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Abstract: This analysis examines proposed changes to the management of Pacific halibut in the charter
fisheries and commercial setline fisheries in International Pacific Halibut Commission (IPHC) Regulatory
Areas 2C and 3A in the Gulf of Alaska. The North Pacific Fishery Management Council (Council)
identified a need to develop a catch sharing plan (CSP) for the charter and commercial sectors to address
conservation and allocation concerns in both areas. These concerns resulted from: 1) increased harvests in
the charter halibut fishery, and 2) decreased catch limits in the commercial setline fisheries. There are five
proposed alternatives under consideration. The No Action alternative would continue management of the
charter halibut sector in these regulatory areas under the Guideline Harvest Level (GHL) Program.
Annual amendments to federal regulations have been required in Area 2C to match the management
measure(s) to constrain charter halibut harvests to the GHL. The delayed timeline for implementation of
the CSP has resulted in overharvest of the GHL in Area 2C, except for 2011 when harvest was under the
GHL by 30%.

Alternative 2 is the 2008 Preferred Alternative to replace the GHL Program with a catch sharing plan
(CSP) for Areas 2C and 3A. This CSP would: 1) replace the current GHL program; 2) set initial
allocations for each sector; and 3) establish a matrix of management measures to control charter halibut
harvests to annual allocations; 4) authorize annual transfers of commercial halibut quota to charter halibut
permit holders for harvest in the charter fishery to provide flexibility for individual commercial and
charter fishery participants; and 5) a prohibition on retention of charter halibut by skippers and crew
onboard under all allocations and triggers in both areas. A proposed rule of this alternative was published
in July 2011 and comments were accepted through September 21, 2011.

Alternative 3 is the 2012 Preliminary Preferred Alternative for a modified CSP. In addition to the features
identified under Alternative 2, Alternative 3 would replace the fixed matrix of management measures
under Alternative 2 with a requirement that annually the Council recommend, and the IPHC adopt,
management measures to maintain charter halibut harvests within the respective allocations. Alternative 3
differs from Alternative 2 in three ways: 1) it adjusts the 2008 Preferred Alternative allocation by a)
eliminating the + 3.5% target range around the allocations, and b) converting from the statewide harvest
survey to logbooks with adjustments for crew harvests for estimating catch; 2) clarifies features of the



guided angler fish (GAF) IFQ transfer program; and 3) considers whether to recommend the IPHC GAF
program implement separate accountability measures for commercial wastage and charter wastage.

Alternative 4 contains the same elements as Alternative 3, except it would increase the allocation to the
charter sector by 3.5% of combined charter and commercial catch limit (CCL) at the two lower CCL
levels; no adjustment is made to the highest CCL. In its April 2012 motion, the Council labeled those
potential allocations as Option 1 (Area 2C) and Option 2 (Area 3A). They represent the 2008 Preferred
Alternative + 3.5% of the CCL.

Alternative 5 contains the same elements as Alternative 3, except it would increase the 2012 Preliminary
Preferred Alternative (PPA) by the same 3.5% of the CCL at lower CCL levels. They are labeled as
Option 1 adjusted (Area 2C) and Option 2 adjusted (Area 3A). These options apply a consistent approach
to the 2012 PPA that was applied to the 2008 Preferred Alternative under Alternative 4. Their addition
applies a consistent, logical approach to identifying the full range of allocation options and notices the
public of potential action by the Council when it selects its Final Preferred Alternative in October 2012.

Summary: The proposed range of allocation options follows.

