AGENDA C-1

OCTOBER 2001
MEMORANDUM
TO: Council Members
FROM: Clarence Pautzke ESTIMATED TIME
) . 7 HOURS
Executive Director
DATE: September 25, 2001

SUBJECT: Halibut Charter IFQ Program
ACTION REQUIRED

Consider rescinding final action previously taken in April 2001, and take additional steps as appropriate.

BACKGROUND

Summary of past action. The Council approved an individual fishing quota (IFQ) program for the halibut
charter fleet in Southeast and Southcentral Alaska on April 14, 2001. This decision culminated eight years
of debate and over 8,000 comments on managing the charter halibut fishery. If approved by the Secretary of
Commerce, the IFQ program would replace the guideline harvest level (GHL) program, which was approved
by the Council in February 2000, and recently submitted for Secretarial review. No new information is
available on this issue.

In June, the State of Alaska representative on the Council notified the Council of his plan to move to rescind
the Council’s April 2001 motion approving a halibut charter IFQ program. As a result, this issue was placed
on the agenda for this meeting. The State’s position on the halibut charter IFQ/moratorium issue is attached
as Item C-1(a). Major features of the adopted program are summarized in Item C-1(b) The preferred
alternative adopted by the Council is attached as Item C-1(c), and the suite of alternatives that were before
the Council during final action is under Item C-1(d). A reference copy of the complete analysis is available.

Future work. The revisions necessary to submit the halibut charter IFQ EA/RIR/IRFA to the Secretary have
not been completed due to necessary revisions to the halibut GHL EA/RIR/IRFA, the halibut subsistence
EA/RIR, and another groundfish analysis. Additional staff work also will be required to support a proposed
Charter IFQ Implementation Team comprised of industry representatives. The committee will be charged
with recommending appropriate recordkeeping and reporting requirements for implementing the charter IFQ
program. Staff also will support an agency implementation team, which also will recommend the
implementation and enforcement design of the new program in conjunction with the industry committee.
Last, the Council will initiate a trailing amendment to develop an implementation plan for the community
set-aside program which was part of the original action, upon approval of the charter IFQ program by the
Secretary.
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AGENDA C-1(a)
OCTOBER 2001

State Of Alas ka Tony Knowles, Governor

Department of Fish and Game

Frank Rue, Commissioner

STATE POSITION ON HALIBUT CHARTER IFQ/MORATORIUM ISSUE
September 20, 2001

The State does not support the implementation of an IFQ program for Alaska’s halibut charter
fishery, and therefore is pursuing a rescission of the April, 2001 Council decision. The State
supports the implementation of the guideline harvest level (GHL) regulations that were adopted
by the Council in February 2000.

Under the GHL regulations, the charter fleets in Southeast and Southcentral Alaska receive 125
percent of their average harvest estimates between 1995 and 1999. No restrictions are to be
implemented until the charter harvest exceeds these threshold levels. If the GHL is exceeded,
harvest restrictions will be implemented the following season, or two seasons later, depending on
how much the GHL is exceeded.

Based on harvest and effort trends in the charter fishery during recent years the State believes the
regulations within the GHL program may be adequate to address future growth in the harvest of
halibut in the charter fishery. However, as an added measure of protection, the State believes
the Council should adopt a moratorium at this time to restrict new entrants into the halibut
charter fishery.

The State also supports an expedited and time certain local area management planning (LAMP)
process by the Alaska Board of Fisheries to address localized depletion and user group conflicts.
The State would encourage the Board to complete this process and report back to the Council by
February 2003 or earlier if possible.



SUMMARY AGENDA C-1(b)
HALIBUT CHARTER IFQ PROGRAM OCTOBER 2001

After two days of public testimony from more than 200 individuals, the North Pacific Fishery Management
Council approved an individual fishing quota (IFQ) program for the halibut charter fleet in Southeast and
Southcentral Alaska on April 14, 2001. This decision culminated eight years of debate and over 8,000 corments
on managing the charter halibut fishery. The IFQ program would replace the guideline harvest level (GHL)
program approved by the Council in February 2000, and currently under Secretarial review. No changes were
made to the 2-fish daily bag limit or 2-day possession limit for charter anglers. The charter IFQ program could
be implemented as early as 2003 if adopted by the Secretary of Commerce. Major features of the approved
program will include:

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

2. The action does not permit a charter captain to sell the fish. Fish caught by charter clients belong to the
client.

3. The halibut charter IFQ program would be integrated into the existing halibut commercial IFQ program. The
charter sector would be allocated 125% of the average 1995-99 charter harvest to allow for growth in the
fishery. The allocation equates to approximately 13% of the combined commercial and charter quota in
Southeast Alaska and approximatelyl4% of the combined commercial and charter quota in Southcentral
Alaska. This is more than 36 percent in Southeast Alaska and 37 percent in Southcentral Alaska than is
presently being harvested by the charter sector.

4. Charter allocations can grow over time. Charter quota shares may not be transferred (sold) to the commercial
sector. In the future, the Council will determnine whether to allow a portion of charter QS to transfer to the
commercial sector. Quota shares may be transferred within the charter sector. Commercial quota shares may
be transferred to the charter sector. They also may be transferred back to the commercial sector.
Restrictions on those commercial quota shares would continue to be applied while they are used in the
commercial fishery.

5. Twenty percent of charter IFQs (an IFQ is the amount which can be harvested in any one year based on a
person’s number of quota shares mmltiplied by the quota) may be leased within the charter sector for the first
three years of the program; ten percent may be leased to the commercial sector for the first five years.

6. Between 1 and 2 percent of charter QS will be set aside for underdeveloped Gulf coastal commmities to
develop additional charter operations (the Council will identify those commmmities who are eligible for
developing new operations and the details for how the program will be administered in a subsequent action).

7. Charter quota will be issued to a charter vessel owner, or to a person who leased a vessel from an owner,
and who carried clients in 1998 or 1999, and 2000.

8. A quota share use cap of 1 percent in Southeast Alaska and V2 percent in Southcentral Alaska as well as a
cap of V2 percent for both areas combined was approved, however, anyone who is initially issued quota
shares above those levels would be grandfathered into the program at their qualifying level.

9. A delay of one year between the issuance of quota shares and fishing under the IFQ program.

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

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

The Council is an advisory body to the National Marine Fisheries Service, which manages Pacific halibut in State
and Federal waters off Alaska jointly with the International Pacific Halibut Commission under the authority of
the Northem Pacific Halibut Act of 1982.



AGENDA C-1(c)
North Pacific Fishery Management Council OCTOBER 2001
Final Motion on Halibut Charter Fishery Management

April 14, 2001
Alternative 2. Include the halibut charter sector in the existing halibut IFQ program.

IFQs are an access privilege, not an an ownership right. They may be revoked or limited at any time in
accordance with the North Pacific Halibut Act as well as the Magnsuon-Stevens Act, and other federal laws.
Charter IFQ halibut may not be sold into commerce - i.e., all sport regulations remain in effect.

Issue 1.  Inmitial QS may be based on:

1. Equal to 125% of corrected average 1995-99 charterboat harvest.
2. (13.05% in Area 2C and 14.11% in Area 3A of a combined charter and commercial quota).
3. 100% of an individual’s QS would float with abundance.

Issue 2. Initial allocation of QS would be issued to U.S. citizens or to U.S. companies on the
following basis: 75% U.S. ownership '

1. Charter vessel owner - person who owns the charterboat and charterboat business; and

2. Bare vessel lessee, where a lease occurred (instead of owner) - person that leases a vessel and
controls its use as a charterboat for this fishery. May operate the vessel or may hire a
captain/skipper. Lessee determines when the vessel sails and by whom captained.

Issue 3. Qualification Criteria

Initial issuees who carried clients in 1998 or 1999 and who submitted ADF&G logbooks for an active
vessel (as received by ADF&G by February 12, 2000). Initial issuees will be required to be currently
participating (meeting all legal requirements including filing a logbook) during season prior to final action
and any year claimed during the qualifying period (currently May- Sept 20, 2000) and claimed trips must
have been under the operation of a person holding a U.S. Coast Guard license. Overall, must have
participated in 1998 or 1999, and 2000.

Issue 4. Distribution of QS may be based on:

70% of 1998 and 1999 logbook average with an additional 10% added for each year of operation 1995-97
(longevity reward). (Excess QS would be distributed equally among those initial issuees with participation
in at least one year during 1995-97).

Issue 5.  Transferability of QS (permanent) and IFQs (on annual basis [leasing])

Charter QS is non-leasable
Charter QS transfers:

1. Initially issued Charter QS is fully transferrable within the charter sector.

2. Forpurposes of transfer to commercial sector, 75% of an individual’s initially issued charter QS
is permanently nontransferable and 25% may be transferrable upon Council review and approval
after 3 years.

3. Commercial QS purchased by charter operator is fully transferable (two-way) across sectors and
retains original designations.

NPPMC Newsletter April 2001



Charter IFQ leasing:
1. 20% of a charter operator’s annual IFQ is leasable within the charter sector for the first 3 years
of the program.
2. Leasing is defined as the use of Charter IFQ on a vessel which the owner of the QS has less
than a 50% ownership interest.
3. 10% of a charter operator’s annual IFQ may be leased to the commercial sector for the first 5

years.
Block restrictions
1. anyinitially issued (i.e., unblocked) charter QS once transferred to commercial sector shall be
unblocked.
2. allow splitting of commercial blocks to transfer a smaller piece to the charter sector - split blocks
retain original designations.
Vessel class restrictions

1. from A, B, C, and/or D commercial vessel category sizes to charter sector, except that no
charter business may own or control more than 1 “D” category block equal to or above the
sweep-up level :

2. from charter to commercial at B, C, and D category.

initial transfer from undesignated charter only to catcher vessel of comparable size class. Buy

down allowances apply (e.g., charter vessel 35'-60" must sell to C or D class commercial vessel.)

w

Issue 6. To receive halibut QS and IFQ by transfer:

For the charter sector, must be either:
1. aninitial charter issuee; or
2. qualified as defined by State of Alaska requirements for registered guides or businesses; and
3. fulfill all legal obligations of the charter sector; and
4. hold USCG Ilicense.

For the commercial sector, must have a commercial transfer eligibility certificate. All commercial

rules applyto any provision that may permit the use of commercial QS/IFQ for commercial purposes
by any entity in the Charter IFQ sector.

Issue 7. Caps

1. use cap for charter QS owners only of 1 percent of combined QS units in Area 2C and %2 percent
of combined QS units in Area 3A (for all entities, individually and collectively) and grandfather initial
issuees at their initial allocation. '

2. usecaps forcharter QS owners only of ¥ percent of combined QS units for combined Areas 2C and
3 A (for all entities, individually and collectively) and grandfather initial issuees at their initial allocation

Issue 8. Miscellaneous provisions

1. Maximum line limit of 12 in Area 3 A (remains at 6 lines for Area 2C), grandfather initial issuees at
" maximum lines in 2000, however, line limits in excess of the maximum are non-transferable.
2. 10% underage provision of total IFQs.
3. A one-year delay between initial issuance of QS and fishing IFQs.
4. Halibutharvested aboard a charter vessel continues to be the property of the angler who caught the
halibut provided the charter owner possesses sufficient IFQ.

NPEMC Newsletter April2001



Issue9. IFQs associated with the charter quota shares may be issued in:

Numbers of fish (based on average weight determined by ADF&G)
Issue 10. Reporting:

The Council defers design of the reporting and enforcement strategy to an IFQ technical implementation
team, comprised of agency and industry. It is the intent of the Council that a more comprehensive reporting
system will address the following items. The Councilnoted that ADF&G logbooks would notbe considered
sufficient for monitoring and that the team should consider fish tags and other reporting systems suggested
by industry.

1. More timely, verifiable reporting of catch;

2. Enforcement concerns; .

3. More accurate geographic referencing of catch location which provides for analysis of halibutharvest
in LAMP districts.

Issue 11. Community set-aside (revised)

1. Setaside 1% of the combined commercial and charter halibut quota to communities with % percent
annual increases if utilized, to a maximum of 2 percent.

2. Source of the set-aside: Equal pounds from the commercial and charter sectors.

3. Sunsetprovisions: 10 years (starting in the first year of issuance). Persons currently participating in
the set-aside program at the time of sunset would be allowed to operate within the guidelines of the
program.

LAMPs
The Council also supports an expedited local area management planning (LAMP) process by the Alaska

Board of Fisheries to address localized depletion and user group conflicts and other issues as appropriate. The
Council encourages the Board to complete this process and report back to the Council as soon as possible.

NPFMC Newsletter April 2001



AGENDA C-1(d)
PUBLIC REVIEW DRAFT OCTOBER 2001

The alternatives included in this analysis are:

Alternative 1. Status quo.

Alternative 2. Include the halibut charter sector in the existing halibut IFQ program.
Issue 1. Initial QS may be based on:

Option 1. Equal to 125% of corrected average 1995-99 charterboat harvest
(13.05% in Area2C and 14.11% in Area 3 A of a combined charter and commercial quota)

Option 2. Equal to 100% of corrected average 1998-99 charterboat harvest
(10.73% in Area 2C and 9.82% in Area 3A of a combined charter and commercial quota)

Option 3. Equal to 100% of corrected average 1995-99 charter harvest
(10.44% in Area2C and 11.29% in Area 3 A of acombined charter and commercial quota)

Suboption: 0-50% of an individual’s QS initial issuance would be fixed and the remainder would float
with abundance.

