG has employed three methods to estimate harvest within areas of Area 2C prior to 2006:
1. Statewide Harvest Survey (SWHS)
2. Creel census (onsite surveys)
3. Charter logbooks

It is important to recognize that these are three distinet methods used to estimate the same
thing—i.e., harvesti—though results have been applied for different purposes. None of the
methods pmduceswhatnnghtbe construed asthe “true” harvest nmnber eventhoushﬂ:e SWHS

Statewide Harvest Survey, The SWHS ig the official method used by the State of Alaska to
estimate sport fishing participation and harvest (fish kept) for a wide range of species—including
halibut—statewide. As already noted, the estimates are considered the finalized estimates of
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harvest. The method has been used since 1977 but has undergone a number of modifications
since then (Jennings and others 2006) — for example, harvest estimates for 1996-1998 were
revised in September 2000. The method utilizes a mail survey made annually following the end
of all fisheries each calendar year. The survey is questionnaire-based and is sent to & sample of
both resident and nooresident license holders. I will not go into the details here — those are
adequately covered in annual reports issued by the Sport Fish Division of ADFG (available
online). What is important to recognize is that the survey is rooted in the willingness of
respondents to truthfully report what they caught each year. The method does address non-
respondents and certain patterns of responses expected between respondents and non-
respondents. Mike Jaenicke informed me that while survey results and methods have been
scrutinized over the years, there is in no way to truly know the accuracy of the estimates. That is
commonly the case for surveys of this type. Measures of uncertainty (expressed as 95%
confidence limits) are generated for the harvest estimates each year, but these are not routinely
reported except for certain fisheries.

The annual survey is initiated each January (covering the previous year's fisheries) apd harvest
estimates are subsequently finalized in September after a pumber of steps. Hence the estimates
for the year being analyzed are not available to be used in the preseason planning process for the
current year. So, estimates for 2006 will not be available until September of 2007, hence they
cannot be used for planning this year’s fisheries. For halibut, the SWHS generates estimates for
eight primary areas in Southeast Alaska, of which seven fall into IPHC Area 2C (Table 1). The
eighth, Yakutat, is in [PHC Area 3C.

Creel Census {On-site Surveys), On-site creel census estimates of harvest are made for some
species in a limited number of fisheries each year. One purpose of these surveys is to compare
these estimates 10 those generated with the SWHS each year. This appears to provide the only
way for ADFG to check how well the SWHS approach performs in generating its estimates. (But
keep in mind that both methods produce estimates of the same thing and there is ro way to know
in any given fishery and year which estimate is in fact more accurate, Still, the creel census is
based on on-site observations as opposed to a mail survey sent to people in distant places—
hence, I think it should be generally regarded as closer to “truth.”) Each year in ADFG’s annual
report for the SWHS there is a “Discussion” sectiop that comments on the correspondence
between SWHS estimates and those derived from on-site surveys. Three areas within Area 2C
are routinely surveyed each year using the on-site methods: Ketchikan, Sitks, and Juneau,

Before looking at some comparative results, it is first helpful to see how ADFG describes the
purposes of the on-site surveys, as drawn from a report issued very recently covering harvest
year 2006 (Tersteeg and Jaenicke 2006): (I have underlined certain sentences for emphasis)

“On-site surveys occurred in nine primary cornmunities in [PHC Area 2C, and varied
in duration and type on the data collection needs of managers. Creel surveys in
Kl H i ” SRR E A 5 4 izt »
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' sport fish s in local waters, Additicnal sampling
programs were in place in Craig, Klawock, Petersburg, Wrangell, Gustavus, and
Elfin Covin from May to September, where similar types of data were collected from
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returning anglers, but were designed in a way that did not allow for direct in-season
estimates of harvests,”

Table 1. Historical sport harvests of halibue ia Area 2C for 1977-2005 us reported in the Statewide Harvest

Svurvey (ADFG).

Year  Ketchikan I::r:d Pm';g Sitka Juneau S:;E! Glacler Total

1677 1,360 217 447 802 1,878 81 ryg 5,404
1878 751 230 1,103 330 3,086 448 170 5,107
1978 1,359 583 1,380 3179 5,832 49 aaz 13,024
1580 5,260 1,085 3,193 4975 9,333 31 620 24,828
1681 4,634 1,321 2280 4299 8,122 870 443 21,7
1982 5,663 2,242 3,845 8330 18,988 650 744 as,7a2
1683 8,760 1.848 4,147 7,945 18,851 1,428 5636 41,313
1984 11,719 2,124 5,646 8.197 15,618 2,0z8 748 46,654
1885 12,600 3073 4,757 6,091 16,686 1,023 1,365 45,604
1538 11,014 2,902 3624 6617 19.574 2,189 1,33 44,251
1987 8,876 2,760 3,038 7,545 14,382 3.567 2,184 43,153
1888 14,544 2,778 a877 10,572 18,687 3201 4238 64,007
1888 13,699 69,213 5,548 17,727 20273 2,588 4,494 73,532
1680 9872 10,264 5,788 17,482 16.248 1,872 3415 £5,031
1981 8,733 14,875 8,433 20283 13837 1,169 g.7é8 71,928
1962 9,455 11,861 8,153 22 002 14,850 828 4,883 70,000
1993 12763 22801 5,884 18,366 16,340 2,185 6,878 85,027
1904 15,313 24 485 7.082 23,701 10,382 1.058 5,849 88.740
1995 14,483 20,808 9.488 21,452 15,148 858 7.080 89,322
1896 15,3168 23,266 10,234 20,840 16,414 1,209 7.618 94,887
1997 13885 21,201 10417 27,652 21,282 1,007 9,242 704,385
1958 11,311 24,028 8.995 30,309 14,553 584 7,190 96,944
1999 10,089 25,739 8133 28,222 15,522 a9 7,552 87,038
2000 13685 20660 9,930 28,375 16,672 499 13,836 111,840
2001 10,108 28,210 8,345 33,104 14,213 854 15,112 106,954
2002 10,766 30,080 8,742 26,186 15647 1,220 14,320 104,813
2003 8810 20,307 7.668 32,362 20,630 1,138 19,767 116,481
2004 19938 31,081 12,149 38,505 15,544 883 24238 147.316
2005 15,751 38,044 11,878 42,188 25,882 783 27,389 162,570

It is clear that one of the purposes of the on-site surveys in 2006—as it was in previous years—
was 1o generate in-season estimates of harvests for specific area fisheries. The Tersteeg and
Jaenicke report describes the surveys made in 2006 in & way that tells me they were intensively
and comprehensively performed. I found nothing in the report describing the 2006 effort to
suggest the surveys were somehow lacking in bow they were conducted compared to prior years.
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A comparison of halibut harvests for the Ketchikan, Sitka, and Juneau arcas between the SWHS
results and creel census is given in Figure 2 for 1995-2003. The data used in the comparisons .
were pulled directly from annual report appendix tables intended to be used for such comparative
purposes. Note that the last annual report to have been issued came out in Avgust 2006, which
covered harvest year 2003—hence | did not have access to the comparison appendix tables to get
the SWHS results for 2004 and 2005." I have added to the figure the creel census results for
years since 2003 as a way of seeing the patterns for the on-site surveys for all years beginning in
1995,

Note the following from Figure 2:

» For Ketchikan, the on-site surveys have generally produced lower estimates of harvest
than those produced by the SWHS, though there is some indication that the estimates arc
tending toward closer correspondence in the later years;

» For Sitka, there was very tight correspondence for the years 1995-2001—then the SWHS
results gave substantially lower estimates for 2002 and 2003;

» For Juneau, there is good correspondence between methods for 1995-2000, then the
estimates diverged—results differed very substantially for 2001-2003 with SWHS
numbers much higher than those preduced by the on-site surveys;

» Trends in harvest differ for the three areas——conclusions one might draw about trends
also seem to differ between methods;

» The on-site survey results indicate that harvest in all three areas dropped between 2005
and 2006—ithe opposite of the pattem seer :

There is another aspect of the comparison in these methods that is important to point out. Keep in
mind that ] am drawing all of the numbers for my comparison directly from the tables in the
annual SWHS reports intended for purposes of such comparison. In Figure 3, I compare the 95%
confidence limits reported for the estimates produced with the two methods. It is important to
note that in many years the confidence intervals do not overlap—or even come close to doing so,
indicating statistically significant differences in both estimates and associated error bounds. This
strongly suggests that there exist sources of crror in the estimation methods that are not yet
understood or incorporated into the procedures as applied by ADFG. So, if the confidence limits
between the methods are so different, the question must be asked: which rmethod produces the
best estimates of harvest? This suggests to me that ADFG needs to look more closely at these
methods to better understand sources of error and potential bias.

