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AGENDA C-3

DECEMBER 1999
MEMORANDUM
TO: Council, SSC, and AP Members
FROM: Clarence G. Pautzke ESTIMATED TIME
Executive Director 12 HOURS

DATE: December 2, 1999

SUBJECT: Halibut Charterboat Management
ACTION REQUIRED

Review analysis and release it for public review.
BACKGROUND

In September 1997, the Council adopted GHLs for the halibut charter fishery for IPHC Regulatory Areas 2C
and 3A. The GHLs were based on the charter sector receiving 125% of their 1995 harvest (12.76% of the
combined commercial/charter halibut quota in Area 2C, and 15.61% in Area 3A). The Council stated its
intent that the GHLs would not close the fishery, but instead would trigger other management measures in
years following attainment of the GHL. If end-of-season harvest data indicated that the charter sector likely
would reach or exceed its area-specific GHL in the following season, NMFS would implement pre-approved
measures to slow down charter halibut harvest. Given the one-yéar lag between the end of the fishing season
and availability of that year’s catch data, it was anticipated that it would take up to two years for management
measures to be implemented.

InDecember 1997, NMFS Regional Administrator Steve Pennoyer informed the Council that the GHL would
not be published as a regulation. Further, since the Council had not recommended specific management
measures to be implemented by NMFS if the GHL were reached, no formal decision by the Secretary was
required for the GHL. Therefore, the analysis was not forwarded for Secretarial review.

The Council responded by initiating a public process to identify GHL management measures. It formed a
GHL Committee in 1998 to recommend management measures for analysis that would constrain charter
harvests under the GHL. It met three times in 1998 and. 1999. The Council discussed and approved the
recommendations with modifications of the committee and Advisory Panel in 1998. It modified those
alternatives based on staff, committee, and AP recommendations in early 1999 (a compilation of those
recommendations are available from staff).

In April 1999, the Council identified for analysis: (1) a suite of GHL management measure alternatives; (2)
alternatives that would change the GHL as approved in 1997; and (3) area-wide and LAMP moratorium
options under all alternatives. Recognizing that (1) reliable in-season catch monitoring is not available for
the halibut charter fishery; (2) in-season adjustments cannot be made to the commercial longline individual
fishing quotas (IFQs); and (3) the Council’s stated intent is to not shorten the current charter fishing season,
the Council designed the alternatives to be measures that would be triggered in subsequent fishing years. The
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alternatives are not mutually exclusive and may be combined when the Council makes its final decision in
February 2000. The analysis was emailed to you on December 1 and the executive summary is attached as

Item C-3(a).

To facilitate analysis, the preparers have provided restructured alternatives, mainly in response to concerns
raised by the SSC. It maintains all the options and suboptions of the motion approved by the Council in
April 1999. The restructured alternatives are attached as Item C-3(b).
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AGENDA C-3(a)
COUNCIL REVIEW DRAFT DECEMBER 1999

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
SUMMARY OF SECTION I

This analysis for a regulatory amendment assesses the potential economic and social impacts of implementing
management measures to control halibut charter boat fisheries in International Pacific Halibut Commission
(IPHC) Areas 2C (Southeast Alaska) and 3A (Southcentral Alaska). The need to manage the charter boat catch
derives in large part from the method used by IPHC to calculate commercial halibut quotas. IPHC first
calculates a constant exploitation yield (CEY), deducts non-commercial halibut harvests, and sets the
remainder as the commercial quota. Currently there is no limit on the annual harvest of halibut by charter
operations, lodges, and outfitters. Therefore, the above approach results in an open-ended reallocation from
the commercial fishery to a growing recreational charter fishery.

In September 1997, the Council took final action on two management actions affecting the halibut charter
fishery, culminating more than four years of discussion, debate, public testimony, and analysis:

Recordkeeping and reporting requirements. The Council approved recording and reporting requirements for
the halibut charter fishery. To comply with this requirement, the Alaska Department of Fish and Game
(ADF&G) Sport Fish Division, under the authority of the Alaska Board of Fisheries (BOF), implemented a
Saltwater Sportfishing Charter Vessel Logbook (SCVL) in 1998. Information collected under this program
includes: number of fish landed and/or released, date of landing, location of fishing, hours fished, number of
clients, residence information, number of lines fished, ownership of the vessel, and the identity of the operator.
This logbook information is essential for the analysis of charter moratorium alternatives. It complements
additional sportfish data collected by the State of Alaska through the Statewide Harvest Survey (SWHS),
conducted annually since 1977, and the on-site (creel and catch sampling) surveys conducted separately by
ADF&G in both Southeast and Southcentral Alaska.

Guideline Harvest Levels in IPHC Areas 2C and 3A. The Council adopted GHLs for the halibut charter
fishery, but only for IPHC Regulatory Areas 2C and 3A. They were based on the charter sector receiving
125% of their 1995 harvest (12.76% of the combined commercial/charter halibut quota in Area 2C, and
15.61% in Area 3A). The Council stated its intent that the GHLs would not close the fishery, but instead
would trigger other management measures in years following attainment of the GHL. The overall intent was
to maintain a stable charter season of historic length, using statewide and zone specific measures. If end-of-
season harvest data indicated that the charter sector likely would reach or exceed its area-specific GHL in the
following season, NMFS would implement the pre-approved measures to slow down charter halibut harvest.
Given the one-year lag between the end of the fishing season and availability of that year’s catch data, it was
anticipated that it would take up to two years for management measures to be implemented. The Council also
scheduled a review of halibut charterboat management for October 2000, though that may change as a result
of current actions. ,

In December 1997, the NMFS Alaska Regional Administrator informed the Council that the GHL would not
be published as a regulation. Further, since the Council had not recommended specific management measures
to be implemented by NMFS if the GHL were reached, no formal decision by the Secretary was required for
the GHL. Therefore, the analysis never was forwarded for Secretarial review.

After being notified that the 1997 GHL analysis would not be submitted for Secretarial review, the Council

initiated a public process to identify GHL management measures. The Council formed a GHL Committee to
recommend management measures for analysis that would constrain charter harvests under the GHL.
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COUNCIL REVIEW DRAFT

In April 1999, the Council identified for analysis: (1) a suite of GHL management measure alternatives; (2)
alternatives that would change the GHL as approved in 1997, and (3) area-wide and LAMP moratorium
options under all alternatives. Recognizing that (1) reliable in-season catch monitoring is not available for the
halibut charter fishery; (2) in-season adjustments cannot be made to the commercial longline individual fishing
quotas (IFQs); and (3) the Council’s stated intent is to not shorten the current charter fishing season, the
Council designed the alternatives to be measures that would be triggered in subsequent fishing years. The
alternatives are not mutually exclusive and may be combined when the Council makes its final decision in
February 2000.

Alternative 1: No action. Do not develop regulations to implement a halibut Guideline Harvest Level.
Alternative 2:  Convert the Guideline Harvest Level to an allocation.
The charter halibut fishery would be allocated 12.76% of the combined commercial and charter halibut quota
in area 2C, and 15.61% in Area 3A. The commercial fishery would be allocated 87.24% and 84.39% of the
combined quota in Areas 2A and 3C, respectively. Under a GHL as an allocation, the charter fishery would
close when that sector reached its allocation.

Option A: Area-wide moratorium

Sub-option: Prohibit new charter licenses upon attainment of the GHL.

Option B: Local moratorium
Alternative 3. Convert the Guideline Harvest Level to an allocation range.
The allocation range will have an upper and lower limit and would be a fixed amount expressed in numbers
of halibut. The allocation range would be set by IPHC Areas 2C and 3A. Some or all of the management
measures listed below would be implemented up to 2 years after attainment of the GHL (1 year if data are

available), but prior to January 1 for industry stability. If the charter halibut harvest exceeds the upper limit
of the range in a year, the charter fishery would be restricted to reduce the harvest back within the allocation

range using management actions listed below. If the charter halibut harvest is restricted and the harvest is

reduced below the lower limit of the range charter fishery management measures would be liberalized to
increase the harvest back within the allocation range.

. line limits . super-exclusive registration
. annual angler limit . sport catcher vessel only area
. vessel trip limit . sportfish reserve
. bag limits
Option A: The upper limit of the allocation range would be set at 125% of the 1995 charter
halibut harvest. The lower limit of the allocation range would be set at 100% of the
1995 charter halibut harvest.

Sub-option 1: Reduce the charter halibut allocation to a target range of 75-100% of base year
amount during times of significant stock decline. This reduction would be IPHC area-specific
and would occur in any year that the charter allocation exceeds a specified percentage of the
combined commercial and charter TAC. Percentages to be analyzed should include:

a. 15%
b. 20%
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COUNCIL REVIEW DRAFT
c. 25%

Sub-option 2: 1) Reduce the charter halibut allocation for conservation purposes by a set
percentage in years of significant stock decline.

a. 10%
b. 15%
c. 20%
and
2) The trigger for implementing the reduction would be based on total
harvests and would be IPHC area-specific.
Area 2C Area 3A
4 million Ib 10 million Ib
6 million lb 15 million Ib
8 million Ib 20 million Ib
Option B: The upper limit of the allocation range would be set at 125% of the 1998 charter
halibut harvest. The lower limit of the allocation range would be set at 100% of the
1998 charter halibut harvest.

Sub-option 1: Reduce the charter halibut allocation to a target range of 75-100% of base year
amount during times of significant stock decline. This reduction would be IPHC area specific
and would occur in any year that the charter allocation exceeds a specified percentage of the
combined commercial and charter TAC. Percentages to be analyzed should include:

a. 15%
b. 20%
c. 25%

Sub-option 2: 1) Reduce the charter halibut allocation for conservation purposes by a set
percentage in years of significant stock decline.

a. 10%
b. 15%
C. 20%
and
2) The trigger for implementing the reduction would be based on total
harvests and would be [PHC area-specific.
Area 2C Area 3A
4 million Ib 10 million Ib
6 million 1b 15 million Ib
8 million Ib 20 million Ib
Option C: Moratorium (applies to all of the above)
a. area-wide
b. local
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Alternative 4:  Under a GHL, apply a range of management measures listed below to curtail harvest rates
of guided anglers once GHL is attained.

The GHL functions as a cap. Apply management measures up to 2 years after attainment of GHL (1 year
if data is available, but prior to January 1 for industry stability).

. line limits . super-exclusive registration
. boat limit . sport catcher vessel only area
J annual angler limit . sportfish reserve
. vessel trip limit . rod permit
. bag limits

Option A: Area-wide moratorium
Sub-option: Prohibit new charter licenses upon attainment of the GHL.

Option B: Local moratorium

The criteria for an area-wide halibut charter moratorium under Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 are:

Years of participation
Option 1:1995, 1996, and 1997 IPHC and CFEC licenses and 1998 logbook
Option 2:2 of 3 years (1995-97) plus 1998 logbook
Option 3:1 of 3 (1995-97), plus 1998 logbook
Option 4:license or logbook in any one year (1995-98)

Owner vs Vessel
Option 1:owner/operator or lessee (the individual who has the license and fills out logbook) of the
charter vessel/business that fished during the eligibility period (based on an individual’s
participation and not the vessel’s activity)
Option 2:vessel

Evidence of participation

e mandatory:
IPHC license (for all years)
CFEC number (for all years)
1998 logbook

¢ supplementary:
Alaska state business license
sportfish business registration
insurance for passenger for hire
ADF&G guide registration
enrollment in drug testing program (CFR 46)

Vessel upgrade
Option 1:  license designation limited to 6-pack, if currently a 6-pack, and inspected vessel owner

limited to current inspected certification (held at number of people, not vessel size)
Option 2:  allow upgrades in southeast Alaska (certified license can be transferred to similar sized
vessel)

Transfers will be allowed
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Duration for review
Option 1: tied to the duration of the GHL
Option 2: 3 years
Option 3: 5 years (3 years, with option to renew for 2 years)

To facilitate analysis, the preparers have provided restructured alternatives , mainly in response to concerns
raised by the SSC. It maintains all the options and suboptions of the motion approved by the Council in April
1999.

Alternative 1: Status quo. Do not develop implementing regulations.
Alternative 2: Approve management measures to implement the halibut charter guideline harvest level
ISSUE 1: Apply GHLs to Areas 2C and/or 3A to trigger management measures as:

Option 1: Fixed percentage annually expressed in pounds.

Based on 1995: GHL equal to 12.76% in 2C, 15.61% in 3A.
Based on 1998: GHL equal to 18.01% in 2C, 13.85% in 3A.

Option 2:  Fixed range in numbers of fish.

Based on 1995: GHL range equals 50 - 62 thousand fish in 2C; 138 - 172 thousand fish in 3A
Based on 1998: GHL range equals 61 - 76 thousand fish in 2C; 155 - 193 thousand fish in 3A

Under either option, the GHL would not close fisheries inseason, but would trigger management measures up
to 2 years after attainment of the GHL (1 year if data are available), but prior to the start of the charter fishery
season for industry stability.

ISSUE 2: Implement management measures. None to all of the following management measures would be
implemented up to 2 years after attainment of the GHL (1 year if data is available), but prior to
January 1 for industry stability. Restrictions would be tightened or liberalized as appropriate to
achieve a charter harvest to below the GHL if a fixed percentage or within the GHL range, if a
range.

* line limits * super-exclusive registration
e boat limit  sport catcher vessel only area
* annual angler * sportfish reserve

limit * rod permit

e vessel trip limit

Option: Close the charter fishery in-season once the GHL is reached.
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ISSUE 3:  Under varying halibut abundance.

Option 1:  Status quo. The GHL fixed percentage varies on an annual basis with area halibut
abundance. (This is the current GHL approach adopted by the Council in 1997.)

Option 2:  Reduce area-specific GHL ranges during years of significant stock decline.

Suboption 1:  Reduce to 75-100% of base year amount when the charter allocation is
predicted to exceed a specified percentage (options: 13, 20, or 25%) of the
combined commercial and charter TAC.

Suboption 2: Reduce area-specific GHL by a set percentage (options: 10, 15
or 20%). The trigger for implementing the reduction would be
based on total harvests and would be IPHC area-specific:

Area 2C Options Area 3A Options
4 million Ib 10 million 1b
6 million Ib 15 million Ib
8 million 1b 20 million Ib

ISSUE 4: GHL or allocation

Option 1: Under a GHL and the current IPHC setline quota formula, halibut not harvested by the
charter fleet in one year are rolled into the commercial setline quota the following year.

Option 2: Unharvested halibut would remain unharvested under a direct allocation to the charter
sector.

Suboption: unharvested halibut banked in a sportfish reserve

ISSUE 5: Establish a moratorium for the halibut charter industry.

| Option 1: Establish an area-wide moratorium
Option 2: Establish a local moratorium
Suboption: Prohibit new charter licenses upon attainment of the GHL.
SUMMARY OF SECTION 2

None of the alternatives under consideration would affect the prosecution of the halibut fisheries in a way not
previously considered in consultations. The proposed alternatives are designed to improve the long-term
productivity of halibut stocks in Sitka Sound. None of the alternatives would affect takes of listed species.
Therefore, none of the alternatives are expected to have a significant impact on endangered or threatened

species. None of the management alternatives is expected to have an effect on endangered or threatened
species.
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SUMMARY OF SECTION 3

The two main criteria that determine if and when the GHLs, as presented in this analysis, will be reached or
exceeded are: 1) the status of the halibut biomass and future biomass projections and 2) charter effort and
projected growth of harvest. Section 3 provides the baseline data from the IPHC halibut stock assessment and
descriptions of halibut harvests and participation by fishery sector and area from ADF&G statewide harvest
surveys that are used in Sections 5 and 6 to prepare the RIR. Lastly, halibut biomass and charter fishery
projections as presented to the Council in 1993 and 1997, and as currently updated in 1999, are discussed.