Issue 2. Initial allocation of QS would be issued to U.S. citizens or to U.S. companies on the
following basis:
U.S. ownership based on: a) 51% ownership; b) 75% ownership

Option 1.  Charter vessel owner - person who owns the charterboat and charterboat business

Option2. Bare vessel lessee - person that leases a vessel and controls its use as a charterboat for this
fishery. May operate the vessel or may hire a captain/skipper. Lessee determines when the
vessel sails and by whom captained.

Issue 3.  Qualification Criteria

Option1. Initialissues who carried clients in 1998 and 1999 and who submitted ADF&G logbooks for
an active vessel (as received by ADF&G by February 12, 2000)

Option 2 Initial issuees who carried clients in 1998 or 1999 and who submitted ADF&G logbooks for
an active vessel (as received by ADF&G by February 12, 2000)

Option 3. Initial issuees who carried clients prior to June 24, 1998 and who submitted at least one
ADF&G logbook for an active vessel (as received by ADF&G by February 12, 2000)

Option4. Initialissuees who carried clients four out of five years between 1995-1999 as evidenced by
IPHC, CFEC, and ADF&Gbusiness and guide documentation for 1995-99 and submitted
logbooks for an active vessel in 1998 and 1999

Option5. Initialissuees who carried clients four out of five years between 1995-1999 as evidenced by

IPHC, CFEC and ADF&G business and guide documentation for 1995-99 and submitted —~

logbooks for an active vessel for either 1998 or 1999

S:Mchuck\IFQs\Public Review\Section1&2.wpd xiv March 12, 2001



PUBLIC REVIEW DRAFT

Option 6. Initial issuees who carried clients three out of five years between 1995-1999 as evidenced
by IPHC, CFEC, and ADF&G business and guide documentation for 1995-99 and submitted
logbooks for an active vessel in 1998 and 1999

Option 7. Initial issuees who carried clients three out of five years between 1995-1999 as evidenced
byIPHC, CFEC, and ADF&G business and guide documentation for 1995-99 and submitted
logbooks for an active vessel in 1998 or 1999

Suboption: Require thatinitial issuees be currently participating (meeting all legal requirements including
filing a logbook) during season prior to final action (currently May- Sept 2000) and claimed
trips must have been under the operation of a person holding a U.S. Coast Guard license.

Issue 4. Distribution of QS may be based on:

Option 1. 70% of 1998 and 1999 logbook average with an addmonal 10% added for each year of
operation 1995-97 (longevity reward).

Option 2. Modified Kodiak proposal: 5-30% for A, 33% for B, 37-62% for C

Part A: eachindividual gets an equal percentage of the qualified pool as identified by the Council’s final
action.

PartB: eachindividual’s average 98/99 logbook harvest as percentage of overall harvest is multiplied by
33% of the qualified pool.

Part C: one point for each year of participation during 1995-99.

Suboption: Base distribution for the preferred option onboth total catch retained and caught and released

Issue 5. Transferability of QS (permanent) and IFQs (on annual basis [leasing])

Option 1. Nature of Charter QS/IFQ:
a) Leasable
b) Non-leasable

Suboption: Define leasing as the use of QS/IFQ on vessels on which the owner of the QS/IFQ has less
than 20-75% ownership

Option 2. Transfer of QS (permanent) and/or IFQs (leasing):
- a) prohibit transfers between charter and commercial sectors
Suboption: no QS transfers between sectors for 2-5 years
b) allow transfers between charter and commercial sectors
1. 1-yr one way transfer from commercial to charter
2. 3-yr one way transfer from commercial to charter
3. two-way (between commercial and charter sectors).

Suboptions under Options b (1-3):

i. Designate QS poolinto two classes for transfer from charter to commercial sector:
transferable (25%) and non-transferable (75%) pools on an individual’s basis

ii. Cap the percentage of annual IFQ transfers (de facto leasing) between sectors not
to exceed 25% of total IFQs and a range of 0-10% of IFQs per year from charter
to commercial.
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Option 3.

Option 4.

Option 5.
Issue 6.

Option 1.

PUBLIC REVIEW DRAFT

iii. on percentage of annual QS transfers between sectors not to exceed 25% of total
QS and a range of between 0-10% of QS per year from charter to commercial.

iv. A range of 0-10% leasing of Charter IFQ to charter from charter for the first 3
years

Block restrictions
a) any initially issued (i.e., unblocked) charter QS once transferred to commercial sector
shall be:
1. blocked
2. blocked up to the limits of the commercial sweep-up and block limits
3. unblocked
b) allow splitting of commercial blocks to transfer a smaller piece to the charter sector
c) allow splitting of commercial blocks once transferred to the charter sector

Vessel class restrictions

a) from A, B, C, and/or D commercial vessel category sizes to charter sector
1. Leasable
2. Non-leasable

b) from charter to commercial:
1. D category only
2. Cand D category only
3. B, C, and D category

c) initial transfer from undesignated charter to a particular commercial vessel category
locks in at that commercial category

Minimum size of transfer is range of 20-72 fish
To receive halibut QS and IFQ by transfer:

For the charter sector, must be either

a) a initial charter issuee or

b) qualified as defined by State of Alaska requirements for registered guides or businesses*
*Suboption:and hold a USCG license.

*this would require a change in the commercial regulations to allow transfer of commercial QS/IFQ to charter operator

Option 2.

Issue 7.
Option 1.

Option 2.

c) fulfill all legal obligations of the charter sector

For the commercial sector, must have a commercial transfer eligibility certificate.
Suboption: all commercial rules apply to any provision that may permit the use of commercial
QS/IFQ for commercial purposes by any entity in the Charter IFQ sector.

Caps

No caps - free transferability

Caps:

a) use cap for charter QS owners only of %, ¥, and 1% of combined QS units in Area 2C

and 1/4, Y2, and 1% of combined QS units in Area 3 A (for all entities, individually and
collectively) and grandfather initial issues at their initial allocation

S:Mchuck\IFQs\Public Review\Section1&2.wpd XVi March 12, 2001



PUBLIC REVIEW DRAFT
b) use cap for charter QS owners only of %, Y2, and 1% of combined QS units for

combined Areas 2C and 3 A (for all entities, individually and collectively) and grandfather
initial issues at their initial allocation

Issue 8. Miscellaneous provisions

Option 1. Maximum line limit of 12 in Area 3A (remains at 6 lines for Area 2C), grandfather initial
issuees

Option 2. 10% underage provision of total IFQs
Option3. 10% overage provision of IFQs remaining on last trip to be deducted from next year’s IFQs
Option 4. A one-year delay between initial issuance of QS and fishing IFQs.
Issue9. IFQs associated with the charter quota shares may be issued in:
Option 1. Pounds
Option 2. Numbers of fish (based on average weight determined by ADF&G)
Issue 10. Reporting
Option 1. Require operator to report landings at conclusion of trip
Option2. ADF&G logbook

Option3. Require areporting station in every city and charter boat location to accurately weigh every
halibut caught.

Option 4. Charter IFQ fish tags
Option 5. Require operator to log the catch at the time the fish is retained.
Issue 11. Community set-aside
Option 1. No community set-aside.
Option2. Set-aside ¥5-2 ¥ percent of combined commercial charter TAC for Gulf coastal communities
Suboption 1. Source of the set-aside
a) equal pounds from the commercial and charter sectors.
b) proportional amount based on the split between the commercial and charter sectors.
¢) 100 percent of the pounds taken out of the charter sector.
Suboption 2. Sunset provision
a) no sunset

b) sunsetin 5 years
c) sunsetin 10 years
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Alternative 3.
Issue 1.

Option 1.

Option 2.

PUBLIC REVIEW DRAFT

d) persons currently participating in the set-aside program at the time of sunset would be
allowed to operate within the guidelines of the program.

Moratorium

Issuee

owner/operator or lessee (the individual who has the license and fills out logbook) of the
charter vessel/business that fished during the eligibility period (based on an individual’s

participation and not the vessel’s activity)

vessel

Issue 2.  Qualification Criteria

Option 1.

Option 2.

Option 3.

Option4.

Option 5.

Option 6.

Option 7.

Suboption:

Issue 3.

Option 1.
a)
b)

Initial issues who carried clients in 1998 and 1999 and who submitted ADF&G logbooks for
an active vessel (as received by ADF&G by February 12, 2000)

Initial issuees who carried clients in 1998 or 1999 and who submitted ADF&G logbooks for
an active vessel (as received by ADF&G by February 12, 2000)

Initial issuees who carried clients prior to June 24, 1998 and who submitted at least one
ADF&G logbook for an active vessel (as received by ADF&G by February 12, 2000)

Initial issuees who carried clients four out of five years between 1995-1999 as evidenced by
IPHC, CFEC, and ADF&G business and guide documentation for 1995-99 and submitted
logbooks for an active vessel in 1998 and 1999

Initial issuees who carried clients four out of five years between 1995-1999 as evidenced by
IPHC, CFEC and ADF&G business and guide documentation for 1995-99 and submitted
logbooks for an active vessel for either 1998 or 1999

Initial issuees who carried clients three out of five years between 1995-1999 as evidenced
byIPHC, CFEC, and ADF&G business and guide documentation for 1995-99 and submitted
logbooks for an active vessel in 1998 and 1999

Initial issuees who carried clients three out of five years between 1995-1999 as evidenced
byIPHC, CFEC, and ADF&G business and guide documentation for 1995-99 and submitted
logbooks for an active vessel in 1998 or 1999

Require that initial issuees be currently participating (meeting all legal requirements including
filing a logbook) during season prior to final action (currently May- Sept 2000) and claimed
trips must have been under the operation of a person holding a U.S. Coast Guard license.

Evidence of participation

mandatory requirements:
IPHC license (for all years)
CFEC number (for all years)
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PUBLIC REVIEW DRAFT

c) 1998 logbook
Option 2. supplementary requirements
a) Alaska state business license
b) sportfish business registration
c) insurance for passenger for hire
d) ADFG guide registration
e) enrollment in drug testing program (CFR 46)

Issue 4. Vessel upgrade

Option 1. License designation limited to 6-pack, if currently a 6-pack, and inspected vessel owner
limited to current inspected certification (held at number of people, not vessel size)

Option 2:. Allow upgrades in southeast Alaska (certified license can be transferred to similar size
vessel)

Issue §. Transfers
Option 1. Will be allowed

Issue 6. Duration for review
Option 1. Tied to the duration of the GHL
Option 2. 3 years

Option 3. 5 years (3 years, with option to renew for 2 years)

SUMMARY OF SECTION 2

None of the alternatives under consideration would affect the prosecution of the halibut fisheries in a way
not previously considered in consultations. None of the alternatives would affect takes of listed species.
Therefore, none of the alternatives are expected to have a significant impact or effect on endangered or
threatened species.

SUMMARY OF SECTION 3

Section 3 provides the baseline data from the 2000 IPHC halibut stock assessment and summaries of halibut
harvest and participation data by fishery sector and area from ADF&G statewide harvest surveys, guide and
business registration, port sampling, creel surveys, and saltwater charter vessel logbook program. These data
are used in Sections 4 and 5 to prepare the regulatory impact review and draft initial regulatory flexibility
analysis. Lastly, halibut biomass and charter fishery projections are discussed.

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

The halibut resource is healthy and total removals are at record levels. The 2000 IPHC stock assessment
model continues to show a strong 1987 year-class. No strong year-classes are following, indicating that
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PUBLIC REVIEW DRAFT
c) 1998 logbook
Option 2.  supplementary requirements
a) Alaska state business license
b) sportfish business registration
c) insurance for passenger for hire
d) ADFG guide registration
e) enrollment in drug testing program (CFR 46)

Issue 4. Vessel upgrade

Option 1. License designation limited to 6-pack, if currently a 6-pack, and inspected vessel owner
limited to current inspected certification (held at number of people, not vessel size)

Option 2:. Allow upgrades in southeast Alaska (certified license can be transferred to similar size
vessel)

Issue 3. Transfers
Option 1. Will be allowed

Issue 6. Duration for review
Option 1. Tied to the duration of the GHL
Option 2. 3 years

Option 3. 5 years (3 years, with option to renew for 2 years)
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WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED
ON HALIBUT CHARTER IFQ ISSUE

AGENDA C-1
OCTOBER 2001
Supplemental



Halibut Charter IFQ Program
Written Comments for October 2001 Meeting
North Pacific Fishery Management Council

Number in Parentheses indicates placement in comment packet.

Alaska Sportfishing Association (21)
Alaskan Game Fisher (17)

Arctic Tern Charters (4)

Bocci, John (34)

Bondurant, Dale (27)

Bruce, Ed (30)

Christensen, Harland (36)

Cline, Stephen (1)

Cordova District Fishermen United (32)
Crackerjack Sportfishing Charters (18)
Deaver, Richard (10)

Dept. of the Army (6)

Dewey, Roger (13)

Eliason, George (14)

F.V.0.A.(3)

Fairweather Fish, Inc. (31)

Form Letters w/notations (43)
Franzel, James (15)

Hughes, James (38)

Jamison, Vern (19)

Johnson, Don/Phyllis Hemandez (5)
Kirk, George (24)

Magnum Charters (9)

Mayo, Sheryl (25)

Merrigan, Jerry (33)

Nelson, Paul (29)

Nichols, Randy & Carolvn (28)
Petersburg Vessel Owners Assn. (39)
Petition (41)

Petition (42)

Phoenix Marine Co (12

Rutter, D. (22)

Sam’s Guide Service (7)
Schandelmeier, John (35)

Seafood Producers Cooperative (16)
Sitka Charter Boat Operators Association (26)
Sitka’s Secrets (37)

Sportsman’s Cove Lodge (40)
Studley, James (23)

The Yakutat Fisherman (8)

Van Saun Charters (2)

Walter, Marve (11)

Wood, Charles (20)
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3360 227th St. S.W.