It is also useful to see a comparison between the SWHS numbers using the ares delineations that
ADFG applies in geperating the estimates reported in Table 1. Figure 4 adds in these numbers,
enabling us to see (1) how the SWHS numbers differ between the geographic arcas used to
generate the comparison tables in the annual SWHS reports and those in the format used to
report numbers as given in Table 1 and (2) to see how the SWHS numbers compare to the on-
site numbers for 2004-20035. Note that there i8 generally very good correspondence between the

'} 1t is important to note that the comparison tables given in the annual SWHS reports use stightly different
delineations for fishery aresas than those ascribed to the same general areas shawn in Table 1 in this report. Mike
Jaenfcke pointed this out to me but 1 am unclear sbout exactly what the differences are. Hence, { did pot includs the
numbers for 2004-2005 from Table | in the figure to compare to the on-site results. I consider numbers from Table 1
a little further down in this memorandum.
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SWHS numbers in Table 1 and the SWHS for the slightly differently defined catch arcas used in
the comparison tables in the appendices of the SWHS reports—except for 1995-2000 for Juneau.
1 do not why those differences exist for those years for Juneau. This figure gives a good idea of
how the estimates in the comparison tables that will come out for harvest years 2004-2005 will

compare.
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Figure 2. Comparison between sport harvest estimates of hatibut for three aress in Area 2C where on-site
crecl conaus estimates are annually made by ADFG biologists. Comparison is bstween the finalized SWHS
estimates and on-site eatimates ag reported in appendix tables in the annual SWHS reports. The most recent
SWHS report Issued in 2006 covers harvest year 2003. On-eitc survey cstimates for 2004-2006, a» provided by
Mike Jaenicks (ADFG), are also shown,
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Figure 3. Sport barvest estimates of balibut for three areas in Area 2C where on-site creel census estimates
are annually made by ADFG biologists. The figure plots the 95% confidence intervals associated with each
annual estimate, as reported in appendix tables in sonnal SWHS reports. Only data up through year 2003

wers avallable for the comparkon.
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Figure 4. The same information shown in Figure 2 but with SWHS estimates added in for ¢ach ares as sreas
are defined associated with Table 1.

ADFG implemented a mandatory saltwater charter vessel logbook program
in 1998. T am not familiar with the details of how it has been used over its history because I was
unable 1o obtain good documentation of such details within the time frame [ had. It provide
another means for ADFG to compare harvest estimates between SWHS results and those derived
using another independent method.

Charter vessels were required to complete the loghook survey for halibut for the years 1998-
2001. However, the survey produced higher estimates of halibut harvest for charter vessels in
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these years than was generated using the SWHS (Table 2). Mike Jacnicke informed me that
ADFG biologists suspected that harvest numbers were being padded in the logbooks because the
potential for moving to individual vessel quota management was being contemplated in those
years. As a result, ADFG dropped the recording of halibut for the logbook program in 2002-
2005. | personally have no way of judging in any way the reliability of the charter vessel
reporting that occurred in 1998-2001.

Table 2. Compsrison of SWHS halibut harvest estimates in Area 2C for charter vessely and harvest estimates
derived from logbooks for 1998-2001 (NOAA Fisheries 2006).

SWHS Charter Chartes logbooks
Year st
mate Clientharvest  Crew havest Total harvast
1698 54,364 64,357 no data no data
1898 52,735 88,327 2,355 70,682
2000 57,208 91,772 4,158 85,928
2001 8B.436 91,200 4,272 05,571

Mandatory reporting of halibut harvest was again implemented in 2006 for the charter logbook
program with some changes to protocols initiated. Tersteeg and Jaenicke (2007) desctibe the
nature of these changes—primarily more detail was required in how harvest was to be reported.
It is not possible for me to assess the full scope of these changes here nor to judge how this
change in reporting may have influenced the reliability of the reporting.

The logbooks were used as a means of projeciing in-season harvest of halibut for the charter fleet
in 2006 (described further below).

I do not have the necessary data to compare logbook results for 1998-2001 and 2006 to creel
census results.

Methods Used to Formulate Preliminary Harvest Estimates for 2006

Mike Jaenicke described to me two methods that were used to formulate preliminary estimates of
the 2006 spott harvest of halibut in 2006. These methods are also generally described in a letter
from Mike Jaenicke and Scott Meyer to Calvin Blood with the IPHC dated October 23, 2006.

Although 1 am unaware of whether end of season projections like this were commonly made
after every season, comments in the Jaenicke and Meyer letter indicate they were made in at least
some years. That letter aiso indicates that the method used in for 2006 was different than the one
employed in past years, which relied on the creel census data. The Jaenicke and Meyer letier
siates:

“The previous method used for Area 2C (moving five-year average of ratio between
the SWHS and creel harvest data) resulted in consistent underestimation., especially
of the charter barvest. Retrospective analysis indicated that the linear trend method
would have provided Jess error in the previous projections.”
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The two methods applied for 2006 are {1) linear trend projection based on the previous 5 years of
estimates using the SWHS results, and (2) projection using logbook data for the period up
through August 15. On-site creel census results were not applied.

Results for both methods are shown graphically in Figure 1. The linear trend projection (LTP)
method estimated a total season harvest of 176,449 fish. The logbook projection (LBP) method
estimated a total season harvest of 178,204 fish.

Linear Trend Projection (I.TP). This method is very simple. It assumes that whatever trend in
harvest existed over the past five years will carry over into the current year. If the trend was up in
the past 5 years—it is assumed it continues. According to the Jasnicke and Meyer letter this
method has been applied for at least several years in Area 3A.

This method is completely unresponsive to any situation that occurs in the year being estimated
compared to the previous 5 years that would cause the current year to break with the 5-year
trend. Taken to the extreme, it would mean that if a large part of the fleet did not fish in the
current year (for any reason), the LTP method would ignore it and still project that the past trend
would continue.

It is illustrative to see how this method would work by applying it to the three areas where on-
site creel census data were collected, 1 apply the method just to the creel census data to Hlustrate
the inherent problem of such a method. It could be applied to each area separately but I combine
the harvests across the areas to simplify. The LTP method would have projected that the total
creel census estimated harvest for Ketchikan, Sitka, and Juneau was 67,168 fish in 2006, while
the actual cree! census estimate was only 46,289 fish (Figure 5). The actual creel census
estimate is 31% less than a projection of what it would have been using the LTP method,

Projection of 2008 crosl census estimate using LTP

80,000 ¢ ——— it -
Lre Obs

Figure 5. Application of the LTP method to cresl census data for the combined Ketebikan, Sitka, and Juneay
areas for 2006 The actual observed creel consus estimate Is labeied “Oba”
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Loghook Projection (LBF). The genetal approach of how this method was formulated is
described in the Jaenicke and Meyer letter to Calvin Blood. The method involved estimating the
pexcentage of the harvest that had been taken through August 15 of each year All logbook data
for the period 1999-2004 were used by developing a correlation between halibut effort and other
bottomfish effort—] do not understand this fully and it may need to be more completely
described by Jaenicke and Meyer. In simple terms, it means that the large majority of the season
was completed by August 15, Jaenicke and Meyer therefore felt that applying average
percentages of the harvest taken by that date to the 2006 logbook numbers would give a geod
projection of the final harvest numbers. This is a reasonable approach, one that [ have applied in
similar situations to other fisheries. '

What is not addressed by Jaenicke and Meyer however is how the 2006 numbers would compare
to SWHS mumbers if they were available. In other words, for years 1998-2001 ADFG biologists
had found that logbook numbers were higher than SWHS values—and the biologists believed
this was due to the Jogbook numbers being padded. If on the other hand, logbook entries tend to
produce higher harvest numbers than the SWHS method because SWHS estimates tend to be
biased Jow, this would suggest that the projection based on logbooks in 2006 would not be s
good method of projecting SWHS equivalents. In such case, the loghook projection for 2006
might well be accurate for charter harvest, but it could not be compared directly to past SWHS
values—it would be an “apples and oranges” situation.

