AGENDA C-6

APRIL 2006
MEMORANDUM
TO: Counci! and AP Members
FROM: Chris Oliver W ESTIMATED TIME
Executive Director 8 HOURS

DATE: April 1,2006

SUBIJECT: Charter Halibut Management

ACTION REQUIRED

(a) Final action on EA/RIR/IRFA for a regulatory amendment to implement Guideline Harvest Level
measures

(b) Review discussion paper on separate accountability proposal, and take action as necessary

(c¢) Receive Charter Halibut Stakeholder Committee report

(d) Receive status report on State initiatives to manage the charter halibut sector

BACKGROUND

GHL management measures

At this meeting, the Council will take final action on proposed measures to reduce charter halibut harvests to
the Guideline Harvest Levels in International Pacific Halibut Commission Regulatory Areas 2C and 3A in the
Gulf of Alaska. If action is taken by the Council and subsequently approved by the Secretary of Commerce, the
earliest any of the proposed alternatives would be effective is the 2007 charter fishing season. The analysis was
distributed in March 2006; the executive summary of the analysis is attached as Item C-6(a).

For Area 2C (Southeast Alaska), alternatives include: (1) no action; (2) limit vessels to one trip per day,
prohibit harvest by skipper and crew, and set an annual catch limit of six fish for individual clients; and (3)
limit vessels to one trip per day, prohibit harvest by skipper and crew, and set an annual catch limit of five fish
for individual clients. Alternative 2 would have reduced harvest in 2004 from 122.2 percent of the GHL to a
range of 107.5 and 109.6 percent of the Area’s GHL. Alternative 3 would have reduced harvest in 2004 from
122.2 percent of the GHL to a range of 101.3 and 102.7 percent of the Area’s GHL. None of the alternatives
would have reduced harvests to or below the GHL.

For Area 3A (Southcentral Alaska), alternatives include: (1) no action; (2) limit vessels to one trip per day; and
(3) limit vessels to one trip per day and prohibit harvest by skipper and crew. Alternative 2 would have reduced
harvest in 2004 from 100.5 percent of the GHL to a range of 94.0 and 96.1 percent of the Area’s GHL.
Alternative 3 would have reduced harvest in 2004 from 100.5 percent of the GHL to a range of 83.5 and 88.4
percent of the Area’s GHL. Both Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 would have reduced harvests below the GHL.

During initial review in February 2006, the Council requested that the analysis include a second method for
determining the status of the GHL and to also examine the effects if proposed measures were implemented in
2002 and 2003. The five-year average lessens the sensitivity to annual changes in average halibut weight it



reduces the overage in Area 2C and increases it in Area 3A), which may be preferred by managers since it
mitigates the delayed feedback between when an overage occurs, when it is known to have occurred, and when
regulations could be implemented to effect a reduction in harvest.

Separate accountability

During initial review of the GHL analysis in February 2006, the Alaska Longline Fishermen’s Association
(ALFA) proposed separate accounting of charter and commercial halibut allocations in Areas 2C and 3A. The
proposal suggests that removing the direct effect of GHL overages on the commercial sector: 1) facilitates the
development of a long term plan by allowing the Council to focus on measures appropriate for the guided sport
sector without worrying about spill-over effects on the commercial sector; and 2) promotes stability by noticing
all parties that the Council intends to adhere to the GHL number during the interim, and implement post-season
restrictions, as necessary.

Council, NOAA, and IPHC staffs have suggested that one action for the Council would be a written request to
the IPHC to effect such a change, if it decides to adopt the ALFA proposal. The IPHC action, however, would
be restricted to setting a combined fishery catch limit for the charter and commercial sectors, similar to its
action for Area 2A (Washington, Oregon, and California) and Area 2B (British Columbia), since it is not
authorized to allocate among user groups.

The main issue for the Council in considering this proposal, therefore, is how it would allocate between the
commercial and charter sectors. If the Council wished to adopt the ALFA proposal now, it could use the GHLs
for each area to set the charter allocation from a combined charter and commercial catch limit determined
through the IPHC process, if the administrative record is sufficient to have noticed the public that the GHLs
were, in fact, intended to be limiting. The Council may want to assure the IPHC and the user groups that it will
manage the charter sector to stay within the GHLs, noting the delayed feedback between an overage year and
three to four years later when restrictive measures could be implemented (mechanisms to shorten the delay in
implementing effective management measures are being developed). The same issues arise under a percentage
allocation. If the Council implemented an IFQ program in the future, increased accounting of individual
allocations would assure rare instances of overages of the cumulative charter sector allocation. The revised
proposal dated March 29, 2006 is attached as Item C-6(b)(1). The discussion paper will be distributed at the
meeting. TPHC comments on this and other items under this agenda are attached as Item C-6 (b)(2).

Charter Halibut Stakeholder Committee

The Stakeholder Committee has convened twice since its late January 2006 appointment. In December 2005,
the Council tasked the committee with developing two permanent solutions for addressing the reallocation of
halibut from the commercial to the charter sectors: 1) percentage allocations; and 2) quota share program. In
February 2006, the Council forwarded recommendations from the GHL Committee on interim solutions. A
organizational chart of proposed Council action on interim and permanent management solutions is attached as
(Item C-6(c)(1)). Two recommendations to the Council regarding interim management actions are ready for
review and possible action by the Council at this meeting. The Committee recommended that the Council:

1. Take no action on proposed measures to implement the GHL in April 2006, but instead focus its
efforts on a permanent solution. The GHL program was designed on an understanding of a lower
halibut biomass with a declining trend. Instead new IPHC model estimates of biomass in Area 2C and
3A demonstrate a higher level of halibut biomass than was believed when the GHL program was
adopted. Further, preliminary 2005 charter halibut harvests show a drop in charter harvests in both
areas in 2005 relative to final estimates for 2004. Area 3A charter harvest projections indicate that
GHL was not exceeded in Area 3A, and the overage in Area 2C dropped to 14% above the GHL in
2005. The anticipated action by ADFG to prohibit captain and crew fish in groundfish fisheries in
Area 2C to address declining DSR biomass would lower charter halibut harvests in Area 2C.



2. Take no action on interim management measures (e.g., add a trigger to increase GHL as halibut
abundance increases) to focus on permanent solutions.

3. Immediately initiate an analysis of a moratorium on entry into the charter halibut fishery using the
December 9, 2005 control date (Item C-6(c)(2)). The Committee recommended that the Council
schedule initial and final action in Winter 2006/2007 and have the program implemented no later than
the 2008 fishing season.

The Committee plans to meet on April 18-20, 2006 and report its final suite of alternatives, elements, and
options for permanent management solutions at the June 2006 Council meeting. The Committee has developed
draft alternatives for a percentage allocation and quota share program, but is still working on elements and
options for analysis. Committee minutes from its February 2006 meeting are attached as Item C-6(c)(3). March
2006 committee minutes will be distributed this week.

State initiatives

Item C-6(d) contains the final regulatory wording delegating emergency order authority to the Commissioner to
prohibit charter operators/crew members from retaining fish and/or limiting the number of fishing lines to the
number of paying clients on board the vessel. The Board of Fisheries adopted this language by a 7-0 vote on
Thursday, March 23, 2006 in Anchorage. Also, ADF&G staff will update the Council on the State position
regarding other charter halibut management initiatives. As summarized for the Stakeholder Commiittee, the
State:

1. is seeking delegation of authority to the State for management of sport halibut fisheries (see Item C-

6(e), 1995 legal opinion.)

2. supports moratorium on entry

3. supports percentage allocation in smaller geographies than IPHC regulatory Areas 2C and 3A

4. is developing mechanisms for orderly compensated reallocation from commercial to charter sectors by
using fees on guided sport industry (“buyback of QS,” or fish stamp required on sport fish license),
through State legislation,
would not use ADF&G logbooks for in-season management
6. would develop LAMPs

“w



AGENDA C-6 (a)
APRIL 2006

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In February 2000, the North Pacific Fishery Management Council (Council) adopted guideline harvest levels
(GHL) for the charter halibut fishery in International Pacific Halibut Commission (IPHC) Regulatory Area 2C,
Southeast Alaska (1,432,000 Ib net weight), and Area 3A, Southcentral Alaska (3,650,000 Ib). The GHLs were
approved by the Secretary of Commerce and implemented by NOAA Fisheries in September 2003 (68 FR
47256). The 2000 preferred alternative also identified a suite of management measures that were to be
triggered in the year following harvests in excess of the GHL(s). Legal review, however, identified concerns
with the ability of NOAA Fisheries to “framework” those measures without additional public process.
Therefore, proposed GHL management measures were not implemented in regulation. Instead, the Council
may initiate a new analysis each time management action is deemed necessary to reduce or increase harvests.

At its October 2005 meeting, the Council reviewed final 2004 halibut charter harvest estimates reported by the
Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) Sport Fish Division on the status of the first year of fishing
under the GHL. The point estimates of harvest exceeded the GHLs by 22 percent in Area 2C and less than 1
percent in Area 3A. In response to the new information, the Council initiated this analysis, which includes
management alternatives to reduce halibut charter harvests to the GHLs in both areas.

For each area, the Council is considering three alternative actions.

For Area 2C:

Alternative 1. No action
Alternative 2. Limit vessels to one trip per day, prohibit harvest by skipper and crew’, and set an
annual catch limit of six fish for individual clients.

e Alternative 3. Limit vessels to one trip per day, prohibit harvest by skipper and crew', and set an
annual catch limit of five fish for individual clients.

For Area 3A:

¢ Alternative 1. No action
e Alternative 2. Limit vessels to one trip per day.
e  Alternative 3. Limit vessels to one trip per day and prohibit harvest by skipper and crew'’.

The purpose of the proposed action is to reduce charter halibut harvests in Areas 2C and 3A to the respective
GHLs to conform to Council policy. In 2000, the Council adopted GHLs to address allocation issues between
the charter sector and commercial users of the halibut resource. They are intended to stop the reallocation from
commercial to charter sectors.

The sections below summarize the estimated effect of the alternatives. In February 2006, the Council requested
that the analysis include two methods to determine the status of the GHLS, based on recommendations from its
GHL Committee and Advisory Panel; the Scientific and Statistical committee did not comment on the second
method. The two methods are:

1. Use ADF&G’s single year estimates of average per fish weight to calculate the estimated total harvest
weight;
2. Use a five-year average of ADF&G’s estimates of average harvest weight per fish.

' The Alaska Board of Fisheries is scheduled to take action in March 2006 on ADF&G proposals to prohibit
retention of all sport fish by skipper and crew and to limit the number of lines on a charter vessel to the number of
clients onboard.
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The SSC recommended that the first method be expanded to include 2002 and 2003. In its February 2006
minutes, the SSC stated, “Although the trend in charter fishing halibut trips is upward, a comparison of the
2004 findings for two additional years will prove useful when discussing the robustness of the 2004 findings.”
One effect of using the five-year average is to lessen the sensitivity to annual changes in average halibut
weight, which may be preferred by managers since it addresses the negative feedback loop described by the
SSC below in the Executive Summary and in more detail in Section 2.7. For example, in Table 1 the 2004
average weight of 20.7 Ib was 8.4 percent higher than the 2003 average weight of 19.1 Ib in Area 2C. At the
same time, total catch by number of halibut in 2004 was 14 percent higher and total catch by weight was 23.9
percent higher. Thus, the increase was driven partially by a sharp increase in average weight per fish that year.
The effect of this method is to multiply the number of halibut harvested as reported by the ADF&G Statewide
Harvest Survey (SWHS) by 19.5 Ib instead of 20.7 Ib in Area 2C and 19.3 Ib instead of 18.6 Ib in Area 3A.
Therefore, the status of the GHL would result in a lower overage in Area 2C and a higher overage in Area 3A.

Table 1. Charter halibut harvest, 2000-2004

IPHC Area 2C IPHC Area 3A

Average Total Average Total
Net  Charter Change Net Charter Change
Charter-  Weight Halibut from Charter- Weight Halibut from
Harvested (Ib) per  Harvest Previous | Harvested (lb) per  Harvest Previous
Year Halibut Halibut (M Ib) Year Halibut Halibut (M Ib) Year
2000 57,208 19.8 1.132 20.6% 159,609 19.7 3.140 24.0%
2001 66,435 18.1 1.202 6.2% 163,349 19.2 3.132 -0.3%
2002 64,614 19.7 1.275 6.1% 149,608 18.2 2724  -13.0%
2003 73,784 19.1 1.412 10.7% 163,629 20.7 3.382 24.2%
2004 84,327 20.7 1.750 23.9% 197,208 18.6 3.668 8.5%
5-Year Average 69,274 19.5 1.350 N/A 166,681 19.3 3.21 N/A

Expected Effect of Each Alternative in Area 2C
GHL Calculated Using Direct Average Weight Estimates (Method 1)

Method 1 includes the Council’s recommendation to expand the analysis of 2004 data to include 2002 and
2003, as suggested by the SSC. Proposed management measures under Alternatives 2 and 3 would reduce
charter industry halibut harvest. However, long-term growth trends likely have increased harvests to such a
level that even Alternative 3 (the most restrictive alternative) is not guaranteed to have reduced harvests to the
GHL level in 2004, if they were in effect then. In 2002 and 2003, the proposed alternatives would have
reduced area charter halibut harvest to levels at or below the GHL (Table 2). However, it is most useful to
focus on the results using 2004 data given long-term growth rates, and it is unlikely that future industry
harvests would be below this level given an annualized growth rate of 5.5 percent over the last decade.
Alternative 3 would have come close to reducing 2004 harvests to the GHL. Additionally, note the following:

o The effect of Alternative 1, the no action alternative, depends in part on pending action by the Alaska
Board of Fisheries (BOF) in March 2006. The State already limits the number of lines fished by Area
2C charter operations equal to the number of clients. This limit, however, does not constrain skippers
and crew when a client is not fishing during a trip. Originally, ADF&G submitted a proposal to
prohibit retention of fish by skippers and crew in all waters managed by the State. ADF&G submitted
a revised proposal at the February 2006 BOF meeting, which instead would provide the ADF&G
Commissioner with emergency order authority to enact the proposed measures (Proposal 400, see
Appendix I), rather than permanently in regulation by the BOF. If enacted under either approach, an
indirect result under the no action alternative would have been reduced harvest between 3.3 and 4.5
percent. If these measures had been in place in 2004, the charter harvest would have been between
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118.1 and 116.7 percent of the GHL. Given this new approach, it is less clear that proposed BOF
action should be considered under the status quo, since what measures will be implemented by the
Commissioner for 2006 will not be known at the time of final action by the Council in April 2006.
Note that the Council may still choose to adopt a complementary Federal regulation regarding harvest
retention by crew to ensure that the regulation stays in place for duration to be determined by the
Council. On the other hand, the Council may choose to not adopt a complementary action to avoid the
more time-consuming process of amending Federal regulations when it might choose to lift the
prohibition.

It remains unclear what criteria will be used by the ADF&G to determine when and where action will
be implemented since the State will not have either average weights or numbers of fish in-season.
Halibut charter operators will again be required to report harvests in 2006, but the State has reported
that these data should be verified by SWHS data (which for 2606 logbooks would not occur until Fall
2007). Further, Proposal 400 remains controversial since it would apply to all charter operations, and
not just limited to halibut. Therefore, salmon charter operators would in a sense “pay” by reduced
retention for any charter halibut GHL overages. The simplest approach to evaluate the effects of
Alternative 1 is for the Council to assume no action is taken by the State, since pending action was
unknown when this document was released and may remain unknown at the time of Council final
action.