Stephen J. Cline E(@EE VE D

Brier, WA 98036-8032 JUL 30 2001
July 24.2001

o . NREM.G
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th
Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

Dear Council,

I am addressing you with regards to your upcoming meeting in Seattle and the
subject of Halibut IFQ’s for the sport fisherman. You have already allotted
IFQ’s to a few chosen Americans and in some cases making instant
millionaires, with use of a public resource. Requiring that charter boat
operators buy quota is adding insult to injury. The natural resources of this
country belong to the people of this country and not a select group. As an

American citizen and resident of Washington State I strongly urge you to
suspend this action.

cc: Waghington State Governor Gary Locke
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Mr. David Benton , Chairman SEP 1 0 2001 ’ '
North Pagiﬁc Fisheries Management Council
605 W 4 Ave Suite 306 :
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252 _ N.P.EM.C

Having been a Halibut Charter Guide in Cook Inlet for the fast 10 years I would like to address the attempt
by the State of Alaska ie. Toney Knowles, Ken Duffy, and Bob Penney, to bring the Halibut Charter IFQ
program up for a revote at the October meeting of the NPFMC.

It is clear to me that Ken Duffy’s appointment to the North Pacific Fisheries Management Council was
purely a political move by Tony Knowles to support the governor’s opposition to the Halibut Charter IFQ
program. Mr. Duffy is obviously willing to do Tony’s dirty work without regard for the real issues in this
challenging time. The fact that Duffy supports a Guideline Harvest Level (GHL) over the IFQ program

demonstrates pure ignorance of the effects each program would have on the industry and the sport anglers
who use it.

A GHL, also known as a total allowable catch would create a race to the fish. It wouldn’t be an issue of
how many guides there are, once the GHL was met all sport halibut fisherman would face restrictions
varying from smaller bag limits to total shutdown. Basically this would create a race to the fish. The
guides who would benefit would be the ones willing to fish any weather at low prices. The people that
would suffer would be guides dedicated to being professionals who make prudent decisions regarding
weather and have a commitment to summer long availability. The sport fisherman especially the easily
entrapped newcomer would also suffer. Out of State Clients and Alaskan residents who want to fish the
later part of the summer would very likely be unable to due to closures.

Ken Duffy seems to think he can walk right in and over-ride 10 years of hard work by many individuals to

come up with a viable plan. It is unfortunate that he is letting political affiliations taint rational logic. Just VN
think about the benefits that come along with the IFQ plan. It allows for new entrants into the fishery

through the purchase of quota. This is not true of the moratoriums that Mr. Duffy refers too. Quotas allow

the guided sport catch to float with the abundance of the biomass while not threatening the average private

boats. The IFQ program allows guides to fish their people during good tides and weather and be available

throughout the summer. It also guarantees a certain level of professionalism versus the fly by night guide

that will exist under the GHL. The Deputy Commissioner seems to think he is on the side of sport

fishermen where in fact he is undermining their best interest.

It is very unfortunate politics are playing such a strong role in what uitimately should be decisions made
based on what is best for the fish. Clearly our Halibut Guide Industry has grown so large something must
be done to keep it in check if we are going to guarantee the future of our near shore fisheries. It is my

opinion and the opinion of the overwhelming majority of the people I talk to that the Halibut Charter IFQ is
the most viable solution.

Tony Knowles should stay out of decisions made by the North Pacific Fisheries Council. He and previous
Governors have made appointments to the Council based on the appointee’s backgrounds and knowledge
of the issues. Then he turns around and back stabs their decisions because they are not popular with a few
of his constituents. To Mr. Knowles I say take a step back and let due process take its course.

Sin?jy,\/

) ' { S Van Saun Charl: ' P.0. Box 39622
€rs ol

Captain Rod Van Saun Deep Creek Salmon ot Ninflchik, Alaska 98639

{907) 567-3547 - Home Phone
Van Saun Charters {507) 398-3179 - Cell

e-mall: vscharters@hotmall.com

Coast Guard
Licensed & :
Insured
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September 4, 2001 4

Mr. Dave Benton, Chairman ..~

North Pacific Fishery Management Counc:l
605 W. 4% Ave., #306 .-
Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

Dear Chairman Benton

This lettesz

Association reggrdmg mepmpomm
operauons. Thls is scheduledidt acugé

present an alternate pla.n.

Those seeking a reversal of the, Counmts a(:tn:{'~ oweit to the pubhc to present a workable
option that is equal to or better than the onethe Councﬂ voted aﬁnnatwely on. Additionally,

those seeking a reversal have a ﬁducxagg_esponm‘bﬂlty o" presentmg a t:me lmo on implementaticn
and final action of any alternative they may present.”

The Council needs to be a body that resolves problems. In our opinion, the IFQ
amendment to the current IFQ plan provides a reasonable fair resolution to future allocation
battles between the charter industry and commercial industry. If there should be problems with
the program, amendments in the future can be made to address those issues just as the commercial
IFQ program is amended on occasion to address issues.

The FVOA and its members support the previous action of the Council. If there is a
rescinding of the previous Council action, then it falls on those who support a change to present

LATITUDE: 47° 39 36" NORTH WEB PAGE
LONGITUDE: 120° 22' 58" WEST WWW.FVOA.ORG



Mr. Dave Benton
September 4, 2001
2 . .

an alternative that addresses the problem statement as well as or better than the existing Council
recommendation to the Secretary. The Council needs to be a body that resolves problems, not an
organization that perpetuates contentious issues. The Council took action once. It should move
onto the next issue.

Sincerely,
h)

-~

Robert D. Alverson

Manager
RDA:cb

cc: Washington Congressional Delegation
Alaska Congressional Delegation



ARCTIC TERN CHARTERS & FisH CAMP

Captain Perry A. Flotre, Professional Sportfishing Guide

7 September 2001
North Pacific Fishery Management Council ECERE
605 W. 4th Avenue, #306 N )
Anchorage, AK 99501 SEF 1 0 2001

Dear Mr. Chairman and Council Members, N.PEMC
My name is Perry Flotre. I own and operate a sport charter fishing business in
South Central Alaska. Some 65% of our business is dependent upon Alaska’s
visitor vacationing clients and the rest are local Alaskans. I strongly urge you
NOT to support the State of Alaska’s proposal to revisit the Council’s April 2001
overwhelming 8 to 3 vote for adoption of the Halibut Charter IFQ Program.

The State of Alaska’s alternative of regressing back to the GHL and trying to
sweeten it with the addition of a moratorium (after the GHL is exceeded) is with-
out merit. The Charter IFQ Program as adopted by the Council is proactive and
will prevent the constant reallocation battles between the Commercial/Charter
Sectors and also provide both sectors the ability to adjust during periods of decline
or increase in stocks. The State of Alaska’s position is reactive , i.e., it waits until
the problem has already occurred and then attempts to orchestrate a fix. In the in-
terim the Charter sector will face the loss of long established clientele bases and
the accompanying financial losses, a real hit when you consider the fleet is over-
capitalized and running a 35% annual turnover rate.

I suppose 1 am preaching to the choir since most of you have been involved in
this process for sometime, attending numerous meetings, listening to hours of
committee reports and public testimony. The Council is to be congratulated on the
development of such a thorough analysis for a final decision on the Charter IFQ
Program in April 2001.

I would encourage you to remember the following when making your decision

to revisit this issue. The rational for supporting the Charter IFQ Program has
not changed since Apr of 2001:

P.O. Box 1122—Sterling, Alaska 98672 Phone/Fax 207-262-7631
Email: arctictern@alaska.com Web: www.arcticterncharters.com




The Ch'arter IFQ Program WILL end the annual allocation battles between the Commer-
cial/Charter sectors.

The Charter IFQ Program WILL allow the Charter sector to offer the opportunity to
guided anglers to continue seasonal bag limits as determined by the IPHC/NPFMC. With
the current IPHC prediction of a 5-year plus decline in the total allowable catch (TAC), the
Charter IFQ Program WILL allow transfer of quota between the Commercial/Charter sec-
tors with no impact on the overall TAC.

 The Charter IFQ Program WILL allow continuous open entry into the Charter sector
without impacting the overall TAC.

The Charter IFQ Program WILL NOT impact the unguided sport, personal use, or sub-
sistence anglers as their catch will continue to be allocated at 100% and taken off the top
prior to issuance of the IFQ TAC. :

If you have any questions about what I have said, please contact me by phone at 907-
262-7631 or email at arctictern@alaska.com. In closing, I urge you to reaffirm your previ-
ous (Apr 01) overwhelming vote to adopt the Halibut Charter IFQ Program. Thank you for
your time and attention.

Sincerely,

Perry ¥lotre

PO Box 1122, Sterling, AK, 99672 Phone/FAX: 807-262-7631
Email: arcticten@alaska.com Web: www.arcticterncharters.com
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Subject: Re: Alaska’s near shore halibut depletion problems and the NPFMC.

Date: Mon, 10 Sep 2001 15:32:56 -0800
From: "Don Johnson" <ccpwow @gci.net>

To: <Chris.Oliver@noaa.gov>, <devans@doc.gov> @
N <Cyx

The Honorable Donald L. Evans %,gv -
Secretary of Commerce @ ISy
U.S. Department of commerce :, SEP i
14th Street and Constitution Avenue, NW 77 22 0
Washington, DC 20230 5 1
devans@doc.gov et

605 W. 4th Avenue, #306,

North Pacific Fishery Management Council, NPFMC, 137 %:S
Anchorage, AK 99501 ~

Dear Mr. Secretary and North Pacific Fishery Management Council members

I wish to address the Charter Halibut IFQ issue. ' )

1do not agree with your current "limited entry IFQ solution” for the
stabilization

of the Halibut resource. I do however agree with Kevin Duffy request to
rescind

the April vote that approved the IFQ plan.

I believe the IFQ question should be again opened up for public testimony,
especially within Alaska where your "limited entry IFQ solution" is
completely illegal.

In the mean time the Council could manage by falling back on the GHL.
This is a tremendously divisive issue with fall-out resulting for many years
into the future.

The Halibut problem did not develop over night and should not be given a
half thought-out

solution. The IFQ solution is such a half thought-out solution.

I believe the Council should reconsidered this issue because I do not believe
it has fully

considered how its IFQ solution will conflict with Alaska’s Constitution.
Alaska’s Constitution will not allow its people to fully participate in this new
fishery like

other areas. Alaska’s Attorney General has aiready found that Alaska will not
be able to

draft similar IFQ regulations because they would violate its Constitution. It is
completely

possible that Alaska will not recognize your current IFQ solution and instead
draft regulations

to counter act it for its residents.

Many of us Alaskan’s have a philosophical problem withgiving fishing quota
to "‘a fishing platform"', meaning a charter boat, rather than a harvester.

‘We have good reason for hesitating on this important issue because this IFQ
action

would set a new precedent with regard to granting fishing quota. Fish quota
has always

in the past only been granted to commercial harvesters which squares with
Alaska’s

Constitution. The NPFMC ill-advised attempt to jump from "harvester" to

5

9/10/01 4:07 PM
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"platform" is

a move which the Council should reconsider.

There is a strategic difference between the two groups. "Harvester" is a gear
issue and /A\
"platform' is a people issue. Make no mistake about it, the charter IFQ v
change attempts

to manipulate the people accessing the entire halibut resource.

With this decision the NPFMC attempts to move from managing

"tools™ to managing the "'people”. Alaska’s Constitution specificallybans
the management of similarly situated people within common use fisheries
and specifically allows the management of tools or gear type.

As far as Alaska is concerned, IFQ’s for commercial fishing legally manages
a tool

but IFQ’s for charter boats attempt to illegally manage similarly situated
people within

a common use fishery.

The North Pacific Fishery Management Council must consider the Alaskan

regulatory

response to the their charter IFQ decision. This major decnsmn should have

been more fully

considered before any final decision was made. As far as I know the local

legal response

was not even considered. There will be an Alaskan rewulatory response, itis

justa

matter of what it will be.

Examples could be as bizarre as a total Alaskan ban on Halibut charter

operations

because Alaska cannot legally allow limited entry for only some of its

residents.

The Council will not be able to control the response from the Alaskan Courts h
or Legislature. !
It is illogical for any management authority to draft dramatic regulatory

changes

without fully considering how those changes will be received by the local

users of

the resource.

The North Pacific Fishery Management Council is operating as if its
International decision need not consider the local legal turmoil it
creates.

1 suggest you rescind the charter IFQ '"now"" before you wish you bhad.
Thank you for your consideration of this important matter.

Don Johnson
ccpwow@gcinet

PO box 876

Soldotna, Alaska 99669
907 262 7893

| Bareson Thuns  t eguanogs
=) amaz;:/'f
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

HEADQUARTERS, U.S. ARMY GARRISON ALASKA
600 RICHARDSON DRIVE # 5000
FORT RICHARDSON, ALASKA 99505-5000
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Mr. David Benton, Chairman AUG & 2001
North Pacific Fishery Management Council P

605 West 4th Avenue, Suite 306 G NREye
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252 e :

Dear Mr. Benton,

I am writing to you in response to address some concerns that I have pertaining to the impact
to the Army as a result of the North Pacific Fishery Management Council's vote to approve an
IFQ program for halibut charter operators in Southeast and Southcentral Alaska.

