AGENDA C-2

APRIL 2010
MEMORANDUM
TO: Council, SSC and AP Members
Executive DirectSr 4 HOURS
DATE: March 30, 2010
SUBJECT: Charter Halibut Permit Endorsements
ACTION REQUIRED

Review analysis and take final action to clarify permit endorsements.

BACKGROUND

In February 2010 the Council received a report from NMFS regarding implementation of the charter
halibut limited entry (moratorium) program in Southeast and South Central Alaska. The Council was
concerned that the final rule implemented a more liberal permit endorsement system than the Council
intended. The Council felt that excessive fishing capacity in the charter halibut sector could result from
the methodology used to assign angler endorsements (the number of anglers allowed to fish for halibut on
a trip) to charter halibut permits held by charter halibut businesses that would be initially issued more
than one permit. The Council noted its intent to more closely align angler endorsements with the actual
greatest number of anglers for each vessel that gave rise to each permit.

The alternatives under consideration for this action are listed below.

Alternative 1.

Alternative 2.

Status quo. All permits issued to a business receiving multiple permits would be issued
with an angler endorsement equal to the greatest number of charter vessel anglers
onboard any vessel used by the business to generate a permit as reported to ADF&G on
any bottom fish logbook trip in 2004 or 2005, but not less than 4.

One permit would be issued to a business with an endorsement equal to the greatest
number of charter vessel anglers onboard any vessel used by the business to generate a
permit as reported to ADF&G on any bottom fish logbook trip in 2004 or 2005, but not
less than 4. Each subsequent permit issued to the same business would be issued with
an endorsement equal to the next greatest number of charter vessel anglers onboard any
other vessel used by the business to generate a permit, whose catch history has not
already been used by the business to determine an angler endorsement, as reported to
ADF&G on any trip in 2004 or 2005, until all permits are issued. The year selected for
determining angler endorsements must be the year selected by the applicant for permit
qualification.



The Council also could consider two options to address the fair and equitable requirement of the Halibut
Act. The Council could (1) expand the scope of this action by using the applicant-selected year to
determine the angler endorsement for permits issued to all businesses, or (2) remove the requirement to
use the applicant-selected year for determining angler endorsements, maintain the status quo
methodology for assigning angler endorsements to the first permit issued to all businesses, and change
the methodology for assigning angler endorsements to each subsequent permit issued to businesses
receiving multiple permits. All options are listed in the executive summary, attached as Item C-2(1).

NMEFS released the analysis for public review on March 22, 2010. Final action is scheduled for this
meeting and implementation is intended to occur prior to initial issuance of permits.



AGENDA C-2(1)
APRIL 2010

Executive Summary

The North Pacific Fishery Management Council is considering recommending an amendment to
regulations that implemented a limited entry program for the charter halibut sector in International Pacific
Halibut Commission Area 2C (Southeast Alaska) and Area 3A (South Central Alaska). This document
contains a Regulatory Impact Review (RIR) with a cost-benefit analysis of proposed revisions and an
Initial Regulatory Impact Review (IRFA) with an analysis of impacts on small entities. The analyses in
this document address the statutory requirements of the Presidential Executive Order 12866 (E.O. 12866)
and of the Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA).

On January 5, 2010, NMFS published a final rule implementing a moratorium, or limited entry, program
in the halibut charter fishery in Intemnational Pacific Halibut Commission (IPHC) Areas 2C and 3A. The
program, as published, will create a limited number of permits for the fishery in each area. Halibut
charter business operators will be required to have a charter halibut permit onboard beginning on
February 1,2011. After the permit application period is complete, each permit will be issued with an
angler endorsement, limiting the number of anglers authorized to catch and retain halibut on a fishing trip.
Permits will be issued to firms, and the endorsement on each permit issued to a firm will be equal to the
largest number of clients (as recorded in State of Alaska logbooks) taken on a groundfish fishing trip by
the firm in 2004 or 2005. The program adopted by NMFS was based on recommendations passed by the
Council.

At its February 2010 meeting, the Council indicated that NMFS has misinterpreted its intent with respect
to the way endorsements would be assigned to permits. The Council had intended that NMFS use a
method that created a firm-specific set of endorsements that corresponded more closely to the distribution
of the largest client loads on the vessels the firm had used to qualify for its permits. In a problem
statement adopted in February, the Council said, “The methodology used to assign angler endorsements to
charter halibut permits held by charter halibut businesses initially issued more than one permit could
result in excessive fishing capacity in the charter halibut fishery. The Council intends to more closely
align angler endorsements with the actual greatest number of anglers for each vessel that gave rise to each
charter halibut permit.”