Biology and total removals of Pacific halibut in Areas 2C and 3A

The halibut resource is healthy and total removals are at record levels. IPHC stock assessment models show
a strong 1987 year-class. No strong year-classes are following, indicating that recruitment and ultimately,
biomass, have peaked. Changes for Areas 2C and 3A over the past several years occurred as a result of
changes to the stock assessment model more than as a result of biological changes. In the absence of model
changes, short-term fluctuations in exploitable biomass, and therefore in quotas, should be small.

Landings in 1998 were among the top five highest years, at over 94 million pounds. Halibut harvests in 1998
in Area 2C totaled 12.9% and 75% of total removals for the charter and commercial fisheries, respectively.
In Area 3A, those fisheries harvested 9.3% and 75%, respectively, in 1998. Non-guided sport halibut anglers
harvested 6.9% and 5.6% in Areas 2C and 3A, respectively, in 1998.

Projections of halibut biomass and quotas in Areas 2C and 3A

In 1993, ADF&G and IPHC staff reported that the coast-wide exploitable halibut biomass declined by 25%
from 1988 to 1992, from 359 to 266 million pounds. In 1993, exploitable biomass was declining at about 10%
per year. Continued biomass decline was predicted during 1993-97 at annual rates of 9, 7, 5, 3, and 1% per
year. Halibut biomass was then predicted to increase from 1998 through 2000 at 1, 3, and 5% per year,
respectively, due to increasing recruitment.

The 1997 analysis projected that, using an overall exploitation rate of 18% in 1998 and 20% every year
thereafter, the expected halibut biomass would decrease by 32%, from an estimated 429 million pounds in
1998 to 292 million pounds in 2008 for the combined Areas 2A, 2B, 2C, 3A, and 3B. The projections had
very wide confidence intervals due to environmental conditions. They predicted a substantially slower decline
in exploitable halibut biomass than originally estimated in the 1993 report.

Since the development of these projections, the IPHC halibut stock assessment model was modified to account
for an apparent 20% decrease in the length-at-age of halibut. The end result of all the changes to the [IPHC
model is that both halibut biomass and recruitment are considered to be higher than that estimated under
previous stock assessment. These estimates are a result of changes to the IPHC medel and not due to changes
in the halibut stock. That is, it was not so much that the halibut stock increased as that the IPHC stock
assessment could now detect the level more accurately.

The 1993 and 1997 projections of exploitable halibut biomass were compared with actual levels in 1994-98.
Actual levels appear to fall within the projected range for 1997 and 1998 in the 1997 analysis and are
substantially higher than the 1993 ADF&G and IPHC projections. In fact, the actual exploitable biomass
levels in 1997 and 1998 are only slightly above the expected value of the 1997 projections. The 1997
projections appear to be appropriate to continue estimating future exploitable biomass levels in the near term.
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Halibut quota changes for Areas 2C and 3A over the past several years occurred as a result of changes to the
stock assessment model more than as a result of biological changes. In the absence of model changes, short-
term fluctuations in exploitable biomass, and therefore in catch limits, should be small. Recruitment represents
a small fraction of the exploitable biomass, therefore, has a small annual effect. Increased selectivity over ages
8- to 12-yrs accounts for the majority of biomass added annually to offset natural mortality. The very large
exploitable biomass relative to recruitment buffers the population from changes. However, because exploitable
biomass has been at a high level, and because recruitment has declined over the past several years, lower
exploitable biomass is more probable than higher exploitable biomass for the next five years. Exploitable
biomass in Areas 2C and 3A, and therefore quotas, will range from constant over five years to a decline of
3-5% per year.

Current charter harvest levels and projected growth

Little change occurred in charter halibut harvest (in pounds) from Area 2C during 1994-96 (an average of
970,000 Ib net weight). A 12% drop to 853,000 lb occurred in 1997, followed by a near doubling of harvested
biomass (1.77 million Ib) in 1998. The 1998 logbook data confirmed this estimate.

The expected pattern for the halibut charter fishery is continued growth in the number of halibut taken in the
sport fishery, but little change in average weight. In 1993, sport harvest increase was projected to follow a
linear growth model through 2000. Taking the projected charter boat increase and halibut biomass changes
into account, they concluded that projected sport harvest would reach about 33-50% of the commercial harvest
in both Areas 2C and 3A by 2000.

In summary, two significant changes occurred in the Area 2C halibut charter fishery between 1997 and 1998:
1) the number of halibut harvested increased by 45%; and 2) the average weight of halibut increased by 43%.
Less change occurred in the Area 3A halibut charter fishery between 1998 and 1999 than occurred in Area
2C: 1) the number of halibut harvested was approximately the same despite a decrease of 20% in client angler-
days; and 2) the average weight of halibut decreased by only 6%.

Current charter participation and projected growth

The number of unique active businesses and vessels was consistent for Area 2C, with 397 and 386 businesses
and 581 and 588 vessels in 1998 and 1999, respectively. “Active” is defined as having reported bottomfishing
effort on the SCVL. Approximately 87% of registered businesses and vessels in both years were owned by
Alaska residents as indicated by permanent mailing address. For Area 3A, the number of unique active
businesses was slightly higher in 1999 at 434 than 1998 at 422 as indicated logbook data. The number of
unique active vessels was also slightly higher in 1999 at 501 than 1998 at 480. Approximately 96% of Area
3A registered businesses and vessels in both years were owned by Alaska residents as indicated by permanent
mailing address.

A cursory comparison of businesses and vessels actively participating in the halibut charter industry would
indicate that growth is flat, despite only two years of logbook data and the newness of the mandatory logbook
requirement. A more detailed examination of active vessels in Section 6, however, identifies approximately
350 of the 1999 vessels as unique to that year (175 in each area). This indicates considerable exit and entry
in this fishery between 1998 and 1999.

A total of 2,424 Alaska residents and 37,976 non-residents were Area 2C saltwater (all species) charter clients

in 1998. Non-residents comprised between 86% and 100% of clients, with an average .of 94% for all.
Estimates for 1994-97 are not currently available. A total of 30,255 Alaska residents and 53,519 non-
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residents were Area 3A saltwater charter clients in 1998. Non-residents comprised between 56% and 93% of
clients, with an average of 64% for all ports in the area.

The 1997 analysis developed new projections of the growth rate of the charter boat industry. Charter removals
of halibut (total net weight of halibut) were expected to continue to increase, but at a declining rate. The
analysis also stated that the total sport harvest of halibut had been increasing more slowly than prior reports
indicated, averaging 6.4% annually from 1990 to 1995. There is considerable variation, however, in growth
rates of harvest between fully capitalized locations in Alaska and those that are newly accessible. In addition,
while the growth rate of halibut biomass taken in the sport harvest was averaging about 15% at the start of
the 1980s, in 1997 it was reported to be substantially lower, about the same as the growth rate of the number
of halibut harvested.

The 1997 analysis assumed two widely divergent bounds of higher and lower projections of the growth rate
of charter boat removals of halibut. In 1995, the charter fishery accounted for 9.2% of the combined
commercial/charter catch for all areas. Based on the expected values of halibut biomass discussed above, the
analysis translated the 1997 projections of charter growth into charter share of the fofal halibut harvest at
right for combined areas. The projected growth rate was 10.2% in Area 2C.

The actual growth rate for the halibut charter and non-charter fishery from 1990-1995 was similar to the 6.4%
growth rate reported in the 1997 analysis. From_1990-1995, the combined sport fishery in Area 2C had a
growth rate of 7.1%. This analysis updates this information; the average annual growth rate based on SWHS
for Area 2C for 1994-98 was actually 10.8%, with wide variance between years. Halibut harvest increased
45% between 1997 and 1998. The 1998 logbook verified this estimate, but the logbook program did not exist
in 1997 to verify the 1997 SWHS estimate. It is believed the SWHS may have underestimated charter catch
and harvest in earlier years. If this is true, then the actual growth rate would have been higher.

The actual growth rate for the halibut charter and non-charter fishery from 1990-1995 did not reflect the linear
increase as projected by ADF&G and IPHC in 1993, but was more similar to the 5.4% growth rate reported
in the 1997 analysis. For 1990-1995, the combined sport fishery in Area 3A had a growth rate of 6.3%. The
average annual growth rate based on SWHS for Area 3A for 1994-98 (5.1%) matched the 1997 projection.

In summary, a comparison of projected and actual rates of growth of the charter harvest with the combined
charter/commercial harvest in Area 2C indicate that the projections from the 1997 analysis appear to reflect
actual trends for 1994-98. Still two years shy of the 2000 projections, actual growth is bounded within the
lower growth and higher growth projections. Actual growth for 1994 through 1998 in Area 3A appears to best
approximate the lower growth rate projections for 2000 from the 1997 analysis. Therefore, it is appropriate
to continue to use these projections to characterize future growth in the Area 2C charter fishery in the near
term.

One of the principal factors in charter growth is directly related to tourism, particularly in Area 2C where
nearly all charter clients are non-residents. The number of visitors to Alaska has grown over the past two
decades, although the rate of growth has been declining in recent years. Annual growth in visitation averaged
10% between 1989 and 1994, and 12% each year for 1993 and 1994. Between 1994 and 1996, growth slowed
to less than 6% per year, and since 1997, to less than 3% per year. The 1998 summer season marked Alaska's
lowest growth rate in a decade at 1.3%, or about 1.1 million visitors, between May and September 1998.
Recent years represent a substantial deviation from the 7.2% average summer growth seen since 1989. This
slower, decreased rate of growth is predicted to continue for the next two to three years.
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Baseline economic data for charter fishery

The monetary contribution that the guided halibut fishery makes to regional economies requires information
on angler expenditures, effort (time spent fishing), and the portion of overall expenditures that are attributable
to fishing. Information used in this study was primarily derived from a mail survey targeting persons sport
fishing on the Kenai Peninsula conducted by Lee et al (1999), and analysis of that data conducted by
Herrmann (1999). Alaskan residents tended to take more and longer trips than non-Alaskan residents, but
spent less money per day. Alaskan residents also caught fewer halibut per day (1.69) than non-Alaskan
residents (2.04).

Angler expenditures

Angler expenditures are divided into fishing and non-fishing categories. Fishing expenses include items such
as tackle, charter fees, and clothing. Non-fishing expenses cover daily living and transportation costs of the
fishing trip. The expenditures in this analysis are based on information from the 1997 and 1998 fishing years.

Average angler expenditures for Cook Inlet marine sport fisheries

Overall the average daily travel and living expenditures for Alaska and non-Alaska residents were $44 and
$101, respectively. Fishing costs for Alaska and non-Alaska residents were $47 and $138, respectively. The
values for Alaska residents were much lower because trips where fishing occurred on private boats and from
shore were included in the data as well as charter trips. When the estimates were made for charter trips only,
the fishing expenditures for Alaskan ($141 - the charter itself cost $128) and non-Alaskan ($208 - the charter
itself cost $142) residents were closer to being equal.

Effort information from the 1998 and 1999 ADF&G logbooks were then combined with the daily fish expense
information. Combining these two sources of information assumes that effort data from one year can
appropriately be applied to expenditures from another year. The resulting values indicate that about $19.3
million was spent as a result of charter boat fishing for halibut in the Cook Inlet off the Kenai Peninsula.
during 1998. Of the $19.3 million, $4.6 million (24 percent) was spent by Alaskan residents and $14.7
million (76 percent) by non-Alaskan residents. About 81 percent of the money spent in Alaska was spent
within the Kenai Peninsula. Expenditure estimates for 1999 were similar to those for 1998, because effort
estimates from the 1999 log books were close to those in 1998.

Applications to 3A

- Average angler expenditures from the Cook Inlet study were applied to area 3A as a whole, but required some
broad assumptions regarding characteristics of the 3A ports. Ports in 3A that may well have similar
characteristics to the Cook Inlet ports are places like Seward. Charter clients can drive to Seward and it offers
the similar living opportunities/cost structures to places like Homer. Yakutat, on the other hand, does not fit
as well. Clients would be required to fly into Yakutat to fish, and the cost of living maybe higher. These
differences mean that applying the Cook Inlet expense structure to Yakutat may yield misleading results.
However, overall it is thought to be reasonable to apply Cook Inlet expenses to charter ports in 3A as a whole,
since the Cook Inlet ports (and ports similar to the Cook Inlet ports) make up the majority of charter effort
in 3A.

Fishing expenditures in Cook Inlet attributable to halibut charter fishing were $15.0 million in 1998 (total

expenditures were $19.3 million). In 3A as a whole, $18.0 million was spent on fishing expenditures
attributable to the halibut charter fishery.
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Applications to 2C

The distribution of clientele residency, transportation cost to get to the port, reasons for being in the port
(vacation versus fishing) are different in 2C when compared to 3A. Each of these factors change the
expenditure patterns of charter clients. Because the cost structure of taking a charter trip in 3A and 2C are
thought to be very different, the expenditure information from the Cook Inlet study has not been applied to
2C.

Some basic information on the cost of a charter trip is presented for 2C. Those data indicate that the prices
paid for a charter trip are higher in 2C than in 3A. Trips out of Juneau, for example, are reported to cost
$150-$220 per person (85 percent of the trips are for salmon), with the average trip costing $180. Half-day
trips have been quoted from $150-8190 per person, but these trips are likely only for salmon, because of the
travel time to reach the halibut fishing grounds. In Petersburg, trips were quoted as costing $165-$170 per
day.

Commercial fisheries

Since 1977, the total commercial fishery catch in Alaska has ranged from 16 to 61 million. Beginning in 1981,
catches began to increase annually and peaked in 1988. Catches have since declined, reaching a low of 44
million Ib in 1995. The 70 million Ib harvest in 1998 represented an 8% increase over 1997. Bycatch
mortality, i.e., the catch of halibut in other groundfish fisheries, is the second largest source of removals from
the stock, totaling approximately 13 million 1b in 1998.

Current commercial harvest levels and projected growth

Area 2C has the second largest commercial halibut TAC in Alaska. Peak area catches occurred in 1988 at
11 million Ib. Since the beginning the IFQ fishery, 2C halibut harvests have ranged between 7.5 and 10.0
million pounds. During 1999, the 10 million 1b quota was landed in 24 different ports. Eighteen were located
in Alaska and accounted for 96 percent of Area 2C landings. Four were located in Washington state, one in
Oregon, and one in Canada. In total, 3,448 separate halibut landings were made by vessels harvesting 2C
halibut in 1999.

Area 3A has the largest commercial halibut TAC in Alaska. Since the beginning the IFQ fishery, 3A halibut
harvests have ranged between 18 and 26 million pounds. The Area 3A quota peaked in 1988 at 38 million
Ib. During 1999, the 25 million Ib quota was landed in 31 different ports. Twenty-three of the ports were
located in Alaska and accounted for over 96 percent of the 3A landings. Five were located in Washington
state, two in Oregon, and one in Canada. In total, 3,448 separate halibut landings were made by vessels
harvesting 3A halibut in 1999.

Current commercial participation

A total of 1,734 persons held quota share (QS) in Area 2C at the end of 1998, down 27% from initial issuance
in 1995 (2,386 persons). More than half of Area 2C QS holders hold QS in amounts <3,000 (1998) pounds.
The number of shareholders decline with increasing size of QS: 28%, 15%, and 4% hold QS between 3-10
thousand Ib, 10-25 thousand Ib, and > 25 thousand Ib, respectively. The majority of consolidation has
occurred in persons holding less than 3,000 pounds of quota. Some consolidation of QS was expected when
the IFQ program was approved. However, the Council did implement measures to ensure that small
participants remained in the fishery. Those measures appear to have been successful.
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A reduction of about 500 QS holders (about one-third of the initial recipients) has taken place in that class
from the time of initial issuance through 1998. The number of persons holding more than 3,000 pounds of
halibut quota has tended to remain more stable. However, the overall trend is for the number of persons in the
smaller classes to shrink with the larger classes remaining stable or increasing.