-. As you are probably aware, the U.S. Army operates the Seward Army Resort, a recreational
facility primarily for active duty and retired service members and their families, in Seward,
Alaska. The Seward Army Resort is operated under the Army's Morale, Welfare, and Recreation
(MWR) system and is substantially funded through revenues generated at the Resort, not through
congressionally appropriated, taxpayer dollars. Seward Army Resort does not operate for the
purpose of making a profit, as a commercial enterprise would do, but rather to essentially break
even and be able to stay financially operational. Thus, income generated by the lodging and
fishing operations at the Seward Army Resort are put back into the Resort or into other MWR
programs within the Army's MWR system.

Among the other recreational opportunities offered at the Seward Army Resort is the
qpportunity for patrons to go out on charter fishing boats operated by the Army. Currently the
Army operates five, charter fishing boats. However, not all of these boats were owned and
operated by the Army during the 1995-1999 time period, which it is my understanding is the
time period that will be used in determining a charter operator's future quota share under the IFQ
program. Obviously this is of concern to me as I am uncertain how quota shares will be
determined for these additional boats which the Army now has, but for which we have no fish
harvest records for during the 1995-1999 seasons. In addition, of the boats that the Army did
own and operate during the 1995-1999 fishing seasons, not all of these boats were operated by
Coast Guard licensed boat captains because the boats were not operated for a fee, but rather on a
free lottery system to patrons of the Seward Army Resort. As a result, over half of the harvest
records, which were maintained and turned in to the Alaska Department of Fish and Game, were
considered "unrecorded.” This too is of concern to me as it is my understanding that the
"recorded" harvest numbers are what will be used in allocating quota shares under the IFQ
program. Finally, of concem also is the fact that during the first half of the 1999 season, the
Seward Army Resort restructured its marine operations and did not become fully operational

until mid-summer. As a result of missing half the season, our halibut harvest logbooks reflects
considerably lower season totals.
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For the above reasons, which I believe are unique to the Army and not applicable to the
typical charter operator, I request consideration be given to exempting the Army from the IFQ
program. Alternatively, I request that all of the Army's halibut harvest totals, "recorded" and
"unrecorded", be counted for purposes of determining the Army's quota shares. In addition,
request allowance be given when determining quota shares for the additional boats the Army
now operates as compared to the number operated during the 1995-1999 seasons.

I would welcome the opportunity for members of my staff to meet with members of the North
Pacific Fishery Management Council in order to discuss these issues and concemns in greater
detail. Please do not hesitate to contact me at 384-2175 or Mr. John Curry, Director of '
Community Activities, at 384-2261 if you have any questions or wish to discuss these issues
further. Ilook forward to hearing from you.

Garrison Commander



SAM’S GUIDE SERVICE 907-736-2245

PO Box 23

Tenakee Springs, AK 99841 — :
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August 27, 2001 AUG 2 9 2001

Chairman David Benton

North Pacific Fisheries Council

605 W. 4™ Ave. Suite 306 N.PFM.C

Anchorage, AK 99501
Dear Mr. Benton and Council Members:

I am writing to, express my support for the proposed Halibut IFQ system as it know stands
and without any significant modifications. I understand that Governor Knowles, among

others, is opposed to the plan but I firmly believe that this action is both necessary and
long overdue.

.. I have been involved in many commercial fisheries and in the sport charter business over
the last 25 years. During that time it has been obvious to me that, though it is not perfect,
the limited entry system is something that has worked. The Halibut and Black Cod IFQ
system also appears to be working as well. The biggest mistake I have seen in
implementing limited access to any of the various fisheries in the past has been in waiting
to long to do so. In past instances when limited entry has been delayed to long, it has
created a condition that is good for neither the resource or the participants and then that
situation was locked in place. For that reason it is imperative to act now to implement the
IFQ system in order to get control of the exploding Halibut charter fleet before it
Jeopardizes the Halibut resource and compromises its own existence.

. Sincerely,
/;nw«é/ T M oG
Samuel E. McBeen

cc: Governor Tony Knowles
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Magnum Charters q

P.O. Box 2423 Kodiak, Alaska 99615
1-888-330-7600 toll free

(907) 486-7600 ph/fax

e-mail magnum@ptialaska.net
www.magnumcharters.com R

North Pacific Fishery Management Council "
605 W. 4" Ave. #306 S 17 2004
Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Council Members,

1 am in total disagreement with your decision in April concerning 1IFQ’s for charter
operators. As you are all aware, your decision is in total conflict with Alaska State
constitution. I feel you have not taken into consideration all of the ramifications and
problems your April vote has and will cause should the Secretary of Commerce
approve it. As a charter operator, I myself do not harvest any balibut for profit.
merely provide a sport fishing platform by which a legally licensed person can

_ exercise their right to sport fish for halibut. Alaska State law prohibits the selling ,

" trading, or bartering of sport caught fish. Does your decision mean that my clients can
harvest halibut in federal waters and sell them to offset the cost of their sport fishing
trip? Do we charge more for bigger fish to compensate for those clients that will most
likely cancel their fishing trip because I had to tell them that it will be catch and
release only fishing for halibut. This is an unworkable and unreasonable plan. Halibut
are a public use resource and should remain that way.

I request you reconsider and rescind your April vote on charter IFQ’s and allow for
more public testimony during you October, 2001 meetings.

Thank You,

Gary Salter
Magnum Charters
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From: "Richard Deaver' <ramrod@fushmore.com> R ) -
To: “Don Johnson" <ccpwow@gci.net> SEF 172001 N‘uﬂf \

Richard Deaver @ E@E["WE@I 0

Sent: Thursday, September 06, 2001 8:37 PM
Subject: Re: *** Sport Fish Alert *** IFQ - NPFMC meeting October 1 - . .
Don Johnson and others, N.P,F-. M.C

‘.'..

R

Don, | appreciate your work in regard to the Halibut IFQ baloney going on in Alaska. | have been a guide and commercial
fisherman in Southeast Alaska for nearly 20 years and have watched as the commercial interests have been allowed to take
control of the halibut fishery. If not placed in check they will destroy it much like the East Coast fishery was decimated.
Some food for thought besides the IFQ proposal for charter fishermen.

It won't really matter what the IFQ allocation is in the future since it has become a joke trying to catch a sport caught halibut in
. much of Alaska. Commercial fishermen have all summer now to fill their allocation; so, they have concentrated on areas close
‘in to many coastal towns and virtually wiped out most bottom fishing. You see, with the IFQ most commercial fishermen work
under, they have eliminated hiring a crew and fish continually by themselves in areas close to home. This saves time and
expense. It also leavas no fish for the sport industry within miles of most villages and towns. Ask any local sportfisherman if
the fishing is any good and they will tell you. It is virtually non existant. Oh yeah, you might catch an occasional sub 31 incher
since they are not of legal size and are discarded. Some | have caught have been discarded tagging along a commercial hook
and line someone didn't take time to remove.

The botiom fish populations besides halibut are gone too. | have gone months without catching a rockfish or cod. In the days
before the IFQ's it was common to find these fish daily. No more... they are either kept as bicatch or used as bait for the next
set.

3. The sport industry has been blamed in many areas for taking all the fish. Funny though....I have seen commercial sets of 10
to 20 skates of gear laid out by a single longliner. {a skate is around one mile long and has a hook every 6 to 10 feet) imagine,

10,000 to 20,000 hooks per set! And to think that we're being blamed for taking all the fish. There are no limits on the number
of hooks a longliner can run iregardless of his allocation. The other rub is that a careless or slob commercial fisherman can
leave his catch on the ocean floor too long only to have it eaten by sea worms and scavangers. No problem, just reset the
gear and do it over. If you think that it doesn't happen think again. | have seen it happen. One longliner took a couple days to
hunt deer, got a little drunk forgot to run his gear. He just retumed to town and bragged about his error in the bar, got bait and
returned to reset his gear.

| am tired of being blamed for the waste in this indusfry. | am aiso tired of seeing the fishery being devistated by overfishing
and poor management. It would make a lot more sense to manage the groundfish fishery based on limits and a method of )
rotating the pressure. For too long the industry has been managed for the sake of commercial interests with little regard for the

sport fisherman and the indwvidual who would just like to have a halibut for dinner.

1 do not support the IFQ program for sportfishermen because | know it does not address the real problem. The real problem is
managment of the fishery on a local basis and with an eye toward the other bottom fish that have been lost to bicatch.

A real effort to restructure the shery better happen soon or it won't matter anymore. | have seen a serious decline and expect
to see a total collapse within the next 3 to 5 years. It has already happened in Southeast during the summer months and if not
put ih.check it will become statewde.

Managing all bottom fish not pust halbut is the only answer. Forget the IFQ for sport caught fish, ook at the longline industry
and its managment.

Feel free o pass on my comments o anyone that will listen.

Rich Deaver

™

9/6/01



Marv Walter ﬁ@@@ﬁ ,
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Mr. David Benton °l§/§f4 c

Chairman :

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4™ Ave. Ste 306
Anchorage, AK 99501-2252 9/10/01

Dear Mr. Benton,

I am a charter boat operation out of Juneau, Alaska and I hold commercial IFQ
shares. I've lived in Juneau for the past 22 years and I' ve chartered for the past 9
seasons. During that time I’ve watched the Halibut issue take form and grow into the
present situation. I’ve viewed the issue from both sides. Here is how I see things in the
Juneau area and much of Southeast Alaska:

1) During the past couple years the Halibut fishery for sport fishing, including
charter fishing has become a very difficult challenge. Participants find small and
few fish during the fishing season. My charters have taken mostly small fish and
the numbers have been low. I've traveled further and tried harder this past year,
then ever before. I've even turned down many all day Halibut trips because of
the poor success rate. Brokers have discontinued booking all day charters off the
ocean liners, because of the poor success rate. This is an economic issue for all
concerned parties.

2) TI’ve had to fish the deeper waters for Halibut. My reels now have small diameter
Power Pro line, which allows for deep water fishing. I now have to fish in water
over 400 to 600 feet deep. My reels are now in poor repair and in need of attention.
Sport fishing should not have to fish those depths in order to catch Halibut. Trying to
anchor is difficult. I had to replace my anchor wench 1000W electric motor as it
burned the brushes out trying to anchor in deep water. Additional expenses!

3) Iam worried about the future Halibut fisheries in SE Alaska as this situation
continues. Something needs to be done. I feel the commercial interest must have
limitations placed on them: In the Juneau area Long liners need to have closures
and corridors established. Commercial fishing needs to move to the outside waters.
At the present time Icy Straights, Chatham Straight, Lynn Canal, and Stephen
Passage are being fished by IFQ long liners all season. The Halibut are being caught
and are not being allowed to reach their traditional areas of residences. If this
continues we’ll see a major change in the over all population of Halibut in SE Alaska.
Sport fishing can’t compete with Long Liner gear. The Sport fishing population
needs to be considered and things need to change before it becomes an even worse
situation in SE Alaska.



4) On topic of Charter boat IFQ’s. I know this... If I have only a set number of
IFQ fish available to fish.... I will not allow small fish to be kept on my boat.
The price of my Halibut trips will increase. In the present situation many of my
clients will not catch even the 2 per day limit on an all day trip. The fish population

just isn’t there anymore in the Juneau area. It is a sad situation for most, if not all
charter boat Halibut users. Most charter boats in the Juneau area will not
consider even taking a Halibut trip. It’s expensive and the catch results are
poor!

Summary: I feel the problem doesn’t rest with the charter industry or the sport
fishing users groups. The problem rests with the Long line IFQ commercial interest!
Changes need to be made soon. Changes that are not political, but practical, and
based upon the reality of the situation.

Ithrealize the commercial interest wants charter boat IFQ in place and they want
all the gravy available to them. Tradition they say is on their side and they need to
make a living fishing for Halibut in Alaska waters. It is time to make some
changes before we are faced with a sport fishing Halibut industry which is at
best poor!

€rcial share holder
Experienced charter boat operator



PHOENIX MARINE COMPANY, INC.

P.0. Box 020670
Juneau, Alaska 99802

September 18, 2001

Mr. David Benton

Chairman

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

Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

Dear Mr. Benton,

I urge you to continue supporting the 2C/3A IFQ program for charter
halibut vessels adopted in April 2001 and recommend you to vote
against rescinding the program.

The Council’s adoption of a charter IFQ program is the result of
much hard work since 1993. The Council decision followed a thorough
staff analysis, unprecedented agreement between commercial/charter
operators, many hours of public testimony, and over 8,000 written
comments or petition signatures. The State has presented no
compelling information why the program should be rescinded. The

Governor’s personal political ambitions should not override
rational management.

My family and I depend on the commercial halibut fishery for a
significant part of our annual income. The halibut fishery provides
sustainable jobs in our community and benefits many businesses such
as grocers, trucking firms, repair shops, airlines, and
restaurants. Commercial halibut dollars flow through almost every
business in town. We have invested heavily in IFQ because of the
stability promised by the government. Rescinding the charter IFQ
program would result in continued allocation disputes between
commercial fishermen and charter operators, resulting in
instability in both industries. This does nobody any good.

Charter IFQs are needed to rationalize the entire industry,
longline and charter. Charter IFQs are a long-term market based
solution that will allow fisheries managers to focus their efforts



on improving management of the resource, rather than waste precious
funds getting involved in allocation disputes. IFQ’s have worked
very well for traditional commercial fishers, and will work very
well for commercial charter boat operators. The fact that the
Governor'’s buddies have not got their share of the action yet is no
reason to fail to implement a truly good solution.

Your consideration of this letter is appreciated. Sustainable
commercial fishing provides many jobs in our local communities and
benefits the State in many positive ways. Businesses need
certainty, and the Charter boat IFQ program provides that certainty
to both classes of commercial enterprises.