Table 2. Effect of alternatives of charter industry halibut harvest (2004) in Area 2C (Method 1)

Alt. 2 Alt. 3
Management Measure/Effect Lower- Upper | Lower-  Upper
Category (Reduction in %) Ait. 1| Bound Bound | Bound Bound
One Trip Per Day (2002) N/A 0.4% 0.9% 0.4% 0.9%
One Trip Per Day (2003) N/A 0.4% 0.9% 0.4% 0.9%
One Trip Per Day (2004) N/A 0.3% 0.6% 0.3% 0.6%
No Harvest by Skipper & Crew N/A 3.3% 4.5% 3.4% 4.6%
Management 6 Fish Annual Limit (2002) N/A 8.3% 8.3% N/A N/A
Component 6 Fish Annual Limit (2003) N/A 7.5% 7.5% N/A N/A
6 Fish Annual Limit 2004) N/A 7.0% 7.0% N/A N/A
5 Fish Annual Limit (2002) N/A N/A NA | 13.7% 13.7%
5 Fish Annual Limit (2003) N/A N/A NA| 13.1% 13.1%
5 Fish Annual Limit (2004 N/A N/A NA [ 122% 12.2%
Effect in 2002 Estimated Harvest with Restrictions (M Ib) 1.275 1.120 1.100 1.050 1.030
Harvest as Percent of GHL 89.0% | 78.2% 76.8% | 733% 71.9%
Effect in 2003 Estimated Harvest with Restrictions (M Ib) 1.412 1.250 1.230 1.170 1.150
Harvest as Percent of GHL 98.6% | 87.3% 859% 1 81.7% 80.3%
Effect in 2004 Estimated Harvest with Restrictions (M Ib) 1.750 1.570 1.540 1.472 1.450
Harvest as Percent of GHL 122.2% | 109.6% 107.5% | 102.8% 101.3%

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

Alternative 2 would limit vessels to one trip per day, eliminate harvest by crew members, and place an
annual limit of six fish on charter clients. This alternative would have reduced harvest in 2004 from
122.2 percent of the GHL to a range of 107.5 and 109.6 percent of the Area’s GHL. In 2002, this
alternative would have reduced harvest to a range of 76.6 and 78.2 percent of the GHL from 89.0
percent, while in 2003 this alternative would have reduced harvest to a range of 85.9 and 87.3 percent
of the GHL from 98.6 percent. While this alternative could slow growth in the long run, it is likely
that charter industry harvest would remain above the GHL and continue its long-term growth trend.
While this alternative would reduce harvest in the short-term, charter industry harvest would likely
remain above the GHL as they were in 2004 and likely continue a long-term growth trend in harvest
levels. Industry interviews indicated that the banning of multiple trips per day was unlikely to
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significantly reduce harvest, but would economically affect operators who rely on that business model
to stay in business. These same interviews indicated that the institution of a six fish annual bag limit
would economically affect those charter operators who are currently providing experiences longer
than three days in length through increased marketing costs and lower margins. In the long-term, the
result of these effects could be a transfer of pressure from inside passage communities (e.g.,
Petersburg and Wrangell), which rely on halibut in the summer months to those facing the Guif of
Alaska (e.g., Sitka), which have greater access to a variety of species. This alternative could also lead
to increased pressure on alternative species or increased time spent conducting non-fishing activities.
The elimination of harvest by crew members was widely supported by charter operators during the
interviews and is not expected to cause significant economic losses to the industry. Note that if the
BOF approved ADF&G Proposal 400 and the Commissioner prohibit halibut retention by skipper and
crew, then no additional harvest reduction is achieved by Council action to implement that component
of Alternative 2—the end result is the same regardless of which political entity effects the harvest
reduction. However, State action is unknown at the time of release of the analysis and may remain
unknown at the time of Council final action.

e Alternative 3 would limit vessels to one trip per day, eliminate harvest by crew members, and place an
annual limit of five fish on charter clients. This alternative would have reduced harvest in 2004 from
122.2 percent of the GHL to a range of 101.3 and 102.7 percent of the area’s GHL. In 2002 and 2003,
the alternative would have reduced area harvest to a range of 71.9 and 73.3 percent and between 80.3
and 81.7 percent, respectively. While in 2004 these management measures would have reduced
harvest to nearly the level of the current GHL, any growth in harvest would again lead to a larger
difference between the GHL and harvest levels. While this alternative would reduce harvest to a level
close to the GHL, it is likely that charter industry harvest would remain slightly above the GHL and
continue a long-term growth trend in harvest levels. Alternative 3 would have all of the same
economic effects as Alternative 2, but would also result in additional economic effects for charter
operators and lodges that book anglers for stays longer than two days in duration because a 5-fish limit
is the functional equivalent of a two-day limit of 4 fish since few anglers would pay the same amount
for half the daily bag limit. In the long term, the result of these effects could be a transfer of pressure
from inside passage communities (e.g., Petersburg and Wrangell) which have limited access to species
other than halibut during July and early August to those facing the Gulf of Alaska (e.g., Sitka and
Prince of Wales Islands) where anglers have the option of substituting other species for halibut.

GHL Calculated Using Five-Year Average Weight Estimates — Area 2C {Method 2)

Method 2 incorporates the recommendation of the Council to use a five-year average weight estimate and to
examine three years of data instead of just 2004 (Table 3). The use of five-year average halibut weights
changes the net results using 2004 data, but does not substantively change the results as reported using the
average annual halibut weights for 2002 and 2003. For example, a one-year estimate of halibut harvest weight
under Alternative 3 would have reduced charter harvests to a range of 71.9 and 81.7 percent of the area GHL
in 2002 and 2003. Using five-year average weights under Alternative 3, the harvests would have been between
76.1 and 77.5 percent of the GHL in 2002 and 78.9 and 81.0 percent in 2003. Thus, the use of five-year
average weights reduced the variability of the estimates by smoothing year-to-year variations in halibut weight.
However, the use of five-year average weights does not change the practical results in 2002 and 2003, such
that both alternatives would have resulted in harvest reductions and overall harvest levels below the GHL.

The effect of using the fiver-year average weight on 2004 data is substantially different. Because the 2004
estimated of average halibut harvest weight (20.7 Ib) is higher than the five-year average weight (19.5 Ib), the
estimate of the 2004 charter halibut harvest drops 6.1 percent (i.e., from 1.750 M Ib to 1.643 M 1b). This also
changes the 2004 charter harvest estimate as a percentage of GHL (i.e., from 122.2 percent to 114.7 percent).
The net result of using the five-year average is that Alternative 2 would have reduced charter halibut harvest to
a level very near, but slightly above, the GHL in 2004. Alternative 3 would have reduced charter halibut
harvest to a range of 95.0 and 96.4 percent of the GHL; a level below the GHL. Thus, the net effect of the use
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of five-year average weight estimates is two-fold in Area 2C: (1) it is less sensitive to annual changes in
halibut weights; and (2) it changes the evaluation of the alternatives using 2004 data.

Table 3. Effect of alternatives of charter industry halibut harvest (2004) in Area 2C (Method 2)

Alt. 2 Alt. 3
Management Measure/Effect Lower- Upper | Lower- Upper
Category (Reduction in %) Alt. 1 Bound Bound | Bound  Bound
One Trip Per Day (2002 N/A 0.4% 0.9% 0.4% 0.9%
One Trip Per Day (2003) N/A 0.4% 0.9% 0.4% 0.9%
One Trip Per Day (2004) N/A 0.3% 0.6% 0.3% 0.6%
No Harvest by Skipper & Crew N/A 3.3% 4.5% 3.4% 4.6%
Management 6 Fish Annual Limit (2002) N/A 8.3% 8.3% N/A N/A
Component 6 Fish Annual Limit (2003) N/A 7.5% 7.5% N/A N/A
6 Fish Annual Limit 2004) N/A 7.0% 7.0% N/A N/A
5 Fish Annual Limit (2002) N/A N/A NA | 13.7% 13.7%
5 Fish Annual Limit (2003) N/A N/A NA | 13.1% 13.1%
§ Fish Annual Limit (2004) N/A N/A NA | 122% 12.2%
Effect in Estimated Harvest with Restrictions (M Ib) 1.350 1.190 1.170 1.110 1.080
2002 Harvest as Percent of GHL 94.3% | 83.1%  81.7% | 775%  76.1%
Effectin Estimated Harvest with Restrictions (M Ib) 1.385 1.240 1.210 1.160 1.130
2003 Harvest as Percent of GHL 974% | 866% B845% | 81.0%  78.9%
Effectin Estimated Harvest with Restrictions (M Ib) 1.643 1.470 1.440 1.380 1.360
2004 Harvest as Percent of GHL 114.7% | 102.7% 1006% | 96.4%  95.0%

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

Expected Effect of Each Alternative in Area 3A

In 2004, the charter halibut harvest was reported to be 100.5 percent of the 3.65 M pound GHL. The proposed
alternatives are likely to reduce Area 3A charter harvests below the GHL.2 However, charter halibut harvests
have a long-term, but highly variable growth pattern. Thus, Alternative 3 would likely provide the longest time
period before charter halibut harvests approach the GHL in the future because it reduces overall harvest the

most.

Alternative 1, the no action alternative, would not reduce current harvest levels or change current
charter halibut trends without independent action by the Alaska Board of Fisheries or ADF&G as
described for Area 2C. If the State (either BOF or ADF&G) adopts the retention prohibition, then an
indirect result of Alternative 1 would be a minimum reduction in harvest of between 7.7 and 10.5
percent. If such a prohibition had been made in 2004 the charter halibut harvest would have been
under the GHL by approximately seven to ten percent. ADF&G can not estimate harvest reduction
associated with a separate proposal to limit the number of lines to the number of clients onboard due

. to uncertainty of fishing behavior by anglers and crew. However, Alternative 1 would not reduce

current harvest levels further and harvests would likely continue their current trends of long-term
growth if ADF&G’s proposals are not accepted by the BOF.

Note that both ADF&G staff and charter operators have stated that the 2005 harvest in Area 3A is
likely to be under the GHL. Charter halibut operators indicated that the 2004 harvest was boosted by
the diversion of tourism activities away from interior Alaska to Southcentral Alaska because of
interior wildfires. Thus, it is likely that under the no action alternative, and without State action,

2 Note that any of the component measures analyzed for this area would reduce harvest below the GHL.
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harvest levels in Area 3A may slip below the GHL in 2005 and Council action may be delayed for a
short period before growth in tourism and the charter fleet pushes harvest above the GHL, warranting
the Council to initiate a new analysis of these same measures in the future if the Council makes no
further changes to the management of the charter sector.

e Alternative 2 would limit vessels to one trip per day. This alternative would have reduced harvest in
2004 from 100.5 percent of the GHL to a range of 94.0 and 96.1 percent of the GHL. This alternative
would have reduced harvests in 2002 to a range of 71.2 and 72.3 percent of the GHL from 74.6
percent, while it would have reduced harvest to a range of 87.9 and 89.4 percent of the GHL. from 92.7
percent in 2003. Charter halibut operators reported that the effect of this measure could be very short-
term as the response of operators using the multi-trip per day or overnight trip business models would
likely increase the number of boats operated and work to ensure that boats now operated at voluntary
less-than-capacity levels are operated at full capacity. Additionally, the effect of the alternative likely
is overestimated even without the adaptations above, because of excess capacity in the Southcentral
charter fleet, whereby a portion of displaced clients are likely to find seats with operators currently
using the one-trip-per day business model. Charter halibut operators reported that the effect of this
measure could be very short-term as the response of operators using the multi-trip per day or
overnight trip business models would likely increase the number of boats operated and work to ensure
that boats now operated at voluntary less-than-capacity levels are operated at full capacity.

Alternative 3 would limit vessels to one trip per day and eliminate harvest by crew members. It would have
reduced harvest in 2004 from 100.5 percent of the GHL to a range of 83.5 and 88.4 percent of the GHL (Table
4). It would have reduced harvest to a range of 63.4 and 66.6 percent of the GHL from 74.6 percent in 2002,
while it would have reduced harvest to a range of 78.2 and 82.3 percent of the GHL from 92.7 percent in 2003.
As with Alternative 2, the reduction associated with restrictions on the number of trips per day is likely to be
overestimated by this analysis and short-lived. The majority of the reduction comes from the elimination of
crew harvests’. Charter halibut operators reported that the latter measure is likely to be the most effective,

Table 4. Effect of alteratives of charter halibut harvest in Area 3A (Method 1)

Alt. 2 Alt. 3

Lower- Upper | Lower- Upper

Category Management Measure/Effect Alt. 1 Bound Bound | Bound Bound
One Trip Per Day (2002) N/A 31% 45% 31% 4.5%

Management One Trip Per Day (2003) N/A 35% 5.1% 35% 5.1%
Components One Trip Per Day (2004) N/A 44% 6.4% 44% 64%
No Harvest by Skipper & Crew N/A N/A N/A 7.7% 10.5%

Effect in 2002 Estimated Harvest with Restrictions (M Ib) 2.720 2.640 2600 | 2430 2310
Harvest as Percent of GHL 74.6% 72.3% 71.2% | 66.6% 63.4%

Effect in 2003 Estimated Harvest with Restrictions (M Ib) 3.380 3.260 3.210| 3.010 2.860
Harvest as Percent of GHL 92.7% 89.4% 87.9% | 82.3% 78.2%

Effect in 2004 Estimated Harvest with Restrictions (M Ib) 3.670 3510 3430 3.230 3.050
Harvest as Percent of GHL 100.5% 96.1% 94.0% | 88.4% 83.5%

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

3 When not outlining the full text of specific alternatives, this report uses the term “crew harvest” to denote harvest
by skippers, deck hands, and others working on charter vessels. Additionally, this analysis defines a trip as actively
being on the water and fishing with paying clients during a calendar day. For example, a vessel leaving Wednesday
night and returning on Thursday morning and actively fishing with paying clients on both days is defined as having
taken a trip on both Wednesday and Thursday. No further activity would be permitted on Thursday under the one
trip per day limit.
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have the greatest long-term effect, and have the least economic effect on charter operators. This may suggest
that charter operators would prefer elimination of crew harvests as a preferred method to achieve the GHL.
Some had recommended that the one-trip per day limit be removed from the alternative, as having too great a
negative effect on certain operations when the necessary reduction could be achieved by the prohibition on
retention. The effect of Alternative 3 is equivalent to Alternative 2 if the State implements a prohibition on
retention of halibut by skippers and crew. However, possible action by the ADF&G Commissioner under
Emergency Order Authority (under ADF&G Proposal 400) is speculative, as described above for Area 2C.

GHL. Calculated Using Five-Year Average Weight Estimates — Area 3A

The use of five-year average halibut weights does not have a substantive effect on the results for Area 3A
(Table 5). While using the five-year average weights raises the estimate of the GHL overage in 2004, the
numerical estimates of the effect of the proposed alternatives indicate that any altemative is likely to reduce
Area 3A charter harvests below the GHL. However, the use of these averages does not address the highly
variable, but long-term, growth pattern in harvests and Alternative 3 would still likely provide the longest time
period before harvests approach the GHL in the future.