A total of 2,348 persons held QS in Area 3A at the end of 1998, down 23% from initial issuance in 1996.
Approximately half of Area 3A QS holders hold QS in amounts <3,000 (1998) pounds. The number of
shareholders decline with increasing size of QS: 22%, 16%, and 13% hold QS between 3-10 thousand Ib, 10-
25 thousand Ib, and > 25 thousand Ib, respectively.

About 82 percent of Area 2C QS holders are Alaska residents who hold about 84 percent of the halibut quota
in 2C. The remaining QS is held by residents of 18 other States or Canadian residents. Seventy-six percent
of QS holders that were not initially issued QS for halibut are Alaskan residents, as of year-end 1998, with

- the remaining 24 percent being non-residents. Nearly 15% of Area 2C QS were held by crew members. This
indicates a fairly high rate of “buy-in” to the fishery by Alaskan residents. A small amount of acquired QS
has been purchased by crewmen.

About 79 percent of Area 3A QS holders are Alaska residents; they held 64 percent of the 3A QS.

Washington residents held over 24 percent of the QS, while only accounting for 12 percent of the people

holding QS. Oregon residents held over 7 percent of the QS. Seventy-two percent of Area 3A QS held by non-
 initial recipients of quota are Alaskan residents, with the remaining 28 percent held by non-residents

A total of 836 vessels landed IFQs in Area 2C at the end of 1998. Consolidation has been occurring, with
1998 vessels down 24 percent from initial issuance and 53 percent from 1992. More than half of all vessels
participating in the halibut [FQ program landed IFQs in Area 2C. A total of 3,118 landings were made by the
vessels operating in Area 2C during 1998. On average, each vessel made about 3.7 landings. The 3,118
landings in Area 2C accounted for approximately 44 percent of all landings in the 1998 halibut fishery.

A total of 899 vessels landed IFQs in Area 3A during 1998, down 47 percent from initial issuance and 53
percent from 1992. Approximately 56 percent of all vessels participating in the halibut IFQ program landed
IFQs in Area 3A. A total of 2,919 landings were made from fish harvested in Area 3A during 1998. Area
" 3A accounted for approximately 41 percent of the number of statewide halibut landings.

Catcher/sellers were the most common type of buyer permit issued in Area 2C. However, only 54 of the 587
catcher/seller permits were used to purchase halibut in 2C. The next largest category was shoreside
processors. A total of 128 shoreside processor permits were issued for all of Alaska and 30 permits were used
to purchase halibut in Area 2C.

Only 208 of the 859 registered buyer permits were used to purchase halibut in Area 3A during 1998. Most
of the buyers that did purchase Area 3A halibut were in the catcher/seller (129 buyers) and shoreside
processor (61 buyers) categories. No other category had more than seven active buyers in 1998.

Background Economic Information on the Commercial Halibut Fishery
Ex-vessel prices for halibut in the commercial fishery increased statewide from 1992-96. The statewide
average price of halibut in 1992 was $0.98 and increased to $2.24 in 1996. In 1997 the price dropped slightly

to $2.15, then fell sharply to $1.26 in 1998. The large decrease in price for the 1998 fishing year reflected
an overall decrease in fish prices that year were at least partially a result of weak Asian economies.
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Ex-vessel halibut revenue in areas 2C and 3A were $12.2 and $52.3 mullion, respectively, i 1997. Revenues
dropped to $12.1 million (2C) and $31.1 million (3A), in 1998. The decrease in revenue was primarily a
result of the drop in ex-vessel price, as harvest amounts were fairly stable.

First wholesale prices also decreased from 1997 to 1998. Head and Gut products dropped from $2.67 per
poundin 1997 to $1.91 in 1998. Overall the average wholesale price per pound across all product forms was
$2.77 in 1997 and $2.05 in 1998. ’

First Wholesale revenues were derived from the Commercial Operator Annual Reports. Those data indicate
that revenues at the first wholesale level increased from $76 million in 1995 (the first year of the IFQ
program), to $130 million in 1997. In 1998, revenues declined to $93 million.

The value of a unit of QS and its standardized value in terms of pounds of fish are reported for 1995-98.
These data were derived from the RAM transfer files, and are reported in CFEC’s 1999 IFQ study. QS prices
increased from 1995-97 and then fell in 1998. This is the same trend that was observed for ex-vessel and first
wholesale prices. The mean price of a pound of IFQ in area 2C was $7.58 in 1995 and $10.14 in 1998. This
is a price increase of about 34 percent. In area 3A the price increased from $7.37 in 1995 to $8.55 in 1998,
or a 16 percent increase. Therefore the relative IFQ transfer price has increased faster in area 2C than in 3A.

Commercial fishery costs were estimated for the halibut 1996 halibut fleet using a engineering and key
informant approach. The results of that study indicated that a total of 132,160 skates were set in 1996, across
IPHC areas 2C-4E. The cost of fishing that gear was estimated to be $2.2 million in setting/retrieving costs,
$0.9 million in fuel, $0.9 million in bait, and $0.4 million in gear replacement costs. Processing and shipping
costs were also estimated in that study. The costs varied depending on whether the product was sold fresh
or frozen and the port the processing occurred. In general, processing costs were assumed to be $0.30 per
pound for fresh halibut and $0.50 for frozen. Shipping costs varied by port, but the cost of shipping halibut
fresh was 4 to 5 times a much as shipping frozen product.

SUMMARY OF SECTION 4
not available
SUMMARY OF SECTION 5

Information from ADF&G Sport Fish Division, charter associations, and earlier estimates from ISER indicate
anywhere from 450 to 600 ‘active’ charter vessels. In 1998 there were 1,085 vessels which participated in
the logbook program with saltwater bottom fish activity (581 in Area 2C and 504 in Area 3A). No attempt
was made to determine how many of those were ‘full-time” operators. That number increased to 1,108 in
1999 (588 in Area 2C and 520 in Area 3A), with approximately 350 of those vessels being unique to 1999,
indicating considerable entry/exit in this fishery from 1998-1999.

Earlier estimates from the 1997 study indicated that 402 ‘full-time’ charter vessels, each operating at 50%
load factor (operating 75% of available days at 66% seat capacity) could have taken the 1995 charter fleet
harvest. Given the 1998 harvest level (an increase of about 30 % over 1995 levels for total Area 2C and 3A
pounds harvested, and 15% increase in total numbers of fish harvested), the estimate of full-time equivalent
charter vessels would be between 462 and 522 vessels, without taking into account changes in the average
weight of fish harvested.

The alternatives under consideration would qualify between 497 and 694 vessels, if 1998 logbook
participation is required. These numbers are substantially less than the numbers actually participating in 1998
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and 1999, based on the logbook information. Option 4 only requires participation in any year 1995-1998 and
would qualify 2,073 vessels. Allowing supplementary information for qualification (other than IPHC license
and/or 1998 logbook) could increase the number of qualifying participants.

The calculations were based on vessel participation history as opposed to individual (owner) participation
history. However it is likely that the vessel numbers shown will closely approximate total permit numbers
if the Council chooses to base qualification on owner participation history. Nevertheless, this decision is
among the most critical with regard to a moratorium, in terms of granting permits to the appropriate recipients
and minimizing disruption to the charter fleet in the initial allocation of permits; i.e., in many cases the current
owner of a particular qualifying vessel may not be the individual owner associated with the vessel’s qualifying
catch history.

Although the total harvest capacity of the fleet is difficult to estimate, the currently licensed fleet (based on
1998 logbooks) has a harvest capacity well above the current harvest level, and even the currently active fleet
is probably not operating at its maximum capacity. The presence of excess harvest capacity reduces the
effectiveness of a moratorium and the ability to predict when it may become constraining on harvest. Only
when latent capacity is filled would a moratorium become effective at maintaining harvest within the GHL.

Client demand may be the more effective limiting factor on growth in this industry sector than a moratorium,
or a moratorium and quota limit, depending on where the limit is set.

The more restrictive moratorium options being considered may result in an effective moratorium; i.e., along
with other management measures, may be effective at keeping the charter fleet within a GHL. This is
particularly true if the GHL is set at a level higher than the current harvest level, and/or if it is set at a fixed
poundage. A GHL based on a floating percentage, combined with declines in overall halibut biomass, reduce
the likelihood of the moratorium’s effectiveness; i.e., at low GHL levels, there likely will be excess capacity
relative to that GHL under all options.

A moratorium would likely help promote economic stability for existing charter operators, particularly in
areas where dramatic increases in participation have occurred recently. However, the issue of who receives
the permit will also play an important role in determining future stability. Benefits derived by charter
operators from a moratorium could be offset by losses to the charter clients in terms of potential price
increases for charter trips.

Because a moratorium alone does not set aside a fixed portion of the exploitable yield for the guided fleet,
there may be less down side risk to the commercial sector, when compared to a GHL which is a strict
allocation, particularly in the short term (due to unharvested fish being left on the table).

The interrelationship, and potential conflicts, between an area-wide moratorium and local level (LAMP)
moratoria needs to be considered. An area-wide moratorium may negatively impact the development of
fisheries in areas without excess charter effort, without necessarily helping in areas that are already
overcrowded. LAMP moratoriums may be more effective at resolving these local area issues, but likely would
not be effective relative to attainment of GHL goals.

Because 1998 was the first year of the logbook program, there are concerns with the use of the 1998 logbook
information as a basis for moratorium/license limitation qualification.
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SUMMARY OF SECTION 6

Alternative 1, no action, would result in continued unconstrained charter halibut harvests and a de facto
reallocation of halibut from the commercial sector to the charter sector. This analysis assumes that sport
halibut removals will increase by approximately 9 % in Area 2C and 4% in Area 3A for the charter sector
and | percent in the unguided sector over the next 5 years. If that rate of growth does occur in future years,
the ex-vessel gross revenues to the commercial fishery in areas 2C and 3A would decline by about 4 % per
year. Given the current TAC and exvessel prices of $2.10/Ib (IPHC, pers. commun.). This amounts to a
decrease of $7.1 M in Area 2C and $13.4 Min Area 3A in nominal dollars over the entire 2000-2005 time
horizon.

Under Alternative 2, the guideline harvest level, by itself, has no management effect on either charter or
commercial harvests. The associated management measures are the critical components of the program.

The following general picture of the halibut charter and commercial fisheries was drawn:

« halibut biomasses are at peak abundances, but likely to decline by 3-5% each year in the short-term;
+ quotas are likely to remain steady;

+  charter harvests are continuing to increase, but at declining rates;

« commercial quotas decline as charter harvests increase.

Five specific management issues have been identified which conform with the Council’s April 1999 suite of
alternatives, options and suboptions. This section draws the following conclusions regarding these issues.

ISSUE 1I: Apply GHLs to Areas 2C and/or 3A to trigger management measures as a fixed percentage
annually expressed in pounds or a fixed range in numbers of fish, based on 125% of 1995 o
1998 charter harvests. :

In 1997, the Council adopted the GHL based on a fixed percentage based on 1995 charter harvests. This
equated to 12.76% of the combined charter harvest and commercial quota in Area 2C and 15.61% in Area
3A (as calculated in 1997). The Council is now considering altering that decision by adopting the GHL as a
fixed range of numbers of fish and revising the base year to 1998. This would revise the GHL percentages
to a fixed point somewhere between 12.76-18.01% in Area 2C and 13.84-15.61% in Area 3A and set the GHL
range between 50 - 76 thousand fish in Area 2C and 138 - 193 thousand fish in Area 3A. To address
concerns regarding possible declines in halibut abundance, a set of reduction mechanisms are tied to the fixed
range, which are addressed under Issue 3.

In determining whether the base year should be updated, the analysis examined higher and lower growth
projections to estimate when the respective GHLs might be reached. From this:

* ADF&G harvest data appear to have exceeded the 1995-based GHL in 1998. Therefore, had the 1997
GHL decision been approved by the Secretary, GHL management measures would be triggered for the
next fishing season in Area 2C.

« the projected timeline suggests that under higher growth rates, the charter harvest in Area 2Ccould reach
the 1998-based GHL sometime during 2000 - 2001 and under lower growth rates, sometime during 2003 -
2004.

»  Area 3A projections indicate that the 1995-based GHL might be reached sometime during 1999 - 2000
under the higher projection and 2000 - 2001 under the lower projection.
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+ the 1998-based GHL might be reached during 2000 - 2001 under the higher projection and during 2003 -
2004 under the lower projection. -

In summary, the Council could set the percentage or range at any point within the ranges listed above. The
obvious allocational impacts are that the higher the GHL is (in pounds or fish) in an area, the greater the
allocation would be to the charter sector and the lower the quota assigned to the commercial sector.

ISSUE 2: Implement management measures, with an option to close the fishery in-season once the GHL

is reached.
bag limits annual angler limit sport catcher vessel only area
boat limit vessel trip limit sportfish reserve
line limits super-exclusive registration rod permit

Of the ten measures to constrain charter harvests in future years to within the respective GHLs analyzed here,
only bag limits and boat limits appear to limit charter harvests.

+ the reduction in harvest effected by a bag limit will likely exceed the actual decrease in halibut that can
be kept assuming that effort does not change. This is because effort can be expected to change as anglers
react to the change in quality of the average halibut trip. Preliminary model runs estimate the change in
participation resulting from a one-fish bag limit to be quite substantial in Area 3A, resulting in harvest
levels that are much lower than necessary to-keep the charter sector below the GHL level. Allocative
effects will on how these uncaught fish are distributed among the commercial and sport sectors.

+ boat limits would result in the same amount of halibut being harvested on a trip as the bag limit
alternatives, and , in fact, may result in higher harvests under the proposed “collective” or party fishing
definition.

* line limits may redirect fishing effort between vessels, but is unlikely to further restrict harvest. A 6-line
limit and restrictions of lines to number of paying passengers currently exists in Area 2CA; additional
restrictions would limit vessels to a 4-packs or 5-packs. Nearly 90% of Area 2C charters took four clients
in 1998, therefore, a 4-line limit may not result in adequate reductions to stay within the GHL. Area 3A
charter vessels traditionally fish up to 27 lines. A floating scale for line limits may address traditional
fishing patterns on larger sized vessels. A prohibition of fish harvested by crew may result in adequate
harvest reduction to keep the harvest within the respective GHLs. Enforcement of lines “fished” would
also be difficult.

« most charter clients take either two or four halibut in a year. A small percentage of avid anglers exceed
that, indicating that annual angler limits will have less impact on total halibut removals compared with
impacts on the amount of halibut taken by a few fishermen.

» only 4% of Areas 2C and 3A trips would be affected by limiting a vessel to one trip each day. If an
average trip results in an average harvest, then a vessel trip limit may result in a harvest reduction of 4%.
Recognizing the overcapacity of the fleet, clients will likely charter on another available vessel.

 superexclusive registration and Sport Catcher Vessel Only Areas may redistribute fishing effort but are
unlikely to reduce halibut removals. They may be valid management tools to be included withina LAMP.

+ arod limit currently exists in State regulations for Southeast Alaska: 1 rod per person; 6 rods per boat;
up to 6 lines/vessel; limited to the number of paying clients such that the maximum number of fishing
lines that may be fished from a vessel engaged in sport fishing charter activities is equal to the number 77
of paying clients on board the vessel. -
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+ an in-season closure is included as an option in the analysis. The Council and State of Alaska has
indicated its interest in using management measures that would be triggered for a subsequent fishing
season rather than closing the fishery in-season due to data and management concerns.