—

4&452;

F/V LADY BARBARA

CC: Governor Tony Knowles
State of Alaska
PO Box 110001
Juneau, AK 99811-0001
Fax (907) 465-3532
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Te°d

September 17, 2001

Mr David llenton

Chairman

North Pacific Management Council
605 West Forth Avenue, Ste. 306
Aunchorage AK 99501.2252

Decar Mr. Benton,

M

REcEn

BN

NPpye 7%

I'have been a life long resident of Sitka, Alaska and o commercial halibut fisherman for

over 35 years. I urew up fishing halibut on my fathers’ vessel and my sons and daughter

ate now doiug the suie on mine. Iieceived

shaes of halibut IFQ's during the initial
allocation and since that time have purchased additional shares. My two sous alsv hold
small amounts of halibut IFQ that they have purchascd. 50% of our yearly mcome is from
fishing halibut. Needless to say, our family has a large stake in the halibut fishery. We are
very much looking forward to the day when we can be assured that the shares of halibut
IFQ’s we have aie not being allocated uway Gout us (o another user group,

1 urge you to continue supporting the 2C/3A TFQ program for charter halibut vessels
adopted in April 2001 and recommend you to vorc against rescinding the praogram.
Rescinding the charter IFQ program would result in continued allocation dispures
between commercial fishermen and charter operators, resulting in instability in both

indusiics,

‘The Council’s adoption of a charter IFQ program is the result of much hard work since
1993.  The Council dccision followed a thorough staff analysis, substantive agreement
between commercial/charter operators, many hours of public testimony, and over 8,000
written comments or petition signatures. The stute lias presented no cutupelliug
information why the program should be rescinded. Voting to rescind the charter H°QQ
program would be rough politics averriding rational management, and not in keeping

with Council tradition

Charter IFQs are 4 luug-ternt market based solution that wiil allow tisheries management
to focus their effuits vu ismproving management of the resource, rather than waste
piccivuy funds getting involved in allocation disputes.

Thank you for your consideration.

?“-‘:-
/‘%c/.&ag\\

> Eliason
F/V Tammy Lin

Res

Ce: Governor Toay Knowles

R

TTRZ Wd +@:60 NOW Te=iN-43s -



Sep 19 01 089:18a Jim franzel - 907-747-3572

R ECEIVIE D

SEP 1 § 2001 September 19, 2001
Lt Mr. James Franzel
8601 Battailles Ct.

N.PFM.C s Annandale, VA 22003

North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
605 West 4", Suite 306
Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

Dear Mr. Benton,

I remained firmly opposed to the charter IFQ concept that the NPFMC is attempting to
advance to the Secretary of Commerce and urge the Council to rescind this program for
the following reasons:

1) The NPFMC has not demonstrated that there is a “problem™ with the halibut

2)

3)

charter industry in Alaska. The guided sport harvest hasn’t grown in the last 5
years (while the commercial longline harvest has almost doubled from 37 million
pounds to over 60 million pounds) and only harvests 5% of the overall catch in
the North Pacific. The “overcapitalization “ concern isn’t supported by any
analysis or data. There is no compelling reason to do anything. You do not meet
the Magpusen Act standards for implementing an IFQ program.

The IFQ program essentially gives the public’s access to their resource to the
charter industry. If the program where implemented, the public would have to
pay the charter operator a de facto access fee to go fishing because they would no
longer have free access. This is because a charter operator that has to buy IFQ to
start or expand his business will have to pass this capital cost on to the consumer
(sport fisherman).

This sport IFQ program is a new IFQ program and presently, Congress has
imposed a moratorium on new IFQ programs. To claim that it is an extension of
the existing 1995 commercial longline program is absurd. The 1995 program was
a “fishing privilege” for commercial fisherman. This sport IFQ program is not a

. “fishing privilege” because charter boat owners don’t catch fish. It is an access

 privilege — a totally different concept and user group.

Please vote against charter IFQ’s - they are clearly unnecessary and not in the public
interest. I remind you to follow your oath of office — “to protect and safeguard the public
interest”. Thank you.

Sincerely,

James S. Franzel




SEP 1S '81 B3:47PM SERFCOD PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE P.1

SEAFOOD PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE }
. - ki
PRODUCERS, PROCESSORS & MARKETERS OF PREMIUM QU
2878 ROEDER AVENUE, BELLINGHAM, WA 98225
PHONE (360) 733-0128> FAX (360) 733-0513 W@@@
TO: David Benton, Chairman ﬁ%
COMPANY: North Pacific Fisheries Management ‘éoimcil ?00, @
op;k

FROM: Barry 8. Lester, President/CEO ~& ———_ ody.e ; )
DATE: September 19, 2001 i
SUBJECT: Charter IFQ Program
No. of Pages Including This Cover Sheet: 1
- 9090900009009 0 000000000000 00009000000000000000009000000000800 20066000000
The 509 members of Seafoed Preducers Cooperative strongly oppose
any attempt by the Alaska Department of Fish & Game and the
Governors office to rescind the IFQ charter program passed by the
Council at the April 2001 meeting. o~

This issue was thoroughly discussed and studied by the Council
prior to the April 2001 meaeting. There are no new facts or data
that have surfaced since that time that would warrant rescinding
the decision for any reason.

"Lets not let politics stand in the way of the Councils decision
making process or the good management of our fisheries.

Thank you.

PC: Governor RKnowles



v > e, TR ey
To, NPFMC R ECES J&%}f |
605 W. 4™ Ave #306 )
Anchorage AK 99501

———veor

SEP 2 G 2001

Subject : Halibut Charter IFQ NP
NP FM.C

Dear Chairman Benton & Council Members

Please uphold the April decision by the council to implement an IFQ program for the
Charter boat industry. We have been facing this issue for several years, with 2 analysis
and heavy public input, in April it was an overwhelming majority of public input in favor

.. of IFQ’s. This will solve the conflict between commercial & guided sport fisheries, will
stabilize & bring professionalism to the charter industry. The GHL will not work & will
devastate an already weak charter industry. The Guided angler will be better served &
protected under an IFQ. Please do not let politics & the State’s position get in the way of
what the charter industry knows what is best for it and what the commercial industry
wants also.

This is one of the only Issues that both the Commercial & guided sport users have ever

agreed on 50 don’t screw it up & give in to state pressure, do what the governor appointed
you to do & not what he wants you to do.

Captain Mel Enckson
. Alaskan Gamefisher

" PoBox 1127
Soldotna AK 99669

Flosiar €5

/AQ. Box 1127 - Soldotnq, AK 99669 « email: akpt@alaska.net « (907) 262-2980 - Fax (907) 260-2676 + 1-800-320-2980



D) B Crackerjack Sportfishing Charters
?\ p20 200 Captain Andy Mezirow
St | PO Box 2794
oFM [ ‘ Seward, Alaska 99664
) At e

September 17, 2001
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4™, Suite 306
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252

Dear Chairmen Benton and Council Members,

I am an Alaskan charterboat owner/operator from Seward. | am
once again writing to you, this time to ask you NOT to rescind the
charterboat IFQ plan. The NPFMC staff has completed the lengthy
process of analyzing the problem. You have crafted a reasonable

- solution in the charter IFQ plan. There has been more than ample
opportunity for public comment. Any charterboat operator who claims
they were unaware of possible exclusion from the fishery simply did
not do their homework before investing.

There have been compromises made by all involved to insure the
plan would be fair to the charter operators as well as commercial
fishermen.
No good will come from rescinding this recommendation.
The State has not presented a reasonable alternative. They have had
8 years to find a solution to the problem statement and have still

" failed to do this. The LAMP process has been stalled for years. They
only managed to present a poorly planned alternative at the last
meeting instead of introducing it months before so that it could be
analyzed.
Rescinding the IFQ plan will just cause years of delays and conflict
between users. It is my understanding that according to preliminary
data the charter industry has already reached the GHL in 2001.

I have been making time to attend these meetings for years and
am logking forward to some resolution. Please do not spend more
time/and effort on this allocation issue. The IFQ plan solves the
problem.

Tfhank you for your time and keep up the good work

Andy Mezi
Owner, Crackerjack Sportfishing Charters
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E@ EEY&’f'E 20 September 2001

SEP 2 4 2001

VIA FACSIMILE - 907-271-2817
N.PFM.C
Mr. David Benton, Chairman
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th Avenue, Suite 306
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252

Dear Mr. Benton:

I have fished halibut commercially in Southeast Alaska’s Area 2C since 1982. It is almost unbelievable
that part of the halibut industry is strictly managed, while ancther part has virtually no restrictions, and is
encouraged to expand at the expense of the other.

At the inception of Alaska’s IFQ program, I personally lost 91% of my total production of each of the prior
two years. However, I have since recovered most of my halibut poundage through various financial
institutions, including a National Marine Fisheries loan.

I am amazed at those who complain at receiving 25% more than what they have ever produced before.
Under an IFQ program, they could expand even more if they so chose. I can see no way that clientele of
charter operators could suffer under an IFQ program. Charter operators would be able to provide a
valuable resource and experience to their clientele, in a responsible way.

Thank you for your consideration of this testimony.

Sincerely,
A0 5 4(,—/

Charles E. Wood

F/V Talon

P.O. Box 383

Petersburg, Alaska 00833-0383
907-772-3480

fc. Govemor Tony Knowles
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Alaska Sportfishing Association

- P. O. Box 24-1847 Anchorage, AK 99524-1847

North Pacific Fishery Management Council E@EQVE
" 605 West 4™ Ave Suite 306
Anchorage, AK 99501 SEP 2 1 2001

Dear Chairman Benton and Council Merﬁbers- N.PEM c
Thank you for the opportunity to address the most serious issue facing the Pacific Northwest’s sport

fishermen today. We are referring to-the Alaska Halibut Charter IFQ program. We urge you to
vote to rescind the implementation of this program.

Why do we say that this issue affects sport fishers from the Pacific Northwest and not just Alaska?
As you know, sport fishers from all around the world utilize Alaska'’s fisheries with the vast majority of
anglers coming from Alaska, Washington, and Oregon.

o~ Al of our previous testimony for the past eight years on this issue still applies and should be
' referenced in your decision process. We must once again make you aware that not one sport
fishing or advocacy group has supported the IFQ program. We also want to let you know that

we have been hearing from more and more disenchanted users and we expect that trend to

continue and to increase as word of their action reaches more of us. In fact, we recently met
"with a group of concerned charter boat captains from Homer who oppose the imposition of the
IFQ program even though they would benefit financially.

There is general agreement that the implementation of the Halibut Charter IFQ program would resutt

. in significant impacts to the accessibility and affordability for the sport-fishing customer. The
expectation is that there would be a narrowing of choices from which charter boat a potential
customer will be able to choose. We expect that the charter boat operator will also post a higher
price, as he/she must recoup the additional costs of purchasing halibut IFQ for their business..

We sport fishers have been subjected to increased regulations for many years. Most of the
regulations, imposed by State regulators, are implemented because of conservation concemns for a
particutar species. Should that have been the primary reason for halibut IFQ, we would have “sucked
in our gut” and once again bore the burden of conservation. But this Charter IFQ program is not
about conservation; it's about taking away from the American public a publicly owned resource...
halibut. We sport fishers will be losing our freedom and ability to hire a boat driver and harvest fish
for our dinner tables at a reasonable cost.



FROM : PHIL CUTLER PHONE NO. : S@7 S61 1461 Sep. 21 2881 10:37AM P3

We are also concerned that the Halibut Charter IFQ program would place a significant burden on the

" Yperator who wants to enter the business. The potential operator would have to finance the
procurement of IFQ’s in addition to the costs of boat, gear, licenses, etc. This will limit the entry of
new operators. New blood is important in every business as the new entrants bring new ideas,

enthusiasm, and an option for the customer to get away from the bumed out operator who is just
going through the motions.

We strongly feel that the sport halibut fisheries need to be managed in discreet geographic areas
because the areas of concern are local in flavor and not regional. We are confident that the Local
Area Management Plan (LAMP) concept is the best way forward.

We are writing this joint testimony, as our organizations are the largest and most active

groups advocating for the sportfishing public in Alaska. .

Again, We arge Y6i 19 yote to rescind the implementation of the Halibut Charter IFQ N
Thank yo

Brett Huber, Executive Director Phil Cutler, President

~enai River Sportfishing Association and Alaska Sportfishipng Asscciation
Vice President and-Chair of the Fisheries

Conwnittee- Alaska Outdoor Coundil
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Mr. David Benton

North Pacific Fishery Management Council e o i
605 West 4® Ave. S5 212007
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Sept. 4, 2001

Dear Mr. Benton;

Please allow the continuance towards adoption of the halibut charter IFQ program recommended
in 5/2001 and make sure that any motion to rescind this program not be approved.

Additionally I believe the sports charter boats should have the same size fishing restrictions as

;’ne commercial fleet and that all fish under 33 inches be thrown back and returned to the sea for
future harvest.

I am not so convinced that we in the halibut fishing industry should keep any of the large females
either. I do not think the Council's recommendation for the fleet was broad enough, we should
consider throwing back all halibut over 60 inches in length as well.

But if nothing else keep the IFQ Sports Charter recommendation by the Council. Thank you for
your time.

Sincerely;

Wé—- ' e

'/ Tames Studley A—
P. 0. Box 946 Y
Haines, Alaska 99827
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E@EWED
SEP 2 4 2001

5:24-01 N.PEM.C

Dear Mr. Benton and Mr. Knowles,

I am a commercial halibut fisherman from Kodiak, | also fish Bristol Bay salmon and
Kodiak herring.

Halibut is becoming more and more important to me and my family, and the whole

community of Kodiak as salmon and herring become less productive (more like
nonexistent).