The purpose of this action is to clarify regulatory language to more accurately reflect the intent of the
Council’s March 2007 preferred alternative for a charter halibut limited entry program. This action is
needed to clarify the regulatory text, following clarification of Council intent regarding the methodology
used by NMFS to determine the maximum number of permit endorsements, which occurred in February
2010. The objectives of this action are to revise the regulatory text to modify the regulations to match
Council intent to reduce excessive fishing capacity in the charter halibut fishery from the status quo,
without changing other elements of the program, and without delaying the effective date of the program
in the 2011 charter halibut fishing season.

The alternatives under consideration for this action are:

Alternative 1.  Status quo. All permits issued to a business receiving multiple permits would be issued
with an angler endorsement equal to the greatest number of charter vessel anglers
onboard any vessel used by the business to generate a permit as reported to ADF&G on
any bottom fish logbook trip in 2004 or 2005, but not less than 4.

Alternative 2.  One permit would be issued to a business with an endorsement equal to the greatest
number of charter vessel anglers onboard any vessel used by the business to generate a
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permit as reported to ADF&G on any bottom fish logbook trip in 2004 or 2005, but not
less than 4. Each subsequent permit issued to the same business would be issued with an
endorsement equal to the next greatest number of charter vessel anglers onboard any
other vessel used by the business to generate a permit, whose catch history has not
already been used by the business to determine an angler endorsement, as reported to
ADF&G on any trip in 2004 or 2005, until all permits are issued. The year selected for
determining angler endorsements must be the year selected by the applicant for permit
qualification.

Regulatory Impact Review

This action will not affect the numbers of qualified applicants for permits, or the numbers of permits,
transferable permits, or nontransferable permits that will be issued. There are an estimated 229 qualified
applicants in Area 2C, and an estimated 501 permits. Of the permits, an estimated 341 will be
transferable. There are an estimated 291 qualified applicants in Area 3A, and an estimated 410 permits.
Of the 3A permits, an estimated 316 will be transferable.

Under the status quo, NMFS estimates that 3,001 angler endorsements will be issued in Area 2C; an
estimated 2,103 will be assigned to transferable permits and 898 will be assigned to nontransferable
permits. In Area 3A, there will be an estimated 3,524 angler endorsements. Of these, 2,813 will be
assigned to transferable permits, and 711 will be assigned to nontransferable permits.

The problem statement and Alternative 2 as proposed by the Council in February 2010 (Option 1 in this
analysis), would change the methodology for assigning angler endorsement to permits issued to
businesses receiving multiple permits.

Option 1

Problem Statement

The methodology used to assign angler endorsements to charter halibut permits held by charter halibut
businesses initially issued more than one permit could result in excessive fishing capacity in the charter
halibut fishery. The Council intends to more closely align angler endorsements with the actual greatest
number of anglers for each vessel that gave rise to each charter halibut permit.

Alternatives for businesses that would be issued multiple permits:

Alternative 1.

Alternative 2.

Status quo. All permits issued to a business receiving multiple permits would be issued
with an angler endorsement equal to the greatest number of charter vessel anglers
onboard any vessel used by the business to generate a permit as reported to ADF&G on
any bottom fish logbook trip in 2004 or 2005, but not less than 4.

One permit would be issued to a business with an endorsement equal to the greatest
number of charter vessel anglers onboard any vessel used by the business to general a
permit as reported to ADF&G on any bottom fish logbook trip in 2004 or 2005, but not
less than 4. Each subsequent permit issued to the same business would be issued with an
endorsement equal to the next greatest number of charter vessel anglers onboard any
other vessel used by the business to generate a permit, whose catch history has not
already been used by the business to determine an angler endorsement, as reported to
ADF&G on any trip in 2004 or 2005, until all permits are issued. The year selected for
determining angler endorsements must be the year selected by the applicant for permit
qualification.
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Option 1 would use two different methodologies to assign angler endorsements to the first charter halibut
permit issued to a business, depending on whether the business would be issued a single permit or
multiple permits. For businesses receiving multiple permits, the angler endorsement assigned to the first
permit would be equal to the greatest number of charter vessel anglers reported onboard any vessel in the
year selected by the applicant (2004 or 2005) as its “best” year for purposes of determining the number
and transferability status of the permits it receives (applicant-selected year). Each subsequent permit
would be issued with an angler endorsement equal to the next greatest number of charter vessel anglers in
the applicant-selected year onboard any other vessel used by the business to generate a permit that has not
been used to determine an angler endorsement. This procedure would continue until all of the business’s
permits were issued. For businesses issued a single permit, the angler endorsement on the single permit
would be equal to the greatest number of charter vessel anglers recorded by that business on a logbook
fishing trip in 2004 or 2005.