The sportfish reserve would nullify the constraining effect of the GHL by reallocating halibut from the
commercial sector to the charter sector when the GHL would trigger a reduction.

ISSUE 3: Adjust the GHL fixed range of fish under varying halibut abundance.

Adjusting the GHL range during years of low abundance becomes moot if the Council chooses to set the GHL
as a fixed percentage. Alternatively, if the Council adopts the GHL as a fixed range (Issue 1 Option 2), then
the Council must decide whether and how to apply that range in years of low halibut abundance.

Suboptions 1 and 2 reduce the GHL range at very different levels of abundance. Suboption 1 proposes to
reduce a GHL range by 25% when it exceeds 15%, 20%, or 25% of the combined charter/commercial quota
during years of varying abundance. The suboption links the combined quota in pounds to the range of fish in
numbers. The combined quota triggers levels equate to approximately 3.7, 4.9, and 7.0 M Ib in Area 2C and
6.6, 8.8, and 12.5 M Ib in Area 3A.

Suboption 2 would not trigger reductions in the_range until total barvests had been reduced by 42-70%,
depending on the Council’s preferred alternative. Three choices are included in the analysis for levels to reduce
the range, depending on the base year. Proposed total removal trigger levels are 4, 6, and 8 M 1b for Area 2C
and 10, 15, and 20 M Ib for Area 3A. The lowest levels match the lowest total removals ever recorded and
stocks associated with those levels could be considered depressed. The highest proposed triggers are
approximately 20% below ‘typical’ levels of total removals. The intermediate triggers would be somewhere
in between.

ISSUE 4: Determine whether a GHL or allocation

Option 1 is tied to the Council’s interpretation that the GHL is a target against which the level of charter
harvests are gauged to determine if management measures need to be invoked to further constrain those levels.
Under Option 1, the difference in halibut that could be harvested by charter anglers under the GHL and what
is annually harvested, would in effect “roll over” to the commercial sector at the start of the season.

Option 2 is distinct from Option 1 in that as an allocation, the commercial sector would not accrue the full
benefit of any unharvested GHL halibut in the subsequent year. While the overall CEY will likely be higher
because fewer removals occurred, the commercial sector would be constrained by its allocation percentage
that will be adopted by the Council.

The next issue under Option 2 to be considered by the Council is whether the unharvested halibut should
accrue conceptually in a sportfish reserve. Charter sector proponents of “banking” unharvested fish in such
a system have defined the reserve such that unharvested fish would not accrue “pound for pound” in the
reserve, but that the sector would get a credit for those unharvested fish when the GHL is constraining on their
clients. In summary, a sportfish reserve negates the effects of a GHL by “reallocating” additional halibut to
the charter sector when that sector’s harvests would exceed the GHL and trigger constraining management
measures. This reallocation would be redirected from the commercial quota.
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ISSUE 5: Establish a moratorium, either area-wide local

Area-wide and local moratorium options were analyzed separately in Section 5. Those conclusions that relate
to the GHL are repeated here.

«  The alternatives would qualify between 497 and 694 vessels, if 1998 logbook participation is required.
These numbers are substantially less than the numbers actually participating in 1998 and 1999, based on
the logbook information. Option 4 only requires participation in any year 1995-1998 and would qualify
2,073 vessels. Allowing supplementary information for qualification (other than IPHC license and/or
1998 logbook) could increase the number of qualifying participants.

«  Although the total harvest capacity of the fleet is difficult to estimate, the currently licensed fleet (based
on 1998 logbooks) has a harvest capacity well above the current harvest level, and even the currently
active fleet is probably not operating at its maximum capacity. The presence of excess harvest capacity
reduces the effectiveness of a moratorium and the ability to predict when it may become constraining on
harvest. Only when latent capacity is filled would a moratorium become effective at maintaining harvest
within the GHL.

+  The more restrictive moratorium options being considered may result in an effective moratorium; i.e.,
along with other management measures, may be effective at keeping the charter fleet withina GHL. This
is particularly true if the GHL is set at a level higher than the current harvest level, and/or if it is set at
a fixed poundage. A GHL based on a floating percentage, combined with declines in overall halibut
biomass, reduce the likelihood of the moratorium’s effectiveness; i.e., at low GHL levels, there likely will
be excess capacity relative to that GHL under all options.

Administration

To enhance efficiency and ensure that necessary measures are invoked in a timely manner, non-discretionary
measures may be enacted such that their implementation occurs automatically upon the charter fleet’s
attaining or exceeding the GHL by publication of a Federal Register notice. The regulatory amendment would
also establish the duration of such management measures and the circumstances upon which such measures
would be lifted. To minimize delay of imposition of triggered GHL management measures, the Council could
either: 1) select only one management measure that would be triggered if a GHL is attained or exceeded; or
2) select multiple measures that would all be implemented simultaneously.

SUMMARY OF SECTION 7
Some of the alternatives under consideration could result in a significant impact on a substantial number of
small entities. A more definitive assessment will depend on the alternatives (and specific options such as

downstream management measures) selected by the Council. A formal IRFA focusing on the preferred
alternative(s) will be included in the package for Secretarlal review.
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ISSUE 5: Establish a moratorium, either area-wide local

Area-wide and local moratorium options were analyzed separately in Section 5. Those conclusions that relate
to the GHL are repeated here.

» The alternatives would qualify between 497 and 694 vessels, if 1998 logbook participation is required.
These numbers are substantially less than the numbers actually participating in 1998 and 1999, based on
the logbook information. Option 4 only requires participation in any year 1995-1998 and would qualify
2,073 vessels. Allowing supplementary information for qualification (other than IPHC license and/or
1998 logbook) could increase the number of qualifying participants.

o Although the total harvest capacity of the fleet is difficult to estimate, the currently licensed fleet (based
on 1998 logbooks) has a harvest capacity well above the current harvest level, and even the currently
active fleet is probably not operating at its maximum capacity. The presence of excess harvest capacity
reduces the effectiveness of a moratorium and the ability to predict when it may become constraining on
harvest. Only when latent capacity is filled would a moratorium become effective at maintaining harvest
within the GHL.

The more restrictive moratorium options being considered may result in an effective moratorium; i.c.,
along with other management measures, may be effective at keeping the charter fleet withina GHL. This
is particularly true if the GHL is set at a level higher than the current harvest level, and/or if it is set at
a fixed poundage. A GHL based on a floating percentage, combined with declines in overall halibut
biomass, reduce the likelihood of the moratorium’s effectiveness; i.e., at low GHL levels, there likely will
be excess capacity relative to that GHL under all options.

Administration

To enhance efficiency and ensure that necessary measures are invoked in a timely manner, non-discretionary
measures may be enacted such that their implementation occurs automatically upon the charter fleet’s
attaining or exceeding the GHL by publication of a Federal Register notice. The regulatory amendment would
also establish the duration of such management measures and the circumstances upon which such measures
would be lifted. To minimize delay of imposition of triggered GHL management measures, the Council could
either: 1) select only one management measure that would be triggered if a GHL is attained or exceeded; or
2) select multiple measures that would all be implemented simultaneously.

SUMMARY OF SECTION 7
Some of the alternatives under consideration could result in a significant impact on a substantial number of
small entities. A more definitive assessment will depend on the alternatives (and specific options such as

downstream management measures) selected by the Council. A formal IRFA focusing on the preferred
alternative(s) will be included in the package for Secretarlal review.
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AGENDA C-3(b)
STAFF-RESTRUCTURED ALTERNATIVES
The restructured alternatives better identify the five main issues being addressed by the Council in the GHL
analysis: (1) the level and application of the GHLs, (2) types of management measures, (3) adjustments for
periods of low halibut abundance, (4) treatment of the GHL as an allocation, and (5) whether or not to apply
a moratorium.

Alternative 1:  Status quo. Do not develop implementing regulations.

Alternative 2: Approve management measures to implement the halibut charter guideline harvest level

ISSUE 1: Apply GHLs to Areas 2C and/or 3A to trigger management measures as:
Option 1: Fixed percentage annually expressed in pounds.

Based on 1995: GHL equal to 12.76% in 2C, 15.61% in 3A.
Based on 1998: GHL equal to 18.01% in 2C, 13.85% in 3A.

Option 2: Fixed range in numbers of fish.
Based on 1995: GHL range equals 50 - 62 thousand fish in 2C; 138 - 172 thousand fish in
3A

Based on 1998: GHL range equals 61 - 76 thousand fish in 2C; 155 - 193 thousand fish in 3A

Under either option, the GHL would not close fisheries inseason, but would trigger management measures
up to 2 years after attainment of the GHL (1 year if data are available), but prior to the start of the charter
fishery season for industry stability.

ISSUE 2: Implement management measures. None to all of the following management measures
would be implemented up to 2 years after attainment of the GHL (1 year if data is available),
but prior to January 1 for industry stability. Restrictions would be tightened or liberalized
as appropriate to achieve a charter harvest to below the GHL if a fixed percentage or within

the GHL range, if a range.
e line limits * super-exclusive registration
e boat limit * sport catcher vessel only area
e annual angler limit ¢ sportfish reserve
e vessel trip limit ¢ rod permit
e bag limits

Option: Close the charter fishery in-season once the GHL is reached.
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ISSUE 3: Under varying halibut abundance.

Option 1:  Status quo. The GHL fixed percentage varies on an annual basis with area halibut
abundance. (This is the current GHL approach adopted by the Council in 1997.)

Option 2: Reduce area-specific GHL ranges during years of significant stock decline.

Suboption 1:  Reduce to 75-100% of base year amount when the charter allocation is

predicted to exceed a specified percentage (options: 15, 20, or 25%) of the
combined commercial and charter TAC.

Suboption 2: Reduce area-specific GHL by a set percentage (options: 10, 15
or 20%). The trigger for implementing the reduction would be
based on total harvests and would be IPHC area-specific:

Area 2C Options Area 3A Options
4 million Ib 10 million Ib
6 million 1b 15 million Ib
8 million 1b 20 million Ib

ISSUE 4: GHL or allocation

Option 1: Under a GHL and the current IPHC setline quota formula, halibut not harvested by the
charter fleet in one year are rolled into the commercial setline quota the following year.

Option 2: Unharvested halibut would remain unharvested under a direct allocation to the charter
sector. '

Suboption: unharvested halibut banked in a sportfish reserve
ISSUE 5: Establish a moratorium for the halibut charter industry. -
Option 1: Establish an area-wide moratorium |
Opti§n 2: Establish a local moratorium

Suboption: Prohibit new charter licenses upon attainment of the GHL.
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March 20, 1999

Gentlemen:

It is my understanding that there is some momentum towards
putting a cap on the number of halibut charter boats, and initiating a
quota for those operations. Many commercial fisheries are currently
undergoing drastic levels of change due to a variety of reasons. It
would seem wise to go slowly on this proposal, leaving as much flexibility
for adapting to coming changes as possible.

Our salmon fisheries have had to face new directions due to a
number of factors: salmon farm production, peace and trade with
Russia, shifting and declining economies in traditional markets (i.e.
Japan), and changing conditions of a global nature at sea. As changes
occur, new methods of harvest and allocation need to be explored and
utilized.

Halibut charter fishing is traditional and growing in communities
like Homer and Seward where roads exist. In Cordova, where there is
no direct road access, halibut charter fishing is in its developmental
stages. As those of us who live here struggle to adapt to the changing
times, halibut charters could be an important part of what we turn to in
order to make a living and remain here. At the moment only a handful
of boats are sporadically working this fishery. It would certainly be too
bad if that door was closed before it even had an opportunity to be
opened. There is some excellent halibut fishing close to Cordova in
Prince William Sound and the Gulf of Alaska.

I began commercial fishing out of Cordova in 1963. Now, as I
move into my 60's, salmon and herring incomes decline, and a more
leisurely life of guiding tourists is my plan.

Cordova has much to offer a visitor: a spectacular glacier along
the Copper River Highway at 52 Mile, grand scenery of rugged coastal
mountains, the rich expanse of the Copper River Delta, the bays and
Tiords oT Prince Wililam Sound, birds and wiidiife, friendiy peopie, Tresn
water fishing for salmon and trout, and saltwater trips for halibut and



other fish species. My personal plan has been tested and would indicate
a healthy interest in multiple-day trips with a diversity of activities.
An overnight halibut fishing trip is a key element in this itinerary.

An article is included on the coming of age of halibut farming. As
salmon farms have cut into the markets of wild salmon, the same may
be true for halibut! As times change, we will need room to innovate.
Isolated coastal villages have limited economic opportunities and need to
be able to use what resources they have in a changing economic and
social environment.

Our civilian Fish and Game Boards have an outstanding reputation
for managing our resources. Keep up the good work and thank you for
taking the time, and making sacrifices to serve on this board.

Respegtfully,
24 M -
Steven R. Smith

PO Box 1724
Cordova, AK 99574
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Chairman Richard Lauber

North Pacific Fishery Management Council J

605 W. 4th Ave. #306 UN1g 199
Anchorage, AK. 99501-2252

NPEN ¢

Dear Sir:

I'am a Charterboat operator out of Homer Alaska. I have been guiding in Alaska for 20 years and in
business for myself since 1993. I have been following the actions of the North Pacific Fisheries
Management Council (NPFMC) as they have responded to a group of commercial longliners request to
limit the charterboat halibut fishery. At first I didn’t take the issue seriously as I believed that our catch
(total sportfishing including private catch) represented a relatively small percentage of the total halibut
catch leaving the lions share to the commercial fishery. The current thick percentage enjoyed by the
commercial industry should make any reasonable group happy. However, it appears, with some of the
recent decisions made by NPFMC (obviously pushed through due to the tremendous lobbying power and
money controlled by the commercial interests), that the commercial fishing interests are not happy with just
more of the fish; they seem to want all the fish!

It’s easy to see what is happening here and why the commercial industry is trying to limit sportfishermen.
Limiting the catch of sportfishermen benefits the commercial interests in two main ways: first, commercial
interests could then catch and waste more fish and make more money; second, since public access to
fishing will be curtailed, if the public wants fish they must buy them from the commercial interests and the
commercial interests make more money.

Sir, I ask you; whose fish are these anyway? Are they not the public’s fish? Can it be legal for one private
group to claim ownership of an entire fishery and attempt to put everyone else who makes a modest living
off of the fishery out of business, or to restrict the public from enjoying the resource? What do I tell my
clients (the voting public) who come from all over the United States to fish in Alaska when, two thirds of
the way through the summer season, the sport charter halibut fishery is shut down so that the commercial
industry can continue to dump tons of halibut overboard (in the form of incidental bycatch) or make a few
million more dollars at the public’s expense?

While no industry can claim to be completely benign to a natural resource when a main aspect of that
industry involves harvesting from natural stocks, it can be easily argued that the charterboat industry (and
sportfishing in general) is much less harmful to halibut stocks than the commercial industry. The
commercial industry is allowed (by law!) to waste many tons of halibut (the same order of magnitude as the
entire sportfishing harvest, including charterboat harvest) in order to harvest other species like pollock.

We sportfisherman have to be careful to get as much meat as we can off of a fish when we fillet it or we get
ticketed for waste of a sportfish.

This issue is a classic example of an organized attempt by a large and powerful industry to control a public
resource out of pure greed. How can sportfishermen compete against commercial industry giants who can
spare no expense to mobilize herds of lawyers and accountants to argue their case?