Proposed Area 2C charter allocations

Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt5
2012 PPA (2008  Option 1 Option 1
If Total CEY PA adjusted for (2008 Pref adjusted
is greater  GHL in Mlb || Combined Catch 2008 Preferred allocation and  Alt + 3.5% (2012 PPA +
than (MIb) (Status Quo) Limit (CCL) Alt. loghooks) of CCL)  3.5% of CCL)*
4.779 0.788 <5Mib 17.3% 18.3% 20.8% 21.8%
5.841 0.931 >5 Mlb - 9 Mib 15.1% 15.9% 18.6% 19.4%
6.903 1.074 > 9 Mlb 15.1% 15.9% 15.1% 15.9%
7.965 1.217
9.027 1.432

Proposed Area 3A charter allocations

Alt 1l Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt5
2012 PPA (2008 Option 2
If Total CEY PA adjusted for ~ Option 2 adjusted
is greater  GHL in Mlb || Combined Catch 2008 Preferred allocation and (2008 Pref (2012 PPA +
than (MIb) (Status Quo) Limit (CCL) Alt. logbooks) Alt + 3.5%) 3.5% of CCL)*
11.425 2.008 < 10 Mib 15.4% 17.2% 18.9% 20.7%
13.964 2.373 > 10 Mlb - 20 Mib 14.0% 15.6% 17.5% 19.1%
16.504 2.734 > 20 Mlb 14.0% 15.6% 14.0% 15.6%
19.042 3.103
21.581 3.650
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This analysis examines proposed changes to the management of Pacific halibut in the charter fisheries and
commercial setline fisheries in International Pacific Halibut Commission (IPHC) Regulatory Areas 2C
and 3A in the Gulf of Alaska. The North Pacific Fishery Management Council (Council) identified a need
to develop a catch sharing plan (CSP) for the charter and commercial sectors to address conservation and
allocation concerns in both areas. These concerns resulted from 1) increased harvests in the charter
halibut fishery, and 2) decreased catch limits in the commercial setline fisheries. There are five proposed
alternatives addressed in this analysis.

Alternative 1

Alternative 2
2008 Preferred

Alternative 3
2012 Preliminary

Alternative 4
(“Option 182”)

Alternative 5
(“Option 1&2”

Alternative Preferred Alternative Adjusted)
Type of No Action; annual | Regulatory Regulatory Amendment; | Same as Same as
Council recommendations | Amendment annual recommenda- Alternative 3 Alternative 3
Action to IPHC tions & letter to IPHC
Description Guideline Harvest | Catch Sharing Plan Same as Alternative 2 Same as Same as
Level Program replaces the GHL Alternative 2 Alternative 2
continues Program & one fish
bag limit in Area 2C
Type of Fixed “Target” Sector Allocations Same as Alternative 2 Same as Same as
Allocation Allocation in Ibs that float with halibut Alternative 2 Alternative 2
based on halibut abundance (fixed
abundance percent)
Allocation 125% of average | < Lower Abundance: | Modified Alternative 2 Modified Modified
Basis 1995-1999 125% of average by: Alternative 2 Alternative 3
charter halibut 2001-2005 charter 1) eliminating the +3.5% | allocations to | allocations to
harvest harvest divided by target range around the charter the charter
combined charter the allocations, and sector by sector by
and commercial 2) adjusting allocations +3.5% of +3.5% of CCL
halibut harvests for conversion from combined at the two
> Higher abundance: the statewide harvest | catch limit lower CCL
Area 2C - 2005 survey to logbooks (CCL) at the levels
charter harvest, Area with crew harvests two lower (of
3A - 125% of 1995- removed. three) CCL
1999 average levels
harvest
Allocations See separate breakout table for specific proposed allocation alternatives
Action None; could result | None; overages and Annual analysis & Same as Same as
Required if in annual Council | underages from recommendation of Alternative 3 Alternative 3
Target/ action and NMFS | projections are management measure
Allocation is rule-making, with | expected to balance | to the IPHC for
Exceeded delayed feed- out in the longer implementation for
back loop term; management upcoming season
resulting in likely matrix controls (replaces matrix). Use
mismatch of charter harvests; of logbooks to manage

measure and
current harvest
level

however Council has
identified
inadequacies in the
matrix

fishery may reduce
uncertainty in harvest
projections and choice
of annual management
measures.