Other Approaches to Estimate Sport Harvest within Area 2C for 2006

Other methods exist 10 project what the harvest was in 2006 other than those emplioyed. What I
have found to be of particular interest is why the creel census estimates were not used in some
direct fashion. [ did not find compelling reason to believe the creel census work is inherently
biased low. Given the nature of mail surveys, as used in the SWHS approach, I personatly am
inclined to believe that the crecl census surveys produce estimates closer to truth.

I readily admit there are aspects—Ilikely many—that 1 have not been able to consider due to
limited information available and limited knowledge of the behavior of the fisheries. I would
certainly apply the creel census work before using the LTP method. 1 have a number of questions
on the charter book data and therefore cannot casily judge that.

One approach that I do not understand why it was not applied is simple linear regression between
cree] census estimates and SWHS estimates. I will not go into the details here but thisis a
straightforward procedure. I can detail it if needed. I found reasonable relationships to exist
petween creel census estimates and SWHS estimates for Sitka and Juneau using the SWHS
estimates given in Table 1. A penerally poor relationship exist for Ketehikan. [ formulated
relationships for the pericd 1995-2003.

I then simptly estimated 2006 harvests using the 2006 creel census values using a variety of
different regressions—some of which are more reasonable than others (but all in my opinion are
better than the LTP method), Regressions can be developed to estimate the harvest for cach of
the three areas with creel census separately or combined and for all of Area 2C. The concept is
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simply that the creel census values for the three areas serve as indexes of the harvests occurring
in Area 2C, or portions thereof. Using these approaches, I projected the 2006 harvest for all of
Area 2C to be in the mnge of about 91,000 to 122,000—all much lower than what was projected
with the LTP method. This is simply the result of assuming that creel census method~—while it
might be biased—would be generally consistently biased (if it is biased at all). It would say that
the creel census method should at least serve as a very good index of actual harvest. If it is not,
ADFG has not given any reason why it is not. The agency’s history of using it to judge the
SWHS results supgests that the creel census results are seen as a useful indicator of actual
harvests.

1 have no way of knowing how to treat the togbook projection relative to the creel census
projections. More information would be needed.

Final Remarks

In my judgment, ADFG needs to formally document its in-season or end-of-scason projection
methods so that they can be fully reviewed by technical staffs with the various agencies
involved. Stakeholders should aiso adequately understand the procedure so that they can have
confidence that the methods are technically sound. The methods should be described in advance
of the season. If the methods need to be updated during the season, there should be a formal
procedure for doing so {perhaps such a procedure already exists but 1 am unaware of it).

I also believe that it would be extremely helpful if ADFG biologists could determine the reasans
why creel census estimates differ in some cases so much from SWHS estimates. It may be that
some form of adjustment is necessary to correct SWHS values for hias. Knowing more about the
correspondence between creel census values and the SWHS would aid in making end of season
projections,
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Ms Stephanie Madsen = D

Chair MAY 9 4 2007
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306

Anchorage, AK 99501 N-P.F.m,c'

| am writing to urge you to adopt effective management measures to controi
charter harvest in Area 2C to the GHL and fo ensure that these measures are
implemented in time for the 2008 charter season. | would also urge you to move
forward as quickly as possible with similarly effective measures in Area

3A. Commercial fishermen have asked the Council for the past 14 years to stop
the open-ended reaflocation of halibut from the commercial to the charter

sector. Fourteen years is a long time to wait. In April 2006, the Council
committed by unanimous vote to manage the halibut charter sector to the GHL
until superseded by a long-term management strategy. Please keep that
commitment. Each sector needs to live within its allocation until a mechanism for
compensated reallocation is established.

| further request that the Council convert the GHL to a percentage-based
allocation that fluctuates with abundance and implement a mechanism that
allows compensated transfer between the commercial and charter sectors. The
percentage must be derived from the existing GHL and all subsequent transfers
must be between willing buyers and willing sellers. Finally, | oppose any
permanent revenue streams to the charter sector that would subsidize charter
purchase of quota share. Charter operators that want to increase their halibut
harvest should pay more for that opportunity.

| have invested in the halibut quota share program and fishery with the
expectation that the resource will continue to be well managed and that the
Counci! will fairly balance the needs of all who depend on the halibut resource,
from consumers through fishermen and processors. | respectfully request that
the Council live up to that expeciation.

Sinceraly,
o T (.
Address /{5 /[' A ) ﬁ'g;?arﬂfcsdg 7
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Chair | may 5, L.
North Pacific Fishery Management Council 2007
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306

Anchorage, AK 99501 N®oEM o

| am writing to urge you to adopt effective management measures to control
charter harvest in Area 2C to the GHL and to ensure that these measures are
implemented in time for the 2008 charter season. | would also urge you to move
forward as quickly as possible with similarly effective measures in Area

3A. Commercial fishermen have asked the Council for the past 14 years to stop
the open-ended reallocation of halibut from the commercial to the charter
sector. Fourteen years is a long time to wait. in April 2006, the Council
committed by unanimous vote to manage the halibut charter sector to the GHL
until superseded by a long-term management strategy. Please keep that
commitment. Each sector needs to live within its allocation until a mechanism for
compensated reallocation is established.

| further request that the Councit convert the GHL to a percentage-based
allocation that fluctuates with abundance and implement a mechanism that
allows compensated transfer between the commercial and charter sectors. The
percentage must be derived from the existing GHL and all subsequent transfers
must be between willing buyers and willing sellers. Finally, | oppose any
permanent revenue streams to the charter sector that would subsidize charter
purchase of quota share. Charter operators that want to increase their halibut
harvest should pay more for that opportunity.

| have invesied in the halibut quota share program and fishery with the
expectation that the resource will continue to be well managed and that the
Council will fairly balance the needs of all who depend on the halibut resource,
from consumers through fishermen and processors. | respectfully request that
the Council live up to that expectation.

Sincerely,
-
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FAX (807) 271-2817

Chair MAY o 2
Narth Pacific Fishery Management Council 2 42007
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306

Anchorage, AK 99501 NPF5.C.

| am writing to urge you to adopt effective management measures to control
charter harvest in Area 2C to the GHL and to ensure that these measures are
implemented in time for the 2008 charter season. | would also urge you to move
forward as quickly as possible with similarly effective measures in Area

3A. Commercial fishermen have asked the Council for the past 14 years to stop
the open-ended.reallocation of halibut from the commercial to the charter

sector. Fourteen years is a long time to wait. In April 2006, the Council
committed by unanimous vote fo manage the halibut charter sector to the GHL
until superseded by a long-term management strategy. Please keep that

commitment. Each sector needs to live within its allocation until a mechanism for
compensated reallocation is established.

| further request that the Council convert the GHL to a percentage-based
allocation that fluctuates with abundance and implement a mechanism that
allows compensated transfer between the commercial and charter sectors. The
percentage must be derived from the existing GHL and all subsequent transfers
must be between willing buyers and willing sellers. Finally, | oppose any
permanent revenue streams to the charter sector that would subsidize charter

purchase of quota share. Charter operators that want to increase their halibut
harvest should pay more for that opportunity.

| have invested in the halibut quota share program and fishery with the
expectation that the resource will continue to be well managed and that the
Council will fairly balance the needs of all who depend on the halibut resource,
from consumers through fishermen and processors. | respectfully request that
the Council live up to that expectation.