I urge you to vote against rescinding the area 2C/3A IFQ program that was adopted in
April 2001 by the NPFMC. | and this whole community need your continued support
for a charter IFQ program. We have been working since 1993 for a charter IFQ
program, and came to agreement on IFQ’s, any effort to rescind now without any new

- evidence or reason is pure politics and a waste of a lot of hard work and time.

I have invested literally everything | have in halibut IFQ's. We need charter IFQ's to
bring stability in the halibut fishery for both the charter and commercial sectors.

Thank you,
George Kirk

P.0O.B. 2796
Kodiak, Ak. 99615

0171

24



FROM : Mayo 2888BSMC,Sitka,Ak 99835 FAX NO. : S@7 7473413 Sep. 24 2881 69:89AM P2

Mr. David Benton, Chairman Sep 24 @
North Pacific Management Council 2 007

605 West 4° Ave. Suite 306 Np

Anchorage, AK 995012252 g

Dear Mr. Benton and Council Members,

Turge you to continue supporting the 2C/3A IFQ program for the charter halibut industry
adopted in April 2001. I think that passing this program was a wise and futuristic move.
The IFQ program for the charter industry will put stability between the charter and
commercial fleet. I think it is a well thought out program and allows for a lot of
flexibility.

Don’t allow Governor Knowles to dictate to the Council how our fisheries should be run.
Where was he during the 9 to 10 year investment in time it took to put this program
together? I haven’t read or heard one good argument from Governor Knowles on why he
thinks this program is “not a good idea™. It smacks of a hidden agenda, in my opinion.

- My family and I have been commercial longline fisherman since 1978. One hundred
' percent of our income comes from this industry. Furthermore, our family operation
provides income for three other families. We®ve been through a lot of changes in this
fishery and the IFQ program has worked very well for this industry. It also adds 1o the
economy of the state through the buying and selling of IFQ’s.

I urge you to continue to support this program for the charter fleet, in my opinion, this is
a fair and equitable solution to a growing problem. Thank you for your attention to this
letter and also, thank you for all the time and effort you put into managing our fisheries.

Sincerely,
,Jugéf’ Wiy

Sheryl L. Mayo
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SITKA CHARTER BOAT OPERATORS ASSOCIATION
e _. PO BOX 2422 SITKA ALASKA 99835 glp

g

@ ——————

SEPTEMBER 21, 2001

North Pacific Fisheries Management Council R EC EBVEID N

605 West 4™ Avenue Suite 306
Anchorage AK 99501-2252 SEP 27 2001

Dear Council Member:

The Sitka Charterboat Operators Association is glad you are revisiting the Hc:llibutg\"p.i:'M'C

Charter IFQ Program. As we have stated before, we are against any charter IFQ

. program because the initial purpose and need for action is in error. There is no

“rapid, uncontrolled growth of the guided halibut charter industry.” From 1996 to
2000, the percentage of total halibut harvested by the recreational industry
decreased from 20 percent to 11 percent. Commercial bycatch of halibut remains
two to three times the total recreational harvest!

The current allocative proposal is promoted by the longliners, for the sole benefit of
longliners. There is no concern for conservation.

We continue to believe [FQs are inappropriate for recreational fishing. Charter IFQs
will result in the privatization of a public resource and by creating an artificial cap on
the charter fleet, provide less opportunity for the public to fish for halibut.

It is ironic that a main impetus for the establishment of commercial halibut IFQs was

to increase the safety of fishermen on the water. With halibut charter IFQs, bare /)
boat charters (without a captain onboard) will become much more attractive and put

sport anglers, who are unskilled in Alaskan waters, in a much more precarious

situation.

We feel the analysis is lacking a bonafide economic andlysis on the charter industry
in Alaska, and recreational fishing demands in Washington and Oregon.

We continue to believe there are other means to manage recreational halibut
fishing. We are regulated by bag and possession limits, and season closures. We
have a Local Area Management Plan (LAMP) for Sitka Sound, and we are open to
local charter moratoriums. Thank you in advance for your time.

S £ oA

Dennis Cook
President
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Alaska
Constitutional
Legal
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Conservation
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P.0. Box 110551
Anchorage, Alaska
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Founded in 1994
for the purpose of
common use of fish,
water and wildlife
and access to public
lands and public
waters in Alaska.

Directors:

K‘\ Bondurant
(907) 262-0818
Warren E. Olson
(907) 346-4440
Tim Stevens
(807) 345-;804
Joe Caraway
(907) 3454719
Frank DiPofl
(907) 344-6698

A 5013 Noo-Profit Alsska Corp.
LD, #32-0153 S18

=

Feﬁg& . 2001
i u’)g
North Pacific Fishery Management Council r'. b'&ﬁvE@

605 wWest Fourth Avenue, #306

Anchorage, Alaska 99501 SEP 242001

Dear Sir, N'REM.C
Our organizations purpose is to provide representation
for the Public Trust Doctrine beneficiary owners (the
public) of those common property halibut fishery
resources. We believe that this public trust ownership
mandates, that the North Pacific Fishery Management
Council, as trustees, are to provide this ownership
allocation first, so as to assure the public
beneticiary (personal consumptive fishermen, sport
fishermen and subsistence fishermen) will all bhave
equal consideration to participate within sustained
yield principles. -
As allocation trustees the Council's lack of concern;
as to the impact of their proposed 1IFQ, caps and
Guideline Harvest Levels and other regulations
programs, will have a detrimental effect on these
personal consumptive USERS (including Charter Boat
clients) which invalidates your regulator authority.

It remains that the Councils first responsibility is to
assure equal access to the personal consumptive USER of
these common property halibut fishery resources.

Instead these restrictive programs purposely create a
predetermined limited level of access, not to be
changed to compensate for this growing population of
Public Trust USERS of these common property fishery
resources.

I wish to point out that I personally addressed these
points in documented letters as of January and February
2000, with copies to the North Pacific Fishery
Management Council, the International Halibut
Commission and the Sport Fish Division of the Alaska
Department of Fish and Game. At this time we are
willing to further furnish Council members who wish
additional copies for more specific review.

In addressing the Councils October 2000 adoption of
their Subsistence priority qualifications, we must
challenge their legal advice .that (1) Federal Law
does allow for rural preferences (and Native
Preferences).




But .due to State of Alaska -V- Native Village of
Venetie Tribal Government, unanimous decision by the US
Supreme Court, which holds that 'all such aboriginal
claims by Alaska Natives are here by extinguished' as
indicated by explicitly expressed provisions of the
Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (ANSCA); which was
enacted by the federal government.

The Court findings-cited by the federal legal adviser
for the Council failed, to recognize as most
controlling, the important Venetie decision; which in
fact and intent eliminates anv implied federal treaty
responsibilities and or commitments with Alaska
Natives.

We believe that the Council's action on this issue of
subsistence priority for personal USE halibut harvest,
has expanded such exclusion priorities for the sole
benefit of an ethnic identified class which also allows
them to leap over the rural residency boundaries; and )
.thereby is an explicit violation of the US Constitution
Article XV which forbids racial based discrimination.

Sincerely,

_MW -

Dale Bondurant, President TACLDCF

For your information we have enclosed:
-~ 1. Copies, Jan. & Feb. 2000 to NPFMC, IHC, AFG

2. Copy, “Putting The Public Trust Doctrine To Work*,
Second Edition, June 1997
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North Paclfic Fishery Management Councll
605 West Fourth Avenue, # 306
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Subject: The North Pacific Fishery Management Council's
. proposals to limit charter boats participation and to
reduce their clients bag limits to one halibut per
day. -

No reasons have been presented to indicate that these
proposed actions are fundamentally necessary for the protection
of the sustained yield conservation of these common property
public trust fishery resources. In fact, we find that the councils
admitted purpose is to limit common personal consumptive users

allocation, and to provide that for a prescribed exclusionary class
of commercial harvester, (ie IFQ)

As common..consumptive users of the public trust fish,
wildlife and waters; e submiit the following cited legal opinions as
information to the North' Pacific Fishery Management Council, in
support of our position: -

. Alaska vs. Ostrosky
Cited as 667 p2d 1184 (Alaska 1983)

Justice Robinowitz dissenting opinion, which has since

been effectively adopted, by the Alaska Supreme Court, in
sgveral related cases:

(a) “Free transferability (ie limited entry pemits now
likewise IFQ) impalrs rights guaranteed by three
separate clauses of the Alaska Constitution.”

/1)



Article VIl

Section 3 “Wherever occurring in their natural
state fish, wildlife and waters are reserved to the
" people for common use.”

Section 15 “No exclusive right or special privilege
of fishery shall be created or authorized in the
natural waters of the state.”

Article |

.Section 1 “All persons are equal and entitled to
equal rights, opportunities and protection under
the law.”

« : | . |
The common use clause necessarily contemplates that
resources remain in the public domain.and will not be ceded to
private ownership -

“ Since the right of common use is guaranteed expressly by
the constitution it mast.be viewed as a highly important interest
rurining to each person within the state. “In my view, Article VIIi
Section 3 still mandates that limited entry be achieved through the
least possible “privatization” (le IFQ) of the common resource.

The no exclusive right or special privilege of fishing clause
was adopted, into the Alaska Constitution, from a federal statute
(ie The White Act) that congress passed before statehood; and
reflects the continued recognition of the public trust doctrine
responsibility in the management of the common use of our
replenishable resources for and by the people as a whole.

(2



Owisichek vs. Alaska
Cited as 763 p2d 488 (Alaska 1988)

. This case also cites the dissenting opinion of Justice -
Robinowitz, in the Ostrosky case. It explicjly references the
“Public Trust", “Public Trust Doctrine” and the common use

clause’over 40 times.

Page 493 " “The expression for common use implies that
- these resources are not to be subject to exclusive
grants or special privileges (le IFQ) as was so
frequently the case In royal tradition.”

-Page 494 “The development of free institutions has led to
the recognition of the fact that the power or control
.. lodged in the state, resulting from this common
" owngrship, is to'be exercised like all other powers
of government as-a trust for the benefit of the
people, and not as the prerogative for the
advantage of the government, as distinct from the
. People, or for the benefit of private individuals as
distidguished for the public good.®

Page 497 “Admittedly there is a'difference between »
{footnote 15) commercial fishermen and professional guides’ “A
| commercial fisherman takes his catch himself
before selling. it to others for consumption, while a
hunting guide does not actually take the game, a
privilege reserved for the client.” “We view this as
an insignificant distinctior that does not remove
. the professional hunting guide from protection
under the commons use clause.” “The work of a
guide is so’closely tied to hunting and taking
wildlife that there Is no meaningful basis for

(3)



distinguishing between the right of a guide and the
rights of a hunter under the commons use clause.”

Contrary to the public propaganda, that some expound,

charter operators are not commercial fishermen. They in fact -

furnish commercial transportation and expertise needed to their

clients, who are the personal consumptive USERS of the common
property public trust ﬂshery resources.

Another false propaganda concept is that those non-resident
clients are a bunch of free loaders. The state of Alaska recently
lost a federal court case because we were charging non-resident

~ commercial fisherman three times as much as residents. The

court found that since residents pay no taxes in support of fishery
management costs, the state could not charge non -residents any

more.
But In the case of sport fishing, .the state of Alaska is now

charging non-residents up to eight times as much as residents.
No other state charges such differences.

The courts hdve consistently found that the public trust
fishery resources belong to all citizens as a whole. Discrimination

based on either interstate or intrastate residency has been judged
{o-violate the United States Constitution’s privilege and immunities

doctrine, as well as the due’process and equal protection clauses
of the 14" .amendment.

lil.  McDowell vs. State ~
Cite as 785 p2d 1 (Alaska 1989)

This case cites both the Ostrosky and Owisichek cases

.is reference to. the dpen access clauses of the constitution
and the exclusionary fisheries such as limited entry.

e

~



Pages 9 “Since the common use clause of section 3

& 10

and the no exclusive right of fishery clause of
section 15 remain in the constitution, the premise
of the argument Is that whatever system of limited
entry is imposed must one.... which entails the
lease possible impingement on the common use

reservation and on the no exclusive right of fishery

clause.” “The argument concludes that free

transferability does not entail that least possible
impingement on the anti-exclusionary values

which these provisions reflect.” “The premise of
this argument is togical.”

“The ’optimum' number provision of limited entry

act is the mechanism by which limited entry is

_ meant to be restricted to its' constitutional

purpose.” “Without this mechanism limited entry
has the potential to be a system which has the
effect of creating an exclusive fishery to ensure
the wealth of..permit holder and pemit values,
while exceeding the  constitutional purposes of

limit€d - entry.” .“Because of this risk of

unconstitutionality exists, the commercial fisheries
entry commission should not delay in embarking
on the optimum number process.” -

When comparing the system IFQ’s with that of limited entry,

we find that it has the same potential of creating an exclusionary
class to ensure the wealth of IFQ holders and IFQ permit values;
while impinging on constitutional rights “of the common personal
consumptive USERS. Because-of this risk of unconstitutionality
and violation of the Public Trust, the council's responsibility is to

not delay in maintaining &n optimum number process for IFQ’s
within this commercial halibut fishery.

(47
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. Payton vs. Alaska
Cite as 938 p2d 1036 (Alaska 1997)

This case specifically addresses the important constitutional
differences between USE and USERS.

Page 1042  “Accordingly we consistently have int'erpretéd
customary and traditional to refer to “USES”
rather than “USERS”

The Alaska Constitution addresses these differences in
explicit sections of Article VIIL.
Section 4:  Fish, forests, wildlife, grasslands and all a
(sustained vield) Other replenishable tesources belonging to the
state, shall-be utilized, developed and
maintained on the sustained yield principle,
subject to preferences among beneficial USES.