Table 5. Effect of alternatives of charter halibut harvest in Area 3A (Method 2)

Alt. 2 Alt. 3
Lower- Upper | Lower- Upper
Category Management Measure/Effect Alt. 1 Bound Bound | Bound Bound
One Trip Per Day (2002) N/A 3.1% 4.5% 3.1% 4.5%
Management | One Trip Per Day (2003) N/A 3.5% 5.1% 3.5% 5.1%
Components | One Trip Per Day (2004) N/A 4.4% 6.4% 4.4% 6.4%
No Harvest by Skipper & Crew N/A N/A N/A 7.7% 10.5%
Effect in 2002 Estimated Harvest with Restrictions (M Ib) 2.906 2820 2770 2.580 2.470
Harvest as Percent of GHL 796% | 77.3% 759% | 71.0% 67.7%
Effect in 2003 Estimated Harvest with Restrictions (M Ib) 3.175 3.060 3.010 2.820 2.680
Harvest as Percent of GHL 87.0% | 83.8% 825% | 77.3% 73.4%
. Estimated Harvest with Restrictions (M Ib) 3.802 3.640 3.560 3.340 3.160
Effect in 2004
Harvest as Percent of GHL 104.2% | 99.7% 97.5% | 91.5% 86.6%

Source: Northern Economics, Inc. estimates based ADF&G Logbook and Statewide Harvest Survey Data.
Overall and Long-Term Efficacy of the Alternatives and Management Measures

The long-term efficacy of each alternative is likely to be limited because halibut charter operators and their
clients will respond strategically to the proposed management measures. For example, the efficacy of limiting
boats to one trip per day will likely be limited by the purchase of additional boats, the ability of a sizeable
portion of displaced clients to find replacement seats on other boats, and the expansion of capacity on boats
running overnight charters which are currently running below legal capacity. The efficacy of prohibiting
retention by crew members will be limited by their shifting harvest to the recreational sector. While this shift
will not count against the GHL it would be counted in the IPHC deductions of total sport catch from total
CEY. The efficacy of annual limits is likely to be limited by the substitution of bare-boat charters and other
self-guided activities because the costs of charter fishing could become less attractive under the annual limit.
Again, the harvest resulting from this behavior would not count against the GHL, but would be counted in the
IPHC's deductions for total sport catch from total CEY. Finally, it should be anticipated that a response to
restrictive annual limits in Area 2C may be a shift in pressure to Area 3A where no limit is proposed. An
increase in bareboat charters may also occur. These strategic responses will reduce the efficacy of the proposed
alternatives and will reduce the potential opportunity costs to charter operators and clients.

In its February 2006 minutes, the SSC “observes that the inexorable consequence of a GHL that is non-
binding within a season, coupled with management instruments for limiting calches by the charter-based
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halibut sport fishery that are potentially ineffectual, is that the Council should anticipate an ongoing de facto
reallocation of catches from the commercial fishery to the charter-based sport fishery for halibut. If the
charter-based sport fishery were subject to binding limits under an IFQ program, the reallocation between
commercial and charter-based fisheries would take place through voluntary transactions in a market. In the
absence of tradable harvest shares, the Council will, consciously or unconsciously, serve as the arbitrator
between the commercial and charter industries with actions taken to benefit one sector resulting in
uncompensated costs to the other sector. Within such a political market, each sector is left with an individually
rational but collectively irrational incentive to squander potential benefits of increased shares in an endeavor
to influence the Council's active or passive decisions.”

Proposed GHL measures may not be effective over the long term in stopping the reallocation from commercial

to charter sectors. This will result in recurrent regulatory actions and allocation disputes between the sectors
that will result in ongoing management costs to State and Federal agencies. It is not possible to document the

costs of potential action(s). The SSC stated, “. . . the approach the Council has adopted to management (sic) of
the charter-based sport fishery for halibut presents a clear example of the types of problems that can emerge
when there are substantial temporal delays between prosecution of the fishery, generation of data on the
magnitude of removals, and tweaking of management measures intended to influence the magnitude of future

removals. This type of problem is commonly known as a delayed feedback loop. Delayed feedback loops

exhibit cyclic overshoot and undershoot around the intended target, but control rules can be designed to
dampen the oscillation if the system is stationary and deterministic. If the system includes a random element,

or a trend or other nonstationarity, management actions will tend to exacerbate cyclic overshoot and
undershoot. The upshot of this is that it is unlikely that catches in the charter-based halibut sport fishery can

be constrained to intended targets when there is a 1-2 year delay between prosecution of the fishery and
generation of data regarding the magnitude of removals and another 1-2 year delay between when the data
are available and management measures are selected and implemented. One solution to the delayed feedback
problem is 1o shorten the delays. In the case of management of the charter-based halibut sport fishery, this

would involve development of indices of removals that can be used to estimate catches as the season

progresses coupled with the adoption of management measures that could be automatically triggered if
removals were projected to exceed the GHL. The SSC is pleased to learn that ADF&G will resume inclusion of
halibut in the charter logbook program in 2006, the logbook data could serve as an instrument for more timely
assessment of charter-based catches of halibut.”
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AGENDA C-6 (b)(1)
“APRIL 2006

Separate Accountability Alternative (as modified by discussion with the
IPHC)

Proposal: Request that the IPHC establish a separate accountability system
for guided sport and commercial harvests of halibut by removing the guided
sport harvest from the “other removals” line item in the IPHC calculation and
applying the GHL allocation directly to a combined fishery limit established
by the IPHC in each area. Management actions to maintain catch limits with
sector allocations would be developed post-season and implemented in a
timely manner.

Rationale:

In October 2005, the NPFMC initiated analysis of alternatives to lower guided
sport halibut harvests in Areas 2C and 3A in order to avoid GHL overages. The
alternatives under consideration establish a management plan for the guided sport
fishery while minimizing economic impacts to all sectors. The proposed separate
accountability alternative would minimize the economic impacts associated with
GHL overages. It would also align the accountability system used for the guided
sport halibut harvest more closely with that used in other NPFMC fisheries and in
other IPHC regions.

Currently, the guided sport harvest of halibut in Alaska is included in the “other
removals” category that the IPHC subtracts from the area yield before setting the
constant exploitation yield (CEY) for the commercial setline fishery. This causes
any overage of the guided sport GHL to come directly off the commercial quota,
resulting in an open-ended reallocation. Items 3 and 4 of the Council’s problem
statement refer to the social and economic impacts this open-ended reallocation is
having on the commercial fleet and community stability.

This accounting system is unique to Alaska. In California, Oregon, Washington,
and Canada, the regional councils have established an allocation between the sport
and commercial harvests. Each sector is managed to stay within its allocation, and
overages in one sector affect the available biomass in future years, but are not
directly subtracted from the quota of another sector.

The separate accountability approach would align the accounting of sport halibut in
Alaska more closely with sector management in other IPHC regions, the remaining
difference being that non-guided sport and personal use would continue to be
accounted for in the “other removals” line in order to provide unrestricted access.
The separate accountability approach is also consistent with NPFMC management
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of gear splits such as sablefish and P. Cod. In these fisheries, an overall TAC is.
established, sector sub-allocations are made, and each sector is managed to stay
within its allocation. Some plans have roll-over provisions, but overages by one
sector do not directly reduce the quota of a separate sector.

Under the separate accountability approach, overages and underages in the
commercial and guided sport sectors would be treated the same way—overages
would reduce the available biomass in future years and underages would stay in the
water and increase the biomass available in future years. Overages would also
trigger Council action to modify the appropriate sector’s management plan, as does
the current GHL. It should also be noted that in the 10 years since the
implementation of commercial IFQs between 200,000 and 300,000 Ibs have
remained un-harvested each year in areas 2C and 3A making it unlikely that
overages in the GHL will cause the area CEY to be exceeded.

In summary, the surpassing of the GHL by the guided sport fishery in both 2C and
3 A has caused the Council to consider alternatives that hold the guided sport
harvest to the GHL while minimizing economic impacts and addressing the open-
ended reallocation of quota between sectors. The separate accountability approach
both addresses the open-ended reallocation and minimizes economic impacts,
taking the pressure off the commercial sector while the Council re-designs the -
long-term management plan for the guided sport fishery. The separate
accountability approach can also be applied if the GHL is changed to a floating
percentage of the area CEY.

Table 1: Comparison of current annual CEY process and separate accountability
alternative using a fixed GHL.

Current Method Separate Accountability

2C 3A 2C 3A
Total CEY 13.73 |32.18 Total CEY 13.73 32.18
Other Removals Other Removals
Combined Sport 2.54** | 5.44** | Non-Guided Sport | 0.79 1.73
Catch Catch
Legal-sized 0.14 [1.32 Legal-sized 0.14 1.32
Bycatch Bycatch
Personal Use 0.68 0.40 Personal Use 0.68 0.40
Legal Sized 0.04 |0.08 Legal Sized 0.04 0.08
Wastage Wastage
Total Other 340 |7.24 Total Other 1.65 3.57
Removals Removals ™
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Fishery CEY 10.33 |24.94 Combined Fishery | 12.08 28.61
CEY
Commercial 10.63 | 25.2 Combined catch 12,062 |28.65
Catch Limit limit
Guided Sport 1.432 3.65
GHL
Commercial Catch | 10.63 25.0
Limit

** Charter portion of catch based on ADF&G data from 2006 GHL analysis table

3 page 23.
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" COMMISSIONERS: AGENDA C-6 (b)(2)
rormetmiac.  INTERNATIONAL PACIFIC HALIBUT COMMISSION ~ APRIL 2006

JAMES BALSIGER
JUNEAU, AK
RALPH G. HOARD
SEATTLE, WA ESTABLISHED BY A CONVENTION BETWEEN CANADA
PHILLIP LESTENKOF TELEPHONE

ST. PAUL, AK .
LAURA RICHARDS AND THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA (206 634-1838

NANAIMO, B.C.
GARY ROBINSON FAX:
VANCOUVER, B.C. (206) 632-2883

March 28, 2006

Ms. Stephanie Madsen, Chair

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

Anchorage, AK 99501

Re: April 2006 Meeting, Agenda Item C-6
Dear Stephanie,

Recent halibut industry proposals and discussions by the GHL and Charter Stakeholder
Committee regarding management of the guided sport halibut fishery have suggested that the
Council’s process would be aided by having an understanding of how an allocation could best fit
into the catch-limit setting process used by the International Pacific Halibut Commission (IPHC).
Our comments should be understood in the context of the Commission recognition that
allocation is entirely the purview of the Council.

The Commission’s desire is for a long term, comprehensive approach and is based on the IPHC
process for similar allocation issues in other regions of the coast. Under this approach, the IPHC
would adopt a combined catch limit for guided charter and commercial fisheries at its January
Annual Meeting. The IPHC would provide this combined catch limit to the Council for further
allocation between sectors, using whatever formula or plan it has developed. The IPHC’s
expectation would be that the Council and NMFS would manage each of the two fisheries to
achieve their allocated catch limit. The JPHC component of this process is depicted in the
attached figure.

With regard to effective management of the guided sport halibut fishery, several issues have
been raised:
1. Timely reporting of harvest;
2. Management is responsive to the need for regulatory changes to constrain the guided
harvest to the allocated catch limit;
3. Inseason vs. post-season management; and
4. A Catch Sharing or Management Plan.

Timely reporting of harvest — Until recently, use of the State of Alaska’s Statewide Harvest
Survey has been sufficient to provide an estimate of the harvest by the sport fishery. Results
from the Survey take about one year to become available, and projections of the sport harvest in
the latest year made by ADF&G staff have been used in the interim. The projections have on
average been sufficiently accurate (+ 3% over the long term), although the variance of the



projections relative to the final number have been high. The adoption of the Guideline Harvest
Level (GHL) and discussion of other management options for the guided sport fishery have
underscored the need for a timely reporting of harvest to prevent overharvests. This is especially
important feature in an allocation plan, as the IPHC would expect that all harvests would be
managed to the allocated limits. Programs such as the ADF&G’s charter logbook program
should provide data in a more timely fashion. ADF&G representatives have stated that up to
three years of data may be needed to assess the adequacy of the logbook program as the basis of
annual harvest estimates. The IPHC staff recognizes the need for a phase-in of data from the
logbook program for estimating the harvest, but would expect to review the results of the
program to ensure that the logbooks will provide data that are reliable for management.

Responsive management — Agency staff have estimated that, at present, it takes a year to
identify an overage of the GHL, another year to propose and analyze necessary management
measures, and then two additional years to implement and measure the fishery performance to
assess the adequacy of the measures. The IPHC staff does not believe this time frame is
sufficiently responsive for effective management of the guided charter allocation. From the
Commission’s perspective, effective management requires more responsive implementation of
remedial measures, in order to ensure conservation.

In-season vs. post-season management of the guided fishery — The nature of the management
of the guided sport fishery is obviously a decision for the Council. However, the IPHC staff
recognizes that the charter fishing industry in Alaska has not been accustomed to responding to
regulatory changes within the fishing season, such as those that occur in IPHC Area 2A. The
IPHC staff would be comfortable with post-season changes in the management of the guided
fishery, to be implemented for the subsequent year. This is also the process that will be followed
in IPHC Regulatory Area 2B. We believe the Council is the appropriate entity to determine and
develop an appropriate process for the guided sport halibut fishery.

A Catch Sharing or Management Plan - From the IPHC’s perspective, a formal catch sharing
plan or catch management plan is the most desirable allocation process, but the necessity of such
a plan is clearly a decision for the Council. Until such a plan is adopted, the Commission would
consider a written request from the Council to have the IPHC approve a combined guided
sport/commercial fishery catch limit, with the understanding that this would be an interim
approach while the Council works on a longer term solution. The Commission could also
consider adopting an allocation division of this catch limit, for regulatory purposes, at the direct
request of the Council.

Lastly, we would like to comment on the Separate Accountability (SA) proposal submitted by
the Alaska Longline Fishermen’s Association. Comments made previously by IPHC staff and the
proponents were based on some misunderstanding of the IPHC process for adopting catch limits.
Subsequent discussions between the staff and ALFA representatives have clarified many of the
issues, and we now find that the process being proposed is similar to what we have described at
the beginning of this letter.



~—

IPHC staff will be in attendance at the April meeting, and will be able to clarify or elaborate on
these comments. Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments.

Sincerely,

<

Bruce M. Leaman
Executive Director

cc: Commissioners

Attachment



METHOD FOR SETTING A COMBINED FISHERY CEY & CATCH LIMIT
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PROPOSED ORGANIZATIONAL CHART FOR NPFMC ACTION TO MANAGE THE CHARTER HALIBUT FISHERIES IN AREAS 2C + 3A
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Item C-6(c)(2)

CHARTER IFQ STAKEHOLDER COMMITTEE
MORATORIUM ALTERNATIVE
March 23, 2006

Issue 1. Areas
Option 1. 2C and 3A
Option 2. Area 2C and 3A, exclude those communities previously identified by the Council

Issue 2, Permits would be issued to U.S. citizens or to U.S. companies with 75 percent U.S. ownership.
Grandfather currently licensed vessels.