Sincerely,

ﬁ’ml, L. Yoo
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Ms Stephanie Madsen

FAX (907) 271-2817 REQ&-R D

Chair MAY 2 4 007
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306 N.EEm.C

Anchorage, AK 99501

| am writing to urge you to adopt effective management measures to control
charter harvest in Area 2C to the GHL and to ensure that these measures are
implemented in time for the 2008 charter season. | would also urge you to move
forward as quickly as possible with similarly effective measures in Area

3A. Commercial fishermen have asked the Council for the past 14 years to stop
the open-ended reallocation of halibut from the commercial to the charter
sector. Fourteen years is a long time to wait. 1n April 2006, the Council
committed by unanimous vote to manage the halibut charter sector to the GHL
until superseded by a long-term management strategy. Please keep that

commitment. Each sector needs to live within its allocation unfil 2 mechanism for
compensated reallocation is established.

| further request that the Council convert the GHL to a percentage-based
allocation that fluctuates with abundance and implement a mechanism that
aliows compensated transfer between the commercial and charter sectors. The
percentage must be derived from the existing GHL and all subsequent transfers
must be between willing buyers and willing sellers. Finally, | oppose any
permanent revenue streams to the charter sector that would subsidize charter
purchase of quota share. Charter operators that want to increase their halibut
harvest should pay more for that opportunity.

| have invested in the halibut quota share program and fishery with the
expectation that the resource will continue to be well managed and that the
Council will fairly balance the needs of all who depend on the halibut resource,
from consumers through fishermen and processors. | respectfully request that
the Council live up to that expectation,

Sincerely,
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FAX (907} 271-2817

Ms Stephanie Madsen

Chair

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

Anchorage, AKX 99501

] am writing to urge you to adopt effective management measures to control
charter harvest in Area 2C to the GHL and to ensure that these measures are
implemented in time for the 2008 charter season. | would also urge you to move
forward as quickly as possible with similarly effective measures in Area

3A. Commercial fishermen have asked the Council for the past 14 years to stop
the open-ended reallocation of halibut from the commercial to the charter

sector. Fourteen years is a long fime to wait. In April 2006, the Council
committed by unanimous vote to manage the halibui charter sector to the GHL
until superseded by a long-term management strategy. Please keep that
commitment. Each sector needs to live within its allocation unti! a mechanism for
compensated reallocation is established.

| further request that the Council convert the GHL to a percentage-based
allocation that fluctuates with abundance and implement a mechanism that
allows compensated transfer between the commercial and charter sectors. The
percentage must be derived from the existing GHL and all subsequent transfers
must be between willing buyers and wiliing sellers. Finally, | oppose any
permanent revenue streams to the charter sector that would subsidize charter
purchase of quota share. Charter operators that want to increase their halibut
harvest should pay more for that opportunity.

| have invested in the halibut quota share program and fishery with the
expectation that the resource will continue to be well managed and that the
Council will fairly balance the needs of all who depend on the halibut resource,
from consumers through fishermen and processors. | respectfully request that
the Council live up to that expectation.

Sincerely,
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FAX (807) 271-2817 |
it

Ms Stephanie Madsén f B .
Chair | s N ‘/@/Di
North Pacific Fishery Management Council MAY 5 . ,_j
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306 T 007
Anchorage, AK 99501

? MPRR.

I am writing to urge you to adopt efieciive management measures to contral
charter harvest in Area 2C to the GHL and to ensure that these measures are
implemented in time for the 2008 charter season. | would also urge you to move
forward: as quickly as possible with similarly effective measures in Area

3A. Commercial fishermen have agked the Council for the past 14 years to stop
the open-ended reallocation of halibut from the commercial to the charter
sector. Fourteen years is a long time to wait. In April 2008, the Council
committed by unanimous vote to manage the halibut charter sector to the GHL
until superseded by a long-term management strategy. Please keep that
commitment. Each sector neads to live within its allocation until a mechanism for
compensated reallocation is established.

1 further request that the Council convert the GHL to a percentage-based
allocation that fluctuates with abundance and implement a mechanism that -
allows compensated transfer between the commercial and charter sectors. The
percentage must be derived from the existing GHL and all subsequent transfers
must be between willing buyers and willing sellers. Finally, | oppose any
permanent revenue sireams to the charter sector that would subsidize charter
" purchase of quota share. Charter operators that want to increase their halibut
harvest should pay more for that epportunity.

| have invested in the halibut quota share program and fishery with the
expectation that the resource will continue to be well managed and that the
Council will fairy balance the needs of all who depend on the halibut resource,
from consumers through fishermsn and processors. | respectiully request that
the Councdil live up to that expectation.

Sincerely, ),
rheﬁrv = LE'?“Q’?—
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FAX (907) 271-2817

e
Ms Stephanie Madsen £ L
Chair o D
North Pacific Fishery Management Council U ooy
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306
Anchorage, AK 99501

| am writing to urge you to adopt effective management measures to controf
charter harvest in Area 2C to the GHL and to ensure that these measures are
implemented in time for the 2008 charter season. | would also urge you to move
forward as quickly as possible with similarly effective measures in Area

3A. Commercial fishermen have asked the Council for the past 14 years to stop
the open-ended reallocation of halibut from the commercial to the charter
sector. Fourfeen years is a long time to wait. In April 2008, the Council
committed by unanimous vote to manage the halibut charter sector to the GHL
until superseded by a fong-term management strategy. Please keep that
commitment. Each sector needs to live within its allocation until a mechanism for
compensated reallocation is established.

| further request that the Council convert the GHL to a percentage-based
aliocation that fluctuates with abundance and implement a mechanism that
allows compensated transfer between the commercial and charter sectors. The
percentage must be derived from the existing GHL and all subsequent transfers
must be between willing buyers and willing sellers. Finally, | oppose any
permanent revenue streams to the charter sector that would subsidize charter
purchase of quota share. Charter operators that want to increase their halibut
harvest should pay more for that opportunity.

| have invested in the halibut quota share program and fishery with the
expectation that the resource will continue to be well managed and that the
Council will fairly balance the needs of alt who depend on the halibut resource,
from consumers through fishermen and processors. | respectfully request that
the Council live up to that expectation.

Sincerely,
_,&A .«..4-_‘\1«;.(7 /ﬁl;z% . ﬁn?g.a.? P. How <
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FAX (907) 271-2817

RECZ
Ms Stephanie Madsen
Chair MAY 9 2007 —
North Pacific Fishery Management Coungil

605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306

N8B
Anchorage, AK 99501 RM.C.

| am writing to urge you to adopt effective management measures to controi
charter harvest in Area 2C to the GHL and to ensure that these measures are
implemented in time for the 2008 charter season. | would also urge you to move
forward as quickly as possible with similarly effective measures in Area

3A. Commercial fishermen have asked the Council for the past 14 years to stop
the open-ended reallocation of halibut from the commercial to the charter
sector. Fourteen years is a long time to wait. 1n April 2006, the Council
committed by unanimous vote to manage the halibut charter sector to the GHL
until superseded by a long-term management strategy. Please keep that
commitment. Each sector needs to live within its atlocation until a mechanism for
compensated reallocation is established.

| further request that the Councit convert the GHL to a percentage-based
allocation that fluctuates with abundance and implement a mechanism that
allows compensated transfer between the commercial and charter sectors. The
percentage must be derived from the existing GHL and ali subsequent transfers
must be between willing buyers and willing sellers. Finally, | oppose any
permanent revenue streams to the charter sector that would subsidize charter
purchase of quota share. Charter operators that want to increase their halibut
harvest should pay more for that opportunity.

| have invested in the halibut quota share program and fishery with the
expectation that the resource will continue to be well managed and that the
Council wili fairly balance the needs of all who depend on the halibut resource,
from consumers through fishermen and processors. 1 respectfully request that
the Council live up to that expectation.

Sincerely,

Address .*\;\O\ KZ

Noed Vae BHRO

Date:  N.-2H -0




RE‘ CE™ 7
Ms. Stephanie Madsen R bL_d ﬁg D

Chair . MAy 9 9
North Pacific Fishery Management Council 2007
Anchorage, Ak 99501

Nerm o

[ am writing this letter as a Commercial Halibut Fisherman. Ihave have fished halibut
for several years and I have invested in the halibut quota share program and fishery. 1
just purchased more halibut quota at the price of $19 a share. I feel that the charter boat
fishermen should also have to purchase halibut quota the same way the commercial
fishermen purchase theirs, through willing sellers and willing buyers.

Sincerely,
Keith Findley



FAX (907) 271-2817

Ms Stephanie Madsen '
Chair

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

Anchorage, AK 99501

| am writing to urge you to adopt effective management measures to control
charter harvest in Area 2C to the GHL and to ensure that these measures are
implemented in time for the 2008 charter season. | would also urge you to move
forward as quickly as possible with similarly effective measures in Area

3A. Commercial fishermen have asked the Council for the past 14 years to stop
the open-ended reallocation of halibut from the commercial to the charter
sector. Fourteen years is a long time to wait. In April 2006, the Council
committed by unanimous vote to manage the halibut charter sector to the GHL
until superseded by a long-term management strategy. Please keep that
commitment. Each secior needs to live within its allocation untii a mechanism for
compensated reallocation is established.

| further request that the Councit convert the GHL to a percentage-based
allocation that fluctuates with abundance and implement a mechanism that
allows compensated transfer between the commercial and charter sectors. The
percentage must be derived from the existing GHL and all subsequent transfers
must be between willing buyers and willing sellers. Finally, | oppose any
permanent revenue streams to the charter sector that would subsidize charter
purchase of quota share. Charter operators that want to increase their halibut
harvest should pay more for that opportunity.

| have invested in the halibut quota share program and fishery with the
expectation that the resource will continue to be well managed and that the
Council will fairly balance the needs of alt who depend on the halibut resource,
from consumers through fishermen and processors. | respectfully request that
the Council live up to that expectation.