Sir, I urge you to help us in any way you can to not allow the NPFMC to make such obviously lopsided
decisions concerning a public resource. I am not for shutting down the commercial industry, or any
industry for that matter. I am for fair and reasonable alternatives that allow all sides to continue to exist
while maintaining healthy halibut stocks and allow for priority public access to the fishery. The current
NPFMC efforts to cap the guided sportfish catch and issue a moratorium on new charterboat businesses
(and on the growth of existing ones), thus, limiting public access to the fishery so that the commercial
interests can continue to harvest and waste a vast majority of the fish, is completely unreasonable. Bottom
line: a charterboat harvest cap and a moratorium on the growth of the charterboat industry is equivalent to a



Jure 10, 1999
Chairman Richard Lauber
Page 2

harvest cap and moratorium for any member of the fishing public that does not own or have access to a
boat capable of getting to the fishing grounds (i.e. most of us poor folks). The halibut fishery and all
fisheries are a public resource and the public should have first rights to it. Only after the public right has
been exercised and the health of the fish stocks has been secured should private commercial enterprise be
allowed to harvest safe numbers of the resource.

One reasonable alternative might be to give the commercial industry 50% of the allowed catch as long as
public demand for sportfishing allowed it. Who, but someone that is completely unreasonable, could object
to sharing the fish equally? This leaves 50% of the fishable resource available for public use and
enjoyment while still supplying 50% of a public resource to the private commercial industry (still the lions
share if you consider the number of voting sportfishermen as compared to the number of voting
commercial fishermen). If the commercial industry cannot survive with an equal share of the fish, then
maybe it is time to reexamine the commercial industry to determine if major changes need to be made to it.
Indeed, if the commercial fishery requires 80% to 90% of the resource to survive (as the commercial
industry contends) an evaluation of the commercial industry may be in order to bring its usage of the
resource in line with increasing public demand for the resource. Additionally, considering the commercial
interests control 80% to 90 % of the resource leaving a scant 10% to 20% for everyone else, it stands to
reason that the commercial interests have much mofe room to share the fishery. Isn’t the NPFMC trying to
limit the group that has already been grossly limited by a historically commercially dominated system: the
group that has the least amount of the resource to give up: the group to whom the fish (a public resource)
truly belong: the people of the United States?

Decimated fish populations on the East Coast and the West Coast of the United States, mnch of which can
be blamed on commercial over-fishing comes to mind. Now nobody catches fish in these areas,
commercial or sportfishermen alike. Couldn’t the same thing happen in Alaska, one of the only viable
fisheries left in the United States, if the commercial interests and greed are allowed to make the rules?
Let’s not put the foxes in charge of the hen house.

Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,
< y

p
Mike Fiel

Owner; Alasking Chartéxs - Homer , Alaska
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North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
605 West 4™ Ave.
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2248

Dear Chairman Lauber, July 25, 1999

I am a commercial fisherman who has fished in Alaska for 36 years. My father was a commercial
fisherman. My life and livelihood is commercial fishing. My commercial fishing activities have
primarily focused on salmon, halibut, black cod, crab, and pacific cod. Since the beginning of the
IFQ program, I have invested over $500,000 in the purchase of halibut and black cod IFQ’s. The
commercial halibut fishery is very important to me, and to the several families that are
represented by the crew persons that I employ. I own and operate 2 halibut longline vessels, the
F/V Polar Star, and the F/V Miss Lori. ‘

The IFQ program was imposed on the halibut commercial fishery because of the need to manage
and control effort and harvests for conservation reasons. There has been a significant expansion
of participants, capitalization and effort in the commercial charter boat industry. The commercial
charter boat industry should be recognized for what they are, that is, a commercial enterprise.
However, the commercial charter boat industry has never been restricted or managed. Moreover,
it appears that the commercial charter boat fleet feels that they should be able to continue to
expand their industry and their catch without reasonable and necessary regulations. The
commercial charter boat fleet should be limited in the same way that the commercial halibut fleet

is limited.

Many of us in the longline fishery, (halibut-sablefish), were against the [FQ system, not because
of it’s safer harvest method or better market conditions. Quite frankly, we were against IFQ’s
because we knew where most of the quota shares would end up. Never the less, the system was
put into place. To maintain a similar position in the halibut-sablefish fishery I’ve had to purchase
quota, which meant going into debt. I feel quite strongly that other commercial users should not
be granted access to the resource other than their historic average.

Establishing a set harvest limit {'or the commtercial charter boat fleet by setting a fixed poundage
allocation for them is not acceptable The colmmercial charter boat fleet should be limited by the
same abundance-based system that is used to manage other fisheries in Alaska. Granting a
priority preference to the commercial charter boat industry is harmful to the commercial halibut
industry, and other users. The commercial charterboat fleet should have a program that controls
and limits their participation. They should not expand and grow at the expense of the commercial
halibut industry by taking quota away from the commercial fishing industry, and other users.

I support the councils recommendation as of October 1997, for abundance based management of

the commercial charterboat fleet that is in line with their historic catch performance, also, I would
appreciate your rejection of the “fixed poundage” concept.

Patnick J. Pikus \/




F/V Viking Star @@ -

Thorvold Olsen @’%
P.O. Box 322 A %, \f&
Kodiak, AK 99615 { o @
‘ telephone: 907-486-5387 ¢ @
fax; 907-486-8126 Ve
July 26, 1999 "‘-‘@O

Mr. Richard Lauber

Chairman

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

Dear Mr. Lauber,

| am the owner/operator of the F/V Viking Star. | have been commercial fishing in
Alaska all of my life, and my livelihood is totally based on commercial fishing. My
father was a commercial fisherman also. | have been commercial longlining for halibut
for approximately 36 years, and commercial halibut fishing has always been a large
and important part of my overall commercial fishing business. o~ '

The commercial charter halibut problem is an uncontrolled, run away, commercial
fishery. They operate under the guise of a sports operation.

All of us commercial fishermen follow limits, seasons, quotas, etc.

The local people are having a hard time finding halibut near the town of Kodiak
because the halibut have been fished out by the commercial charter operators . The
deer populations have also been hit hard by the commercial charter boat operators.

This runaway commercial charter halibut fishery has to be stopped and brought back
to the level that it was 10 years ago.

Sincerely,

3%orvold Olsen é

F/V Viking Star
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" Bill Harrington @@

Dab, B&E Fisheries . @y&‘
(S

Box 8166 ‘ Y
Kodiak Alaska 99615 ed’ 7 &
(907-486-9488) R )
, A
North Pacific Fisheries Management Council "i{o
605 West 4™ Ave.

Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2248
Dear Chairman Lauber July 26, 1999

" I have been a commercial fisherman for 30 years. The last 20 I have fished out of Kodiak.
For 10 years before that I fished on the East Coast, out of Massachusetts ports. My two
children were schooled in Alaska, and my fishing has paid to send them to two good
colleges.

I now operate the F/V Miss Lori and have done so since 1984 longlining blackcod and
halibut. As a non-owner I was unfortunately left out of IFQ ownership but have
fortunately been able to continue fishing the IFQs that were issued to the boat, and am a
registered buyer. These fisheries and Pacific cod have been my total means of support for
many years.

Although the IFQ program may have it’s inequities, it has kept a sustainable fishery
going and made it a safer pursuit.

Now I have heard that the Commercial Charter Boat Industry is lobbying for a fixed
quota system, regardless of stock abundance or fluctuations in the amount of halibut
quota available for other users. Certain of these charter boats, or should I say many, are
already catching more fish for their clients than I am allowed to catch, without spending a
dime to purchase shares of the quota. There seems to be some inequity in this policy,
being that we are both commercial enterprises.

I believe that the fixed poundage allocation for the charter fleet is intrinsically unfair. 1
am not certain what the best solution would be, but if I have to live through the up and
downswings of quota share, the charter operators should as well.

The council recommended in 1997 for abundance based management of the commercial
charter fleet on historic catch records. I believe that either this recommendation, or the
charter fleet having to buy IFQ poundage like everyone else would be a more acceptable
alternative to the “fixed poundage” give away.




Mr. Richard Lauber, Chairman A
North Pacific Fishery Mgt. Council Ug 25 9
605 W. 4" Avenue, Suite 306 | 99
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252 i Np FM

Dear Mr. Lauber:

| purchased an Alaskan Sportfishing license and fished for halibut out of Homer, Alaska.
It was a great experience and the expenditures | made to pursue this PUBLIC resource
contributed substantially to local and state economies, especially given the small amount
of resource taken, i.e. 2 fish. | sportfish not only for fun, but also for food for my family.

As a stakeholder and user of this PUBLIC fishery resource, | am concerned about the
guideline harvest level (cap) proposals being considered for the guided sportfishery by
the North Pacific Fishery Management Council. The commercial halibut fleet puféuing
this restriction takes over 60 million pounds annually while the guided sport fishery
subject to this potential restriction takes only 3-4 million pounds. Further, 13 million
pounds of halibut are wasted annually as commercial bycatch.

Given the strength of the halibut resource and the small sport harvest, | am opposed to
any proposals which would restrict the guided sport harvest of halibut at this time.
These restrictive proposals are based on economic allocation, which is in conflict with

the Magnuson/Stevens Act.

| ask for your assistance in insuring that recreational angler access to this strong
PUBLIC resource is not restricted only to provide a few more halibut for commercial

harvest.

We have been coming to Alaska for the last 10 years for the fabulous fishing, both
halibut and salmon, and would hate to see more restrictive regulations geared towards
the sports fisherman. We spend a significant amount of fnoney on van rental, hotels and
other lodging, food, fishing gear, and souvenirs besides the guided halibut charters.

Respectfully, QA&/ ﬁm

/6’57I
%M Wt 5_77 A
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Mr. chhardLauber Chauman T . R pdj L
" North Pacific Fishery Management Councrl ‘ s S ¢

605 W.-4th Avenue, Suite 306

o Anchorage Alaska 995012252

o Deaer Lauber

_,Dunng August L purchased four Alaska Sportﬁslnng hcenses for my famrly and me m order to .
-+ fish for halibut out of Angoon, Alaska.. It was a great expenenee' My expendrtures to pursue -
" this PUBLIC resource exceeded.$20,000-and contributed substantially to the local dnd state .

t ' economies, especially consrdenng 'the small amount of fish taken And, while 1 sportﬁsh for

o 'fun,IconsumealloftheﬁshItake

C 'As a stakeholder and USEF of this PUBLIC resource Tam concemed about the gurdelme harvest N
- level (cap) proposals being constdered for the guided. sport ﬁshery by the North Pacrﬁe '
- Eishery Management Council. - The commercral halibut fleet pursuing this restnctron takes over ,
60 million pounds ‘of -halibut annually and wastes another 13 million pounds as:commercial s

— ‘bycatch. The guided sport fishery subject to these. proposals. takes less: than four rmlhon

pounds annually, less. than one-thrrd of what the commerclal ﬁshers waste'

Grven the strength of the halibut resource and near rnsxgmﬁcance of the gulded sport harvest, I
-am opposed to any- proposals which. would further restrict the gurded sport harvest of halibut: -
- In addition, basing these restrictive proposals on economrc allocatron, appears to be n conﬂrct

o 'wrth the Magnuson/Stevens Act.

'I urge you to insure that recreatxonal angler access to thrs strong Public resource is. not"

- restricted any further; especlally in order to prov1de a few more halrbut for the commercral' '

’ :harvest




Dawvid S and Jitka Olander
7114 Kingsbury
Unmiversity City, Missoun 63130-4306
phone: 314-863-7015 email: daveyo@stlnet.com fax 209-882-6254

®
August 23, 1999 4’ @@ By

-

. . 40@ P @”*

Mr. Richard Lauber, Chairman 7 on A

North Pacific Fishery Management Council * /y o g A&
605 W 4™ Avenue, Suite 306 . Ry

Anchorage, AK 99501-2252 0

Dear Mr. Lauber: ..

Eariier this month, during a vacation in Seward, | fished for halibut after
obtaining an Alaska Sportfishing license. This was a fairly expensive visit, which
brought tourist money to the area.

| was surprised and discouraged to learn about the guideline harvest level
(cap) proposals being considered for the guided sportfishery by the North Pacific
Fishery Management Council. The commercial catch of halibut is over
60,000,000 pounds — about twenty times the recreational catch. The most
appalling part is the wastefulness of commercial fishing — destroying a great
many fish as bycatch, 13,000,000 of which pounds are halibut.

The proposals place an undue burden on sportfishing while leaving
commercial fishing open to continue fishing methods highly destructive of ccean
fauna.

| hope you will address the existing inequity, which would only be
furthered by the proposed sportfishing restriction.

Sincerely yours,

Lt S L,

David S. Olander
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North Pacific Fishery Management Council /V-Pip
605 W 4% #306 74
Anchorage,AK 99501-2252

Mr. Richard Lauber-Chairman
Dear Mr. Lauber,

In regards to quotas for sport caught halibut, I would like to voice my opinion. Iown a
small fiverboat that I use in saltwater with caution in regards to weather conditions, my
family and I catch a few halibut. Since I retired from my occupation I have more and
more family from the lower 48 states visit me. Most all enjoy going on halibut fishing
trips. We charter with halibut fishing guides to enhance our chances of catching halibut
for my family to take home. To initiate a quota of only one halibut per person on a
charter boat seems grossly unfair to a person using halibut charter boats. The commercial
fleet should be better monitored to avoid waste of halibut [referring to cod fisherman not
keeping halibut and other species, referred to as bycatch]. Please consider my input as a
vote to retain a two halibut per person limit while fishing from a halibut charter boat.

The great state of Alaska continues to advertise the great fishing adventures to be had in
Alaska, why would the halibut commission be considering otherwise? I intend to forward
a copy of this request to Governor Tony Knowles.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
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To: North Pacific Fishery Management Council @ 271-2817
From: Doug Hanshaw

Datc: October 9, 1999

re: Halibut fishing

Dear Council:

I am concerned and outraged about the longliners’ proposal to
further limit my sport-caught take of Alaskan halibut. Thcir contention
that this won't affect me and other Alaskans is nonscinse. Fishing is one
of the big pleasures in my life and I always harvest only what I nced to
feed my family.

I have been on four halibut charters in the past four ycars, and the
percentage of Alaskan clients on the boats has varicd between 16% and
40%. Many of the non-Alaskan clients were guests of the Alaskans. On
four trips I harvested seven fish of cxcellent quality and met many finc
people.

As to their argumcent that pcople likc myself and the captains I fish
with are eroding the valuc of their IFQs, I bclieve they were given those
quolas without paying for them. Why should they be guaranteed a fixcd
price on their frce fishing rights to make money at the expensc of my ,
ability to feed my family in a healthy, efficient way? It is much safer and
more desirable for me to pay a profcssional caplain $125 once a ycar
than to purchase a boat which would rcquire monthly payments,
maintenance, insuranee, and mooring fecs in the thousands of dollars
cvery year just for 100 or 200 (including salmon) pounds of fish.

If the only way to take our legal two fish per day was in our own
boatls many peoplc would do so. Would these commercial fishcrmen,
many of whom do not even live herc, really want hundreds morc amateur
boaters and the pollution they would unavoidably make sharing the
same waters with them? They would find themselves morally and legally
liablc to participate in a lot morc rescucs of inexperienced boaters. Pleasc
tell them it would be hard to fill their IFQs and their wallets if they arc
busy fishing landlubbers out of the occan.

The current sport charter fishery system is a safc, enjoyable, cflicient
way for Alaskans and others to feed themselves and their families.
Perr;\aps that is why the longliners are against it.

Q(;iz M‘Qxb‘_‘
Doug Hanshaw

441 Falke Ct.

Anchorage, AK 99504 (907) 333-6815

.81



Dear Honorable Rick Lauber, NP 10/24/1999

I am writing in opposition to a propogﬂl%ff & Qorth Pacific Fisheries
Management Council and ADFG that would provide a fixed poundage allocation
to the halibut charter fleet.