Guided Angler | No Yes Modified Alternative 2 Same as Same as
Fish Program Alternative 3 Alternative 3
Separate No Yes for direct fishery | Yes for direct fishery Same as Same as
Accountability and wastage Alternative 3 Alternative 3
Meets No Yes, but with Yes Same as Same as
Problem deficiencies Alternative 3 Alternative 3
Statement
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The five alternatives primarily are differentiated by proposed allocation choices, along with other
program features that are detailed in the list of alternatives and the chart above. The tables show both the
status quo alternative and the alternatives defined in the Council motion. Note that the GHL allocation is
based on the Total CEY and the CSP allocations are based on the CCL. The proposed range of allocation
options for each area is listed in the tables below. Other components, aside from allocation options, also
will be addressed in the EA.

Proposed Area 2C charter allocations in this analysis

Alt 1l Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt5
2012 PPA (2008  Option 1 Option 1
If Total CEY PA adjusted for (2008 Pref adjusted
is greater  GHL in Mlb || Combined Catch 2008 Preferred allocation and  Alt + 3.5% (2012 PPA +
than (MIb) (Status Quo) Limit (CCL) Alt. loghooks) of CCL)  3.5% of CCL)*
4.779 0.788 <5Mib 17.3% 18.3% 20.8% 21.8%
5.841 0.931 >5 Mlb - 9 Mib 15.1% 15.9% 18.6% 19.4%
6.903 1.074 > 9 Mlb 15.1% 15.9% 15.1% 15.9%
7.965 1.217
9.027 1.432

Proposed Area 3A charter allocations in this analysis

Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt5
2012 PPA (2008 Option 2
If Total CEY PA adjusted for ~ Option 2 adjusted
is greater GHL in Mlb || Combined Catch 2008 Preferred allocation and (2008 Pref (2012 PPA +
than (MIb) (Status Quo) Limit (CCL) Alt. logbooks) Alt + 3.5%) 3.5% of CCL)*
11.425 2.008 <10 Mib 15.4% 17.2% 18.9% 20.7%
13.964 2.373 > 10 Mib - 20 Mib 14.0% 15.6% 17.5% 19.1%
16.504 2.734 > 20 Mib 14.0% 15.6% 14.0% 15.6%
19.042 3.103
21.581 3.650

Revised Area 2C/3A Halibut Catch Sharing Plan — September 2012 XV




Environmental Assessment

The Environmental Assessment (EA) evaluates the potential biological, social, and economic impacts of
proposed regulations to manage the Pacific halibut fisheries in Area 2C and Area 3A. The proposed
action would (1) set an initial allocation between the charter and commercial halibut sectors with
accompanying harvest restrictions to limit charter harvests to the respective allocations in Area 2C and
Area 3A; (2) implement a market-based program for the charter sector to increase its initial allocations
through individual transfers of commercial halibut IFQs; (3) identify a process for setting annual
management measures for the charter sector to constrain harvests to the sector’s allocation, and (4)
account for all removals by sector.

The problem statement that was adopted by the Council reads:

The absence of a hard allocation between the commercial longline and charter halibut sectors has
resulted in conflicts between sectors, and tensions in coastal communities that are dependent on the
halibut resource. Unless a mechanism for transfer between sectors is established, the existing
environment of instability and conflict will continue. The Council seeks to address this instability, while
balancing the needs of all who depend on the halibut resource for food, sport, or livelihood.