These different approaches to assigning angler endorsements to the first permit issued to a business may
not meet the fair and equitable requirement under the Halibut Act. The first permit issued to a business
receiving multiple permits under the status quo method of assigning angler endorsements does not
contribute to potential excessive fishing capacity in the charter sector because the angler endorsement
would be based on the greatest number of anglers reported in 2004 or 2005 on a vessel that gave rise to a
permit for that business. Thus, under Option 1, it is unclear why it would be fair and equitable for the
angler endorsement for the first permit issued to businesses receiving multiple permits to be determined
differently than the angler endorsement for businesses receiving a single permit under Alternative 2. If
the Council recommends Option 1, it should provide a clear rationale for why using different
methodologies for determining angler endorsements for single and multiple permit businesses meets the
requirements of the Halibut Act.

The Council also could consider two options for revising Option 1, to address the fair and equitable
requirement of the Halibut Act: (1) expand the scope of this action by using the applicant-selected year to
determine the angler endorsement for permits issued to all businesses, or (2) remove the requirement to
use the applicant-selected year for determining angler endorsements, maintain the status quo methodology
for assigning angler endorsements to the first permit issued to all businesses, and change the methodology
for assigning angler endorsements to each subsequent permit issued to businesses receiving multiple
permits. The first of these two options is Option 2, and the second is Option 3 in this analysis.

Option 2

Option 2 would explicitly expand this action to apply to all businesses that would be issued charter
halibut permits. The Council could revise its problem statement and statement of intent that Alternatives
1 and 2 would apply only to businesses that would be issued multiple permits. Alternative 2 would not be
revised:

Problem Statement

The methodology used to assign anger endorsements to charter halibut permits held by charter halibut
businesses initially-issued-mere-than-ene-permit could result in excessive fishing capacity in the charter
halibut fishery. The Council intends to more closely align anger endorsements with the actual greatest
number of anglers for each vessel that gave rise to each charter halibut permit.

Al o5 forbusi l 1 be issued-multinl it

Alternative 1.  Status quo. All permits issued to a business receiving multiple permits would be issued
with an angler endorsement equal to the greatest number of charter vessel anglers
onboard any vessel used by the business to generate a permit as reported to ADF&G on
any bottom fish logbook trip in 2004 or 2005, but not less than 4.
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Alternative 2.  One permit would be issued to a business with an endorsement equal to the greatest
number of charter vessel anglers onboard any vessel used by the business to general a
permit as reported to ADF&G on any bottom fish logbook trip in 2004 or 2005, but not
less than 4. Each subsequent permit issued to the same business would be issued with an
endorsement equal to the next greatest number of charter vessel anglers onboard any
other vessel used by the business to generate a permit, whose catch history has not
already been used by the business to determine an angler endorsement, as reported to
ADF&G on any trip in 2004 or 2005, until all permits are issued. The year selected for
determining angler endorsements must be the year selected by the applicant for permit
qualification.

Option 3

Option 3 would leave the problem statement unchanged from Option 1 and revise Alternative 2 to
maintain the focus of this action on businesses that would be issued more than one permit and address
concerns about meeting the fair and equitable allocation requirement of the Halibut Act. Alternative 2
could be revised to remove the requirement that the applicant-selected year be used to determine the
angler endorsement on all permits received by a business that would be issued multiple permits:

Problem Statement

The methodology used to assign anger endorsements to charter halibut permits held by charter halibut
businesses initially issued more than one permit could result in excessive fishing capacity in the charter
halibut fishery. The Council intends to more closely align anger endorsements with the actual greatest
number of anglers for each vessel that gave rise to each charter halibut permit.

Alternatives for businesses that would be issued multiple permits:

Alternative 1.  Status quo. All permits issued to a business receiving multiple permits would be issued
with an angler endorsement equal to the greatest number of charter vessel anglers
onboard any vessel used by the business to generate a permit as reported to ADF&G on
any bottom fish logbook trip in 2004 or 2005, but not less than 4.