- The open access clauses of section 3 common use, section
15 no exclusive right or special privilege of fishery and section 17
uniform application all mandate that there be no preferences
among USERS. o » :

v.  Totemoff vs. State
Cite as 905 p2d 954 (Alaska 1995) .

We take.the position. that the fish, wildlife and waters are
common property- public trust resources. The legislators as

trustees management,- aré responsible to the people as a whole,”
who are the beneficiaries (USERS).

(Al



The Alaska’s constitution’s Article VIll “Natural Resources” is
the finest of any. in the nation and.is a valid foundation guide line
for the management of these replenishable common property fish,
wildlife and water resource.

The Alaska Supreme Court has a history of valid judicial
findings that are based on recognition of the Public Trust Doctrine
and- Equal Protection under the law ‘doctrines of both the United
States .and Alaska Constitutions. Within -this history, we are -

prepared to defend the personal consumptive common use right
of the people as a whole. - ' ‘

. In the Totemoff case the Alaska Supreme Court has
established their first line of authority in these matters.

Page 955 “Alaska Supreme Court is not bound by decisions
.+ of federal courts other than the United States
~Supreme Court on questions of federal law.”

With this edict in mind, the people as a whole will welcome a
~ final decision on their equal constitutional right as common
- consumptive USERS of these halibut fishery resources.

“Submitted on behalf of concerned public interests.

Al Bdird s e S 0

Dale Bondurant =~ - Sam E. McDowell d
31864 Moonshine Drive - © 336 E. 23™ Avenue

_Soldotna; Alaska 99669 ~  Anchorage, Alaska 99503

‘.

cc: Concerned Alaskans
Concerned Americans

(7



February 24, 2000

International Pacific Halibut Commission
~ P.O, Box 95009
Seattle, Washington-98145-2009

Attention: Director Bruce Leaman

The proposed (year) 2000 Saltwater Sportfishing Charter Vessel
Logbook, on the surface is an excellent management tool. Any incicase
in accurate harvest information may help project in-season management
decisions, related to preferences among beneficial USES of said
fisheries.

But by setting caps (i.e. IFQ and GHL) on charter operators, in fact
and intent, is a limit of harvest by their clients who are bonafied common
personal consumptive USERS of these public trust fisheries resources.

That fact alone, violates the Public Trust Doctrine which mandates
that the common property fish, wildlife, and waters are reserved for the

people as a whole, who are the valid beneficiaries of these public trust
fisheries.-

The following foundation of facts are submitted as proof of this
violation:

(1) Subsistence, personal use and sport are all recognized methods
and means of common use; and as such, constitutionally requires
broad and equal access opportunities for the people as a whole, to
the public trust resources. ’

(2) The Alaska Constitution: Article VIII is explicit in its resource
ma_\_ndates.

! . )



(a) Section 4'p"ro"”\'/ide":"s for sustained yield management, with-

(b)

preferences among beneficial USES. The sustained
yield principle not only. mandates the conservation of
these fisheries into perpetuity, but it also requires that the
public as a whole be provided, both qualitative and
quantitative opportunities. for personal consumptive
USERS, as the valid beneficiaries of these public trust
resources. :

Section 3 provides that: “fish, wildlife and waters are
reserved to the people for common use.” Section 5
provides that: “No exclusive right or special privilege of
fisheries shall be created or authorized in the natural
water of the state.” Section 17 provides for “Uniform
application of law and regulations governing use of
natural resources.” (These sections have been cited, in
Supreme Court decisions, to require that comunon
USERS be given adequate considerations as beneficiary
participants in the harvest of public trust resources.)

The Alaska Constitution Article 1, Section 1 has also been
cited by the .Supremg Court.as to mandate equal
protection under the law for the common use of public
trust fish, wildlife and water resources.

(3) The United States Consfitution:

(@

(b)

One line of bias questioning repeatedly pursued by
council members was related to what percentages of
charter operators and their clients were residents or non-
residents. It was clearly apparent that commercial
participation percentages were not pursued on such a
distinguishable basis.

As ‘a Union of. States ‘and not a Union of Nations: the
Privilege and Immunities clause of the 14™ Amendment
recognizes that the right to pass freely from one state to

. another is an incident of national citizenship. The Equal

Protection clause of.that amendment mandates that
rights afforded to some are granted to all. Those rights

(2



(4

(5)

(6)

include br&té’btio?i to life, liberty and property and are
common to the public as a whole and are individual
entitlements grounded in state law.

(c) The Supreme Court has ruled that residents and citizens
are synonymous and grants no deference as common
personal USERS of the common. property fish, wildlife
and water public trust resources.

Charter operators are not commercial fishermen. Professional
guides do not take the fish, a privilege that is reserved for their
clients, and there is no meaningful basis for distinguishing between
their rights under the common use clause.

Exclusionary classes of limited entry commercial fishery participants
are not valid common USERS of public trust fishery resources.
Before limited entry, when the public as a whole had open access to
the commercial fisheries, they were in fact common USERS. But

- with the advent of exclusionary limited entry (i.e. IFQ and historical

GHL) such a fishery has no right to impinge upon the privileges and

immunities of common USERS of the public trust halibut fishery
resources. .

During the February meeting of the North Pacific Fishery
Management Council,. on two separate occasions Commission
Director Dr. Bruce Leaman testified that Canada and the United

States have the “robust” commitment to support common use

participants of these halibut resources. He then counter claimed.
that the adoption of IFQ and historical based GHL can be an
acceptable method to contain the expected growth of the charter
sector of the common use halibut fisheries. Sanction of such a
method equates to official permission for exclusionary limited entry
commercial harvesters impingement upon the common use clients
right of broad and open access to these public trust halibut fisheries:
and as such violates the United States and Alaska Constitutions.

and the Nation's commitment to the Public Trust's common use
doctrine. '

(3)



: In light - of ' the ﬁorth Pacific Fishery Management
— Commission's “robust” support of common use, it is requested that
| this pronounced attack be rejected in whole.

Enclosed is a copy of written testimony submitted to ihe
council and is germane to the validity of the common use issue.

Submitted on behalf of concerned public interests.

-, KW eorm £ eSonve sl

Dale Bondurant Sam E. McDowell
31846 Moonshine Drive 336 E. 23" Avenue
Soldotna, Alaska 99669 "~ Anchorage, Alaska 99503

= cc: Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Sport Fish Division
Kerri Tonkin, Regulation Specialist,
Concerned Alaskans
Concerned Americans

< ()



February 24, 2000

Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Sport Fish Division

1255 West 8" Street

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Attention: Kerri Tonkin, Regulation Specialist

Subject: 2000 Saltwater Sportfishing Charter Vessel Logbook

Enclosed are copies of two written testimonies; one submitted to the
North Pacific Fishery Management Council and the other to the International
Pacific Halibut Commission. Both are germane to the common use issue; and
it is requested that you review the same and accept their purpose as valid
support of the common USERS of these public trust resources.

Your request for comments on the proposed 2000 Saltwater Sportflshmg
Charter Vessel Logbook is recognized to have a valid purpose in the
management of common use of the public trust fisheries.

It is apparent to be your first responsibility to support the broad and open
access of valid personal use of these common property public trust fishery
resources.

Private ownership of IFQ for charter operator's halibut harvest creates an
exclusionary limited entry fishery designed to overstep the broad and open
access rights of the common use clients as beneficiaries of the public trust
resources. The passage of such a scheme, mcludlng guideline harvest levels
that effect the right of equal protection of the law, is not due process as is
mandated by the 14" amendment of the U.S. Constitutlon and is a blatant
violation of the common use protection of the Alaska Constitution.

Sincerely,
| ¢ M
Lol 1rchnei® z@?ﬂ EM
Dale Bondurant Sam E. McDowell
31846 Moonshine Drive 336 E. 23" Avenue
Soldotna, Alaska 99669 Anchorage, Alaska 99503

Cc:North Pacific Fishery Management Council
International Pacific Halibut Commnssnon '
.Concerned Alaskans
Concerned Americans
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Mr. David Benton
Chairman NPEMCc

North Pacific Fishery Management Council

I urge you to support the halibut IFQ program for halibut charter vessels. I
strongly recommend that you vote against rescinding the program.

The government (Council) forced all the commercial longline fieet into the IFQ
program. People have invested in it. To allow the charter fleet to continue to grow at the
expense of the longline fleet seems to me 1o be the government selling something (IFQ
shares) to one person and taking it back to give open ended to another, yet requiring the
first to still pay for what is ro longer there. What a good deal for the commercial charter
fleet and 2 mockery of the longline IFQ program already in place as well as the whole
council process. After 7 years of being studied and over 80060 comments or petition
signatures, as well as hours of public testimony I believe that there is no new information
come forth as to why this program should be rescinded. Voting to rescind the charter IFQ
program would be pure politics being used to override a rational program and the
Council.

Charter IFQ’s are needed to rationalize an out of control charter fishery. They are
needed to stabilize both the longline and charter fisheries. Allocation disputes will
continue until a long term market based solution is in place.

My family depends on the commercial longline fishery for a major part of our
= income. My children fish with us and this concerns their future as well. The commercial
longline fleet is economically good for the State of Alaska as commercial halibut morey
goes to nearly every business in all the coastal towns to say the least.

Thank you for ygljr time.

Candy+ (o Nk oS

Randy & Carolyn Nichols
305 Islander Drive
Sitka, AK 99835
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L1/9 9bed

15 QQ
R ECEIVE]
o
B . Paul A. L. Nelson
g£s z 4 260 P. 0. Box 858
Haines, Alaska
99827
NPFMC . 907-766-2458 days

September 1%, 2001
Mx. David Benton
Chairman - NPFMC
605 West 4th Ave. Ste 306
Anchorage, Alaska 99521-2252
RE: IFQ program for charter halibut vessels.
Dear Mr. Benton,

I am writing to you to reguest your continued support
of the 2C/3A IFQ program for charter halibut vessels. This
IF¢ program for charter vessels was adopted in April of
2001. Please do not remove this program after the years of
work and study that have gone into it.

The people of Haines get a substantial economic
benefit from commercial halibut f£ishing. Establishing
IFQ s tor charter vessels will provide stability and
supportive management to the entire halibut fishery.

The IFQ program for commercial halibut fishing is well
done. Your continued support and good management of the

fishery 18 greatly appreciated.

Thank you for your continued vigilance and hard work

for our fisheries.

Sl L Vo Lo

Paul A. 1.. Nelson - halibut longliner

cc: Governor Tony Knowles
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September 5, 2001

Fairweather Fish, Inc.
F/V Golden Chalice
6320 Rosedale St. N.w.
Gig Harbor, WA 98335

Charter IFQ Program

Mr. David Benton Chairman
Nosth Pacific fishery Management Council
605 West 4th Ave. Ste # 306
Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

Dear Mr. Chairman,

We are writing to voice our concerns about rescinding the Charter IFQ Program. The formation
and decision to adopt [FQ’s for the Charter boats in areas 2¢/3a has already taken up many
council hours. The time to present evidence against this program has past, and we a// had a fair
opportunity to voice our opinions. Going back on this decision will undermine the Council’s
authority. It will create a huge lack of faith i a system, vecently praised by the media.

Our family and the families of the crew of the Golden Chalice depend on the commercial halibut
fishery for a significant part of their annual income. The Golden Chalice is a 58" longliner,

fishing in nearly every regulatory area for halibut and sablefish. The boat and crew of five spend 7~
6 to 7 months of every year in Alaska, and during that time, they support many Alaskan '
businesses. Currently, three of our crew are Alaska residents living in Homer and Kodiak.

Please continue to support the TFQ program for Halibut charter boats in 2C and 3A. We
appreciate your consideration of our comments.

Sincerely, .
Lisa Newland

President

Fairweather Figh, Inc.

Copy: Governor Tony Knowles
State of Alaska
P.O.Box 110001
Juneau, AK $9811-0001

bL/ 1L ofed ‘Wvez: L1 10-ve-das fe3Tnsler ‘van :Ag_jues



89/24/2081 13:36 9074243436 CDFU PAGE

82

Cordova Disw-ic*r F ishermen Unifed

Celebrating 65 Years of Service to Commercial Fishermen in Cordova, Alaska
P.0. Box 939 Cordova, Alaska 99574 / Telephone (907) 424-3447 / Fax (907) 424-3430

September 21, 2001

Iny EC
Mr. David Benton, Chairman E\"-"KSE “E,;',?;E
North Pacific Fishery Management Council @

605 West 4th Ave, Suite 306 SEP 24 200
SENT VIA FACSIMILE TO 907.271.2817 g

Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

' Dear Chairman Benton,

Cordova District Fishermen United is writing to express strong support for the halibut

charter boat IFQ program approved in April of this year, and to ask Council members to
vote against rescinding the program.

The Council’s approval of a charter IFQ program is the culmination of many years of
thorough development and analysis of a long-term solution to bitter allocation disputes,
overcapitalization of industry sectors, and inefficient use of fisheries management
resources. These are some of the most crippling problems facing our nation's fisheries and
the people and communities who depend on them, and the Council's action on this issue i<

. highly commendable.

Council Staff and the Scientific and Statistical Committee developed the charter IFQ
program with significant guidance from the charter sector, substantive agreement and
compromise between the charter and commercial sectors, and very detailed analysis and
review. Over 8,000 written comments or petition signatures, and countless hours of public
testimony support the charter IFQ program.

The CDFU Groundfish Division membership, made up of both charter and commercial
fishermen, has been unanimous in its support of the halibut charter IFQ program.