The purpose of the proposed action is, first, to create a catch sharing plan (CSP) that would set an initial
allocation between the charter halibut sector and commercial longline halibut sector, and reduce the time
lag between occurrence of an overage and a management response; and, second, to allow the charter
sector to increase its initial allocation by compensating the commercial sector for any future reallocations
above the level set at initial allocation by using a market-based approach. The proposed sector allocations
are intended to stop the uncompensated de facto reallocation from the commercial sector to the charter
sector. The GHL has been exceeded in Area 2C each year since its implementation in 2004, despite
restrictive control measures that were recommended by the Council and implemented by NMFS. The
GHL was exceeded in Area 3A from 2004 through 2007. Charter halibut harvests have grown at an
average annual rate of 6.8 percent in Area 2C and 4.1 percent in Area 3A, from 1998 through 2006. The
number of active vessels, the total number of clients, the average number of clients per trip, and the
average numbers of trips per vessel, were at their highest levels in the recorded data period of 1998
through 2006 at the time of Council action. The number of clients per trip has increased steadily in recent
years. This indicates that client demand for charter services has been met by the charter sector increasing
the supply of trips over those years. It is also likely that the recent economic downturn and the one-fish
bag limit in Area 2C have decreased demand for charter trips.

Purpose and Need Statement

The Council is concerned about its ability to maintain the stability, economic viability, and diversity of
the halibut industry, the quality of the recreational experience, the access of subsistence users, and the
socioeconomic well-being of the coastal communities dependent on the halibut resource. Specifically, the
Council noted the need for reliable harvest data would increase as the magnitude of harvest expands in the
charter sector. The Council identified the following areas of concern, with respect to the recent growth of
halibut charter operations.

« The recent growth of charter operations may be contributing to overcrowding of productive
grounds and declining harvests per unit of effort for historical sport, commercial, and subsistence
fishermen in some areas.

» As there is currently no limit on the annual harvest of halibut in the charter fishery, an open-
ended reallocation from the commercial IFQ sector to the charter industry occurs when charter
harvest exceeds the GHL. This reallocation may increase, if the projected growth of the charter
industry occurs. The economic and social impact on the commercial IFQ fleet of this open-ended
reallocation may be substantial.
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» In some areas, community stability may be affected as traditional sport, subsistence, and
commercial IFQ fishermen are displaced by charter LEP holders. The uncertainty associated with
the present situation and the conflicts that are occurring between the various user groups may also
be impacting community welfare.

» Information is lacking on the socioeconomic composition of the current charter industry.
Information is needed that tracks (a) the effort and harvest of individual charter operations and (b)
changes in business patterns.

Description of Alternatives

Alternative 1. Status quo

Alternative 1 (No Action) would continue management of the charter sector under the Guideline Harvest
Limit (GHL) program and harvest control measures. The status quo allows the charter sector in Areas 2C
and 3A to harvest up to (and beyond) the GHLs. The GHL is established annually for Areas 2C and 3A,
and may be adjusted downward, based on the total CEY that is determined by the IPHC. Such
adjustments have occurred in recent years in both areas due to a declining halibut Total Constant
Exploitation Yield (TCEY). Annual amendments to federal regulations have been required in Area 2C to
match the management measure(s) to control charter halibut harvests to the GHL (Table ES-1).

Table ES-1 Management under the GHL Program

Area | Year GHL (Mlbs) | Management Measure*

2006 1.432 Two fish any size
2007 1.432 Two fish (1 < 32")
2008 0.931 Two fish (1 < 32")

2C 2009 0.788 One fish any size
2010 0.788 One fish any size
2011 0.788 One fish < 37"
2012 0.931 Reverse slot limit (U45 O68)
2006 3.650 Two fish any size
2007 3.650 Two fish any size
2008 3.650 Two fish any size

3A 2009 3.650 Two fish any size
2010 3.650 Two fish any size
2011 3.650 Two fish any size
2012 3.103 Two fish any size

Source: ADF&G, 2012.
*2012 management measures were implemented through the IPHC annual management measures;
2011 measures were implemented through a Secretarial regulatory amendment;

2010 and prior measures were implemented through Council regulatory amendments.