Sincerely,

Jonathan Pavlk
Addtess‘ PO\ Box J—q.;

Vak vta t, Ak 49689
Date: 5-\3-07
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FAX (907) 271-2817 RE

Ms Stephanie Madsen

Chair MAY 2 4 2007
North Pacific Fishery Management Council

605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306 NEEMC
Anchorage, AK §9501 *

| am writing to urge you to adopt effective management measures to control
charter harvest in Area 2C to the GHL and to ensure that these measures are
implemented in time for the 2008 charter season. | would also urge you to move
forward as quickly as possible with similarly effective measures in Area

3A. Commercial fishermen have asked the Council for the past 14 years to stop
the open-ended reallocation of halibut from the commercial to the charter
sector. Fourteen years is a long time to wait. In April 2006, the Council
committed by unanimous vote to manage the halibut charter sector to the GHL
untii superseded by a long-term management strategy. Please keep that

commitment. Each sector needs to live Lwithin its allocation until a mechanism for
compensated reallocation is established.

| further request that the Council convert the GHL to a percentage-based
aliocation that fluctuates with abundance and implement a mechanism that
allows compensated transfer between the commercial and charter sectors. The
percentage must be derived from the existing GHL and all subsequent transfers
must be between willing buyers and willing sellers. Finally, | oppose any
permanent revenue streams to the charter sector that would subsidize charter

purchase of quota share. Charter operators that want to increase their halibut
harvest should pay more for that opportunity.

1 have invested in the halibut quota share program and fishery with the
expectation that the resource will continue to be well managed and that the

Council will fairly balance the needs of alt who depend on the halibut resource,

from consumers through fishermen and processors. | respectfully request that
the Council live up to that expectation.

Sincerely, . l P\‘l’&{ aﬁ M+ M
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FAX (907) 271-2817 -

=

Ms Stephanie Madsen K
Chair

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306
Anchorage, AK 98501

Npp M.

| am writing to urge you te adopt effective management measures to confrol
charter harvest in Area 2C to the GHL and to ensure that these measures are
implemented in time for the 2008 charter season. | would also urge you to move
forward as quickly as possible with simitarly effective measures in Area

3A. Commerciai fishermen have asked the Counci for the past 14 years to siop
the open-ended reallocation of halibut from the commercial to the charter

sector. Fourteen years is a long time to wait. In April 2008, the Council
commitied by unanimous vote to manage the halibut charter sector to the GHL
untii superseded by a long-term management strategy. Please keep that
commitment. Each sector needs to live within its aliocation until a mechanism for
compensated reallocation is established.

| further request that the Council convert the GHL to a percentage-based
allocation that fluctuates with abundance and implement a mechanism that
allows compensated transfer between the commerclal and charter sectors. The
Jpercantage must be derived from the existing GHL and 2ll subsaqueni fransfers.
must be between willing buyers and willing sellers. Finally, | oppose any
permanent revenue streams to the charter sector that would subsidize charier
purchase of quota share. Charter operators that want to increase their halibut
harvest should pay more for that opportunity.

!
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{ have investad in the halibut quota share program and fishety with the

expectation that the resource will confinue to be well managed and that the ls‘z
Council will fairly balance the needs of all who depend on the halibut resource, t
from consumers through fisharmen and processors. | respectfully request that =
the Councll live up to that expectation, E
Sincerely, . (\U M/ ©
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. FAX (907) 2712817,

‘Ms Stephanie Madsen

Chair

North Pacific Fi Fshery Management c::uncti
805 West 4th Ave, Ste 306 -

AnChorage. AK 99501

| am writing to urge you to adopt effective management measures to coniroj.
charter harvest in Area 2C to the GHL and to ensure that these measures are
implemented in ime for the 2008 charter season. | would also urge you to move
forward as quickly as possible with similarly effective measures in Area
3A. Commercial fishermen have asked the Council for the past 14 years to stop
the open-ended reallocafion of halibut from the commercial to the charter
sector. Fourteen years is a iong time to wait. In April 2008, the Counci]
‘committed by unanimous vote to manage the halibut charter sector to the GHL

- until superseded by a long-term management strategy. Please keep that
commitment. . Each sector needs to live within its allocation until a mechanism for
oompensated reallom’uon is estabhshad

1 further request that the Gouncil convert the GHL to a pereentage-based
allocation that fluctuates with abundancs and implement a mechanism that
allows compensated fransfer between the commerclal and charter sectors. The -
. percéntage must be derived from the existing GHL and 2l subsequent transfers
must be batween willing buyers and willing sellers. Finally, 1 oppose any

' permanent revenue sireams {o the charter sector that would subsidize charter
purchase of quota sharg. Charter operators that want: to increase their haibut
harvest should pay more for that opportunity.

/ ‘ 1 have mvested in the halibut quota share program and ﬁshery wnth the

‘/@’J expectation that the resource will continue to be well managed and that the

) ouncil will faitty balance the needs of all who depend on the halibut resource,
/ from consumers through fishermen and processors | respectfully request that
the 00uncil Iive up to that expectaﬁon :

| Md@ssdczmz‘é’éﬁ?d 5
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FAX (907) 271-2817

May 29

Ms Stephanie Madsen
Chair

North Pacific Fishery Management Council ¢ 2007
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306

Anchorage, AK 99501 “"aﬁﬂ.c,

0

j am writing to urge you to adopt effective management measures to control
charter harvest in Area 2C to the GHL and io ensure that these measures are
implemented in fime for the 2008 charter season. | wouid also urge you to move
forward as quickly as possible with similarly effective measures in Area

3A. Commercial fishermen have asked the Council for the past 14 years to stop
the open-ended reailocation of halibut from the commercial to the charter

sector. Fourteen years is a long time to wait. In April 2006, the Council
committed by unanimous vote to manage the halibut charter sector to the GHL
until superseded by a long-term management strategy. Please keep that
commitment. Each sector needs to live within its allocation until a mechanism for
compensated reallocation is established.

| further request that the Council convert the GHL to a percentage-based
allocation that fluctuates with abundance and implement a mechanism that
allows compensated transfer between the commercial and charter sectors. The
percentage must be derived from the existing GHL and all subsequent transfers
must be between willing buyers and willing sellers. Finally, | oppose any
permanent revenue streams to the charter sector that would subsidize charter

purchase of quota share. Charter operators that want to increase their halibut
harvest should pay more for that opportunity.

| have invested in the halibut quota share program and fishery with the
expectation that the resource will continue to be well managed and that the
Council will fairly balance the needs of all who depend on the halibut resource,
from consumers through fishermen and processors. | respectfully request that

the Council live up to that expectation. L“ y :\IZ' 1; j/
- l' ’
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FAX (907) 271-2817

Ms Stephanie Madsen

Chair

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

Anchorage, AK 99501

| am writing to urge you to adopt effective management measures to control
charter harvest in Area 2C to the GHL and to ensure that these measures are
implemented in time for the 2008 charter season. | would also urge you o move
forward as quickly as possibie with similarly effective measures in Area

3A. Commercial fishermen have asked the Council for the past 14 years to stop
the open-ended reallocation of halibut from the commercial to the charter
sector. Fourteen years is a long fime to wait. In April 2008, the Council
committed by unanimous vote to manage the halibut charter sector to the GHL
until superseded by a long-term management sirategy. Please keep that
commitment. Each sector needs to live within its allocation until 2 mechanism for
compensated reallocation is established.

! further request that the Council convert the GHL 1o a percentage-based
allocation that fluctuates with abundance and implement a mechanism that
allows compensated transfer between the commercial and charter sectors. The
percentage must be derived from the existing GHL and all subsequent transfers
must be between willing buyers and willing seliers. Finally, | oppose any
permanent revenue streams to the charter sector that would subsidize charter

" purchase of quota share. Charter operators that want to increase their halibut
harvest should pay more for that opportunity.

§ CaTihe FuTude

| have invested In the halibut quota share program and fishery with the
expectation that the resource will continue to be well managed and that the
Council will fairly balance the needs of all who depend on the halibut resource,
from consumers through fishermen and processors. | respectfully request that
the Council live up to that expectation.