The State of Alaska's position against the charter IFQ program and in favor of a charter
license moratorium and a GHL is not supportable or credible historically as a long-term
solution to allocation disputes and overcapitalization. In light of all of the Council's recent
efforts to rationalize other fisheries, and in light of the State of Alaska's experience with

32



89/24/20881 13:36 9074243438 CDFU PAGE
AGE 01

latent effort in limited entry fisheries, the State’s position is a step backwards in fisheries
policy. '

Voting to rescind the charter IFQ program would be a purely political action riding
roughshod over the traditional Council process of thorough and open review and analysis of
fisheries resource management issues.

With declines in prices and abundance of salmon and herring in Prince William Sound,
many of our fishermen have invested in, and come 1o depend considerably on the halibut and
blackcod IFQ fisheries for the economic stability that they provide. The community of
Cordova benefits substantially from this economic stability as well. Rescinding the charter
IFQ program would be economically harmful to fisheries dependent communities such as
Cordova, and it would destabilize both the charter and commercial halibut sectors through
continued allocation disputes. This would be a fisheries policy step in the wrong direction,
and we ask for your continued support for the halibut charter IFQ program.

.. Sincerely,

Sue Aspelund Dan Hull
Executive Director Groundfish Division Co-Chair

CC:  Gov Knowles
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September 24, 2001

To:  Mr. David Benton, Chairman D) = :
NPFMC lﬂ} ECERy =R
605 West 4th Avenue, Suite 306 @
Anchorage, AK 99501-2252 SEP 24 2001

From: Gerry Merrigan
Box 1065 ... NPEMc
Petersburg, Alaska 99833

Re:  C-1: Halibut Charter IFQ: Motion to Rescind Undermines Public Process
Dear Chairman Benton,

I'am a commercial halibut IFQ fisherman in Area 2-C as well as member of Petersburg
Vessel Owners Association and the Halibut Coalition, I have participated at the NPFMC
for the last four years in regards to the resolving the allocation issue between commercial
and charter halibut fishermen, I also served as a technical advisor to the Charter IFQ
Committee.

I strongly urge the Council to support your April 2001 final action of adoption of a
charter halibut IFQ program. Please do not rescind this action. As in most Council
actions, there was considerable public process and analysis resulting in a solution where
every party made considerable concessions to achieve resolution. Similar to other
Council actions, the process of resolving the allocation issue was done incrementally in
deliberative logical fashion finally resulting in the adoption of the charter halibut IFQ
program.

The Council public process on this general allocation issue spans eight years and sixteen
meetings with three opportunities for public testimony at each meeting. Additionally,
there were three public committees established. In regards to charter IFQs, this topic was
on the Council agenda in some form for five meetings with additional public TFQ Charter
Committee meetings. There was considerable public process and opportunity for public
input that went into the Council’s decision. A poll at the time of final action in April
indicated that in Anchorage area, 68% of the public were aware of the issue.

1 urge you not to rescind for two basic reasons:

1.) There is no new significant, compelling, and relevant information in front of the
Council to support a rescind motion. The only changes that have occarred since
April 2001 are purely political in nature.

2.) A rescind motion completely andermines the Council public process. To rescind
sends the message that the NPFMC does not need nor serve the public.
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As an Alaskan resident, it is not clear to me who the State of Alaska is representing, The
State has had a voting representative at the table at all meetings and bas voted in favor to
initiate the analysis of charter IFQs (February 2000) as well as moving the analysis
forward and releasing for public review prior to final action. The State also has
representatives at al) the Charter IFQ Committee meetings. The State of Alaska

participated and was involved in the public process and the numcrous steps that led to the
Council final action in April 2001.

Yet in April 2001 at final action, the State of Alaska placed a position on the table at the
eleventh hour. This position was starkly in contrast to the State’s previous involvement in
the public process. Similar to the rescind motion now in front of you, there was no
supporting public process to arrive at the State of Alaska’s position. No public
stakeholder meetings were held by the State or Governor’s Office in developing this
position. There was no public meetings of the Board of F; isheries. There were no hearings
in the Legislature. Yet, all of these public bodies somehow came to a position on this
issue without the benefit of public input. In terms of public process in this issue, the
NPFMC is evolutionary while the State of Alaska seems to believe in the creationist
theory of public input.

The only changes that have occurred since April is the membership of the Council as
well as a letter from Senator Stevens to Governor Knowles urging the Governor to let the

Regional Councils do their job. 1 also urge you to do your job. Please vote to maintain a
viable public process that the public can believe in, please vote no on rescinding.

Thank you.

L0 M—

Gerry Merrigan
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SITKA'S SECRETS
S
Sep

September 24, 2001 <4 @

North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
605 West 4* Avenue Suite 306
Anchorage AK 99501-2252

- Dear Council Member:;

Thank you for revisiting the Halibut Charter IFQ Program. Hopefully, upon closer
examination, you will vote against any charter IFQ pregram.

77 The need for a charter [FQ program has never existed. There never was a “rapid,
uncontrolled growth of the guided halibut charter industry.” If there was, how do
you explain the decrease from 20 percent to 11 percent, between 1996 to 2000, of
the percentage of total halibut harvested by the recreational industry? If the
problem is uncontrolled charter harvest of halibut, why is commercial bycatch of
halibut two to three times the total recreational harvest?

We continue to believe IFQs are inappropriate for recreational fishing. Charter
[FQs will result in the privatization of a public resource. We also feel the Council's
analysis is very lacking in the economic impacts of this ruling to Area 2C.

We encourage you to vote against any charter IFQ program, and let us get back to
where we were before the commercial longliners made up this issue.

Sincerely,

o P

Beverly P Minn

- Beverly P. Minn Kent F. Hall
500 lincoln Street #641 Sitka, Alaska 99835 (907) 747-5089 email: bevandkent@hotmail.com
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Chairman

North Pacific Fishery Management Council SEP 25 2001
605 West 4 Th. Ave. Ste 306

Anchoragc, AK 99501-2252

Mr. David Benton ECENVE ~

NPEM.C

Dear Mr. Benton,

] urge you to continue supporting the 2C/3A IFQ program for charter halibut vessels adopted in
April 200 and recommend you to vote against rescinding the program.

The Council’s adoption of 2 charter IFQ program is the result of much hard work since 1993.
_The Council decision followed a thorough staff analysis, substantive agreement between
.eomrciallchmer operators, many hours of public testimony, and over 8,000 written comments
or petition signatures. The state has presented no compelling new information why the program
should be rescinded. Voting to rescind the charter IFQ program would be rough politics
overriding rational management, and not in keeping with Council tradition.

I’mnotgomgtowaﬂcmymomﬂmedmmgthevukmmbﬂﬂyofm livelihood and financial
staxusonthlsm.lhveduscwedﬂmmqunzsfewpmsoustesumoms At this point 1
.‘coamdcrxtmm!yObmus W}mmnowatstakeasthraslameomedmhemtegmyof
NPEMC to operate with public input. There has been support for this from members of the
charter boat flect as well as the commercial fishing fleet; a vote has been taken. If you rescind

this agtiop it will ses bad precedent.

llnpetlmyoudecidzmabidebyyowcurremb' standing decision. Thank you for your

P.O. Box 22, Pelican, AK 99832
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Petersburg Vessel Owners Association

P.O. Box 232
Petersburg, Alaska 99833
Phone (907) 772-9323 Fax (307) 772-4495

September 25, 2001 ['% E@!E[!\v{ gﬂ-j}

Mr. David Benton, Chairman
North Pacific Fishery Management Council SEP
605 West 4th Avenue, Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

Subject: October 2001 Agenda Item C-1: l-lallbul Charte: IFQ Program N.PF M.C
Dear Chairman Benton: S 2 -

Petersburg Vessel Owners Association is a diveérse group of commercial fishermen, many of whom participate
in the halibut fishery affected by this program. We would like to take this opportunity to strongly urge the
council not to rescind the halibut charter IFQ, program that was passed in April. PVOA supports the IFQ
program for charter boats and opposes: any. AP L0 Overtiam, the decision. .

SR 1
NI
N e s o

- In 1993, the council began considering management alternatives for the. halibut charter industry, recognizing
that an expanding charter flect resulting in an unlimited expansion of chaster halibut harvests at the expense
of other users was a management groblem. Recént debates over the sppropriate levels of halibut allocation
and the history of past allocative struggles. leads us to believe that although the GHL package was a step in the
right direction, further action is necesgary to alprovidc: closure to the-igsue of halibut allocation. We feel that
the IFQ program, with its generous charter allocation and its &mvmom for the transfer of commercial IFQs
to the charter sector, is likely to prevemt the type of ongoing ‘battle that has ensued in the past over allocation
issues. - R T .

The final action by the council was the result of years of analysis, research, public comment, and hard work
by all stake holders. When considering this issue, the Council went through an eight-year process;
committees were formed, input was taken from many charter operators as well as-.commercial fishermen, and
ample opportunities were provided for public comment and involvement of both the charter and commercial
halibut industries. The IFQ program that was passed in April is the resull of discussion and compromise
between the affectod parties. At this time, we are revisiting the issue, not-hecause new evidence has surfaced

+ that should be considered, but because of pure political pressure. Nocompelling reason to rescind the
program has been presented. 3 e

IFQs for the charter fleet do more than protect commercial fishermen who bave made substantial investments
in halibut IFQs, vessels, and gear from continuous encroachment.by an unregulated charter industry. The
charter IFQ program also fairdy allocates quota shares to charter' oporators based on past patticipation while
providing substantial cpportunities for industry growth and new entry.. IFQs provide stability and give
commercial and charter operators the ability to plan their seasons.. For these reasons, both commercial and
charter operators affected by the regulations supported this action in.April and continue (0 support it now.
In summary, PVOA supports the halibut charter IFQ program because'we feel it represents a long-term
solution to the halibut allocation problem, because the program was developed with a great deal of public
input and support from both the charter and. commercial industries, and because it protects commercial
fishermen while fairly providing resources to the charter industry, We respect the integrity of the Council
process and ask that you value the lengthy public process that led to April’s action, stand firm behind a good
decision, and don't give in to political pressure. Do the right thing for the commercial and charter halibut
fleets by voting not to rescind the halibut charter IRQ package. Thank you for your consideration of these
comments. e T '

Sincerely,

Cora Crome
Director

<0 39V TSYINMOTIISSIATOMNGd Sebb-2L.-106 15:97 1002/52/60
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76: NPFmc
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. September 25, 2001

Dear Council Members,

FROM OFFICE 360 856 B34S

P.1 422)

e

~
Sportsman’s Cove Lodge
Abasko's Riodly World-Class Sportishing
B) s lI,taeseorv‘:gons Office
a ost Office Box 2486
H L%\@Eg‘yrg . oumpmwzsssm-ms
Inquiries 1800 962 7889
SEP 25 20 Business 50956 54
01 Tacsimile 360 958 0345
www.alaskasbestlodge.com
NPENc

On behalf of our staff, and the 1,000 customers that visit us each season, 'm urging
you to uphold the April 2001 vote of the Charter IFQ Program. This program will
allow the charter fleet to continue to provide guided anglers with the limits
established by NPFMC without exceeding the TAC.

Please put an end to the ten plus years of tug-o-war between the Commercial and

Sport Charter Fisherman.

G o

Jeff McQuarrie
President

Kovvriae ener Frionds wn. tho fiekina fravel £ Baenitalif dadwotee oinsos 1079
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SEP 25 2001

¢ 987 7473413

FAX NO.

Mayo 2888SMC,Sitka,Ak 99835

FROM ¢

2001 Council meeting, We deplore recent eforts to rescind this program at the October 2001 Council meeting. In April 2001 the Council made a

Halibut IFQ for Guided Sport Charter Fisﬁe_n_-x in Area 2C/3A

We, the undersigned, urge the North Pacific Fishery Management Council to continue supporting the charter IFQ program adoptNElﬁ'eMpQ

good decision based on a thorough analysis snd considerable public input. No new information has been presented which justifies the Conncil

Sep. 25 2891 @3:86PM P2

rescinding its April 2001 action.
NAME ADDRESS Number in | TYPE OF
- 2 Aan : _ Family HALIBUT USER
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¢ Mayo 288BSMC,Sitka,Ak 99835

FROM

We, the undersigned, urge the North
2001 Council meeting, We deplore recent efforts
good decision based on a thorough analysis and consid

rescinding its April 2001 action,

Halibut IFQ for Guided Sport Charter Fishery in Area 2C/3A

Pacific Fishery Management Coungcil to continue supporting the charter I
to rescind this program at the October 2001 Council meeting,
erable public input. No new information has been presented which justifies the Council

FQ program adopted at the Aptil
In April 2001 the Council made a

NAME

ADDRESS

Namber in
Family

TYPE OF
HALIBUT USER
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‘é’j 2y ,0[ '
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¥ Charter Operator

J1l 5 k//é//

o

OSubsistence
WCommercial
HSport

[ Charter Operator

Gt _,

!
,-(A ei };6\(}\4\/‘1\_
. {

LS 51’\1\‘(*" Noller

sistence
JCommercial
(OSport
0O Charter Operator

it Kewgiran
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Halibut IFQ for Guided Sport Charter Fishery in Ares 2C/3A

We, the undersigned, urge the North Pacific Fishery Management Council to contitue supporting the charter JFQ program adopted at the April
2001 Council meeting. We deplore recent efforts to rescind this program at the October 2001 Council smeeting. In April 2001 the Council made a
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good decision based on a thorough analysis and considerable public input. No new information has been presented which justifies the Council

rescinding its April 2001 action. .
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