The status quo includes current federal and state regulations that would remain unchanged. Current
federal regulations for Area 2C Pacific halibut charters include (1) a one-fish bag limit; (2) a prohibition
on the catch and retention of halibut by charter vessel guides, operators, and crew; (3) a limit on the
number of lines used to fish for halibut, which must not exceed six or the number of charter vessel clients
onboard the charter vessel, whichever is fewer; and (4) a reverse slot limit (U45 O68). The current federal
bag limit for Area 3A is two fish of any size per day for Pacific halibut charters. State of Alaska
Emergency Order No. 2-R-3-03-09 was issued in 2009 to (1) prohibit the catch and retention of halibut by
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charter vessel guides, operators, and crew, while paying clients are on board the vessel; and (2) limit the
number of lines used to fish for halibut to no more than the number of charter vessel clients onboard. The
emergency order was effective from May 23 through September 1, 2009. The State of Alaska did not
issue an Emergency Order for the 2010, 2011, or 2012 fishing seasons.

Alternative 2. (2008 Preferred Alternative) Establish a catch sharing plan that includes sector
accountability

Element 1 - Initial allocation and bag limits.

In Area 2C, when the combined charter and commercial setline catch limit is less than 5 MIb, the charter
allocation will be 17.3 percent of the combined charter and commercial setline catch limit. When the
combined charter and commercial setline catch limit is 5 MIb or more the allocation will be 15.1 percent.
Management variance not to exceed 3.5 percentage points (plus or minus) may occur around this
allocation. The Council’s expectation is that the variances will balance over time to ensure IPHC
conservation and management objectives are achieved.

Trigger 1: When the combined charter and commercial setline catch limit is < 5 Mlb, the halibut charter
fishery will be managed under a 1-halibut daily bag limit. The allocation for the charter sector will be
17.3 percent of the combined charter and commercial setline catch limit. The charter sector’s expected
catch may vary between 13.8 percent and 20.8 percent. However, if the charter harvest for an upcoming
season is projected to exceed 20.8 percent of the combined charter and commercial setline catch limit,
then a maximum size limit will be implemented to reduce the projected harvest level to be lower than
17.3 percent of the combined charter and commercial setline catch limit. If the projected charter harvest
results in a catch rate (percentage of projected charter harvest divided by the combined commercial and
charter catch limit for that Area) that is lower than the lowest charter harvest percentage in that trigger
range, then the charter harvest shall be managed under the daily bag limit of the next higher trigger, so
long as the projected charter harvest percentage of the combined catch limit falls within the percentage
range included under that trigger.

Trigger 2: When the combined charter and commercial setline catch limit is between 5 Mlb and 9 Mlb,
the halibut charter fishery shall be managed under a 1-halibut daily bag limit. The charter sector’s
allocation will be 15.1 percent of the combined catch limit. The charter sector’s expected catch may vary
between 11.6 percent and 18.6 percent. However, if the charter harvest for an upcoming season is
projected to exceed 18.6 percent of the combined catch limit, then a maximum size limit will be
implemented to reduce the projected harvest level to 15.1 percent of the combined catch limit. If the
projected charter harvest results in a catch rate (percentage of projected charter harvest divided by the
combined catch limit for that Area) that is lower than the lowest charter harvest percentage in that trigger
range, then the charter harvest shall be managed under the daily bag limit of the next higher trigger, so
long as the projected charter harvest percentage of the combined catch limit falls within the percentage
range included under that trigger.

Trigger 3: When the combined catch limit is between 9 MIb and 14 Mib, the charter halibut fishery shall
be managed under a 2-halibut daily bag limit (only one of which may be longer than 32 inches). The
charter sector’s allocation will be 15.1 percent of the combined catch limit. The charter sector’s expected
catch may vary between 11.6 percent and 18.6 percent. However, if the charter harvest for an upcoming
season is projected to exceed 18.6 percent of the combined catch limit, then the charter fishery will revert
back to a 1-halibut daily bag limit. If the projected charter harvest results in a catch rate (percentage of
projected charter harvest divided by the combined catch limit for that Area) that is lower than the lowest
charter harvest percentage in that trigger range, then the charter harvest shall be managed under the daily
bag limit of the next higher trigger, so long as the projected charter harvest percentage of the combined
catch limit falls within the percentage range included under that trigger.