I presently own 2,300 pounds of halibut IFQ's that were hard earned through
the quota share system. I recently received word that my IFQ loan I applied for
through the NMFS had been approved. I'm concerned whether my IFQ's will be
worth what I borrowed on them in a few years and what my poundage might be
shaven down to in years to come, if the halibut charter fleet continues to go
unchecked. They need to be placed under an abundance based management
system. They should become responsible stewards of the resource just as we have
with the inception of the IFQ's system. Let the the charter fleet become part of the
quota share program. The North Pacific Fisheries Management Council should not
consider a fixed poundage allocation. By removing the halibut charter harvest from
abundance based management is poor decision making and will have an adverse
impact not only on the commercial halibut fishery, but also the non guided sport
fisherman chasing halibut in lower Cook Inlet in their own boats. It's time the
halibut charter fleet become part of the TFQ system, the only system that works.
The halibut their clients pull from the ocean floor is dollars in their pockets. They
are making a living from these fish and the charter fleet should adhere to the same
system that governs our fishery. A fixed poundage allocation is discriminating
against every IFQ holder, non guided sport fisherman and subsistance user ! With
abundance based management the charter fleet will join us in protecting the
Tesource.

Thank you for taking time out from your busy schedule to read my concerns in this
letter. '

Sincerly,
Vern E. Jamison
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Mark Worley
F/V Golden Chalice

6320 Rosedale St. N.W. D
Gig Harbor, WA 98335 Ll @@ﬁ”’:~
i

November 2, 1999 J 7999 =
RE: Commercial Fishing A P--‘:.'SJ o
Honorable Rick Lauber

Chairman

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4™ Ave, Ste 306
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252

Dear Chairman Lauber,

I am the captain of a Commercial Longline vessel, participating mainly in the IFQ fishery for
Blackcod and Halibut. The Halibut Charter Fleet is asking for a special “Fixed Poundage”
allocation, which I strongly oppose. As a fisherman, I understand the need for abundance-based
management, and feel it is unadvisable to abandon it.

The abundance of Halibut is the very reason for the explosion of Halibut Charter operations.
Without abundance, the fishing will be unproductive and tourism will drop off, whether they have
10% of the quota share pool or100%. In years of low abundance the CEY (catch effort yield) will
increase and tourists can expect to pay more and catch less. The attraction of being guaranteed a
fish when taking a Halibut Charter will be gone. Because, as an avid sports fisherman I think, the
attraction is surely not the sport of a fighting fish. The attraction is filling your freezer with
Alaskan Halibut.

Making the point that no matter how much fish the Charter sector is given, it will not give them
stability in fishing!

What giving the Halibut Charter Fleet a special “ fixed allocation”, will do, is undermine the
credibility of fish management, and degrade the value of the new IFQ system.

I thank you for your consideration of my letter.

Mark Worley
Fairweather Fish, Inc.
Captain/ F/V Golden Chalice
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Steve Jangaard Il S S s
Owner/Operator . et

November 5, 1999
Dear Honorable Rick Lauber,

On behalf of my myself, my family and many other families that share the same views |
do on this matter, | am writing to oppose the actions by Alaska Department of Fish and
Game and the North Pacific Management Council that would raise the quota and provide
a fixed poundage allocation to the halibut_charter fleet.

As a child, my family raised me, my two brothers and sister almost entirely from
fishing income from the halibut fishery. With the increased participation of both the
commercial and especially the charter fleet, | am supporting my family of four with
about one-half my income coming from the halibut fishery. This has been very difficult
and continued operation of my vessel (which has been in my family since 1941) has
become marginal at best. If any new proposals go through that reduce my quota share |
fear | will be forced to let this piece of family history go.

This year | went out on a charter boat with my son, It cost us $150 each. With six
persons on board, that's $900/boat twice a day. If a boat only works the summer
months it will gross over $80,000 with much less initial and on going expense than |
have. Also, | am pretty sure the skipper at age 19 (no crew) was not supporting a
family.

Through regulations, IFQ’s and fish taxes, since | began running my boat in 1985, we
have been experiencing less and less percentage in catch of the quota. This is not a
time to implement raises and fixed aIIocatlon for the charter fleet at the expense of
the commercial fleet again. 4 :

Thank You. :
' Sincerely, -

Steve Jangaard

=

5017 168th PI. NW. Stanwood, WA 98292 Tel I Fax (360) 652-7280
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Dear Mr Lauber,

This is a fetter of concern about the sport halibut fishery and opposition to the ADFG’s
proposal to give them a fixed quota.

| have been a commercial fisherman in Alaska for 20+ years, | saved my money and
started investing in halibut quota shares in 1995 after the implementation of IFQ's. | was
originally allotted around 5000 Ibs. of quota shares, which was not enough to make a living
with, but a start.

Because the salmon and herring fisheries | am involved in were not enough income, |
invested and reinvested in halibut g.s. To give the charter industry a fixed amount of halibut
would restrict my ability to pay back the loans on my quota share. | and my family, and crew
members and their families depend on halibut for a living. And the local shore based
services depend on the commercial halibut fishery.

As commercial fishermen we realize that for continued growth and sustainability of the
resource we HAVE to adjust to changes in the allowable catch, everybody should have to
adjust to fluctuations in the quota, not just one user group. The yearly quotas come out early
enough in the year for the charter industry to adjust for the seasons’ harvest.

The sportfish division at ADFG should stick with management and not be involved with
allocation issues.

1-would fike to please ask you as a member of the council, to ask the council to drop the
analysis of the fixed poundage option, since this option runs counter to long standing Alaska
management principles as well as those of the IPHC, that have proven to work just fine. In
Lact despite whlgt some outside groups might claim, Alaskas' fishery management is the

est in the world.

In closing | would agree to 125% of the 1995 sport charter harvest that the charter groups
had agreed to previously.

T

George Kirk

P.O. Bx. 2796
Kodiak, Ak. 99615
(907) 486-5433
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Honorable Rick Lauber =y
Chairman, NPFMC NOV 1 ¢ 1999

605 West 4™ Ave., Ste. 306
Anchorage, AK 99501-2252 N.EEM.C

Dear Chairman Lauber:

I am the owner of the fishing vessel Mar Del Norte that I have fished out Kodiak since
March 1976. I am writing to oppose actions by the ADFG and North Pacific Fisheries
Management Council that would provide a fixed poundage allocation to the Halibut
charter fleet.

My business depends heavily on the commercial halibut fishery. During 1999 our
Halibut fishery accounted for 23 % of our annual gross income. This fishery is also very
important to the coastal communities. Cannery workers, grocers, fishing gear suppliers,
all benefit from a healthy commercial Halibut fishery.

I have fished Halibut since the early 80s and take pride in knowing that the resource is
healthy. I understand the need for abundance based fishery management and have lived
with this system for years even though it hasn’t always been easy. I feel that to give the
charter fishery a fixed allocation of the Halibut resource would be a very bad policy
decision.

It is not the position of the ADFG Sport Fish Division to become involved in issues that
concern the allocation of the halibut resource between user groups. The Sports Fish
Division should stay with management and stay out of allocative issues.

I request that you ask the North Pacific Fisheries Council to drop their consideration of a
“fixed poundage allocation” for the charter fishery.

Sm

Robert L. Kmeger j

Owner, F/V Mar Del Norte
Kodiak, AK

2113 8™ St. NE
East Wenatchee, WA 98802
509-884-8318

cc:
Governor Tony Knowles
Mr. Joe Kyle

Mr. David Benton
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Dear Honoralle Q‘C(C Lacber,

I am writing on behalf of my husband and me to oppose actions by the ADFG and the North
Pacific Management Council that would provide a fixed poundage allocation to the halibut charter
fleet.

My family and I depend on the commercial halibut fishery for 80% of our annual income. The
other 20% is from the blackcod fishery . The halibut fishery provides sustainable jobs in our
community and benefits many businesses and support businesses in our community and
surrounding bush communities. Commercial halibut dollars flow through almost every business in
these small bush communities in southeast, AK. We have invested heavily in IFQ because of the
stability promised by the government. Reducing the commercial harvest will reduce the value of
IFQ and our boat. It will also impair the ability of people such as myself to repay boat and IFQ
loans.

All those who rely on a sustainable resource for a living understand the need for abundance-based
fishery management and accept the risks involved with fluctuation in harvest. Commercial
fishermen have been responsible stewards of the halibut and have fished under rules adopted by
the International Pacific halibut Commissiorsince 1923. Delinking the halibut charter harvest
from abundance-based management is poor public policy, gives the charter operators no incentive
for conservation, and undermines the state's credibility. Abundance-based management has been a
corner stone of a successful management program and it is not wise to abandon it.

Recent allocation advocacy by ADFG Sport Fish Division is contrary to state policy. The sport
Fish Division should stick to its job of management and leave allocation to the proper
organizations.

Please ask the North Pacific Fishery Management Council to immediately drop considerations of
the “fixed poundage allocation” since this option runs counter to fundamental management
philosophy. The charter allocation should be set at 125% of the 1995 harvest since this was a
generous compromise by the council in 1997 that allowed reasonable growth.

Your consideration of this letter is appreciated. Commercial fishing provides many jobs in our
local communities and benefits the state in many ways. :

%N\/_\Lt/ﬂn Savenen
/]/Mg% \/I'V)(ﬁ .S‘CLIQQK

RECEIVET, 70 Box (72
NOV 1 5 1999 é CSTAVUS

Sincerely,

N.PFM.C



Dave H. Beam
P.O. Box 297
Girdwood, AK 99587

November 12, 1999

Mr. Rick Lauber

Chairman

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

Dear Mr. Lauber,

I am writing to oppose actions by the Alaska Dept. of Fish & Game and the North Pacific
Fishery Management Council that would provide a fixed poundage allocation for the halibut
charter fleet.

I have been a commercial fisherman in the state of Alaska for the last twenty years. As a
Limited Entry Permit holder, my work for most of that time has been focused on salmon . Two
years ago I invested in the L F.Q. halibut fishery, Area 3A, after having considered buying into the
program since its inception in 1995. I felt the abundance based management system was working
very well and that LF.Q.’s would be a fairly safe investment and a-good way to supplement my
lagging salmon income. With the possibility of the charter fleet getting a fixed poundage
allocation, not based on the actual numbers of halibut in Area 3A, I am seriously doubting this
decision.

Te purchase my LF.Q.’s I secured a twelve year loan through the Alaska Commercial
Fishing and Agriculture Bank. The money I earn from my L.F.Q. pounds pays my loan with very
little left over. A reduction in my LF.Q. quota because of a fixed poundage allocation being given
to the charter boat fleet would make it.very difficult for me to repay my LF.Q. loan.

I am perfectly willing to lose quota if the resource dictates, but please do not abandon
abundance based management system-that has worked so well since 1923.

I also feel very strongly about ADF&G Sport Fish Division being involved with
allocation. I think they should stick to-management, where they are doing an excellent job.

Thank you for considering my comments.

Sincerely,



Jeff Villarma
4065 SE Conifer Park Drive
Port Orchard, WA 98366

Dgar Honorable Rick Lauber,

I would like to express my concerns and opposition regarding the guided sport fish halibut allocation . I
don’t believe that the ADF&G & the NPFMC are looking out for the best interests of the resource when
proposing a fixed allocation.

I was born and raised in S.E Alaska and my family has come to rely on income generated from my halibut
IFQ. I have recently paid my IFQ loan off after several years of working them for no current income. Now
my efforts are once again threatened by the COMMERCIAL guided halibut charters. When a business is
profiting from harvesting a particular resource, it is a commercial business. Just look at the charter resorts
or waterfront compounds they use as hotels and processing plants for their wealthy clients. I being a
commercial fisherman could never afford such a prime facility! The charter fleet has fooled you by masking
as a sport group.

Our current halibut fishery generates many jobs in every community of Alaska from fish plant workers , fuel
docks, hardware & supply stores to grocery store employees. The list goes on. The IFQ system has been a
successful tool in managing the halibut fishery and any drastic allocation changes will affect far more people
than just the commercial fisherman.

When considering the allocation , please stick with an abundance based policy and disregard any fixed
poundage system. It is only smart resource management.

The charter allocation should be set using their 1995 harvest and not the following years when the growth
and effort was unreasonably obvious. We are all willing to adjust to sustain a viable fishery and protect our
future halibut stocks. Please don’t take from one groups livelihood and give to another without realizing the
full impact.

Thank you for listening to our views and I hope you will consider them in your decisions.

Sincerely,

Jeff Villarma
Commercial Fisherman



WAYNE A. DAVENPORT, M.D.
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November 3, 1999 & ,\%,?\ -
Governor Tony Knowles 0, Yz
State of Alaska k,[ s (_%&;/\
PO Box 110001 B0 é)
Juneau, AK 99811-0001 4 R 9 U
o
Dear Governor Knowles:
I believe that the ADF&G proposal for a fixed halibut allocation for the charter fleet is unfair and counter
to good fundamental management policy. The charter fleet should be flexible enough to handle the
fluctuations in halibut quota.
I have been fishing in Alaska since 1977, and 75% of my family income comes from fishing. In addition,
commercial fishing and halibut dollars support many businesses in Alaska. Management of halibut quotas in
such a detrimental way, catering to the sport fishing interests, will decrease my family income and that of other
commercial fishermen.
Please consider this request Do not allow management of halibut sport quota on a fixed-percent
allocation. .

Sincerely,

W

Wayne A. Davenport, M.D.

cc: Honorable Rick Lauber, Chair, NPFMC, Mr. David Benton, Halibut Coaliton

S %2 MILE LOOP ROAD ¢« WRANGELL, ALASKA + 99929
PHONE: (907) 874-2030 » FAX: (907) 874.2032
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Randall Shear
3008 NW 59th
Seattle WA 98107

Phone 206-783-7904

November 11, 1999

Honorable Rick Lauber
Chairman NPFMC

605 West 4th Ave, Ste 306 RPEsg
Anchorage AK 99501-2252 '

Dear Mr. Lauber,

I am writing to oppose actions by ADFG and the North Pacific Fishery Management Council that
would provide a fixed poundage allocation to the halibut charter fleet.

My family and I depend on the commercial halibut fishery for 90% of our annual income. The
halibut fishery provides sustainable jobs in our community and benefits many businesses such as
grocers, trucking firms, repair shops, airlines, and restaurants. Commercial halibut dollars flow
through many businesses. I have invested heavily in IFQ because of the stability promised by the
government. Reducing the commercial harvest will reduce the value of IFQ and my boat. It will
make it hard for me and many others to repay both boat and IFQ loans.

All those who rely on the sustainable resource for a living understand the need for abundance
based fishery management and accept the risks involved with fluctuations in harvest. Commercial
fishermen have been responsible stewards of the halibut fishery and have fished under rules
adopted by the Intemational Pacific Halibut Commision since 1923. Delinking the halibut charter
harvest from abundance based management is poor public policy, gives the charter operators no
incentive for conservation, and undermines the state’s credibilty. Abundance based management
has been a cornerstone of a successful management program and it is not wise to abandon it.

Recent allocation advocacy by ADFG Sports Fish Division is contrary to state policy. The Sports
Fish Division should stick to its job of management and leave allocation to the proper
organizations.

Please ask the North Pacific Fishery Management Council to immediately drop consideration of
the “fixed poundage allocation” since this option runs counter to fundamental management
philosophy.

Your consideration of this letter is appreciated. Commercial fishing provides many jobs in our
communities and benefits the state in many positive ways.

Sincerely,

Randall C. Shear



Dear Honorable Rick Lauber,
~

I am writing to oppose actions by ADF&G and the north Pacific
Fishery Management Council that would provide a fixed poundage
allocation the halibut charter fleet.

My family and I depend on the commercial halibut fishery
for 60% of our annual income.

I am 54 years old and have been in the fisheries most of
my life. With retirement just around the corner I will be
depending on my halibut income for 90% or more of my yearly
earnings. Many times in the past my life was put on the line
during the qualifying years for halibut IFQ'S. How can ADF&G
and the NPFMC give our years of life threatening halibut
poundages to a new group, "The Charter Operators?"