Issue 3. Qualifying years - State guide business registration for 2004 or 2005 with client activity for bottomfish effort
logged in logbook for 2004 or 2005:
Suboption 1: minimum of (1, 10, 20) active logbook entry (1 trip) for bottomfish
Suboption 2: medical emergencies as developed recently for the commercial QS program
Suboption 3: military exemption, as developed recently for the commercial QS program and Army boats
Suboption 4: under construction as of December 9, 2005, as developed recently for the commercial QS program
Suboption 5: constructive losses
and participation in the year prior to implementation

Issue 4, Owner v. Vessel
Option 1. owner/operator or lessee
Option 2. vessel

Issue 5. Mandatory evidence of participation:
1. State guide business registration
2. ADF&G logbook submitted in timely fashion, with bottomfish effort
Supplemental evidence of participation:
1. Alaska State business license
2. insurance for passenger hire
3. enrollment in drug testing program (CFR 46)
4. Coast Guard license

Issue 6. Annual permit renewal criteria (use it or lose it)
Option 1. do not require renewal
Option 2. must renew, minimum activity of 20 halibut charter days
Option 3. not renewable, if permit holder lets it expire
Option 4. emergency medical exception

Issue 7. License Designations
a. uninspected (6-packs) vessels : 6 clients;
b. inspected vessels : License designation is limited to highest number of clients on any given trip in 2004
or 2005, but not less than 4;

c. 12-packs : grandfathered in at previous limit
d. new construction : 6 for uninspected and inspected vessels
e. constructive loss : previous limit

Issue 8. Use caps, with grandfather' provision during the moratorium

inspected vessels (limited to 6 orl2 clients) : inspected vessels:
Option 1. 1 Option 1. 1
Option 2. § Option 2. 2
Option 3. 10 Option 3.3

'Grandfather provisions to mirror the commercial halibut IFQ program (transferred vessels lose their
grandfathered status; block retains grandfather status)



Item C-6(c)(2)

Issue 9. Transfers would be allowed, permits may be stacked, immediately transferable
Issue 10. No leasing
Issue 11. Duration for review - in effect until subsequent Council action

Issue 12. Definition of bottomfish effort for evidence of participation - any entry with recorded bottomfish
statistical area, rods, or boat hours



Item C-6(c)(2)

¥

=  Percent allocation alternative

Issue. Percentage allocation includes qualifying period
Option 1a. 16.37% for 2C 15.92% for Area 3A (125% of average harvest of 2000-2004, translated to
percentage)
Option 1b. 1.693 MIb for Area 2C aqnd 4.011 MIb for Area 3A
Option 2a. 13.05% for Area 2C and 14.11% for Area 3A (relative to 1995-99)
Option 2b. 1.432 MIb for Area 2C; 3.650 Mlb for Area 3A; wistair step up and down
Option 3. 14.7% in Area 2C; 12.9% in Area 3A (percentage of total combined fishery actual catch
percentage of combined commercial/charter catch)
Option 4. 12.1% of Area 2C; 12.9% of Area 3A (percentage of GHL v. 2004 combined
commercial/charter fishery (convert current GHL into percentage based on 2004))

Majority of the committee is opposed to subarea allocations, with abstentions
Does not include IPHC research fish
Option 3 and 4 do not use catch limits, but catch

ALFA: The committee recommended that the ALFA proposal for separate accountability was not appropriate for
the current GHL program, but that it be brought into the long term solutions being addressed by the committee.
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Limited entry

License Class by regulatory area 2C and 3A
Option 1. no license classes
Option 2. License class:

Class A. 1. Immediately transferable
2. more than or equal to a) 10; b) 30; or ¢) 50 days
Class B. 1. non-transferable, except to underdeveloped communities immediately, if Issue 1,

Option | is selected
2. less than or equal to preferred alternative above [a) 10; b) 30; or ¢) 50 days]
Option 3. License class:
Class A. 1999 and earlier; and most recent year
Class B. 2000-2002; and most recent year
Class C. 2003-2005; and most recent year

Suboption to Options 2 and 3. By port/subarea
Yet to be defined
-Vessel classes created in case harvest restrictions would be implemented, then most recent entrants and latent
capacity take the first hit.
-could be addressed differently in each area, perhaps for subareas — next meeting
-look at CFEC permits for permit classes on finer geographic areas, state reg areas

License recipients Permits would be issued to U.S. citizens or to U.S. companies with 75 percent U.S.
ownership.
Grandfather currently licensed vessels.

Owner v. Vessel
Option 1. owner/operator or lessee
Option 2. vessel

License Designations —
Option 1. no designation
Option 2. area designation (2C and 3A)
Option 3. subarea designation
e.g., in Area 3A, create K class (around Kodiak intermediate between developed and
underdeveloped); reduce by 10 days
committee will develop criteria for April 2006 meeting
Option 4. license designation
l. inspected
2. uninspected
Option 5. license designation
1. ave. no.clients (rods fished)
2. historical high per boat, upgrade by purchase seat share to step up to limit of class permit
Option 6. angler permit
Angler day option within limited entry plan (to address latent capacity, but rights based? Similar to transferable
seat option)

1) Limited Entry Permits: who would qualify
Everyone who holds current and active moratorium permit

Initial issuance of angler-day units:
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(Angler day unit= 1 client fishing bottomfish/halibut in 1 day)
Using logbook data, determine number of angler days per vessel
Award number of angler day units that correspond to:

a) Most recent year total

b) Average of 2-3 most recent years
c) Best of 2-3 most recent years
Transfers

LLP permit fully transferable, but need angler days to fish halibut

Angler days have two types of transfers:

1) Permanent: must go through NMFS (RAM division)

2) In-season transfers: allowed between private parties (doesn’t need to go through NMFS)

Enforcement / Administration:

NMFS issues certificates annually (1 certificate per angler-day unit)
Before client starts fishing halibut, certificate must be filled out date, client name, fishing license #. Certificates
stay on board vessel during trip and are turned in with that day’s logbook sheet.

Tie the certificate to the harvested fish;

salmon trips that catch halibut should have certificates for that trip(?); how to handle if only 1 halibut is caught —
do all fishermen require a certificate

needs mechanism to grow under increased allocation thru compensated reallocation and increased abundance

Option 7. angler permit
angler permits (makes fishery more efficient, affects capacity because it would not issue more permits than
earned?
committee will discuss this proposal offline and report back in April

Who may purchase license
Permits would be issued to U.S. citizens or to U.S. companies with 75 percent U.S. ownership.

[Anyone who can meet State and USCG licenses to charter or anyone who wants to hire skippers]

Leasing
Option. 1 not allowed, except for medical transfer, military or constructive loss
Suboption 1: medical emergencies as developed recently for the commercial QS program
Suboption 2: military exemption, as developed recently for the commercial QS program and Army boats
Suboption 3: constructive loss
Option 2. allowed, limited to cap

Vessel replacement and upgrade

Option 1. inspected vessels

Option 2. uninspected vessels
Grandfather 12-packs gross tonnage over 100 gross t, does not require lifeboats (super T (passenger for hire)
typically not fishing from boat, more like tourboats)
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Vessel use caps, with grandfather' provision during the moratorium

inspected vessels (6 +12) : for inspected vessels:
Option 1. 1 Option 1. 1
Option 2. 5 Option 2. 2
Option 3. 10 Option 3. 3

'Grandfather provisions to mirror the commercial halibut IFQ program (transferred vessels lose their
grandfathered status; block retains grandfather status)

Annual permit renewal (use it or lose it)
Option 1. do not require renewal
Option 2. must renew
Option 3. not renewable, if permit holder lets it expire

1 objection to not requiring minimum participation to renew permit

Transfers
Option 1: allowed (see Issue 3)
Option 2. permit stacking is allowed (tied to use caps)
Option 3. Permit Class for each area
1. No permit class
2. Permit class with immediate transferability
Immediately transferable (A): more than or equal to a) 10 b) 30 ¢) 50 days
Non-transferable (B), except to underdeveloped communities immediately, if Issue 1,
Option 1 is selected: less than or equal to a) 10 b) 30 c) 50 days

Additional Provisions

1. Licenses represent a use privilege. The Council may convert the license program to an IFQ
program or otherwise alter or rescind the program without compensation to license holders.

2. Severe penalties may be invoked for failure to comply with conditions of the license.

3 License may be suspended or revoked for serious and/or multiple violations.



AGENDA C-6(c)(3)

APRIL 2006
DRAFT CHARTER IFQ STAKEHOLDER COMMITTEE
FEBRUARY 27-28, 2006
Dr. Dave Hanson, Chair Joe Kyle
Seth Bone Larry McQuarrie
Bob Condopoulos Rex Murphy
Ricky Gease Chaco Pearman
John Goodhand Greg Sutter
Kathy Hansen Kelly Hepler

Dan Hull

The Committee convened at 8:30 on Monday, February 27, 2006. All committee members attended the meeting.
After introductions, staff reviewed the draft agenda and meeting materials. Agency staff presented background on:
1) the International Pacific Halibut Commission process for setting the commercial constant Exploitation Yield
(CEY); 2) ten year history of Council managements actions to regulate the charter halibut fishery; 3) 1995 NOOA
General Counsel legal opinion that State authority to regulate halibut fishing in Convention waters was preempted
by federal law; and 4) proposed actions to regulate the fishery under State authority and briefings on some of the
State proposed management measures.

Committee members reviewed new proposals for options under the two management alternatives (allocation with
traditional management tools and allocation with share-based limited entry).

e Rex Murphy proposed a GHL program that could: a) increase the charter halibut allocation by acquiring
commercial QS, b) incorporate a recreational fishing quota (RFQ) that would be purchased by the client
in a daily fishing increment (1 bag limit) or a halibut stamp for ten halibut, ¢) require user fees to
administer the program, d) be non-transferable but refundable if not used, and €) require recordkeeping.

e Bob Ward proposed to modify the Council’s 2001 preferred alternative to include recent participants and
eliminate transferability from the charter to commercial sectors.

e John Goodhand proposed the Valdez leveling plan which also modified the 2001 preferred alternative to
address recent participants. It would eliminate the allocation of QS to those who have left the fishery and
reallocate those shares to a second pool of new participants.

¢ Bob Candopoulus presented the Seward Tier Management Plan, which would create two tiers or pools of
participants to harvest the GHLs, which may fish under different management measures.

Halibut Data The committee spent a long time discussing whether or not current logbook data could be used for
either of the long term management alternatives for the charter halibut sector. Initially, the discussion was related
to Issue 3 (Qualification Criteria) from the 2001 QS program preferred alternative, but overlapped Issue 4 (Basis
for distributing QS) to a large extent. Also, the committee questioned whether the logbook data for 2002 — 2005
could be used to determine eligibility for a moratorium, “tiered management” program, QS program, or other
possible programs. Since the State did not require halibut effort or harvest reporting during 2002-2005, bottomfish
effort does not include charter operators who only targeted halibut. The committee did not eliminate the use of
logbook data for bottomfish effort at this point. Although ADF&G staff provided some guidance about problems
associated with using logbook data, the committee did not definitively conclude whether the data could or could
not be used. The SSC review of the use of halibut logbook data in 2003 for QS allocations concluded that it could
be used to determine initial allocation, as well as to determine eligibility, but noted that other formula could be
used that did not rely on catch history. The committee requested that ADF&G provide an assessment of whether
the data can be used for either of the proposed alternatives.

The committee raised the possibility of waiting for halibut data to be collected under new requirements for the

logbook program (e.g., 2006 — 2008) and then initiating new management programs, but no decisions were made
pending receipt of additional guidance from ADF&G in March.
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Problem Statement The committee widely debated the Council’s 2001 problem statement, but did not achieve ~
consensus on new language. The committee specifically debated whether overcapitalization could be defined or
was occurring in the charter sector.

Common principles/goals. The committee reviewed two drafts of common principles and goals and adopted the
following:

Commercial [FQ holders:

* A stable and predictable regulatory and operating environment

*  Protection of commercial IFQ allocations from growth in charter harvests

o If reallocation occurs, it occurs through compensation and a mechanism that is responsive to public
demand, balancing the interests of consumers, charter clients, communities and the fishing industry.

* Entry level opportunities for commercial fishermen are maintained

Charter boat operators:
* A stable and predictable regulatory and operating environment
*  Provide mechanisms for growth
*  Provide mechanisms to minimize GHL overages
* Implement accounting system to provide timely landings data
* Minimize in-season charter fishery management and negative economic effects
*  Address overcapitalization, when it is defined and where it occurs
» Entry level opportunities for charter fishermen are maintained

Recreational anglers:
»  Access to the halibut resource occurs where anglers live or visit

* Reasonable price of participation that meets an individual angler’s needs oo

Alaska coastal communities:
*  Address local depletion
* Recognize that both commercial and guided sport fishing sectors are vital to the social and economic
health of AK coastal communities now and in the future
*  Minimize allocation conflicts and impacts of one sector on another

Summary

1. The Committee recommended that the Council initiate an analysis at its April 2006 meeting, which would
consider implementing a moratorium on entry into the charter halibut fishery using the December 9,
2005 control date; moratorium permits should be transferable to avoid creating a closed class of permit
holders. The Committee recommended that the Council schedule initial and final action in Fall/Winter
2006 and have the program implemented no later than the 2008 fishing season. The committee is
interested in pursuing long term limited entry programs, particularly now that the GHLs have been
exceeded. It expressed interest in curbing growth in operations and harvests that would exacerbate
overages. It acknowledged that in-season measures that may jeopardize businesses further, if the GHLs
cannot be controlled by currently proposed measures.

2. The Committee extensively discussed a number of issues (principally the lack of complete halibut data on
which to base individual QS allocations, and options to include recent participants) related to the QS
program alternative, it did not complete its discussion on this alternative. It developed numerous data
requests to assist its next discussion of this alternative in March 2006.

3. The Committee did not discuss the GHL/allocation alternative due to time spent on other agenda items. It
also requested data to assist its discussion of this alternative at its next meeting. a
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N Data requests for March 21-23, 2006 committee meeting:
ADF&G

1.
2.

W

Sample logbook sheets for 1998-2006 and angler days for 1999-2005 by area;
For 2002+ (years without required halibut reporting):

To explore options in State’s proposal for limitations on:

a. days fished either by total number of days or by excluding specific days of the week - Provide
limitations on days fished either by total number of days or by excluding specific days of the
week

b. reduced daily limits including size limitations for second fish — Provide data on size of second
fish

c. moratorium - Provide number of operators, number of operators with bottomfish effort, number
of clients with bottomfish effort with 20, 40, 60 days cut-off by port and number of records that
show rods fished but do not report a target

Number of licensed guided sport operators, vessels in 2C and 3A (pre and post fee)

Possible data on angler capacity — e.g., CFEC license data for vessel length; six-packs vs 6+; limit to 6
rods in SE

Steps required to establish a moratorium or state limited entry system by area (groundfish and salmon -
universe of potentially affected entities);

assessment of whether charter logbook data for 1998 — 2005 can be used for either of the proposed
alternatives (see discussion of halibut data).

initial written assessment of the feasibility of using the current logbook data to 1) determine eligibility for
a quota based program or moratorium or any other kind of management; and to 2) determine allocation
under a quota based program or “tiered” participation under an allocation based program (submitted after
the meeting concluded)

8. data to see if a correlation between the annual harvest data and logbook data can be achieved (submitted
o after the meeting concluded)

NPFMC

9. Explanation of how overage is deducted by IPHC and as proposed under separate accountability

10. Table of 2000-2006 as if the combined commercial and charter CEY was in place, as biomass was

previously predicted and under current estimates

11. Post economic analyses by Herman and Criddle on NPFMC halibut website

12. Post Gulf of Mexico headboat moratorium on website

13. Post State of Washington salmon moratorium on website
Next meeting The committee will convene on March 21-23 at the Anchorage Hilton, Dillingham Room. Its
agenda will include:

1. Review requested data reports

2. Finalize committee recommendation to initiate analysis to implement a moratorium on entry into the

charter halibut fishery and prioritize staff to develop analysis in 2006

3. Develop an allocation alternative

4. Develop share-based alternative
The committee adjourned at 4:45 pm, Wednesday, February 28, 2006
Staff: Jane DiCosimo (NPFMC), Jay Ginter and Jason Gasper (NOAA Fisheries), John Lepore (NOAA General
Counsel), Jason Couse (NOAA OLE), Earl Krygier, Scott Meyer, Doug Vincent-Lang, Diana Tersteeg (ADF&G),
Gregg Williams (IPHC)

Public: Eric Olson (NPFMC member), Bryan Bondioli, Burnis Sims, Don Hansen.
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5AAC 75.003 Emergency Order Authority

(4) The Alaska Board of Fisheries recognizes that harvest regulations may need to be
modified to attain guideline harvest levels/allocations, or to address conservation
concerns within the salt water guided fisheries in various areas of the state. If the
commissioner determines that regulations must be modified to attain the salt water guided
fishery guideline harvest level/allocation, or to address conservation concerns, the
commissioner may establish, by emergency order, that sport fishing guides and sport
fishing guide crew members working on a charter vessel in marine waters may not retain
fish, or certain species of fish, while clients are on board the vessel; and/or the maximum
numbser of fishing lines that may be fished from a vessel engaged in sport fishing charter
activities in marine waters is equal to the number of paying clients on board the vessel.

5AAC 75.995(XX) “Sport fishing guide crew member” means a person who, for
compensation or with intent to receive compensation for services during a day, provides
assistance to clients or a licensed sport fishing guide aboard a sport fish charter vessel.
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MEMORANDUM FOR: North Pacific Fishery Management Council

THROUGH : Lisa Lindeman \13 . _42i42k44’1’h_\
’ Alaska Regional AttorneyT - N C:
: . . ;’ { ’
FROM: Jonathan Pollard \. . f( C,?&M\,

Attorney-Advisor

SUBJECT: State regulatory authority. ovex the Pacifig
' halibut fisheries

QUESTION ‘PRESENTED:

Ts State authority to regulate fishjng for Pacific halibut in
Convention waters preempted by the/Convention Between the United
States and Canada for the Preservation of the Pacific Halibut
Fishery of the Northern Pacific Ocean and the Bering Sea
("Convention") and the Northern Pacific Halibut Act, 16 U.S5.C. .
§§ 773-773k? :

BRIEF ANSWER:
Yes. State authority to regulate fishing for Pacific halibut in
Convention waters is preempted by federal law. The Convention

and--the. Nozthern.Pacific Halibut.Act amount -to. comprehensive and .

pervasive federal regulation of, and a dominant federal interest
in, direct and uniform regulation of the Pacific halibut fishery
in Convention watexs.

