AGENDA C-1

FEBRUARY 2010
MEMORANDUM
TO: Council and AP Members
) . ESTIMATED TIME
FROM: Chris Ofiver Ao 6 HOURS
Executive Director
DATE: February 1, 2010
SUBJECT: Halibut/Sablefish IFQ Program
ACTION REQUIRED
(@) Review IFQ proposals, receive IFQ Implementation Committee report; take action as necessary

(b) Review discussion paper on Community Quota Entity Program
BACKGROUND

(a) IFQ proposals

In 2009, the Council called for proposals to amend the halibut and sablefish IFQ program. The Council
extended the deadline to January 15, 2010, as proposals continued to be submitted after the June 2009
deadline. Fourteen proposals were submitted in the first round. The IFQ Implementation Team convened to
review and comment on the proposals on September 30, 2009 and seven have been recommended to the
Council for analysis (Item C-1(a)(1)). The Team convened again on February 4, 2010 to review and comment
on four additional proposals; team recommendations will be provided at the meeting. The proposals are
provided under Items C-1(a)(2) and (3).The first team report is provided under Item C-1(a)(4). Agency staff
also reviewed the proposals to advise the Council (Item C-1(a)(5)). The team and agency reports on the second
set of proposals will be available at the meeting.

(b) Review discussion paper on Community Quota Entity Program

The Council developed the halibut and sablefish [FQ Program in the early 1990s, and NMFS implemented the
program in 1995. This program changed the management structure of the fixed gear halibut and sablefish
program by issuing quota share (QS) to qualified applicants who owned or leased a vessel that made fixed gear
landings of halibut during a specified time period. The quota share issued was transferable, with several
restrictions on leasing. The Council developed leasing and other restrictions in order to achieve some benefits
associated with IFQ management but also retain the owner-operator nature of the fisheries and limit
consolidation of quota share. To that end, the Council only allowed persons who were originally issued catcher
vessel quota share or who qualify as IFQ crew members' to hold or purchase catcher vessel quota share (B, C,
and D category). Thus, only individuals® and initial recipients could hold catcher vessel quota share.

'IFQ crew member means any individual who has at least 150 days experience working as part of the harvesting crew in any U.S.
commercial fishery, or any individual who receives an initial allocation of QS (50 CFR 679.2).
2Per 50 CFR 679.2: Individual means a natural person who is not a corporation, partnership, association, or other such entity.



Although the IFQ Program has resulted in significant benefits for many fishermen, many quota holders in
Alaska’s smaller coastal communities have transferred their quota to others, for various reasons, or have moved
out of these communities. As a result of quota transfers, the total amount of quota held by residents of small,
coastal communities and the number of IFQ holders, substantially declined since the inception of the IFQ
Program. As this trend may have a severe effect on unemployment and related social and economic impacts in
rural communities, the Council approved GOA Amendment 66 in 2002 to attempt to alleviate this issue.

Under GOA Amendment 66, the Council revised the IFQ program to allow a distinct set of 42 remote coastal
communities with few economic alternatives to purchase and hold catcher vessel QS in Areas 2C, 3A, and 3B,
in order to help ensure access to and sustain participation in the commercial halibut and sablefish fisheries.
Eligible communities can form non-profit corporations called Community Quota Entities (CQEs) to purchase
catcher vessel QS, and the IFQ resulting from the QS must be leased to community residents annually. Thus,
the Council’s action was implemented as ‘the CQE Program’. In effect, the CQE remains the holder of the
QS, creating a permanent asset for the community to use to benefit the community and its residents. The QS
can only be sold in order to improve the community’s position in the program, or to meet legal requirements,
thus, the QS must remain with the community entity. This amendment was approved by the Secretary of
Commerce and effective in June 2004.

Upon final action, the Council included a request to review the program after five years of implementation,
although this is not a regulated requirement. The purpose of the review is to assist NMFS and the Council in
assessing the performance of CQEs in meeting the objectives of providing for community-held QS. The
review of the CQE Program was mailed to you on January 19, and is attached as Item C-1(b). This report
describes activity under the CQE program to-date, documents changes in quota share holdings of residents of
eligible communities, and provides a brief review of concerns related to the program that have been expressed
in public forums, including those submitted as formal IFQ proposals under agenda item C-1(a). This is a
summary report intended to provide the Council and the public with a brief review of the program.

More than five years after implementation, participation in the CQE Program has been relatively limited with
respect to the primary purpose of allowing communities to purchase halibut and sablefish quota share in the
Gulf and retaining that QS for use by resident fishermen. Only one CQE has purchased quota share to-date,
which represents about 0.05% of the combined Area 2C, 3A, and 3B QS pool, and 0.28% of the total Area 3B
QS pool. (Each CQE is limited to 0.5% of the combined Area 2C, 3A, and 3B QS pool, and all CQEs
combined are allowed to purchase up to 21% of the QS in each area by 2010.) Thus, the program has not come
close to reaching its regulatory limits. However, in terms of performance, the one CQE that has purchased
quota share appears to have met the performance standards adopted by the Council and created a system for the
distribution of current and future quota share that is equitable, accountable, and reflective of the community’s
need to provide opportunities for both long-established and new entrants.

While only one CQE has purchased QS, 21 of the 42 eligible communities have completed the process to form
a CQE and have it approved by NMFS. Thus, half of the eligible communities have invested substantial time
and resources in preparing to participate in the program, and several additional communities have made efforts
to evaluate whether forming a CQE is of interest and benefit to the community at this time. Regardless of the
interest conveyed and effort put forth to participate in the program, very little quota share has been purchased.
Several entities have evaluated the reasons for the lack of participation in the CQE program to-date, and they
can primarily be categorized as: 1) barriers to purchasing QS; and 2) program-related restrictions. The CQE
review outlines some of primary issues cited under these categories.

The Council is scheduled to review the CQE Program review at this February meeting. No action is required as
aresult of this report. However, the Council may request a more detailed report on specific issues, should more
extensive data or analysis be determined necessary. The Council may also choose to initiate new FMP or
regulatory amendments in order to consider changes to the current program.



AGENDA C-1(a)(1)
FEBRUARY 2010

Draft IFQ Implementation Team Motions
7 proposals approved for Council consideration
September 30, 2009

1. Allow the retention of coincidentally harvested halibut during the Bering Sea sablefish pot
fishery (Mr Hebert)

Motion: Recommend that this proposal be analyzed, with no proposed changes to the regulations for
tunnel requirements, so that Area 4A halibut could be retained while targeting sablefish in the Bering Sea
and Aleutian Islands regulatory areas.

Passed unanimously
2. Allow the use of pots in the Gulf of Alaska Southeast area sablefish fishery (Michael Douville)

Motion: Recommend that the proposal has merit for Council review and analysis. If the Council adopts
this proposal for analysis the team recommended that the proposal be expanded to the GOA, and the
analysis should address the following issues: 1) restrictions to gear usage (a) single v longline pots, b)
pots retained on grounds for long soaks v retrieved during deliveries, c) pot storage, d) gear configuration
requirements; e) gear conflicts, f) use the 200 fathom depth contour to mark open areas, g) pot soak time
slot; 2) area management (SE v GOA); 3) exacerbation of halibut mortality; 4) dynamic(social/economic)
effects, including a) small vessels could not safely use pots, b) crew employment, c) QS prices; d)
ongoing acoustic research for avoiding whale depredation.

Passed 10:1
3. Allow Area 4B Category D quota shares to be fished on Category C vessels (Robert Snell)

Motion: Recommend this proposal for Council consideration, noting that the proposed action to allow 4B
category D shares to be fished on Category C vessels is similar to action that was implemented for Area
4C and 3B.

Passed unanimously

4. Amend grandfather/hired skipper privileges in the halibut/sablefish fishery to sunset these rights,
on any future quota which is bought/traded/gifted (Frank Miles)

Motion: Recommend that the Council consider sunsetting the hired skipper provisions for halibut and
sablefish QS transferred by individual initial recipients, excluding leased (A) shares (rewritten proposal).

Passed 9:1:1

5. Amend IFQ halibut/sablefish loan program to reduce 20% down payment requirement to 10%
down payment requirement (Frank Miles)

The committee took no action because staff reported that the Council does not have the authority to
amend these regulations.

6. Allow Adak to use its crab royalties to buy Area 4B halibut IFQ and Aleutian Islands area
sablefish IFQ for use by local fishermen (add Adak to the CQE program) (Michael Swetzof)

A specific proposal was not received. Bob asked if this would be the only Area 4 CQE and what caps
would apply. Nicole Kimball responded that the proposal was vague and the analysis could apply the
current CQE provisions. Bob suggested he would not want to expand CQE privileges beyond those in
place for any current CQE. He pointed out that ACDC can now use their royalties to buy 4B halibut IFQ
and Al sablefish IFQ for community members

The team unanimously agreed to recommend that the Council take no action since a specific proposal was
not received.

Revised October 15, 2009



7. Eliminate vessel limitations for CQEs (GOACCC)

Motion: Recommend that the Council consider eliminating vessel limits for CQEs.
Passed unanimously.

8. Change in residency requirements for CQEs (GOACCC)

Motion: Recommend that the Council consider two alternatives for changing residency requirements for
CQEs (restated proposal):

1) 6 month residency requirement

2) Affidavit process that applicant be a permanent resident within the community in which they are
applying for a CQE permit for 12 consecutive months within 36 months of their application. If
they fail the residency requirement, they forego their opportunity to get a lease in perpetuity.

Failed 2:8 (1 absent)

9. Allow CQE communities to purchase QS in all vessel categories (GOACCC)
Motion: Recommend that the Council consider the proposal.

Failed 2:7:1 (1 absent)

10. Remove block system for sablefish A shares and increase sablefish A (only) cap (Dave Little,
Clipper Seafoods)

a) Motion: Recommend that the Council consider removing the block program for sablefish A shares.
Failed 3:7:1

b) Motion: Recommend that the Council consider exempting A shares from the overall sablefish use cap
and apply a use cap at between 1.25% to 1.5% of the current use cap for vessels that ONLY fish A shares
(no catcher vessel QS onboard) and regardless of whether the sablefish harvest was processed.

Passed 9:2

11. Create a new category of vessel known as a heritage vessel, defined as any vessel 100 gross tons
and less and more than S0 years old and which would be allowed to fish either C Class or B Class
quota. (Pert Odegaard)

Motion: Recommend that the Council consider this proposal.
Failed 5:6

12. Exempt second generation sablefish QS holders from two block limit (Deep Sea Fishermen’s
Union)

Motion: Recommend that the Council consider limiting the current halibut and sablefish block limits to
initial recipients only.

Failed 3:8

13. Allow second generation who have actively held and fished for 10 years and hold at least 10,000
Ib of halibut or sablefish IFQ to obtain first generation rights (John Crowley)

Motion: Recommend that the Council consider this proposal for analysis.
Failed 2:9.

14. Exempt D class vessels (or those under 26 ft) delivering less than 300, 500, or 1000 1b of halibut
to be either exempt from 3-hour notice to deliver or implement a less burdensome notice to deliver
(one hour) for qualified vessel deliveries (Jeff Farvour)

Motion: Recommend that the Council consider allowing vessels less than 26 ft that deliver <500 lb of
halibut IFQ to provide 1-hour notice of delivery.

Passed 10:1
Revised October 15, 2009



AGENDA C-1(a)(2)
FEBRUARY 2010

HALIBUT AND SABLEFISH IFQ PROGRAM
AMENDMENT PROPOSAL
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
Fax: (907) 271-2817

L . ¢ _
Name of Proposer: /y/ /0/7.4-5/ [j GUL / /s Date: 3 /'3 / / o6
Address: [Pt Bex 68 CRA /"j‘ YA P
Telephone: Gy 9o ¢ Sepyy g | PIYRNEIP KL B Holmad [ .Com

Brief Statement of Proposal:
To allow for the use of pots in the Gulf of Alaska southeast sablefish/blackcod fishery.

Objectives of Proposal (What is the problem?):
Provide fishermen an alternative type of gear to longline.

Need and Justification for Council Action (Why can’t the problem be resolved through other
channels?):

This proposal can address several problems which the Council is working on:
a) sea bird by-catch
b) interaction with whales

Foreseeable Impacts of Proposal (Who wins, who loses?):

There will be no negative impact on anyone. As an allowable gear type, fishermen
could chose to use pots, but would not be required to invest, if they are happy with long
line gear.

However, the use of pots could lead to a decline in bird by-catch, including albatross,

and a decrease in fishing gear/whale activity. By catch of rock fish would also be reduced,
less bait and man hours to catch the same amount of fish

Are there Alternative Solutions? If so, what are they and why do you consider your proposal the best
way of solving the problem?

It is an excellent solution, because it provides a gear alternate opportunity for
fishermen, and can lead to reductions in by-catch or unwanted marine mammal
interaction.

The use of bird deterrent lines are cumbersome and unnecessary for many areas in
Southeast Alaska. Research has demonstrated that whales will continue to take fish
from longline gear.

Supportive Data and Other Information (What data are available and where can they be found?):
List of supportive data will follo

Signature: ‘w/ A h«;/é
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FICHAEL  DOUYc,
£.Q, 30X 63
CTHAIG, AK 999:1
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Proposal #1
T A

Proposal: Allawing the reteation of coincidentally barvested Halibut during the Bering Sea Sablefish Pot
Fishery

Year(s): Effective spriog 2009, for a three yeur trialevaluation period

Definition and Objective:

This praposal is to allow the retention of incidental by catch Halibut, specifically caught in the
Bering Sea Sablefish fishery, by pot, by qualified barvesters that have 1A Halibut quota. This proposal is
very much the same as the recently passed regulatery chonge in arca 2B. There are 3 primary objectives to
this proposal. 1) Increase the area of harvest in 4A, 2)reduce mortality from Killer whale predation and
handling, and 3) Reduce concentrated harvest in truditional “whale-free™ mreas.

1) Currently there is a very large portion of 4A that is oot reasonable to atteopt harvesting Halibul from
because of Killer whale predation. Pots have been successful in safely capturing these fish, with no
mortality fiom predation.

2) Under the current regulations, all Halibut caught by Sablefish pots must be discarded. Because of where
the majority of the Bering Sca Sablefish Pot fishery is conducted, there is a constant presence of Killer
whales near harvesting vessels . There fs no mechanfsw by which balibut can be safely retumed, without
extremely high mortality, Morality from handling would be completely ¢lininated.

3) Because of the increased presence of Killer whales in 4A, harvesters have been forced into ever
increasingly simall areas of harvest, with limited windows of opportunity to harvest. Allowing these
specified pot vessels to retain their by-cstch reduces both pressure on the resource and direct competition
between vessels, lessening focused impact on e resource, aud significantly increasing the area of harvest.

Impacts:

All vessels fishing with hooks will see some small measure of rellef from this proposal, simply
because: 1) some of the fish would , with this propasal, be harvested from regions that arc not being
currently exploited, b) Halibut caught by pot, landed and recorded, would directly increase the availability |
by reducing competitive pressure, and direct and indirect mortality issues

Qpinion:
We iave had 7 years of Sablefish fisling, by pot, in the Bering Sea to witness changing events.
The Killer whale predation problem is increasing. Cows arc teaching their calves thie “rechnique™ of
stripping ish and following in wo snateh by eatch as quickly as it is discarded. When we discard Halibut,
we are deatroying the fish. Wo can’t change the whales feeding habits, but we can change their access to
Halibut in panticular. 1 believe ull vessels engaged in Sublefish fishing in the Bering Sea should be
required to have some Halibut quota for 4A, specifically to cover the inevitable by catch of Halibut.

For a significant portion of the yecar, Halibut and Sablefish sluse intenmingled climes on the ocean
bottom. Traditional halibut surveys do not get to these regions. To pursue Sablefish will forever take us
through regions of Halibut as the two species compete for food. Recognizing this interrelationship, I am
proposing that we retain both.



HALIBUT AND SABLEFISH IFQ PROGRAM

AMENDMENT PROPOSAL
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
Fax: (907) 271-2817
Name of Proposer: N Date:Oct 28,08
Robert Snell ) @i'&. NG -
Address: ‘ i b
5889 South Shore Rd. L
Anacortes, WA 98221 NOV .. ;oo
Telephone:
360-293-5037
Cell 360-770-6763 N.REfS o
Brief Statement of Proposal:

To permit my D class quota to be caught on C class vessels in area 4B.

Objectives of Proposal (What is the problem?):

After purchasing my appro imately 4000 Ibs of D class quota in May 08 and fishing it
successfully in June, July and August this year on my 32 foot vessel in conjunction with a cod
jigging operation I had at Adak, Iwas made aware of several situations that will make it
complicated to fish it in the foreseeable future. The main problem is the lack of adequate
moorage and storage for my vessel especially in the off season at Adak. Initially I was told by
Kijetil Solberg, the owner/manager of Adak Fisheries, that this would not be a problem. In fact I
saw his two 35 foot vessels taken in and out during my time there. As the end of the season
approached, [ went to the city officials in charge of lift- out equipment and had no reason to
believe it would not be possible until Wil Tillion the safety administrator told me he thought my
vessel was too heavy for the lift- out hoist and denied my request for haulout. Having seen some
other boats that had been left in the small boat barbor in near sinking condition at Adak due to
inadequate surveillance complicated by lack of shore power, I felt | had to leave Adak and I
moved the vessel to Sand Point. In addition after having fished in the area, I tearned that the
more productive cod and halibut areas require some considerable travel, usually six or more
hours one way around capes and through passes that have potential for hazardous conditions
even during the most favorable summer fishing periods- thereby, restricting harvest to primarily
mid- June to mid- September. In fact the predominant percentage of D class halibut quota in
2007 and 2008 was landed in July and August as seen on supplied catch history tables provided
by NOAA ( see data enclosures). To move my boat between Adak and Sand Point to harvest
4000 Ibs of IFQ in this small window with the time, expense and hazard involved is not a viable
option. A complete list of the share holders of D class quota in 4B exhibits a pattern that makes it
easier to do IFQ in 4B. There are 11 of the 14 shareholders with Atka mailing addresses, one with
an Adak address, one in Dutch Harbor, (two other listings were sweep up shares that presumably
have been swept up) and myself with two small blocks. Iinquired at the Atka Fisheries plantto
see if they would help me with cod and halibut purchase and was told they would not buy cod
and had no fuel and limited services for nonresidents. Also note the small number of D class,
only 3 individual vessels landing quota in 4B in 2008 with a total of 18 landings of which I had
12. I landed 4000 Ibs; the other two vessels landed 42,000 Ibs in 6 deliveries. Another
complicating factor is obtaining insurance for hull and crew on a D class vessel in 4B. It is not
available for short term and costs are considerable . Due to the constraints placed on small boat
fishermen in Adak, insurance would become cost prohibitive, since by necessity the boat could
not be put in winter storage.

Need and Justification for Council Action (Why can’t the problem be resolved through other
channels?)

I need a safe and secure place to leave my 32 foot boat for storage through the off season and
currently that does not exist, or I must locate an individual with a D class vessel for hire to help
me. I am unaware of any D class vessels available for hire other than those owned by Kjetil
Solberg , the current owner/ manager of Adak Fisheries Both historical and current problems at
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Adak Fisheries prohibit this option. There are several vessels that do fish class C quota that may
be a viable option for me and that fished at Adak this past summer. Some of these vessels travel
between Dutch Harbor and Adak on a more regular and frequent basis. These vessels have
range and opportunity to catch and deliver my product at times and under conditions not
available for D class vessels. Some of these owners have expressed interest in working with me
if it were permissible . A list of available owners is in the data provided.

Foreseeable Impacts of Proposal (Who wins, who loses )

I would have a financial benefit if I could harvest my approximately 4000 Ibs of halibut ,but itis
not going to make a large impact on the stocks in 4B and appears that the two other vessels doing
4B D class IFQ would also benefit. Since they are Atka residents and not out of area requiring
Adak off season storage they might not need or want this option. Ididn’t see any other class D
vessels fishing halibut there this past summer. After a careful review of the criteria used to justify
permitting D class share holders in 3B and 4C as provided in the Council’s Report, it would
appear that such consideration would apply in 4B also - the primary reason being the safety
concerns of smaller vessels fishing isolated and remote areas during short seasonal opportunity.
This previous paper www.fakr.gov/npfine/council/_membership.htm.... addresses these issues in
ways that have a similar rationale here.

Are there Alternative Solutions? If so, what are they and why do you consider your proposal the
best way of solving the problem?

Funds could be appropriated to complete the Adak small boat harbor which is 25% complete and
provide power there. A larger boat lift could be purchased by Adak City. Another management
could take over the fish plant or floating processors could be made available to purchase and
process for the summer fisheries in Adak. Iwas told that my presence along with the other four
cod jiggers might move the powers-that-be into action to provide progress on the above, but I
never saw that take place and in fact, the existing infrastructure has deteriorated since I left
there in particular as regards electricity and Adak Fisheries. My other option might be to sell my
halibut IFQ shares but that might not be easy under the current circumstances.

Supportive Data and Other Information (What data are available and where can they be found?
Since the option I requested is in line with what has already been granted in 4c and 3B to harvest
D class quota on C class vessels, Iam requesting that same option. I was encouraged and
recruited by Adak Fisheries to help build a small boat fleet out of Adak and although I was
somewhat aware of the history and problems there, I believed that people were working to make
the jig fishery viable and that the inherent problems could be eventually worked out. Although
jigging Cod in the Bering Sea was a new experience for me, I have 39 years experience in varied
fisheries with more than 20 of those years in Alaska. I leamed of this opportunity from a friend
who had extensive experience in the Bering Sea and we traveled together on this endeavor. We
hadsomemeasmeofsuccossandintendedtoﬁnishourﬁshingcareersdoingmisinAdakif
things had worked out. I brought my equipment to longline and jig with me and we would have
stayed and may retumn if things improve. 1 still believe there is potential but the reality is that it
may take quite some time to bring this to fruition and in the mean time fishermen like myself
could use some help so we have some return on our IFQ while we wait to see what happens. At
this stage of my fishing career at age 71 it’s difficult to wait.

Thanks for your consideration.

T afed S ,&wé, ///5/27 /
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Date:Fri. 31 Oct 2008 15:51:44 -0700
From:bob and connie snell -:besnella cablerocket.com’
To:Ram. Aluskira noaa.gov

Based on a discussion | had with this office yesterday (10/30/08) | have prepared a list of questions that will hetp
mptepamapmposallammskingtoNPmmnmgam&opwniﬁng Delessquowhﬂwbamughmncaass
Mummmmmmsswm ﬂ\omﬁonaliormsproposalandjustiﬁcatbnfordoing
wmammmmmmmmwmmdimmmmommams
available from her office. lmnuumﬂyabmwmhavesumﬁﬁymdmyABmmis
year. NMFS ID 48985 Penmit 00118961, permit holder Robert Sneil

1. How many D class pemmit holders in 4B? Same for C dass?
?_memyodassvesselsmadelandhgshﬂinzooa? Same for 20077
:1Hawmanycd&vesse&ﬁdwdqwhshmashroﬂnr!FQmmﬂmnmevmelomﬁnaBinzooa?
Same for 20077

4.l-lowmmdeasleQ!andimswemnmdeh2008? Same for 20077
S.Natmﬂlemmmlymofdelandingsh48!or2008?Sameﬁor2007?

6. What was the total IFQ poundage for dembavaﬂableindamzm73amefomdass?
7.Howmanyvasselshad0dasslamﬁngshzoos? Same for 20077

Thanks for any help you can provide as regards this information. | can be reached at the phone and address

providad below.
Sincerely, Robert Snel
5889 South Shore Rd.
Angcortes, WA 96221
360-293-5037

11/6/2008



webed Sue//f

bob and connie snell

From: "Jossica Gharrett" <Jessica.Gharrett@noaa.gov>

To: “bob and connie snell” <bcsnell@cablerocket.com>

Cc: ~Jane DiCosimo” <Jane.DiCosimo@noaa.gov>; “Tracy Buck" <Tracy.Buck@noaa.gov>

Sent:  Wednesday, November 05, 2008 11:39 AM
Attach:  Jessica_Gharett.vcf
Subjact: Re: [Fwd: [Fwd: [Fwd: Questions pertaining to IFQs in area 48] snell])

Dear Mr. and Ms. Snell:

Following are answers to your questions.

Notes:

a. In some cases | took the liberty of providing more, or slightly different, data than you requested.

b. Note that while you asked for landings in 4B, 1 interpreted that to mean harvests in 4B. These data represent IFQ halibut only. and exclude
CDQ halibut.

¢. Also note that the halibut QS categories are:

“D" less than or equal to 35 feet length overall (LOA):

“C* 36-60 ' LOA; and

"B" greater than 60' LOA.

1. How many D class permit holders in 4B? Same for C class?

For 2007, data are as of year end. For 2008, data are as of today.

The numbers of QS holders and permitholders are the same in each case; apparently each QS holder held (his) own IFQ permit and did not lease
any out.

The numbers of IFQ permits and Permitholders are the same because each permitholder is issued only one IFQ permit per QS category fora

specie:

S.

[Year][Halibut I umber ’lNumba of IFQ umber of
QS of QS Permitholders with {IFQ Permits
Category [[Holders i|[Fishable Pounds [with Fishable

Pounds

2007||C 31 31 31

2007||D 15 15 15

2008[1C 30 30 30

2008{[D 14 . J14 14

2. How many D class vessels made landings in 4B in 20087 Seme for 20077 (combined with
4. How many D class [FQ landings were mada in 2008? Sama for 20077
The follo ing table ts the number of vessels 35 feet or less LOA that had harvests of Category D halibut in 4B.

3. How many C class vessals fished quota shares for other IFQ owners than the vesse! owner in 4B in 20087 Same for 20077
Here, | harvest data for of all of halibut IFQ.

(Near|[Halibut _|[Number of Vessels >35 and <61' |[Number of
Qs LOA Used to Harvest Category [[Landings of
Category {|C Halibut in Area 4B for [FQ Those

Permitholders that Were Owaers [|[Harvests
of the Harvesting Vessel
2007)B . j12 27
2007}|C 10 21
2008[1A 3 3
200848 ~ 13 26
2008{/C 12 17

5. What were the monthly distribution of D class landings in 4B for 2008? Same for 2007?
ImgmmatannualandmnﬂllywvosldalabtcawwybMibmh4BemconﬁderzﬁaIandassud|lcannotpmvidemem

as landed. However, | can L of the total (confidential) annual harvest that was taken each month for the two years.
Year fMonth Percent of Annual 4B Category D Harvest

| I |
-~ 11/6/2008
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2007 |July 55.7
2007 {|August 44.3
2008 [{June 128
2008 {{July 39.1

2008 {jAugust 46.3
2008 {|[September 1.8

6. What was the total IFQ poundage fof D class vessels available in 4B for 2008? Same for C class?
Aslmwwmamemﬂﬂw“ﬁshmwmvwwdmawmelcs(mes“a“.'C")tobeﬁshedonvesselsofany
sma!lar!engmeatogory.Undef"ﬁshdtM'l"."B"haﬁbthSllFQmaybeﬁshedma‘C'or’D‘LOAvessel;and’C’haﬁbthsuFQmayboﬁshedona“(:"
or "D” LOA vessel. tn addition, categorv'A'OSmyboﬁstonvesseBcfany LOA.. Fdwngmmeamoumof"stanywﬁshablepmmds"
avaitableforeacheaww.'C’and'D".Wmm#mmmoefbesdmammmmnmmu\eamountsdiﬁarabit
ﬂomtheamwnumbﬁdiedforannual harvest _bymelPHc for 4B; and in fact are higher. Feel freo to combine the amounts of each category as you wish.
Theabititytoholdahaliwtblodtb‘andthepmvss'onauowlng'ﬁmup‘ofcategofy”DhatMoneategory'C“sizevassa!sinareasaBandaSc

were effective September 10, 2007. | have provided data for both 2007 and 2608. As you can see, a “fish up" provision for 4B would provide a relatively
small additional amount and pesoontaga ofwmIFQmazbeusedmcahgow:’C"vessels.

Year :
IFisked on
| Category
1C Size
Vessel in
4B That
| Year?
2007 A 75,710 6361 Yes Yes
2007 B 899,592 75.59]  Yes Yes
2007 C 177,545 14928  Yes Yes
2007] D 37,236 3.2  Yes No
2008 A 95,001 6271 Yes Yes
2008] B 1,149,976} 7596]] Yes Yes
2008]] C 223,074} 1473 Yes Yes
2008)f D 45,913 3.03] Yes No

| hope you find this information hdpﬁﬂhywmwmcbmmﬂmmmeestomecwndl. | can be reached at this email address if you have
questions about these data.

Sincerely,
s/

Jassica Gharrett
Program Administrator, RAM

bob and connie snell wrote:

lnregardtnthaquesﬁonIwpuld_beinlerestedinmemalnumbetofdisﬁndvesselsmthawemdcwssqmshamin48in20013nd2ooa.
uopematdaﬁﬁesmqueshon.|elwwldﬁkatolmowhowmyvesselsmightbeavaﬂab&obhawestbdassshamsiti&wefepumissibleto
doso\mdwfmsemwisnotanopﬁon.

~—— Original Message ——

From: Jessica Gharrell

Yo: bab and connie snell

Sent: Monday, November 03, 2008 2:17 PM

Subject: Re: [Fwd: [Fwd: {Fwd: Questions pertaining to IFQs in area 4B] snell]]

Another question:
lnyour#3:meanyCdassvesselsﬁsmdquotashamsbro!herlmowwsmanmevessdmerinwm 20087 Same for 2007?
|mmywmumammmmss'mammmns1' LOAU:atharvestaleQhaﬁbutfmmammcnly; and did you

mean that harvested (FQ ofanvosmfvoronlyofapamwmtegom

or any area halibut IFQ?
bob and connie snell wrote:

Hi Jessica,

11/6/2008

>



halibut 4B D B N 10820 SNELL ROBER1! 5889 SOUTH SHC ANACOFWA 98221 \
halibut 4B D B N 11640 ZAOCHNMARTIN POBOX 47044 ATKA AK 99502 |
halibut 4B D B N 13474 SNELL ROBER1| 5889 SOUTH SHC ANACOFWA 98221
halibut 4B D B N 14389 GOLOD(RANDY J PO BOX 47063 ATKA AK 99547
halibut 4B D B N 14874 GOLOD(VICTOR J PO BOX 47063 ATKA AK 99547
halibut 4B D B N 15004 GOLOD(RANDY J POBOX 47063 ATKA AK 99547
halibut 4B D B N 15466 ZAOCHNMARTIN PO BOX 47044 ATKA AK 99502
halibut 4B D B N 15896 ZAOCHNALAN PO BOX 47003 ATKA AK 99547
halibut 4B D B N 16925 NEVZORNICK PO BOX 47036 ATKA AK 99547
halibut 4B D B N 17285 DIRKS NICHOLAS PO BOX 47065 ATKA AK 99547
halibut 4B D B N 20567 SHAISHIBILL PO BOX 196 UNALAS AK 99685
halibut 4B D B N 30726 GOLOD(VICTOR J PO BOX 47063 ATKA AK 99547
halibut 4B D B N 3114 GOLOD(GREGORY PO BOX 47064 ATKA AK 99547
halibut 4B D B N 32962 DIRKS NICHOLAS PO BOX 47065 ATKA AK 99547
halibut 4B D B N 340 BOWEN DOUGLAL PO BOX 1642 HOMER AK 99603
halibut 4B D B N 7293 GIDDINGALBERTN PO BOX 1825 ADAK AK' 99546
halibut 4B D B N 7817 PROKOFLAWRENCE PO BOX 470033 ATKA AK 99547-0033
halibut 4B D B N 9563 ELLIS RICK 3418, GASTMAN WASILL, AK 99687
halibut 4B D B N 9631 ZAOCHMALAN PO BOX 47003 ATKA AK 99547
halibut 4B D B N 9820 SNIGAR!'MARK POBOX 47007 ATKA AK 99547
. . : T Wre sy A DPKE S S&EL
o CLASS Sotg o€ 2oL DEFS Vot 515 4/ T ALY
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halibut AB
halibut 4B
halibut 4B
halibut 4B
‘halibut 4B
halibut 4B
halibut 4B
halibut 4B
halibut 4B
halibut 4B
halibut 4B
halibut 4B
halibut 4B
halibut 4B
halibut 4B
halibut 4B
halibut 4B
halibut 4B
halibut 4B
halibut 4B
halibut 4B
halibut 4B
halibut 4B
halibut 48
halibut 4B
halibut 4B
halibut 4B
halibut 4B
halibut 4B
halibut 4B
halibut 48
halibut 4B
halibut 4B
halibut 48
halibut 4B
(' [ﬁLl?ﬁ;fS

)

17927 SHADLE MATTHEWR

18012 HARRING  BRENDAN

20553 LANG
29073 DAVIS

CLINTON
PATRICK

c

32732 HARRING WILLIAM J

36073 BAKOVIC RICHARD

36174 JANGAARISTEVE
38928 NELSON ROBERT D

39324 FAIRWEATHER FISH, INC.

39857 STAUFFEFWAYNE D
40313 MCKEE MICHAEL J
40880 LENIHAN TODD

41224 BLAKE

HENRY

41459 SAVONENLYNN

4191 NULPH

47758 ESTATE OF ROBERT J FR

JAMES

w
Jd
E
B

58007 SHADLE MATTHEWR
62885 SHARRAH MICHAEL E
8067 FREEMANDUANE A

81497 IANI

. 84886 WARD

DAVID
LARRY

F
R

8762 BARBOURDOUGLAS S
8762 FREEMANDUANE A

106309 BAKOVIC RICHARD
111062 SWARTZ RICHARD

172294 HAMMER WILLIAM

11338 BOURGECROLAND M
11899 BRUMMO! RYAN
14907 TORGESCDONALD O
12548 THOMPSC PETER
12665 FERRELL KEVIN

14095 FAIRWEATHER FISH, INC.

T

14701 SHARRAH THOMAS A

14859 WARD

LARRY

16752 HAMMER JASON

Ve 4

B

R

WeTly THEIL

PO BOX 312 HOMER AK
PO BOX 8166 KODIAK AK
3512 82ND PL NE MARYSVILWA
PO BOX 921566 DUTCH H/AK
PO BOX 8166 KODIAK  AK
1840 S GAFFEY ST # SAN PEDFCA
5017 168TH PL NW STANWOCWA
PO BOX 8836 KODIAK AK
PO BOX 1729 GIG HARBWA
3285 FRITZ COVE RC JUNEAU AK
PO BOX 1229 KODIAK  AK
PO BOX 6376 SITKA  AK
11 GIBBS ST G10 WORCHE!MA
PO BOX 172 GUSTAVU AK
1140 PINE FLAT RD SANTA CFCA
323 CAROLYN ST KODIAK  AK
PO BOX 312 HOMER AK
1510 MISSION RD KODIAK  AK
PO BOX 921146 DUTCH H/AK
PO BOX 549 KODIAK  AK
875 6TH AVE WESTHAVCA

767 E JOHNSON WA' SANDY  UT

PO BOX 921146

DUTCH HAAK

1840 S GAFFEY ST # SAN PEDFCA
15 MURRAY PL RD # ELMA WA
1130 S. DISCOVERY PORT TOVWA

31741 CR 35 STEAMBO CO
PO BOX 119 EDMONDE WA
PO BOX 6518 SITKA AK
PO BOX 3037 KODIAK AK
PO BOX 192 MONTESA WA
PO BOX 1729 GIG HARBWA
1510 MISSION RD  KODIAK  AK
875 6TH AVE WESTHAV CA

1130 S DISCOVERY F PORT TO\WA

MR~ E
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99603
99615
98270
99692
99615
90731
98292
99615
98335
99801
99615
99836-6376
1607
99826
95060
99615
99603
99615
99602
99615
95570
84094
99692
90731
98541
98368

80487
98020
99835
99615
98563
98335
99615
85570
98368
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HALIBUT AND SABLEFISH IFQ PROGRAM

AMENDMENT PROPOSAL
North Pacific Fishery Management Councll
Fax: (907) 271-2817
Name of Proposer:  Frank Miles Date: 3/08/09
Address: Box 2744
Kodiak, AK 99615
Telephone: (907)486-8204
Brief Statement of Proposal:

Amend grandfather/hired skipper privileges in the halibut/sablefish fishery to sunset
‘These rights, on any future quota which is bought/traded/ or gifted.

Objectives of Proposal (What is the problem.):

1)These rights have dramatically slowed the transition from a first generation(absentee
Ownen)fishery to a second generation(owner onboard) fishery desired by the
Council.

2)Grandfatherhired skipper privileges have lead to widespread abuse of the 20% boat
Ownership requirement. Often times not a single dollar changes hands in these arrange-
Ments, and is merely a paper shuffle transaction.

3)These rights continue/ promote leasing of quota and the common practice of charging
Excessive rents. .

4)Minimize further concentration/consolidation of [FQ shares.

Need and Justification for Council Action (Why can’t the ﬁmblem be resolved through other
channels?):
This action is needed to promote an Qwner-operator/catcher vessel fleet and to further the
Objectives and goals of the IFQ program.
Foreseeable Impacts of Proposal (Who wins, who loses?):
Winners of an amendment to the grandfather/hired skipper privileges would be future
Participants, second generation IFQ holders, Alaska coastal communities, IFQ broker
Businesses, lending institutions, and NPFMC.
Losers of this amendment could be those holding grandfather/hired skipper rights and
Their hired skippers.
Are there Altemative Solutions? If so, what are they and why do you consider your proposal the
best way of solving the problem?
This amendment is a good solution as it would accelerate the 1FQ program towards a

Fishery dominated by owner-operators, and it would address a number of abuses related
To the grandfather/hired skipper privileges.

Supportive Data and Other Information (What data are available and where can they be found?):
Signature:

Frank Miles
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HALIBUT AND SABLEFISH IFQ PROGRAM

AMENDMENT PROPOSAL
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
Faxt (907) 271-2817
Name of Proposer:  Frank Miles Date: 3/08/09
Address: Box 2744
Kodiak, AK 99615
Telephone: (907)486-8204
Brief Statement of Proposal:
Amend IFQ Halibut/Sablefish Loan Program to reduce 20% down payment requirement
To 10% down payment requirement.
Objectives of Proposal (What is the problem?):

To allow more entry level paﬁﬁpaﬁon.andtoadjusttlwloaumgmmtochmgesin
The fishery. When loan program was first implemented, price per/lb on shares were
Between $5.00-512.00/b. Present market value ranges from $15.00-§28.00/1b. The 20%
Cash down payment requirement on today’s market value stops many entry lovel fishers
From getting into the fishery.

Need and Justification for Council Action (Why can’t the problem be resolved through other
channels?):

The need exist because the fishery/market has changed dramatically since inception of
Loan program. Amending loan program would further several goals and objectives of
The IFQ program rolated to entry level entrants, coastal communities, second generation
Fishermen.

Foreseeable Impacts of Proposal (Who wins, who loses?):

This is a win, win for everyone. IFQ bnyerswouldbeablewgainonuytoﬁslm witha
Favorable loan program. Sellers of quota would have larger poot of buyers to work with.
IFQ brokers would sec increased activity in their businesses.

One group of participants who may see adverse effects could be those who already use the
NMFS loan program and have no difficulty with the 20% down requirement. If amended
This group would be competing for availsble funding within the program with a larger
Group of borrowers,

Are there Altemnative Solutions? If so, what are they and why do you consider your proposal the
best way of solving the problem?

No
Supportive Data and Other Information (What data are available and where can they be found?):

Refer to NMFS loan program.

Signature: .
Tiomb Tl



Adak Community Development Corporation

December 13th, 2008
Dear Chairman Olson,

Adak Community Development Corporation is the entity which received the community
allocation of 10% of the WAG crab.

The stated purpose of that allocation from the Council’s October 2002 motion was “aid in
the development of seafood harvesting and processing activities within that community.”

This goal is reflected in our bylaws which state that all funds of the Corporation shall be
“dedicated to the promotion and development of fisheries related resources, infrastructure
and assets for the benefit of the community of Adak, Alaska.”

ACDC has been working on developing a fisheries plan for our community. We are
particularly interested in promoting entry level opportunities for local small boat
fishermen.

One of the ways we think we could create those entry level opportunities would be for
ACDC to use our crab royalties to buy 4B halibut IFQ and Al sablefish IFQ for use by
local fishermen. We have talked to Council staff about how we could do this. We learned
that unlike the CQE program for the GOA or the CDQ program in the BSAI, there are no
provisions for Adak’s community entity to hold halibut and sablefish IFQ.

We were advised by Council staff that the way to initiate consideration of changing the
regulations to allow ACDC as a community entity to hold quota is to raise the issue under
staff tasking.