Sincerely,

r=

y L
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FROM : CHBRLES CLEMENT FARX NO. : 987 BB56961 May, 16 2807 @7:45AM Pl

FAX (907) 271-2817

Ms Stephanie Madsen

Chair

North Pagific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 308

Anchorage, AK 89501

1 am writing to urge you to adopt effective management measures fo control
charter harvestin Area 2C to the GHL and to ensure that these measures are

- implemented in fima for the 2008 charter season. | would also urge you to move

* forward as quickly as possible with similarly effective measures in Area

- 3A. Commercial fishermen have asked the Councll for the past 14 years to stop
the open-ended reallocation of halibut from the commergial to the charter
sector. Fourteen years is a long fime to wait. In April 2008, the Council
cormitted by unanimous vote to manage the halibut charter sector to the GHL

- until superseded by a long-term management strategy. Please keep that
commitment, Each sector needs to five within is allocafion until a mechanism for
compsensated reallocation is established.

"t further request that the Coundil convert the GHL io a percentage-based
allocation that fluctuates with abundance and implement a mechanism that
allows compensated transfer between the commercial and charter sectors. The Pama

oo cDETCENtage must be derived from the existing GHL and all subeequent ransfers
must be between willing buyers and willing sellers. Finally, | oppose any

~ permanent revenue streams to the charter sector that would subsidize charter

purchase of quota share. Charter operators that want fo increase their halibut

_harvest should pay more for that opporiunity.
" | have invested in the halibut guota share program and fishery with the
expectation that the resource will continue to be well managed and that the

Gouncil will fairly balance the needs of all who depend on the halibut resource,

from consumers through fishermen and processors. | respectfully request that
the Councll five up to that expectation.
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FAX (907) 271-2817 F o

i =
Ms Stephanie Madsen oy 7g
Chair ¥ s
North Pacific Fishery Management Council "
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306 -RF¥

Anchorage, AK 99501

] am writing to urge you to adopt effective management measures to controt
charter harvest in Area 2C fo the GHL and to ensure that these measures are
implemented in time for the 2008 charter season. | would also urge you to move
forward as quickly as possible with similarly effective measures jn Area

3A. Commercial fishermen have asked the Council for the past 14 years to stop
the open-ended reallocation of halibut from the commercial to the charter
sector. Fourteen years is along time to wait. In April 2006, the Council
committed by unanimous vote to manage the halibut charter sector to the GHL
until superseded by a long-term management strategy. Please keep that
commitment. Each sector needs to live within its allocation until a mechanism for
compensated reallocation is established.

| further request that the Council convert the GHL. to a percentage-based
aliocation that fluctuates with abundance and implement a mechanism that
allows compensated transfer between the commercial and charter sectors. The
percentage must be derived from the existing GHL and all subsequent transfers
must be between willing buyers and willing sellers. Finally, | oppose any
permanent revenue streams o the charter sector that would subsidize charter

" purchase of quota share. Charter operators that want to increase their halibut
harvest should pay more for that opportunity.

) have invested in the halibut quota share program and fishery with the
expectation that the resource will continue to be weli managed and that the
Council will fairly balance the needs of all who depend on the halibut resource,

from consumers through fishermen and processors. | respectfully request that
the Council live up to that expectation.
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FAX (907) 271-2817

Ms Stephanie Madsen

Chair

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

Anchorage, AK 99501

| am writing to urge you to adopt effective management measures to control
charter harvest in Area 2C to the GHL and to ensure that these measures are
implemented in time for the 2008 charter season. | would also urge you to move
forward as quickly as possible with similarly effective measures in Area

3A. Commercial fishermen have asked the Council for the past 14 years to stop
the open-ended reallocation of hafibut from the commercial to the charter
sector. Fourteen years is a long time to wait. In April 2006, the Council
committed by unanimous vote to manage the halibut charter sector to the GHL
until superseded by a long-term management strategy. Please keep that
commitment. Each sector needs to live within its allocation until a mechanism for
compensated reallocation is established.

I further request that the Council convert the GHL. to a percentage-based
allocation that fluctuates with abundance and implement a mechanism that
allows compensated transfer between the commercial and charter sectors. The 7
percentage mustbe derived from the existing GHL and all subsequent transfers
must be between willing buyers and willing sellers. Finally, | oppose any
permanent revenue streams to the charter sector that would subsidize charter
purchase of quota share. Charter operators that want to increase their halibut
harvest should pay more for that opportunity.

1 have invested in the halibut quota share program and fishery with the
expectation that the resource will continue to be well managed and that the

Council will fairly balance the needs of all who depend on the halibut resource,

from consumers through fishermen and processors. | respectfully request that
the Council live up to that expectation.

Sincerel
s
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FAX (907) 271-2817

Ms Stephanie Madsen

Chair

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

Anchorage, AK 99501

| am writing o urge you to adopt effective management measures to control

charter harvest in Area 2C to the GHL and to ensure that these measures are

implemented in time for the 2008 charter season. | wouid also urge you to move

forward as quickly as possible with similarly effective measures in Area

3A. Commercial fishermen have asked the Council for the past 14 years to stop

the open-ended reallocation of halibut from the commercial to the charter ™

sector. Fourteen years is a long time to wait. In April 2008, the Coundil
commifted by unanimous vote to manage the halibut charter sector to the GHL

- until superseded by a long-term management strategy. Please keep that
commitment. Each sector needs to live within its allocation unti! a mechanism for

compensated reallocation is established.

| further request that the Council convert the GHL to a percentage-based
allocation that fluctuates with abundance and implement a mechanism that
allows compensated transfer between the commercial and charter sectors. The
percentage must be derived from the existing GHL and alt subsequent transfers
must be between willing buyers and willing sellers. Finally, | appose any
permanent revenue streams to the charter sector that would subsidize charter
purchase of quota share. Charter operators that want to increase their halibut
harvest should pay more for that opportunity.

i have invested in the halibut quota share program and fishery with the
expectation that the resource will continue to be well managed and that the
Council will fairly balance the needs of all who depend on the halibut resource,
from consumers through fishermen and processors. | respectfully request that
the Council live up to that expectation.

Sincerely, T Fetw THS LETNOLT
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FAX (907) 271-2817 ¢ “’L.ua WiE D
Ms Stephanie Madsen May .

Chair 15 2007

North Pacific Fishery Management Council Np

B05 West 4th Ave, Ste 308 FEmC,

Anchorage, AK 99501

| am writing o urge you to adopt effective management measures to control
charter harvest in Area 2C to the GHL and to ensure that these measures are
implemented in fime for the 2008 charter season. | would alse urge you to move
forward as quickly as possible with similarly effective measures in Area
3A. Commercial fishermen have asked the Councii for the past 14 years to stop
the open-ended reallocation of halibut from the commercial to the charter —
Sector. rourteen years is a long time to wait. 1n April 2008, the Couhdil
committed by unanimous vote to manage the halibut charter sector to the GHL
- until superseded by a lang-term management strategy. Please keep that
commitrnent. Each sector needs to live within its allocation until 2 mechanism for
compensated reallocation is established.

| further request that the Council convert the GHL to a percentage-based

allocation that fluctuates with abundance and implement a mechanism that -~
allows compensated transfer between the commercial and charier sectors. The

percentage must be derived from the existing GHL and all subsequent transfers

must be between willing buyers and willing sellers. Finally, 1 oppose any

permanent revenue streams to the charter sector that would subsidize charter

purchase of quota share, Charter operators that want to increase their halibut

harvest should pay moare for that opportunity.

| have invesied in the halibut quota share program and fishery with the
expectation that the resource will continue to be well managed and that the
Council will fairly balance the needs of all who depend on the halibut resource,
from consumers through fishermen and procassors. | respectfully request that
the Council live up to that expectation.

Sincerely, L FEEL TS LT
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FAX (807) 271-2817

Ms Stephanie Madsen
Chair
- North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306
Anchorage, AK 99501

| am writing to urge you to adopt effective management measutes o control
charter harvest in-Area 2C fo the GHL and to ensure that these measures are
implemented in time for the 2008 charter season. | would also urge you to move
forward as quickly as possible with similarly effective measures in Area

3A. Commercial fishermen have asked the Council for the past 14 years to stop
the open-ended realiocation of halibut from the commercial 10 the charter
sector. Fourteen years is a long time fo wailt. In April 2008, the Council
committed by unanimous vote to manage the halibut charter sector to the GHL
untit supersedad by a long-term management strategy. Please keep that
commitment. Each sector needs {0 live within ita allocation until a mechanism
compensated realiocation is established. .