SHORT. _DISCUSSION:

A preemption question“requires exXamination of Congressional
intent. First, Congress explicitly may define the extent to
which its enactments preempt State laws. Second, preemption may
be inferred through Congress' occupation of a given field to the
exclusion of State law. Such an infexence may be drawn when --

D

§

’i‘) . ) #i
* o

"'a.,,,,,(.

¢ eetmsar sammne e



R 2hn

the pervasivéness of federal regulation precludes
supplementation by the States, or

the federal interest in the field is sufficiently dominant,
or :

the object of the federal law and the character of the.
obligations ilmposed by it reveal the same purpose.

See pPacific Gas and Electric Co. v. State Enexgy Regources
Conservation and Development Commigsion, 461 U.S. 180, 204
{1982) . The Supreme Court repeatedly has held that where
Congress has exercised exclusive jurisdiction over a general and
inclusive area of activity, the very delegation of regulatory
power to an administrative agency will supersede any State action
over that area. See Ray v. ARCO, 435 U.S. 151, 187 (1978);
Bethlehem Steel v. New York Labor Relatiopns Board, 330 U.S. 767
(1947). Such a comprehensive arrogation of governmental powers
nullifies looser or stricter direct State regulation of the
subject matter. §ge Ray v. ARCO, 435 U.S. 151 (1978); Huron
Portland Cement v, Detroif, 362 U.S. 440 (1960).

Finally, even where Congress has not entirely displaced State law
in a particular field, State law is preempted to the extent that
it actually conflicts with federal law. Such a conflict will be
found when -- ‘ .

it is impossible to comply with both State and federal law,
or

the State law stands as a obstacle to the accomplighment of
the purposes and.objectives of Congress. :

See Pacific Gas and Electyic Co. v, State Fnergy Regources
Conservation and Development Commission, 461 U.S. 190, 204
(1982) . '

Although the Convention and the Halibut Act do not expressly
preempt State laws directly regulating the ‘Pacific halibut
fishery in Convention waters, the Convention and the Act amount
to a pervasive scheme of federal regulation occupying the field
to the exclusion of all State laws that are not identical to the

federal regulations. Article I of the Convention states that all’

2
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fishing for Pacific halibut in Convention waters (including State
waters) is prohibited except as expressly provided in the
Convention. Further, persons may fish for Pacific halibut only
in accordance with the Convention and the approved regulations of

‘the International Pacific Halibut Commission. The Commission has

broad authority to adopt regulations to develop and maintain the
stocks of Pacific halibut pur$uant to Article III of the '
convention. Article I, paragraph 2, states that each "Party"
(the United States and Canada) may establish additional
regulations governing the taking of Pacific halibut that are more
restrictive than those adopted by the Commission.

The Halibut Act implements the Convention, and provides that the

" Secretary of Commerce has general responsibility to carxy out the

Convention and the Halibut Act, and that the regional fishery
management councils may develop Pacific halibut f£ishery
regulations that are in addition to, and not in conflict with,
Commission regulations. Council regulations can be implemented
only with the approval of the Secretary of Commerce.

Taken together, the Convention and the Halibut Act and ,
implementing Commission and federal regulations constitute a
comprehensive and pervasive regulatory scheme that completely
occupies the field of Pacific halibut fishery regulation,
including research, open and closed areas, gear limitationms,
quotas, allocation and more. Furthermore, this conclusion is
also supported by the possibility of collision between Pacific
halibut fishery regulations adepted by Alaska, Washington, Oregon
and California and those adopted by the Commission and the
federal government. When State regulations could affect the
ability of the federal government to regulate comprehensively and

. uniformly or presents the.prospect of interference with the

federal regulatory power, then State law will by preempted even
though collision between State and federal law way not be an

inevitable consequence. Scheidewind v, 2NR Pipeline Co., 485

U.S. 293, 310 (1988); Northern Natural Gas Co. v. State .

Corporation Commigsion of Kapsas, 372 U.S. 84, 91-92 '(1963).

In conclusion, -States hidve mo autheority to direqﬁly regulate

aspects of the Pacific halibut fishery in Convention waters that
have been preserved by the Convention and the Halibut Act to the
exclusive regulatory jurisdiction of the Commission, the regional.

83/85
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fishery management councils and the Secretary of Commerce! - such
matters as research, designation of open and closed areas, gear
limitations, quotas, and allocation of fishing privileges.
Consequently, States have no regulatory authority in this area to
which the regional fishery management councils and the Secretary
of Commerce may defer.

Of course, every State law that has some indirect effect on the
regulation of the Pacific halibut fishery within Convention
waters is not preempted. Cf. Metropolitan Life Imsurance Co. v.
Magsachugetts, 471 U.S. 724, 753-756 (1985). However, State
regulations that directly regulate matters that Congress intended
the Commission, the regional. fighery management councils and the
Secretary of Commerce to regulate are preempted within Convention
waters.

ce: Jay Johnson
Steve Pennoyer
Eileen Cooney

! Qompare section 306(a) (3) of the Maghuson Act, 16 U.S.C.
§ 1856(a) (3) ; ‘'which provides that a State-may not directly or
indirectly regulate any fishing vessel outside its boundaries,
including waters of the EEZ, unlegss the vessel is registered
under the laws of that State. Here Congress actually preserved a
regulatory role for the States in the comprehensive federal
fishery regulatory scheme implemented by the Magnuson Act. Sea
alsg the Pacifig Salmon Treaty Act, 16 U.S.C. 8§ 3631 - 3644,
and the Interjurlsdlctlonal Fisheries Act, 16 U.S.C. §§ 4101 -
4107, which both provide a regulatory role for the States.
Neither the Convention nor the Halibut Act preserve any
regulatory role whatever for the States, even within State
waters.
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AGENDA C=6
Supplemental
amn APRIL 2006
N . David Geis
BCENVE PO Box 70963
e Fairbanks, AK. 99707
907-488-6853
MAR - 7 2006 geisd@akwater.com

March 7, 2006

N.PFM.C. ‘
RE: Halibut Charter GHL/TFQ Issues
FOR: 3-7 Apr 06 NPFMC Meeting

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

Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

FAX: (907) 271-2817

Dear NPFMC:

I am a private sports fisherman who has fished for Halibut on many charters out
of Valdez, Alaska since 1995, and I do it primarily for putting food on the table. This
letter is being sent as Public Comment for your 3-7 April 2006 NPFMC Meeting on this
topic in Anchorage, Alaska. Ihave had discussions with my Guide/Skippers and am
becoming increasingly concerned about my ability to not only catch my daily limit of two
reasonably-sized fish, but to catch any Halibut at all inside Prince William Sound. [ have

A started using overnight guided charter services because of the long travel times it’s been

taking my Skippers to find consistent Halibut catching, which often includes fishing in
the Gulf of Alaska.

I have been informed thru contacts with the Chartcr Skippers T use that the
Charter Operators in Southeast (2C) and South-Central (3A) have been Regulated to
operate under a Guideline Harvest Limit (GHL) Cap since August, 2003. Your stats
indicate that thejr approximate 254,000 fish Cap was already exceeded in 2004 with only
a slight underage in 2005. T also was told that there were approximately 1156 charter
boats operating in Areas 2C and 3A and simple arithmetic says that each charter boat
could only take about 220 halibut each per season to stay under the GHL Cap. Further
simple arithmetic says that for a six-pack charter taking 12 fish each ip (which is
getting tougher to do), that allows him to fish about 18 days out of his typical 100 day
season. If these stats are right, that’s ridiculous! Either you’ve allowed too many Charter
Boats into the GHL Fishery or you haven’t allowed a large enough Cap! My big concern
is that in the near future T will have decreased access to catch my Halibut throughout the
summer season because you will drive charter operators out of business with GHL as it is
now! What guarantees will I have that I will even be able to fish after I spend the bucks
to come to Valdez? That will certainly affect my future travel plans! And [ really object
to paying $13/Ib for frozen cornmercial-caught Halibut in Anchorage as of 1 March
2006!

I also understand from discussions with the Charter Skippers that many of them
had asked for a Charter IFQ to be developed and implemented as early as 1993 and that it
was finally put forward for Rulc making in April, 2001, but was sat on until late in 2005

7N when it was rescinded. A Charter IFQ program, if implemented, would seem to have

1of2
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solved your excessive Charter Boat/limited fish numbers problem using the Free Markct
approach adopted by the Commercial IFQ Halibut Fishery. Why haven’t you donc this
and done it in a more reasonable time frame? | can understand your concerns with new
charter entrants but fail to understand why you haven’t placed a moratorium or limited
entry on them before, other than your latest (1 of at least 3) Control Date of 9 Dec 2005.
The longer you wait, the more charters there will be fishing for less available fish,
especially if the Halibut Biomass is declining as I've read your scientists to state.

NPFMC, you have a problem and its solution, like fresh-caught fish, doesn’t get
better with age. 1 would encourage you to somehow raise the GHL Cap or truly consider
the free market driven Charter JFQ, which I consider to be the better alternative. No
matter what, you must immediately limit (freeze) the charter fleet’s growth in order to
avoid driving a lot more of them out of a sustainable business, which will only serve to.
further limit my access to the Halibut resource in the future.

Sincerely,

David Geis

202



North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252

Re: Charter Halibut Fishery
Gentlemen:

In reference to the proposed changes to reduce the halibut take
by the charter fleet in Area 2c. I fish primarily salmon;
however, if there must be a reduction in the amount of halibut
caught by the charter fleet in this area, my preferred method
would be by eliminating take by the captain or crew when clients
are on board. In addition an annual take by anyone could be
reduced to 4 fish. If the fish are of any size at all, this
would be plenty to get most families through the winter, unless
all they eat is halibut, which would be hard to believe...there
are other fish in the sea.

Sincerely, @
<= oA T
gI% Bgrtngas . L"”“~.- ip
slander Charters *@1 )
Juneau, Alaska Hap 1y 2005 D
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2 2006

Dear Council Members, N, P F-H.c

Firstly, Thanks for all you do. I want to let you know that as a charter boat
business owner operator I am still in favor of the IFQ approach to our sport charter
halibut fishery. I believe that a GHL approach will only water down the ability for
persons in the business to build there respective business, and denying the business owner
the ability to sell there businesses in there older years, and to sell a business is truly the
only reason to build a business. Please understand that few too many entrepreneurs and
lay persons are confused as to why build a business. We far too often build our
businesses to only end up working in them, not on them, and forget the reasons we aspire
for that freedom in the first place.

To put in place a GHL program would truly be a slap in the face of every charter
boat operator who took those risks of time, capital, experience and the years of labor.
Also, the IFQ would be such a superior tool for management of the resource as seen so
well in the commercial arena. Please do what you can do to push the Sport Charter IFQ
program.

K’m;}est gards

Mark Sappmgton

The Yakutat Charter Boat Company
www.alaska-charter.com

P.O. Box 302

Yakutat, AK 99689

907 784 3433
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Dear Officials and “Council Family”, MA'? ls 20 D
6

As an ex NPFMC Advisory Panel member with over 13 years history inAbp &
halibut charterboat issue I need you to consider a few things my industry wishes""-c,
me to convey. The actions of the council at the December 2005 meeting has left
many traditional and historical participants of my industry beyond belief. The
industry has never had such a disrespect of and contempt for this council in all the
years we have been involved in what has appeared to us as an unbelievable
“problem” from the start. For those of you who do not know me I want to
enlighten you of my involvement.

In 1993 during a Homer Charter Association meeting the then NPFMC
Executive Director Clarence Pautzke came into our meeting and announced that
due to the expansion of the charter industry and the resultant increase in our client
harvest we were facing a potential hard cap on our harvest. The Alaska Longline
Fisherman’s Association in Sitka had proposed a cap on our harvest to protect
their recently approved Individual Fisherman’s Quota system, that our catch came
out of their privatized allocation and it was “personally effecting their opportunity
to make a living”, causing instability in their industry and was violating some
standards of the Magnuson-Stevens Act. We were dumbfounded to say the least,
our understanding from attending years of IPHC Annual meetings was the
recreational harvest came off the top and we were service providers to that harvest
group with no restrictions beyond the season length and the two fish per person
daily limit as applied to all recreational fishermen. I was just a regular member of
the HCA but I stood up and announced that this idea had to be resolved through
our participation and that I would step up to the challenge.

When the first halibut charter work group was formed I applied and was
selected to serve. We met in Anchorage and after many meetings both under the
council’s authority and in meetings of our industry trade associations we learned
the complex web of halibut, Federal, State, and industry management
requirements that keeps the resource and dependent industries healthy. With the
NPFMC holding ultimate management authority we attended and testified at
every meeting where our issue was discussed. In 1997 the council approved the
Guideline Harvest Level management plan to hold our catch at a manageable
level while providing our industry time to develop a comprehensive and workable
glan.lThat year ] was appointed to represent the charter industry on the Advisory

anel.

My 5 years on the AP were at best the worst years of my life. Consider being
the ONL Y non comumercial participant required to listen and debate the
comumercial issues of every fishery with only one issue on your agenda that you
had to defend _against the attack from all the other united commercial members. I
remember eating my breakfast, lunch and dinner alone each week of meetings, 10
one to talk to because everyone else had issues they thought not important to me
anq when my issue was on the agenda everyone else was “conspiring against me”.
I listened, learned, and represented my industry with honor and support and all the
time keepmg my respect for the other council members, ultimately developing the
idea behind the inclusion of my industry into the commercial IFQ plan for the
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“stability”, “equality”, and the “opportunity” it would provide both industries. It
can be said that if the choice was theirs, no charter wants any management
beyond the recreational two fish bag limit and the eleven month season but if
there must be management, the IFQ plan was the most supported of any and all
ideas brought to the council table since 1993. I feel this proposal was and still is
the final answer to sharing a limited resource in an equal manner.

The lack of action by the NMFS in the years 2001 to 2005 was a complete
disappointment for myself and those industry members who had supported my
efforts from 1993 to the present. How can any industry respect the government
when they totally fail to do what we were told they would do. We can’t make
them do their job and we can’t litigate their inaction, but it is now this industry
who must bear the penalty of the new entry of charter companies in the years
intervening and now the lack of necessary resource access to accommodate the
increased harvest.

To add to our pain is the fact that those participants in the industry in 1998
when the control date notifying new entries that a management plan was under
development that may not include them the majority of the existing charters chose
to hold back on their expansion in anticipation of exclusive qualifying criteria
requirements. The council’s action in December of 2005 was a slap in the face of
the very industry members who had been working within the process and were
told in previous years by the council that “hard decisions were being made and we
had to live by the council’s requirements™.

Now we are faced with a new challenge to include all current participants but
we are still held to a GHL based on the average harvest of 1995-1999 that
included many fewer charters and a smaller harvest. Today the GHL can be
harvested by 211 six passenger charterboats but we are faced with over 1150
boats, many rauch larger than six passenger. Where is the concern for our
viability or our stability per those same Magnuson-Stevens Act standards, If this
were a commercial fishery that could be prosecuted by 211 boats you would
definitely do something about this tremendous overcapitalization, but we hear of
no such concerns. When our season or our marketable product is so constrained
that no charter business can survive will this council care, we have no evidence to
believe it will.