Under staff tasking the Advisory Panel unanimously recommended a call for proposals
for the halibut/sablefish IFQ program. We support a call for proposals and we would
like the chance to submit a proposal to allow ACDC to hold IFQ for use in our
community.

Thank you for your consideration of our request.

Michael Swetzof
President, ACDC
P.O. Box 1943
Adak, Alaska 99546



Gulf of Alaska Coastal Communities Coalition (GOAC3)
PO Box 201236, Anchorage Alaska 99520
Phone: (866) 561-7633 or (907) 561-7633 Fax: (907)561-7634
Web: www.goac3.org Email: goaccc@alaska.net

May 27, 2009

TO: ERIC OLSON, CHAIRMAN

NORTH PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
605 West 4™ Ave., Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501

RE: Proposed Amendments for Halibut and Sablefish IFQ CQE Program
Dear Chairman Olson:

Please find enclosed three proposed amendments to the Halibut and Sablefish IFQ
Program. These proposed amendments are specific to the CQE (Amendment #66)
program. The GOAC3 has been requested to submit these to the North Pacific Council
on behalf of CQE communities that attended a 2-day workshop in February 2009.

(1) Change in residency requirements for CQEs
(2) Change in CQE eligibility to purchase all vessel category shares
(3) Request to eliminate vessel limitations for CQEs

I believe the changes are self-explanatory. Please contact us for any clarification needed.
Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

~Fudder Feiitisn

Freddie Christiansen, Chairman
?ﬁﬁ\laska Coastal Communities Coalition (GOAC3)

Gale K. Vick, Executive Director
Gulf of Alaska Coastal Communities Coalition (GOAC3)

CC: GOAC3 BOARD OF DIRECTORS
GDFDC BOARD OF DIRECTORS
CQEs



HALIBUT AND SABLEFISH IFQ PROGRAM

AMENDMENT PROPOSAL
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
Fax: (907) 271-2817
Name of Proposer:
Gulf of Alaska Coastal Communities Coalition (GOAC3) Date: 5/27/09

Address:
P.O. Box 201236, Anchorage AK 99520

Telephone:
907-561-7633

Brief Statement of Proposal: CHANGE IN RESIDENCY REQUIREMENTS FOR CQES

At a February 2009 two-day workshop in Anchorage, various CQEs (community quota entities),
created by Amendment #66 to the Halibut and Sablefish Program, requested that the Gulf of
Alaska Coastal Communities Coalition (GOAC3) petition the North Pacific Fishery Management
Council to consider a minor change in the CQE regulation to allow CQEs more flexibility in
attracting residents back to their CQE community.

For individuals who sign affidavits to their intent to reside permanently in a CQE community a
36 month exemption from the 12 month residency requirement should be granted. But if an
individual leases CQE quota share and after 36 months still has not achieved at least 12
consecutive months of residency in the CQE community then they should forfeit any future
leasing opportunities and other CQE mandated penalties may also apply. CQEs could also
establish criteria that, with all things considered, would give first leasing priority to existing
residents.

Objectives of Proposal (What is the problem?):

The primary objective of the CQE program is to enhance or bring back opportunity for
employment and fishing effort to the CQE communities that have seen a steady out-migration of
both halibut and sablefish quota share and qualified fishermen. Many CQE communities want to
attract some of their lost residents back to their communities and want their CQE programs to
help serve that goal. The current rules erect an unreasonable barrier to those who are not current
CQE community residents but would move back to the community if adequate fisheries
opportunities were available. This creates a chicken and egg problem regarding residency and
CQE programs offering fishing opportunities to residents. The prospect of having to move back
to the community and then reside there for 12 months before they can take advantage of the
economic opportunity that theoretically enables them to make the move is an empty promise.

While the economic data and tools are lacking that could measure the ‘height’ of the economic
barrier or predict how many people might move back to the CQE community as a response to
this rule change, it is clear that the current 12 month residency requirement presents a real barrier



to a displaced ‘lost’ CQE community resident who wants to move back to community as soon as
the right combination of fishing opportunities are available.

There was a consensus agreement among community representatives from CQE communities
that attended the two day CQE workshop that the 12 month residency requirement did present a
real barrier to attracting new and lost residents to their communities and that a solution that

enhanced the long term population of their community should be sought through amending the
residency requirement.

CQE community residents have expressed concern over the ability to even train younger
members of the community without attracting back more experienced fishermen.

Need and Justification for Council Action (Why can’t the problem be resolved through
other channels?):

Any changes to the CQE program must first go through the NPFMC.

Foreseeable Impacts of Proposal (Who wins, who loses?):

CQE communities, the local community region, the local hub community, and the State of
Alaska all benefit when CQE communities are healthy, vital, socio-economic places and this
proposal will promote that end.

There would be no person or group who suffer a loss with this action.

Are there Alternative Solutions? If so, what are they and why do you consider your
proposal the best way of solving the problem?

There is no alternative solution.

Supportive Data and Other Information (What data are available and where can they be
found?):

This discussion will appear in upcoming proceedings of the CQE February 2009 workshop, co-
sponsored by the Rasmuson Foundation, The Alaska Sea Grant Program, the North Pacific
Fisheries Trust, and the Gulf of Alaska Coastal Communities Coalition.

Proceedings are expected to be published in August of 2009.

Signature:

Fudler hsitaom

Fred Christiansen, Chairman, GOAC3




HALIBUT AND SABLEFISH IFQ PROGRAM
AMENDMENT PROPOSAL
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
Fax: (907) 271-2817

Name of Proposer:
Gulf of Alaska Coastal Communities Coalition (GOAC3) Date: 5/27/09

Address:
P.0. Box 201236 Anchorage AK 99520

Telephone:
907-561-7633

Brief Statement of Proposal: TO ALLOW CQE COMMUNITIES TO PURCHASE
QUOTA SHARE IN ALL VESSEL CATEGORIES

At a February 2009 two-day workshop in Anchorage, various CQEs (community quota
entities), created by Amendment #66 to the Halibut and Sablefish Program, requested that the
Gulf of Alaska Coastal Communities Coalition (GOAC3) petition the North Pacific Fishery
Management Council to consider a change in the CQE regulation to allow CQEs to have the
same ability to purchase quota share in all vessel categories as the regular IFQ program.

Objectives of Proposal (What is the problem?):

The CQE program was designed to bring some economic stability back to communities that
lost a considerable amount of fishing effort as the result of the IFQ program and subsequent
impacts on “combination” fishing.

The CQE limitations on quota share categories does not address that problem. There is loss of
opportunity both now and in the future.

For instance, most of the “inactive” quota that might be available for purchase by a CQE are
in small blocks of “D” class shares and a significant amount is in or near a CQE community.

Residents of CQE communities who own small amounts of D share quota and would like to
transfer their D shares do not have the option of benefiting the community by transferring the
quota to the CQE.

Additionally, many CQE communities have former crew members that do not have the ability
to purchase D shares except through a CQE lease arrangement.

Some CQE communities have expressed concern over inability to buy future “A” shares.



Need and Justification for Council Action (Why can’t the problem be resolved through
other channels?):

Any changes to the CQE program must first go through the NPFMC.
Foreseeable Impacts of Proposal (Who wins, who loses?)
Non-CQE crew members may object to CQE ability to purchase “D” shares.

Are there Alternative Solutions? If so, what are they and why do you consider your
proposal the best way of solving the problem?

There are no alternatives.

Supportive Data and Other Information (What data are available and where can they
be found?):

This discussion will appear in upcoming proceedings of the CQE February 2009 workshop,
co-sponsored by the Rasmuson Foundation, The Alaska Sea Grant Program, the North Pacific
Fisheries Trust, and the Guif of Alaska Coastal Communities Coalition. Proceedings are
expected to be published in August of 2009.

Further data can be obtained from each CQE.

Signature:

Fred Christiansen, Chair, Gulf of Alaska Coastal Communities Coalition (GOAC3)




HALIBUT AND SABLEFISH IFQ PROGRAM

AMENDMENT PROPOSAL
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
Fax: (907) 271-2817
Name of Proposer:
Gulf of Alaska Coastal Communities Coalition (GOAC3) Date: 5/27/09
Address:

P.O. Box 201236 Anchorage AK 99520

Telephone:
907-561-7633

Brief Statement of Proposal: ELIMINATE VESSEL LIMITATIONS FOR CQES

At a February 2009 two-day workshop in Anchorage, various CQEs (community quota entities),
created by Amendment #66 to the Halibut and Sablefish Program, requested that the Gulf of
Alaska Coastal Communities Coalition (GOAC3) petition the North Pacific Fishery Management
Council to consider a change in the CQE regulation that would eliminate the 50,000# vessel caps
for both halibut and sablefish.

Objectiﬁs of Proposal (What is the problem?):

Currently, vessels within CQE communities that fish any amount of CQE quota share have an
aggregate limitation of 50,000# per year per species on the vessel regardless of where that quota
share originated. As example: A vessel that fishes 40,000# of non-CQE quota cannot
accommodate a CQE lessee fishing any more than 10,000#. This places a severe burden on entry
level opportunities for CQE residents who do not yet own vessels or whose vessels are too small
to ensure safely harvesting their entire quota. Entry level fishermen and fishermen with small
vessels need the flexibility to fish their CQE IFQ from the deck of community vessels regardless
of how much quota is fished on the vessel. The proposed change is to eliminate the vessel cap.
The individual cap should remain so that the sum of owned and leased IFQ cannot be more than
50,000 pounds for any individual if they have any leased CQE quota whatsoever. The individual
cap alone, without the vessel cap, will serve the purpose of the CQE program to encourage CQE
policies that spread the benefits of the program appropriately.

When an entry level fishermen or a small boat fishermen needs to fish their quota from a larger
vessel they may have few available options. CQE communities often have a very limited
number of vessels that can long line. There was a consensus agreement among community
representatives from CQE communities that attended the two day CQE workshop that the vessel
cap of 50,000 pounds posed a real and serious barrier to the success of the CQE program for
some CQE communities. As CQEs develop their business plans, many are already facing this
problem. CQE communities typically have “combination” boats and may alternate a long-line
season with a salmon season, as an example. Vessel use may be restricted by the vessel owner’s
need to alternate gear types and this would result in further restrictions on vessel availability.
Under this rule, retrofitting or building new vessels would be unfeasible. If CQE quota is fished
on too small a boat safety becomes an issue. Sometimes the best option for the CQE, the CQE



community, and the lessee of CQE quota might be to fish all or a portion of the CQE IFQ from
the deck of a vessel that may be fishing more than 50,000 pounds of quota.

Need and Justification for Council Action (Why can’t the problem be resolved through
other channels?):

Any changes to the CQE program must first go through the NPFMC.
Foreseeable Impacts of Proposal (Who wins, who loses?):

Entry level fishermen that do not yet own their own vessels would benefit by being able to fish
on vessels that, in their judgment, best enable them to successfully achieve their long range
business goals, training and safety needs. The CQE and CQE community would benefit by
having more flexibility in encouraging entry level fishermen and small boat fishermen to grow
their businesses to the benefit of themselves and their community. When the community has
more successful resident fishermen the nearby regional hub community benefits as does the State
of Alaska.

There are no losers if this rule change is enacted. It should also be noted that since CQE quota is
leased on an annual basis only, CQEs can set the internal rules that would prevent the
consolidation of too much CQE quota with one vessel or one individual.

Are there Alternative Solutions? If so, what are they and why do you consider your
proposal the best way of solving the problem?

There is no alternative for a CQE community with limited long line vessels. If the intent of the
CQE program is to help local economies, this problem must be fixed.

Supportive Data and Other Information (What data are available and where can they be
found?):

This discussion will appear in upcoming proceedings of the CQE February 2009 workshop, co-
sponsored by the Rasmuson Foundation, The Alaska Sea Grant Program, the North Pacific
Fisheries Trust, and the Gulf of Alaska Coastal Communities Coalition. Proceedings are
expected to be published in August of 2009.

In addition, the Federal Register Vol. 69, No. 84/ Friday, April 30, 2004, which published the
Final Rule of Amendment #66, notes in the comments objection to the 50,000# limitation on
vessels, particularly as it affects the purchase of sablefish.

It is suggested that a poll of CQE communities be conducted to determine the extent of this
problem.

Signature:

Fred Christiansen, Chairman, GOAC3




Clipper Seafoods, Ltd.

641 W. Ewing Street
Seaftle, WA 98119
(206) 284-1162 p / (206) 283-5089 f

September 1, 2009

Chris Oliver

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

Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Chris:

I am writing to you today to ask that the NPFMC consider changes to the Sablefish IFQ
program. It is my understanding that the IFQ committee has been reformed and will meet

A before the October council meeting. | am proposing two changes to the “A” share Sablefish
program:
B Remove the block system for “A” shares
. Increase the “A” share ownership cap

Making these changes to the program would allow “A” share participants to use their vessels
more effectively. Under the current system it is marginally practical to catch small amounts
of Sablefish on a freezer vessel.

| will gladly provide you with more information and will be available to participate at the
committee meeting, if you could put this on the agenda.

Thank you for consideration,

YN

David Little
Clipper Seafoods, Ltd.

cc. Bob Alverson, Don Iverson
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HALIBUT AND SABLEFISH IFQ PROGRAM N O
AMENDMENT PROPOSAL PN YOI
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
Fax: (907) 271-2817
Name of Proposer: Pert Odegaard 9-25-09 Date:

Address:24200 116" Ave. N.W., Edmonds, WA. 98117
Telephone:206 546 9463

Brief Statement of Proposal:

Create a new category of vessel known as heritage vessels. Any vessel 100 gross tons and less
and more than 50 years old. These vessel would be allowed to fish either C class or B class quota.

Objectives of Proposal (What is the problem?):

This proposal creates parity between older vessels and newer quite large under 60 foot vessels
that can fish both C and B class. A over 60 foot vessel’s crew and or owner could acquire quota
from two classes rather than just B class quota.

Need and Justification for Council Action (Why can’t the problem be resolved through other
channels?): .

Currently there is a competitive advantage for a C class vessel that can acquire quota from the C
and B pools of QS. Older vessels over 60 feet that are a cheaper means of entering the fishery
would provide a means for new vessel owners and crews to be at economic parity with C class
vessels.

Foreseeable Impacts of Proposal (Who wins, who loses?): Treating everyone the same is
American.

Are there Alternative Solutions? If so, what are they and why do you consider your proposal the
best way of solving the problem? No

Supportive Data and Other Information (What data are avaifable and where can they be found?):
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September 25, 2009

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 W. 4" Ave,

Suite 306
Anchorage, AK. 99501
Subject Deep Sea Fishermen's Union of the Pacific 2™ generation two block limit exempticn proposal.

Dear Chairman Eric Olson:

Our proposal concems the removal o exemption of the two block IFQ lmit currently etrorced in the
halibut and sablefish fisheries. We ask that this exemption be applied to 2™ generation n xn initial IFQ
recipients anly. We would also clarify that the unbiocked/blocked statuses of IFQ remain whanged so
as nt to affect the nules currently goveming 1° generation ownership.

Objestives of Proposal: Allow 2™ generafion IFQ recipients to circumnavigate the two block rule
currently enforced. At present an individual can own two pieces of quota per fishing area, one block
and one combination of unblocked or two blocks. Second jon fishermen are being \xampered by
this (ule, While the stock in most areas has decfined over recent yeers, the ex-vesset price of fish
conﬁnu&tminuease.Asarawn.mecoslofquolammeseareashasconﬁnuedw rist: 88 well. The
@gpmdmmammdmmzmmmmmmm loians egpecially
given today's financial constraints in the banking industry. Typically, blocked parceis of quota are
smaller in poundage than their unblocked counterparts, As a resull 2™ generation fisherman are
fimited in the abifity to accurmulate quota, Additionally, fichermen are hesitant to by very sunall blocks of
quota because of the two block or “two strike” rule.

Foreseeable Impacts. gf Praposal: This proposa) would create more quota or liquidity in the market
placa thus allowing 2™ generation fishermen the abllity to accumulate quota unhampi:ed up to the
individual cap. We realize that the price of Unblocked and Blocked quota would eventual’y’ balance out
Addiionally, this proposal would aliow 2 generation IFQ hoiders the abilfty to consalkiete enough
poundage to make an economically viable irip, especially considering fising fuel costs. Eltiom fine our
proposal shoukd prove to be more economical for our resources and environment.

A!temaﬁveSoluﬁgnsaTheathemWewould be to simply do nothing and leave the reguktions as they
mu; pt;vg.nmg 2™ generation ficherman fram the benefits of accumulating viable ard sustainable
q

Sinceraly,

Shawn McManus, Vice President
Deep Sea Fishesmen's Union of the Pacific
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AMENDMENT PROPOSAL
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
Fax: (907) 271-2817

HALIBUT AND SABLEFISH IFQ PROGRAM L _ '/"\y

Narue of Proposer: Michael Offerman Date: 9/26/09

Address: 20429 88% Ave W.
Edmonds WA 98026

Telephone: (206)295-0703
Brief Statement of Proposal: To allow second generation fisherman who have actively fished for

10 years and own a minimum of 10,000 Ibs. of fish to obtain first generation rights.

Objectives of Proposal (What is the problem?): It would allow grester flexibility for owners of
sccond generation fish. Also could be looked at as a reward 10 those fisherman that bave taken a
commitment to the fishery and bought IFQ shares.

Need and Justification for Councit Action (Why can’t the problem be resolved through other r
channels?): It’s amendment to the IFQ program.

Foreseeable Impacts of Proposal (Who wins, who loses?): Second generation share holders win.
No one loses.

Are there Alternative Solutions? If so, what are they and why do you consider your proposal the
best way of solving the problem? Give everyone who owns quota first generation rights
regardless of time in the fishery or amount of poundage owned.

Supportive Data and Other Information (What data are available and where can they be found?):

ngwew Dﬁ{—ﬁ a
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HALIBUT AND SABLEFISH IFQ PROGRAM

AMENDMENT PROPOSAL
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
Fax: (907) 271-2817

Name of Proposer:  Jeff Farvour Date: 9/28/09
Address: 439 Verstovia Ave

Telephone: 907 738 0898

Brief Statement of Proposal: Exempt D class vessels (or vessels under 26 feet) delivering less
than 300, 500, or a 1000 Ibs of halibut, to be either exempt from the three-hour notice to deliver
or implement a less burdensome notice to deliver (one hour) for qualified vessel deliveries.

Objectives of Proposal (What is the problem?): Most skiff fisherman do not have high power
radios, cell phone boosters, etc. that would allow them the convenience to call in their landing on
their way in from the fishing grounds and thus have to hold their fish over night on vessels that do
not have fish holds. This can be a problem, in the summer when the weather is warm, in SE
Alaska where it rains quite a bit, and in the shoulder seasons when fish plant hours are reduced.
Also trollers delivering salmon but have incidentally caught less than 500 Ibs of halibut have a
notice of [FQ delivery exemption.

Need and Justification for Council Action (Why can’t the problem be resolved through
other channels?):

Foreseeable Impacts of Proposal (Who wins, who loses?): win-win

Are there Alternative Solutions? If so, what are they and why do you consider your proposal
the best way of solving the problem? [ am open to other ideas but talking to fisherman around
here and getting their input confirmed that this would be the best way to go.

Supportive Data and Other Information (What data are available and where can they be
found?): I will be at the IFQ implementation team meeting and can answer any questions.

Signature:
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November 9. 2009

Northern Pacitic ishery Management Counetl

Phis i o rude change proposal to allow the transport ol fish on a catcher vessel via trailer
1o the biyer,

Complianee: When the 1FQ holder calls in Tora landing conlirmation. he abso asks for
varianee to transport sessel and lish on trailer o the buyer,

Reason: Alleviate some pressure on waters surrounding a village (both commercial 110
and subsistence). 1t would allow villages without busers and/or ice to have D elass 1Q
holders (which are nsually skilTs) w lish without having to mahe dangerous late n the
day long rums to the closest buyer,

L-nforcement: When stopped. a simple call to NMES would be cnough fo determine
legality.

ise: Only D Class. as Targer hoats are nol teailerable and hane sleeping quarters o atlow
further ranging and weather options unasaikible to shills and therefore some viltages.

! I]Q_Qk vou for your consideration.

ephen b G
IF/V Mega Bite
11°Q) 303060
segjag a-aptalaska.ngt



HALIBUT AND SABLEFISH IFQ PROGRAM
AMENDMENT PROPOSAL
North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
Fax: (907) 271-2817

Name of Proposer: Central Bering Sea Fishermen’s Association

Address: PO Box 288, Saint Paul Island, AK 99660

Telephone: 907-546-2597

Name of Proposer: Aleutian Pribilof Island Community Development Association
Address: 234 Gold St., Juneau, AK 99801

Telephone: 907-586-0161

Brief Statement of Proposal: Increase the Halibut Vessel IFQ Cap in Area 4.

Objectives of Proposal (What is the problem?): A significant percentage of Area 4
IFQ is not harvested each year. (Example: 18% in 4B and 8% in 4C/D in 2009;

10.9% in 4B and 23% in 4C in 1996) Among the reasons may be: 1) Far fewer
vessels operate in Area 4 than in other areas. 2) Of the limited number of vessels
that fish the western areas, most are capped-out so it is difficult for IFQ holders to
match up with harvesting vessels. 3) Weather conditions tend to limit harvesting
vessels to the summer months - creating a shorter season in Area 4. 4) Processing
plants in Area 4 typically do not buy halibut early in the season and most stop
processing earlier than in the Gulf areas due to other processing priorities and
sparse halibut deliveries. For these reasons, Area 4 is a logistically tougher area to
conduct a viable commercial halibut fishery.

The objective of the proposal is to increase the vessel IFQ cap in Area 4 to provide
IFQ holders with more vessel harvesting options. This should result in a larger
percentage of the Area 4 allocation being harvested thereby reducing the amount of
un-harvested IFQ that could be due to the unavailability of harvesting vessels.

Our request is to have the Council analyze the problem of un-harvested IFQ and
determine if the vessel IFQ cap is contributing to the problem in Area 4.

The vessel IFQ cap is calculated annually based on a percentage of ALL IFQ TAC
(except for Area 2C). Developing a separate and increased vessel IFQ cap for just

Area 4 halibut areas is complicated. Therefore, we would like the proposed vessel
IFQ cap increase for Area 4 to be analyzed and developed by the Council process.

Foreseeable | f sal (Who wi h es?): Most foreseeable impacts
will be positive. 1) A larger percentage of the Area 4 quota will be harvested-
resulting in increased income to IFQ holders and vessel owners. 2) IFQ holders will
have more competitive harvesting options that should increase the income derived
from their IFQ holdings. 3) Vessels operating in these geographically remote areas
with extreme weather conditions are mainly larger vessels of a limited number.



4) Increasing the vessel IFQ cap will allow more of these same vessels to be
available for hire - currently many of these vessels are capped-out.

Statistically, increasing the vessel cap should not reduce harvesting opportunities of
vessels currently operating in Area 4. Instead, it will increase the harvesting
percentage, harvesting options, and the income of IFQ holders and also the
harvesting vessels.

Are there Alternative Solutions? An alternative solution may be to increase the
vessel IFQ cap for all areas. As Bering Sea and Aleutian Island fishermen, we feel the
vessel IFQ cap/un-harvested quota issue is more applicable to Area 4, but if there is
enough support, we could endorse the change statewide which would also fix our
problem. But, our concern is that a statewide change may create too much
opposition due to potential fleet consolidation or other concerns that could threaten
the success of our proposal. We are not speaking for fishermen from the other
halibut areas.

Supportive Data and Other Information; {What data are available and where can

they be found?): The Individual Fishing Quota (IFQ) Allocations and Landings
reports can be found on the NMFS website.

Signature:




HALIBUT AND SABLEFISH IFQ PROGRAM
AMENDMENT PROPOSAL
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
Fax: (907) 271-2817

Name of Proposer:
Gulf of Alaska Coastal Communities Coalition (GOAC3) Date: 1/7/10

Address:
P.O. Box 201236, Anchorage AK 99520

Telephone:
907-561-7633

Brief Statement of Proposal: CQE ELIGIBILITY FOR FEDERAL LOANS

The GOACS3 proposes that the North Pacific Fishery Management Council take
appropriate action to ensure that qualified Community Quota Entities (CQE) in the Gulf
of Alaska become eligible to participate in the Federal IFQ Loan Program for the
purchase of halibut and sablefish IFQ's.

Objectives of Proposal (What is the problem?):

CQEs are currently not eligible for federal loan programs. CQE communities became
eligible to purchase Halibut and Sablefish IFQ's in 2004 and it is only equitable that they
have the same eligibility as similarly qualified purchasers to participate in the federal
loan program. In addition, any IFQ's purchased by CQE's will pay into the loan program
and therefore should be able to benefit from a program for which they are required to

pay.

Need and Justification for Council Action (Why can’t the problem be resolved
through other channels?):
Any changes to the CQE program are required to go through the NPFMC.

Foreseeable Impacts of Proposal (Who wins, who loses?):

CQE communities, their respective hub community, other communities of the region, and
the State of Alaska all benefit when CQE communities have healthy and stable
economies. This proposal will promote that end. There would be no person or group who
would suffer a loss with this action.

Are there Alternative Solutions? If so, what are they and why do you consider your
proposal the best way of solving the problem?
There are no alternatives.

Supportive Data and Other Information (What data are available and where can
they be found?):

This discussion will appear in upcoming proceedings of the CQE February 2009
workshop, co-sponsored by the Rasmuson Foundation, The Alaska Sea Grant Program,
the North Pacific Fisheries Trust, and the Gulf of Alaska Coastal Communities Coalition.

Signature:

Fred Christiansen. Chairman. GOAC3
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Adak Community Development Corporation

January 8th, 2010
Dear Chairman Olson,

Adak Community Development Corporation is the entity which received the community allocation of
10% of the WAG crab. The stated purpose of thai allocation from the Council's October 2002 motion
was "aid in the development ol seataod harvesting and processing activitics within that community.”

This goal is reflected in our bylaws which state that all funds of the Corporation shall be “dedicated to the
promotion and development of fisherics related resources, infrastructurc and assets for the benelit of the
communily of Adak, Alaska.”

At the Dec. 2008 NPFMC mecting ACIC president, Michacl Swetzof, submitted a proposal (o the
Council 1o “Allow Adak to usc its crab royalties to buy Area 4B halibut 1FQ and Aleutian Islands area
sablefish IFQ for use by local fishermen (add Adak to the CQE program).”

When the LFQ implementation tcam met in Scptember 2009 to review proposals, they recommended that
the Council “take no action since a specific proposal was not received.”

“The team felt that a spacific proposal for Councll action was net received. Bob Alversan asked if this would
be for only Area 4 CQE and what caps would apply. Nicole Kimball responded that the proposal was vagus

- and the analysis could apply the cument CQE provisions for GOA commundics to an Adak CQE. Bob

suggested that Adak should not have mora liberal privilages to buy any more QS than any current GOA CQE.
He pointed out that ACDC can now use their royalties to buy Area 4B halibut IFQ and Al sablefish IFQ for
community members and a regulatory regime was not necessary.”

“The toam unanimously agreed to recommend that the Council take no action gince a_specific

proposal was not recelved.”

In response 1o the team comments and the Council decision to extend the deadline for proposals, ACDC
has preparcd a detailed proposal bused on the ull the elements and options included in the Council’s
preferred alternative for the Amendment 66 GOA CQE program.

We helieve the Implementation Team’s minutes stating “that ACI)C can now use their royaltics to huy
Arca 4B halibut IFQ and AT sablefish IFQ for communily members™ refleets a misunderstanding of the
status quo and is not consistent with the “owner on board” provisions of the program.

Additionally, ACDC is not seeking “more liberal privilcges to buy any morc QS than any current GOA
CQE.” In our attached proposal, we are asking for caps that are roughly equivalent in pounds to the caps
for GOA CQLE communities.

Allowing Adak to become an Aleutian [sland CQE community would work well in conjunction with the
state water cod fishery for small boats to address the halibut bycatch in the hook and line cod fishery.

Please accept the attached “Proposal for Halibut and Sablefish Comimunity QS Purchase™ for review.

Sincerely,

@ﬁ—»{m—\. l<- & ‘?{
Michacl Swetzof, President fZVL_ the P"'-“i- U
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ACDC Proposal for Halibut and Sablefish Community QS Purchase Amendment

Community OS Purchase Problem Statement

As a small coastal community in the Aleutian Islands, Aduk is struggling (o remain cconomically viable.
The halibut and sablefish IFQ program, as with other limited entry programs, increases the cost of entry
into or cxpansion in the commercial halibut and sablefish fisheries. Adak is not a beneficiary of the CDQ
program for halibut and sablefish. Allowing this non-CDQ community to purchase are 4B halibut and
sablefish quota share for lcase for delivery in the region will help minimize adverse economic¢ impacts on
this small, remaote, coastal community in the Aleutians, and help provide lor the sustaincd participation in
the halibut and sablefish IFQ) fisheries. The Council secks 1o pravide for this sustained participation
without undermining the goals of the halibut and sablefish TPQ) program or precluding entry-level
opportunitics for fishermen residing in other fishery-dependent communities.

Preferred Alternative Elements:

Eligible communities
Non-CDQ communities with less than 1,500 people, no road access to larger communitics, direct access

10 saltwater, and a documented histori¢ participation in the halibut or sablefish fisheries are eligible to
own and use commercial catcher vessel halibut and sablefish quota share. The community of Adak would
qualify under these criteria. The Council required that in addition to meeting these criteria at final action,
eligible communities must be listed as a defined set of cligible communities in Federal regulation.
Communities not meeting the qualifying critcria and not on the list adopted by the Council are not eligible
to participate. Other communitics could petition the Council for inclusion after the implementation of this
program.

(Ownership Enti

The Council recommends that a non-profit organizations formed for the purpose of holding the Adak
Community Allocation of WAG crab also be eligible for purchasing and holding QS on behalt of
the community.

Individual Community Use Caps
Liigible communities in the Aleurian Islands are limited to purchasing and using 10% of the Arca 48, and

10% of Aleutian Island sablefish QS. Eligible communities in Area 4B cannot buy halibut QS in any
other Area,

Cumulative Community Use Caps
Communities are limited W owning and using 10% ol the Area 4B halibut QS and 10% of the Al

sabletish QS, unless modified by the Council.
Purchase, Use and Sale Provisions

Original block and vessel size designations apply if the community transfers the QS to any person other
than another cligible community. These restrictions would help ensure that the goal of providing access to
focal residents is maintained and limit the potential for QS o be leased to larger vessels, presumably
owned by non-residents fishing further from shore. These restrictions would also address an array of
concerns about the distribution of QS among prospective new community cntitics and existing or future
individual participants,
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Block Restrictions
+ Communities may buy blocked and unblocked guota share.
« Individual cligible communitics arc limited to holding 10 blocks of halibut QS and 5 blocks of sablcfish
QS in the management area. Individuals receiving IFQ leased from an eligible community entity would
still be subject to the existing individual use caps in regulation..
Vessel Size Restrictions
+ Quota share held by communities under this program would be exempt from vessel size (share class)
restrictions, while the QS is owned and leased by the community.
» Transferability of halibut Q8 in Arca 4B from commercial to qualified community entities is restricied
1o B and € category quota share,
Sale Restrictions
» Eligible communitics owning catcher boat (B, C, D culegory) quoly shares may sell those quota shares
w0 any other cligible community or any person meeting the provisions outlined in the existing 1FQ
Program.
+ Eligible communities may only sell their quota share for one of the following purposcs:
(#) gencrating revenues Lo sustain, improve, or expand the program
(b) liquidating the entity’s quota share assets for rcasons outside the program
Should an eligible community sell their quota share for purposes consistent with (b) above, an
administrative entity wonld not he qualificd to purchase and own quota shure on behalf of that community
for a period of three years )

7 Use Restrictions

+ Eligible communities owning quota shares may lease the IFQs arising from those quota shares for
delivery in the region

+ An eligible community owning catcher boat quota sharcs may lease up to 50,000 pounds of halibut IFQs
and 50,000 pounds of sablefish 1FQs per lessee annually. The 50,000 pound limit is inclusive of any
quota owned by the individual (lessee).

» No more than 50,000 pounds of any IFQs leased by an cligible community may be taken on any one
vessel, inclusive of any 1F(Q owned hy the individual leasing the [T'Qs.

Performance Standards

Communities participating in the program may only leasc the 1FQs arising from their quota share for
delivery in the region of the ownership community. In addition, the following are gouls of the program
with voluntary compliance monitored through the annual reporting mechanism and evaluated upon revicw
of the program. Community entities applying for qualification in the program must describe how their use
of QS will comply with the following program guidelines:

(a) Maximize benefit from use of community IFQ for crew members that are community residents,

(b) Insure that benefits are equitably distributed throughout the community.

(¢) Insure that QS/IFQ allncated to an eligible community entity would not be held and unfished.

Administrative Qversight

The Council recommends a provision to require submission of a detailed statement of eligibility to NMFS
prior to being considered for eligibility as a community QS recipient. The statement would include:

(a) Certificate of incorporation

(b) Verification of qualified entity as approved under *Ownership Entity™

(¢) Documentation demonstrating accountability to the community

(d) Explanation of how the community entity intends to implement the performance standards
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The Council also rccommends a provision to require submission of an annual report detailing
accomplishments. The annual report would include:

(a) A summary of business, cmployment, and fishing activitics under the program

(b) A discussion of any corporate changes that alter the representational structure of the entity

(¢) Specilic steps taken to meet the performance standards

(d) Discussion of known impacts to resources in the area.

Program Review
The Council recommends to review the program after five years of implementation (five years from the

cffective date of the final rule). The Council also recommends lorming & Community QS Implementation
Committee.

Lt -
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AGENDA C-1(a)(4)
FEBRUARY 2010

IFQ Implementation Team
Anchorage Alaska
September 30, 2009

The IFQ Implementation Team convened at 9 am on Wednesday, September 30, 2009. Jeff Stephan
(Chair), along with committee members Kris Norosz, Paul Peyton, Bob Alverson, Julianne Curry, Tim
Henkel, Don Iverson, Don Lane (by phone) welcomed new members: Phil Wyman, Jeff Kaufmann, and
Rick Berns. Staff included Jane DiCosimo, Jay Ginter, Jessica Gharrett, Peggy Murphy, Nicole Kimball,
Stefanie Moreland, Brad Robbins, along with Heather Gilroy, Susan Auer, and Tom Meyer by phone.
About ten members of the public (including those who submitted proposals) attended. The team approved
the agenda.

Jay Ginter reviewed the status of all halibut regulatory projects since the committee last met in December
2004. Subsistence, commercial, and halibut actions have been a major work load for NMFS AKRO staff.

Jessie Gharrett reviewed a RAM report on the status of use of IFQ emergency medical transfer
provisions. In summary, 54 percent of 96 persons using medical transfers appear unlikely to resume
fishing and 76 percent of 68 persons reporting ‘“chronic” medical conditions are unlikely to do so.
However the number and percent of medical transfers are very small, but are expected to increase over
time as QS holders age. This information will be included in the Report to the Fleet, so that the Council
can monitor the status of these transfers.

Jeff Stephan asked if RAM also could report the percentage of QS that is represented by medical
transfers. Jessie responded that this program was intended to aid second generation QS holders (who are
prohibited from hiring skippers), but initial recipients also may use it. In 2008 and 2009, 34 and 29
percent of those awarded medical transfers were initial recipients. She reported that some initial QS
recipients who use a medical transfer choose not to hire a skipper. Also, some initial QS recipients (e.g.,
Area 2C QS holders) are prohibited from hiring a skipper.

The team discussed how these program features have made conditions harder for new entrants. Jay
commented that the Council may not have anticipated that QS would become as expensive as it has
become.

Jessie reported that the Financial Services loan authority increased from $5M to $8M to accommodate
higher QS prices and new crab QS. Tim Henkel added that halibut, sablefish, and crab would all come out
of the common fund. In regards to an IFQ proposal, Jessie noted that FS does not have the authority to
change its own regulations’ it likely would require Congressional action. The IFQ loan program is
extremely successful; it has a negative default subsidy. The program does not have defaults due to strict
credit requirements. Dropping the down payment in half, as proposed, might increase quota prices
because it would be cheaper to get into the fishery.

Proposal deadline Nine proposals were submitted for consideration by the team prior to the June 1, 2009
deadline that was identified by the Council in February 2009. Jeff noted that five additional proposals
were received since September 1, 2009. Jeff reviewed the pubic notices that were announced for the call
for proposals. Each newsletter since December 2009 announced that the team would meet to review
proposals prior to the October meeting. The committee discussed its dilemma of whether to review late
proposals. After a brief discussion, the team agreed to review all proposals in the order in which they
were submitted in the time allowed. The chair will seek Council guidance on how to address late
proposals in the future. The deadline may lead some stakeholders into not submitting late proposals, while
those that ignore the deadline could be reviewed. A deadline of at least two weeks prior to the meeting
would allow members to review all proposals with their memberships and allow staff sufficient time to
review proposals for administrative, enforcement, and legal issues. Members also expressed concern that
some stakeholders may bypass the proposal process and submit IFQ/CQE proposals directly to the
Council, as has occurred in the past.



The team briefly discussed how to make recommendations to the Council, since the team was not
recommending action by the Council, but rather recommending that some proposals merited
consideration by the Council for further development in an analysis, while others did not warrant the
Council’s review. Jane DiCosimo responded that an appropriate format for the team would be to
recommend specific proposals for the Council to consider for tasking to staff to prepare a regulatory
analysis. Jane reported that frequently the Council requests that staff first develop a discussion paper
before tasking a full regulatory analysis to further evaluate the merits of the proposals, and to incorporate
comments by staffs of the Council, NMFS AKRO Sustainable Fisheries Division and Restricted access
Management Division, NOAA General Counsel, IPHC, and USCG.

In summary, the team recommended that the following seven proposals be considered by the Council for
analysis (in the order in which the team reviewed the proposal).

I. Allow Area 4A halibut to be retained while targeting sablefish in the Bering Sea and Aleutian
Islands regulatory areas;

2. Allow the use of pots in the Gulf of Alaska Southeast area sablefish fishery
Allow 4B category D shares to be fished on Category C vessels

4. Sunset the hired skipper provisions of transferred halibut and sablefish QS by (individual?) initial
recipients, exempting leased (A) shares

Eliminate vessel limits for CQEs

6. Exempt A shares from the overall sablefish use cap and apply a use cap at between 1.25% to
1.5% of the current use cap for vessels that ONLY fish A shares

7. Exempt vessels less than 26 ft delivering 500 Ib or less of halibut would be required provide 1-
hour notice to deliver for qualified vessel deliveries

1. Allow the retention of coincidentally harvested halibut during the Bering Sea sablefish pot
fishery (Mr Hebert)

Paul Peyton reported that a skipper on a boat that BBEDC owns is one of many Area 4B QS holders who
are negatively affected by whale depredation. Paul noted that all the vessels affected by this proposal
would be subject to 30 percent observer coverage and data would be available for use in an analysis. He
did not support changing sablefish pot regulations because of potential impacts on the sablefish fishery.

Julianne Curry reported on the concerns of Southeast fishermen that the International Pacific Halibut
Commission (IPHC) assumes 100% mortality of those halibut that are not allowed to be retained due to
the prohibition on the use of pots for the halibut IFQ fishery.

Don Lane raised concerns about gear selectivity for halibut in sablefish pots, regarding whether small
halibut are more vulnerable to longer soak times and if there were release mechanisms on sablefish pots.
Paul responded that you would see smaller halibut in these pots.

Heather Gilroy reiterated issues that are raised in the IPHC staff comment letter dated 24 September
2009. IPHC staff is not opposed to allowing pot gear to be allowed in Area 4A. [PHC staff would need to
develop a new selectivity curve for this gear to account for those removals and recommends a vessel
monitoring system for vessels using this gear. She reported that halibut release mortality in the sablefish
CDQ (pot) fishery in the last ten years is 34% and is counted in the assessment.

Heather agreed that the allowance has a percent limit of halibut per sablefish. Bob asked if this was
intended as bycatch or to create a targeted fishery. Paul replied that his boat is 10:1 sablefish to halibut. It
would be for incidental harvest, mostly a sablefish pot fishery. Phil suggested that pot size limits could be
modified.



Kris Norosz asked what the bycatch rate of halibut is in the sablefish pot fishery and the mortality rate
used by the IPHC for this gear. Heather added that only full retention of legal sized fish would be
required. She suggested that changes to the tunnel size might further limit halibut bycatch since wastage
is a primary concern.

Phil Wyman reported that most ALFA members are opposed to the proposal.

Bob noted that he could support the proposal for incidental harvest only, so long as the definitions of the
tunnel openings are not changed. He would not support the use of pots for directed halibut fishing.