Alternative 2. One permit would be issued to a business with an endorsement equal to the greatest
number of charter vessel anglers onboard any vessel used by the business to generate a
permit as reported to ADF&G on any bottom fish logbook trip in 2004 or 2005, but not

less than 4. Each subsequent permit issued to the same business would be issued with

an endorsement equal to the next greatest number of charter vessel anglers onboard any
other vessel used by the business to generate a permit, whose catch history has not
already been used by the business to determine an angler endorsement, as reported to

ADF&G on any trip in 2004 or 2005, until all permits are issued. Fhe-yearselected-for

..... can

g &

Options 1, 2 and 3, were developed by ranking a firm’s endorsements generated by individual vessels and
matching them to the firm’s permits. The largest endorsements were matched to transferable permits, and
lower endorsements to the firm’s nontransferable permits. If a firm had more vessels than permits, the
excess endorsements, the firm’s lowest, were dropped, and not matched to a permit. The estimated
numbers of endorsements under each option are compared to those under the status quo in the following
tables.
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Estimated endorsement issuance in Area 2C under the action options

Status quo Action Alternative
Option 1: Council Option 2: Apply to all Option 3: Vessel’s best
language businesses year
Numbers of businesses, permits, transferable permits, and nontransferable permits
Businesses 229 229 229 229
Total permits 501 501 501 501
Tran permits 341 341 341 341
Ntrans permits 160 160 160 160
Numbers of endorsements, transferable endorsements, and nontransferable endorsements
Total end. 3,001 2,533 2,499 2,618
Tran end. 2,103 1,772 1,743 1,830
Nitran end. 898 761 756 788
Change in numbers of endorsements from status guo
Chg total end n.a -468 -502 -383
Chg trans end n.a. -331 -360 -273
Chg ntrans end n.a. -137 -142 -110
Percent change in the numbers of endorsements from the status quo

Pct chg total end n.a. -16% -17% -13%
Pct chg trans end n.a. -16% -17% -13%
Pct chg ntrans end n.a. -15% -16% -12%

Notes: NMFS, AKR. A-aal-diagnostic.do, A-aa2-diagnostic.do, A-aa3-diagnostic.do.

Estimate endorsement issuance in Area 3A under the action options

Status quo Action Alternative
Option 1: Council Option 2: Apply to all Option 3: Vessel's best
language businesses year
Numbers of businesses, permits, transferable permits, and nontransferable permits
Businesses 291 291 291 291
Total permits 410 410 410 410
Tran permits 316 316 316 316
Ntrans permits 94 94 94 94
Numbers of endorsements, transferable endorsements, and nontransferable endorsements
Total end. 3,524 3,053 2,914 3,122
Tran end. 2,813 2,501 2,379 2,537
Ntran end. 711 552 535 585
Change in numbers of endorsements from status quo
Chg total end n.a. -471 -610 -402
Chg trans end n.a. -312 434 -276
Chg ntrans end n.a. -159 -176 -126
Percent change in the numbers of endorsements from the status quo

Pct chg total end n.a. -13% -17% -11%
Pct chg trans end n.a. -11% -15% -10%
Pct chg ntrans end n.a. -22% -25% -18%

Notes: NMFS, AKR. A-aal-diagnostic.do, A-aa2-diagnostic.do, A-aa3-diagnostic.do.

While the three action alternative options reduced the number of total endorsements, a comparison of the
remaining endorsements with industry activity in 2008 suggested that the action under any of the options
presented in this analysis would not have more than a de minimus impact on current industry capacity, or

on its ability to expand that capacity.

There are two potential timing scenarios for implementing the action alternative. In the first scenario,
NMEFS would initially issue charter halibut permits to all qualifying business owners after the regulatory
amendment for this action, if approved, was implemented. This scenario would be feasible if the final
rule for this regulatory amendment is effective by mid-December 2010. The second scenario would occur
if the approved regulatory amendment was implemented any time after mid-December 2010. Under both
scenarios, NMFS would notify all business owners affected by an angler endorsement change on the
business’s permit(s). Business owners could challenge the modified angler endorsement(s) and would

also have an opportunity to appeal if their challenge is denied.

Regulatory Amendment — Charter Halibut Permit Endorsements




The action may impose some costs through impacts on permit flexibility and implementation expenses.
Costs associated with impacts on harvest are expected to be minimal.

This program will have distributional impacts by reducing the allocation of endorsements to individuals.
These costs would tend to be incurred by the original recipients of the permits. Persons who subsequently
enter the fishery by buying permits would be compensated, on average, for any reduced earning potential
because they would pay a lower price to buy the permit.