The halibut fishery provides sustainable jobs in our
community and benefits many businesses such as grocers, trucking
firms, Repair shops airlines, and restaurants. Commercial
halibut dollars flow through almost every business in town.

We have invested heavily in IFQ because of the stability promised
by the government. Reducing the commercial harvest will reduce
the value of IFQ and my boat. It will also impair the ability

of people to repay both boat and IFQ loans.

All those who rely on a sustainable resource for a living
understand the need for abundance based fishery management and
accept the risks involved with fluctuations in harvest.
Commercial fishermen have been responsible stewards of the
halibut fishery and have fished under rules adopted by the
International Pacific halibut. Commission since 1923. Delinking
the halibut charter harvest from abundance based management
is poor public policy, gives the charter operators no incentive
for conservation and undermines the State's credibility
Abundance based management has been a corner stone of a
successful management program and it is not wise to abandon
it.

I ask you to please ask NPFMC to stop the consideration
of "fixed poundage allocation" since this idea runs counter
for fundamental management philosophy. The charter allocation
should be set at 125% of the 1995 harvest since this was a
generous compromise by the council in 1997 that allowed
reasonable growth.

Your consideration of this letter is appreciated.
Commegrcial fishing provides many jobs in our local communities

3 ' "i j:'\“' W

F/V Mariana ?[‘éfgaiﬁ?ﬁs

8044 Davidson Ave. L T .
Edna Bay, Ak. 99950 N@V ‘$Eg};
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November 17, 1999 NOV 1
8 1999

Chairman Richard Lauber Rl oo
North Pacific Fishery Management Council RTEH G
605 W. 4th Ave.
Suite #306

Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252
Dear Chairman Lauber,

I am writing to you as a longtime Homer resident and small-boat commercial fisherman. I am totally
opposed to the halibut sport-charter industry getting a fixed poundage allocation. Let them figure out a
solution within the existing 1997 agreement. The charter industry has had several years to prepare a
solution to the problem many have seen coming. Their three point solution? Stall, take from someone else,
don’t share in conservation.
Meanwhile, I have mortgaged most all I own to buy into a program the Council and State promoted. The
.IEQ program cut commercial longline numbers by almost half. Nobody got to catch what they were
¥xsstomed to. To be viable we had to buy in or get out. Fine, we accepted these painful and costly
transitions.The charter business needs to make some tough decisions now also. I hope both yourself and
the other Council members remember these points as you try to resolve the charter’s problem.

Thank you, .

David Whitmire

P.O. Box 2481
Homer, Alaska 99603
907-235-7670



2
Tuesday, November 16, 1999 T

Honorable Rick Lauber Noy 1
Chairman 9
North Pacific Fishery Management Council

605 W. 4™ AVE. ste306 At
Anchorage , Alaska 99501-2252 e

Dear Chairman Lauber,

I am writing to you in regards to the halibut IFQ fishery and the proposed allocation pian the charter
fleet has submitted to the NPFMC . It seems they want to have a special , fixed number of pounds to catch
each year that is not related to the total allowable limit caught as determined by the IPHC.

They want a fixed rate that will not change with the natural variables of the resource. This sounds very
short sighted and a very unfair approach to managing the stocks. It seems the charter fishing fleet has
become a very big business in the state of Alaska and are now , at every turn , trying to take away my right
as a commercial fisherman to make a living.

I have been fishing since 1977 and have paid my dues as both a crewman and a skipper for the fishing
business that I have today. When IFQ’s came into be the way of managing the resource I didn’t complain
or fuss about it even though I didn’t get any original pounds allocated to me. I chose to work with the
system that was put in place by the powers to be and have taken my share of risk, both financial and
physical and now am able to make a decent living with this shaky industry we have here.

By no means am I getting rich from this and I have been making my banker very happy these past 5 years
since the ifq program started. If the charter business keeps expanding at my expense and others in my same
position I will forced to find another profession. _

It’s always the same in life. When somebody discovers a good thing and takes the necessary risks to make
it work there are always the ones that will come into the picture after the fact and try and get in for the pay
off without doing the dirty work. I know life isn’t fair and you can’t count on anything or anyone these
days but it would be nice to know that when you make a business decision and take a financial risk based
on rules and laws newly established , that you can count on those same rules and laws not changing in such
a short time. In this case the playing field is the same but the numbers of players are being increased to
where it is threatening my livelihood.

I would hope that you would urge the NPFMC to not allow this charter fleet business to take the bite out
of the halibut resource that they would like. Thank you for your time in reading this letter and have a
happy holiday season.

George R. Veneroso
F/V Diamond V.

oy i
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Eric V. Parker
P.O. Box 1424
Sitka, AK. 99835 _ ;
(907) 747-5564 : 2

Nov. 6, 1999
To whom it may concern:

I am writing to oppose actions by ADFG and the North Pacific Fishery Mﬁnagement Council that
would provide a fixed poundage allocation to the halibut charter fleet.

I have fished as a crew member for more than a decade during the years before the IFQ program
was implemented. I have earned the right to purchase IFQ and to participate in the commercial
halibut industry; an industry which the state and federal government promised would be stable
with the implementation of the IFQ program. Now I feel betrayed by the government who now
undermines a long established commercial halibut industry by not regulating and restricting more
the charter access and catches.

The government is destabilizing the commercial fishing industry by it’s lack of protection for it.
Please ask NPFMC to immediately drop consideration of the “Fixed poundage allocation” to the
charter fleet. Your consideration of this letter is appreciated.

Sincerely,

Eric Parker

/%w//W
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November 15.1999 NOv 1 g 1999
North Pacific Fishery Management Council :

Richard Lauber, Chair V’REMC
605 W. 4% #306

Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252

DPear Council Member:

1 am concerned that the North Pacific Fishery Management Council lacks any representation in
voting seats from the sport fishery or sport fish industry. This results in management decisiens being
made by a group of commercial fishing representatives ( sitting on the NPFMC) whe.compete Tor the
same fish. Further, the NPFMC is the only council in the U.S. that does not have any representation fram
sport or guided sportfishing interests.

The commercial harvest-of halibut has increased as the halibut abundance-has increased overthe
years and the sportfish bag limit has.not increased. The sport halibut bag limit-for both guided and non-
‘guided aniglers, should-remain two fish per-day-of any size.per person. {am net eppased t0.a fower bag
limit during times of critically lew abundance, however.

In consideration of the alternatives, only-alternative 1 “no action™should be supported at this

- time. The-other-proposed alternatives.if adopted would have a significant impact on public-use of this
strong.public resource, “Any-dlternative-that is'not 2bundance-based, such as-alternative 3, -‘would-be
-omineus-to the spert fishery-and-should.aot be supported at anytime. None of the proposed alternatives
make much sense at this-point when the bycatch-and the ameunt of wasted fish-in ather commercial
fisheries far outweigh:the propesed harvest levels for Alaska’ sgmdedhalibm 'sport fishery. Altemative 1 .
“no-action” should be supported-at this time.

Sportfishermen would 100k forward to.developing a comprehensive nranagement plan for-all-of
Alaska’s halibut fisheries(including sport-and guided sport) in-a forum which had representation from
.guided and ncn-guided sportfishing interests, Each component of Alaska’s halibut.users should be
considered as a part of the overall gulf-wide utilization of halibut. The current NPFMC exercise, which is
being promoted by commercial halibut fishérman would-enly previde a few more halibut for commercial
use at the cost-of ‘public access-to this strong public resource. The Pacific Fisheries Management Council
Jjust crushed the ground fish fishery in California for all users. We can do better than that in Alaska if we
all work together.




Dear Chairman Lauber;

| am concerned that the NPFMC is looking at a fixed poundage allocation
for the charter fleet rather than sticking to guideline harvest level that
was hammered out in 1997. ,

I am a halibut longline fisherman from Petersburg. When the IFQ program
was implemented | sat down with the three crewmembers on my boat and told
them that if we wanted to successfully make a living in the longline fishery
we needed to purchase more quota. We have done that knowing that we had
good conservative management and believing that any allocation splits would
be done fairly,based on historical use. Giving the halibut charter industry
a fixed number allocation as proposed by fish and game sportfish division
(125% of the 1998 charter catch) would not be right. Both the longline and
the charter industries should have a percentage share of the resource that
goes up when there is a lot of fish, and goes down when there are not a lot
of fish. Regarding the proposed use of 1998 numbers rather than the GHL
established in 1997, that would be grossly unfair. This would be like
making a deal to cap a growing fishery and then a few years later, after
failing to work out the details to stay within the deal, coming back to ask
for more fish. :

Halibut is one of three major fisheries for me. Also ¥l it is my
understanding that many people from Petersburg have invested in halibut IFQ )
thus Halibut is important for our community.

The council should stay the course that they decided on in 1997. The
agreement to use 125% of 1995 catch was more than fair. Do not get lured
into a new deal of fixed allocation.

This is just another way that the charter industry is refusing to take real
steps to resolve the problem.

Thank you -

Bryon Pfundt

WBRVDN*F”FI. DT o ——

FIN KIMBER
BOX 1162
PETERSBURG, ALASKA 99833

11/17/99



8 Allen Engebretsen
Box 534
Homer, Alaska 99603

November 23, 1999

Chairman Richard Lauber

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 W. 4th Ave.

Suite #306

Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

Dear Chairman Lauber,

I am writing to you as an Alaskan resident and commercial fisherman. I am totally
opposed to the halibut sport-charter industry getting a fixed poundage allocation. Let
them figure out a solution within the existing 1997 agreement. If the charter fleet feels
this allocation is insufficient, let them buy quota as the vast majority of the commercial
fleet has done. .

Both charter and commercial users access a public resource for economic gain. Both user
groups serve the public. Many forget “the public” is not only subsistence, sport, and those
aboard a charter, but also includes those people patronizing restaurants and grocery stores
the commercial fleet supplies. The charter industry has had several years to prepare a
solution to the problem many have seen coming. Their three point solution? 1)Stall 2)
Take from someone else 3) Don’t share in conservation.

Meanwhile, the commercial fleet has bought into a program the Council approved and the
State has promoted. Contrary to popular belief, most of us were not made wealthy by a
large windfall, but have mortgaged homes, boats, and property to buy into the IFQ
program. The IFQ program cut commercial longline numbers by almost half. Initially,
nobody got to catch what they were accustomed to catching. To be viable we had to buy
in or get out. Fine, those of us that remain have accepted these painful and costly
transitions. The charter business needs to make some tough decisions now also. I hope
both yourself and the other Council members remember these points as you try to resolve
the charters’ problem.
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Friday, September 17, 1999 ELVIER
F/V Sierra Mar Noy 1 L;L_fl-f
C/O Wards Cove 9 1999
Ketchikan, AK

Dear, eb"/é& P(M—c/\.—

I am an Alaskan longliner who bought back into Area 2-C and 3-A Halibut IFQ fishery
after being eliminated from it 1995. I have been crewing since 1972. The shares I now
own; the investment [ have made; and my boat and career were bought in good faith —
fair and square — with hard work, personal sacrifice and after-tax dollars.

I can’t tell you the level of distress I am feeling to think the ADFG is sponsoring an
option to grant the Guided Charter Industry a fixed allocation of the halibut resource.
What is the Guided Charter Industry if not just another form of commercial fishing? The
ADFG should not be in the allocation business or an advocate for any particular group.
Their business and mandate is biology and management.

The only fair system is to limit the Guided Charter Industry to the 1995 levels of their
catch. If an individual wants to harvest more halibut, they can buy quota on the open
market — just like everybody else who lost their jobs and investment back in 1995. This
market system is in place so they can buy back in.

To take quota from myself, and the many others like me, and give it to another type of
commercial fishing personnel who have little to no fishing industry to serve an industry
with a 96% out-of-state client base is morally, ethically and politically WRONG.
Please consider the points I have made and this situation carefully. Our great country
depends on protecting the rights of property and the rights of the individual. Please do
the right thing as an American.

Sincerely,

W@M

Kevin Seabeck

S £ KEVIN SEABECK y
E. 8555 30TH AVE NW "
SEATTLE WA 98117-3847
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{'@ \3 7721168 Th. PL.S. W.
La)
R . EDMONDS. WA. 98026

November 24, 1999

NORTH PACIFIC FISHERIES MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
605 WEST 4™ AVE.
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501-2248

Dear Chairman Lauber,

I have been a North Pacific halibut and black cod longline fisherman for the past 19 years. When
these fisheries became IFQ fisheries, I invested heavily in them in order to continue to supply a liveli-
hood for my family.

_The request by the commercial charter boat industry for a fixed allocation of halibut is a direct threat
to'my investment in the fishery. Under their proposal, a drop in the halibut resource would
i ortionately effect the value of my investment and my ability to pay for it would be in

is blatantly unfair. I do not see that they should have any special rights to the resource.
are a commercial enterprise also deriving a living from the same resource and should
same rules. It must be remembered that as commercial fisherman we are supplying a o
‘tife American people in delivering fresh halibut to their communities in order that they
enjoy the benefits of this delicious seafood. Not all Americans have the wherewithal to hop in a
.or cruise ship and get to Alaska so they might pay a charter boat operator to take them out and
Halibut.

n'cunclusion, I believe the charter boat operators should pay for any increase in their allccation just

as [ had to. They should also feel the same effect that I do when the quota goes down, their allocation
should drop. This is the only fair and equitable way to manage the resource for all participants.

Sincerely,

Paul Clampitt
Owner, Operator F/V Augustine

® o o & o 6 & o 0 & s & o s o & s s & & o o \




NOV.24.1999 11:16AM DEEP CREEK CUSTOM NO.Sz8 P.272

| ,
N.P.P, M. 0. ' "0, Bax 10
Rinhard ]auher,Chairman | kinl?nﬁ1&.ak.
n05 West Lth Ave.Snite 304 | 99A3
Anchorage,Ak.-99501-27 57 AE??§§$H Nov. 27,1999

le: Haltibut GlL

lhear Mr.Lauber and Council Members;:

l am a hallhubd longliner.

This Council must establish the fact that hallbut,first,is a sub-
Sistence fishand secont a cnmmercial specips., As such it is protected
hy the laws of property rights. IFQ's are property Lhat we reseives
in 1995, Commercial aAnd charter raler were e~stahllished then and
should nat be change? without Just compansatian,When the 1995 cap far
the charter industry 1s reached,the season alases just 11ke 1t A1A
for aommarcial fisherman, In the meantime yon shmilA Anvelap A prasgrat
of 1lmiting the numher of chartar heate nr pive tndiviiual  Quatas

aof halibut to charter aparators as yan have Aane far cammernial
fisharman, But Birst establish the allowable perrentarn NQW taeer an
1995 whan T ant my IFQ's,

If this 8onnr1l starts Anwn the rnad af adlacatinn and daviatas fram
what they estahbllished ag my share nf the chmhine” rhartrr and ecammern’
cakches in 1995 then the whnle process and idea of 1I'%W'e ends right
here.What justification will ymu ever have for eastablicshing a bnttom
percantase for the commercial IPQ sectoar T you dAnn't atay with where
it was estAablished in 1995,

My experience with the salmon limited entry system,which I've been in
Since the very beginning,shows me there is.mo bottrm 1ine for losses
in the commercial salmon fishery. The gurrént Board of Fish has in

its tenure decreased my income by 43%. This same B O I is meeting
ARALn Lhis winter on Cook INlet Salmon for the Ath year ina row to
reduce us even more.Halibut has always beem a commersial resource 1tke
all ar gold. When a mining claim 1s filed or an all lease purchased
some Individuel with a gold pan cannnk,for recreatlion,pan «<n1d on that
claim. That gold 1s the property of that slatmant. Nelther an indiviA.
ual nor the Government ean take that away withant |nuwt rompensation tr
the claimant or lease holder.