[ further request that tha Council convert the GHL to a percentage-based
aliocation that fluctuates with abundance and implement a mechanism that
allows compensated fransfer between the commercial and charter sectors. The
percantage muet be derived from the existing GHL and all subsequent transfers -
must be betwesh willing buyers and willing sellers. Finally, ) oppose any _
permanent revenue streams to the charter sactor that would subsidize charter
purchase of quota share. Charter operators that want to increase their halibut
harvest should pay mare for that opportunity.

| have invested in the-halibut quota share program and fishery with the
expectation that th resourcs will continus to be well managed and that the
Council will fairly balance the needs of all who depend on the halibut resource,
-from consumers through fishermen and processors. | respectfully request that
the Council live up to that expectation, )
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FAX (307) 271-2817

Ms Stephanie Madsen

Chair

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

Anchorage, AK 99501

| am writing t¢ urge you to adopt effective management measures to control
charter harvest In Area 2C to the GHL and to ensure that these measures are
implemented in time for the 2008 charter season. | would also urge you to move
forward as quickly as possibie with similarly effective measures in Area

3A. Commercial fishermen have asked the Council for the past 14 years to stop
the open-ended reallocation of halibut from the commercial to the charter

sector. Fourteen years is along time to wait. In April 2006, the Council
commitied by unanimous vote to manage the halibut charter sector to the GHL
until superseded by a long-term management strategy. Please keep that
commitment. Each sector needs to live within its allocation until 2 mechanism for
compensated reallocafion is established.

| further request that the Council convert the GHL to a percentage-based

allogation that fluctuates with abundance and implement a mechanism that

allows compensated tranafer between the commercial and charter sectors. The

percentage must be derived from the existing GHL and all subsequent transfers N
must be between willing buyers and willing sellers. Finally, | oppose any

permanent ravenue streams to the charter sector that would subsidize charter

purchase of quota share. Charter operators that want to increase their halibut

harvest should pay more for that opportunity.

| have invested in the halibut quota share program and fishery with the
expectation that the resource will continue to be well managed and that the
Council will fairty balance the neads of all who depend on the halibut resource,

from consumers through fishermen and processors, 1 respectfully request that
the Councll live up to that expectation.

Sincerely,

/
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FAX (807) 271-2817 D).
Ms Stephanie Madsen ("L

hat
-

Chair #, e N
North Pacific Fishery Management Council U g 7 5 70;
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 308 a; =
Anchorage, AK 98501 “iapw

*, -ci

| am writing to urge you to adopt effective management measures to control
charter harvest in Area 2C to the GHL and to ensure that these measures are
implemented in time for the 2008 charter season. | would also urge you to move
forward as quickly as possible with similarly effective measures in Area

3A. Commarciai fishermen have asked the Councli for the past 14 years to stop
the open-ended reallocation of halibut from the commercial to the charter
sactor. Fourtean yaars is a long time to wait. In April 2008, the Council
committed by unanimous vote to manage the halibut charter sector to the GHL
until superseded by a long-term management strategy. Please keep that
commitment. Each sector needs to live within its allocation until a mechanism for
compansated reallocation is established.

| further request that the Council convert the GHL to a percentage-based
aliocation that fluctuates with abundance and implement a mechanism that
allows compensated transfer between the commercial and charter sectors. The
percentage must be derived from the existing GHL and all subsequent transfers
must be between wiliing buyers and willing sellers. Finally, | oppose any
psrmanent revenue streams to the charter sector thet would subsidize charter
purchase of quota share. Charter operators that want o increase their halibut
harvest should pay mare for that opportunity.

| have invested in the halibut quota share program and fishery with the
expectation that the resource will continue to be well managed and that the
Council wilt fairly belance the needs of all who depend on the halibut resource,
from consumers through fishermen and processors. | respectfully request that
the Council live up to that expectation. 5~
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FAX (907) 271-2817 QE@EM -

Ms Stephanie Madsen ‘

Chair MAY 5 -
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306 NP

Anchorage, AK 88501

I am writing to urge you to adopt effective management measures to control
charter harvest in Area 2C to the GHL and to ensure that these measures are
implemented in time for the 2008 charter season. | would also urge you to move
forward as quickly as possible with similarly effective measures in Area
3A. Commercial fishermen have asked the Council for the past 14 years to stop
the open-ended realiocation of halibut from the commercial to the charter
sector. Fourteen years is a long time to wait. In April 2008, the Council
committed by unanimous vote to manage the halibut charter sector to the GHL
- until superseded by a long-term management strategy. Please keep that
commitment, Each sector needs {o live within its allocation until 2 mechanism for
compensated reallocation is established.

| further request that the Council convert the GHL to a percentage-based

allocation that fluctuates with abundance and implement a mechanism that

allows compensated fransfer between the comimercial and charter sectors. The ™
percentage must be derived from the existing GHL and all subsequent transfers

must be between willing buyers and willing sellers. Finally, | oppose any

permanent revenue streams to the charter sector that would subsidize charter

purchase of quota share. Charter operators that want to increase their halibut

harvest should pay more for that opportunity.

1 have invested in the halibut quota share program and fishery with the
expectation that the resource will continue to be well managed and that the
Council will fairly balance the needs of alt who depend on the halibut resource,
from consumers through fishermen and processors. | respectfully request that
the Council live up to that expectation.

Sincerely, T whe Boen 1N ALASK S Ao
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Ms Stephanie Madsen :’«;“.{f
Chair

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
603 West 4th Ave, Ste 306
Anchorage, AK 99501

FAX {907) 271-2817 ’ F)ECW e

NPF G

| am writing to urge you to adopt effective management measures o conirol
charter harvest in Area 2C to the GHL and to ensure that these measures are
implemented in time for the 2008 charter season. | wouid also urge you to move
forward as quickly as possible with similarly effective measures in Area

3A. Commercial fishermen have asked the Council for the past 14 years to stop
the open-ended reallocation of halibut from the commercial to the charter
sector. Fourteen years is a long time to wait. In April 2006, the Council
committed by unanimous vote to manage the halibut charter sector to the GHL
until superseded by a long-term management strategy. Please keep that
commitment. Each sector needs to live within its allocation until a mechanism for
compensated reallocation is established.

| further request that the Council convert the GHL to a percentage-based
allocation that fluctuates with abundance and implement a mechanism that
allows compensated transfer between the commercial and charter sectors. The
percentage must be derived from the existing GHL and all subsequent transfers
must be between willing buyers and willing sellers. Finally, | oppose any
permanent revenue streams to the charter sector that would subsidize charter
purchase of quota share. Charter operators that want to increase their halibut
harvest should pay more for that opportunity.

[ have invested in the halibut quota share program and fishery with the
expectation that the resource will continue to be well managed and that the
Council will fairly balance the needs of all who depend on the halibut resource,
from consumers through fishermen and processors. 1 respectfully request that
the Council live up to that expectation.

Sincerely, .
“/M/Zﬁ,dz'lj di Pey heue &
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FAX (907) 271-2817 RE©E

Ms Stephanie Madsen My 29 ‘
Chair

North Pacific Fishery Management Council NPE

605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306 AR

Anchorage, AK 99501

| am writing to urge you to adopt effective management measures to control
charter harvest in Area 2C to the GHL and to ensure that these measures are
implemented in time for the 2008 charter season. | would also urge you to move
forward as quickly as possible with similarly effective measures in Area

3A. Commercial fishermen have asked the Council for the past 14 years to stop
the open-ended reallocation of halibut from the commercial to the charter

sector. Fourteen years is a long time to wait. In April 2008, the Council
committed by unanimous vote to manage the halibut charter sector to the GHL
until superseded by a long-term management strategy. Please keep that
commitment. Each sector needs to live within its allocation until a mechanism for
compensated reallocation is established.

| further request that the Council convert the GHL to a percentage-based

aliocation that fluctuates with abundance and implement a mechanism that

allows compensated transfer between the commercial and charter sectors. The

percentage must be derived from the existing GHL and all subsequent transfers =
must be between willing buyers and willing sellers. Finally, | oppose any

permanent revenue sfreams to the charter sector that would subsidize charter

purchase of quota share. Charter operators that want to increase their halibut
harvest should pay more for that opportunity.

| have invested in the halibut quota share program and fishery with the
expectation that the resource will continue to be well managed and that the
Council will fairly balance the needs of all who depend on the halibut resource,
from consumers through fishermen and processors. | respectfully request that
the Council live up to that expectation.