Don Iverson commented that the tunnel design is critical to this discussion because halibut still get in the
pots.

Jane DiCosimo referenced 50 CFR 679.2 Definitions for groundfish gear.

(12) Pot gear means a portable structure designed and constructed to capture and retain fish alive in the
water. This gear type includes longline pot and pot-and- line gear. Each groundfish pot must comply with
the following.

(i) Biodegradable panel. Each pot used to fish for groundfish must be equipped with a biodegradable
panel at least 18 inches (45.72 cm) in length that is parallel to, and within 6 inches (15.24 cm) of, the
bottom of the pot, and that is sewn up with untreated cotton thread of no larger size than No. 30.

(ii) Tunnel opening. Each pot used to fish for groundfish must be equipped with rigid tunnel openings that
are no wider than 9 inches (22.86 cm) and no higher than 9 inches (22.86 cm), or soft tunnel openings
with dimensions that are no wider than 9 inches (22.86 cm).

She mentioned that State of Alaska regulations (AAC 39.145) define escape mechanism for shellfish and
bottomfish pots for state waters.

Jeff Kaufmann expressed concern about wastage of halibut and sablefish that occurs in nearly all of Area
4. He supports a test fishery in Area 4A.

Motion: Recommend that this proposal be analyzed, with no proposed changes to the regulations for
tunnel requirements, so that Area 44 halibut could be retained while targeting sablefish in the Bering Sea
and Aleutian Islands regulatory areas.

Passed unanimously

The team cautioned about increasing the targeting of halibut in sablefish pots and recommended some
mechanism to ensure that sablefish was the main target (e.g., set percentage limits of overall target (ratio
of sablefish IFQs to halibut [FQs) or a maximum retainable allowance. The IPHC letter identified staff
opposition to expanding the allowance of pot gear to all areas and recommended that the Council consider
1) gear conflicts, 2) creation of a new halibut fishery, 3) redistribution of catch by gear, 4) fish quality,
and 5) the potential for expanding halibut retention to winter cod fisheries.

2. Allow the use of pots in the Gulf of Alaska Southeast area sablefish fishery (Michael Douville)

Phil Wyman reported that the ALFA membership was neutral on this proposal, but that if the Council
approved it for analysis, he suggested that the Council consider the following: expand the proposal to the
entire GOA, require escape rings, prohibit pots during 1 July thru August 31 and cycle pots off the fishing
grounds on some set schedule to avoid grounds preemption and safety issues. Bol Alverson agreed.

Jay Ginter reminded the team of GOA Amendment 14, which prohibited the use of pots in the GOA. He
posed the question of what has changed in the fishery to warrant the Council to change its policy. Team
members noted that IFQ program and increased whale depredation are new since the OA pot prohibition
was implemented.



Rick Berns supported moving the proposal for Council consideration, noting the concerns identified by
team members.

Kris Norosz noted that the proposal does not address halibut retention and that it could result in
unintended halibut wastage as it addressed seabird and whale interactions. Don Iverson responded that not
much halibut is caught in pots compared to longline gear.

Don Lane questioned whether seabird bycatch continues to be a serious problem or whether past Council
actions have resulted in decreased interactions. He has heard that whale depredation is an issue Gulf-wide
and has potential for gear conflicts. Julianne Curry responded that there are extreme sperm whale
interactions with the fleet in the GOA. Minimizing seabird interactions also could be improved but she
agreed that this is no longer a serious concern. Don recommended that the action define pot gear usage by
depth (inside v outside 200 fathom line). :

Don Iverson recommended that the window for pot use could also be when longliners are not as active
(early spring or late fall).

Motion: Recommend that the proposal has merit for Council review and analysis. If the Council adopts
this proposal for analysis the team recommended that the proposal be expanded to the GOA, and the
analysis should address the following issues: 1) restrictions to gear usage (a) single v longline pots, b)
pots retained on grounds for long soaks v retrieved during deliveries, c) pot storage, d) gear
configuration requirements; e) gear conflicts, f) use the 200 fathom depth contour to mark open areas, g)
pot soak time slot; 2) area management (SE v GOA); 3) exacerbation of halibut mortality; 4)
dynamic(social/economic) effects, including a) small vessels could not safely use pols, b) crew
employment, ¢) OS prices; d) ongoing acoustic research for avoiding whale depredation.

Passed 10:1
3. Allow Area 4B Category D quota shares to be fished on Category C vessels (Frank Miles)

Jeff Kaufmann supported expansion of the fish down program to Area 4B. He reminded the team that the
proposed action is similar to action approved for Area 4C and 3B for smaller vessels. It addressed safety
issues and accounted for only about 3 percent of the TAC. He noted that delivery options for small
vessels are limited to Dutch Harbor, which can be a several day run from the fishing grounds.

Phil Wyman reported that ALFA is opposed to the proposal because it would set a precedent. Others
pointed out that the precedent already had been set and that there are very little D shares in Area B
anyway. Area 4B IFQ typically goes unharvested each year. The proposer may have the only active Area
4B Category D vessel.

In response to a question of what has changed in the fishery to warrant the Council to change its policy,
Paul Peyton noted that APICDA opposed this proposal when its was last considered by the Council under
Omnibus IV due to concerns of out migration of QS from the area but that it supports the proposal now.
Adak was no longer available for offloading halibut.

Motion: Recommend this proposal for Council consideration, noting that the proposed action to allow 4B
category D shares 1o be fished on Category C vessels is similar to action that was implemented for Area
4C and 3B.

Passed unanimously



4. Amend grandfather/hired skipper privileges in the halibut/sablefish fishery to sunset these rights,
on any future quota which is bought/traded/gifted (Frank Miles)

Jane clarified that the QS holder has the privilege for use of hired skippers, such that the privilege is not
tracked to individual QS units. Jessie confirmed that the proposal does not conform to how the program is
administered by RAM, and that, while it was not impossible to change, it would be a significant staff
work load. Another complicating factor depends on who is holding the QS and when for being under the
hired skipper allowance. Once QS is transferred, no one could hire a master to fish it.

Jane recalled a conversation she had with the proposer. He was concerned principally that initial QS
recipients could transfer away all his/her QS, then years later purchase new QS and still have the hired
skipper privilege.

Phil Wyman and Tim Henkel suggested that the team identify that perceived abuses of the hired skipper
warrants further consideration by the Council in the form of a staff discussion paper, and examine a wider
range of alternatives 1) eliminate hired skipper provisions or 2) modify hired skipper privileges for
transferred QS. Jane responded that the Council has developed at least 4 analyses/actions to address
perceived abuses of the hired skipper privileges, so there was a long record from which to draw.

Don Lane agrees that the proposal addresses interest in moving towards an owner/operator fleet. Bob
Alverson reminded the team that the Council also wrote into the program continuation of the hired
skipper business model for both corporations and individuals and some would oppose any attempts to end
the program. He opposed additional Council efforts on this topic.

Motion: Recommend that the Council consider sunsetting the hired skipper provisions for halibut and
sablefish QS transferred by individual initial recipients, excluding leased (A) shares (rewritten proposal).

Passed 9:1:1

5. Amend IFQ halibut/sablefish loan program to reduce 20% down payment requirement to 10%
down payment requirement (Robert Snell)

Jane reported that the Council does not have the authority to amend the loan program regulations.

The committee took no action because staff reported that the Council does not have the authority to
amend these regulations.

6. Allow Adak to use its crab royalties to buy Area 4B halibut IFQ and Aleutian Islands area
sablefish IFQ for use by local fishermen (add Adak to the CQE program) (Michael Swetzof)

The team felt that a specific proposal for Council action was not received. Bob Alverson asked if this
would be for only Area 4 CQE and what caps would apply. Nicole Kimball responded that the proposal
was vague and the analysis could apply the current CQE provisions for GOA communities to an Adak
CQE. Bob suggested that Adak should not have more liberal privileges to buy any more QS than any
current GOA CQE. He pointed out that ACDC can now use their royalties to buy Area 4B halibut IFQ
and Al sablefish IFQ for community members and a regulatory regime was not necessary.

The team unanimously agreed to recommend that the Council take no action since a specific proposal
was not received.

7. Eliminate vessel limitations for CQEs (GOACCC)

The chair invited representatives from GOACCC to speak to their proposals. Gail Vick and Chuck
McCallum spoke in support of three proposals submitted by GOACCC. They first spoke to the proposal
to eliminate vessel limits for CQEs. A double restriction of an individual IFQ limit and vessel limit was
intended by the Council so that multiple persons would benefit from CQE communities and avoid
consolidation of entry level fishing opportunities into too few hands. Gail noted that very few vessels in a
community are willing to fish for CQEs because the CQE vessel limit of 50,000 Ib effectively limits the



vessel to that limit for non-CQE IFQs. One pound of CQE fish puts that vessel under the 50,000 Ib cap
for CQEs and limits those willing to fish CQEs. She noted that the individual CQE use cap, along with
the standard IFQ vessel cap, would be sufficient to limit consolidation, since the IFQ holder would be
required to be aboard the vessel. The team reviewed other features of the CQE program, in which the
individual CQE limit is the same as individual IFQ limits, and the overall CQE limit of 3 percent per year
for each year of the program, with a maximum of 21 percent of QS for each area.

Paul Peyton spoke in favor of the proposal from his perspective managing CDQ fisheries. He noted that
CQEs have the further issue of debt service on the purchase of QS, in addition to safety and entry level
access.

Jeff Kaufmann recalled that both limits were intended by the Council to be used in tandem. He did not
think that lifting the CQE vessel cap, and going back the IFQ vessel limit, would not negate the overall
benefits. Nicole answered that the analysis, if reccommended by the Council, would look at the effects of
lifting the CQE vessel limit. The team noted that if the number of vessels that are willing to fish CQEs
were limited, than new entrants would be limited. Nicole reminded the team that one of the main points to
consider is that a CQE participant did not have to own a vessel to lease CQEs. Lifting the vessel cap
would help that access.

When asked what was different in the fishery for the Council to reverse its previous decision, Paul
pointed out that differences include the debt payments associated with IFQ holdings by CQEs, which
must be purchased. The team recommended that the analysis examine differences between communities
v. GOA-wide. It was noted that the shoulder seasons of the fisheries are different (in what way?).

Phil reported that ALFA, while it did not oppose the proposal, questioned whether lifting the vessel limit
would result in consolidation and lessen opportunities for entry level access. Jeff Stephan noted that this
proposal shifts emphasis from the individual CQE lease holder to the CQE. Paul responded that if a CQE
lease holder can not find a vessel on which to fish the IFQs, then he can’t fish or make his payments,
which is counter to the intent of the program.

Jessie noted that a number of CQEs reported that it was hard to get started, as evidenced that only one has
purchased QS.

Motion: Recommend that the Council consider eliminating vessel limits for CQEs.
Passed unanimously.
8. Change in residency requirements for CQEs (GOACCC)

Gale Vick informed the team that the intent of changing the residency requirement is to allow flexibility
for former residents to have a longer window in which to move back to the community to qualify for
participation in the program. She reported that the 12 month residency requirement was a barrier for
potential participants to wait until they could qualify. The number of residents who had left the villages
has increased since the CQE program was implemented. She suggested that the committee recommend
that the Council consider a range of alternatives for a one time only waiver between 6 months and 36
months so that former residents would move back to community.

Paul moved that the proposal be considered by the Council based on its merits. He identified that creating
a one-time waiver to the residency requirements could counter outmigration of residents and provide an
opportunity to fish sooner and begin paying off loans taken to lease the IFQs.

Don Lane supports the idea behind the proposal, but expressed concern that potential abuses of the
waivers could harm the CQE program. Paul suggested that the CQE groups assist CQE leaseholders in
building a business plan that would allow them to make their debt payments. He suggested that the CQE
would verify the residency of the applicant.



The team noted that the range of alternatives was not included in the proposal and Paul withdrew his
motion. He moved the following alternatives for Council consideration; the motion was seconded by Don
Lane.

Motion: Recommend that the Council consider two alternatives for changing residency requirements for
CQF:s (restated proposal):

1) 6 month residency requirement

2) Affidavit process that applicant be a permanent resident within the community in which they are
applying for a CQE permit for 12 consecutive months within 36 months of their application. If
they fail the residency requirement, they forego their opportunity to get a lease in perpetuity.

Failed 2:8 (1 absent)
9. Allow CQE communities to purchase QS in all vessel categories (GOACCC)

Gale Vick reviewed a CQE program feature under which CQEs are currently prohibited from purchasing
D category shares in Area 2C and Area 3A. The intent is for CQEs to be allowed to transfer D category
QS from community members. She clarified that the request did not include allowing category D shares
to be fished on category C vessels.

Jeff Kaufmann identified that new information since the program was implemented includes the lack of
competition by CQEs for entry level access than was anticipated by the Council. Jeff Stephan suggested
that crab crew displaced from the Bering Sea fisheries may be looking to enter the market for category D
shares. There are some other mitigating factors for small boat owners for buying D shares compared with
competing with CQEs. Jeff Stephan pointed out that this creates additional competition for displaced
persons from communities that are not part of the CQE program. Bob Alverson agreed that this proposal
could increase competition and place additional pressure to inflate QS prices and force independent
fishermen out of the program, which is counter to statements of intent by previous Councils. He noted
that B class QS have been artificially inflated under the buy up program. Jane reported that the Council’s
preferred alternative from the 2004 call for proposals in which inactive QS will be removed from the QS
pool is in the rulemaking stage at NMFS and will decrease availability of very small QS amounts.

Jeff Kaufmann moved the proposal for Council consideration. Paul Peyton seconded the motion.

Several members stated that they could not support increasing competition for D class QS. Jeff Stephan
noted that in the context of Pacific cod recency requirements and other Council actions, the benefits of the
proposal do not outweigh the costs.

Motion: Recommend that the Council consider the proposal.
Failed 2:7:1 (1 absent)

10. Remove block system for sablefish A shares and increase sablefish A (only) cap (Dave Little,
Clipper Seafoods)

Dave Little, Clipper Seafoods, presented his proposal to remove Category A shares from the block
program and allow an exception to the sablefish vessel? cap for A category shares. The intent of the
proposal is to address stranded QS, which can not be transferred by interested parties due to the cap and is
not being fully harvested under the current program. Dave suggested that the use cap for sablefish could
be set at 5% for Category A shares.

Kris Norosz observed that increasing the cap fivefold would be a significant departure from the original
program.

a) Motion: Recommend that the Council consider removing the block program for sablefish A shares.

Failed 3:7:1



Bob recommend that the Council consider exempting Category A shares for the all area use cap at a range
between 1.25% and1.5% of the existing cap for vessels upon which ONLY A shares are fished and
regardless of whether harvest was processed. His proposal was for another $400K gross. Paul supported
the motion; he observed that it would take 2 ¥% percent of the limits to make CDQ vessels economical. He
noted that only about 50% of the sablefish (Category A?) TAC has been harvested under current program.

b) Motion: Recommend that the Council consider exempting A shares from the overall sablefish use cap
and apply a use cap at between 1.25% to 1.5% of the current use cap for vessels that ONLY fish A shares
(no catcher vessel QS onboard) and regardless of whether the sablefish harvest was processed.

Passed 9:2

11. Create a new category of vessel known as a heritage vessel, defined as any vessel 100 gross tons
and less and more than 50 years old and which would be allowed to fish either C Class or B Class
quota. (Pert Odegaard)

Bob Alverson described the intent of the proposal as an attempt to even the playing field for old, large
wooden boats. '

Motion: Recommend that the Council consider this proposal.

Failed 5:6

12. Exempt second generation sablefish QS holders from two block limit (Deep Sea Fishermen’s
Union)

Tim Henkel spoke in favor of the proposal by DSFU; it is intended to assist second generation
participants in acquiring QS by making more QS available and ultimately lowering the price of unblocked
QS to ease new entry.

Bob Alverson moved that th Council consider applying current halibut and sablefish block limits to initial
recipients only. He noted that the block program has not worked well in westward areas.

Jeff Kaufmann suggested that increasing the sweep up limits proportional to need could also be effective.
Staff responded that sweep-up limits were raised under Omnibus IV.

Don Lane supported the current block program, and noted that any changes to block limits or sweep-up
levels would increase consolidation. He did not think there is a problem in the fishery.

Paul Peyton suggested that problems do occur in different areas. He supported looking at the effects of
reduced quotas by area. He noted that Area 3A is probably least impacted, and Areas 2C and 3B are the
most affected by reduced quotas.

Jeff Stephan agreed that eliminating the block program may no be appropriate, but that changes to sweep
up levels and block limits would be more acceptable.

Motion: Recommend that the Council consider limiting the current halibut and sablefish block limits to
initial recipients only.

Failed 3.8

13. Allow second generation who have actively held and fished for 10 years and hold at least 10,000
Ib of halibut or sablefish IFQ to obtain first generation rights (John Crowley)

John Crowley spoke in favor of this proposal and noted that it would grant additional hired skipper
privileges to long time second generation participants. He suggested that this proposal could be used as an
additional alternative to any further analyses to limit the use of hired skippers.



Jeff Kauffman moved to forward this proposal for analysis; Bob Alverson seconded the motion. Tim
Henkel, Kris Norosz, and Julianne Curry stated that this proposal was counter to Council intent for the
program.

Motion: Recommend that the Council consider this proposal for analysis.
Failed 2:9.

14. Exempt D class vessels (or those under 26 ft) delivering less than 300, 500, or 1000 Ib of halibut
to be either exempt from 3-hour notice to deliver or implement a less burdensome notice to deliver
(one hour) for qualified vessel deliveries (Jeff Farvour)

Jeff Farvour spoke in support of his proposal.

Heather Gilroy stated that the IPHC would object to exempting all D class vessel, but could support 26 ft,
but only if NOAA Office of Law Enforcement had no objections. She reported that the IPHC also would
object to the 1,000 Ib limit, but could support lower levels of 300 or 500 Ib for exemptions. Jessie
Gharrett identified other current exemptions for dingle bar gear and salmon trolling at 500 Ib.

Don Lane stated that a problem exists in Homer with skiffs loading onto other skiffs and selling halibut
on the black market. Requiring prior notice inhibits illegal sales on the road system.

Kris Norosz wanted to hear if OLE objected to the proposal. She noted that the other exemptions are still
under fish ticket reporting requirements.

Rick Berns noted that the proposal still has a one hour notice requirement and that black market fish could
still happen.

Paul Peyton moved that the Council consider exempting vessels less than 26 ft delivering 500 Ib or
less of halibut would be required provide 1-hour notice to deliver for qualified vessel deliveries.
Julianne Curry seconded the motion. Don lane spoke against the motion, but Paul responded that the
issues would be explored in the analysis.

Motion: Recommend that the Council consider allowing vessels less than 26 ft that deliver < 500 Ib of
halibut IFQ to provide 1-hour notice of delivery.

Passed 10:1
Summary Jane reviewed the proposals that were recommended by the team for Council consideration.

Kris clarified that none of these recommendations for consideration were a recommendation for favorable
action. Kris noted that these seven proposals would take considerable staff time to analyze and
implement.

The team requested that if the Council considers and approves for new actions that were not considered
by the Council, then the team should review the proposals or analysis prior to initial review.

In the absence of calls for proposals, the team recommended meeting no more than every other year to
review the status of the program. The biennial agenda could include a review of the Report to the Fleet.

The team expressed its congratulations on the retirement of Jay Ginter at the end of February 2010, and
thanked him for his many years of service. Jessie Gharrett reported that she will be on half time as
Director of NMFS RAM Division, while she is on a detail with NMFS NWRO. Jane DiCosimo
announced that she was willing to go away too.

Adjourn The team adjourned approximately 6 pm.



AGENDA C-4(a)(5)
FEBRUARY 2010

Interagency Staff Review of IFQ Proposals and IFQ Implementation Team Recommendations
October 16, 2009

Proposal 1. Staff reviewed the proposal to allow retention of halibut in Area 4A that caught in pots in the
directed IFQ sablefish fishery in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands management areas. This proposal
was forwarded to the Council by the IPHC after its 2009 annual meeting because the proposal would
affect the Council’s sablefish IFQ fisheries. A regulatory amendment would be required with respect
the the differences in the VMS clearance requirements for Area 4 halibut (as found in the Annual
IPHC regulations) and BSAI sablefish (as found in Section 679). Halibut fishermen have to call
the data clerks "within 72 hours before fishing," while sablefish fishermen have to call the data
clerks "at least 72 hours prior to fishing. "For enforcement purposes, staff recommends developing a
new figure that identifies where halibut retention would be allowed (area that overlaps Area 4A with the
BS and Al sablefish management areas); new regulations would identify the latitude and longitude where
halibut retention would be allowed.

A small amount of sablefish pot fishery data is available from observer and logbook data, and is included
in the SAFE Report,. If the Council recommends that this proposal be analyzed, staff reccommends that the
proposed alternative require halibut to be retained if IFQs are held by fishermen on the vessel. Staff noted
that regulations would be difficuit to craft to avoid targeting of halibut in pots in this area; however, the
sablefish pot configurations could reduce catchability of halibut.

Proposal 2: Staff reviewed the proposal to allow retention of sablefish in pots in the GOA Southeast
Outside management area. This would require a regulatory amendment to Section 679 (plan too?) to
allow a new gear type for sablefish. USCG staff recommends defining areas by lat/long where the new
gear type would be allowed, and not by the 200 fathom contour. Enforcement of Proposal 2 is within
the scope of the Joint Enforcement Agreement, it's not currently addressed in the Annual
Operations Plan. If this proposal is implemented in regulations, NOAA would likely discuss the
issue with Wildlife Troopers and possibly include it in the annual operations plan, as well as rely
heavily upon the USCG for enforcement. If the Council recommends that this proposal be analyzed,
staff recommends expanding the proposed action to require distinctive marking of buoys by gear type for
all groundfish fisheries. This proposal would affect the EEZ only, and would be outside the scope of the
joint enforcement agreement with the State of Alaska.

Proposal 3: Staff did not identify any legal, enforcement, regulatory, or data issues.

Proposal 4: Staff did not identify any legal, enforcement, or regulatory issues, but did identify significant
database and data issues. Staff did note that the proposal likely requires significant and fundamental
database restructuring to apply to QS and IFQ and manage attributes that now apply only to persons; that
is, the ability to use a hired master. Transfer processes also would require revision. This work is expected
to require significant time/money expenditures and IT resources. The proposal as submitted was
somewhat unclear as to the types of QS/IFQ and use situations to be affected. The narrower interpretation
applied by the committee to the original proposal would require more complex database adjustments
because the properties of the QS/IFQ would change depending on the type of person holding the QS/IFQ.
Reporting on use of hired masters would also become significantly more complex. Past and current efforts
to limit the use of the first generation/hired skipper privilege have resulted in significant staff
expenditures over the years. If the Council recommends that this proposal be analyzed because the many
revisions to further limiting the use of hired skippers have been ineffective, staff recommends that the
Council expand the analysis to include a sunset of this feature of the IFQ program so that the Council
(and staff) time can be expended more productively.

Proposal 6: Staff did not identify any legal, enforcement, regulatory, or data issues.
Proposal 7: Staff did not identify any legal, enforcement, regulatory, or data issues.

Proposal 8. Staff identified legal issues with defining residency in the CDQ, CQE, and subsistence
programs. A review of current requirements and meaning of terms “domicile” and “resident” is warranted
to provide clarity; clarification may obviate the need for proposed regulatory amendments.



If the Council wishes to analyze this proposed action, staff recommended that the Council consider an
alternative that would replace community residency requirements with a performance standard, although
such an approach may not be more effective. The Council could consider removing residency
requirements entirely because they are difficult to enforce and defer to communities for defining
participation requirements. Staff concluded it may be more expeditious to eliminate program features that
are problematic (see hired skippers) than to repeatedly tweak the regulatory features of the program (see
changes to block program, sweep-ups, etc.).

Proposal 9: Staff did not identify any legal, enforcement, regulatory, or data issues.
Proposal 10: Staff identified that enforcement of use caps is problematic.

Proposal 11. Staff noted that the USCG recommends not enacting fishery regulation that encourages the
retention of old vessels on the water for safety reasons, as a result of hearings related to the sinking of the
FV Alaska Ranger .

Proposal 12: Staff did not identify any legal, enforcement, regulatory, or data issues.
Proposal 13. Staff commented that this proposal appeared to be arbitrary and capricious.

Proposal 14: Enforcement and IPHC are not in favor of exempting vessels under 26 feet from Prior
Notice of Landing (PNOL) filings. The original intent and primary purpose of the PNOL was to allow
Enforcement the opportunity to monitor an offload and IPHC staff to sample the landing and interview
the skipper. The Council has been in favor of this regulatory tool for enforcement in the past. The original
PNOL requirement was 6 hours. Enforcement supported changing it to the current 3 hours. Reducing a
PNOL requirement for vessels less than 26 to one hour would hamper the ability to effectively monitor
offloads. A one hour notification is simply not enough time for an authorized officer or sampler to get the
information from the Data Techs, travel to the offload location, then locate the vessel. Reducing the prior
notice to one hour would not provide sufficient time for an officer to monitor an offload even on the road
system. The PNOL fills a gap for the lack of observer coverage. OLE routinely grants an early offload
waiver, particularly if other information indicates that the vessel is in compliance with the regulations and
IPHC samplers are available to meet the early offload.

In 2008, Enforcement gave 669 waivers. A waiver can not be guaranteed in every instance, but the
cardholder or Registered Buyer may request one. A primary method that small boat halibut fishermen
have been complying with this requirement for years is to call their PNOL in before they leave town to go
fishing. If the information that they report (estimated weight, offload time, offload location, etc.) changes
significantly during or after their trip, they may have to call in a new PNOL with the new information.

The PNOL exemption in effect for trollers delivering less than 500 pounds of halibut in conjunction with
a lawful landing of salmon and the exemption for dinglebar fishermen delivering less than 500 pounds of
halibut with a lawful landing of lingcod is there because regulations require trollers and dinglebar
fishermen that have IFQ available for the vessel class and area they are working to retain the lawful
halibut that they catch. The PNOL exemption is to encourage trollers and dinglebar fishermen to retain
halibut they lawfully catch and to bring it in to report it.

Reported by:

Jane DiCosimo, NPFMC

Jay Ginter, Peggy Murphy, Rachel Baker, NMFS SF
Jessie Gharrett, RAM

Ron Antaya, OLE

Susan Auer, NOAA GC Enforcement

Tom Meyer, NOAA GC AKRO

LCDR Lisa Ragone, USCG

Heather Gilroy, IPHC



AGENDA C-1(b)
FEBRUARY 2010

Review of the Community Quota Entity (CQE) Program under the
Halibut/Sablefish IFQ Program

February 2010

. Background & purpose of review

The Council developed the halibut and sablefish Individual Fishing Quota (IFQ) Program in the early
1990s, and NMFS implemented the program in 1995. This program changed the management structure of
the fixed gear halibut and sablefish program by issuing quota share (QS) to qualified applicants who
owned or leased a vessel that made fixed gear landings of halibut during 1998 — 1990.' Halibut quota
share is specific to one of eight halibut management areas throughout the BSAI and GOA, and four vessel
categories: freezer (catcher processor) category (A share); greater than 60’ LOA (B share); 36’ to 60° (C
share); and 35’ or less (D share). Sablefish quota share is specific to one of six sablefish management
areas throughout the BSAI and GOA, and three vessel categories: freezer (catcher processor) category (A
share); greater than 60’ LOA (B share); and 60’ or less (C share). The quota share issued was
permanently transferable, with several restrictions on leasing. The Council developed leasing and other
restrictions in order to achieve some benefits associated with IFQ management but also retain the owner-
operator nature of the fisheries and limit consolidation of quota share. To that end, the Council only
allowed persons who were originally issued catcher vessel (CV) quota share or who qualify as IFQ crew
members’ to hold or purchase catcher vessel quota share (B, C, and D category). Thus, only individuals
and initial recipients could hold catcher vessel quota share.

Halibut and sablefish are very important to Alaska’s coastal communities, as noted in an ISER report
published just prior to the IFQ Program implementation.> The ISER report stated that halibut openings in
1993 created more than 9,000 short-term jobs for residents of coastal towns, and sablefish openings
created another 1,800 jobs. Crew members from coastal places were paid about $21 million during halibut
openings in 1993 and sablefish crews a roughly similar amount. The halibut and sablefish fleets in 1993
spent about $65 million in coastal towns during all the fisheries they took part in (including halibut,
sablefish, salmon, crab, and others). The report also noted that halibut and sablefish landings at Alaska
ports create jobs and income in processing plants, vessel equipment, supply, and repair businesses, and
other sectors of the coastal economies.

Although the IFQ Program has resulted in significant benefits for many fishermen, many quota holders in
Alaska’s smaller coastal communities have chosen to transfer their quota to others, for various reasons, or
have moved out of these communities. Local conditions, location, and market forces were likely factors in
the sale of QS originally held by residents of small communities. These conditions include: the cost of
access to markets is greater to fishermen landing fish in remote communities; fishermen based in remote
communities tend to fish smaller amounts of quota using smaller, less efficient vessels, which result in
lower profit margins than larger operations; fishing infrastructure in remote communities tends to be less
complete; and residents tend to have less capital with which to purchase economically viable amounts of

'Regular QS units were equal to a person’s qualifying pounds for an area. Qualifying halibut pounds for an area were the sum of
pounds landed from the person’s best 5 years of landings over a 7-year period (1984 — 1990). Qualifying sablefish pounds for an
area were the sum of pounds landed from the person’s best 5 years of landings over a 6-year period (1985 — 1990).

FQ crew member means any individual who has at least 150 days experience working as part of the harvesting crew in any U.S.
commercial fishery, or any individual who receives an initial allocation of QS (50 CFR 679.2).

3Berman, M., and Leask, L. On the Eve of IFQs: Fishing for Alaska’s Halibut and Sablefish, Alaska Review of Sacial and
Economic Conditions, UAA, Institute of Social and Economic Research. November 1994, Volume XXIX, No. 2.
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QS.* Refer to recent research for a more detailed evaluation of quota transfer patterns out of small, rural
communities.’

As a result of quota transfers, the total amount of quota held by residents of small, coastal communities
and the number of IFQ holders, substantially declined since the inception of the IFQ Program. As this
trend may have a severe effect on unemployment and related social and economic impacts in rural
communities, the Council took action in 2002 to attempt to alleviate this issue. Under GOA Amendment
66, the Council revised the IFQ program to allow a distinct set of 42 remote coastal communities with
few economic alternatives to purchase and hold catcher vessel QS in Areas 2C, 34, and 3B, in order to
help ensure access to and sustain participation in the commercial halibut and sablefish fisheries. Eligible
communities can form non-profit corporations called Community Quota Entities (CQEs) to purchase
catcher vessel QS, and the IFQ resulting from the QS must be leased to community residents annually. In
effect, the CQE remains the holder of the QS, creating a permanent asset for the community to use to
benefit the community and its residents. The QS can only be sold in order to improve the community’s
position in the program, or to meet legal requirements, thus, the QS must remain with the community
entity.® This amendment was approved by the Secretary of Commerce and effective in June 2004.

The CQE Program includes several elements which make CQEs subject to either more, the same, or fewer
constraints than individual quota share holders. In some cases, the CQE is subject to the same latitude and
limitations as individual users, as if the CQE is simply another category of eligible person. For example,
an individual CQE is held to the same quota share cap as an individual holder. In other cases, the CQE is
subject to less restrictive measures, in order to provide for the differing purpose and use of the QS when
held by communities. For example, the vessel size classes do not apply to QS when held by CQEs. In yet
other cases, the CQE is subject to more restrictive measures than individuals, in part to protect existing
holders and preserve entry-level opportunities for fishermen residing in other (non-eligible) fishery-
dependent communities. For example, CQEs cannot purchase D category halibut QS in Area 2C or Area
3A. In addition, there are caps on the amount of QS that all CQEs combined can purchase, and CQEs
cannot lease more than 50,000 Ibs of halibut and 50,000 lbs of sablefish IFQ to an individual resident, and
no more than 50,000 Ibs of halibut and 50,000 lbs of sablefish IFQ can be used on an individual vessel.
Both limits are inclusive of any individual IFQ held. (Please refer to the April 2002 Council motion for
the comprehensive suite of elements that comprise the CQE program (Appendix 1). One may also refer
to the final rule authorizing the program (69 FR 23681; April 30, 2004).

Upon final action, the Council included a request to review the program after five years of
implementation, although this is not a regulated requirement. The purpose of the review is to assist NMFS
and the Council in assessing the performance of the CQEs in meeting the objectives of providing for
community-held QS. This report documents activity under the CQE program to-date, changes in quota
share holdings of residents of eligible communities, and provides a brief review of concerns related to the
program that have been expressed in public forums. This is a summary report intended to provide the
Council and the public with a brief review of the program. No action is required as a result of this report.
However, the Council may request a more detailed report on specific issues, should more extensive data
or analysis be determined necessary. The Council may also choose to initiate new FMP or regulatory
amendments in order to consider changes to the current program.

*Community Quota Entity Financial Analysis, prepared for Southeast Alaska Inter-tribal Fish and Wildlife Commission, by
McDowell Group. October 28, 2005.

SCarothers, C. D. Lew and J. Sepez. (In review). Fishing rights and small communities: Alaska halibut quota transfer pattems.
Ocean and Coastal Management. Carothers, C. 2007. Impacts of halibut IFQs and changing Kodiak communities. In Cullenberg,
Paula (ed) Harvesting the future: Alaska’s fishing communities, Alaska Sea Grant College Program, Fairbanks, AK.

®If the CQE sells its QS for any other reason, NMFS will withhold annual IFQ permits on any remaining QS held, and will
disqualify the CQE from holding QS on behalf of that community for 3 years. It also requires that the CQE divest itself of any
remaining QS on behalf of that community.
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il Outreach and technical assistance to-date

A relatively substantial outreach effort was undertaken upon implementation of the CQE Program, as
NMFS, RAM Division staff, and in some cases Council and State of Alaska staff, traveled to sixteen
communities in Areas 2C, 3A, and 3B and provided information and answered questions about the
program.” The purpose was to inform eligible communities that the program had been approved, as well
as outline the rules and requirements of the program, and review potential technical assistance available to
communities.

The State of Alaska, Department of Commerce, Community and Economic Development (DCCED), has
also been providing assistance to eligible communities since implementation of the program. The
Division of Banking, Securities, and Corporations can assist communities in setting up a non-profit
corporation.® The Division of Community Advocacy can assist communities regarding sample by-laws
and provides a non-profit corporation handbook with ideas regarding how to setup a non-profit
corporation.” Several municipalities have utilized these services and organizational loans. In addition,
shortly after the implementation of the program, the State of Alaska legislature approved a loan program
for the CQE Program through the Commercial Fishing Revolving Loan Fund." The Division of
Investments provides loan applications and can provide assistance in understanding the application
requirements to obtain financing for halibut and sablefish IFQs."" More detail on the loan program is
provided in the discussion of funding mechanisms (Section VI). Eligible communities can also contact
DCCED to schedule workshops regarding the CQE program.

Finally, several private entities have provided technical workshops to assist communities in participating
in the program. These include the Southeast Alaska Inter-tribal Fish and Wildlife Commission, Chugach
Regional Resources Commission, Gulf Coastal Communities Coalition, Alaska Sea Grant Marine
Advisory Program, and individual communities. One of the most recent workshops was co-hosted by the
Alaska Sea Grant Marine Advisory Program, the North Pacific Fisheries Trust, and the Gulf of Alaska
Coastal Communities Coalition in February 2009. There was broad participation by CQE communities, as
well as regional and village Native corporations, NMFS, Council staff and members, Native regional
nonprofits, and loan program representatives. The themes of the workshop included non-profit
governance and management; accounting and finance; regulatory issues in quota management; lease
management; and direct marketing of harvests. The primary concerns expressed during these workshops
have been incorporated into the discussion of concerns about the program (Section VIII).

. Eligible communities and CQE holdings to-date

There are 42 eligible communities under the CQE Program, the same number since its inception: 21 are in
Southeast Alaska (Area 2C) and 21 are in Southcentral Alaska (14 in Area 3A and 7 in Area 3B). The list
of communities is provided as part of the Council’s final motion (refer to Appendix 1). To be determined
eligible, each community must have met the following criteria: fewer than 1,500 people;'? documented
historical participation (at least one landing) of halibut or sablefish; direct access to saltwater on the GOA

"These workshops were conducted from May to October, 2004. Twenty-eight of the 42 eligible communities were represented at
these workshops.

® http://www.commerce.state.ak.us/bsc/home.htm

*http://www.commerce.state.ak.us/dca/

1AS 16.10.300 — AS 16.10.370; 3AAC 80.010 — 3 AAC 80.900.The purpose of the fund is to provide long-term, low interest
loans to promote the development of predominantly resident fisheries, and continued maintenance of commercial fishing vessels
and gear for the purpose of improving the quality of Alaska seafood products.
"http://www.commerce.state.ak.us/investments/index.cfml

12As documented by the 2000 U.S. Census (i.e., a community must be recognized by the U.S. Census as an incorporated city or
census designated place in order to be included in the census.)
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coast; no road access to a larger community; and listed in Federal regulation. Communities that were not
identified at final action as meeting these criteria must apply to the Council to be approved for
participation in the program. A regulatory amendment would need to be developed and approved in order
to add a community to the list in Federal regulation, and communities applying for eligibility would be
evaluated using the original criteria above.

Under the program, an eligible community must form a nonprofit corporation to act on its behalf (i.e., the
CQE). The CQE permitted to purchase and hold the quota share for eligible communities must be: 1) a
new non-profit entity incorporated under the State of Alaska; or 2) a new non-profit entity formed by an
aggregation of several eligible communities. The non-profit corporation must apply to NMFS for
recognition as a CQE, must have the written approval of the community, and upon approval by NMFS,
may buy, sell, and hold halibut and sablefish QS for the community. There are caps on the amount of QS
that can be held by each individual community, and caps on the amount of QS that can be held
cumulatively by all communities in a specified area (e.g., Area 2C, 3A, 3B for halibut; SE, WY, CG, or
WG for sablefish). The program limits each CQE to the same use caps as individual holders: 1% of Area
2C halibut QS and 0.5% of the combined Area 2C, 3A, and 3B halibut QS, and 1% of southeast sablefish
QS and 1% of all combined sablefish QS. The program also limits all CQEs to holding 3% of the QS in
each area in each of the first seven years of the program, culminating in a limit of 21% in each area by
2010." These limits are exclusive of any QS owned by individual residents. See Table 1 and Table 2
below and refer to Appendix 1 for the rules governing transfers, limits, and reporting requirements.

Tablel 2009 Quota share use caps for CQEs and individuals
|U—se Cap 2009 QS Use Cap IEquivaIent 2009 FQlbs

|Halibut
1% of 2C quota |599,799 QS units 50,560 IFQ Ibs
0.5% of 2C, 3A, 3B [1,502,823 QS units  [126,681 Ibs if all 2C quota'; 176,360 Ibs if all 3A
quota; 302,208 Ibs if all 3B quota

|sablefish
1% of SE quota {688,485 QS units 63,035 IFQ Ibs
1% of all quota 3,220,721 QSunits  [254,497 Ibs if all CG; 295,705 Ibs if all SE?;
259,279 Ibs if all WG; 208,127 [bs if all WY quota
'Note that the Area 2C use cap (50,560 Ibs) is also in place, so 126,681 Ibs is only a theoretical example.
Note that the SE use cap (63,035 Ibs) is also in place, so 295,705 Ibs is only a theoretical example.

Table2 2009 and 2010 cumulative CQE quota share use caps'

|QS Use Cap and equivalent annual IFQIbs_
Area 2C Area 3A Area 3B
10,719,367 QS units | 33,284,037 QS units 9,756,572 QS units
903,597 Ibs 3,905,981 Ibs 1,961,988 lbs
12,505,928 QS units | 38,831,376 QS units | 11,382,667 QS units
n/albs n/a lbs n/a lbs
Southeast Central Guif Western Gulf West Yakutat
11,801,711 QS units | 20,103,594 QS units 6,485,324 QS units | 9,587,957 QS units
1,089,691 Ibs 1,584,133 |bs 520,638 lbs 617,860 |bs
13,885,330 QS units | 23,454,193 QS units 7,566,212 QS units | 11,185,950 QS units
nfa lbs n/a lbs n/a lbs nfa lbs

The cumulative use caps apply to the amount of QS that can be held and used by all CQEs combined.
Note: The 2010 quota share pools used to calculate the cumulative use caps are an estimate as of 1/11/10, and are the same as
2009. The 2010 QS:IFQ ratio for each area was not available (n/a) as of 1/11/10, so the caps are not calculated in 2010 IFQ lbs.