So now we are back at square one, with a “Stakeholders Committee” made up
of some that have no “stake” in, no history with or understanding of the
complexities surrounding this issue, some who are questionably sponsored by
outsiders who could not achieve their personal agenda while on the council but
are now trying to peddle their influence behind the scenes, and some who are
pretending to represent a government but creating problems in the council process
only to benefit the peddler. The arbitrary decision by AKF&G to remove the
council’s requirement to collect logbook halibut harvest data for years 2002
through 2005 should be examined, especially after AKF&G placed a notice in the
2002 logbooks stating that they had “Better sources of harvest data” but now for
2005 they are reinstating that collection requirement again. The state has only run
interference in this issue with no respousibility for the industry or the council’s
attempt to resolve the allocation issue in a proactive forward looking manner.

.85
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solution to this decade and a half fiasco of mismanagement and indecision and
you as a government or council participant must focus on your appointed duty and
make firm and final decisjons that will fully support the majority of this industry’s
belief that the management plan they have endorsed will work. We also request a
low interest loan program be developed or identified to mitigate our being Jeft
behind in the private acquisition of Quota Shares needed to increase our resource
access above and beyond the limits of the GHL. If you can’t comprehend the

espectiylly

Rofer Wirg L X/
A-WARD CHARTERS
P. 0. Box 631

Anchor Point, AK. 99556
(907) 235-7014

(807) 399-7014 cell
bob@awardcharters,com

hup://www.amdchartgzs.com
“IN GOD WE TRUST”

An AMERICAN Phrase

and ask one, Thanl(:@and I'stand by at the ready to be of further assistance.
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March 12, 2006

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

Council Members,

My name is Captain Todd Wicks and I own Auke Bay Sportfishing and Sightseeing in
Juneau, Alaska. I have been a charter boat captain for 14 years. I own and operate the
Beartrack, a 42 ft. Bayliner.

I support the proposal for no retention of halibut by captain and crew as a method of
reducing the GHL in area 2C. I also support the annual limit of 6 halibut by non-resident
sport fishermen in 2C. The smoothing method that takes a 5 year average as a method of
reducing the GHL percent is also a good idea for Southeast Alaska.

I do not support the proposal for 1 trip per day and a separate account for halibut as
methods for reducing the GHL in area 2C.

I have three suggestions of my own that may help reduce the GHL in area 2C. I would
like to see a slot limit on halibut size. For instance a minimum halibut size of 32 inches
and a maximum of 68 inches may be retained. Another plan I would like to see is to sub-
divide S.E. Alaska into separate GHL areas. We do not catch nearly the amount of fish
inside as they do on the outside coast. We should have our own GHL for the inside
waters. My last suggestion is to issue IFQ. I was and still am a supporter of Halibut IFQ
and would like to see the GHL go away altogether!

Sincerely,

I

Capt. Todd Wicks
9111 Miner Ct.
Juneau, Alaska 99801
907-789-2562
alaska@aukebay.com



MAR-15-29086 ©9:29 AM PANHANDLE.DIESEL 907 697 2% P.91

Y4R 15 4
i)
To MS. Stephanre Madsen) Chanr, VFFHG,

N
KE C har ter Hal but- GHL & MM?W

T+ is evident THal we are for reqsons
OYher Yhan good Strente, ard Sonnd
Ceonomies, Stnbblmny Okagerously over
1850es OF manmgewtent~ ana allodatron
for the Commertist Chuter Flect

I pm a bommertird Fisherrvpn, T
ledcived ZERO @/lotaton oF /7/91/'&41‘

TFR. L currently bho/d < raxldﬁd&'ﬂﬂ
/qu/vds‘ of 602:22%/' Q«JZ cobiak

prer the yews I hawe buwslt cp, The
/gwaﬁase of TF RS HAS AvD s
PYRILABLE 7D )%ase? LHho Levsh Yo ,ggzr//éz,‘(&é
W YA A’séezy. Which meens Yhe IQS/‘rery
%mu7/q sound manngement~ Limsrs /%s
own' growth and rempins @ seard
jppesiment- for “fhese bo puish Yo
partitare, Mamy ofF us hare mertgpged

pur Futwres i é‘opa’ furtb oF spund
M#MW

- I harve m Ay Fremds wbho are
Smell  busmess owwer/ opernrors o~



MAR-15-20p¢ 89:29 amM PQNHQNDLE.DIESEL

887 697 2717 P.B2

Guided < porv- Fishig  Ohariers, Some ™
cgaa;//}ﬁ/ wder Current exs oG proposed
Charter aflpgation to reserve Poundage
Otfers dorit Bt mest a/ll agree 't

7 MAKAoEmEL?~ Foo/ s nveeded 7o Cheok
There own' Growth, pws protesr she
brompss, As e =aonumia Value of

The @harte- /'A/O/L(SA"V /S /"a,a/'a’/y
tarfzg/h/y @S Individig AXD

dong YS  SUrAmble To esteb/iss

A recad oF parkajpation for the
Chowvte of some windfal) v allotatsor,

Irv Yhe shert Ferm, Yhe oana) e
Latt oFf atken +o edopt- reshiehve

mersures Yo enscre e Gl /s

rot  erseeded hurts o) of «s,

e Scperare @dwa'vfaé/’//%y reeds
‘o be 1mplernenited Lor ?’Tﬁe
O harter /;!/Cl’/ts;"/y 7o 6’7%7 w! b

1he estadlished Gy
T e 40/7? A9

)



5 89 :36 AM PANHANDLE.DIESEL 987 697 2717 P.83

~ allsoaten means a starting pont
| Por whith [futwe m A RgEmen - e
ée bul I’ Create a base #hat @//ows

“he Qharter //'vo//xzs#t/ Yo manpge
ycelFF and Stand  adoounimble Ko
it Future., Whith s what ampene
Valueing Sustrnability AvD postive
CLONOPU O JVESFIIENT pACCS,

The fish I catlh are azm?/m‘//y
Touched Ly many before renlhinsg
Yhe donsemra: The Lornrerds s/

P pli1bn# /(/‘é/mwy (s a STrong
Ehonomid fattor é/fz;zby/&/;? %ozésmaé
Tn aor’rasr 5,@0;,7%‘5@?' touahs
&77/6/ Yhe fen, P Spert Fishapersos
whor) Yake pome e ponnds ol
L)t Tt reteils Forh22° w075
A pownd HAS gmess@c//y pard
Lo his or ber Lacalon Size

~ Limits For spor? Fishing resu/trisg
“ IV e weht- Lim) - OR adlin—



MAR—-135-2886 89 31 AM PQNHQNDLE DIESEL 987 697 2717 P.B84

e, T PUOraPY

— wlative werghr Limi# 15 jest
pne of mpny Yools Yhat dan Le
/zsea/ o INsure & aa/ {y cfkffﬂ f’d/cg
and adegquate C'l//e/w‘-— l m/aeﬂxgmém
for-  WIOTH 9,;2@7‘ WIthou * fzecfd//ty
Current G.HLT

Maukyou

éweere/y ,
| gn eve r@r/ey

P 5)( /82 .

bustans, R 09970

P~ 907 £97 9424



| BQE@E =\
u L 7 2006 March 14, 2006

Steve Jangaard
| 5017 168" PL. N.W.
NPEMC. Stanwood, WA 98292

(360) 652 7280

Ms Stephanie Madsen

Chair NPFMC

605 West 4™ Ave Ste 306

Anchorage, AK 00501

RE: Halibut Charter Management Plan

I urge you and the rest of the council members to adopt not only short term GHL
measures but long term measures, as well, to effectively address the multiple and
diverse issues that pertain to the halibut charter problem. The GHL must not be
exceeded. This can only be done by implementing the most restrictive measures.
There needs to be separate accountability between the commercial fleet and the
charter fleet to stop the unfair re-allocation between the two. The commercial
fleet took it upon themselves to create a system that works (IFQ’s); now it’s about
time the charter fleet is regulated so the commercial fishermen don’t have to keep
giving them the fish that we earned fairly. This re-allocation problem is serious as
it impacts not only the fishermen, but processors, consumers and coastal
communities as well. :

It is imperative that the council moves quickly on this matter.

Thank you,

= Y

Steve Jangaard
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o TS N
To: Ms Stephanic Madsen, Chair NPFMC N . / D;
I@Mﬂ AR 9 o .
From: Robert D. Schell, F/V Alice I'aye 23 2006
Date: March 23, 2006 NPEMc

Subject: Halibut GHL, April Board Meeting

] just finished reading the analysis of the alternatives for the GHL, discussions that will
take place during the April mecting.  Although none of the alternatives presented would
reach the GHL as now cstablished, alternative three comes the closest in this respect.

| am a commercial fisherman who has a large financial commitment to this fishery. This
year there is a reduction of my IFQ due to the over harvesting by the guided sport sector.
1 made two personal and financial decisions in the past to purchase more quota sharc in
part on the council’s decision to limit the growth of this industry. Now that this councit
has voted to rescind past actions by the NPFMC, it is cver more important to find another
method to bring some type of management to the charter area. There needs to be a
method of accountability to the sport charter group to stay within the guidelines as set by
the council. Each group, commercial and charter, nceds to have a separate quota. This
separate quota system has worked well in the SE king salmon allocation plan.

The Sitka area is an example of the depletion of halibut that has occurred within 50 miles -~
of our community and within and out to the 70f depth limit. It is very difficult for the

average sport fisherman to catch a halibut in the Sitka arca. When I first moved to Sitka

in 1966, when there was a smaller quota in effect and a much longer commercial season,

it was common place to catch your two fish daily limit in and around Sitka Sound. As

the charter sector expanded in the late 80’s to the present, it became increasingly difficult

to catch even one halibut on sport gear. The LAMP created in the Sound has really done

lintle to alleviate this problem. 1 know charter boats that now run to the Cape Ommaney

arca on day trips. This in itself speaks volumes as to what has happened due to the

expansion of the guided sector.

The council needs to tie charter increases and decreases in catch to the abundance as set
by IPHC and to allocate the catch scparate from the commercial quota. Alaska needs to
initiate the same quota system as used in Canada and the lower 48, We need something
to happen now!

1 appreciate the council’s hard work on this and all fisheries matters.
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Sanity Charters

1074 Eliz Street
@@ North Pole, AK 99705
R (907) 488-2960 :
D r: Email: larson_ken@hotmail.com
\> AR 24 1006 7 March 2006

MnC. RE: Halibut Charter GHL/IFQ Issues
PER FOR: 3-7 Apr 06 NPFMC Meeting

North Pac1ﬁc Fishery Management Council
605 West 4", Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

FAX: (907) 271-2817

Dear NPFMC:

I am a Halibut Charter Boat Owner/Operator who has fished for Halibut out of
Valdez, Alaska since 1984. I have operated a Charter Boat there every year since 1993 as
a “Weekend Warrior”, including the ADF&G Log Book 1998-2001 initial Charter IFQ
qualifying years as promulgated by NPFMC in 2001. This letter is being sent as Public
Comment/Input for your 3-7 April 2006 NPFMC Meeting on the Charter Halibut
GHL/IFQ Agenda topic in Anchorage, Alaska.

I have had discussions with many Guides/Skippers and am becoming increasingly
concerned about our clients’ ability to not only catch their daily limits of two reasonably-
sized fish, but to consistently catch any Halibut at all inside Prince William Sound. I
have primarily operated overnight guided charter services because of the long travel
times it's been taking me to find consistent Halibut catching, which often includes fishing
in the Gulf of Alaska. Near Shore Depletion in Prince William Sound is very evident
to me!

I have been involved with the various NPFMC and ADF&G meetings and
processes since 1993 and am well aware that Charter Operators in Southeast (2C) and
South-Central (3A) have been Regulated to operate under a Guideline Harvest Level
(GHL) Cap since August, 2003. Your stats indicate that their approximate 281,535 fish
Cap was exceeded in 2004 with only a slight underage in 2005’s Cap of 278,848 fish.
Your ADF&G data shows there were approximately 1156 charter boats operating in
Areas 2C and 3A in 2004 and simple arithmetic says that each charter boat could only
harvest about 240 halibut each per season to stay under the GHL Cap. Further simple
arithmetic says that for a six-pack charter taking 12 fish each trip (which is getting
tougher to do), that allows him to fish about 20 days out of his typical 100 day season.
If these stats are right, that’s ridiculous!

Either you’ve allowed too many Charter Boats into the GHL Fishery or you
haven’t allowed a large enough Cap! My big concern is that in the near future my clients
will have decreased access to catch their Halibut throughout the summer season because
you will drive charter operators out of business with the GHL as it is implemented now!
What guarantees will my clients have that they will even be able to Halibut fish after they
spend the bucks to come to Valdez? That will certainly affect their future travel plans!

1of2



And I really object to paying $13/Ib for frozen commercial-caught Halibut in Anchorage
as of 1 March 2006! :

Many of us Charter Operators that had been in business before 1998 had asked for
a Halibut Charter IFQ system to be developed and implemented as early as 1993, as a
better alternative to a GHL Cap with no Charter Boat Moratorium. I knew clear back
then that I would not qualify for enough Charter IFQ to operate other than as a “Weekend
Warrior”, but I still supported an I[FQ system to bring stability to our industry. A Halibut
Charter IFQ system was finally put forward for Proposed Rule Making in April, 2001,
but was sat on until late in 2005 when it was rescinded. A Charter [FQ system, if
implemented, would seem to have solved your excessive Charter Boat/limited fish
numbers problem using the Free Market approach adopted by the Commercial IFQ
Halibut Fishery. Why haven’t you done this and done it in a more reasonable time
frame? 1 can understand your concerns with new charter entrants but fail to understand
why you haven’t placed a moratorium or limited entry on them before, other than your
latest (1 of at least 3) Control Dates of 9 Dec 2005. The longer you wait, the more
charters there will be fishing for less available fish, especially if the Halibut Biomass is
declining as your scientists have stated.

NPFMC, you have a problem and its solution, like fresh-caught fish, doesn’t get
better with age. I would encourage you to somehow raise the GHL Cap or truly consider
the free market driven Charter IFQ system, which [ still consider to be the better
alternative. No matter what, you must immediately limit (freeze) the charter fleet’s
growth in order to avoid driving a lot more of us out of a sustainable business, which will
only serve to further limit sport fishing access to the Halibut resource in the future.

Sincerely,

Vo &

Ken L Larson
Charter Owner/Operator

CF: Sen Gary Wilken
Sen Gene Therriault
Sen Ralph Seekins
Sen Thomas Wagoner
Rep John Harris
Rep Jay Ramras
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N Stuart Weiss
L RR1 Box 10000

Kingshill, USV1 00850
340-277-4339
stuweiss@yahoo.com

?ﬂ.c' RE: Halibut Charter GHL/IFQ Issues

FOR: 3-7 Apr 06 NPFMC Meeting

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

Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

FAX: (907) 271-2817

Dear NPFMC:

1 am a current First Mate who has relied on summer halibut charters to provide
valuable supplemental income. 1 have provided Halibut fishing opportunities on many
charters out of Valdez, Alaska since 2004, and hope to eventually operate an existing
charter operation with Alaskan residents in Valdez. This letter is being sent as Public
Comment for your 3-7 April 2006 NPFMC Meeting on this topic in Anchorage, Alaska.
| have had discussions with my employer and am becoming increasingly concerned about
my ability to not only catch my daily limit of two reasonably-sized fish, but to catch any
Halibut at all inside Prince William Sound for my clients. We have started using
overnight guided charter services because of the long travel times it’s been taking my
captain to find consistent Halibut catching, which often includes fishing in the Guif of
Alaska.

I have been informed thru contacts with the Charter Skippers that employ me that
the Charter Operators in Southeast (2C) and South-Central (3A) have been Regulated to
operate under a Guideline Harvest Limit (GHL) Cap since August, 2003. Your stats
indicate that their approximate 254,000 fish Cap was already exceeded in 2004 with only
a slight underage in 2005. I also was told that there were approximately 1156 charter
boats operating in Areas 2C and 3A and simple arithmetic says that each charter boat
could only take about 220 halibut each per season to stay under the GHL Cap. Further
simple arithmetic says that for a six-pack charter taking 12 fish each trip (which is
getting tougher to do), that allows him to fish about 18 days out of his typical 100 day
season. Ifthese stats are right, that's ridiculous! Either you’ve allowed too many Charter
Boats into the GHL Fishery or you haven't allowed a large enough Cap! My big concern
is that in the near future I will have decreased access to catch Halibut for my clients
throughout the summer season because you will drive charter operators out of business
with GHL as it is now!