IRFA

The entities directly regulated by this action are guided charter businesses that would qualify for halibut
charter moratorium permits in IPHC Areas 2C and 3A. There are an estimated 229 qualifying firms in
Area 2C and 291 in Area 3A. As discussed in earlier analyses of this industry, while quantitative
information on individual firm revenues is lacking, almost all of these firms are believed to be small

entities under the terms of the RFA. The only exceptions may be some lodge-based operations in
Southeast Alaska. (NMFS, 2009).

Options 1 and 3 would only directly regulate qualifying businesses receiving more than one permit.
NMEFS estimates that under the status quo, 89 firms will receive more than one permit in Area 2C and that
69 firms will receive more than one in Area 3A.

An IRFA should include “a description of the projected reporting, recordkeeping and other compliance
requirements of the proposed rule, including an estimate of the classes of small entities which will be
subject to the requirement and the type of professional skills necessary for preparation of the report or
record...” The procedure for implementing this action is described in Section 1.6 of the RIR. NMFS will
notify qualified applicants of the status of their permit endorsements, and of changes in that status. The
implementation process does not impose additional reporting, recordkeeping, or other compliance
requirements on directly regulated entities.

An IRFA should include “An identification, to the extent practicable, of all relevant Federal rules that
may duplicate, overlap or conflict with the proposed rule...” This analysis did not reveal any Federal
rules that duplicate, overlap, or conflict with the action.

One of the requirements for an IRFA is that “Each initial regulatory flexibility analysis shall also contain
a description of any significant alternatives to the proposed rule which accomplish the stated objectives of
applicable statutes and which minimize any significant economic impact of the proposed rule on small
entities. Consistent with the stated objectives of applicable statutes, the analysis shall discuss significant
alternatives...” It is impossible to address this requirement pending Council action to choose an
alternative and provide a rationale for its decision.
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Sunday, March 28, 2010 5:38 PM Dave Goldstein 807 472 2581
AGENDA C-2
Supplmental

APRIL 2010

FAXED TO: (807) 271-2817 on 28 Mar 10 Dave Goldstein
PWS Eco-Charters

28 March 2010
Re: 8-14 April 2010 NPFMC Meeting, item C-2 Charter Halibut Permit Endorsements

Eric Olson, et al

NPFMC

605 W. 4™ Ave., Suite 306
Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

Dear Mr Olsen:

| have been a Halibut Charter operator in Area 3A, fishing in Prince William Sound (PWS) since
2000 and operate out of Whittier, Alaska. | have attended many NPFMC metings over the years and
continue to be Involved in issues that impact the charter industry.

You have received, or will shortly receive, letters regarding the unnecessarily complicated 45
page Public Review Draft document of March 2010 regarding Amendment to Charter Hallbut Permit
Endorsements. Simply put, |, too, find it unnecessarily complex and completely agree with others that it
would have been much easier to just state that each vessel's Angler Endorsement is equal to the
maximum number of paying clients listed in their logboak for the qualifying year selected. | also agree
with others on the Skipper & Crew Fish Retention changes... which make understanding this much easier.

I algo hope you and the Council will pursue 2 Compensated Reallocation of COMFISH Hallbut
IFQ between sectors. | firmly belleve that one of the major problems facing the halibut fishery Is the

inability to easily transfer fish from one user group to ancther. Essentially, the “halibut pie” slices need to
be adjustable... depending on the appetitel

Finally, | hope you and other Council members tackie the Near Shore Depletion of the halibut
resource. Logical solutions center on segregating user groups, creating separate fishing areas and/or
refining fishing depths for the different sectors.

Thank you very much for the opportunity to comment. | look forward to seeing progress on these
and other issues during future Council discussions.

Respectfully,

David Goldstein
PWS Eco-Charters
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Prince William Sound Charter Boat Association
President Dan Fames

FAXED TO: (807) 271-2817 on 28 Mar 10 Dan Eames
Northern Magic Charters
President PWSCBA
28 March 2010

Re: 8-14 April 2010 NPFMC Meeting, item C-2 Charter Halibut Permit Endorsements

Eric Oison, et al
NPFMC

605 W. 4" Ave., Suite 306
Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

Dear Mr Olson:

I have been a Halibut Charter operator in Area 3A, fishing in Prince William Sound (PWS) since 1993, out
of Whittier and, Valdez Alaska .

| have read over much of your 45-page Public Review Draft document of March 2010 regarding
Amendment to Charter Halibut Permit Endorsements, and find it unnecessarily complicated in what it's trying to
achieve. | think it would have been much simpler to just state that each vessel's Angler Endorsement is equal to
the maximum number of paying clients listed in it's Logbook for the qualifying year selected. l.e., 6 AE’s max for a
6-pak vessel, or the “T-Boat” COl AE max for the USCG inspected vessel, but not less than 4 AE’s. The issue of

I will again remind you that with what has transpired to date with NPFMC's lack of timely action on Halibut

shortsightedness on Halibut Sport Fishing demand, and what it means to Alaska's economy. The Sport Fishery's
large economic impact was last documented by ADF&G's 2007 Sport Fish Economic Impact study released on 14
Jan 2009.