Thus far, 20 CQEs have been formed, representing 21 communities (the list is provided as Appendix 2).
Ten of those communities are in southeast Alaska, and eleven are in southcentral Alaska. Each of these

13gee 50 CFR 679.42(e)(6).
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CQEs went through the process of forming a non-profit corporation under laws of the State of Alaska,
which requires time and resources of the community. In addition to the incorporation process, in order to
be approved by NMFS as a CQE representing an eligible community, the CQE must also submit an
application to NMFS." A complete application to become a CQE consists of: (i) the articles of
incorporation; (ii) a statement indicating the eligible community, or communities, represented by the CQE
for purposes of holding QS; (iii) management organization information, including: (A) the bylaws; (B) a
list of key personnel of the managing organization including, but not limited to, the board of directors,
officers, representatives, and any managers; (C) a description of how the CQE is qualified to manage QS
on behalf of the eligible community, or communities, it is designated to represent, and a demonstration
that the CQE has the management, technical expertise, and ability to manage QS and IFQ; and (D) the
name of the non-profit organization, taxpayer ID number, permanent business mailing addresses, name of
contact persons and contact information of the managing personnel, resumes of management personnel,
name of community represented by the CQE, and the point of contact for the governing body of each
community represented.

The application also requires a statement describing the procedures that will be used to determine the
distribution of IFQ to residents of the community, including: (A) procedures used to solicit requests from
residents to lease IFQ; and (B) criteria used to determine the distribution of IFQ leases among qualified
community residents and the relative weighting of those criteria. Finally, the application must include a
statement of support from the governing body of the eligible community. The statement of support is: (A)
a resolution from the City Council or other official governing body for those eligible communities
incorporated as first or second class cities; (B) a resolution from the tribal government authority
recognized by the Bureau of Indian Affairs for those eligible communities that are not incorporated as
first or second class cities; but are represented by a tribal government authority; or (C) a resolution from a
non-profit community association, homeowner association, community council, or other non-profit entity
for those eligible communities that are not incorporated as first or second class cities or represented by a
tribal government.

Thus, while the application process is relatively straightforward, it requires submittal of several
documents, including a letter of approval from the community and a description of the criteria the CQE
will use to determine which residents may lease IFQ derived from CQE-held QS on an annual basis. Note
that the Council included three performance standards in its final motion developing the program, and
although these are not regulatory requirements, they outline the intent regarding the distribution and use
of community-held QS. The performance standards are:

e equitable distribution of IFQ leases within a community
o the use of IFQ by local crew members
o the percentage of IFQ resulting from community-held QS that is fished on an annual basis

Many communities have developed specific and comprehensive criteria to distribute IFQ among
community residents, based on the goals and objectives set out by the community. The city of Craig was
the first CQE formed in late 2004, and it was very proactive in developing the first set of organizational
governance and distribution criteria for quota share. NMFS only requires that criteria are developed, not
that each community follow specified criteria. For example, some communities may emphasize providing
IFQ to new entrants versus long-term participants (or vice-versa), while others may focus on ensuring that
the resident IFQ holder’s crew is comprised of resident crewmembers. Some communities have employed
a ‘point system’, while others have developed other types of rating criteria. An example of the criteria
used by the CQE representing Old Harbor (Old Barnabas, Inc.), is provided as Appendix 3. This CQE
reports that it leases quota share to community residents on an equitable basis, and that preference is

This application is also submitted to the State of Alaska (DCCED) for a 30-day review and comment period.
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given to residents that have experience, equipment, investment, and commit to the employment of
community residents. The point system developed by the CQE reflects these preferences.

Each CQE must report to NMFS annually on IFQ activities, including nonprofit governance, QS
holdings, IFQ recipient selection, landings, and other relevant information. If a CQE fails to submit a
timely and complete annual report, NMFS would initiate an administrative action to suspend the ability of
that CQE to transfer QS and IFQ, and to receive additional QS by transfer. The annual report is also
required to be provided to the governing body of each community represented by the CQE. This is
intended to assist the governing body and residents of that community in reviewing the activities of the
CQE relative to that community.

To date, only one CQE, representing Old Harbor, has purchased halibut quota share, and no CQEs have
purchased sablefish quota share. Old Harbor has been participating in the program using halibut quota
share since 2006. As of year-end 2009, the CQE representing Old Harbor held 151,234 halibut QS units
in Area 3B, which equates to a little over 30,400 IFQ Ibs in 2009. This represents about 0.05% of the
combined Area 2C, 3A, and 3B QS pool, and 0.28% of the total Area 3B QS pool. Recall that the
program allows all CQEs combined to purchase up to 3% of the QS in each area in each of the first seven
years of the program, culminating in a limit of 21% in each area by 2010. Thus, the program has not come
close to reaching its regulatory limits.

The majority of CQEs have not submitted annual reports, as they have not purchased quota share to-date.
Several CQEs have submitted reports, even if no quota share had been purchased, in order to report
changes in the Board of Directors, etc. Old Harbor has submitted the required annual report each year it
held QS, starting in 2006. No less than 20% of their total IFQ is leased to ‘entry level resident fishermen’,
and the remainder is leased to a ‘general pool.’ In sum, this CQE has leased QS at equal or below market
rates to 5 participants using 3 vessels in 2006;" 8 participants using 5 vessels in 2007; and 10 participants
using 5 vessels in 2008. The number of crew used increased each year, and all were residents of Old
Harbor, with few exceptions (residents of Kodiak). Starting in 2008, the CQE also formally developed a
‘clean-up’ fishery, in that the IFQ contracts with individual fishermen include a provision that allows the
CQE to lease the IFQ to another resident fisherman if the IFQ is not fished by August 1 of the fishing
year. During 2006 - 2009, the CQE leased between about 30,000 Ibs to 37,000 lbs annually. The most
recent annual report notes that lease revenues are used to pay debt services and administrative expenses of
the CQE, and as debt services reduce, lease revenues will be used to purchase additional quota.

Iv. Community resident QS holdings to-date

The NMFS RAM Division produces reports on the changes in holdings of quota share by residents of
Gulf of Alaska fishing communities since the implementation of the halibut and sablefish IFQ program in
1995. NMFS recently updated this report through 2008 (NMFS, July 2009).'® Note that the QS holdings
in this report are by individual residents of the CQE eligible communities, not CQEs, with the exception
of the QS holdings by the CQE representing Old Harbor.

One impetus for establishing Amendment 66 was the substantial transfer of initially-issued quota share
out of the smallest, remote coastal Alaska communities and the change in the geographic distribution of
QS holdings. At the time of final Council action, the public review analysis for Amendment 66 reported
that residents of the 42 small GOA communities realized a reduction of 14%, 19%, and 19% of their

YIn 2006, the IFQ was purchased and leased in late September, allowing only a couple months to fish; 2006 was the only year in
which all of the CQE QS was not fished.
Y Report on Holdings of IFQ by Residents of Selected Gulf of Alaska Fishing Communities, 1995 — 2008. NOAA (NMFS),

Alaska Region, RAM Division, Juneau, AK. July 2009. http://www.fakr.nroaa.gov/ram/reports/ifgholdings0709.pdf

CQE Program Review - February 2010 6



halibut QS holdings in Area 2C, 3A, and 3B, respectively, from initial issuance through year-end 2000.
They also realized a reduction in sablefish QS holdings of 15%, 45%, and 7% in the Southeast, West
Yakutat, and Western Gulf management areas, respectively. The net gain of QS by these communities
was in sablefish QS in the Central Gulf (39%), and this was almost wholly attributable to an increase in
holdings in one community (Seldovia). The remaining communities continued to either lose Central Gulf
sablefish QS or retain the same amount issued during initial issuance. Overall, the 42 eligible
communities held about 6% of the total halibut QS in Areas 2C, 3A, and 3B, and about 4.5% of the total
sablefish QS in Southeast, West Yakutat, Central Gulf, and Western Gulf, at year-end 2000."”

The July 2009 NMFS report provides the same information for each of the 42 eligible communities, by
year, from 1995 through year-end 2008. The total halibut and sablefish IFQ holdings for residents of the
21 eligible communities located in southeast Alaska decreased by 49% and 45% from 1995 through year-
end 2008,'® and the number of holders of halibut and sablefish IFQ decreased by 55% and 58%,
respectively. For residents of the 21 southcentral communities, the total halibut and sablefish IFQ
decreased by 26% and 53% from 1995 through year-end 2008, and the number of holders of halibut and
sablefish IFQ decreased by 50% and 61%, respectively. Overall, the 42 communities combined realized a
36% reduction in halibut IFQ and a 47% reduction in sablefish IFQ, with 53% and 59% fewer holders at
year-end 2008, respectively. The tables summarizing southeast, southcentral, and all eligible communities
are provided in Appendix 4. A brief summary of the individual community data from this report is
provided in Table 3 through Table 6.

Table3 Total IFQ holdand holders, Southeast AK, by year

Southeast 1995 halibut 2008 halibut  # 1995 # 2008 #
Community bs holders Ibs holders sablefish holders sablefish holders
Ibs Ibs
Angoon 80,629 50 30,855 15 105,454 2 0 0
Coffman Cove 2,160 3 0 0 0 0 0 0
229,848 70 203,860 51 105278 15 80,351 11
45,234 15 25,926 5 26,409 0 4 0
85,810 20 49,800 11 35,802 5 9441 1
57,440 21 76,355 18 49,524 4 51,011 3
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
283,807 61 129,136 27 196,108 14 82,642 3
40,436 25 9,580 9 24,042 4 967 1
186,623 50 74,172 17 33,261 2 42,830 2
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
28,683 15 15,731 5 8480 1 51,993 2
56,214 25 28,446 7 2,020 2 3 1
20,462 5 9,550 1 23,532 2 11,852 2
322,778 35 98,723 13 327,063 18 117,011 5
52,952 21 15,635 9 39 1 39 1
70,172 16 47,227 9 57,731 8 112,758 4
6,646 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
26,739 8 48 2 13,602 1 0 0
32,661 11 14,988 5 8,940 2 0 0
991 3 0 0 0 0 0 0
1,630,285 455 830,032 204 1,017,385 85 562806 36 |

Source: Report on Holdings of IFQ by Residents of Selected Gulf of Alaska Fishing Communities, 1995 — 2008. NMFS, July 2009. ‘2008
Equivalent Pounds™ are used for comparison purposes. These are IFQ pounds derived from all QS held by residents of the subject community, in
all management areas. They are computed using 2008 quota share pool and TACs; therefore, they are comparable across all reported years.

QS holders includes all entities (including individuals, corporations, etc.) holding that reported the subject community as a permanent business
mailing address, as of year-end.

YPublic review draft EA/RIR/IRFA for proposed GOA Am. 66, March 12, 2002.
"®The report uses ‘2008 Equivalent Pounds” for comparison purposes. These are IFQ pounds derived from all QS held by
residents of the subject community, in all IFQ management areas.
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Table 4 Percent change in IFQ holdings and holders, Southeast AK, 1995 to 2008

Southeast % change % change % change % chang
Community halibut [bs halibut sablefish lbs sableﬂsEI
holders holder

Angoon -62% -70% -100% -100%!
Coffman Cove -100% -100% - .
Craig -11% -27% -24% -27%
Edna Bay -43% -67% -100% -100%)
Elfin Cove -42% -45% -74% -80%
Gustavus 33% -14% 3% -25%|
|Hollis - - - g
Hoonah -54% -56% -58% -79%)|
Hydaburg -76% -64% -96% -75%
Kake -60% -66% 29% 0%)|
Kasaan - - - .
Klawock -45% -67% 513% 100%
Metlakatia -49% -72% -100% -50%
Meyers Chuck -53% -80% -50% 0%)
Pelican -69% -63% -64% -712%
Point Baker -70% -57% 0% 0%
Port Alexander -33% -44% 95% -50%
|Port Protection -100% -100% -

Tenakee -100% -75% -100% -100%
Thome Bay -54% -55% -100% -100%|
Whale Pass -100% -100% -

[Total SE AK -49% -55% -45% -58%)

Source: Report on Holdings of IFQ by Residents of Selected Guif of Alaska Fishing Communities, 1995 — 2008. NMFS, July
2009. <2008 Equivalent Pounds” are used for comparison purposes. These are IFQ pounds derived from all QS held by residents
of the subject community, in all management areas. They are computed using 2008 quota share pool and TACs; therefore, they
are comparable across all reported years. QS holders includes all entities (including individuals, corporations, etc.) holding that
reported the subject community as a permanent business mailing address, as of year-end.

Note: "-" means that no lbs were issued at initial issuance.

As shown in Table 3 and Table 4, all but one southeast CQE community has either reduced or maintained
the number of IFQ holders since initial issuance, and all but four communities have realized a reduction in
the amount of QS held by residents. Halibut quota share attributable to residents of Gustavus, and
sablefish QS attributable to residents of Kake, Klawock, and Port Alexander have increased, although
only Klawock and Port Alexander realized a substantial increase, by a few holders.

Table 3 also shows that a small amount of QS (relative to the number of initial issuees) was initially
issued to most of these southeast CQE communities, which in part may explain the transfer of QS from
residents of those communities. Evidence suggests that many residents that were initially issued relatively
small allocations, such as a few thousand pounds, often sold their quota share in the first few years of the
program. Many reasons for this are available anecdotally, including that very small amounts of QS were
not economically viable to fish, and individuals could not afford to purchase additional QS to support a
viable business plan. Many residents of these communities fish multiple fisheries opportunistically, so
most residents would not have qualified for a relatively large share of halibut or sablefish QS under a
short (three year) qualifying period.
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TableS Total IFQ holdmgs and holders, Southcentral AK, by year

Southcentral | 1995 halibut 2008 halibut  # 1995 # 2008 #
Community lbs holders lbs holders sablefish holders sablefish holders
lbs Ibs
Ak hiok 8,349 1 0 0 0 0 0
|chenega Bay 2133 3 82 1 0 o 0o o0
Chignik*
Chignik Lagoon 203,031 21 104,757 8 87 1 0 0
Chignik Lake
Halibut Cove 49,676 7 104,855 4 61 1 61 1
Ivanof Bay 3,940 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
Karluk 0 0 0 0 0 0 0] 0
King Cove 360,272 40 188,766 15 87,764 11 9,170 2
Larsen Bay 16,823 8 0 o 0 0 0 0
Nanwalek 301 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Old Harbor 112,510 15 52,636 7 3,198 2 0 0
Ouzinkie 100,421 21 81,867 12 7,943 1 7,943 1
Perryville 10,405 2 7,622 2 0] 0 0 0
Port Graham 22,792 7 12,559 4 44 1 33 1
Port Lions 41,680 21 27,124 13 0 0 29,218 1
Sand Point 599,018 58 468,274 35 12,465 3 32 1
Seldovia 418,653 30 349,991 13 203409 10 106,680 6
Tatitlek 264 1 o 0 0 0 0 0
Tyonek 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Yakutat 173,094 48 158,480 30 14,231 6 94 1
i- Total SC AK 2,112,971 286 1,557,023 144 329202 36 153,241 14

Source: Report on Holdings of IFQ by Residents of Selected Gulf of Alaska Fishing Communities, 1995 — 2008. NMFS, July
2009. “2008 Equivalent Pounds” are used for comparison purposes. These are IFQ pounds derived from all QS held by residents
of the subject community, in all management areas. They are computed using 2008 quota share pool and TACs; therefore, they
are comparable across all reported years. QS holders includes all entities (including individuals, corporations, etc.) holding that
reported the subject community as a permanent business mailing address, as of year-end.

*Chignik area communities (Chignik, Chignik Lagoon, Chignik Lake) are reported together.

Table 5 and Table 6 show all but one southcentral CQE community has either reduced or maintained the
number of IFQ holders since initial issuance, and all but two communities have realized a reduction in the
amount of QS held by residents. Quota share attributable to residents of Halibut Cove (halibut) and Port
Lions (sablefish) has increased, although the increase in Port Lions is due to one resident holding
sablefish QS.

Table 5 also shows that, like in southeast, a small amount of QS (relative to the number of initial issuees)
was initially issued to the majority of these southcentral CQE communities, which in part may explain the
transfer of QS from residents of those communities. While the communities that received relatively
larger shares have also realized a reduction in the amount of QS held by residents and the number of QS
holders, these communities are typically larger, and either a processing plant is located in the community
or they are in close proximity to markets.

Note that Table 5 and Table 6 include the halibut QS holdings by the CQE representing Old Harbor in
2008, which totaled about 30,800 IFQ Ibs, or more than half the halibut holdings in Old Harbor.
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Table 6  Percent change in IFQ holdings and holders, Southcentral AK, 1995 to 2008

Southcentral % change % change % change % chang
Community halibut Ibs halibut sablefish Ibs sablefish
holders holder
Akhiok -100% -100% -
Chenega Bay -96% -67% - 4
Chignik*
Chignik Lagocn -48% -62% -100% -100%)
Chignik Lake
Halibut Cove 111% -43% 0% O%jJ
Ivanof Bay -100% -100% -
Karluk - - - .
King Cove -46% -63% -80% -82%|
Larsen Bay -100% -100% - .
Nanwalek -100% -100% - .
Old Harbor -563% -53% -100% -1 00%#
Ouzinkie -18% -43% 0% 0%
Perryville -27% 0% - .
Port Graham -45% -43% -25% 0%
Port Lions -35% -38% 100% 1009
Sand Point -22% -40% -100% -67%)
Seldovia -16% -57% -48% -40%
Tatitiek -100% -100% -
Tyonek - - -
Yakutat -8% -38% -99% -839
FFEI SC AK -26% -50% -53% -61%)}

Source: Report on Holdings of IFQ by Residents of Selected Gulf of Alaska Fishing Communities, 1995 — 2008. NMFS, July
2009. “2008 Equivalent Pounds” are used for comparison purposes. These are IFQ pounds derived from all QS held by residents
of the subject community, in all management areas. They are computed using 2008 quota share pool and TACs; therefore, they
are comparable across all reported years. QS holders includes all entities (including individuals, corporations, etc.) holding that
reported the subject community as a permanent business mailing address, as of year-end.

Note: "-" means that no Ibs were issued at initial issuance.

*Chignik area communities (Chignik, Chignik Lagoon, Chignik Lake) are reported together.

Overall, residents of the 42 eligible communities held about 5.6% of the total halibut QS in Areas 2C, 3A,
and 3B, and about 2.4% of the total sablefish QS in Southeast, West Yakutat, Central Gulf, and Western
Gulf, at year-end 2008. (Recall that at year-end 2000, these communities held 6.0% of halibut and 4.5%
of sablefish QS.) Quota share holdings by area are provided below in Table 7. Note that these data are
inclusive of the QS held by the one CQE who has purchased QS under the program.

Table7  Percent of QS held by residents of CQE communities, year-end 2008

. 2C,3A &3B
Halibut total 2C 3A 3B
5.6% 10.9% 3.0% 8.5%
SE, CG, WG,
Sablefish WY total SE CG WG wy
2.4% 6.5% 1.6% 0.2% 0.3%

Source: NOAA Fisheries, AKR, RAM. Data as of 12/23/09.
Note: The data include Area 3B halibut QS held by one CQE. Excluding the CQE-held QS would reduce the halibut Area 3B
holdings to 8.2% of the total.
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V. Price of quota share

NMFS RAM Division provides several IFQ reports on a regular basis. Two of the most recent reports are
“Changes under Alaska’s Halibut IFQ Program, 1995 — 2006” and “Changes under Alaska’s Sablefish
IFQ Program, 1995 — 2006”, published in January 2009. Among other things, these reports provide
information on QS transfers and prices. Any transaction resulting in a permanent change of ownership is
considered a transfer. In the first year of program implementation (1995), the average halibut prices in
dollars per IFQ pound were $7.58 in Area 2C, $7.37 in Area 3A, and $6.53 in Area 3B. These prices
tended to increase each year slightly, then drop in 1998. Prices then increased again starting in 2001, and
increased substantially in 2004.

Table 8  Annual prices for halibut QS with IFQ transfers by area and year

Mean Total IFQs
Area Year price transfemred used
$/IFQ for pricing
—2C 1995 758 996,874 |
1996 9.13 681,056
1997  11.37 517,715
1998  10.14 220,894
1999 N/A N/A
2000 820 423,347
2001 922 412,990
2002 897 363,474
2003 9.76 274,537
2004  13.70 365,513
2005  18.06 311,907
2006  18.43 246,540
3A 1995 737 1,792,912
1996 840 1,582,609
1997 9.78 1,276,525
1998 855 666,649
1999 N/A N/A
2000 794 614,960
2001 863 771,815
2002 835 711,255
2003 9.81 565,653
2004 1388 875,829
2005  18.07 385,893
2006 18.09 586,035
— 3B 1995 653 ~225,912
1996 7.88 323,160
1997 858 605,744
1998 792 169,833
1999 N/A N/A
2000 784 464,711
2001 8.74 739,936
2002 7.09 663,248
2003 8.01 769,927
2004  11.16 498,167
2005 1353 415,646
2006  15.83 428,693

Source: Transfer Report Summary: Changes under Alaska's Halibut IFQ Program, 1995 - 2006, p. 5.
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Table 8 provides the estimated annual prices for halibut QS sold with the associated current year IFQ, by
area and year. In 2004, the year in which Amendment 66 was effective, the average halibut prices in
dollars per IFQ pound were $13.70 in Area 2C, $13.88 in Area 3A, and $11.16 in Area 3B. By 2006, the
last year of data provided in this report, average halibut prices in dollars per IFQ pound had increased to
$18.43 in Area 2C, $18.09 in Area 3A, and $15.83 in Area 3B. Thus, between the year of program
implementation and 2006, halibut IFQ prices have increased by approximately 2.5 times in each area.

Similar trends are shown in the transfers of sablefish QS and IFQ. Table 9 below provides the estimated
annual prices for sablefish QS sold with the associated current year IFQ, by area and year. In the first year
of program implementation (1995), the average sablefish prices in dollars per IFQ pound were $6.73 in
SE, $5.93 in WY, $6.02 in CG, and $6.16 in WG. Generally, these prices tended to increase each year
slightly, with a few exceptions. In 2004, the first year in which CQEs could purchase QS under the
program, the average sablefish prices in dollars per IFQ pound were $11.69 in SE, $§12.21 in WY, $11.50
in CG, and $8.19 in WG.

By 2006, the last year of data provided in this report, average sablefish prices in dollars per IFQ pound
were estimated as $12.18 in SE, $11.48 in WY, $12.60 in CG, and $7.87 in WG. Thus, between the year
of program implementation and 2006, sablefish IFQ prices have increased by approximately 2 times in
each area, with the exception of the Western Gulf.

Table9  Annual prices for sablefish QS with IFQ transfers by area and year

Mean Total IFQs I Mean Total IFQs
Area Year price transfemred used Area Year price transferred used
$/IFQ for pricin, ____SIFQ for pricin
Southeast 1995 . ) Central Guif 199%  6.02 ¢ 51E2'_,427' 9
1996 8.05 460,777 1996 7.06 576,517
1997 10.76 303,609 1997 9.36 707,533
1998 11.11 102,892 1998 10.68 218,048
1999 N/A N/A 1999 N/A N/A
2000 10.57 166,186 2000 9.11 448,909
2001 12.22 212,746 2001 9.64 124,247
2002 10.23 405,427 2002 9.98 251,856
2003 11.00 411,183 2003 10.16 470,143
2004 11.69 209,397 2004 11.50 207,013
2005 11.57 279,550 2005 10.80 304,044
2006 12.18 205,200 2006 12.60 472,608
W. Yakutat 1995 593 208,230 Western 1995 6.16 129,351
1996 762 240,912 Gulf 1996 5.53 265,044
1997 9.04 182,257 1997 7.06 113,032
1998 923 22,538 1998 8.00 77,939
1999 N/A N/A 1999 N/A N/A
2000 10.15 111,492 2000 6.49 143,154
2001 10.01 38,808 2001 7.12 178,679
2002 1049 143,866 2002 conf. 16,789
2003 10.87 79,239 2003 6.85 138,688
2004 12.21 28,031 2004 8.19 295,712
2005 12.47 132,214 2005 10.70 242,546
2006 11.48 80,974 2006 7.87 192,139

Source: Transfer Report Summary: Changes under Alaska's Sablefish IFQ Program, 1995 - 2006, pp. 5-6.

Note that estimates of annual ex-vessel prices are also provided in the NMFS reports. The price received
at the point of landing for the catch is the ex-vessel price. The reports show halibut estimated ex-vessel
prices were highest during 2007 for all three areas (years reported were 1992 — 2007). Overall, halibut ex-
vessel prices fluctuated but generally increased over this time period. The reports show sablefish
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estimated ex-vessel prices were highest during 1997 for the Central Gulf and West Yakutat. In Southeast,
the price was highest in 2000, and in the Western Gulf, prices were highest in 2006. Overall, sablefish ex-
vessel prices generally increased over this time period. A range of estimated ex-vessel prices are shown
below (1992 — 2007), by management area (Table 10 and Table 11). For more detail, please reference the

source reports.

Table 10 Halibut estimated ex-vessel prices by management area and year

Year | Area 2C Area 3A Area 3B
1992 1.01 0.96 0.93
1993 1.27 1.21 1.21
1994 |2.01 1.91 1.90
1995 |2.04 1.99 1.95
1996 | 2.26 2.24 2.16
1997 | 2.24 2.16 2.08
1998 1.39 1.36 1.27
1999 1.99 2.09 2.06
2000 | 2.62 2.60 2.55
2001 2.11 2.03 2.00
2002 | 2.22 2.23 2.20
2003 2.95 2.89 2.87
2004 3.04 3.04 2.96
2005 | 3.08 3.07 3.01
2006 | 3.75 3.78 3.78
2007 | 4.41 4.40 4.30

Source: Transfer Report Summary: Changes under Alaska's Halibut IFQ Program, 1995 - 2006, p. 26.

Table 11 Sablefish estimated ex-vessel prices by management area and year

Year | Southeast West Yakutat | Central Gulf | Western Gulf
1992 1.93 1.87 1.85 1.90
1993 1.68 1.65 1.63 1.65
1994 | 2.46 2.24 2.21 2.00
1995 | 3.18 3.31 3.30 3.21
1996 | 3.42 3.27 3.23 3.13
1997 | 3.78 3.76 3.74 3.65
1998 | 2.49 2.64 2.63 2.41
1999 | 3.03 2.98 3.00 2.92
2000 | 3.79 3.73 3.67 3.65
2001 3.23 3.20 3.16 3.14
2002 | 3.25 3.24 3.17 3.25
2003 | 3.68 3.67 3.63 3.65
2004 | 3.26 3.22 3.09 2.99
2005 | 3.50 3.24 3.17 3.31
2006 | 3.11 3.53 3.51 3.89
2007 | 2.63 3.47 3.30 3.84

Source: Transfer Report Summary: Changes under Alaska's Sablefish IFQ Program, 1995 - 2006, p. 26-27.

Finally, Table 12 shows the statewide halibut and sablefish IFQ TACs, amount of landed pounds, ex-
vessel prices, weighted average price per QS unit, and the percent change in weighted average price per
QS unit compared to the prior year. Similar to the trends shown above in the tables specific to southeast
and southcentral Alaska, prices increased substantially in 2004 (27%) and 2005 (31%) from the previous
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year for halibut, and in 2003 (14%) and 2004 (17%) for sablefish. In 2004 and 2005, the halibut TAC was
stable but slowly declining, and the ex-vessel price continued to increase. In 2004, the sablefish TAC was
at a 10-year high, with the lowest ex-vessel price during the time period, as well as the largest percentage
increase in transfer price from the previous year. Note that 2009 exhibited the largest percentage decrease
in transfer price for both halibut and sablefish QS.

A recent paper (Langdon, 2008)" discusses the upward trend in the price of halibut in particular, noting
that the rise in price has occurred even when the amount of halibut harvested has increased. The paper
notes that it may be due to a combination of factors, which may include changing dietary preferences of
consumers (and increasing wealth). In addition, the cost of fuel may also factor into the rising price of
halibut. The paper notes that another possibility may be the longer length of the halibut season, and thus,
a longer market for fresh fish. Langdon cites an econometric analysis and simulation of ex-vessel price
changes in halibut from 1995 to 2002, which suggests that the IFQ Program itself accounts for an increase
of $0.21 in the ex-vessel price from a 1995 base of $2.00/Ib (Herrmann and Criddle, 2006).” The
Langdon paper states: “This research suggests that while the program may have increased the ex-vessel
value of Pacific halibut to fishermen by approximately 10% through 2002, neither the IFQ Program nor
other factors noted above can account for the much more substantial increase in quota share price that
occurred between 2003 and 2006”(p. 187).

19Langdon, Steve J. 2008. The Community Quota Program in the Gulf of Alaska: A Vehicle for Alaska Native Village
Sustainability? American Fisheries Society Symposium 68:155-194.

Herrmann, M., and K. Criddle. 2006. An econometric market model for the Pacific halibut fishery. Marine Resource Economics
21:129-158.
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Table 12 Statewide halibut and sablefish TACs, ex-vessel prices, IFQ landed pounds, and QS
prices, 2000 - 2009

Pct Change
CFEC . in Weighted
Count | Weighted

Species | Year | IFQ"TAce [/FQLanded) Statewide | .. aql aAvgss | Averee

pounds Exvessel Transfers Unit Price/QS

Price Unit From

Prior Year

Halibut 2000 53,074,000] 51,796,153 $252 317 $134] nhm
Halibut 2001 58,534,000] 55,758,769 $199 320 $1.62] __ 20.9%
Halibut 2002_| 50,010,000] 58,122,339 2.19 280 $141] -13.0%
59,010,000} 57,411,780 $2.84
K FIRY X 1 . 738 ‘M&] B

'53.308,000] $3.75]

[
50,211,800 i $4.33
48,040,800] 47,321,739 $427
43,648,800| 42,274,397 unk
Sablefish 2000 29,926,122| 27,624,505 $3.53 108 $0.85 nfa
Sablefish 2001 29,120,561] 26,355,153 $3.04 95 $0.77 -2.4%

Sablefish 2002 29.,388,199] 27,091,941 $3.06 88 $0.78 1.3%

] m I R St G ] X4 Ry eo 4% ki
Sablefish 2005 35,765,226] 32,877,746 $3.14 106 $1.03 -1.0%
Sablefish 2006 34,546,083 30,849437 $3.33 88 $1.05 1.9%
Sablefish 2007 33.450,396| 30,080,328 $3.10 R $1.05 0.0%
Sablefish 2008 20.967,127] 26,872,648 $3.45 87 $1.08 2.9%
Sablefish 2009 26.488,269] 24,103,772 unk 57, $0.70 -35.2%

***confidential data

2009 landings data are through 7 a.m. 12/24/09.

Halibut data are in net wt Ibs; sablefish data are in round Ibs.

$/QSis an unweighted average computed for all categories, areas for a species:( total transaction price - broker
fees)/(number QS units transferred).

VL. Funding the purchase of QS

Funding the purchase of community-owned QS has been the primary obstacle cited to participating in the
program (see Section VIII below). In theory, CQEs may be eligible for a variety of bond, loan, and grant
programs that could be used to purchase QS, equipment, vessels, etc., depending on the administration,
tax structure, and qualifications of the entity. Due to the increased price of QS and other market realities,
it has proven difficult to obtain financing in the absence of grant money, and thus far, there has not been
any special appropriation approved to purchase QS for CQEs. This paper does not attempt to outline all of
the potential funding sources for CQE purchases of QS; however, a few programs and issues are
highlighted below.

The State of Alaska passed legislation to allow the DCCED, Division of Investments to provide a loan
program for CQEs to purchase QS, under the Commercial Fishing Revolving Loan Fund. While the loan
program has been in place for several years, the terms of the loan have not been viewed as acceptable by
many communities. The interest rate is 2% above the prime rate (not to exceed 10.5%),%! the maximum
loan term is 15 years, and the maximum loan is $2 million per community. For example, the maximum
amount of Area 2C halibut QS that a CQE could finance through the State, at a relatively low price (e.g.,

NEffective 1/1/10, the interest rate was 5.5%. These rates stay in effect until changed, which will be no sooner than April 1.
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$2.50/QS unit), equates to about 67,000 1bs.”? Under the program rules, a maximum of 50,000 pounds can
be fished on an individual vessel and leased by an individual resident. Thus, the amount available to be
financed could be fished by two vessels and two residents under program restrictions. In addition, the
maximum loan amount is 65% of the purchase price, meaning a CQE must make a 35% down payment.
The QS being financed is held as collateral for the loan, and other types of collateral may be offered in
order to reduce the down payment requirement, but generally, communities have not found it feasible to
purchase QS under the State loan program.

Note that the North Pacific Loan Program, managed by the NMFS Financial Services Branch and
authorized under the Magnuson-Stevens Act, assists individual fishermen in financing the purchase of
QS. To be eligible, an applicant must be a crew member on board the vessel that fishes the [FQ. Thus,
while individual residents of CQE communities could apply for a loan under this program, a CQE is not
eligible to receive assistance under the current program.

Note that at the time the CQE Program was implemented, many thought that the village and regional
corporations formed under the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA)® would be a potential
funding source for CQE purchases of QS. The regional and village for-profit corporations are owned by
Alaska Native people through privately owned shares of corporation stock. However, ANCSA
corporations are limited in their investments, in that they face a legal vulnerability in providing
‘disproportional dividends.” In effect, this means corporations must provide dividends (e.g., cash
distributions) in equal proportion to shareholders, and cannot benefit a shareholder or group of
shareholders disproportionately. Thus, ANCSA corporations may find it difficult to provide direct
funding, or a loan program, to benefit a specific group of its shareholders (resident fishermen in one of its
member villages). In addition, all residents of a community or village must be considered eligible to apply
for IFQ derived from CQE-held quota share, if they meet the residency and IFQ crewmember
requirements in Federal regulations. Thus, even if a community was an ANCSA village, not all lessees of
CQE-held quota share would necessarily be shareholders of that corporation.

A new possible funding mechanism for CQEs to purchase quota share is through the North Pacific
Fisheries Trust (Trust), a 509(a)(3) non-profit subsidiary of Ecotrust formed in 2006, which supports the
efforts of coastal communities and local fishing families. The Trust “provides financing and makes
investments in qualified buyers, community organizations, quota entities, and businesses that share and
meet strong community equity, ecosystem conservation, and economic development goals.”* One of the
primary components of the Trust’s strategy is pursuing long-term funding relationships with qualified
CQEs. The Trust notes that due to the start-up nature of the CQE program and its participants, access to
capital for the purchase of IFQ is fairly limited at this time. The intent is to offer more flexible terms in
the early years of the CQE Program, with an eye toward "graduating” CQEs into more conventional
capital sources (e.g., State loan program, Alaska Commercial Fishing and Agriculture Bank, standard
banks). The Trust has several million in assets, to invest for the benefit of local fishermen in Oregon,
Washington, and Alaska. In order to finance a purchase of quota, the Trust can take down payments as
low as 5% of the purchase price, depending on the risk of the deal.

2This calculation uses the 2009 QS:IFQ ratio for Area 2C halibut of 11.863.

BUnder ANCSA (1971), Alaska was originally divided into twelve regions, each represented by a "Native association”
responsible for the enrollment of past and present residents of the region. Individual Alaska Natives enrolled in these
associations, and their village level equivalents, were made shareholders in the Regional and Village Corporations created by the
Act. The twelve for-profit regional corporations, and a thirteenth region representing those Alaska Natives who were no longer
residents of Alaska in 1971, were awarded the monetary and property compensation created by ANCSA. Village corporations
and their shareholders received compensation through the regional corporations.

Zhttp://www.ecotrust.org/npft/
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As noted on its website, the Trust has designed a flexible program for CQEs, which offers:

An overall focus on creating and retaining economic opportunities within local communities

Low down-payment requirements

Below-market interest rates

Long-term loan amortization

Ability to secure financing with a wide range of collateral types

A proven track record in working with multiple groups (CQEs, village corporations,

municipalities, etc.) to structure successful community-focused financing

e The financial skills required to structure funding approaches that work within constraints (high
prices) of the current IFQ market

e Technical skills required to structure financings that include tax-advantaged strategies for selling

entity

Thus far, the Trust has helped finance several sablefish loans in Oregon, including the CQE representing
Old Harbor. It is also currently evaluating several near-term opportunities with a few other CQEs. The
Trust co-sponsored and provided a presentation at a technical support workshop for CQEs in February
2009, in Anchorage.”

Vil. Other Council actions that include a CQE component

Two other actions approved by the Council, that are not related to the commercial halibut and sablefish
IFQ Program, have included potential opportunities for CQEs. Only one of these programs has been
approved by the Secretary of Commerce and is in the process of implementation, but the Council motions
on both programs explicitly include provisions for CQEs.

The first action is the proposed halibut charter moratorium action that the Secretary of Commerce
approved in January 2010. This action establishes a limited entry program for halibut charter businesses
in Area 2C and Area 3A, and will issue permits to qualified charter business owners. As part of this
action, the Council approved issuing a limited number of permits to each CQE representing a community
in Area 2C and Area 3A by request at no cost, if the community meets specific criteria denoting
underdeveloped charter halibut ports. The Council intent was to balance the identified need to limit new
entry in the halibut charter fishery in the context of exceeded GHLs in recent years, with a second stated
need to maintain access to the halibut charter fishery in specified rural communities by creating additional
permits.

The criteria targets eligible CQE communities in which 10 or fewer active charter businesses were
operating in the community during the initial qualifying years for the overall program.” Each CQE
located in Area 2C and Area 3A that meets the criteria can request up to 4 and 7 permits, respectively.
The analysis for this action estimates that 18 of the 21 eligible CQE communities in Area 2C*’ would
qualify to receive charter permits, and all 14 eligible CQE communities in Area 3A would qualify. Recall,
however, that not all of the eligible CQE communities have formed a CQE, which is necessary to
participate.

Zpresentation provided by Jeff Batton, North Pacific Fisheries Trust, and Justin Stiefel, consultant, Technical Support Workshop
and Development Summit for CQEs, February 17, 2009, Captain Cook Hotel, Anchorage, Alaska.

A ctive” is defined as at least 5 bottomfish trips in a year, and the qualifying years specified are 2004 or 2005.

2"The three Area 2C CQE communities that are not estimated to qualify for CQE halibut charter permits are Craig, Elfin Cove,
and Gustavus. These communities are estimated to have had more than 10 active charter businesses in 2004 or 2005.
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There are additional provisions proposed to guide the use of CQE requested halibut charter permits. For
example, the permit: must be designated for the area in which the CQE community is located; would be
endorsed for 6 clients; is not allowed to be sold; and must be used in the community represented by the
CQE (i.e., all charter trips must originate or terminate in the CQE community). The Council also
recommended an overall limit on the number of halibut charter permits that each CQE can hold and use
(inclusive of both purchased permits and permits requested and issued at no cost). The use cap for each
CQE in Area 2C is 8 permits; the use cap for each CQE in Area 3A is 14 permits. The use cap applies to
all CQEs formed in Area 2C and Area 3A, regardless of whether the community meets the qualification
criteria to receive permits at no cost.

The halibut charter moratorium program was approved by the Secretary on January 5, 2010,2® and the
application period and issuance of permits is expected to be completed in 2010. NMFS will announce a
60-day application period for individual businesses in the Federal Register, likely starting in February
2010. The first year a permit would be required on a halibut charter vessel in Areas 2C and 3A is 2011.

In order to receive community charter halibut permits, an application must be signed and dated by the
applicant (CQE), and the applicant must attest that, to the best of the applicants’ knowledge, all
statements in the application are true and complete. Applications for community charter halibut permits
will be made available by NMFS in the future and can be submitted at any time; thus, the CQE is not
subject to the one-time application period designated for permits issued to individual charter businesses.
This is in part because the Council did not want to limit a CQE to requesting the number of permits that
its community could support at the time of the 60-day application period, but instead wanted to allow for
growth over time. In addition, the Council did not want the CQE to request the maximum number of
permits at the outset of the program, without having lined up charter businesses in the community that
could lease the permits. Information on how a CQE uses its halibut charter permits will be required in the
CQE’s annual report to NMFS.

The second action is the proposed GOA fixed gear recency action that the Council approved in April
2009. This action would add non-severable, gear-specific Pacific cod endorsements to fixed gear licenses
that qualify under the landings thresholds, effectively limiting entry into the directed Pacific cod fisheries
in Federal waters in the Western and Central GOA. Similar to the halibut moratorium program, the
Council balanced the intent of preventing future entry of latent fixed gear groundfish licenses into the
Pacific cod fisheries with retaining opportunities for CQE communities dependent on access to a range of
fishery resources. The purpose was to promote community protections at a level that imposes minimal
impact on historic catch shares of recent participants.