Now ynmu have before youw a number nf alterngtives btn An st that, Name
0 fake my property away fram me, The propdrty that yean,The Caunci?,
and thiue the Federal Gavernment, mranten ta me in 199¢, [f yny Aeviate
from the pernentrpes that were established in 1901, then what was V3%

I was awAvrded in 19957 I'11 tell you, It was nothine. When | haught
more Qunta, What was tft I bhought? Blne sky? The Branklyn Bridge? Or
worthless pleces nf paper like my limited esntery cnrtifirate has hecnm
hon‘t mn Aawn the open-ended allncatiOn read. Stap 1! hare!

Give the charter industry and the sport fishermen the percentages they
had in 1995, No more. When I eatch my quota I ean't fish anymore. wWhat
stability do 1 have when the quota goes down and the prise zoes down.
1l ecertainly can't increase my share of halihit by buying 2 or 3 more
boats And putting them in the water as charter businesses have done.

Aperson who buys 2,3,0r more charter boats enmpetes asainst himself

And then he wants a Shérﬂ of my haltibut in rder tn ma
' . *r T int
nf charter boats, I say nn mare than 1995, mmhank you, ? q'"\;}f fleeat
. e

.\j'@ﬂé'



P.O. Box & » Gustavus, Alaska 99826

(907) 697-2288 = (800) 628-0912

Fax: (507) 697-2289

email: gbci@thor.he.net
www.glocierbayolcskd.c‘:}an\.
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’ November19 1999 ’
North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
Rlchard Lauber Chair
605W.4"#306 -
Anchorage AK 99501 - 2252
Dear Chanman Lauber S )

- . L.

| am writing thls letter to voice the concems of the guided sport fishing- industry concemmg the
consideration of alfematives which would piace a harvest guideline Ievel (cap) on Alaska’s guided
halibut sport fishery. - p

We as a group are concemed that the North Pacific. Fisheries Management COuncﬂ lacks any
representation in -voting seats from the spon fishery or sport fish industry. This resuits. in the ' 7
management decisions being made by a group of commercial fishing representahves who compete for . :
the same fish. The. NPFMC is the only fishefies council in the U.S. that does not have repmentat:on

from sport or guided sport-ﬁshmg interests. )

The guideline harvest Ievels proposed for the guided sport fishery rarige from about 47 to 6.2 million”
pounds. These levels are unrealistically low given that this is a public resource and given that the
commercial ﬁshery takes 62 million pounds with commercral bycatch amounts at about 12 to 14 miltion -
pounds.

.

In cdlosing, the Alaska sport fishermen would !ook forward to developmg a comprehenswe management

plan for all of Alaska's halibut fisheries -(including sport and’ guided sport) in a forum which has
representation from guided and non-guided sport fishing'interests. In consideration of the altematives,

only Altemnative 1, “no actron is appropnate atthe December 6,. 1999 NPFMC meetmg in Anchorage, -
Alaska

Thank you and your staff for yeur attention concénring this matter.

stnoerely, ’ : : R

Py roys

Kenneth J. Marchbanks -
Co - owner

GLACIER BAY COUNTRY INN - = WHALESONG LODGE » GRAND PACIFIC CHARTERS
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William Flor
N.PFM.C Box 262
: Petersburg, Ak. 99833
Nov. 18, 1999
Honorable Rick Lauber, Chairman
North Pacific Management Council

Dear Mr. Lauber:

I am writing to comment on the upcoming halibut allocation
for the Alaska charter fleet by the North Pacific Management
Council.

First, let me tell you yeom that my family has been directly
dependent on commercial halibut fishing for 27 years. Presently
it provides 75-80% of our annual income. My two teenage children
work with me and are paying their way through college by halibut
fishing.

There is plenty of room for the charter fleet but I feel
they must adopt the same conservation burdens which the
commercial fleet has embraced since 1923. Primary among these
is abundance based management. Whatever allocation the charter
fleet is finally given it must be based on a percentage of the
yearly TAC. I would think that the generous compromise of 125%
of the 1995 harvest as already adopted by the council as quite
liberal. I would also urge the charter fleet to consider some
form of limited access.

I appreciate your consideration of my comments.

Sincerely,
[/(/W%b’\———

William Flor
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Dear Rick Lauber

I am writing you today in response to the up coming meetings with the North
Pacific Fisheries Management Council that will be considering a guideline harvest level
for the charter industry. This is a big concern of mine since I am a holder of IFQ’s in
area 2C. I do not believe they should be cut out of the usage of the halibut resource but
should share in the same fashion we do, managed on abundance based instead of a fixed
percentage . It seems to me the 125% of the 1995 harvest gives the charter industry
room to grow. The only other solution I have is to let the charter industry buy already
existing quota that is on the market. Many young fishermen in the industry were faced
with this situation in 1995, myself included. Since I have purchased my IFQ’s and we
rely on the income that it generates. We-are prepared 1o roll with the quota fluctuation
but to have another commercial group come in and have know cap makes me uneasy.

Thank you for your time & effort

Sincerely € MQK
Jerome Dahl
Box 1275

Petersburg Ak. 99833
(907)772-2213



November 18, 1999 EEN . .,
TO: Honorable Rick Lauber, Chairman S ﬁ/
North Pacific Fishery Management Council ) B9 =
605 West 4™ Ave., Suite 306 Nep
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 -2252 M

I am writing to express opposition to a fixed poundage allocation for the
halibut charter fleet.

I'live in Cordova, and have participated in the halibut fishery since 1973.
My family and the families of four crew members depend upon the halibut fishery
for S5 to 60% of our total income. Since the fishery has gone to individual fishing
quotas, most of my crewmen and myself, have invested heavily in quota shares. We
were led to believe that we were to be the stewards of a fishery that has been a prime
example of good fisheries management. Reducing the commercial share of the
quota will put in question the ability to repay our loans.

In the Prince William Sound Area — A, the sport charter fleet has undergone
uncontrolled growth, while the commercial fleet has been managed through
abundance based management. It is grossly unfair for the sport charter fleet to
expect more and more from a fishery that is already totally utilized and has a
proven record of good fisheries management.

As a member of the Copper River/Prince William Sound Advisory Board, I
was shocked by the Alaska Department of Fish & Game Division. Never in my
twenty years on the board have I ever seen ADFG support an allocation issue. They
deserve some type of reprimanding and should stick to management issues.

Please ask the North Pacific Management Council to drop consideration of
the “fixed poundage allocation” as it has no place in good fisheries management.

A/
n W. Mallory, Jr. N

/V Nip ‘N Tuck
P.O.Box 206
Cordova, Alaska 99574
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Chairman Richard Lauber

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 W. 4th Ave.

Suite #306

Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252

Dear Chairman Lauber,

I am writing to you as an Alaskan resident and commercial fisherman. I am totally
opposed to the halibut sport-charter industry getting a fixed poundage allocation. Let
them figure out a solution within the existing 1997 agreement. If the charter fleet feels
this allocation is insufficiént, let them buy quota as the vast majority of the commercial
fleet has done. -

Both charter and commercial users access a public resource for economic gain. Both user
groups serve the public. Many forget “the public” is not only subsistence,sport, and those
aboard a charter, but also includes those people patronizing restaurants and grocery stores
the commercial fleet supplies. The charter industry has had several years to prepare a
solution to the problem many have seen coming. Their three point solution? 1) Stall 2)
Take from someone else 3) Don’t share in conservation. -

Meanwhile, the commercial fleet has bought into a program the Council approved and the
State has promoted. Contrary to popular belief, most of us were not made wealthy by a
large windfall, but have mortgaged homes, boats, and property to buy into the IFQ
program. The IFQ program cut commercial longline numbers by almost half. Initially,
nobody got to catch what they were accustomed to catching. To be viable we had to buy
in or:get out. Fine, those of us that remain have accepted these painful and costly
transitions. The charter business needs to make some tough decisions now also. I hope

both yourself and the other Council members remember th€sg points as you try to resolve
the charters’ problem. y
Thank you, %

TFQS DEIROYED /M/ WALLBYT /TG
B Chvees - 00 6l Pl AT OF
[T AT e CrHefee_ 2R LENSE
W S LO55 kg /Zigp ;SO/;/;/
HOMEL._ A Tl I .
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Richard Lauber, Chair NaV 2 5 1999
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 W. 4®
#306 NPEM.c
Anchorage, AK 99501-2252
Treg Axtell
1240 Sayles St.
Ketchikan, AK 99901

(907) 225-7282

Nov. 17, 1999

Dear Richard,
I have several concerns relating to the upcoming North Pacific Fishery
Management Council’s (NPFMC) meeting on Dec 6, 1999 in Anchorage.

L.

Thank you. Sincerely,

I am told that this council has no sportfish, especially guided sportfish,
representation. This concerns me as a sportfisherman and a fishing guide. 1
am not excited about the commercial fishing bias apparent on the council, and
the Alaska longliner’s association’s proposal to cap the guided sportfishery
and sport halibut bag limits.

Why would the commercial fishermen be suggesting 4.7 to 6.2 million pound
cap on guided halibut sportfishery, when their take has been in the
neighborhood of 62 million pounds?

Halibut abundance has risen some 300% since the low period of the 70’s, and
the commercial harvest has increased proportionately, but the sport limit has
remained at 2 fish per day. I feel that this limit should not be reduced except
in times of dangerously low abundance, and when the commercial harvest is
also reduced.

In consideration of alternatives, only alternative 1, “No Action” should be
supported. Any of the other alternatives would have a significant impact on
my livelihood, and also would privatize a strong public resource.

Sportfishermen would look forward to developing a comprehensive
management plan for all of Alaska’s halibut fisheries (including sport and
guided sport) in a forum which has representation from guided and non-
guided sportfishing interests. Each component of Alaska’s halibut users
should be considered as a part of the overall Gulf-wide utilization of halibut.
This current NPFMC proposal, which is being promoted by commercial
halibut fishermen would only provide a few more halibut for commercial use
at the cost of public acgess tg this plentiful public resource.

reg’Axtell
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November 16, 1999

NORTH PACIFIC FISHERY MGMT. COUNCIL i CELWIER

RICHARD LAUBER, CHAIR !

604 W. 4TH #306 Ngy 22 kez

ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501-2252 ' v 1999
ANBe

DEAR SIR; =M.

1 HAVE JUST BEEN INFORMED OF YOUR UP COMING PROPOSALS TO CHANGE THE BAG LIMIT
ON THE RECREATIONAL HALIBUT FISHERY. I AM THE HEAD INSTRUCTOR OF THE PACIFIC
FISHERMAN SCHOOLS .WE BRING A COUPLE OF GROUPS OF FISHERMEN UP EACH YEAR TO
ALASKA,IT ALSO SPEAK AT ALOT OF ANGLING CLUBS, SPORT SHOWS AND TACKLE SHOPS. I AM
VERY CONCERNED THAT YOUR PROPOSALS WILL MAKE IT VERY TOUGH TO FIND ANYONE WHO
WILL WANT TO GO TO ALASKA TO GO FISHING.

INOTICE THAT THERE ARE NO SPORTFISHING INTERESTED PERSONS ON THE NPFMC. I ALSO
HAVE BEEN INFORMED THE PROPOSED CAP FOR SPORT FISHERMEN CAME FROM THE ALASKA
LONGLINE FISHERMEN’S ASSOCIATION WHICH HAS REPRESENTATION ON YOUR COUNCIL.

WHY ARE WE GOING TO BE LIMITED TO 4.7-6.2 MILLION POUNDS FOR THE WHOLE
SPORTFISHING INDUSTRY. WHILE THE COMMERCIAL FISHERY TAKES 62 MILLION
POUNDS,BYCATCH AMOUNTS TO ABOUT 12-14 MILLION POUNDS.NOT TO MENTION THE MILLIONS
OF POUNDS THAT ARE WASTED AT SEA EACH YEAR.

SINCE THE 1970,S THE HALIBUT FISHERY HAS REBOUNDEDTO SOME 300% AND COMMERCIAL
HARVEST HAVE INCREASED PROPORTIONATELY. AT THE SAME TIME THE SPORT BAG LIMIT
REMAINED THE SAME,2 FISH PER DAY PER ANGLER AND WAS NOT INCREASED
PROPORTIONATELY WITH THE STOCK ABUNDANCE. WE NEVER SHARED IN THE GAIN OF THE
INCREASED STOCK SO WHY SHOULD WE HAVE TO SHARE IN THE PAIN ! THE CURRENT LIMIT IS 2
FISH PER ANGLER PER DAY I THINK IT IS A GOOD LIMIT AND SHOULD NOT BE CHANGED.

SPORTFISHERMEN WOULD GLADLY LOOK FORWARD TO DEVELOPING A COMPREHENSIVE
MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR ALL OF ALASKA'S HALIBUT FISHERIES IN A FORUM THAT WE HAVE
REPRESENTATION. THE CURRENT NPFMC PROPOSAL , WHICH IS BEING PROMOTED BY
COMMERCIAL HALIBUT FISHERMEN WOULD ONLY PROVIDE A FEW MORE HALIBUT FOR
COMMERCIAL USE AT THE EXPENSE OF THE PUBLIC ACCESS TO THIS STRONG PUBLIC RESOURCE.
IN CONSIDERATION OF THE ALTERNATIVES, ONLY ALTERNATIVE 1, NO ACTION SHOULD BE
SUPPORTED AT THIS TIME.

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME AND I HOPE YOU CAN UNDERSTAND OUR CONCERNS.

DAN DUNLAP

cc: DENNIS AUSTIN, DAVID FLUHARTY, DAVID BENTON, JOE KYLE, JOHN BUNDY, RICHARD
LAUBER, STEVE PENNOYER, BOB MACE, ROBIN SAMUELSON, GOVENOR TONY KNOWLES,
FRANK RUE, COMMISSIONER, TERRY GARCIA, ASST. SECRETARY DEPT. OF COMMERCE, NOAA
PENNY DALTON, DIR. OF FISHERIES,NOAA ,SEN. TED STEVENS, SEN. FRANK MURKOWSKI & REP.
DON YOUNG.
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£y -
Honorable Rick Lauber . (N
Chairman Nov S 1999 hd
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4™ Avenue Ao
Suite 306 URAMC MONTEREY FISH MKT.
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252 M.EM. SEAFOOD, INC.
1582 Hopkins Street
Berkeley, CA 94707
Dear Chairman Lauber, ’ . A

I am writing to urge you 1o stay with the original guideline harvest level action that was
set for halibut charter boats in 1997. Adopting a charter boat allocation based on the
other options under considerations will hurt consumer access to halibut.

In making your decision, I urge you to give fair consideration to the consumer and niot
just those with time and resources to afford a trip to Alaska and a charter excursion.

Sincerely, -
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Richard Lauber- Chairman
Linda Behnken

To Whom it may concemn:

This letter is in response to the upcoming meeting concerning the halibut allocations. As a small business
owner, with two retail outlets in Homer, the allocation of halibut for charter and sport fishing is crucial to our
survival. No one entity, namely commercial fishing interests, should have the right to such a disproportionate amount
of a resource, especially when so many buisnesses depend on that resource, in an area where employment
opportunities are scarce at best. A full 75% of our customer base are halibut fisherman, and 50% of these are repeat
customers, many from the lower 48. If the limit is cut to 1 fish per person, make no mistake, these people will not
return. There are too many other opportunities for them to spend their dollars outside Alaska, and you will have
succeded in putting an untold amount of people out of buisness for the gain of a very few individuals. Lets hope that
everybody looks at the big picture here, and not at just whom has the most money to spend to buy a resource which
should belong to all.
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