One other major concem that must be immediately addressed by NPFMC is the Halibut Near Shore
Depletion that has demonstrably occurred in Prince William Sound and eisewhere, since NPFMC's granting of
COMFISH IFQ's in 1995. The expansion of the COMFISH season from two, 24-hour openings in mid-summer, to
a March-November annual season has totally changed their fishing dynamic. The effect of that dynamic is the
displacement of Charter and private Sport Fisherman from their historic and traditional under 50 fathom Near
Shore fishing areas, and drastic reduction in catchable halibut. This effect is really abvious in PWS and Inside
Passage fishing areas. ADF&G and IPHC stats readily demonstrate this effect. Thank you for your consideration
and continued future actions. }

Sincerely, S

Dan Eames
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FAXED TO: (907) 271-2817 on 28 Mar 10 SANITY CHARTERS of Valdez, Alaska_
Capt Ken L Larson, larson_ken@hotmail.com

1074 Eliz Street, North Pole, AK 99705
HM & FAX: (807) 488-2960 CELL: (807) 255-2798
28 March 2010

Re: 8-14 April 2010 NPFMC Meeting, Item C-2 Charter Halibut Permit Endorsements

Eric Olson, et al

NPFMC

605 W. 4" Ave., Suite 306
Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

Dear Mr Olson:

| have been a Halibut Charter and Lodge Operator in Area 3A, fishing in Prince William Sound (PWS)
since 1984, out of Valdez & Ellamar, Alaska. | historically do ovemight fishing charters with approx. 100 clients
and 60-70 days on the water each year, for approx 250-300 client days on the water, and have been slowly
growing my business since 1893. The severe economic downturn cut my business almost in half in 2009 and
2010 isn't shaping up much better.,

| have read over much of your 45-page Public Review Draft document of March 2010 regarding
Amendment to Charter Halibut Permit Endorsements, and find it unnecessarily complicated in what it's trying to
achieve. 1 think it would have been much simpler to just state that each vessel's Angler Endorsement is equal to
the maximum number of paying clients listed in it's Logbook for the qualifying year selected. l.e., 6 AE's max fora
6-pak vessel, or the “T-Boat” CO! AE max for the USCG inspected vessel, but not less than 4 AE's. The issue of
Skipper & Crew Fish Retention could easily be addressed by stating that “When ever Skipper and Crew Fish
Retention is Regulatorily permitted, their number of in-water fishing lines is in addition to the vessel’s Angler
Endorsement issue limit contained in the LEP."

| will again remind you that with what has transpired to date with NPFMC’s lack of timely action on Halibut
issues, and the resulting major investments made by both the COMFISH and Charter Industries, the oniy fair and
viable allocation option left (even with a LEP), is a Compensated Reallocation of COMFISH Halibut [FQ to the
Sport Fish and Subsistence sectors. Itis only reasonable the responsible Government Agencies fund this
reallccation since they have caused this problem due to their continued and untimely inaction and
shortsightedness on Halibut Sport Fishing demand, and what it means to Alaska’s economy. The Sport Fishery's
large economic impact was last documented by ADF&G'’s 2007 Sport Fish Economic Impact study released on 14
Jan 2009.

One other major concemn that must be immediately addressed by NPFMC is the Halibut Near Shore
Depletion that has demonstrably occurred in Prince William Sound and elsewhere, since NPFMC's granting of
COMFISH iIFQ's in 1995. The expansion of the COMFISH season from two, 24-hour openings in mid-summer, to
a March-November annual season has totally changed their fishing dynamic. The effect of that dynamic is the
displacement of Charter and private Sport Fisherman from their historic and traditional under 50 fathom Near
Shore fishing areas, and drastic reduction in catchable hafibut. This effect is really obvious in PWS and Inside
Passage fishing areas. ADF&G and IPHC stats readily demonstrate this effect. Thank you for your consideration
and continued future actions.

Sincerely,

Kew L. Lanaor

// SIGNED //

Capt Ken L Larson