The CQE component of the action would allow each of the 21 communities eligible under the CQE
Program in the Western and Central GOA to request a number of fixed gear and Pacific cod-endorsed
licenses equal to the number currently held by residents of the community that are estimated to be
removed under the fixed gear recency action under a 10 mt landing threshold, or two licenses, whichever
is greater.” Under these criteria, an estimated total of 27 LLPs endorsed for the Western GOA could be
requested by CQEs located in the Western GOA, and an estimated 59 LLPs endorsed for the Central
GOA could be requested by CQEs located in the Central GOA. The number of LLPs available by request
to each specific COE will be published in the proposed rule for fixed gear recency, based on information
in the NMFS RAM database. While the proposed rule has not yet been published, when effective, it

275 FR 554, January 5, 2010.

BNote that while the CQE provisions were included in the overall motion on fixed gear recency approved in April 2009, the
Council amended the motion with respect to CQE licenses in December 2009. This action was taken in order to remedy an
inconsistency with the Council’s original stated intent of providing the same number of licenses to CQEs that residents of those
communities were estimated to lose under the recency action.
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would allow CQE communities access to a limited number of permits for the fixed gear Pacific cod
fisheries in the Western and Central Gulf at no cost.

Vill. Summary

More than five years after implementation, participation in the CQE Program has been relatively limited
with respect to the primary purpose of allowing communities to purchase halibut and sablefish quota
share in the Gulf and retaining that QS for use by resident fishermen. Only one CQE has purchased quota
share to-date, 151,234 units of halibut QS in Area 3B. This represents about 0.05% of the combined Area
2C, 3A, and 3B QS pool, and 0.28% of the total Area 3B QS pool. Recall that each CQE is limited to
0.5% of the combined Area 2C, 3A, and 3B QS pool, and all CQEs combined are allowed to purchase up
to 21% of the QS in each area by 2010. Thus, the program has not come close to reaching its regulatory
limits. However, in terms of performance, the one CQE that has purchased quota share appears to have
met the performance standards adopted by the Council and created a system for the distribution of current
and future quota share that is equitable, accountable, and reflective of the community’s need to provide
opportunities for both long-established and new entrants.

While only one CQE has purchased QS, 21 of the 42 eligible communities have completed the process to
form a CQE and have it approved by NMFS (refer to Section III for a description of that process). Thus,
half of the eligible communities have invested substantial time and resources in preparing to participate in
the program, and several additional communities have made efforts to evaluate whether forming a CQE is
of interest and benefit to the community at this time. Regardless of the interest conveyed and effort put
forth to participate in the program, very little quota share has been purchased. Several entities have
evaluated the reasons for the lack of participation in the CQE program to-date, and they can primarily be
categorized as: 1) barriers to purchasing QS; and 2) program-related restrictions. The remainder of this
section outlines some of primary issues cited under these categories.

Barriers to purchasing QS

QS prices and availability

Several reasons have been cited as contributing to the relatively limited community participation in the
CQE program thus far; one of the most significant being that communities were not included until ten
years after the IFQ Program was established. While a substantial number of transfers and consolidation
took place in the first several years of the IFQ Program, they have declined since implementation. At the
same time, quota share prices have trended upward as the market for fresh fish has expanded, from an
average 1995 price of less than a dollar per pound for some types of halibut quota to upwards of $20 per
pound in recent years for some types of halibut quota. The current price and availability of quota have
been cited as primary factors contributing to limited community participation.

One analysis, conducted by the McDowell Group for the Southeast Alaska Inter-tribal Fish and Wildlife
Commission (October 2005), evaluated the financial viability of the CQE program. In part, the report
concluded the following: “It does not appear possible to purchase and fish halibut shares profitably at
today’s prices, particularly with the added overhead needed to support a CQE organization, unless the
cost of capital is very low...In general, only fishermen who received halibut QS initially at no cost, or
who bought it prior to the price increases of recent years, are in a position to maintain an overall average
cost-of-quota low enough to allow them to consider additional purchases at today’s prices.”®

R Community Quota Entity Financial Analysis, McDowell Group. Prepared for the Southeast Alaska Inter-tribal Fish and Wildlife
Commission. October 28, 2005.
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In addition, there is the potential issue of QS availability. While this issue is not evaluated independently
in this review, the Langdon (2008) paper notes that a major barrier to full implementation of the CQE
Program is that QS is not readily available. The number and rate of halibut and sablefish QS transfers
have declined since the inception of the IFQ Program, and sales have become a smaller portion of all
transfers (as opposed to gifting). Personal contacts with sellers of QS appear to be the most accessible
means to acquisition, thus a substantial portion of the QS for sale is not available in the open market (e.g.,
through a broker). A CQE’s access to QS is directly affected by the market structure for QS. Because the
nature of the market is such that a substantial amount of quota that is for sale is not openly marketed, QS
prices are relatively high for those shares that are for sale in the competitive market. Thus, CQEs are
competing for a limited amount of QS at a relatively high price.

Consolidation was expected as a result of the program, and this has occurred in each area. The average
halibut QS transfer rates over 1995 - 2006 ranged from 8% in Area 3A to 14% in Area 4A. For sablefish,
QS transfer rates have been relatively consistent across all areas, ranging from 5% in West Yakutat to
12% in the Bering Sea.”’ In addition, the TACs for each area have generally decreased each year since
the mid-2000s. Since 2006, the Area 2C and 3A commercial halibut TACs have declined by 53% and
14%, respectively, while the Area 3B TAC has remained about the same. Also since 2006, the CG, SE,
and WY sablefish TACs have each declined by about 22%, and the WG sablefish TAC has declined by
39% in that same time period. TAC declines may contribute to additional competition in the quota
market, as current participants attempt to maintain their harvest levels.

Administrative costs

Another financial factor limiting access to QS is the administrative cost necessary to both establish a non-
profit corporation and manage assets, which can be significant in a small village. The administrative
overhead for a CQE, which must arrange and maintain financing for the QS, negotiate purchases of QS,
develop and administer the criteria for distributing IFQ among potential lessees, and submit annual
reports to NMFS detailing its activities, is potentially one barrier to participation. The price of QS is such
that CQEs cannot afford the administrative costs and have remaining funds for debt repayment.
Partnering with local Native corporations, when possible, may help fulfill some of the administrative and
accounting duties, in order to lower the cost of operatmg a CQE. In addition, establishing regional CQEs,

or having a CQE represent more than one community,*? would consolidate the administrative functions of
the CQE and potentially increase efficiencies and lower costs. However, using an ‘umbrella’ CQE may
make it less appealing to communities that want to play an integral part in a comprehensive economic
development strategy that includes participation in the halibut and sablefish fisheries.

Financing QS purchases

In addition to the current price and availability of QS, one of the biggest challenges facing CQEs appears
to be a lack of low interest, long-term loans, as well as seed money to fund a down payment. The lack of
credit history and the fact that they are non-profit organizations likely also increases the perceived risk to
lenders. Thus, a loan guarantee program has been discussed as necessary, in which larger, more
established corporations, or the Federal government, could guarantee CQE loans.* Both Langdon (2008)
and several workshops on the CQE Program have cited the need for more favorable loan terms for CQEs,
both in a private lending environment and through the State of Alaska’s Commercial Fishing Revolving
Loan Fund. In addition, the draft proceedings for the recent 2009 CQE workshop cite the need to amend
the North Pacific Loan Program in the Magnuson-Stevens Act, such that CQEs would be eligible for the -

3'Transfer Report Summary: Changes under Alaska’s Halibut IFQ Program, 1995 - 2006, p. 5. Transfer Report Summary:
Changes under Alaska’s Sablefish IFQ Program, 1995 — 2006, p. 5.
Only two communities have employed this approach; King Cove and Sand Point are represented by one CQE (Aleutia, Inc.)
*Discussion at Technical Support Workshop and Development Summit for CQEs, February 17 - 18, 2009, Anchorage, AK.
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Federal loan program. This program is currently limited by statute to financing the purchase of IFQ by
individuals, either those who fish from small vessels or first-time purchases by new entrants. This was
also submitted as an IFQ proposal during the recent call for proposals, for consideration by the Council in
February 2010.>*

A few recent developments could help overcome the financial barriers to implementation. One possible
alternative to conventional financing is through the North Pacific Fisheries Trust, as described in Section
V1. The Trust was formed to provide financing with more flexible terms for CQEs and other entities that
have community economic development goals, and one of the primary components of the Trust’s strategy
is to pursue long-term funding relationships with qualified CQEs. The one CQE which has purchased QS
is currently financed through the Trust, and other CQEs are starting to explore similar opportunities.
Thus, this may be a viable funding mechanism for CQEs in the future; there simply has not been enough
time for the program to have achieved its intended effect.

In addition, subsequent program development associated with other fisheries (i.e., fixed gear permits for
Pacific cod in the Western and Central Gulf, halibut charter permits in Areas 2C and 3A) may help to
further the opportunities provided under the original CQE Program. The limited entry program for halibut
charter was recently approved by the Secretary; it establishes a new requirement that charter businesses
meet criteria and hold a charter permit for halibut charter fishing in Areas 2C and 3A. It also allows for
CQEs to request a limited number of permits at no cost, depending on the area. Thus, new charter
businesses in these communities, or existing businesses that did not meet the qualification requirements
for a charter permit, could potentially lease a community halibut charter permit from the CQE and lower
the cost of entry into or expansion in the charter halibut fishery. The fixed gear Pacific cod fishery is a
slightly different situation. The Council’s overall action would remove existing latent licenses from the
fixed gear Pacific cod fisheries in the Gulf, including those from residents of eligible CQE communities.
The Council then recommended that NMFS issue a number of permits to each CQE equivalent to the
number estimated to be removed from residents of the represented community, or 2 permits, whichever is
greater, such that access to Pacific cod remain as a long-term community asset. The expansion of the base
of community holdings beyond that of halibut and sablefish QS may help further the CQE Program, and
in fact, may allow CQEs to leverage their assets such that purchases of halibut and sablefish QS become
more financially feasible.

Program-related restrictions

There are also several program-related restrictions that communities have cited as prohibitive, and in
some cases, may add to the risk for financers. Thus, the program-related restrictions and financial issues
cannot be completely separated. Note that the following regulatory issues would require action by the
Council, in terms of a Gulf FMP and/or regulatory amendment(s) to the program. Several IFQ proposals
have been submitted to the Council, proposing changes to the current program that address some of the
regulatory constraints identified below.

Prohibition on purchasing D category halibut QS in Area 2C and Area 3A

One restriction applicable to CQEs and not individual IFQ holders is a prohibition on purchasing D
category (for use on catcher vessels <35 feet) halibut quota share in Area 2C and Area 3A. This was cited
as an issue at a 2009 CQE workshop,” and was also submitted as an IFQ proposal during the recent call
for proposals, for consideration by the Council in February 2010.%* Generally, D shares are the least

3 41FQ proposal on CQE eligibility for Federal loans, submitted by Gulf Coastal Communities Coalition, January 2, 2010.

3Draft proceedings from Technical Support Workshop and Development Summit for COEs, February 17 - 18, 2009, Anchorage.
381FQ proposal to allow CQE communities to purchase QS in all vessel categories, submitted by Gulf Coastal Communities
Coalition, May 27, 2009.

CQE Program Review - February 2010 ’ 21



expensive category of halibut QS, as they can only be used on the smallest category of vessel (<35’
LOA).” This is opposed to B and C category QS, which can be ‘fished down’ and used on the category of
vessel to which the QS corresponds, or on vessels within a smaller size category. Thus, the proposal
requests that CQEs be allowed to purchase D category halibut QS in Area 2C and 3A. Note that once a
CQE purchases QS, it is exempt from the vessel size (share class) restrictions while the QS is owned and
leased by the community. Thus, if a CQE purchases catcher vessel QS, it can be used on a vessel of any
length. This was established in order to provide flexibility to communities, recognizing that some
communities may initially have only one or two resident vessels from which to fish.

The issues cited by CQEs have been that CQEs, like any new entrant, have difficulty in funding the
purchase of QS. The least costly category of QS is preferred, and it corresponds to the type of vessel that
most residents use in these smaller communities. Some very small blocks of D shares might be feasible
for a CQE to purchase, and make sense to lease to a start-up operation. In addition, there are resident
crewmembers of CQE communities that cannot afford to purchase QS, and the CQE lease arrangement
may be a viable option.

In effect, D shares are often used for smaller operations, or new entrants, and there is a relatively small
amount of D share quota in each area. In Area 2C, D share halibut QS makes up about 15% of the total,
and in Area 3A, it makes up about 7% of the total. These percentages do not change if freezer category
(i.e., A shares) are excluded from the total. One of the primary reasons the Council established this
restriction was to help ensure that D shares would continue to be available to new entrants and crew
members that wanted to start their own business. There was concern that an influx of CQEs in Area 2C
and 3A would drive up the market for D shares, and result in more expensive, and fewer available, shares
for individuals. This restriction was not established for Area 3B halibut QS because at the time, there was
very little market for the smaller categories of catcher vessel QS in Area 3B.

Residency requirements

One of the fundamental requirements of the program is that CQE-held QS must be used by a community
resident. The regulation at 50 CFR 679.41(g)(6) is:

(6) IFQ derived from QS held by a CQE on behalf of an eligible community may be used only
by an eligible community resident of that eligible community.

Further, under 50 CFR 679.2:

Eligible community resident means, for purposes of the IFQ Program, any individual who:
(1) Is a citizen of the United States;

(2) Has maintained a domicile in a rural community listed in Table 21 to this part for the 12
consecutive months immediately preceding the time when the assertion of residence is made,
and who is not claiming residency in another community, state, territory, or country, except that
residents of the Village of Seldovia shall be considered to be eligible community residents of the
City of Seldovia for the purposes of eligibility to lease IFQ from a CQE; and

(3) Is an IFQ crew member. (emphasis added)

37The exception to this rule is that D shares can be ‘fished up’ on vessels <60’ LOA (C category) in Areas 3B and 4C. See 72 FR
44795, August 9, 2007. This rule was implemented to address economic hardship and safety concerns resulting from fishing in
small vessels in these areas.

CQE Program Review - February 2010 22



The residency question has surfaced several times in the context of the CQE program. CQEs have
questioned whether ‘maintaining a domicile’ means a person must have physically remained in the
community for 12 consecutive months immediately preceding the lease transaction in order to meet the
residency requirement. One of the primary objectives of the CQE Program is to provide an opportunity
for employment and fishing effort in CQE communities that have realized a transfer of QS out of their
communities, thus, many CQE communities want to attract resident fishermen back to their communities,
including young fishermen. Thus, the 12 month residency requirement provides a barrier as communities
attempt to provide fishing opportunities as an incentive for residents to return to the community, as
leasing from the CQE would not be possible for 12 months. In addition, this requirement may be difficult
to meet in some small communities, as many of those communities do not have year-round economies,
effectively requiring residents to live outside of the community for a period or season, even if their
principal home is in the community.

This was cited as an issue at the recent February 2009 CQE workshop, and was also submitted as an IFQ
proposal during the recent call for proposals, for consideration by the Council in February 2010.*® The
proposal requests a 36-month exemption from the 12 month residency requirement, for individuals who
sign affidavits regarding their intent to reside permanently in a CQE community. If an individual leases
QS from the CQE and after 36 months has not achieved at least 12 consecutive months of maintaining a
domicile in the community, they would forfeit any future leasing opportunities.

Note that this requirement has been interpreted by many to preclude a person from taking advantage of
leasing QS from a CQE until the individual has physically lived in the community for 12 continuous
months. However, the current regulations require that the individual has maintained a domicile in a rural
community for the 12 consecutive months immediately preceding the time when the assertion of
residence is made, and who is not claiming residency in another community, state, territory, or country.
The common legal definition of domicile is the residence where a person has a permanent home to which
they intend to return whenever they are absent; every person has only a single domicile at any time.
Thus, the criteria for residency in the existing CQE Program do not appear to require that a person must
have ‘lived continuously’ in the community for 12 months; rather, residency is based on having the
principal home in the community, and the intent to return to that home. While this definition still inhibits
a young person from returning and immediately fishing CQE quota until they have established a principal
residence for 12 months, it does not appear to require an individual to have lived continuously at that
residence during that time period.

There are not Federal regulations that clarify this interpretation at this time, but it does reflect a practical,
legal definition. Clarification of this interpretation also will not likely resolve the issue in entirety, as
many small communities may still have difficulty attracting residents to return when they must establish a
domicile for 12 months prior to being able to fish CQE-held QS. The IFQ proposal submitted proposes to
resolve this concern by establishing a ‘grace period’ for establishing residency of 3 years. While not the
intent, however, it is theoretically possible under the proposal that the shares could continually be fished
by non-residents on a two-year basis. Another potential alternative is to apply the grace period to the
CQE, as opposed to the individual lessee. The CQE could have a grace period of a year or more to lease
its QS to non-residents; upon the termination of the grace period, the QS must be leased only to residents
for a specified period of time before a subsequent grace period is allowed.

Vessel use caps of 50,000 1bs of halibut QS and 50,000 lbs of sablefish QS

Since the inception of the CQE Program, community representatives evaluating the financial viability of
the program have noted that the 50,000 1b vessel use cap for both halibut and sablefish QS is

38II"'Q proposal to change residency requirements for CQEs, submitted by Gulf Coastal Communities Coalition, May 27, 2009.
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unnecessarily prohibitive. The vessel use cap is inclusive of any individually-owned QS, thus, vessels
within CQE communities that fish any amount of IFQ derived from CQE-owned QS have an aggregate
limit of 50,000 1bs of each species per year. The cap on the amount of QS that can be fished from a single
vessel was originally established to ensure a broad distribution of quota share and thus, benefits, from
CQE-owned quota share. However, there is also a cap on the amount of QS that each individual resident
can lease from the CQE, which appears to more directly serve a similar purpose.

Individual QS holders are subject to a less restrictive vessel use cap, based on the size of the IFQ TAC.
There is a vessel use cap of 1% of Area 2C halibut IFQ TAC (50,200 Ibs in 2009) and 0.5% of all halibut
IFQ TAC combined (217,744 lbs in 2009). Similarly for sablefish, there is a vessel use cap of 1% of
Southeast sablefish IFQ TAC (60,358 lbs in 2009) and 1% of all sablefish IFQ TAC (264,883 lbs in
2009). Thus, the amount of IFQ that can be fished on a single vessel by an individual is four to five times
greater than that for CQEs, with the exception of the specific limit in Southeast.

This was also cited as an issue at the recent February 2009 CQE workshop,39 and was submitted as an
IFQ proposal during the recent call for proposals, for consideration by the Council in February 2010.*
The proposal requests that the Council eliminate the vessel caps for both halibut and sablefish. During the
development of the CQE Program, several provisions were approved in order to provide more flexibility
to CQEs than individual holders, understanding that CQE QS purchases were intended to represent an
entire community, not an individual. In addition, there were several provisions approved that were more
limiting to CQEs than individual holders, in part due to the uncertainty regarding communities’ level of
interest and ability to participate in the program in the first couple of years. The more restrictive vessel
cap appears to be one of those provisions, intended to limit consolidation such that not only one or two
vessels would be used by a community, thus limiting the benefits that could be gained by using additional
vessels and crewmembers, etc. At the same time, the Council exempted CQE-held QS from the vessel
size restrictions while the QS is owned and leased by the community, allowing a CQE to use its QS on a
vessel of any length. This was established in order to provide additional flexibility to communities,
recognizing that some communities may initially have only one or two resident vessels from which to
fish. The intents of these two provisions appear to be in conflict with one another, one recognizing that
there may be a limited number of vessels in the smallest communities from which to fish, and the other
imposing an artificial cap on the amount of QS that can be used on a single vessel, resulting in the need to
employ more vessels than would be needed to fish the amount of QS.

The proposal to eliminate the vessel cap, and discussions at several CQE workshops, have emphasized the
need to allow entry-level fishermen, and fishermen with very small vessels, the ability to use their CQE-
leased IFQ on vessels owned by other residents. Some CQE communities may have a very limited
number of longline vessels, or longline vessels that are too small to ensure safety during all seasons, and
as CQEs develop their business plans, vessel availability may become an issue. In addition, the cap may
prevent a crewmember who does not own a vessel from being able to separately lease CQE QS and fish it
off the vessel on which he works. While only one CQE has purchased QS to date, this CQE has broadly
distributed its annual IFQ among applicants in quantities much less than 50,000 1bs. However, the vessel
use cap could present a barrier to CQEs who have few longline vessels available, especially if those
vessels are already fishing individually-owned IFQ. One alternative to removing the vessel use cap in
entirety would be to revise the cap such that it only applies to CQE-held IFQ. In effect, IFQ owned by an
individual would not be applied toward the 50,000 Ib caps.

In sum, while the CQE Program cannot yet be viewed as a success, there are a few recent developments
that may provide better financing opportunities for CQEs, as well as a few proposed revisions to the

*Draft proceedings from Technical Support Workshop and Development Summit for CQEs, February 17 — 18, 2009, Anchorage.
N/ Q proposal to eliminate vessel limitations for CQEs, submitted by Gulf Coastal Communities Coalition, May 27, 2009.
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regulatory structure that may put CQEs in a better position to participate. Upon review of this paper, the
Council could request a more detailed report on specific issues, if additional data or analysis is
determined necessary before taking action. The Council could also determine not to take any action. The
Council may also choose to initiate new FMP or regulatory amendments at this meeting, in order to
consider changes to the current program.
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Appendix 1

Council Motion on Community Quota Share Purchase — Gulf FMP Amendment 66
April 10, 2002

The Council recommends to allow eligible Gulf of Alaska coastal communities to hold commercial
halibut and sablefish QS for lease to and use by community residents, as defined by the following
elements and options.

Element 1. Eligible Communities (Gulf of Alaska Communities only)

Rural communities with less than 1,500 people, no road access to larger communities, direct access to
saltwater, and a documented historic participation in the halibut and/or sablefish fisheries.

Communities meeting the above criteria at final action will be listed as a defined set of qualifying
communities in regulation (see attached list). Communities not listed must apply to the North Pacific
Fishery Management Council to be approved for participation in the program and will be evaluated using
the above criteria.

Element 2. Ownership Entity

New non-profit community entity
New non-profit entity formed by an aggregation of several qualifying communities
New regional or Gulf-wide umbrella entity acting as trustee for individual communities

Element 3. Use Caps for Individual Communities

1% of Area 2C and 0.5% of the combined Area 2C, 3A and 3B halibut QS, and 1% of Southeast and 1%
of all combined sablefish QS.

Communities in Areas 3A and 3B cannot buy halibut quota share in Area 2C and communities in Area 2C
cannot buy halibut quota shares in Area 3B.

Element 4. Cumulative Use Caps for All Communities

Communities are limited to 3% of the Area 2C, 3A, or 3B halibut QS and 3% of the SE, WY, CG, or WG
sablefish QS in each of the first seven years of the program, with a 21% total by area, unless modified by
the Council through the five-year review.

Element 5. Purchase, use and sale restrictions
Block Restrictions (Block restrictions are retained if the community transfers QS.)

Allow communities to buy blocked and unblocked shares.

Individual communities will be limited to 10 blocks of halibut QS and 5 blocks of sablefish QS in
each management area.

Restrict community purchase of blocked halibut quota share to blocks of shares which, at the time
of the implementation of sweep provisions (1996), exceeded the following minimum poundage of

IFQ:
)] For Areas 2C and 3A, minimum halibut IFQ poundage of 3,000 Ibs.
(b) For Areas SE, WY, CG, and WG, minimum sablefish IFQ poundage of 5,000 Ibs.
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Vessel Size Restrictions (Vessel size restrictions are retained if the community transfers the QS)

Quota share held by communities under this program would be exempt from vessel size (share class)
restrictions while the QS is owned and leased by the community.

Transferability of halibut QS in Areas 2C and 3A from commercial to community entities is restricted to
B and C category quota share.

Sale Restrictions

Communities may only sell their QS for one of the following purposes:
(@) generating revenues to sustain, improve, or expand the program
(b) liquidating the entity’s QS assets for reasons outside the program. In that event, NMFS
would not qualify that entity or another entity to hold QS for that community for a period
of 3 years.

Use Restrictions

Leasing of community quota share shall be limited to an amount equal to 50,000 pounds of halibut and
50,000 pounds of sablefish IFQs, inclusive of any IFQ owned, per transferee.

Leasing of community quota share shall be limited to an amount equal to 50,000 pounds of halibut and
50,000 pounds of sablefish IFQs, inclusive of any IFQ owned, per vessel.

Element 6. Performance Standards

Communities participating in the program must adhere to the following performance standards
established by NMFS in regulation:

(a) Leasing of annual IFQs resulting from community owned QS shall be limited to residents
of the ownership community. (Residency criteria similar to that established for the
subsistence halibut provisions shall be used and verified by affidavit.)

The following should be seen as goals of the program with voluntary compliance monitored through the
annual reporting mechanism and evaluated when the program is reviewed. When communities apply for
eligibility in the program they must describe how their use of QS will comply with program guidelines.
This information will be used as a benchmark for evaluating the program.

®) Maximize benefit from use of community IFQ for crew members that are community
residents.

© Insure that benefits are equitably distributed throughout the community.

) Insure that QS/IFQ allocated to an eligible community entity would not be held and
unfished.
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Element 7. Administrative Oversight

Require submission of a detailed statement of eligibility to NMFS prior to being considered for eligibility
as a community QS recipient. The statement would include:

(a) Certificate of incorporation

(b) Verification of qualified entity as approved in Element 2

(c) Documentation demonstrating accountability to the community

(d) Explanation of how the community entity intends to implement the performance
standards

Require submission of an annual report detailing accomplishments. The annual report would include:

(e) A summary of business, employment, and fishing activities under the program
® A discussion of any corporate changes that alter the representational structure of the
entity

@) Specific steps taken to meet the performance standards
(h) Discussion of known impacts to resources in the area.

Element 8. Program Review
Council review of the program after S years of implementation.

The Council also recommends forming a community QS implementation committee, in order to ensure
that the program is implemented as intended.
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(42) Eligible Communities for Purchase of Halibut and Sablefish Quota Share (Element 1)

General Qualifying Criteria:  Rural communities in the Gulf of Alaska with less than 1,500 people, no
road access to larger communities, direct access to saltwater, and a
documented historic participation' in the halibut or sablefish fisheries.

Area 2C Area 3A
Community Pogulation2 Community Population
Angoon 572 Akhiok 80
Coffman Cove 199 Chenega Bay 86
Craig 1,397 Halibut Cove 35
Edna Bay 49 Karluk 27
Elfin Cove 32 Larsen Bay 115
Gustavus 429 Nanwalek 177
Hollis 139 OId Harbor 237
Hoonah 860 Ouzinkie 225
Hydaburg 382 Port Graham 171
Kake 710 Port Lions 256
Kassan 39 Seldovia 286
Klawock 854 Tatitlek 107
Metlakatla 1,375 Tyonek 193
Meyers Chuck 21 Yakutat 680
Pelican 163
Point Baker 35 14 communities 2,711
Port Alexander 81
Port Protection 63 Area 3B
Tenakee Springs 104 Community Population
Thorne Bay 557 Chignik 79
Whale Pass 58 Chignik Lagoon 103
Chignik Lake 145
21 communities 8,119 Ivanof Bay 22
King Cove 792
Perryville 107
Sand Point 952
7 communities 2,200

'As documented by CFEC, DCED, or reported by ADF&G in Alaska Rural Places in Areas with Subsistence
Halibut Uses.

22000 census data, Alaska Department of Community and Economic Development.

Note: The above 42 communities appear to meet the qualifying criteria at Council final action on April 10, 2002,
and will be listed as a defined set of qualifying communities in Federal regulation. Communities not listed must
apply to the North Pacific Fishery Management Council to be approved for participation in the program and will be
evaluated using the above criteria.
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Name and Contact Information of Community Quota Entities

8/5/2008
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)

(As of August 2008)
CQE Non-Profit Community | Contact Information Address E-mail Phone

PO Box 725

Prince of Wales Island Craig, Alaska

Community Holding Corp Craig Brian Templin 99921 planner@craigak.com (907) 826-3278
PO Box 408 Sand

Aleutia, Inc Sand Point Shelly Kirkbride Point, AK 99661 |shelly@arctic.net (907) 383-5945

Aleutia, Inc King Cove Shelly Kirkbride
Box 68 Larsen
Bay, Alaska

Larsen Bay Development, Co  |Larsen Bay  jJack Wick, VP-agent |99624 jwick2 @starband.net (807) 847-2207
PO Box 54

Ouzinkie Community Holding, Ouzinkie, Alaska

Corp Ouzinkie Robert W. Katelnikoff |99644 rwilliankatel@yahoo.com ((807) 680-2259
PO Box 349

Hydaburg Community Holding Hydaburg, Alaska

Comp Hydaburg Doreen Witwer 99922 d_witwer@hotmail.com |(907) 285-3541
PO Box 737
Pelican, Alaska

Pelican Fishing Corporation Pelican Tom Andrews 99832 cityhall@pelicancity.net  |(907) 735-2202
PO Box 101
Perryville,Alaska

Perryville CQE. Inc Perryville Aaron Phillips 99648 none (907) 853-2203
PO Box 360

Hoonah Community Fisheries, Hoonah, Alaska

Comp Hoonah Dennis H. Grey 99829 gggﬂr_@wf@on 945-3663
PO Box 71 Old
Harbor, Alaska

Cape Baranabas, Inc Old Harbor Duncan Fields 98643 dfields @ptialaska.net (907) 486-8836
PO Box 189

Admiralty Island Angoon, AK

CommunityQuota Entity Angoon Reggie Nelson 99820 none (907) 788-3653
3000 C Street
Suite 301,
Anchorage, AK

Chenega Heritage, Incorporated |Chenega Bay |Midge Clouse 99503 mclouse @chenegacorp.cd(907) 677-4928
PO Box 5510 Port
Graham, Alaska

Port Graham, CQE, Inc Port Graham__|Patrick Norman 99603 pnormanvc @hotmail.com |(907) 284-2227
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Name and Contact Information of Community Quota Entities

alsé%%ogrogram Review - February 2010

(As of August 2008)
CQE Non-Profit Community | Contact Information Address E-mail Phone

PO Box 26

Organized Village of Kasaan Kasaan, Alaska

Community Quota Entity Kasaan Lisa Lang 99950 lisa@kasaan.org (907) 542-2230
PO Box 8078

Nanwalek Natural Nanwalek, Alaska

Resources/Fisheries Board, Inc |Nanwalek James Kvasnikoff 99603 Jamesskvas @yahoo.com |(907) 281-2208
PO Box 19111

Thormne Bay Fisheries Thorne Bay,

Association Thome Bay Charles D. McGee Alaska 99919 CityofTB@Gmail.com (907) 282-3380
PO Box 160

Yakutat Community Holding Yakutat, Alaska

Corporation Yakutat Bill Lucey 99689 Yakutat.Salmon_board @yi(907) 784-3329
PO Box 469

Klawock Community Quota Klawock, Alaska

Entity Klawock Donald Marvin 99925 dmarvin@cigofklawack.% {907) 755-2261
PO Box 18066

Coffman Cove Community Quota Coffman Cove,

Entity Coffman Cove |Megan Buckley Alaska 99918 meganiner@yahoo.com |(907) 329-2277
PO Box 17 lot 6

Elfin Cove Community Quota Elfin Cove, Alaska

Entity Elfin Cove Gordon Wrobe! 99825 ordonwrobel @ covelodge(907) 239-2226
PO Box 5050

Akhiok Halibut & Sablefish Akhiok, Alaska

Commission Akhiok Phyllis Amodo 99615 amodo_98 @yahoo.c 907) 836-2322

K}
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Cape Barnabas, INC [ 2008

B. Application

C. Scoring

Scoring for the General Quota Pool is based upon the following criteria;
Vessel and Gear 25 possible points
Empiloy Old Harbor Residents 10 points for each crew man up to 40 possible points
Has Existing IFQ’s 20 possible points
Previous Experience 50 possible points

The applicant may have points deducted for fishing violations, failure to fish
leased poundage in a timely manner or paying crew less than 7% of net share.
*Appendices E

Scoring for the Entry Level Quota Pool is based upon the following criteria;

Vessel 25 possible points

Gear 10 possible points

Employ Old Harbor Residents 10 points for each crew man up to 20 possible points
Previous Experience 20 possible points

Age 25 possible points

The applicant may have points deducted for fishing violations, failure to fish
leased poundage in a timely manner or paying crew less than 7% of net share.

*Appendices F
D. Establish eligibility

The Cape Bamabas, Inc. Board of Directors reviews each application received
for eligibility. Cape Barmnabas, ]qc. owned quota .is o_nly availabl_e for lease to qualified

CQE Program Review - February 2010
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2008 Equivalent Halibut Pounds Pounds Percent Estimated
Year Pounds Persons Year Issued Landed Fished Earnings Individuals
1995 3,743,256 741 1995 2,884,701 2,640,498 92% $5,136,243 470
1996 3,480,474 660 1996 3,032,175 2,781,479 92% 6,137,540 461
1997 3,290,674 571 1997 4,018,701 3,655,488 91% 7,816,790 442
1998 2,901,469 536 1998 3,725,020 3,334,142 90% 4,410,169 346
1999 2,773,631 494 1999 3,852,689 3,507,466 91% 7,050,377 344
2000 2,793,596 469 2000 3,148,729 2,919,119 93% 7,391,319 313
2001 2,598,351 450 2001 3,358,301 3,020,864 90% 6,124,328 289
2002 2,672,180 437 2002 3,477,788 3,273,821 94% 7,250,086 309
2003 2,543,800 422 2003 3,314,604 3,114,318 94% 9,020,919 296
2004 2,518,318 402 2004 3,409,057 3,174,048 93% 9,563,546 296
2005 2,478,385 399 2005 3,232,474 2,984,174 92% 8,806,132 272
2006 2,366,306 377 2006 2,977,349 2,805,699 94% 10,577,327 278
2007 2,344,399 332 2007 2,591,069 2,402,373 93% 10,546,089 254
2008 2,387,055 348 2008 2,412,473 2,263,709 94% NA NA
Sablefish Sablefish Pounds Pounds Percent Estimated
Year Pounds Persons Year Issued Landed Fished Earnings Individuals
1995 1,346,587 121 1995 2,146,680 1,950,560 NM% $6,232,197 81
1996 1,463,519 108 1996 1,854,086 1,719,054 93% 5,727,534 7
1997 1,580,380 88 1997 1,698,558 1,679,868 99% 6,283,836 69
1998 1,028,392 80 1998 1,104,332 1,029,544 93% 2,600,349 53
1999 1,200,351 77 1999 1,104,931 990,114 90% 2,962,888 48
2000 1,268,290 73 2000 1,145,727 1,024,632 89% 3,790,433 43
2001 945,717 66 2001 838,153 713,053 85% 2,267,082 43
2002 1,018,020 65 2002 823,419 714,195 87% 2,314,269 41
2003 858,944 61 2003 831,666 696,229 84% 2,545,230 36
2004 885,792 61 2004 949,652 783,852 83% 2,506,088 36
2005 768,910 58 2005 932,038 770,316 83% 2,620,281 36
20086 739,753 54 2006 852,929 714,616 84% 2,363,165 33
2007 755,904 51 2007 783,929 576,205 74% 1,654,550 26
2008 716,147 50 2008 728,901 577,841 79% NA NA
Total IFQ Holding by Year Total IFQ Holdings by Year
Comparison 1995 2008 % change Coﬂtparison 1995 2007 % change
Halibut Ibs. 3,743,256 2,387,055 -36%|Halibut $ 5,136,243 $10,546,089 105%
No. Persons 741 348 -53%|No.Persons 470 254 -46%
Sablefish Ibs. 1,346,587 716,147 -47%|Sablefish $ 6,232,197 1,654,550 -73%
No. Persons 121 50 -59%]|No. Persons 81 26 -68%
Table 3. Estimated Earnings Both Species Earnings Individuals|
Year Fishable Lbs Pounds landed
1995 5,031,381 4,591,058 9M% $11,368,440 487
1996 4,886,261 4,500,533 92% 11,865,074 478
1997 5,717,259 5,335,356 93% 14,100,626 462
1998 4,829,352 4,363,686 90% 7,010,518 360
19899 4,957,620 4,497,580 91% 10,013,265 358
2000 4,294,456 3,943,751 92% 11,181,752 325
2001 4,196,454 3,733,917 89% 8,391,410 299
2002 4,301,207 3,988,016 93% 9,564,355 313
2003 4,146,270 3,810,547 92% 11,566,149 303
2004 4,358,709 3,957,900 91% 12,069,634 298
2005 4,164,512 3,754,490 90% 11,426,413 284
2006 3,830,278 3,520,315 92% 12,940,492 278
2007 3,374,998 2,978,578 88% 12,200,638 280
2008 3,141,374 2,841,550 90% NA NA
Comparison 1995 2007 % change
Earnings $ $11,865,074 $11,426,413 4%
No. Persons 478 284 -41%
Figure 1.
4,000,000 Total Eligible Communities
3,500,000+ M Halibut
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Appendix 4

10,313,985
1996] 684 1,980 955 9,529,005
1997 514 1,557 757 8,136,050
1998 502 1,530 728 8,185,351
1999 489 1,483 724 8,801,255
2000, 505 1,387 699 9,033,505
2001 508 1,446 708 8,867,045
200 501 1,444 725 11,435,450
2003] 444 1,413 674 12,624,454
2004] 408 1,282 612 11,133,082
200 472 1,470 708 11,130,804
200 447 1,435 722 11,641,979
200 350 1,142 627 9,834,399
2008] 236 787 401 9,663,141

Total Eligible Communities IFQ vessel use

E —— Ves-sel Count
g —&— Offload Count
(&} IFQ Holders
1985 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Date
Notes:

* Indicates that the data may not be displayed because simple subtraction would allow confidential data to be computed.
** Indicates that the data are confidential because they are derived from the landings of fewer than three IFQ permit holders.
*** Indicates that the offloading vessels delivered to fewer then three Register Buyers (RB) permit holders.
NA "2008 data" not avaiable at this time.
1. Halibut weights are reported in net (headed and gutted) pounds; sablefish weights are reported in round pounds,
2. Residence determinations are based on unverified self-reported addresses provided by QS holders.
3. Estimated earnings (dollar amounts) are nominal; they are not adjusted for inflation nor by year.
4. Table 1:
a."2008 Equivalent Pounds" are IFQ pounds derived from all QS held by residents of the subject community. They are computed
using 2008 Quota Share Pool and TACs; therefore, they are comparable across all reported years. These reported pounds include
pounds derived from QS held in all IFQ management areas.
b. "QS holders” includes all entities (including individuals, corporations, etc.) holding and reported the subject community, as a permanent
business mailing address, as of the end of the indicated year.
5. Tables 2 and 3:
a. "Fishable Pounds™ are calculated from amounts of QS held by all residents of the subject community as of the end of the indicated year.
These amounts are adjusted for "overages and underages" resulting from prior years fishing activities.
b. "Pounds Landed" display the actual pounds landed during the indicated year.
c. "Estimated Eamings” are calculated by multiplying the actual pounds landed by the estimated ex-vessel values as reported
by the CFEC, State of Alaska for each area. ((http://www.fakr.noaa.goviram/ifqreports.htm#special) Annual Ex-Vessel Prices)
d. “Individuals making landings" includes all individuals with recorded landings of IFQ derived from QS held by persons reporting business address in subject
community (as displayed on Table 1). The total includes hired skippers; accordingly, in some instances, the total number of individuals with landings may
exceed the total number of “persons” who hold QS.
6. Table 4:
a."Use of port " shows the number of distinct vessels that landed IFQ in this location, regardless of the vessels homeport and regardless of the IFQ pemmitholder.
b. Only years landings are shown.