I also understand from discussions with the Charter Skippers that many of them had
asked for a Charter IFQ to be developed and implemented as early as 1993 and that it was
finally put forward for Rule making in April, 2001, but was sat on until late in 2005 when
it was rescinded. A Charter IFQ program, if implemented, would seem to have solved
your excessive Charter Boat/limited fish numbers problem using the Free Market
approach adopted by the Commercial IFQ Halibut Fishery. Why haven’t you done this

10of2
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and done it in a more reasonable time frame? I can understand your concerns with new
charter entrants but fail to understand why you haven’t placed a moratorium or limited
entry on them before, other than your latest (1 of at least 3) Control Date of 9 Dec 2005.
In addition, more restrictive commercial fishing quotas and near-shore restrictions must
be implemented to further protect near-shore figheries. The longer you wait, the more
charters and commercial fleets there will be fishing for less available fish, especially if
the Halibut Biomass is declining as I’ve read your scientists to state.

NPFMC, you have a problem and its solution, like fresh-caught fish, doesn’t get
better with age. I would encourage you to somehow raise the GHL Cap or truly consider
the free market driven Charter IFQ, which I consider to be the better alternative. No
matter what, you must immediately limit (freeze) the charter fleet’s growth in order to
avoid driving a lot more of them out of a sustainable business, which will only serve to
further limit my access to the Halibut resource in the future.

Sincerely, M(/;}/

" Stuart Weiss

20f2
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March 19, 2006 &

Chairman Madsen s \
North Pacific Fisherv Management Council My R9o
605 W. Fourth Ave, Ste 306 2 2006

Anchorage, AK 99501
~.P.F.".c.

Dear Chairman Madsen and Council members,

I am writing vou again today to further comment on the measures needed to hold the Charter fleet
within their halibut GHL. It is critical to ensure that the charter sector stay within their GHL annually, this
is a management benchmark that must be taken as seriously for this sector as it is for the longline sector.

Given the large overruns in area 2C, I support multiple methods to keep the charter fleet within
GHL while providing a fishing opportunity for their clients. It is worth noting that in 2C the Board of
Fisheries (BOF) has allocated the demersal shelf rockfish TAC between commercial and charter with very
limited resources available for harvest. The Sitka Charter Association testified at the February BOF
meeting that their yelloweye was strictly bycatch during halibut fishing. Therefore it is also very
important to keep halibut harvest within their GHL to protect rockfish stocks.

Please approve measures that prohibit harvest of halibut by skipper and crew, set an annual catch
limit, and limit vessels to one trip per day. We have heard from the 3A charter fleet that the sport fish
catch data is “weak” and should not be used to make restrictive management measures in the absence of
better information. I strongly disagree with this approach. The NPFMC has always taken measures to
ensure conservation and sustainability first. If the sport fish data is inaccurate it is just as likely that it is
underestimating catch. Until there is decent catch data the burden is on the charter fleet to ensure that thev
are truly remaining within the charter allocation and the NPFMC has the responsibility to impose
effective management measures.

I also support “separate accountability” for the charter and commercial sectors. If the charter fleet
goes over their GHL they should take a deduction from their GHL the following vear, not pass this
burden onto the longline fleet.

Since the State of Alaska’s plan to limit entry for charter vessels (that was proposed last fall)
seems to be dead in the water, the NPFMC should adopt a moratorium using the December 7™ notice date
to stop new entrants into this fishery while a meaningful long term management plan is developed. There
is precedence for this in the GMFMC and the reef fish fishery.

I support the revised Charter IFQ plan (leveling plan) that includes all charter vessels actively
fishing for halibut before December 7, 2006. This clearly addresses the concerns of the Council members
who were concerned about “timeliness”.

In 2001 the moratorium option was thrown out in favor of the IFQ plan because the double track
was “'too much work”. A moratorium would have prevented the whole discussion about timeliness and we
would likely have a meaningful management plan in place now. It is essential to put the brakes on now
and implement an emergency moratorium while working on additional management options.

Sincergly
[ ——
Richard Curran

F/V Cherokee, Board member Seafood Producers Cooperative
Box 1336

Sitka, AK 99835
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March 19, 2006

Chairman Madsen MaR o ..
North Pacific Fishery Management Council “Uly
605 W. Fourth Ave, Ste 306 N

Anchorage, AK 99501 ‘PFy ¢

Dear Chairman Madsen and Council members,

T am writing you again today to further comment on the measurcs needed to hold the Charter fleet
within their halibut GHL. It is critical to ensure that the charter sector stay within their GHL annually, this
is a management benchmark that must be taken as seriously for this sector as it is for the longline sector.

Given the large overruns in area 2C, I support muitiple methods to keep the charter fleet within
GHL while providing a fishing opportunity for their clients. It is worth noting that in 2C the Board of
Fisherics (BOF) has allocated the demersal shelf rockfish TAC between commercial and charter with very
limited resources available for harvest. The Sitka Charter Association testified at the February BOF
meeting that their yelloweye was strictly bycatch during halibut fishing. Therefore it is also very
important to kecp halibut harvest within their GHL to protect rockfish stocks.

Plcase approve measures that prohibit harvest of halibut by skipper and crew, set an annual catch
limit, and limit vessels to one trip per day. We have heard from the 3A charter fleet that the sport fish
catch data is “weak” and should not be used to make restrictive management measures in the absence of
better information. I strongly disagree with this approach. The NPFMC has always taken measures to
cnsure conservation and sustainability first. If the sport fish data is inaccurate it is just as likely that it is
underestimating catch. Until there is decent catch data the burden is on the charter fleet to ensure that they
are truly remaining within the charter allocation and the NPFMC has the responsibility to impose
effective management measures.

I also support “separate accountability” for the charter and commercial sectors. If the charter fleet
goes over their GHL they should take a deduction from their GHL the following year, not pass this
burden onto the longline fleet.

Since the State of Alaska’s plan to limit entry for charter vessels (that was proposed last fall)
seems to be dead in the water, the NPFMC should adopt a moratorium using the December 7™ notice date
1o stop new entrants into this fishery while a meaningful long term management plan is developed. There
is preccdence for this in the GMFMC and the recf fish fishery.

I support the revised Charter IFQ plan (leveling plan) that includes all charter vessels actively
fishing for halibut before December 7, 2006. This clearly addresses the concerns of the Council members
who were concerned about “timeliness™.

In 2001 the moratorium option was thrown out in favor of the IFQ plan because the double track
was “too much work™. A moratorium would have prevented the whole discussion about timeliness and we
would likely have a meaningful management plan in place now. It is essential to put the brakes on now
and implement an emergency moratorium while working on additional management options.

Sinccrely,

Richard Curran

F/V Cherokee, Board member Seafood Producers Cooperative
Box 1336

Sitka, AK 99835
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NPFMC

Dear Sir or Madam: N.PF, M.C.

My name is Gary Ault and I have been in the halibut charter business for twenty five years. I
urge you to take the "no action" option on the halibut charter GHL proposal for area 3A. The
GHL will create a race for fish. This type of regulation is the same type that forced the halibut
longliners to opt for the IFQ program that ultimarely saved their fishery. A GHL with out
participant limitation will force the larger charter boats to increase their passenger loads, rarget
near shore juvenile fish, take two trips per day and fish on days when weather conditions are
dangerous. That will contribute to more near shore depletion, will have a negative impact on
the resource as well as the subsistance capabilities of the villages of Seldovia, Nanwalik and Port
Graham in the Cook Inlet region of area 3A. This in turn will require the council’s attention
year after year and become burdensome for all parties involved. It is my opinion that a GHL
will only serve to protect the commercail fleers monopoly on the resource and disrupt and
eventually destroy the halibut charter fishery.

The counal’s action in December of 2005 was a disservice to the very charter industry
members who had been working within the process and were wld in previous years by the
council that “hard decisions were being made and we had 1o live by the council’s requirements”.
. How can any industry survive when the governing body totally fails o do what we were told
they would do. Now the long established halibut charters must bear the penalty of the new
entry of charter companies in the years intervening. We are now at a competitive disadvantage
because we did not expand our businesses in light of the looming IFQ program limiting our
numbers of fish.

We now ask each of you o understand there is an industry membership that remains
convinced the inclusion in the IFQ plan will be a workable and final solution to this
management issue.

We also request a Jow interest loan program be developed or identified to mitigate our being
left behind in the private acquisition of Quota Shares needed to increase our resource access

above and beyond the limits of the GHL.

The GHL will only work if it is coupled a license limitation as is the case with many other
federally managed fisheries. Since effort limitation is not addressed I can only support the “no
action” alternative.

Sincerely,

Gary Ault
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605 W. 4% Ave, Suite 306
Anchorage, AK 99501-2252 MAR 2 4 2005
Atm: Jane Dicosimo

North Pacific Fishery Management Council @, B "gLD:)

N.PEM.C.
February 27, 2006

My name is Larry McMurphy from Palmer, Alaska. Ihave lived and
worked in Alaska since 1979. Like most Alaskans I am an avid outdoor
enthusiast in both hunting & fishing. 1 have spent extensive time on the
ocean fishing thru those years, with friends and helping charters. My goal is
to someday have my own charter business to share and enjoy the fishing and
out of doors with others.

In January of 2005 T ordered a 30ft. aluminum off shore charter boat from a
local boat company and took the Coast Guard exam in February 2005. 1
went to work putting the new business together for the summer, but
unfortunately the boat did not get finished. In fact, construction did not even
got started until November 2005 and currently is being finished and am
finally back on track for this summer and can put a business and dream
together.

Talking recently to a friend, he informed me of some of the proposals made
in the last council meeting of Decemaber 9, 2005. The IFQ’s were voted
down, but a new moratorium on charter boats had been proposed. 1seem to
be jumping from problem to problem, but immediately I applied for my
charter and businesses licenses, hoping that this would meet all necessary
requirements. I would think that before such a final proposal be made or at
least approved that a public notification be issued to be fair with other
parties finalizing their licenses.

1 am new in leaming all the changes and politics in this industry, T do work
full time, I am working on the new boat, new business and have a family, so
consequently am very short on time.

In reality, why is my right to charter being jeopardized or questioned by
others? I am an Alaskan of 27 years and have as much right to use Alaska’s
resources personaily and commercially as anyone else that lives in Alaska
Miuch of the commercially caught halibut 1s probably harvested and sold by
non Alaskans which should give them less right to the resource. [ also have
not seen any biological data showing that the halibut resource is in any
current decline. Tn fact it seems the commercial fleet keep getting allocated
larger quotas. It would not even be a factor in the few thousand pounds of
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halibut that I would potentially take as a charter on an annual basis
compared to the millions of pounds taken annually.

I believe that this has been labeled as over depletion against the charter
industry, but where has the halibut population been endangered? If there are
areas of heavy use or over use it should be addressed on individual case
areas, not state wide.

The poundage that I would assist others in taking is a natural right that we
all have, to fish in Alaska with an Alaskan sport fishing license. These
people are coming to Alaska to enjoy the state and 1 also have the right to
accommodate and provide the service to others for halibut fishing. Ihave
primarily fished Prince William Sound and the number of boats (even with
the tunnel finished) has not increased to any great number once out of
Passage Canal. We have always gone further than most boats, and still this
distance out has not shown much boating increase in the last few years. This
has been called over capitalization pointed towards the charter group.

So here 1 am, with all that I own, now invested in a lifelong dream of 27
years to own a nice boat and charter for halibut. Tam after the same dream
that all the rest of you already have and are enjoying and all of you can
relate to what 1 have gone thru the past 2 years to get to this point. It is hard
to understand the reasons that would deny me the same right and enjoyment.

Again, the decisions are in the hands of the council and 1 ask that whoever
would be making the final decision would consider people like myself that
have followed every possible regulation to date, and are currently a viable
operating business, and have spent a number of years to get to this point.

Thank you for taking the time to listen.

In addition, the council was created to regulate the halibut resource, not
boats and businesses. The current new proposals submitted by the council
are more regulating the charter fleet in boating restrictions, restricting
business opportunities, eliminating current businesses, and making exclusive
charter rights.

Decisions made with equal opportunity for the resource, but regulating
halibut caught by each person, on an annual basis by the fleet, or shortening
the season would seem more appropriate.

To eliminate one’s business and give all the opportunity to others, when
there are other options that affect everyone some, but not a total win loose
situation does not seem right or fair.

Sincerely,

Larry McMurphy
745-1134
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Van Saun Charters
PO Box 39622
Ninilchik, AK 99639
(907) 567-3547
3-26-06
NPFMC

605 W. 4% Ave Ste 306
Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

Fax 907-271-2817
Dear Council,

This letter is to demonstrate my support for the motion being made by the Halibut
Stakeholders Committee to move forward with an immediate moratorium while
continuing to work on a permanent solution.

Since your vote of last October to rescind the proposed Charterboat IFQ it has become
clear we are going to have a boom in the number of charters in our area. I personally
know of numerous brand new boats that have been purchased with the intent of
chartering for Halibut beginning this summer. Friends of mine in other areas of the State
tell me of similar situations.

The extreme growth of the fleet in prior years coupled with issues of near shore depletion
and market saturation requires immediate action.

The only opposition you are likely to receive on this motion is from people who have
bought new boats and plan to begin fishing this year. Besides that group it is clear to me
the support for this motion is the first time we have a united front within the industry.

Please fast track a moratorium using either the Dec 9, 2005 date or a prior date to shut
down new entries into the Halibut Charter Fleet. Our industry and resource are in dire
need of this action.

Sincerely,

Capt. Rod Van Saun
Van Saun Charters
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PWS Eco-Charters .
P.O. Box 733 -
Whittier, Alaska 99693-0735

March 26, 2006

North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
605 West 4th Avenue, STE 306
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252

Dear Council members,

Once again it is time to voice and write my opinion. Ihave attended
most of the meetings regarding the charter halibut issues during the
last many years and deeply appreciate your recent actions which
have allowed me to remain in business with my small charter
operation. I realize that this was a hard decision for some of you to
agree with.

At this time, I'd again urge you to follow the Stakeholder
Committee's 03/23/06 recommended motion. That motion states
that the “Committee recommend(s) that the Council take no action
on proposed measures to implement the GHL and fast track a
moratorium leading to a permanent solution, which may include a
percentage allocation, limited entry program or an IFQ program.”

One important lesson I think we all have learned is that timeliness is
critical to moving proposals forward. I trust all of you will put
aside your personal biases on this issue and endorse the
recommendation of the Stakeholder Committee, which you
established. I believe most, if not all, churter operators now support

this.
Respectfully,

Dave Goldstein
PWS Eco-Charters

oooooooooooooooooooooooooooo
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March 27" 2006 R S

Ms. Stephanie Madsen, Chairman WAp 4 , w
North Pacific Fisheries Management Council 2006

605 West Fourth Street, Suite 306 NP

Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252 ‘FM.c.

Dear Ms. Madsen:

I have been following the progress of the Stakeholder’s
Committee that has been tasked with finding alternatives to
the proposed Halibut Charter IFQ and GHL. It seems that
through all the discussions, it is clear that there is a need for

- good, reliable data in order to fairly allocate this resource. I
urge you to push for this data and to also gather economic
impact data to the coastal communities that depend on this
resource.

I have read the motion that was passed out of last
week’s Stakeholder's meeting and I agree with the
committee. We need to fast-track 2 moratorium to give us
time to gather the data necessary to craft a long-term
program.

The moratorium, coupled with the Alaska Department of
Fish and Game plan to prohibit captain and crew retention
where necessary should meet the limitations that were
called for in the former GHL plan.