Sincerely,

Memorex
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FAX (907) 271-2817

Ms Stephanie Madsén

Chair

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

Anchorage, AK 99501

| am writing to urge you to adopt effective management measures to contro}
charter harvestin Area 2C 1o the GHL and to ensure that these measures are
implemented in fime for the 2008 charter season. | would also urge you to move
forward as quickly as possible with similarly effective measures in Area

3A. Commercial fishermen have asked the Council for the past 14 years to stop
the open-ended reallocation of halibut from the commercial to the charter
sector. Fourteen years is a long time to wait. In April 2006, the Council
committed by unanimous vote to manage the halibut charter sector to the GHL
until superseded by a long-term management strategy. Please keep that
commitment. Each sector needs 10 live within its aflocation until a mechanism for
compensaied reallocation is established.

| further request that the Coundil convert the GHL to a percentage-based
allocation that fluctuates with abundance and implement a mechan(sm that -
allows compensated transfer between the commarcial and charter sectors. The
percentage must be derived from the existing GHL and afl subsequent transfers
must be between willing buyers and willing sellars, Finally, | oppose any
permanent revenue streams to the charter sector that would subsidize charter
" purchase of quota share. Charter operators that want to increase their halibut
harvest should pay more for that opportunity.

| have invested in the halibut quota share program and fishery with the
expectation that the resource will continue to be well managed and that the
Council will fairly balance the needs of all who depend on the halibut resource,
from consumers through fishermen and processors. | respectfully request that
the Council live up 1o that expectation.

= s

Address
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Attachment to letter to Ms Stephanic Madsen
Page 2

Please follow the guidelines and protect my IFQ’s, | have worked hard for these and
would not like to ses them squandered.

e
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Ms Stephanie Madsén MAY

FAX (907) 271-2817

25 2005
Chair - 2007
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
- 605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306 NPRM.C.

Anchorage, AK 99501

| am writing o urge you to adopt effective management measures to control
charter harvest in Area 2C to the GHL and fo ensure that these measures are
implemented in time for the 2008 charter season. | would also urge you fo move
forward as quickly as possibie with similarly effective measures in Area
3A. Commercial fishermen have asked the Council for the past 14 years to stop
the open-ended reallocation of halibut from the commercial to the charter
sector. Fourteen years Is a long time to wait, In April 2008, the Councif
committed by unanimous vote to manage the halibut charter sector to the GHL

- until superseded by a long-term management strategy. Please keep that
commitment. Each sector néeds to live within its allocation until a mechanism for
compensated realiocation is established.

| further request that the Gouncil convert the GHL to a percentage-based
allocation that fuctuates with abundance and implement a mechanism that -
allows compensated transfer between the commercial and charter sectors, The
percantage must be derived from the existing GHL and all subsequent transfers
must be betwsen willing buyers and willing sellers. Finally, | oppose any
permanent revenue streams to the charter sector that would subsidize charter
" purchase of quota share. Charter operators that want to increase their halibut
harvest should pay more for that apportunity.

| have invested in the hallbut quota share program and fishery with the
expectation that the resource will continue to be well managed and that the
Council will fairly balance the needs of all who depend on the halibut resource,
from consumers through fishermen and processors. ] respectfully request that
the Coundil live up to that expactation,

Sincerely,
—&h?fu—%hj’
Address Po Boy 13
T8 Hile Afch cres d‘e;{u&,o o
Hairpeas aske 75887-003D
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Attachment to letter to Ms Stephanie Madsen
Page 2

My late husband and T invested heavily (approx 75,000) into IFQ’s for our retirement
years. We could have gone with the stock market but we had faith in out State’s system,
which I certainly hope was not mispleced. Iam a widow and depend on the eaming’s
each and every year. Therefore I urge you to follow the guidelines and don’t give away
any more of my retirement.
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FAX (907) 271-2817 RE@E@ ih@

Ms Stephanie Madsen

Chair MAY 2 5 2007
North Pacific Fishery Management Coundil

605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306

Anchorage, AK 98501 NPFNC.

| am writing to urge you to adopt effective management measures to control
charter harvest in Area 2C to the GHL and to ensure that these measures are
implemented in {ime for the 2008 charter season. | wouid alse urge you to move
forward as quickly as possible with similarly effective measures in Area

3A. Commercial fishermen have asked the Council for the past 14 years to stop
the open-ended reallocation of halibut from the commercial to the charter
sector. Fourteen years is a long time to wait In April 2006, the Coundil
cormmitied by unanimous vote to manage the halibut charter sector to the GHL
until superseded by a long-term management strategy. Please keep that
commitment. Each sector needs ko live within its allocation until a mechanism for
compensated reallocation is established.

| further request that the Council convert the GHL to a percentage-based
allocation that fiuctuates with abundance and implement a mechanism that
allows compensated fransfer between the commercial and charter sectors. The
percentage must be derived from the existing GHL and all subsequent transfers
must be between willing buyers and willing ssllers. Finally, | oppose any
permanent revenue streams to the charter sector that would subsidize charter
purchase of quota share. Charter operators that want to increase their halibut
harvest should pay more for that opportunity.

[ have invested in the halibut quota share program and fishery with the
expectation that the resource will continue to be well managed and that the
Council will fairly balance the needs of all who depend on the halibut resource,
frorn consumers through fishermen and processors. | respectiully request that
the Council live up to that expectation.

Sincerely,

e B
Address ?) 0. Boy 8197
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| am writing to urge you to adopt effective management measures to control
charter harvest in Area 2C to the GHL and to ensure that these measures are
implemented in time for the 2008 charter season. | would also urge you to move
forward as quickly as possible with similarly effective measures in Area

3A. Commercial fishermen have asked the Council for the past 14 years to stop
the open-ended reallocation of halibut from the commercial to the charter

sector. Fourteen years is a long time fo wait. in April 2006, the Council
committed by unanimous vote to manage the halibut charter sector to the GHL
until superseded by a long-term management strategy. Please keep that
commitment. Each sector needs to live within its atlocafion until a mechanism for
compensated reallocation is established.

| further request that the Council convert the GHL to a percentage-based
allocation that fluctuates with abundance and impiement a mechanism that
allows compensated transfer between the commercial and charter sectors. The
percentage must be derived from the existing GHL and ali subsequent transfers
must be between willing buyers and willing sellers. Finally, | oppose any
permanent revenue streams to the charter sector that would subsidize charter

" purchase of quota share. Charter operators that want to increase their halibut
harvest should pay more for that opportunity.

| have invested in the halibut quota share program and fishery with the
expectation that the resource will continue to be well managed and that the
Council will fairly balance the needs of all who depend on the halibut resource,
from consumers through fishermen and processors. | respectfully request that
the Council live up to that expectation.

Sincerely,
Ve T N D
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FAX (907) 271-2817

Ms Siephanie Madsen

Chair

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

Anchorage, AK 99501

| am writing to urge you fo adopt effective management measures to control
charter harvest in Area 2C to the GHL and to ensure that these measures are
implemented in time for the 2008 charter season. | wouid also urge you to move
forward as quickly as possible with similarly effective measures in Area
3A. Commercial fishermen have asked the Council for the past 14 vears {0 stop
the open-ended reallocation of halibut from the commercial o the charter
sector. Fourteen years is a long time to wait. In April 20086, the Council
committed by unanimous vofe to manage the halibut charter sector to the GHL

- until superseded by a long-term management strategy. Please keep that
commitment. Each sector needs to live within its allocation until a mechanism for
compensated reallocation is established.

| further request that the Council convert the GHL to a percentage-based
allocation that fluctuates with abundance and implement a mechanism that
allows compensated transfer between the commercial and charter sectors. The
percentage must be derived from the existing GHL and all subsequent transfers
must be between willing buyers and willing sellers. Finally, | oppose any
permanent ravenue stroams to the charter sector that would subsidize charter
purchase of guota share. Charter operators that want to Increase thelr halibut
harvest should pay more for that apportunity.

I have invested in the halibut quota share program and fishery with the
expectation that the resource will continue to be well managed and that the
Council will fairly balance the needs of all who depend on the halibut resource,
from consumers through fishermen and processors. | respectfully request that

the Council live up to that expectation.
Sincerely, . )
, : . Lomd  Chaten
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