NOQAA Fisheries Service (NMFS), Alaska Region

www.alaskafisheries nosa govi/ram/ 86 of 88
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Table 1. Total IFQ Holdings Gross IFQ Earnings

2,112,971 1,062,514 819,660 51,500,356

1996 1,969,257 248 1996 1,091,215 999,061 94% 2,186,307 166
1997 1,904,433 215 1997 2,012,331 1,713,298 84% 3,609,072 167
1998 1,734,318 206 1998 1,885,202 1,677,900 89% 2,178,361 134
1999 1,686,660 195 1999 2,145,268 1,965,697 91% 4,049,834 144
2000 1,677,809 184 2000 1,931,221 1,813,884 96% 4,564,870 129
2001 1,524,302 176 2001 2,091,704 1,937,485 93% 3,888,574 120
2002 1,567,845 169 2002 2,233,497 2,150,355 96% 4,746,191 132
2003 1,590,703 167 2003 2,137,965 2,027,090 96% 5,824,495 124
2004 1,568,985 160 2004 2,031,401 1,933,540 96% 5,767,067 125
2005 1,565,024 160 2005 1,846,851 1,743,361 95% 5,002,830 120
2006 1,494,998 156 2006 1,636,845 1,547,982 95% 5,832,615 124
2007 1,445,344 143 2007 1,470,115 1,410,754 96% 6,126,653 124

557,02 583,200 502,5 NA NA

_ Individuals

329,202 36 | 1995 384,464 308,729 80% $1,018,179 13

1996 565,038 33 1996 611,068 536,428 83% 1,723,074 18
1997 655,139 26 1997 667,450 651,618 95% 2,426,960 14
1998 356,441 25 1998 393,292 343,023 90% 900,729 12
1999 559,169 26 1999 488,354 431,604 82% 1,282,606 9
2000 510,443 22 2000 548,100 487,057 88% 1,770,965 1"
2001 256,547 20 2001 285,785 224,975 94% 710,580 7
2002 185,515 18 2002 247,792 193,819 95% 616,837 8
2003 194,175 19 2003 220,215 156,881 79% 569,793 6
2004 194,175 19 2004 313,010 247,936 87% 757,534 7
2005 138,798 18 2005 272,745 192,192 TT% 617,718 6
2006 138,600 17 2006 263,554 195,748 84% 717,522 6
2007 144,128 14 2007 215,900 122,810 68% 414,615 5
2008 153,241 14 2008 196,060 123,744 NA NA NA
Total IFQ Holdings by Year Total IFQ Landing by Year
Comparison 1995 2008 % change |Comparison 1995 2007 % change
Halibut Ibs. 2,112,971 1,557,023 -26%|Halibut § $1,600,356 $6,126,653 283%
No. Persons 286 144 -50%|No.Persons 149 124 -17%
Sablefish Ibs. 329,202 153,241 -53%|Sablefish § $1,018,179 $414,615 -59%
No. Persons 36 14 -61%|No. Persons 13 5 -62%
Table 3. Estimated Earnings Both Species Earnings Individuals
Year Fishable Lbs Pounds landed
1995 1,446,978 1.123,389 78% $2,618,535 152
1996 1,702,283 1,535,489 90% 3,909,381 170
1997 2,679,781 2,364,916 88% 6,036,031 174
1998 2,278,494 2,020,923 89% 3,079,089 137
1999 2,633,622 2,397,301 91% 5,332,440 146
2000 2,479,321 2,300,941 93% 6,335,835 131
2001 2,377,489 2,162,460 91% 4,599,154 119
2002 2,481,289 2,344,174 94% 5,363,028 127
2003 2,358,180 2,183,971 93% 6,394,288 123
2004 2,344,411 2,181,476 93% 6,524,600 120
2005 2,119,596 1,935,553 91% 5,620,549 120
2008 1,900,399 1,743,730 92% 6,550,137 113
2007 1,686,015 1,533,564 91% 6,541,268 120
2008 1,779,260 1,626,322 91% NA NA
Comparison 1995 2007 % change
Earnings $ $2,618,535 $6,541,268 150%
No.Persons 152 120 -21%
Figure 1.
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1995 175 430 282 5,375,414
1996 160 482 305 4,537,510
1997 175 617 328 5,316,081
1998 177 572 319 5,518,764
1999 165 580 314 5919,813
2000 203 526 295 5,813,882
2001 202 526 292 5,792,056
2002 200 570 300 7,764,266
2003 206 639 332 9,401,118
2004 210 637 324 8,978,681
2005 235 677 376 9,187,864
2006 224 752 406 9,528,229
2007 236 705 396 8,550,310
2008 236 787 401 9,663,141
Figue 2.
Total Southcentral IFQ vessel use
1,000 ~ i
800 |
T —&—Vessel Count
g 600 —&— Offload Count
Q
o 400 IFQ Holders
200
1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Date
Notes:

* Indicates that the data may not be displayed because simple subtraction would allow confidential data to be computed.
** Indicates that the data are confidential because they are derived from the landings of fewer than three IFQ permit holders.
*** Indicates that the offloading vessels delivered to fewer then three Register Buyers (RB) permit holders.
NA "2008 data” not avaiable at this time.
1. Halibut weights are reported in net (headed and gutted) pounds; sablefish weights are reported in round pounds.
2. Residence determinations are based on unverified self-reported addresses provided by QS holders.
3. Estimated eamings (dollar amounts) are nominal; they are not adjusted for inflation nor by year.
4. Table 1:
a. "2008 Equivalent Pounds” are IFQ pounds derived from all QS held by residents of the subject community. They are computed
using 2008 Quota Share Pool and TACs; therefore, they are comparable across all reported years. These reported pounds include
pounds derived from QS held in all IFQ management areas.
b. "QS holders® includes all entities (including individuals, corporations, etc.) holding and reported the subject community, as a permanent
business mailing address, as of the end of the indicated year.
5. Tables 2 and 3:
a. "Fishable Pounds" are calculated from amounts of QS held by all residents of the subject community as of the end of the indicated year.
These amounts are adjusted for "overages and underages"” resulting from prior years fishing activities.
b. "Pounds Landed" display the actual pounds landed during the indicated year.
c. "Estimated Eamings" are calculated by multiplying the actual pounds landed by the estimated ex-vessel values as reported
by the CFEC, State of Alaska for each area. ((http:/www.fakr.noaa.goviram/ifgreports.htm#special) Annual Ex-Vessel Prices)
d. "Individuals making landings" includes all individuals with recorded landings of IFQ derived from QS held by persons reporting business address in subject
community (as displayed on Table 1). The total includes hired skippers; accordingly, in some instances, the total number of individuals with landings may
exceed the total number of "persons” who hold QS.
6. Table 4:
a. "Use of port " shows the number of distinct vessels that landed IFQ in this location, regardless of the vessels homeport and of the IFQ permitholder.
b. Only years landings are shown.

NOAA Fisheries Service (NMFS), Alaska Region
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Total IFQ Holdings by Year Gross IFQ Earnings

Table 1.

$3,535,887

1,630,285 1,822,187 1,820,838 100%
1996 1,511,217 412 1996 1,940,960 1,782,418 92% 3,951,232 295
1997 1,386,241 356 1997 2,006,370 1,942,190 97% 4,207,719 275
1998 1,167,151 330 1998 1,839,818 1,656,242 90% 2,231,808 212
1999 1,086,971 299 1999 1,707,421 1,541,769 90% 3,000,543 200
2000 1,115,787 285 2000 1,217,508 1,105,235 91% 2,826,449 184
2001 1,074,049 274 2001 1,266,597 1,083,379 86% 2,235,754 169
2002 1,104,335 268 2002 1,244,291 1,123,466 90% 2,503,895 177
2003 953,097 255 2003 1,176,639 1,087,228 92% 3,196,424 172
2004 949,333 242 2004 1,377,656 1,240,508 90% 3,796,479 171
2005 913,361 239 2005 1,385,624 1,240,813 90% 3,803,302 152
2006 871,308 221 2006 1,340,504 1,257,717 94% 4,744,713 154
2007 899,055 189 2007 1,120,954 991,619 88% 4,419,436 130
830,032 829,273 761,131 NA
: K3 8- Individuals
1,017,385 1995 1,762,216 1,641,831 93 $5,214,018 68
1996 898,481 75 1996 1,243,018 1,182,626 95% 4,004,461 59
1997 925,241 62 1997 1,031,108 1,028,250 100% 3,856,876 55
1998 671,951 55 1998 711,040 686,521 7% 1,699,620 41
1999 641,182 51 1999 616,577 558,510 91% 1,680,282 39
2000 757,847 51 2000 597,627 537,575 90% 2,019,469 32
2001 689,170 46 2001 552,368 488,078 88% 1,556,502 36
2002 832,505 47 2002 575,627 520,376 90% 1,697,432 33
2003 664,769 42 2003 611,451 539,348 88% 1,975,437 30
2004 691,617 42 2004 636,642 535,916 84% 1,748,555 29
2005 630,112 40 2005 659,293 578,124 88% 2,002,562 30
2008 601,153 37 2006 589,375 518,868 88% 1,645,642 27
2007 611,776 37 2007 568,029 453,395 80% 1,239,935 21
2008 562,906 36 2008 532,841 454,097 85% NA NA
Total IFQ Holding by Year Total IFQ Holdings by Year
Comparison 1995 2008 % change |Comparison 1995 2007 % chang
Halibut Ibs. 1,630,285 830,032 -49%|Halibut $ $3,535,887 $4,419,436 25%
No. Persons 455 204 -55%]|No.Persons 321 130 -60%
|Sablefish lbs. 1,017,385 562,906 -45%|Sablefish § 5,214,018 1,239,935 76%
No. Persons 85 36 -58%|No. Persons 68 21 -69%
Table 3. Estimated Landings and Eamings of both Species Fishable Pounds Percent
Year Pounds Landed Fished Eamings Individuals
1995 3,584,403 3,462,669 97% $8,749,905 335
1996 3,183,978 2,965,044 93% 7,955,693 308
1997 3,037,478 2,970,440 98% 8,064,595 288
1998 2,550,858 2,342,763 92% 3,931,429 223
1999 2,323,998 2,100,279 90% 4,680,825 212
2000 1,815,135 1,642,810 91% 4,845,917 194
2001 1,818,965 1,571,457 86% 3,792,256 180
2002 1,819,918 1,643,842 90% 4,201,327 186
2003 1,788,090 1,626,576 91% 5,171,861 180
2004 2,014,298 1,776,424 88% 5,545,034 178
2005 2,044,917 1,818,937 89% 5,805,864 164
2006 1,929,879 1,776,585 92% 6,390,355 165
2007 1,688,983 1,445,014 86% 5,659,370 160
2008 1,362,114 1,215,228 89% NA NA
Comparison 1995 2007 % change
Earnings $ $8,749,905 $5,659,370 -35%
No.Persons 335 160 -52%
Figure 1.
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1995 540 1,324 645 5,635,342
1996 509 1,398 646 4,938,571
1997 524 1,498 650 4,991,495
1998 339 940 429 2,819,969
1999 325 958 409 2,666,587
2000 324 903 410 2,881,442
2001 302 861 404 3,219,623
2002 306 920 416 3,074,989
2003 301 874 425 3,671,184
2004 238 774 342 3,223,336
2005 199 645 288 2,154,401
2006 237 793 332 1,942,940
2007 223 683 316 2,113,750
2008| 154 437 231 1,284,089
Figure 2. e
Total Southeast IFQ vessel use
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Notes:
* Indicates that the data may not be displayed because simple subtraction would allow confidential data to be computed.
** Indicates that the data are confidential because they are derived from the landings of fewer than three IFQ permit holders.
*** Indicates that the offloading vessels delivered to fewer then three Register Buyers (RB) permit holders.
NA "2008 data" not avaiable at this time.
1. Halibut weights are reported in net (headed and gutted) pounds; sablefish weights are reported in round pounds.
2. Residence determinations are based on unverified self-reported addresses provided by QS holders.
3. Estimated earnings (dollar amounts) are nominal; they are not adjusted for inflation nor by year.
4. Table 1.
a. "2008 Equivalent Pounds” are IFQ pounds derived from all QS held by residents of the subject community. They are computed
using 2008 Quota Share Pool and TACs; therefore, they are comparable across all reported years. These reported pounds include
pounds derived from QS held in all IFQ management areas.
b. "QS holders" includes all entities (including individuals, corporations, etc.) halding and reported the subject community, as a permanent
business mailing address, as of the end of the indicated year.
5. Tables 2and 3:
a. "Fishable Pounds" are calculated from amounts of QS held by all residents of the subject community as of the end of the indicated year.
These amounts are adjusted for "overages and underages" resulting from prior years fishing activities.
b. "Pounds Landed" display the actual pounds landed during the indicated year.
c. "Estimated Earnings” are calculated by multiplying the actual pounds landed by the estimated ex-vessel values as reportec
by the CFEC, State of Alaska for each area. ((http://www.fakr.noaa.gov/ram/ifgreports.htm#special) Annual Ex-Vessel Prices)
d. "Individuals making landings" includes all individuals with recorded landings of IFQ derived from QS held by persons reporting business address in subject
community (as displayed on Table 1). The total includes hired skippers; accordingly, in some instances, the total number of individuals with landings may
exceed the total number of "persons” who hold QS.
6. Table 4:
a. "Use of port " shows the number of distinct vessels that landed IFQ in this location, regardless of the vessels homeport and regardless of the IFQ permitholder.
b. Only years landings are shown.
NOAA Fisheries Service (NMFS), Alaska Region
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Mr. Eric Olsen, Executive Director

North Pacific Fishery Management Council R.PEMC
605 W 4th Avenue, Suite 306 ’
Anchorage, AK  99501-2252

Dear Mr. S)is/en, E/. ,;,

The North Pacific Fishery Management Council’s IFQ Implementation Team is reviewing IFQ proposals at
the October Council meeting. The Council has been asked by the IPHC to comment on the proposal to allow
retention of IFQ halibut in pot gear during the Bering Sea sablefish fishery. Authority for definition of legal
gear for the halibut fishery rests with the Commission; however, the Council’s input for the next IPHC Annual
Meeting in January 2010 would be beneficial.

The IPHC staff is not opposed to allowing pot gear in Area 4A from a biological point of view. However, if

/= the pot catch of halibut is sufficiently large enough, we would need to determine a pot gear selectivity curve
for halibut for our stock assessment in order to account for that removal. Additionally, NMFS/RAM
regulations would need to require full retention of halibut if the vessel has halibut IFQ and is using pot gear,
similar to the regulation for longline gear. Also, IPHC regulations define legal gear by IPHC regulatory area
but IPHC regulatory areas and NMFS sablefish aréas are not concurrent. NOAA Enforcement would also need
to provide feedback on location restrictions and may require that the vessel be transmitting with a Vessel
Monitoring System transmitter.

The IPHC staff could not agree to allow pot gear coast-wide or an expansion to this proposal, without an
understanding of the magnitude and impacts of catch in the pot fishery. The issues that the Council and

Commission should consider include gear conflicts, creation of a new halibut fishery, redistribution of catch
by gear, fish quality, and potential for future requests for expansion to winter cod fisheries.

Ms. Hgather Gilroy of our staff will be attending the IFQ Implementation Team meeting by teleconference.
Sidgerely,
e

Bruce M. Leaman
Executive Director

cc: Commissioners
g Jeff Stephan, Chair, IFQ Implementation Team
Ron Antaya, NMFS
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Cape Barmabas, Inc.
P.O. Box 71
Old Harbor, AK 99643

September 28, 2009
Eric Olsen, Chairman
NPFMC
605 W. 4™ Ave., Suite 306
Anchorage, AK 99501
Re: IFQ Amendments

Dear Chairman Olsen,

Cape Barnabas, Inc. is the only Community Quota Entity (CQE) that has purchased and is
actively fishing IFQ halibut quota shares. This is our 3rd fishing season. Now, after 3 seasons,
we have a fair amount of experience making the CQE construct “work” for our community. We
have also identified some aspects of the CQE/IFQ program that need to be modified. It is our
hope that the Council, as well as the IFQ Implementation Committee will consider our
experience when evaluating the following proposals. Also, that the Council will help us work
with NMFS to facilitate “inseason” transfers of quota allocations.

1. The 50,000# vessel cap limit.

As you will remember, CQEs are limited to fishing quota on vessels that have not or will not fish
a cumulative amount of 50,000# in a given season. This was implemented to insure widespread
distribution of CQE quota. However, in our experience, it is much better to allow the individual
CQE entity determine how or on what vessel, the quota is fished. The community that owns
the quote is likely to insure the widest economical distribution of that quota when the CQE
committee distributing quota is accountable to the community. We had one occasion, in a
cleanup situation late in the fall when weather required a larger vessel and the only vessel
available was one that had fished more than 50,00# that forced us to forgo harvest of a
significant amount of our annual IFQ. Our experience would indicate that the vessel limits
placed on the CQEs should be changed so that they are the same as those in the general IFQ
program.
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2. Prohibition of “D” class quota purchases in areas 3A and 2C.

When the CQE program was approved, there was concern that large amounts of money would
rapidly move through the CQE’s in pursuit of halibut and sablefish IFQs. Consequently,
prohibitions on the purchase of “D” class quota shares were imposed to protect entry level
fishermen/crewman. Now, after 5 years of the CQE program, it’s clear that the CQEs are
struggling to enter the IFQ fisheries and that their participation is unlikely to impact quota
market values. Consequently, there is no longer a need to limit the CQE purchase of “D” class
quota. in addition, many CQE community residents that hold quota shares have “D” quota and
may want to sell to their local CQE, the very goal of the program --- to keep quota shares in the
community.

3. Residency requirements for CQE transfer.

Currently, an individual must reside in the community for 12 months prior to fishing CQE quota.
The GOAC3 has forwarded a proposal to expand qualifying criteria to individuals wanting to
move back to the CQE community. Each year the Old Harbor CQE has faced questions
regarding current residency requirements and wrestled with having to tell individuals they are
ineligible to fish CQE quota. It is of utmost importance that the CQE residency requirement be
clearly defined. Cape Baranabas, Inc. is concerned about relaxing the current bright line rule
but recognizes that the current rule may create hardships for some CQE residents.

4. Mid Season CQE quota transfers.

Cape Barnabas, Inc. as the only functioning CQE, has enjoyed an excellent working relationship
with NFMS RAM division regarding quota management and transfer. However, this past
summer RAM indicated that “inseason” transfers of CQE quota from one individual to another
are “authorized on a limited case by case basis” and “may not (be approved)in the future”.
Cape Barnabas initially awards quota in relatively small amounts to a number of community
individuals. Quota that is not captured by a certain date during the season is then transferred
to a single community resident for a “clean up” fishery. In this way the CQE both benefits the
most community individuals practicable and insures that all of the quota will be caught so the
CQE can meet their debt obligations. Mid season transfers from one CQE designee to another
are essential to the success of the CQE program. We would request that the NPFMC and their
IFQ implementation committee underscore the importance of these transfers to the CQEs.

Very truly yours,

Ride Boe

Rick Berns, Chairman
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Glipper Seafoods, Lid. |

641 W. Ewing Street
Seattle, WA 98119
(206) 284-1162 p / (206) 283-5089 {

February 1, 2010

Chairman Eric A. Olson

Executive Director, Chris Oliver-

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

Anchorage, AK 98501

Sent via Fax
Re: Agenda C-1[FQ
Dear Chairman Qlson and Councii Members,

| have praviously written to The North Pacific Fisheries Management Council about the need to raise
the ownership cap and remove the block system for *A” share Sablefish. At the Ssptember, 2009
meeting | testified before the IFQ committee on the need to make these changes. | have notseen a
writien report and am not sure about the committee’s recommendations. Regardless, | am asking the
Council to go forward with an analysis of these two changes. The analysis should specifically examine
a broad range of ownership cap percentages, such as 1%, 1.5%, 2%, and 5% and should evaluate the

need for block shares.

Making these changes to the program would allow “A" share participants to use their vessels more
effectively. Under the current system, it is marginally practical to catch smail amounts of Sablefish on
a freezer vessel. Block shares are a particular problem since there is already very little "A” share
guota and the blocks have almost no value to the freezer longline fleet, .

Please understand that | am only recommending these changes for "A” share Sablefish. The FLL
fleet is primarily comprised of larger vessels owned by fishing companies that operate muitiple vessals
in different fisheries. The one size fits all approach that was used under the current IFQ system is just
not suitable for larger operations and does not create entry level opportunities. The analysis should
consider what the goal of creating these regulations was and whether or not that goal is being

achieved.

Thank you for consideration,

Iz

David Little
Clipper Seafoods, Lid.
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SouthEast Ataska Guides Organization

February 1, 2010

Mr. Eric A, Olsen, Chalrman
North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
605 W. 4th Avenue, Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501
Deliver via fax to (907) 271-2817

Re: Potential Area 2C Charter Operator Hallbut Restrictions

Dear Mr. Olsen,

The Southeast Alaska Guides Organization (SEAGO), www seagoalaska.org represents charter
operators and lodges throughout our region. We are very concerned about additlonal restrictions
belng considered for Area 2C charter operators in 2010.

Regulations you enact have a far greater impact than Just to the parties directly affected.

Economic Impact - Southeast sportfishing creates $300M economic activity, generates 3,000 jobs,
and supports 400+ small businesses'”.We suffered a 30%+ decline in business in 2009 and 2010 is
forecasted to show no recovery. This slowdown will cost our local communities an estimated
$200M In economic opportunity, loss of 2,000 Jobs, and closure of 150 small businesses over a two
year timeframe.

2009-10
Area 2¢ Charter Economics™ ™  Impact

Financial Loss to Local Communities (5200M)
Job Lost/Not Hired (2,000)
Business Closures (150+)

D pata from *Economic Significance of Sport Fishing In Alaska” -
http., Ide/economics

2] 3010 SEAGO forecast study to ADF&G 11/2009

Two key contributors to this decline are the economic slowdown and increased fishing regulations
that have seriously affected the regions’ reputation as a sportflshing destination.

This Is not a hypothetical situation, it’s very real. For example, the State just published December
unemployment statistics (bttp://labor.alaska.gov/news/2010/n - ) showing an 8.8% statewide
rate, the worst since 1992, and the Southeast rate of 9.5%. In addition, charter contributions to
local taxes in Sitka are down more than 28% in 2Q09 causling a cutback in essential services, and we
have seen population decreases in other areas throughout Southeast. Sadly in 2009, we saw
charter businasses fall, communities have suffered, and good people have seen their life’s work fall
upon tough times.

SEAGO * P.O.Box 422 ¢ Sitka, Alaska 99835
www.seagoalaska.org
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SEAGO

SouthEast Alaske Guidas Organization

Sport fishing has become the fourth largest component of the State’s GDP and needs to be
recognized as a significant contributor to the Alaskan economy rather than just a threat to the
commercial fishing Industry. Now, at a time when the State is working out of the deep recession
and looking for growth opportunities, we believe it would be ill advised to take actions that
negatively affect its future unless 100% necessary for conservation of the resource. We respectfully
request that any actions contemplated by NPFMC that would cause further strain on our local
economles In 2010, be taken with serious analysis and forethought.

Regulation Impact - Since 2006 the charter sector has faced a steady progression of restrictions.
The reductlon in halibut limits from two fish, to two fish with a size limitation rule, and now down
to one fish this past summer has resulted in a decrease in the viability of Southeast as a sport
fishing destinatlon, Vislting anglers have other options and many are now going elsewhere. Once
gone, these anglers are very hard to win back.

The chart below illustrates that we took a 50%+ catch reduction with the Introduction of the one
halibut rule in June, 2009. If charter operators are limited to the GHL of 788,000 Ibs for 2010, it will

! Guided Sport Catch - Arss 2C GHL Limitation lmpact
' Nuember of Halfbunt
150,000 -
sa000 - o G
125,000 30%
. | o000 - S -
75,000 s
50,000 - 20,800 =
28,000
008 ooy 2008 2000 2000* 2010
j Nk 200-2 GO ot frrem DA Sprciel Pulication Mo, 80-11 Nale: 2009 estimete fram ADF&D s rivede 33/3/00
E el 2000 wrlimads from ADFAS pram relesss 11500 ond 2010 wivioi! on poteatil §W. Marise af

reduce our catch to just over 30,000 fish, resulting In an additional 39% reduction. There Is no
doubt that any regulation change will have a serious impact to jobs and business income in the
communlties where we llve and work.

Fair Consideration - The IPHC has demonstrated flexibllity with Its 20% target harvest rate to
mitigate economic and other situations. These measures were Implemented to offset extreme
economic impacts in a down cycle such as we are encountering at this time and the commerclal
fleet has benefited from this process for the past several years. At the January, 2010 IPHC meeting,
the Commission took the following action:

IPHC Area 2C Actlons Taken 1/29/2010
2.39M |bs - Fishery CEY recommended by staff for the commerclal sector
1.31M lbs - SUFD adjustment for economics
0.70M |bs - Additlonal consideration approved by the Commission
4.40M lbs - Total

SEAGO * P.O.Box 422 » Sitka, Alaska 99835
www.Seagoalaska.org
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SouthEget Atasikta Guices Orgenization

resulting In an upward adjustment of two million pounds. Reasons cited for thls additional
allocation come from the Conference Board Report delivered at the meeting:

“The Conference Board supporting arguments for this harvest level include recent WPUE's that have stabllized
and at{sic) the average age of fish harvested Is between 12 and 13 years old. This age structure represents o
large percent of the resource that Is contributing to egg production. The U.5. delegation points out that this area
has olready taken o 54% reduction over the three preceding seasons.”

By granting allocation in excess of the CEY, the IPHC must consider the resource strong enough that
there wlll be no negative impact to conservation or sustainability of the fishery.

Unfortunately the IPHC procedures do not take economic and other considerations into account for
charter operators. Further, there are no effective management tools provided by regulators to
mitigate situatlons like we face today. For example the upcoming Catch Sharing Plan will have an
option to lease additional catch. Thus, we can only call upon your reasoned judgment for falr

consideration.

Recommendation — The double threat of a 39% cut (on top of the 55% reduction In 2009) and
continuation of the recesslon will create a severe problem for both charter operators and the
communities where we live and work. We strongly recommend that you enact no additional
restrictions on the Area 2C charter operators in 2010, Because of the economic slowdown, we will
likely see a flat to down harvest this year even with unchanged regulations. Further, the estimated
impact of this recommendation will be less than one quarter of the 2.0M Ib adjustment given to the
commercial sector for 2010. Finally, It is Important to point out that we are looking at just this year
because the Moratorium implementation in 2011 will very likely further reduce harvest.

SEAGO would welcome the opportunity to work with all involved to arrive at decisions that are [n
the best economic Interests of our communities, the sustainability and conservation of our halibut
fishery, and the financial health of both commercial fishermen and the gulded sport sector.

Sincerely,

);L—A&-.\

John A. Blair
Executive Director
Southeast Alaska Guides Organizatlon

ohn@seagoalaska.org
925-366-6638

cc: James W. Balsiger, Acting Assistant Administrator for Fisheries, NOAA, via email to: [im.balslger@noaa.gov
Doug Mecum, Reglonal Administrator, NOAA Fisheries' NMFS, Alaska Divislon, via emall to: doug.mecum@noaa.gov

SEAGO * P.O.Box 422 * Sitka, Alaska 99835
www.seagoalaska.org
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Notth Pacific Fishery Management Council Y 5‘; )
Eric Olson Chairman JN 2 9 -
605 W. 4™ Ave. Ste 306 2010

Anchorage, AK. 99501-2252

This proposal is offered by mermbers of the charter industry to see the following
issues around the 18 year long halibut charter management development finally
rationalized.

The Halibut Charter Catch Shares Integration Program

This proposal will provide an end to the allocation split debate between
commercial and charters. With this proposal the free market will determine how the
allocation will be split between the commerciat and the charter industries.

Under the GHL or the CSP one major issue that was not identified in the analysis
is, bow do the charters increase their total allocation amount? The Growth in demand for
charter services has lead this issue since 1993 and has only grown in the interim. The
GHL has no provision and the CSP restricts the charters to lease (rent) only, with no
economic interest in the resource the charter industry is vtilizing now.

This proposal will provide the resource access historically utilized by each
individual charter business which can then be used to leverage the purchase of more
shares of allocation if the individual business model warrants. The cusrent program does
not provide for this necessity and is doomed to failure by not providing the charter
industry this fong term benefit.

This proposal will provide stability to the coastal communities by providing a fair
and balanced management strategy for the “for Profit” industries that use halibut. The
industries that support the communities should have equal responsibilities as well as
benefits. This proposal will provide this.

This proposal will provide a leveling of the impact of management within the
halibut charter industry providing vessel level access limitations, equal conservation
requirements, and provide new entry opportunities. We in. the halibut chaster industry
want 3 management plan that provides for equal charter opportunities with each business
in control of their own destiny. Under this proposal halibut stock reductions will require
each charter business equal adjustments in share holdings and thus customers serviced,

but still allow for upward adjustments of shares through lease/purchase if individual
businesses desire. We deserve this recognition.

This proposal will relieve the International Pacific Halibut Commission’s

concerns about meeting the mandates of the Halibut Act. There will be no over fishing of
allocations.

.01
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With the very serious abundance issue in IPHC Area 2C this council may wish to
Bifurcate this proposal by area to give the councif and the IPHC titne to resolve the initial
1ssue amount for the halibut charter fleet in 2C. We in 3A wish to avoid draconian
restrictions that will impact Alaskan residents’ access to halibut through their use of
charterboats. We request this issue be explosed more fully. We offer relief by your
consideration of the next paragraph..

At such times when the halibut stocks are below the amount necessary to maintain
a 2 fish limit, NMFS should recognize the option for an individual charter business to
purchase more shares and offer a 2 fish limit, vice a complete area wide order for all
charters to offer a 1 fish limit, this should be analyzed. Under this plan a variable bag
limit option could provide more opportunity in times of lower abundance without placing
an undue burden on all charter providers. Consider a 1 fish bag limit with the option to
offer a 2 fish bag limit if the operator holds enough shares.

Include a discussion of the ASHS as used to determine the GHL amounts and the
more current and correct numbers derived from the logbooks and how this difference
should be included prior to any decision on the initial allocation amount. The industry
defends the logbook data which has been accepted by this council, please use it.

We request an analysis of the following:
1. Allocation amount derived from
A. Corrected (per above) GHL amount (if continued into the future) at
time of final action by council
B. Currently proposed CSP amount (if implemented) at time of final
action by council
C. Total Reported harvested amount as indicated by logbooks in each
area.
1. Using the 3 year average (2006-2008)
2. Use largest harvest year per logbooks

2. Individual Initial issue percentage based on the fotlowing:

A. Average individual harvested amount per logbooks against average
total amount for years 2006, 2007, and 2008,
1. All teips count toward initial issue formula.
2. Only 1 trip per day will count, individual chooses which trip.

B. Ab\;erage Individual harvested amount best 2 years of the 3 indicated
above.
1. All trips count toward initial issue formula.
2. Only 1 trip per day will count, individual chooses which trip.

The Catch Shares Integration Program would replace the guideline harvest level (GHL) /
(or the CSP) program. The Charter Catch Shares Integration program could be

implemented as early as 2013 if adopted by the Secretary of Commerce, that would be 20
years of debate, long enough.
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Major features of this industry proposed program should include:

1.The action does not restrict non-charter recreational anglers. It only affects charter
operations.

2. The action does niot permit a charter captain to sell the fish. Fish caught by charter
clients belong to the clieut.

3.The halibut Catch Shares Integration Program would be integrated into the existing
halibut commercial IFQ program,

4. Charter allocations can grow over time, but will never be reduced below initial
issue percentage of the combined commercial and charter allocation. Initially
issued Charter Catch Shares may not be transferred (sold) to the commercial
sector. This will require identification by RAM.

5. Catch Shares may be transferred within the charter sector. Commescial Catch
Shares may be transferred to the charter sector. Commercial Catch Shares also
may be transferred back to the commercial sector. Restrictions on those
commetcial Catch Shares would contizue to be applied while they are used in the
commercial fishery.

6._Ten percent of charter Catch Shares ansual quota (a Catch Shares annual quota is
the amount which can be harvested in any one year based on a person’s number of
Catch Shares multiplied by the total quota) may be leased within the charter
sector for the first three years of the program.

7. Charter Catch Shares will be issued to a charter vessel owner, or to a person who
leased a vessel from an owner, and gualified for @ moratorium permit, and met all
other applicable laws.

8. A Catch Shares use cap of 1 percent in Southeast Alaska and 12 percent in
Southcentral Alaska as well as & cap of 12 percent for both areas combined,
however, anyone who is initially issued Halibut Charter Catch Shares above those
levels would be grandfathered into the program at their qualifying level.

9. A delay of one year between the issuance of Catch Shares and fishing under the
Catch Shares anwal quota fo aliow for Catch Shares holdings and contracted

nchroni;

10. Catch Shares annual quota would be issued in numbers of fish (compared with
pounds in the commercial program) to allow current fishing practices to continue.

11. An agency and charter industry committee will develop an implementation plan to
address online reporting, monitoring, and enforcement.

Issue 3. Qualification Criteria
Moratorium qualified Initial issuees who carried clients in 2006, 2007, and 2008, and

who submitted ADF&G logbooks for an active vessel # ing hallbut hasvest (as
received by ADF&G by December 31, 2008).

Initial issuees will be required 1o be currently participating (meeting all legal
requirements including filing a logbook with activify) during season prior to final action
(vet to be announced) and any year claimed during the qualifying period (currently 2006

=2008) and claimed trips must have been under the operation of a person holding a U.S.
Coast Guard license.



JAN-29—18 FRI 1S:11 HOMER CHARTER ASSOC 987 23S 2282

This proposal is offered by the many long established, full time professional
businesses responsible for the majority of the halibut charter harvest. We feel this is the
only option if this industry is going to keep a product that will be marketable into the
future. We request the NPFMC consider this proposal.

Most Respectfull

Robert Ward

N

Tim Evers

.04
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FISHERMEN'S ASSOCIATION

Post Office Box 1229 / Sitka, Alaska 99835 907.747.3400 / FAX 907.747.3462
alfastaff@gmail.com

North Pactt' ¢ Fishery Management Council
605 West 4™ Street Ste. 306
Anchorage, AK 99501

January 28 2010
Dear Chairman Olsen,

On behalf of the Alaska Longline Fishermen's Association, I am submitting these comments on
Agenda item C-1 IFQ Proposals.

ALFA members evaluated the IFQ proposals submitted to the Council relative to the core
objectives of the halibut/sablefish Quota Share (QS) program. Proposals that undermine the
objectives of resource conservation, entry level opportunities or the owner-operator nature of the
fleet ALFA opposes. Proposals that are neutral relative to these objectives or are specific to
areas in which our members seldom fish, we are neither for nor against analysis. That said, we
understand that staff time is limited and often over-taxed, and have been rigorous in selecting
proposals for analysis.

Of the proposals submitted, there is one that ALFA strongly supports for analysis: amend
grandfather/hired skipper privileges in the halibut/sablefish fishery to sunset these rights on
any future catcher boat quota that is bought, traded or gifted. This amendment is consistent with
the founding principles of the QS program by supporting owner-operators and discouraging
absentee ownership. Active participation by QS holders sustains the working waterfront in
Alaska's fishery dependent communities. Absentee ownership allows the rents from the resource
to be siphoned away from the active fishermen and away from fishery dependent communities.
To the degree initial recipients who no longer fish elect not to purchase additional shares, those
shares will be available to active fishermen, both owner operators and crewmen.

ALFA members recognize that QS holders have made investments based on existing fishery
regulations, and that those investments should be respected. Members also recognize that some
“hired skippers” are using the income from harvesting other people’s QS to work their way into
QS ownership. For these reasons, we support the proposed amendment as a reasonable
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compromise between the current system and immediately terminating the hired skipper
provision. Nevertheless, we fully support a complete transition of catcher shares to owner-
operators over time and believe that transition will assist new entrants far more than any existing
“hired skipper” arrangements.

ALFA also supports analysis of the proposed amendment to reduce the required notice to
deliver requirement to one hour for D class vessels delivering less than 500 pounds of
halibut. Coastal residents who fish from skiffs in remote areas are generally out of “call in”
range until they are very close to town. Skiffs generally can hold only a limited amount of ice.
By regulation, an IFQ unload must commence after 6 a.m. and before 8 p.m. Since many skiff
fishermen day fish and try to sell each night, this combination of factors results in halibut held in
skiffs overnight with the ice melting and the fishermen missing part of the following fishing day
while s/he unloads in the morning. Skiff fishermen already face enough challenges to successful
operations without a burdensome delivery notification period. Along with the rest of the
industry, ALFA supports effective enforcement and believes this accommodation, which mirrors
regulations for trollers landing IFQ halibut as bycatch, could be made without compromising that
effectiveness, and that any enforcement concerns should be explored in the analysis.

Below is a brief synopsis of ALFA's position on other proposals.

ADAK Proposal- ALFA is neutral on this proposal, but if it moves ahead would expect ADAK
to be subject to:

1. All CQE caps/QS ownership and use requirements;
2. All individual ownership and use caps;
3. Limited to purchasing QS in 4B and Al

Remove the block system for A shares; Increase the A share ownership cap- ALFA opposes
this proposal. This undermines program goals by allowing additional consolidation of QS.

Allow for use of pots in GOA SE sablefish fishery- ALFA is neutral on this proposal,
recognizing that while pots may solve some issues their use in the Gulf sablefish fishery would
create a number of new problems, including gear conflicts, deadloss and displacement of the
small boat fleet. As the Council may be aware, ALFA has been engaged in a cooperative
research project with SCRIPPS Oceanographic Institute and the University of Alaska to study
sperm whale predation on longline-caught fish and develop effective deterrents. Although we
have had limited success in deterring whales, we will be testing additional deterrents during the
2010 season.

If the proposal moves ahead, ALFA recommends the analysis include:

1. Allow pots throughout the Gulf, not only in SE
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N 2. Prohibit pots during some part of sablefish season (e.g. two months in spring or
summer)
3. Restrict type of pot used; require escape ring
4. Require pots be cycled once per week

GOACC Proposals- ALFA is neutral on these proposals, but if proposals move ahead
recommends the following:

1. Residency requirements- minimum of six months residency for first three years;
then 12 months in following years to qualify to fish CQE pounds. Without residency
requirements, the CQE program is unlikely to generate the jobs necessary to support the
communities.

2, Change in CQE eligibility requirements to purchase all vessel categories-
Although ALFA members thought restrictions could be relaxed somewhat, some limits
should be in place to prevent CQE communities from purchasing all available D shares.

3. Request to eliminate vessel limitations for CQEs- ALFA members did not
oppose, but questioned if relaxing these vessel limitations wouldn't undermine goals of
building fishing capacity in the communities.

Allow retention of coincidentally harvested halibut during the BS sablefish pot fishery-
ALFA opposes

Loan program proposal- outside Council jurisdiction

Permit D class to be fished on C class vessel in area 4B- ALFA is neutral, since it is outside
the grounds fished by most ALFA members. We note that it seems to address a very limited
problem, and request that the Council carefully consider whether the proposed amendment
supports or undermines the access of small boat fishermen.

Heritage Vessels- ALFA is neutral on this proposal, recognizing that vessel lengths often do not
correlate to vessel capacity but that the proposed regulatory change would create significant
regulatory complexity.

Allow second generation fishermen to achieve second generation rights- As detailed above,
ALFA opposes regulatory changes that increase absentee ownership of quota share and supports
transition back to an owner-operated fleet. ALFA opposes this proposal.

Allow the transport of IFQ fish on a catcher boat via trailer- ALFA members opposed this
proposal based on enforcement concems.

Increase halibut vessel IFQ cap in Area 4- ALFA is neutral on this proposal, but concerned
that any increases in vessel caps encourages consolidation at the expense of crew jobs.
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Allow Adak to be an Aleutian Island CQE community- ALFA is neutral on this proposal.

In closing, ALFA appreciates the Council’s time in reviewing amendments to the sablefish/
halibut quota share program. In evaluating requests for regulatory change, ALFA recommends
the Council use the founding goals of the program as a yardstick. ALFA considers one
proposals: the sunset on hired skipper provisions for future catcher boat quota share
purchases—an essential step toward reinstating the owner-operator nature of the fleet, which was
one of the primary objectives of the program. Our membership also supports reducing the
reporting requirements for small halibut deliveries by skiffs to support this entry level
component of the fishery. We recognize that staff time to conduct that necessary analysis is
limited and request that the Council be rigorous in its review of the submitted proposals.

Thank you for your time and attention.

Sincerely,
L, Bl L

Linda Behnken, Director
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North Pacific Fisheries Management Counsel
605 West 4% Ave. Anchorage, AK 99501-2252
Febuary 8-16, 2010 Meeting; Agenda item C-1 Halibut and Sablefish
Comments Concerning Mike Douville’s
Proposal to allow longline pot fishing in the Gulf of Alaska.

Lenglining pots for Sablefish in the Gulf of Alaska is a bad idea. Unless proper regulation is
implemented.

| fish on a 58’ fixed hook and long line boat out of Sitka Alaska. | and the other 5 persons
onboard long line, Halibut and Black cod, on aur way fram Sitka to near Umnak delivering to a number
of ports along the way. The Last few years have been difficult in the Bering Sea. Competitor vessels have
converted to Longlining Pots for black cad. A problem with this Is our loss of gear as hook and line
fishermen, due to pots already out, as well as pots being set near us, The Pat fishermen often leave pots
in areas for weeks at a time. Not only is this bad environmentally, but it inhibits our ability as hook and
line fishermen. There needs to be soak time regulations immediately. Strict well enforced regulations.