As always, I appreciate all the time the Council has
devoted to this issue and thank you all for your efforts.

rely,
4

Pei:e Wedin

P.0. Box 3353 ¢ Homer, AK 99603 ¢ (907)235-2911  Fax (907) 235-2975 + fish@captpete.com
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605 W. 4™ Avenue, Suite 306
Anchorage, Ak 99501 - 2252

Subject: Stakeholder’s Committee Recommendation
Please be advised that I support the Stakeholder’s Committee recommendation that the Council
take no action on the proposed measure to implement the GHL and fast track a moratorium
leading to a permanent solution, which make include a percentage allocation, limited entry, or
IFQ program.
Please also be advised that I oppose the ALFA Separate Accountability proposal.
Good reasons (with respect to areas 2C and 3A):

1. Itis apparent the biomass trend is not declining, in fact is estimated to be increasing

2. Preliminary 2005 charter halibut harvests show a decline from 2004 with 3A to be below
and 2C estimated at 14% above.

3. The Stateholder’s are committed rapidly reaching a long term solution.

Thank you for your consideration.

Si;c;:/wd 3 ,ﬂ»/}/

Marshall E. Danby

Eager Beaver Charters

Box 1036

Homer, Alaska 99603 — 1036

cc: Alaska Charter Association, Homer, Alaska
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Game Fisher
P.O. Box 1127 1-800-320-2980
Soldotna, AK 99669 www.alaskangamefisher.com
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Map 27 2006 L

To: North Pacific Fisheries Management Council N.p R
o, A c'

RE: Halibut Charter GHL & halibut stakeholders group

1 want to voice my support for the motion submitted by the Halibut charter
stakeholders group. I would like to specifically address the importance of
the moratorium issue. A fast tracking of the moratorium is of utmost
importance. The charter fleet is severely over capitalized & the current
occupancy rate is at about 30%. We need to take a large part time fleet &
make it a smaller full time fleet. A previous council had fixed the problem
statement of 1993 & had the commercial fleet & charters in agreement on an
IFQ plan. Then due to delays with NMFS many new charters ignored the
control date & entered the fishery & that created the problem that led to the
rescinding of the IFQ plan. So there fore the current council undid the fix of
the previous council. Now you have created more problems & the
commercial fleet & charter fleet are fighting against each other. Also once
again new entrants are ignoring the Dec 9" control date & entering the
fishery at alarming rates & by the time a long term plan is implemented, you
will have the same problem as before & have all the new entrants opposing
the plan & screaming to let them in or they will be out of business. The best
solution I can offer is to reinstate the old IFQ plan with addressing recency
& adopting the Goodhand leveling plan to let the new operators in.

However you probably won’t take that course so I urge you to adopt a
moratorium on the halibut charter fleet.

Thank You,

Captain Mel Erickson
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March 27, 2006
RE.
North Pacific Fishery Management Council TUha Qg ~
605 West 4 Avenue, Suite 306 MA P D ;
Anchorage, AK 99501-2252 27 .
N'PF
Council Members, M, C.

This letter is in reference to C-6 CHARTER ISSUES.

Please consider a permanent solution of Limited Entry or an IFQ for charter boats and
replace the current restrictive GHL. The allocation of the GHL with a retroactive “stair
step up” adjustment will fairly address the guided sport fishing needs. The 12/09/2006
control date should be adhered to in order to analyze a moratorium and then it shouid be
replaced by a permanent Limited Entry or [FQ plan. I am asking that you do not consider
the ALFA Separate Accountability proposal until such time as a permanent solution has
been put in place for the charter industry.

As a new charter operator starting my business this year the issue is extremely important.
The resolution needs to allow for a thoughtful and economical solution for persons
desiring to enter the charter fishing business. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Capt. David A. Coffman
Captain Dave’s Charters
Juneau, AK 99801
907-790-2071
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WHITTIER MARINE CHARTERS

P.O. Box 2693, Soldotna, AK 99669

www fishwhittier.com  907.440.9510 .. g
M (L
2006 AR 2 7 i/
March 27, 20 005
N,
ATTN: North Pacific Fishery Management Council P"F'M,C

This letter is in reference to item C-6, Charter Issues scheduled for Monday, April 10™.

Like many, I'd like to see this issue settled fairly and finally while preserving the vitality of
the industry and the quallity of the experience charter operators provide our clients. I'd like to
voice my support for the findings of the stakeholder committee meetings. | think that at this point
the charter community has finally found common and sustainable ground.

To allow a final transition into a permanent solution | ask that you support the following
stakeholder suggestions.

1. Adjust the current GHL to fairly address changes in biomass. As with the commercial
harvest, sport harvest should “stair step up” too fairly address guided angler allocation
needs. With this in mind, GHL restrictions should be tabled until 2 new solution is decided

upon.

2. Adhere to a control date of 12/9/05 for analysis of a moratorium and until a more
permanent system is developed and is put in place. Allowing the charter fleet to grow
while under any form of harvest cap will ultimately destroy the vitality of the industry.

3. Discount the Alaska Longline Fisherman’s Association's Separate Accountability
proposal until after a permanent charter solution is put in place.

Thank you for your time.

Mathew Kopec



83/26/2026 19:43 9874863474 PRISTINE CHARTER PAGE 01

03/25/2006

//..x\

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
Stephanie Madsen, Chair

222 Seward Street

Suite 200

Juneau, AK 99801

Subject: Mechanisms of the GHL and a Fair Charter Allocation.
Chairman Madsen and Council members;

I request that the Council take into consideration the following points:

1 The present GHL was developed at a time when the JPHC was predicting a sharp
decline in the CEY, in retrospect the opposite was the case. Because of that
prediction, the Council decided that only a “stair step down” was needed. Since
implementation of the GHL the Commercial Longliners have been enjoying
handsome increases in their commercial catch limits. Since the Alaska Longline
Fishing Association’s (ALFA) motto has been “Share the Pain, Share the Gain”
when addressing issues for restriction of the Charter Industry, then in the interest
of fairness and equality the GHL should have a retroactive “stair step up”
adjustment to fairly address guided angler allocation needs.

2 Table all considered GHL restrictions until such time as a permanent solution of
Limited Entry, an Expandable GHL (KACO Plan), or IFQ is decided upon
replacing the current restrictive GHL.

3 The control date of 12/09/2005 needs to be adhered to for analysis of a
Moratorium, and then replaced by a permanent Limited Entry, Expandable GHL
(KACO Plan), or IFQ plan.

4 The ALFA Separate Accountability proposal should not be given consideration
until after a permanent solution has been put in place for the Charter Industry.

I request that this letter be included in the packets provided to the Council members
during the April 10, 2006 council meetings in reference to the C6 Charter Issues.

Respectfully submitted, "
Chaco Pearman
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CHARLEY CHARTERS
PO Box 39270
Ninilchik, AK 99639
(907) 567-4307 |

3-26-06 &S
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<7 /

NPFMC 2008

605 W. 4t Ave Ste 306 N
Anchorage, AK 89501-2252 ‘PR

Fax #807-271-2817

Dear Council,

| am in full support of an immediate moratorium on the Charterfleet in Alaska. ltis long over due.

| have been offering Charter Services since 1994 but | have been fishing Cook Inlet for 30 years. |
am shocked by how fast this near shore resource is being depleted. | now travel as far as 50 or 70
-~ miles where | used to never need to go more than 7miles. The charter fleet has grown out of

control even in the face of all the measures the NPFMC has threatened to take.

The time to stop this growth is now. There are already a whole bunch of new boats and
businesses coming into the industry in our area this year.

| stand behind the motion being made by the Stakeholders Committee to implement a moratorium.
Thankyou for your consideration.

Captain Charles Brown



Attn: North Council

I William Barens am supporting the Stake Holders motion. The Alaska Longliner
“Fisherieg Association Separate Accountability’s proposal should be denied. | and mamy people I
know want to continue fishing Alaska . If the proposal goes through it will hurt the economy in
many fishing towns in Alaska that rely on tourism and the recreational fisher man.

Sincerely,
William Barens
5277 larkspur Dr.
Ventura Ca.93001
(805)509-3455
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SEAFOOD PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE

PRODUCERS, PROCESSORS & MARKETEAS OF PREMIUM QUALITY SEAFOODS

March 27, 2006

Ms Stephanie Madsen

Chair

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

Dear Chairwoman Madsen and Council Members:

Many north Pacific halibut fishermen have purchased and held IFQs based upon the
Council’s stated intent of implementing an IFQ plan that included all commercial
charter vessels. While the Council may not be concemed about the investments of
fishermen, the concern should be about projecting consistency of message and
managing a resource. Unlimited ncw entrants and no measures to hold the commercial
charter fleet within their halibut GHL certainly gives the appearance of extreme
favoritism of one industry over the second largest industry in Alaska, supporting
thousands of people and several towns.

Seafood Producers Cooperative would urge the Council to view seriously the GHL level
established for the commercial charter fleet as the IFQ level is for the longline industry.
While we recognize the commercial charter fleet needs to provide an opportunity for
their customers, multiple methods should be considercd to maintain the integrity of the
GHL.

We would urge you to:

¢ Please approve measures prohibiting halibut harvest by commercial charter skipper
and crew.

» SPC supports “separate accountability” for the commercial charter and commercial
sectors. If the charter fleet excecds the GHL, the GHL for the subsequent year
should be reduced. The IFQ longline fleet should not be penalized for the
commercial charter fleet’s lack of professionalism and disregard for good resource
management practices and sustainability.

¢ The argument that sport catch data is “weak” is specious. The responsibility for
providing accurate data rests upon the commercial charter fleet. Until the
commercial charter fleet accepts the responsibility to provide accurate data, the
NPFMC has the responsibility to impose aggressive management measures.

o Itisimportant to maintain the commercial charter fleet harvest to within the GHL,
to protect by-catch, especially rockfish stocks.

OFFICE: 2875 ROEDER AVENUE, SUITE 2. « BELLINGHAM, WA 98225 PLANT: 507 KATLIAN » SITKA, ALASKA 99835
PHONE (360) 733-0120 « FAX (360) 733-0513 PHONE (907) 747-5811 » FAX (807) 747-3206

EMAIL: spc @spcsales.com EMAIL: spcak @ gci.net
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o The NPFMC has always taken measures to ensure conscrvation and sustainability
fiest. If the commercial charter fleet catch data is as poorly reported as the fleet
maintains, SPC supports the moratorium on additional entrants to the commercial
charter fleet. If the moratorium was adopted in 2001, there would be a meaningful
management plan in place today. An emergency moratorium should be
implemented at least until adequate management measures have been adopted.

It is important the NPFMC restores confidence and integrity in its process. We urge
you to adopt these measures.

Smccrcly,

/ /
C//»( / 9%"(/&. (
Tom McLaughlin ’
President/CEQ

cc Charlie Wilber
Dick Curran
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March 27, 2006

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

Council Members,
This letter is in reference to C-6 CHARTER ISSUES.

Please consider a permanent solution of Limited Entry or an IFQ for charter boats and
replace the current restrictive GHL. The allocation of the GHL with a retroactive “stair
step up” adjustment will fairly address the current guided sport fishing needs. The
12/09/2006 control date should be adhered to in order to analyze a moratorium and then it
should be replaced by a permanent Limited Entry or IFQ plan. We are asking that you do
not consider the ALFA Separate Accountability proposal until such time as a permanent
solution has been put in place for the charter industry. Thank you.

Sincerely,

L

Todd Wicks

President

Juneau Charter Boat Operators Association
P.O. Box 34522

Juneau, Alaska 99803

Phone/Fax: 907-789-2562

P.2
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D 303 Cleveland Street

Bad Axe, Ml 48413
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N.PEM.C. March 24, 2006

Ms. Stephanie Madsen, Chair
North Pacific Management Council
605 West 4th Avenue, Suite 306
Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Ms. Madsen:

| am writing to you to urge your support of several measures regardi?_? the short and long
term management of the Guideline Harvest Levels for The Charter Halibut Fishery.

For the short term the Council should adopt the most restrictive of the proposed
management measures. Particularly for area 2C the only proposal that will have a
reasonable chance of keeping the Charter fishery under the GHL is the five fish annual limit.
The other proposal | would like to see you support is for the separate accountability of the
Commercial and Charter catch. This is the most equitable measure to stop the reallocation
of Halibut until a permanent solution is reached.

For the long term the council needs to keep the GHL where itis, come up with a plan that
will compensate the commercial fleetfor any increases inthe charter allocation, and protect
segments of the industry that are already established. 1would also encourage the councilto

move quickly to initiate the process for a new IFQ plan and resolve this issue so we can
move forward.

Thank you for considering my comments.

Sincerely,

Matthew R. Metcalf



FisHING VESSEL OwWNERS’ ASSOCIATION
INCOPORATED
ROOM 232, WEST WALL BUILDING +* 4005 20TH AVE. W.

SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98199-1290
PHONE (206) 284-4720 + FAX (206) 283-3341

SINCE 1914

March 22, 2006
| NPEmc,

Mr: Chris Oliver

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

Anchorage, Ak 99501-2252

Dear Mr. Oliver:

This letter is to address the initial review draft EA/RIR/IRFA for regulatory
amendments to implement GHL measures in the Halibut charter fisheries in IPHC
regulation areas 2C and 3A. The stakeholders meetings that the Council set up to assist on
this action item have done a lot of work and hopefully, the Council will adopt options that
result in accountable management for the charter boat fleet.

| am attaching an email discussion between stakeholders so you can see the
evolution of thinking and the areas of concern from the participants of the commercial
fleet. The members of the Fishing Vessel Owners’ Association (FVOA) remain concerned that
the approved tools in the EA/RIR/IRFA are insufficient and do not provide the charter fleet
nor managers the tools to manage and curtall fishing effort when required. The commercial
fleet has requested potential safeguards for the Council to consider. They are as follows:

Short-Term Measures
o Responsive Management
Separate Accountability
Non retention for skippers and crew
Line limits
Whatever else is necessary to keep the charter fleet under GHL in short-term

Medium-Term Measures
e Moratorium
e Change GHL to fixed percentage (index to fishing CEX)

Long-Term Measures
o IFQ program or hybrid that provides market-based solutions to allocation.
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FVOA sees the mid-term and long-term measures as two to four year work loads for /=
the North Pacific Council now that the Council has pulled the original IFQ option. For short-
term measures, the Council needs to have a bag limit option, slot limit options, line limits,
and reduction in season length options. Both Oregon and Washington deal with each one of
these types of options for halibut, rockfish, and salmon on an annual basis through the
Pacific Council.

At the time the Council withdrew the IFQ option, the State of Alaska promised
certain actions prior to the 2006 charter season. Two items that were supposed to be made
available for management for 2006 were non-retention for skipper and crew and line limits.
We understand that these management tools may not be in place for the 2006 season and
that there is a reluctance by the State to move at all in area 3A as new information may
suggest that the charter fleet did not exceed the GHL. My impression is that the charter
fieet is up against the GHL, if it has nct exceeded it. Regardless if the GHL has been
exceeded, it would seem prudent to have the tools in place where annual management
restrictions can be considered. This does not seem to be happening.

We request that you help and focus the need for real time management tools for
either the Council and/or the State of Alaska. We request you press the State for
accountability on the options they committed to, specifically line limits and non-retention by
skipper and crews. For the Council members who withdrew their support of the IFQ option, it
would seem that accountability for the entire Council and its process now rests on -~
management measures being made available as soon as possible that can have affect for
the immediate season. Council members who pulled their support of the IFQ option are
particularly accountable for putting in place real time management tools for 2006.

Looking at a license limited entry moratorium or IFQ options, now that the charter
fleet is over the GHL in area 2C and very close to it in 3A, are at best solutions or partial
solutions two to four years from now, or maybe never. The Council has an obligation to
manage within its own GHL limits for the charter fleet and provide the management tools to
do so on an annual basis beginning in 2006, as promised. Your help to this end would be
appreciated.

Sincerely,

" e —_

Robert D. Alverson
Manager
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