Soak time regulations. In Canada Black cod pot fisherman must pull there pots every 4 days. |
would think a few hours would be sufficient. Each time A vessel delivers, all its fishing gear should be
onboard. This vessel is done fishing. Occupying grounds another fisherman could properly utilize Is poor
management of the resource.

Pot regulations. Both the number of pots as well as the valume inside of these pots need closer
attention.

Large escape panles are important, If a pot is left more than a couple days, it should be made to
expel its occupants, Bycatch from pots that are left for extended periods and pots that may be lost is
something that | believe is underestimated.

These are just a few of the problems, | as a hook and line fishermen have with the use of
tonglining pots in Alaska. | believe they need to be addressed and regulations implement first, before
attempting to allow the use of fong line pots for Sablefish in the Gulf of Alaska.

Thank yoy Counsgl Members
#’.7 ) "'..) s

Nick Nekeferoff (307)747-4606

£.0. 1331

Sitka , AK 99835

01/e.1



02/02/2010 14:12 FAX ool

February 2, 2010 1of4
Michael J Mayo

2808 Sawmill Creek Rd

Sitka, AK 99835

michaeljmayo@hotmail.com

907-747-8788/ 907-738-1698

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 W 4th Ave Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501

RE: Sablefish proposal; to allow pots to fish for sablefish in the Gulf of
Alaska southeast fishery submitted by Michael Douville.

| have fished black cod/ sablefish in the Guif of Alaska for over 30 years
and in the Bering Sea since 1983. | have fished around the boats fishing
for blackcod with pots in the Bering sea. | have found many problems
with this type of fishing and hopefully these problems can be addressed
and fixed before we further complicate the blackcod fishery in the Gulf.

1] Gear Conflict: Over the last 25 years | have lost minimal gear while
fishing black cod in the Bering Sea. Never a string of gear. However,
we have lost 2 full strings in the last 4 years while fishing around the
pot boats and their gear. Why? Gear conflict. Sometimes it is because
they leave their gear unattended for weeks at a time. When you get to
a string of pot gear you cannot call the person to find out where the
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string of gear runs. One time | found, while trying to fish around pots,
that the boat was not on the grounds. This happens not infrequently.
The captain was in Anchorage for a couple of weeks. This is a too often
common occurrence. There is no standard for when the gear should be
hauled. There is no standard for how long gear can soak. In the
Canadian pot fishery regulations for sablefish it says "No person shall
set a trap and leave the trap in the water for more than four
consecutive days without lifting the trap from the water and removing
all the catch." We have an basically a 'wild west, shoot em up
mentality’ in the Alaskan Bering Sea sablefish pot fishery with no
consideration for conservation or sustainability.

Another problem we have is that sometimes the buoys for the sablefish
pots go down because of the currents. This can happen more to the
buoy line for pot gear as compared to the buoy line for longline gear
because the pot buoy line is a substantially larger diameter that the
diameter of the longline gear. One time [approximately July 1983or
1984] while fishing in the Western Gulf for sablefish | came across the
F/V Courageous [actually, | set across them]. | never saw their buoys.
Why? They told me they were down for two weeks. Luckily, his buoys
soon came to the surface and because they were in the vicinity and
started to haul gear, when | did, | was able to get my gear back,
although in two pieces.

Conservation and Sustainability: There is no pot limit on the fishery.
There are no escape rings. Again, to quote the Canadian pot fishery
regulations, "No person shall fish for sablefish with a trap unless the
trap has in the side walls at least two escape openings each having a
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diameter of not less than 8.89 cm [3.5 inches] which creates an
unrestricted exit out of the trap". This allows small sablefish to escape.
| submit that there is a distinct possibility that the larger sablefish are
cannabilizing the smaller ones. Whereas a preliminary study has not
shown this, it is better to err on the side of conservation. Especially
because these small sablefish classes have been hard to find. The
nursery grounds for the Sablefish resource is off of the Bering Sea side
of Unalaska Island. This large [approximately 40 by 60 mile] 200
fathom flat is fished by the pot boats. Since the pot boats have
started fishing these grounds the small year classes have dwindled. This
same scenario happened after the rape of these grounds by the drag
fleet in the late 80's. At that time there were no National Marine
Enforcement people stationed west of Kodiak. This stopped when the
Enterprise boats were caught off of Cross Sound, in similar grounds, by
NMFS, doing the same thing. After that stopped our small classes of
sablefish started returning. Now, 20 years later with basically the same
thing happening [the large fishery on the nursery grounds], we again
see the small year classes disappearing. Sablefish metabolize their
food very quickly. In the spring of 1999, John Maher and myself visited
the hatchery for sablefish at Comox on Vancouver Island. This was
pointed out to us. That is, sablefish put to bodyweight the food they
consume exceedingly fast. We, while fishing sablefish, rarely ever find
food in the stomachs of sablefish when they are caught. This also
supports the hypothesis that sablefish metabolize their food quickly.
Therefore, it is a distinct possibility that the larger sablefish can eat the
smaller ones if they are stuck in the pot for a prolonged period of time
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and they are hungry. That the larger sablefish eat the smaller sablefish
in the pots was told to me by Canadian sablefish fishermen.

Ghost fishing: Back in the late 1970's there was a sablefish pot boat
called the F/V Billy Dawn. He lost gear in front of Kruzof Island. |
personally [while fishing the F/V Helen] had gear conflicts with his lost
[ghost] gear. It was many years before his pots drifted off the edge
from being pulled up and then parting the gear and dropped down
again. Any lost pot will continue to fish especially without escape rings
or natural fiber twine that will deteriorate at the deeper depths. As for
now, we have no studies that show when the escape panel twine
deteriorates. At the depth that sablefish is fished at, with the lower
oxygen content, it could deteriorate at a much slower pace than say for
dungeness gear, which would be in a much shallower depth:

Sincerely,

¢ A
%unj Al MO‘W /
Michael J Ma

Captain, F/V Coral Lee



02/02/2018 04.56 9877474606 NICK & KIM NEKFEROFF PAGE

Csajo LaDuke
Po. box 1216
Bitka Ak 98835

Daar Membors of the Council,

‘rhankyoueoﬂalanamoumtomdmyWAMMmymeymnmmmmMmmmmd
black cod pote, or aloo known 3% traps,
MymeucmaLMlmm«\chnemwmldshm.mlmaMMamommmm&mandumthm
iine vegssl, The vassal | WOrK on 1o 58 teet lang, We fish a 10t of the areaa in tho state but not &1l of them. We atart In southeast Alesia,
work our way acroas the guif, from there we haad to the Baring 5ea and the Ateutians before returning home-

t have noticed [n the gtate that the only place poople tish with pota ar traps for biack cod ts in the Baring Saa, Afoutians and Clarence
Straignt.  have never fished in Clarance so | can't apesk 1o that, bt | have seen plenty of pot fishing In the othar two areas. About 8 or 8
years ago is when we sterted seaing a fow ot boats, Since then | have neticed a significant growth in tho amount of boats tishing pota. [
understand that pots are a very efective strategy to fish around whalee, espoctally kilker whatea in the Bering and Alsutians, The Guif and
mmraroaspﬁnwuylmvemummﬂupomwhaks.ﬁﬁchamauuismwbﬁmﬁﬂmmpamd&kﬁmwhﬂuhbmmmn
can b sater for birds, but that issuo, ) taal has been dealt with by bind tines, nolse makera, and othar devices designed 10 keep birds ata
gate digtanco from hooke.

Howover thore aro benefits to uaing pots, thare are many negative effoct and conflicts between gaar fypos. One problem we have
mmuﬁwwwﬁmmmmhvemfmlﬂmumdmumngw.wnmlooklngiormtowhookmﬁmm
we have found that the fishing grounds havo bean covesed with pot fong line gear, The pote rre somelimes IGRt for weeke in tha samo
placa withoul baing tendod to, or thay 50 lofl whilo boats go o town for whatever reason. (t seems that the fishing grounds have been
pnvaandcfmdwmgwemwmdrmmmmmmwmmamtmwmmmmm“ diametor fine and the
pot boats have much hoavier goar and use much thicker ino, 1* and sometimes aa thick a8 1 and 1/4" thick line. This difference of gear
size can be a prabicm when one gear type comes in contact with another. ) den't think thove ts any Intentional entaniglemonts but when
there 13 na one in the area to watch thelr pear or a3 you know there I8 gear in an araa it happens quite a bit, and being the smaller of the
gaar typen you usuatly don't get vour gear back. This gear 1038 |5 expensive and invasive t the enviranmant. it wauld be nico to address

. w:mﬁmbdmimpcommmmtmgwmmymmlmmkﬁmmmorhwﬂncmrmmmammm
gra a few waye this problem can bo workad out.

Ancther problem that 1 2m not well informed about, 50 | won't get too in dopth with, but la atill vesy Important, is escapement. | am not
sure it thia Is true but i Hove heard that there la no blodegradabie tine in the pote or cecepement rings required In the Bering ondt
Aleutians. This is hard to betiave but if it s true should be addressed Immediataly, eapecially since the pota are left in the wator for 30
long.

1 wiil teave it &2 that, but t hope bofore there are ever pots allowad back in the gutt or elsawhare, the proficmo wo éncountsr in the
Bortng sea end Alautions will bo resoived.

‘Thank you tor your ina.

91/01
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February 2, 2010

Eric Olson, Chair

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 W. 4™ Avenue

Anchorage, AK 99501

RE: Agenda Item C-1 IFQ Proposals
Dear Chairman Olson,

The Alaska Marine Conservation Council would like to offer our support for analyzing the IFQ
proposal amending grandfather/hired skipper privileges in the halibut/sablefish fishery. This
proposal would sunset these rights on any future catcher boat quota that is bought, traded or
gifted.

The halibut/sablefish IFQ program has been in effect long enough that large amounts of quota
are now harvested by hired skippers. This trend has resulted in more quota being held by
absentee owners, siphoning the benefits away from active fishermen in our communities. The
current hired skipper allowance reduces opportunity for active fishermen who would otherwise
be able to purchase quota. Thriving coastal communities depend on access to adjacent resources
to maintain working waterfronts. Coastal resident fishermen depend on the opportunity to
develop diverse fishing portfolios in order to maintain viable fishing businesses. The ability to
modify limited access programs to meet objectives of the program is an integral part of the
Council process. Maintaining active participation and opportunity for future generations is an
important aspect of the IFQ halibut/sablefish programs. Sunsetting the hired skipper allowance
will not disrupt current fishing operations but will make more future quota available to owner-
on-board operators and young fishermen growing their business.

Although the halibut/sablefish IFQ program is not technically subject to the LAPP provisions in
the Magnuson-Stevens Act, it would be in keeping with the spirit of the Act to consider and be
responsive to the intent of those provisions designed to provide for new entrants and
communities.

AMCC is committed to effective conservation of our resources as well as promoting clean
fishing opportunities that form the basis of sustainable working waterfronts in our communities.

Sincerely,

74“'44- h"— A D,M J'L-b« CU&K\
Theresa Peterson Dorothy Childers
Kodiak Outreach Coordinator Program Director

PO Box 101145 Anchorage, AK 99510 www.akmarine.org
% 907.277.5357 far907.277.5975 vmailamcc@akmarine.org
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HIRED SKIPPER (HIRED MASTER) ACTIVITY

A central policy of the IFQ Program is that those who hold catcher-vessel QS and receive annual IFQ permits should, over time. exercise the
harvest privilege themselves. This is the so-called “owner-onboard™ policy, which applies to catcher-vessel QS/IFQ in categories B, C, and D, but
not to category A (“freezer vessel™) shares that may be leased without restriction. The IFQ Program is designed so that eventually all catcher-
vessel IFQ will be fished by the QS/IFQ holders.

An element of the program is that, during a transitional period, some persons may (and others must) designate an “IFQ Hired Master” (referred to
as a “Hired Skipper” or “Skipper™) to do the fishing authorized by their annual IFQ permit. Under regulations established in 1998, the IFQ
permitholder may not hire a Skipper unless the IFQ permitholder holds an ownership interest of at least 20 percent of the vessel upon which the
IFQ is to be fished by that Skipper (an exception to this rule results in a small number of permitholders being allowed to hold less than 20 percent).
This “grandfather” provision enables vessel owners (who were able to hire someone else to run their boats prior to the IFQ program) to continue to
hire Skippers. However, as individuals depart from the fishery and as corporations and partnerships dissolve over time, new entrants who take
their place must be onboard when the fish are caught. With such regulatory requirements, it is inevitable that over time there will be an increasing
number of individual QS holders who may not hire Skippers to fish their IFQ. By both consolidation and regulation, eventually all catcher vessel
QS/IFQ will be held by persons who must be onboard during harvest of their IFQ.

In earlier reports, the Hired Skipper activities have been reported as the total amount of landings by Hired Skippers, expressed in absolute numbers
and as a percent of the IFQ TAC. Using that approach for the 2008 IFQ season, we see that 324 distinct skippers participated in the IFQ fisheries
for both species in all areas and QS categories. Of these Skippers, 287 persons harvested 21,064,796 pounds of IFQ halibut (head off, gutted),
which was approximately 44 percent of the entire IFQ TAC. Also during the season, 184 Hired Skippers harvested 17,398,973 pounds of sablefish
(round weight), which was approximately 58 percent of the IFQ TAC.

Table 2.5 A continued table displays the number of Hired Skippers who fished during 2008 by species, area, TAC, and IFQ pounds and percent
TAC landed. Individuals who initially received QS may not hire a skipper to fish their IFQ permit in 2C (halibut) or SE (sablefish). These data
include QS of all categories. These data are not additive across areas because some Skippers fished in more than one area for the same or other
IFQ permitholders.

Table 2.5 Number of Hired Skippers by species and area, with IFQ TAC,
Pounds landed, and percent area TAC landed, 2008

Number of | IFQ Pounds Percent

Species/Area® | Hired Skippers landed IFQ TAC | Area TAC
Halibut 2C 27 137,822 6.210,000 22

3A 216 10,371,956 | 24.220.000 428

3B 152 6.426,776 | 10,900,000 59.0

4A 62 1,714,453 3,100,000 553

4B 27 886.761 1.488,000 59.6

4C 4 27,494 884.500 31
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Table 2.5 Continued
Number of IFQ Pounds Percent

Species/Area” | Hired Skippers landed IFQ TAC |Area TAC
4D 26 1.499.534 1,238,300 121.1

Sablefish Al 29 1,180,190 3,227.534 36.6

BS 32 1086877 | 2,522,062 43.1

CG 131 7,968,422 9,700,240 822

SE 43 1,152,456 7,098,812 16.2

WG 49 3,092,273 3,333,355 92.8

wY 81 2918.755 4,085,124 715

3Area 4C can be fished in 4D. which accounts for irregular percentages in these areas.

In order to take a more detailed look at the use of Hired Skippers, we must selectively exclude some data and qualify others.

“Eligible Person” and QS/IFQ type: First, this section focuses on catcher vessel QS and IFQ. Category “A” IFQ is excluded as fully leasable;
these data mask the effects of Skipper use. With some exceptions, “Eligible person™ means a person who could, or has, hired a Skipper. This group
includes all nonindividuals (who must hire Skippers) and individual initial issuees who hold QS in areas other than just 2C (halibut) and SE
(sablefish). In areas 2C and SE, individual QS holders must always be onboard. Excluded from “Eligible” for years prior to 2000 are individuals
who used NMFS loan funds to purchase QS. Before that year, such persons were required to be onboard during all of their IFQ harvests, even if
they held QS outside of 2C and SE and initial issuee status. After 1999, a review of regulations resulted in a policy change: the requirement to be
onboard is now a NMFS loan contract provision rather than a permanent change of Hired Skipper privileges; in subsequent years, these individuals
are not excluded from “Eligible persons.” QS holders who may never hire Skippers are “IFQ crewmembers,” individual citizens who demonstrated
150 days of U.S. commercial fishing experience, who only acquired QS by transfer, and must be onboard a vessel when their IFQ is harvested.
The primary focus of this section is on “Eligible persons, their Hired Skippers, harvestable pounds (and percent of TAC landed), and landings.

4
In sum, and unless otherwise noted, for this report a person “eligible” to hire a
Skipper means an individual initial issuee who held catcher vessel QS/IFQ for

areas other than 2C (halibut) or SE (sablefish) and (for 1995-1999 only) did not
have a NMFS loan, or a nonindividual person that held catcher vessel QS/IFQ.

11



A number of additional data assumptions and qualifiers must be considered:

Effects of time: Other sections of this annual report display clear evidence of the general decrease over time of QS holders, including loss of initial
issuees. Such persons typically are replaced by IFQ crewmembers or heirs of deceased individual QS holders, neither of whom may hire Skippers.
Also, this section uses year-end data. Although Hired Skipper and QS/IFQ transfer applications may be approved at any time, Skippers are
presumed to have been hired for an IFQ holder for the entire year, and IFQ pounds available to eligible persons and their Hired Skippers as of year-
end are assumed to have been fully available to both persons for the entire year.

Changes in program privileges. Several program changes or provisions and other factors fall into this category.
=  From 1995 through 1998, nonindividuals were not required to formally hire Skippers to fish their IFQ. For clarity and comparability, some

data reflect changes or comparisons among years only for 1998 on.

*  For 1995 through 1997, a small fraction of catcher vessel QS could be leased. This provision was little-used and is ignored herein. Under
federal regulations, at any time an individual initial issuee may form a new solely owned corporation and transfer in QS holdings. In such
cases, the individual loses his/her initial issuee status.

»  Asdiscussed above, from 1995 through 1999, otherwise qualified individuals who received NMFS loans to purchase or refinance QS were
considered to have permanently lost the ability to hire Skippers; as a result, data for those years include only persons who had not received
such loans. Thereafter, such persons are included in counts of persons eligible to hire Skippers.

s Hired Skippers may not be used by individual IFQ permitholders in 2C and SE and are excluded from “eligible to hire Skippers” even
though they may purchase QS in other areas at any time.

Data anomalies: This includes results of data rounding, missing data, and fishing violations, such as fishing in prohibited areas.

Fishing activity: Each year, a number of persons do not use (fish) their IFQ or do not hire skippers, even if eligible. In the following data, we
note these distinctions and inclusions/exclusions.

As a consequence of these factors, the following data must be viewed as estimates of the use and activities of Hired Skippers and of persons
who hired them.
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Use of Hired Skippers by Individuals

In this section we show hired skipper data for skippers hired by individual QS holders fishing for halibut and sablefish, showing eligible person
pools over time, annual TACs, fishable pounds, and landings by skippers fishing for individuals.

Table 2.6 Number of individual halibut QS holders and their use of Hired Skippers, 1995-2008

)

)

Percent

. Change Average
Halibut 1995°| 1996 | 1997 | 1998*| 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 { 2007 | 2008 1993_28003 1993.2%03
Number of all individuals 2,861 2,790| 2615| 2.452] 2,364 | 2,243 | 2,180 | 2,163 | 2.136 | 2,060 | 2,012} 1971 | 1.846 | 1,725 | -29.6% 2,105
Number of all individuals eligible
to hire Skippers 26641 23871 2.127] 1949| 1,815 | 1,675 | 1,576 | 1,521 | 1,445 | 1,349 | 1.295] 1,233 | 1,141 | 1,051 | -46.1% 1,459
Individual QS holders eligible to hire
Skippers and had IFQ landings _ 1,327 1296} 1,209] 1,005 982 942 859 845 798 749 727 715 733 711 -29.3% 824
Eligible Individual QS holders with
landings and who hired skippers 76 108 125 110 116 125 137 135 153 159 172 181 187 201 82.7% 152
Number of Skippers hired by
eligible individuals with landings 72 93 103 98 110 135 147 143 158 149 174 185 187 198 102.0% 153
Table 2.7a Percent of individual halibut QS holders and their use of Hired Skippers, 1995-2008
Percent
Change Average
Halibut 1995 | 1996 | 19971 1998*| 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 1998-2008 | 1998-2008
Number of all individuals 2861 2790 2.615| 2452] 2364 | 2,243 | 2,180 | 2,163 | 2,136 | 2.060 | 2012 | 1.971 | 1.846 | 1,725 | -29.6% | 2,105
Percent of all individuals eligible
to hire Skippers 93% | 86% | 81% ] 79% | 77% | 75% | 72% | 70% | 68% | 65% 64% | 63% | 62% | 61% | -23.3% 69%
Percent of individual QS holders
tl:ll:‘g ?;;(;?nge Skippers and had 50% | 54% 57% 52% | 54% | 56% 55% | 56% | 55% 56% 56% | 58% 64% | 68% 31.2% 57%
Percent of eligible individual QS
. ; 4 ired
I;S:::Swnh landings and who hire 6% 8% 10% 11% 12% 13% 16% 16% 19% | 21% | 24% | 25% | 26% | 28% | 158.3% 19%
Average number of Skippers hired , .
per eligible individual with landings 0.95 0.86 082 | 0.89 0.95 1.08 1.07 1.06 1.03 0.94 1.01 1.02 1.00 0.99 10.6% 100%
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Table 2.7b Number of individual sablefish QS holders and their use of Hired Skippers, 1995-2008

Percent
Change Average
Sablefish 1995°] 1996 | 1997 ] 1998 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 19982008 1998-2008
Number of all individuals 528 521 505 486 473 459 459 465 471 464 464 459 448 450 -1.4% 463
Number of all individuals eligible
1o hire Skippers 496 467 423 401 376 341 324 314 298 287 279 268 261 259 -35.4% 310
Individual QS holders eligible to hire
Skippers and had IFQ landings 317 | 296 | 269 | 232 | 214 | 195 | 185 179 | 161 157 | 154 156 | 155 | 151 | -34.9% 176
Eligible individual QS holders with
landings and who hired skippers 30 44 51 46 53 56 64 65 71 77 85 94 90 86 87.0% 72
Number of Skippers hired by
eligible individuals with landings 30 43 52 45 55 71 80 82 95 91 101 110 105 105 133.3% 85
Table 2.8 Percent of individual sablefish QS holders and their use of Hired Skippers, 1995-2008
Percent
Change Average
Sablefish 1995 1996 | 1997 | 1998*| 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 19982008 |1998-2008
Number of all individuals 528 521 505 486 473 459 459 465 471 464 464 459 448 450 -71.4% 463
o < oibl
[l:;: ;izlts(ll(fi:;le:'zdmduals cligible 94% 90% 84% 83% 79% 74% 71% 68% 63% 62% 60% 58% 58% 58% -30.2% 67%
Percent of individual QS holders
cligible to hire Skippers and had 64% | 63% | 64% | 58% | 57% | 57% | 57% | 57% | 54% | 55% | 55% | 58% | 59% | 58% | 08% | 57%
IFQ landings
Percent of eligible Individual QS
:l(:i]:;:sw“h landings and who hired 9% 15% 19% 20% 25% 29% 35% 36% | 44% 49% 55% 60% 58% 57% 187.2% 43%
Average number of Skippers hired
per eligible individual with landings 1.00 0.98 1.02 0.98 1.04 1.27 1.25 1.26 1.34 1.18 1.19 1.17 1.17 1.22 24.8% 119%
14
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Annual IFQ TACs, 1995-2008

Total annual IFQ TAC is the entire IFQ allocation for all areas. As Table 2.5 indicates, over time, specified TACs have fluctuated although total IFQ
TACs for halibut have not changed by more than about +14 percent and for sablefish, much less. TACs are shown in head off-gutted pounds for
halibut and round pounds for sablefish. TAC minus A share pounds are provided as an estimate of “unleasable™ TAC.

Table 2.9 Annual IFQ TACS in thousands of pounds, 1995-2008

Percent
) | Change | Average
Halibut 1995 | 1996 | 1997 | 1998° | 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 1998-2008 | 19982008
Total TAC 37422 | 37,422 | 51,116 | 55.708 | 58.390 | 53,074 | 58,534 | 59,010 | 59,010 | 58,942 | 56.976 | 53,308 | 50,212 | 48,041 -13.8% 55,564
Total TAC
Minus A
Share 1bs® 36.499 | 36,375 | 49,632 | 54,095 | 56,644 | 51,411 | 56,724 | 57,205 | 57,211 | 57,230 | 55.339 | 51.795 | 48,781 | 46,638 -13.8% 53,916
Percent
Change Average
Sablefish 1995 | 1996 | 1997 { 1998 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 1998-2008 | 1998-2008
Total TAC 45,646 | 35320 | 30,234 | 29.846 | 27,154 | 29,926 | 29,121 | 29,388 | 34,864 | 37,937 35,765 | 34,546 | 33,450 | 29,967 0.4% 31,997
Total TAC
Minus A
Share Ibs” 38,035 | 29,506 | 24,856 | 24.437 | 21,876 | 23,709 22,858 | 22,847 | 26,940 | 29,454 | 28,111 | 26,693 | 25,895 | 23,365 -4.4% 25,108

Annual Fishable Pounds for Individuals, 1995-2008

“Fishable pounds” are slightly different from TAC pounds in that they include IFQ permit pounds available for harvest (pounds from QS Ibs +
adjustments from prior-year fishing) whether or not fished. In every IFQ Program year, adjusted carryover from the prior year has been greater than
underage adjustments, so that fishable pounds have been greater than the specified TAC. For more information about effects of adjustments, see the
next section “Effects of Underage and Overage Adjustments of Annual IFQ Permits on Future Year Permits.” In Tables 2.10a and b, we show the
numbers of catcher vessel pounds available to individual persons who are “eligible” to hire skippers. “Eligible person” is defined at the beginning of

this section.
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Table 2.10a Annual fishable halibut pounds and percent total catcher vessel IFQ TAC? held by persons who could hire Skippers, 1995-2008

Halibut —
Individuals

1995

1996

1997

1998

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

Percent
Change
1998-2008

Average
19982008

Fishable IFQ lbs
held by
individuals
eligible to hire
Skippers and
had landings

15,923

16,371

22,663

23,995

25,174

21,650

23,747

24.273

23,346

22,268

20,524

19,007

19,309

19,333

-19.4%

22,057

Percent of total
IFQ TAC as
fishable Ibs held
by Individuals
eligible to hire
Skippers and
had landings

42.5%

43.7%

44.3%

43.1%

43.1%

40.8%

40.6%

41.1%

39.6%

37.8%

36.0%

35.7%

38.5%

40.2%

-6.6%

40%
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Table 2.10b Annual fishable sablefish pounds and percent total catcher vessel IFQ TAC® held by persons who could hire Skippers, 1995-2008

)

Sablefish —
Individuals

1995

1996

1997

1998

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

Percent
Change
1998-2008

Average
19982008

Fishable IFQ
Ibs held by
individuals
eligible to hire

12,668

10,210

8,849

8,388

7,652

7,486

7,292

7,641

8,616

9,257

8,666

7,968

1711

6,881

-18.0%

7,960

Percent of total
IFQ TAC as
fishable Ibs held
by individuals
eligible to hire
Skippers and
that had
landings

27.8%

28.9%

29.3%

28.1%

28.2%

25.0%

25.0%

26.0%

24.7%

24.4%

24.2%

23.1%

23.1%

23.0%

-18.3%

25%
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Landings by Skippers on Permits Held by Eligible Individuals
Table 2.11 Landed IFQ pounds and percent of TAC/fishable pounds by individuals and Skippers, 1995-2008

Halibut

1995

1996

1997

1998°

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

Percent
Change
1998-2008

Average
-1998-2008

Landed IFQ Ibs for individuals
eligible to hire Skippers and that
had permit landings

14.680

15,757

22.033

22,509

24,165

21,174

22,755

23,773

22,890

21,765

20.087

18.773

19.036

19,115

-15.1%

21,458

Percent of Total IFQ TAC as
landed IFQ lbs on permits held
by individuals eligible to hire
Skippers and that had landings

39.2%

42.1%

43.1%)

40.4%

41.4%

39.9%

38.9%

40.3%

38.8%

36.9%

35.3%|

35.2%

37.9%

39.8%

-1.5%

39%

Landed IFQ Ibs by Skippers for
individuals eligible to hire
Skippers and that had landings

1,352

2,476

3,964

4419

5,219

5,800

7.414

7,713

8,412

8.358

8,319

8.083

8.613

8,455

91.3%

7,346

Percent of landed IFQ Ibs by
Skippers for individuals eligible
to hire Skippers and that had
landings

9.2%

15.7%)

18.0%)

19.6%

21.6%

27.4%

32.6%

32.4%

36.8%

38.4%

41.4%

43.1%

45.2%

44.2%

125.3%

35%

Percent of Total IFQ TAC landed
by Skippers

3.6%

6.6%

7.8%

7.9%

8.9%

10.9%

12.7%

13.1%

14.3%

14.2%

14.6%

15.2%

17.2%

17.6%

121.8%

13%

Percent of available fishable Ibs
(held by individuals eligible to
hire Skippers and that had permit
landings) landed by Skippers

8.5%

15.1%

17.5%

18.4%

20.7%

26.8%

31.2%

31.8%

36.0%

37.5%

40.5%

42.5%

44.6%

43.7%

137.5%

34%

Continued
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Table 2.11 Continued

)

Percent
Chan Ave
Sablefish 1995 | 1996 | 1997} 1998 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 15982008 | 199 2008

Landed IFQ Ibs for individuals
eligible to hire Skippers and that
had permit landings 11,798] 9.816 | 8,460 | 7.892 | 6932 | 7,077 ] 6,840 | 7,093 | 7,967 | 8.736 | 8.108 | 7,535 | 7,305 | 6,569 | -16.8% 7,459
Percent of Total IFQ TAC as
landed IFQ Ibs on permits held
by individuals eligible to hire
Skippers and that had landings 25.8% 1 27.8% | 28.0% | 26.4% | 25.5% | 23.6% ] 23.5% | 24.1% | 22.9% | 23.0% | 22.7% | 21.8% | 21.8% | 21.9%| -17.1% 23%
Landed IFQ Ibs by Skippers for
individuals eligible to hire
Skippers and that had landings 765 1 2359 | 1,971 | 2,286 | 1,968 | 2.387 | 2,985 | 3,273 | 3,901 | 4.609 | 4,830 | 4,969 | 4,855 | 4,339 | 89.8% 3,673
Percent of landed IFQ Ibs by
Skippers for individuals eligible
to hire Skippers and that had
permit landings 6.5% | 24.0% | 23.3%| 29.0% | 28.4% | 33.7%| 43.6% | 46.1% | 49.0%| 52.8% | 59.6% | 65.9% | 66.5% | 66.1% | 128.1% 49%
Percent of Total IFQ TAC landed
by Skippers 1.7% | 6.7% | 65% 1| 7.7% | 7.2% | 8.0% | 103%| 11.1% | 11.2%] 12.1%] 13.5%] 14.4% | 14.5% | 14.5%| 89.1% 11%
Percent of available fishable lbs
(held by individuals eligible to hire
Skippers and that had permit

6.0% | 23.1% ) 22.3% | 27.2% ] 25.7% | 31.9% | 40.9% | 42.8% | 45.3%) 49.8% | 55.7% ] 62.4%| 63.0% | 63.1%| 131.4% 46%

landings) landed by Skippers
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C-1 Supplemental

DRAFT
IFQ Implementation Team
February 4, 2010

The IFQ Implementation Team convened at 9 am on Thursday, February 4, 2010 by teleconference. Dan
Hull (Chair), Bob Alverson, Rick Berns, Julianne Curry, Tim Henkel, Don lverson, Jeff Kaufmann, Don
Lane, Paul Peyton, and Phil Wyman attended. Jeff Stephan and Kris Norosz were absent.

Staff included Ron Antaya, Jane DiCosimo, Heather Gilroy, Jay Ginter, Tom Meyer, Peggy Murphy,
Nicole Kimball, and Brad Robbins. Seven members of the public (including those who submitted
proposals) attended. The team approved the agenda.

New Proposals In summary, the team recommended that two of the four proposals submitted by the
January 10, 2010 deadline be developed into discussion papers. The other two proposals were not
recommended for further Council consideration.

1. Allow transport of fish on a catcher vessel via trailer to the buyer (Megabite/Gianarelli)

Stephen Gianarelli spoke to his proposal. Jane DiCosimo summarized staff comments on this proposal;
the proposal would reverse a correction to the regulation that was made after the program was initially
implemented to address enforcement concerns (see Appendix 1). Mr. Antaya provided additional detail
on enforcement concerns regarding the proposal. Mr. Alverson asked whether an exception to a particular
location could be written (e.g., Prince of Wales). Mr. Antaya replied that an exception could be made, but
that could result in numerous exceptions, which would weaken the regulation. Don Lane asked if there
was a specific list of locations where an offloading can occur. Mr. Antaya clarified that there are no
regulatory limitations on where a landing can occur. A landing would and could occur (by regulatory
definition) where ever any IFQ species is removed from the harvesting vessel, or where ever a vessel that
contains IFQ species is removed from the water.

Paul Peyton suggested that the issue is getting the IFQ fish into the system. The critical issue is to get the
fish weighed and a fish ticket completed. One mechanism would be for the IFQ holder to operate as both
the buyer and seller. Mr. Antaya suggested that other IFQ holders are offloading lawfully by using
registered buyer provision to make and report a landing and transport the fish to a second buyer. One
would need a registered buyer permit and cell phone coverage. Some registered buyers are willing to
accommodate their fishermen by making such arrangements in remote communities.

Consensus to nol forward this proposal due to enforcement concerns, but another solution was offered 1o
the proposer.

2. Increase the halibut vessel IFQ cap in Area 4 (CBSFA and APICDA)

Heather McCarty (Central Bering Sea Fishermen’s Association) spoke to this proposal. Jane DiCosimo
summarized staff comments on this proposal; she clarified some issues related to the proposal (see
Appendix 1). Bob Alverson requested clarification on some points of the proposal. Jane distinguished
between use (AKA “ownership™) caps and vessel caps, and that easing either restriction could result in
additional consolidation of QS. Other members expressed some concerns about the proposal because Area
4 now has the most affordable halibut QS and provides entry level opportunities. Mr. Kauffman provided
additional information in support of the proposal. Mr. Peyton identified that the use cap is constraining.
Mr. Wyman reported that ALFA was neutral but expressed concerns about further consolidation. Mr. Hull
readdressed some comments previously heard about the inability for some crew to get on a vessel to
harvest their QS. Mr. Alverson commented that high lease fees (40 -60 percent) may contribute to why
fish are not being caught. There is a struggle in the industry over lease fees. CDQ groups can finance a
crew which does not show up as a lease. Nicole Kimball reported that RAM prepared a Transfer Report
dated January 2009 that contains data from 1995 through 2006 on lease fees. Some committee members
had concerns about the proposal but were supportive of a discussion paper to address questions as to why
the TACs have not been taken in Area 4.

Consensus to not forward this proposal to the Council for analysis, but to recommend a discussion paper
10 address the problem of unharvested IFQs in Area 4 and 1o determine if the vessel cap is contributing to



the problem of the IFQs not being fully harvested, incorporating socio-economic data to address
concerns about consolidation and crew jobs.

3. Council take action to ensure that qualified Community Quota Entities become eligible to
participate in the federal IFQ Loam Program (GOACCC)

Ole Olsen (GOACC) spoke to the proposal. This issue will also be addressed under the CQE review
agenda item in February 2010. Bob Alverson noted that Congress recently acted to combine the loan
programs for the crab and the halibut and sablefish programs. He voiced some concerns about adding
competition by CQEs with halibut and sablefish IFQ holders for limited pool of funds. Mr. Hull asked if
the loan funds were fully allocated; staff responded that all funds were being allocated but would verify
this. Tim Henkel added detail on the consolidation of the loan program for crab, and halibut and sablefish
under an additional Congressional appropriation of funds. He suggested that the Council write a letter to
the NMFS Office of Financial Services to include CQEs and for Congress to provide additional funding.
Don Iverson added that the affected entities should be supporting these changes at NMFS HQ and
Congress. Don Lane responded that increasing the loan fund raises the cost of quota share for IFQ fishery
participants because it makes more inexpensive financing available; it would also increase competition
for the loans. Mr. Peyton supported the idea that coastal communities will need to go their Congressional
delegation for more financial support. Phil Wyman recommended taking no action. Mr. Hull summarized
that the potential action that the Council could take is either a letter to NMFS or under the CQE five year
review agenda item.

Mr. Berns moved that the GOA CCC proposal to add CQEs to become part of the federal loan program be
taken up under the CQE review for the appropriate Council action. Mr. Peyton clarified that this would
include consideration that CQEs being included in the loan program with additional funding, so that the
result would be to add funds to the program rather than dilute those funds to current participants.

The team vote split on this issue, so the motion failed.
4. Allow Adak to become an AI CQE community (ACDC)

Dave Fraser spoke to this proposal. Rick Koso (ACDC) also was available to answer questions. Part of
the 18% TAC underage in Area 4B was due to closure of the processing plant in Adak. ACDC is setting
up a small boat fishery for Adak so as to take the TAC in 2010. Ms DiCosimo and Ms Kimball presented
the staff comments (Appendix 1). Mr. Hull asked for clarification on how the current GOA CQE program
would need to be changed under this proposal. Ms. DiCosimo responded that the CQE program under the
GOA Groundfish FMP likely would be unchanged; a new CQE Program for Area 4B would be created
under the BSAI Groundfish FMP. Ms. Kimball noted that Adak is the only community that appears to
meet the requirements to be a CQE under the proposal. Dave Fraser clarified that Adak is neither a CDQ
nor a CQE community currently. The proposal also differs from the CQE program in that there are no
residency requirements for QS leased by the proposed Adak CQE; instead there are regional landing
requirements for the resulting IFQ.

Mr. Berns had reservations for creating a program for Adak that differed from the GOA program. Mr.
Fraser responded that the analysis could consider different options. Ms. Kimball noted that the proposal
limits the vessel size restriction to B and C, and would not allow D class shares.

Consensus to not forward this proposal to the Council for analysis, but to recommend a discussion paper
that contrasted this proposal with the current GOA COE program.

Ranking proposals Ms. DiCosimo reviewed a spreadsheet she prepared of the proposals (and team
modifications of those proposals) for use by the team to rank its recommended proposals. She noted that
it was likely that the Council would move any approved CQE proposals (along with any other proposed
actions that ay result from the CQE five year review), separate from the IFQ proposals and on a separate
timeline (and preparer(s)). She noted that it would be helpful for the team to comment on whether the first
proposals to be analyzed are those of the highest policy priority or whether those that were simplest could
be prepared first. She reviewed which proposals appear to be simpler to analyze and which may be more
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complex, as well as those that were more data dependent and those that appear to be more policy oriented.
These preliminary characterizations contributed to how members ranked individual proposals. The team
collectively ranked each of the nine proposals that were forwarded to the Council for consideration. These
rankings are presented below.

RANK
PROPOSAL COMMITTEE MODIFICATION [Fa CQE

No proposed changes to the regulations for
tunnel requirements, so that Area 4A
Allow the retention of coincidentally harvested| halibut could be retained while targeting
halibut during the Bering Sea sablefish pot sablefish in the Bering Sea and Aleutian 3High:
fishery Islands regulatory areas 6Medium
restrictions to gear usage (a) single v
longline pots, b) pots retained on grounds
for long soaks v retrieved during deliveries,
¢) pot storage, d) gear configuration
requirements; e) gear conflicts, f) use the
200 fathom depth contour to mark open
areas, g) pot soak time slot; 2) area
management (SE v GOA); 3) exacerbation
of halibut mortality; 4)
dynamic(social/economic) effects, including
a) small vessels could not safely use pots, b)
Allow the use of pots in the Gulf of Alaska | crew employment, ¢) QS prices; d) ongoing |5High/

Southeast area sablefish fishery acoustic research for avoiding whale 4Medium
Allow Area 4B Category D quota shares to be BHigh:
fished on Category C vessels 3Medium

Amend grandfather/hired skipper privileges in |Sunset the hired skipper provisions for
the halibut/sablefish fishery to sunset these (future) halibut and sablefish QS

rights, on any future quota which is transferred by individual initial recipients, [3High:
bought/traded/gifted excluding leased (A) shares 6Medium
3High:
1Medium:
Eliminate vessel use caps for CQEs 5low
Exempt A shares from the overall sablefish
use cap and apply a use cap at between
1.25% to 1.5% of the current use cap for
vessels that ONLY fish A shares (no catcher|qign;
Remove block system for sablefish A shares |vessel QS onboard) and regardless of 2Medium:
and increase sablefish A (only) cap whether the sablefish harvest was processed J6Low
Exempt D class vessels (or those under 26 ft)
delivering less than 300, 500, or 1000 Ib of
halibut to be either exempt from 3-hour notice
to deliver or implement a less burdensome Allow vessels less than 26 ft that deliver |1 High:
notice to deliver (one hour) for qualified vessell 500 Ib of halibut IFQ to provide 1-hour 6Medium:
deliveries notice of delivery 2Low
1High:
Increase halibut IFQ vessel cap in Area 4 discussion paper 8Medium TG
4Medium:
Add Adak as CQE community discussion paper 4Low

|Note: “?" = “<™ above]

Adjourn The team adjourned at approximately noon.



Interagency Staff Review of Second Call for IFQ Proposals
February 3, 2010

Proposal 15. Staff reviewed the proposal to allow the transport of fish on a catcher vessel via trailer to the
buyer. Staff observed that the proposal would reverse a correction to the regulations, which was identified
by NMFS as necessary to enforce the IFQ program. Ron Antaya (OLE) and Jessie Gharrett (RAM)
reported that the proposed allowance was an enforcement loophole that existed when the IFQ program
was first implemented. The regulations were revised in the first few years of the IFQ program to define an
IFQ offloading because some smaller catcher vessels were trailered with IFQ fish onboard and offloaded
upon arrival at a new location. Section 679.2 now defines an IFQ offloading (see below). The regulations
were revised to identify when the offload occurred specifically to close that loop hole. Ron reported that
in 2009 through September, 84 distinct vessels less than 26 ft made 275 IFQ landings. Tom Meyer
(AKGC) reported that under the Administrative Procedures Act, any regulation that overlooks a material
fact (i.e, enforcement) would be legally vulnerable. Staff reported that this proposal would result in a
significant compromise for enforcement and it could make it difficult for IPHC to meet the vessel during
offloading to sample and therefore recommended that this proposal not move forward. Staff recommends
that the proposal not be moved forward by the Council.

Section 679.2. IFQ landing means the unloading or transferring of any IFQ halibut, CDQ halibut, IFQ
sablefish, or products thereof from the vessel that harvested such fish or the removal from the water of a
vessel containing IFQ halibut, CDQ halibut, IFQ sablefish, or products thereof.

Section 679.5 (2) IFQ Landing.

(i) Remain at landing site. Once the landing has commenced, the IFQ permit holder, the IFQ hired
master permit holder, or the CDQ hired master permit holder, and the harvesting vessel may not
leave the landing site until the IFQ halibut, IFQ sablefish, or CDQ halibut account is properly
debited (see § 679.40(h)).

(ii) No movement of IFQ halibut, CDQ halibut, or IFQ sablefish. The offloaded IFQ halibut, CDQ
halibut, or IFQ sablefish may not be moved from the landing site until the IFQ Landing Report is
completed through eLandings or other NMFS-approved software and the IFQ permit holder's or
CDQ permit holder's account is properly debited (see § 679.40(h)).

(iii) Single offload site.

(A) IFQ halibut and CDQ halibut. The vessel operator who lands IFQ halibut or CDQ halibut must

continuously and completely offload at a single offload site all halibut onboard the vessel.

(B) IFQ sablefish. The vessel operator who lands IFQ sablefish must continuously and completely

offload at a single offload site all sablefish onboard the vessel.

Proposal 16. Staff reviewed the proposal to increase the halibut vessel cap in Area 4. Jessie Gharrett noted
that the proposal does not accurately describe the current QS caps (see current vessel caps below). Vessel
caps apply simultaneously; that is, a vessel must meet BOTH caps for halibut. This also means that a cap
applicable to Area 4 (only) could either be 1) a new, third vessel cap; 2) a modification to the existing
vessel cap; or 3) an exemption to the existing “ALL” area cap. If a new additional cap is envisioned,
another question is whether, and if so, how, the ‘ALL” cap might be modified. Staff noted that an effect
of increasing vessel caps may be to consolidate further the number of vessels in the fishery, which may
conflict with the stated need for the proposal (i.e., a lack of vessels in Area 4); however the proposal
would allow for more use of the vessels that are active in the area.

Staff did not identify any legal, enforcement, administrative issues with this proposal.



2008 halibut vessel IFQ) caps

Vessel Use Cap % 2008 IFQ TAC Vessel Use Cap
1% of 2C IFQ TAC 6,210,000 net lbs 62,100 net lbs
.5% of All IFQ TAC 48,040,800 net lbs 240,204 net lbs

Proposal 17. Staff identified that any change to the loan program requires Congressional action to include
additional entities. It is not within the Council’s jurisdiction to act on this proposal.

Proposal 18. Staff noted potential inconsistencies relative to the current Gulf of Alaska CQE program.
Jessie Gharrett identified that for effective enforcement, proposed geographic delivery requirements for
IFQ derived from community-held QS would require that this IFQ be accounted for on a separate permit
because all “like” IFQ currently is comingled on a permit. The geographic delivery requirement makes
the IFQ a different type with different use provisions. The Council would need to identify who would be
responsible if the IFQ was used improperly (i.e., lessee, non-profit entity, community, or a combination)?

For clarification:

- Under the proposed “Purchase, Use, Sale” element the Council would need to identify whether block
and vessel category provisions would apply if the QS is transferred to any other person other than a
non-profit representing any eligible community rather than as stated (i.e., another community).

- QS is held by, or leased to, persons and not vessels.

- Once IFQ is leased, whether community purchase or otherwise, the QS holder loses access via
NMFS to what is confidential info about use of that IFQ. '

- NMFS would not be a party to the lease contract or participate in enforcement of same. For
example, without express new regulatory authority, NMFS cannot “reverse” an IFQ lease for non-
performance; returning unused IFQ to the originator may require a written request of BOTH
PARTIES TO THE LEASE because due process and enforcement issues quickly come to bear on
such actions. Further, NMFS does not allow subleases because database control of the QS and [FQ
requires that only the QS holder be the leasor.

Staff did not identify any other legal, enforcement, regulatory, or data issues to the above proposal.

Staff:
Jane DiCosimo, Nicole Kimball (NPFMC) Ron Antaya (NOAA OLE)
Jessie Gharrett (NMFS RAM) Tom Meyer (NOAA GC)
Jay Ginter, Peggy Murphy, Rachel Baker (NMFS SF) Brad Robbins (ADF&G)
Heather Gilroy (IPHC) CMDR Lisa Ragone, LT Ray Reichl (USCG)
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annual basis, will process a portion of the optimum yield of a fishery that will be harvested by fishing vessels of the United States)

regarding any matter that the Council, Secretary, or Governor is considering in the course of carrying out this Act,
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L FARM CREDIT SERVICES

February 5, 2010

To:

Eric Olson, Chairman

Chris Oliver, Executive Director

Members of the North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
Members of the Advisory Panel

From:
Erik T. Olson, VP/Industry Team Leader
Subject: Hired Skipper considerations

~ In consideration of structural changes to the IFQ program in relation to who
is allowed to fish quota (aka the “owner on board provisions™), I would like
to share some perspective and advocate that the Council remain status quo
through these unprecedented economic times.

I urge the Council to keep a steady approach to fisheries management, and
continue to lean on using the best available science to manage each fishery.
Any regulatory imposition like this placed on the business practices that
have developed over the last 15 years would create undue financial stress.
And given the that banking crisis is still unfolding, and given the overall
reduction in available capital to deal with stress or opportunities for small

business, the ripple effects of change could lead down a path that does more
harm than good.

Without careful, thorough, multi year objective cost/benefit analysis, an
arbitrary change in the program as related to a hired skipper may upend the
natural market solutions developed over time.

Quantification of the disruption of the fabric of the fishery is hard to
-~ measure, but one scenario is that for a displaced hired skipper (with whom
we, NMFS Financial Services and other lenders) have many loan dollars




invested to grow these producers’ businesses, will have decreased crew
shares, lower asset values, which will impact their credit ratings and ability
to borrow. For this segment of the fishery to be put at risk is a negative
impact.

The IFQ system has worked for a very large portion of producers in the
system, and has allowed many new entrants due to the unique structure of
the program because of its regulatory stability. Since 1995, we have
observed many positive developments in the transition from the first
generation of quota holder to the next, and predict that over time, the next
generation will find themselves in a majority of ownership of the quota
privileges. We are well aware of the term privileges.

For perspective, Northwest Farm Credit Services is a financial institution
owned by farmers, fishermen and those who make their living from growing
or harvesting food in the Pacific Northwest and Alaska. We are a
cooperative, i.e. a privately held company owned by our borrowers.

Customer/Borrowers are elected by their peers to be our board of directors.
This group of producers/board members set the strategic direction for our us.
Our approach to lending to natural resource based businesses is rooted in
sound and safe lending principals with a policy mission to serve Rural
America. Our customer/owners are exposed to extremely volatile product
pricing markets, weather patterns and dangerous operating conditions.

We and our customers deal with changing markets, complex production
systems, drought issues, water rights issues, agricultural land in transition,
changing ecological factors, changing public perceptions of food production
and consumer taste differences. With this in mind, our underwriting
standards are designed to work through good times and bad.

We have been in business for over 90 years, and our customer base
comprises $9B dollars in a diversified mix of commodity sectors including
dairy, wheat, timber, cattle, sugarbeets, hay, potatoes, nursery greenhouse,
farm related businesses and seafood. We are also the largest crop insurer in
the Pacific Northwest. Risk is something we know too well. We have over
12,000 customers and many of which are generational families who are
accustomed to dealing with risk. As you may know, natural resource
producers develop entrepreneurial ways of dealing with risk. It takes a lot of



fortitude, planning and perseverance to pass this ability to deal with risk on
to the next generation of family.

We finance a broad spectrum of producers, but they all have the same
problem: who will take over, or who will I sell to when I am ready? To
meet the goal of passing an operation to the next generation, we have our
“Agvision” Program. We have lending guidelines for producers who have
saved their money, maintained excellent credit, and are ready to venture out
on their own to own their own business. This venture could be part of a
family legacy, or, just the first of many business expansions. In fisheries,
this would mean a fisherman who is ready to buy quota, or buy part or all of
an interest in a vessel. Typically, this is a hired skipper. These crew and
captains who buy into quota and vessel ownership make this long term
investment decision after many years of planning.

With this perspective in mind, we know that our Agvision fisheries
Producers, as well as our traditional fishing customer base would experience
stress given the proposals at hand. They would begin an adverse business
decision making to deal with changes such as those contemplated. They, and
we, all know things change, especially in fisheries. But this type of proposal
is fraught with political overtones which have nothing to do with protecting
the resource. Protecting the resource for the long term is a common goal for
anyone who makes a living or provides jobs with the resource.

In working in fisheries finance, and for a lending institution founded on
serving agriculture and rural America, I think it is important to share our
perspective. Right now, we observe that producers have experienced large
declines in revenue and face a lot of uncertainty about prices and costs going
forward.

Right now, we observe many crew, vessel owners and quota owners in a
position of needing stability in their fishery due to declining quota. This is so
that they can focus on dealing with risks at hand, such as: weather, operating
risks and market risks inherent in their business. They do not need another
layer of man-made risk imposed at this time. Instability imposes more risk.
Lenders are risk adverse and may view the IFQ program as even more at-
risk than before and as a result, reduce lending. In these times, this reduction
in lending for quota is probably counter to the prevailing outcome desired by
the proponents of the suggested change.



Again, in consideration of structural changes to the IFQ program in relation
to who is allowed to fish quota (aka the “owner on board provisions”), we
advocate that the Council remain status quo through these unprecedented
and stressful times without considerable investment in the risk reward
balance of such provisions.

Respectfully,

=

Erik T. Olson
VP/Industry Team Leader

Commercial Lending Group
206.691.2007
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Notes of proposed amendments to the Halibut/Sablefish IFQ
program.

1. Allow the retention of coincidentally harvested halibut during
the Bering Sea Sablefish pot fishery.

As presented FVOA would not support as there are no
provisions that propose an enforceable tunnel size. If this is
truly a bycatch there should no incentive to change tunnel
configurations to make this a targeted fishery. This would
require an enforceable configuration of the tunnel. Currently
we are informed that the bycatch is viable and alive which
would suggest it could be returned to the sea. A larger tunnel
configuration will likely result in increased amounts of
undersized halibut being associated with sablefish pots,
therefore increasing bycatch concerns. This option should be
part of the option to look at pots in the Gulf of Alaska and
reviewed by a longline/pot gear committee.

2. Allow the use of pots in the Gulf of Alaska /S.E. area
sablefish fishery.

If the council wishes this option to be analysis, FVOA
recommends that the Council select a gear committee made up
of potential pot and longline participants. Issues that should be
considered and discussed are;

Pot configuration

Pots must be used deeper than 200 fathoms

Time slot openings for pots

Safety concerns for small vessels

When will pots be removed from the grounds, should
pots be removed when a vessel goes to off load a trip,
Should pots have sinking line from the buoy rather than
floating line to minimize whale entanglement

g. Gear conflict concerns between the two gears
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3. Allow Area 4b category D quota shares to be fished on category
C vessels

The members of FVOA support this option. This area was never
operated by many D class vessels prior to the IFQ program due to
weather and long distances to the various fishing areas. For safety
reasons we support this option.

4. Amend grandfather/hired skipper privileges in the
halibut/sablefish fishery to sunset these rights, on any future
quota which is bought/traded or gifted.

FVOA believe the current program is progressing towards the
goal of a owner on board program with over 30 percent of the
halibut QS no in 2™ generation control. S.E. is already 2™
owner on board quota which represents 15% of the overall QS
for halibut. There is about 6 percent of the overall quota that is
CDQ. Currently over 50% of the QS is being fished in a manner
envisioned by previous councils. FVOA gives this a low
priority. Additional comment about how 2™ generation QS
holders are working with 1% generation QS holders is attached.

5. Eliminate vessel limitations for COEs

This options deals with the current 50,0001b. Limits for use caps
on CQE/s. The proposal is to allow similar caps as currently
provided to all individual QS holders The Association would
support this.



6. Remove the block system for sablefish A shares and increase
sablefish A only cap.

The Association does not support this as presented. This option
would increase the use caps for A shares. The arguments for
doing so can be made by all the different quota categories, d,c
and b quotas an FVOA does not support doing this. Additionally
much of the A class shares are found in the GOA. Many FVOA
vessel owners and crews have purchased A shares and fish them
as B and C shares. This option would put additional upward
pressure on share prices of A shares in the GOA and we do not
support that result.

If this option had been focused on increasing share ownership in
the Aleutians and Bering Sea districts where harvest have rarely
exceeded 50% of the BSAI TAC’s this might have merit.

7. Exempt D class vessels delivering less than 300, 500 or 1000
Ibs.

Due to expressed concerns from enforcement FVOA will be
supporting this option.

8. Megabit —transportation

Due to the expressed concerns of enforcement FVOA will not
support.

9. IFQ vessel CAP increase for area 4

FVOA is not supportive of this option. The CAP’s have worked
well for the halibut/sablefish program. This will lead to more
consolidation of quota per single vessel. The area 4 quota is
priced at a level that is attractive to 2™ generation fishermen and
there is a concern that this action will negative affect their



ability to acquire QS that is currently not being fished. One of
the arguments for this is that 18 percent of areas 4cde were not
caught. If someone is not deriving income from these QS they
will likely put it up for sale and indeed there has been 4cde
quota available this winter. We do not see this as a long term
problem that required adjusting CAPs.

10. GAC3 COE to use IFQ loan program

FVOA members would support CQEs having their own loan
program, but are concerned that with the recent Congressional
action that puts Bering Sea Crab and Halibut/Sablefish into the
same loan program that the competition for loans from 2™
generation fishermen will be compromised.

11. Allow Adak to be a CQE Community
This option specifies that the quota that they would be interested
in would be from area 4B only. FVOA will support this option.
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1. There are more hired skippers registered.

This is a transitional outcome you would expect to see occurring as the last half of the
initial QS transitions to second generation. In talking to FVOA initial recipients of QS who
are themselves required to list themselves as a hired skipper, many of our vessels now
have two hired skippers associated with the vessel, some have three hired skippers. On
most of our vessels there are 2 to 3 crew who are also second generation QS holders. The
more aggressive second generation QS holders are beginning to advance to learning how
to run a vessel and manage a crew. In almost every case where an additional hired skipper
is listed among our vessels, that person is also a 27 generation QS holder.

2. QS fished by hired skippers is more expensive for 2@ generation QS holders.

The magazines, “Pacific Fishing” and “Fishermen’s News” publish asking and offering
prices for QS as well as Alaska L.E. permits. There is no evidence that hired skipper quota
is any more expensive than owner on board quota. The most expensive sablefish permit
happens to be an owner on board Chatham longline permit which goes for $325,000 for
12,000 lbs or $27 per round pound. Central Gulf Sablefish goes for $17 to $18.50 per
pound.

Prices for halibut QS generally reflect resource and management stability of the area and
proximity to the fresh fish market. Sablefish prices seem to reflect the CPUE per area. The
sablefish price is based on a frozen export price so just about any port can be competitive.
Sablefish CPUE varies greatly with S.E. and West Yakutat having usually higher CPUE levels
followed by the Central Gulf and western Gulf. The price of these respective areas are less
per pound than for QS to the west.

3 The impact of transferring QS to existing crew and/or family is analogous with
transferring the family farm between friends and family.

Many fishing operations in the halibut/sablefish fishery are the results of successful family
operations building upon success from the previous family members. The ability to hire a
skipper is essential in teaching someone how to run and care for a vessel as well as the
responsibility of a crew. If the current hired skipper provision were eliminated, current
partnerships, family corporations, and husband and wife sole proprietorships would have to
redesignate their holding of their QS assets to an individual’s name. Corporations and LLCs
would have to figure out how to separate their quota. Once that event takes place, the
Internal Revenue Service considers that to have been a tax consequence, and 100% of the
capital gains @ 15% tax is due the year that event occurs. For a family that holds 100,000
Ibs. of halibut, this could mean a capital gains tax on $2 million of asset value, or
$300,000 just to continue fishing in the manner they already are doing.



4. Second generation quota will not employ the same number of individuals employed
at the same wages as first generation quota, likely reduction in wages and increased
unemployment with forced selling of quota.

Many first generation quota share holders have not been charging a fee for the use of their
quota. The Deep Sea Fishermen’s Union and the Fishing Vessel Owners’ Association made
such a crew contract agreement back in 1995. Many other vessels from Alaska and initial
quota share holders have chosen not to charge for initial share quota. The result of this has
been higher crew shares on initial QS vessels. The wages on a vessel that has 100% initial
quota share with no charges for quota versus second generation quota with a charge is
about 40% to 50% greater. This is because all second generation quota has been
purchased and is expected to make a return on investment. Currently a 50% charge is
likely for second generation quota. At the current prices, such a fee is intended to cover the
interest and principal payment for the QS.

A forced reorganization action by the Council that might speed up the movement toward
second generation quota will have the unintended consequence of lowering wages to the
crew and resulting in more consolidation of quota as fishermen try to keep wages up by
acquiring more quota.

5. The inability to have a hired skipper option creates a higher bar for entry to the
fishery.

It is a curious thing to have a totally owner operated fishery and even the Alaska LE
programs are not totally regulated as owners on board. There are medical provisions that
allow loop holes for training new vessel owners as hired skippers. It would seem that the
Council believes that someday a person metamorphoses into a vessel operator. For the
Central Gulf, the entry cost for a used steel limit seiner can be $500,000 to $700,000 plus
the cost of permits which would run around $2-$3 million. This is the reason there are
multiple owners in vessels in the Central GOA and westward, in order to spread risk and
raise capital.

In order for a person to acquire the knowledge of running a vessel and the capital, hired
skippers provide the ability to earn additional wages (about 20%-30% more) and begin to
buy into a vessel and/or fishing permits. This is what is occurring through the fleet, not just
on FVOA vessels. The future look of IFQ halibut/sablefish vessels is probably multiple
owners in a vessel and multiple QS holders on the vessel.



C-1 Supplemental

DRAFT
IFQ Implementation Team
February 4, 2010

The IFQ Implementation Team convened at 9 am on Thursday, February 4, 2010 by teleconference. Dan
Hull (Chair), Bob Alverson, Rick Berns, Julianne Curry, Tim Henkel, Don lverson, Jeff Kaufmann, Don
Lane, Paul Peyton, and Phil Wyman attended. Jeff Stephan and Kris Norosz were absent.

Staff included Ron Antaya, Jane DiCosimo, Heather Gilroy, Jay Ginter, Tom Meyer, Peggy Murphy,
Nicole Kimball, and Brad Robbins. Seven members of the public (including those who submitted
proposals) attended. The team approved the agenda.

New Proposals In summary, the team recommended that two of the four proposals submitted by the
January 10, 2010 deadline be developed into discussion papers. The other two proposals were not
recommended for further Council consideration.

1. Allow transport of fish on a catcher vessel via trailer to the buyer (Megabite/Gianarelli)

Stephen Gianarelli spoke to his proposal. Jane DiCosimo summarized staff comments on this proposal;
the proposal would reverse a correction to the regulation that was made after the program was initially
implemented to address enforcement concerns (see Appendix 1). Mr. Antaya provided additional detail
on enforcement concerns regarding the proposal. Mr. Alverson asked whether an exception to a particular
location could be written (e.g., Prince of Wales). Mr. Antaya replied that an exception could be made, but
that could result in numerous exceptions, which would weaken the regulation. Don Lane asked if there
was a specific list of locations where an offloading can occur. Mr. Antaya clarified that there are no
regulatory limitations on where a landing can occur. A landing would and could occur (by regulatory
definition) where ever any IFQ species is removed from the harvesting vessel, or where ever a vessel that
contains IFQ species is removed from the water.

Paul Peyton suggested that the issue is getting the IFQ fish into the system. The critical issue is to get the
fish weighed and a fish ticket completed. One mechanism would be for the IFQ holder to operate as both
the buyer and seller. Mr. Antaya suggested that other IFQ holders are offloading lawfully by using
registered buyer provision to make and report a landing and transport the fish to a second buyer. One
would need a registered buyer permit and cell phone coverage. Some registered buyers are willing to
accommodate their fishermen by making such arrangements in remote communities.

Consensus to not forward this proposal due to enforcement concerns, but another solution was offered to
the proposer.

2. Increase the halibut vessel IFQ cap in Area 4 (CBSFA and APICDA)

Heather McCarty (Central Bering Sea Fishermen’s Association) spoke to this proposal. Jane DiCosimo
summarized staff comments on this proposal; she clarified some issues related to the proposal (see
Appendix 1). Bob Alverson requested clarification on some points of the proposal. Jane distinguished
between use (AKA “ownership”) caps and vessel caps, and that easing either restriction could result in
additional consolidation of QS. Other members expressed some concerns about the proposal because Area
4 now has the most affordable halibut QS and provides entry level opportunities. Mr. Kauffman provided
additional information in support of the proposal. Mr. Peyton identified that the use cap is constraining.
Mr. Wyman reported that ALFA was neutral but expressed concerns about further consolidation. Mr. Hull
readdressed some comments previously heard about the inability for some crew to get on a vessel to
harvest their QS. Mr. Alverson commented that high lease fees (40 -60 percent) may contribute to why
fish are not being caught. There is a struggle in the industry over lease fees. CDQ groups can finance a
crew which does not show up as a lease. Nicole Kimball reported that RAM prepared a Transfer Report
dated January 2009 that contains data from 1995 through 2006 on lease fees. Some committee members
had concerns about the proposal but were supportive of a discussion paper to address questions as to why
the TACs have not been taken in Area 4.

Consensus to not forward this proposal to the Council for analysis, but to recommend a discussion paper
to address the problem of unharvested IFQs in Area 4 and to determine if the vessel cap is contributing to



the problem of the IFQs not being fully harvested, incorporating socio-economic data to address
concerns about consolidation and crew jobs.

3. Council take action to ensure that qualified Community Quota Entities become eligible to
participate in the federal IFQ Loam Program (GOACCC)

Ole Olsen (GOACC) spoke to the proposal. This issue will also be addressed under the CQE review
agenda item in February 2010. Bob Alverson noted that Congress recently acted to combine the loan
programs for the crab and the halibut and sablefish programs. He voiced some concerns about adding
competition by CQEs with halibut and sablefish IFQ holders for limited pool of funds. Mr. Hull asked if
the loan funds were fully allocated; staff responded that all funds were being allocated but would verify
this. Tim Henkel added detail on the consolidation of the loan program for crab, and halibut and sablefish
under an additional Congressional appropriation of funds. He suggested that the Council write a letter to
the NMFS Office of Financial Services to include CQEs and for Congress to provide additional funding.
Don Iverson added that the affected entities should be supporting these changes at NMFS HQ and
Congress. Don Lane responded that increasing the loan fund raises the cost of quota share for IFQ fishery
participants because it makes more inexpensive financing available; it would also increase competition
for the loans. Mr. Peyton supported the idea that coastal communities will need to go their Congressional
delegation for more financial support. Phil Wyman recommended taking no action. Mr. Hull summarized
that the potential action that the Council could take is either a letter to NMFS or under the CQE five year
review agenda item.

Mr. Berns moved that the GOA CCC proposal to add CQEs to become part of the federal loan program be
taken up under the CQE review for the appropriate Council action. Mr. Peyton clarified that this would
include consideration that CQEs being included in the loan program with additional funding, so that the
result would be to add funds to the program rather than dilute those funds to current participants.

The team vote split on this issue, so the motion failed.
4. Allow Adak to become an AI CQE community (ACDC)

Dave Fraser spoke to this proposal. Rick Koso (ACDC) also was available to answer questions. Part of
the 18% TAC underage in Area 4B was due to closure of the processing plant in Adak. ACDC is setting
up a small boat fishery for Adak so as to take the TAC in 2010. Ms DiCosimo and Ms Kimball presented
the staff comments (Appendix 1). Mr. Hull asked for clarification on how the current GOA CQE program
would need to be changed under this proposal. Ms. DiCosimo responded that the CQE program under the
GOA Groundfish FMP likely would be unchanged; a new CQE Program for Area 4B would be created
under the BSAI Groundfish FMP. Ms. Kimball noted that Adak is the only community that appears to
meet the requirements to be a CQE under the proposal. Dave Fraser clarified that Adak is neither a CDQ
nor a CQE community currently. The proposal also differs from the CQE program in that there are no
residency requirements for QS leased by the proposed Adak CQE; instead there are regional landing
requirements for the resulting IFQ.

Mr. Berns had reservations for creating a program for Adak that differed from the GOA program. Mr.
Fraser responded that the analysis could consider different options. Ms. Kimball noted that the proposal
limits the vessel size restriction to B and C, and would not allow D class shares.

Consensus 1o not forward this proposal to the Council for analysis, bul to recommend a discussion paper
that contrasted this proposal with the current GOA CQE program.

Ranking proposals Ms. DiCosimo reviewed a spreadsheet she prepared of the proposals (and team
modifications of those proposals) for use by the team to rank its recommended proposals. She noted that
it was likely that the Council would move any approved CQE proposals (along with any other proposed
actions that ay result from the CQE five year review), separate from the [FQ proposals and on a separate
timeline (and preparer(s)). She noted that it would be helipful for the team to comment on whether the first
proposals to be analyzed are those of the highest policy priority or whether those that were simplest could
be prepared first. She reviewed which proposals appear to be simpler to analyze and which may be more
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complex, as well as those that were more data dependent and those that appear to be more policy oriented.
These preliminary characterizations contributed to how members ranked individual proposals. The team
collectively ranked each of the nine proposals that were forwarded to the Council for consideration. These
rankings are presented below.

RANK
PROPOSAL COMMITTEE MODIFICATION |iFa CQE

No proposed changes to the regulations for
tunnel requirements, so that Area 4A
Allow the retention of coincidentally harvested|halibut could be retained while targeting
halibut during the Bering Sea sablefish pot sablefish in the Bering Sea and Aleutian 3High:
fishery Islands regulatory areas 6Medium
restrictions to gear usage (a) single v
longline pots, b) pots retained on grounds
for long soaks v retrieved during deliveries,
¢) pot storage, d) gear configuration
requirements; e) gear conflicts, f) use the
200 fathom depth contour to mark open
areas, g) pot soak time slot; 2) area
management (SE v GOA); 3) exacerbation
of halibut mortality; 4)
dynamic(social/economic) effects, including
a) smallvessels could not safely use pots, b)
Allow the use of pots in the Gulf of Alaska crew employment, ¢) QS prices; d) ongoing |5High/

Southeast area sablefish fishery acoustic research for avoiding whale 4Medium
Allow Area 4B Category D quota shares to be 6High:
fished on Category C vessels 3Medium

Amend grandfather/hired skipper privileges in [Sunset the hired skipper provisions for
the halibut/sablefish fishery to sunsel these (future) halibut and sablefish QS

rights, on any future quota which is transferred by individual initial recipients, 3High:
bought/traded/gifled excluding leased (A) shares 6Medium
3High:
1Medium:
Eliminate vessel use caps for CQEs Slow
W *
Exempt A shares from the overall sablefish
use cap and apply,a mse cap at between
1.25% iulﬁ%‘fjfgfmGrrcm use cap for
vessels that ONLY fish A shares (no catcher 1High:
Remove block system for sablefish A shares  |vessel QS onboard) and regardless of 2Medium:
and increase sablefish A (only) cap whether the sablefish harvest was processed |6low
Exempt D class vessels (or those under 26 ft)
delivering less than 300, 500. or 1000 Ib of
halibut to be either exempt from 3-hour notice
to deliver or implement a less burdensome Allow vessels less than 26 ft that deliver 7 |4 nigh
notice to deliver (one hour) for qualified vessel|500 Ib of halibut IFQ to provide 1-hour 6Medium:
deliveries notice of delivery 2low
1High:
Increase halibut IFQ vessel cap in Area 4 discussion paper 8Medium e
4Medium:
Add Adak as CQE community discussion paper 4low

|Note: 7% = “<" nbove|

Adjourn The team adjourned at approximately noon.



Interagency Staff Review of Second Call for IFQ Proposals
February 3, 2010

Proposal 15. Staff reviewed the proposal to allow the transport of fish on a catcher vessel via trailer to the
buyer. Staff observed that the proposal would reverse a correction to the regulations, which was identified
by NMFS as necessary to enforce the IFQ program. Ron Antaya (OLE) and Jessie Gharrett (RAM)
reported that the proposed allowance was an enforcement loophole that existed when the IFQ program
was first implemented. The regulations were revised in the first few years of the IFQ program to define an
IFQ offloading because some smaller catcher vessels were trailered with IFQ fish onboard and offloaded
upon arrival at a new location. Section 679.2 now defines an IFQ offloading (see below). The regulations
were revised to identify when the offload occurred specifically to close that loop hole. Ron reported that
in 2009 through September, 84 distinct vessels less than 26 ft made 275 IFQ landings. Tom Meyer
(AKGC) reported that under the Administrative Procedures Act, any regulation that overlooks a material
fact (i.e, enforcement) would be legally vulnerable. Staff reported that this proposal would result in a
significant compromise for enforcement and it could make it difficult for IPHC to meet the vessel during
offloading to sample and therefore recommended that this proposal not move forward. Staff recommends
that the proposal not be moved forward by the Council.

Section 679.2. IFQ landing means the unloading or transferring of any IFQ halibut, CDQ halibut, IFQ
sablefish, or products thereof from the vessel that harvested such fish or the removal from the water of a
vessel containing IFQ halibut, CDQ halibut, IFQ sablefish, or products thereof.

Section 679.5 (2) IFQ Landing.

(i) Remain at landing site. Once the landing has commenced, the IFQ permit holder, the IFQ hired
master permit holder, or the CDQ hired master permit holder, and the harvesting vessel may not
leave the landing site until the IFQ halibut, IFQ sablefish, or CDQ halibut account is properly
debited (see § 679.40(h)).

(ii) No movement of IFQ halibut, CDQ halibut, or IFQ sablefish. The offloaded IFQ halibut, CDQ
halibut, or IFQ sablefish may not be moved from the landing site until the IFQ Landing Report is
completed through eLandings or other NMFS-approved software and the IFQ permit holder's or
CDQ permit holder's account is properly debited (see § 679.40(h)).

(iii) Single offload site.

(A) IFQ halibut and CDQ halibut. The vessel operator who lands IFQ halibut or CDQ halibut must

continuously and completely offload at a single offload site all halibut onboard the vessel.

(B) IFQ sablefish. The vessel operator who lands IFQ sablefish must continuously and completely

offload at a single offload site all sablefish onboard the vessel.

Proposal 16. Staff reviewed the proposal to increase the halibut vessel cap in Area 4. Jessie Gharrett noted
that the proposal does not accurately describe the current QS caps (see current vessel caps below). Vessel
caps apply simultaneously; that is, a vessel must meet BOTH caps for halibut. This also means that a cap
applicable to Area 4 (only) could either be 1) a new, third vessel cap; 2) a modification to the existing
vessel cap; or 3) an exemption to the existing “ALL” area cap. If a new additional cap is envisioned,
another question is whether, and if so, how, the ‘ALL” cap might be modified. Staff noted that an effect
of increasing vessel caps may be to consolidate further the number of vessels in the fishery, which may
conflict with the stated need for the proposal (i.e., a lack of vessels in Area 4); however the proposal
would allow for more use of the vessels that are active in the area.

Staff did not identify any legal, enforcement, administrative issues with this proposal.



2008 halibut vessel IFQ caps

Vessel Use Cap % 2008 IFQ TAC Vessel Use Cap
1% of 2C IFQ TAC 6,210,000 net Ibs 62,100 net lbs
.5% of Al IFQ TAC 48,040,800 net lbs 240,204 net lbs

Proposal 17. Staff identified that any change to the loan program requires Congressional action to include
additional entities. It is not within the Council’s jurisdiction to act on this proposal.

Proposal 18. Staff noted potential inconsistencies relative to the current Gulf of Alaska CQE program.
Jessie Gharrett identified that for effective enforcement, proposed geographic delivery requirements for
IFQ derived from community-held QS would require that this IFQ be accounted for on a separate permit
because all “like” IFQ currently is comingled on a permit. The geographic delivery requirement makes
the IFQ a different type with different use provisions. The Council would need to identify who would be
responsible if the [FQ was used improperly (i.e., lessee, non-profit entity, community, or a combination)?

For clarification:

- Under the proposed “Purchase, Use, Sale” element the Council would need to identify whether block
and vessel category provisions would apply if the QS is transferred to any other person other than a
non-profit representing any eligible community rather than as stated (i.e., another community).

- QS is held by, or leased to, persons and not vessels.

- Once IFQ is leased, whether community purchase or otherwise, the QS holder loses access via
NMFS to what is confidential info about use of that IFQ.

- NMFS would not be a party to the lease contract or participate in enforcement of same. For
example, without express new regulatory authority, NMFS cannot “reverse” an IFQ lease for non-
performance; returning unused IFQ to the originator may require a written request of BOTH
PARTIES TO THE LEASE because due process and enforcement issues quickly come to bear on
such actions. Further, NMFS does not allow subleases because database control of the QS and IFQ
requires that only the QS holder be the leasor.

Staff did not identify any other legal, enforcement, regulatory, or data issues to the above proposal.

Staff:
Jane DiCosimo, Nicole Kimball (NPFMC) Ron Antaya (NOAA OLE)
Jessie Gharrett (NMFS RAM) Tom Meyer (NOAA GC)
Jay Ginter, Peggy Murphy, Rachel Baker (NMFS SF) Brad Robbins (ADF&G)
Heather Gilroy (IPHC) CMDR Lisa Ragone, LT Ray Reichl (USCG)



) AAA A

Motion

| move that the Council initiate a regulatory amendment to address issues
and concerns raised by the CQE 5 year review document. (Staff to draft problem
statement for Council’s consideration). The amendment would be limited to the
following alternative for the Council’s consideration.

1. CQE entities located in halibut management Area 3A are permitted to
purchase Area 3A “D” class halibut quota shares with the following
limitations:

a. Area 3A “D” class quota shares purchased by Area 3A CQE’s must have
the annual IFQ fished on “D” class vessels. (Affidavit by grantee
indicating use on “D” class vessel to be submitted by CQE when
requesting IFQ transfer.)

b. Area 3A CQE’s are limited in their cumulative purchase of “D” class
quota shares to an amount equal to the total “D” class quota shares that
were initially issued to individuals that resided in Area 3A CQE
communities.

| further move that the Council draft a IettQ’r”gNMFS encouraging the
agency to modify Federal IFQ loan progr egulations so that eligible CQE can
participate in the IFQ loan pr
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Motion

I move that the Council initiate a discussion paper regardlng issues and

options associated with the develop t of ' }QE ty Agje program for halibut ﬂ/w/(mf
management Area 4B communities’ ddltlo to'the |dea§1/brow h%rough (fﬁ%‘

written and public testimony, the dlscussuonﬂgper should include discussion of a
“residency” requirement for fishing the CQE 8 a shares in area 4B. (/(
Epeers
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I move the following proposals reviewed by the IFQ Committee and the AP to be explored in discussion
papers.

Proposal 1. Develop a discussion paper to allow the retention of 4A halibut incidentally caught while
targeting sablefish in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Island regulatory areas. Included in the discussion
paper is the premise that sablefish pot tunnel regulations will not change in the BS/AI regulatory-area——€ Jabe ok
Slis ovehfr 0 ltas Fae oby :’J nofr + rnete asa m-a G } -
Proposal 2. Develop a discussion paper to explore the implications of using pots for the Gulf of Alaska /}’Zj eedftl
sablefish fishery, and address the following issues: u@M @
1) restrictions to gear usage ’
a) single vs longline pots
b) pots retained on grounds for long soaks vs retrieved during deliveries
c) pot storage
d) gear configuration requirements
e) gear conflicts
f) use the 200 fathom depth contour to mark open areas
g) pot soak time
2) area management (SE vs GOA)
3) exacerbation of halibut mortality
4) dynamic (social/economic) effects
a) safety issue related to use of pots by small vessels
b) crew employment
c) QS prices
d) ongoing acoustic research for avoiding whale depredation
Following development of the discussion paper, the Council may consider forming a gear committee
composed of affected stakeholders to discuss the findings of the paper and make recommendations to the
Council.

Proposal 16. Develop a discussion paper to assess whether the problem of unharvested halibut IFQ in
Area 4 is attributable to the current vessel IFQ cap. ,
beds 4°lo

'r" ]\"ij/’ (0

ro dbiechon



D FRA { —jr_&‘-@/

C-1 Halibut/Sablefish IFQ Proposals
I move the following IFQ proposals reviewed by the IFQ Committee and the AP to be analyzed.

Proposal 3. Initiate an analysis to allow Area 4B category D shares to be fished on category C vessels.
- _ . . o o vl v cmﬁ;}gwﬁmom
Proposal 4. Initiate an analysis to prohibit use of hired skippersifor future transfers éf halibut and
sablefish B, C, and D class QS, and set a control date of February 12, 2010. It is expected that the
analysis will include the following elements:

1) A comparison of the attrition rate of initial recipients of halibut and sablefish QS in regulatory
areas 2C and SE where hired skipper privileges are allowed only for non individuals, against the
attrition rate in other regulatory areas.

2) The effect of hired skipper provisions on QS prices, compared to other factors.

3) The kinds of business models and relationships that have developed around the use of the
hired skipper provision.

4) Changes in the way IFQ is harvested by all types of QS holders over time, relative to the
program goal of evolving towards an owner on board or owner-operated fleet.

5) Program elements, and factors outside the program, that provide incentives or disincentives
for QS holders to retire from the fishery.

6) Changes in QS held over time by different types of QS holders.

7) Changes in the availability of QS on the market that might result from this action.

Draft Purpose and Need Statement

A key element of the IFQ program is the requirement for catcher vessel QS holders to be on board the
vessel during harvest and offloading of IFQ halibut and sablefish. The Council did not wish to constrain
existing small business practices and therefore created an exception for initial issuees of catcher vessel
OS. The Council is concerned about the apparent consolidation and reduced opportunities for new
entrants/second generation fishermen to enter the fishery. This reduced opportunity may be attributable
to provisions that allow initial issuees to harvesi not only their initially issued quota, but also new quota
acquisitions without having to be onboard the vessel. Amending the hired skipper privileges for catcher
vessel quota in the halibut/sablefish IFQ program to extend these privileges only to current OS holdings
is not expected to be disruptive to existing hired skipper arrangements, but would prevent further
consolidation of OS to initial issuees using hired skippers and the associaied extraction of rents from the

fishery.

It is the Council’s intent that completion of the Area 2C/3A halibut charter Catch Sharing Plan remains a
higher priority than these new analyses and any discussion papers. Staff work on these new analyses and
discussion papers will occur as time becomes available, with the analyses taking precedent over the
discussion papers.