Trigger 4: When the combined catch limit is greater than 14 MIb, the halibut charter fishery will be
managed under a 2-halibut daily bag limit. The charter sector’s allocation will be 15.1 percent of the
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combined catch limit. The charter sector’s expected catch may range between 11.6 percent and 18.6
percent. However, if the charter harvest for an upcoming season is projected to exceed 18.6 percent of the
combined catch limit, the charter fishery will revert back to a 2-halibut daily bag limit. Only one of the
retained halibut may be longer than 32 inches.

Charter Fishery Bag & Size Limit Regulations
Area 2C
Combined Catch Limit [Allocation If charter harvest within I charter IELUEEL If charter e
T - projected to exceed projected to be below
(million Ib) allocation range ) .
allocation range allocation range
Comm alloc = 82.7% Maximum size limit
<5 Charter alloc = 17.3% One Fish imposed that brings One Fish
Charter range = 13.8-20.8% harvest to <17.3%
Comm alloc = 84.9% Maximum size limit Two fish. but one must be
=5 - <9 Charter alloc = 15.1% One Fish imposed that brings less than’ 32" in lenath
Charter range = 11.6-18.6% harvest to <15.1% g
Comm alloc = 84.9% Two fish, one must be
29 - <14 Charter alloc = 15.1% less than’ 32" in length One Fish Two Fish
Charter range = 11.6-18.6%
Comm alloc = 84.9% )
=14 Charter alloc = 15.1% Two Fish I?;Ks) ILS;n ggt ?nnﬁgmﬁt be Two Fish
Charter range = 11.6-18.6% g

In Area 3A, when the combined charter and commercial setline catch limit is less than 10 Mib, the charter
allocation will be 15.4 percent of the combined charter and commercial setline catch limit. When the
combined charter and commercial setline catch limit is 10 MIb and above, the allocation will be 14.0
percent. Management variance not to exceed 3.5 percentage points (plus or minus) may occur around this
allocation. The Council’s expectation is that the variances will balance over time to ensure IPHC
conservation and management objectives are achieved.

Trigger 1: When the combined charter and setline catch limit is < 10 Mlb, the charter halibut fishery will
be managed under a 1-halibut daily bag limit. The charter sector’s allocation will be 15.4 percent of the
combined charter and setline catch limit. The charter sector’s expected catch may vary between 11.9
percent and 18.9 percent of the combined catch. However, if the charter harvest for an upcoming season is
projected to exceed 18.9 percent of the combined catch limit, then a maximum size limit will be
implemented to reduce the projected charter harvest below 15.4 percent of the combined harvest. If the
projected charter harvest results in a catch rate (percentage of projected charter harvest divided by the
combined commercial and charter catch limit for that Area) that is lower than the lowest charter harvest
percentage in that trigger range, then the charter harvest shall be managed under the daily bag limit of the
next higher trigger, so long as the projected charter harvest percentage of the combined catch limit falls
within the percentage range included under that trigger.

Trigger 2: When the combined catch limit is between 10 Mib and 20 Mlb, the halibut charter fishery will
be managed under a 1-halibut daily bag limit. The charter sector’s allocation will be 14.0 percent of the
combined catch limit. The charter sector’s expected catch may vary between 10.5 percent and 17.5
percent of the combined catch limit. However, if the charter harvest for an upcoming season is projected
to exceed 17.5 percent of the combined catch limit, then a maximum size limit will be implemented to
reduce the projected charter harvest level to 14 percent of the combined catch limit. If the projected
charter harvest results in a catch rate (percentage of projected charter harvest divided by the combined
catch limit for that area) that is lower than the lowest charter harvest percentage in that trigger range, then
the charter harvest shall be managed under the daily bag limit of the next higher trigger, so long as the
projected charter harvest percentage of the combined catch limit falls within the percentage range
included under that trigger.

Trigger 3: When the combined limit is between 20 Mlb and 27 Mlb, the halibut charter fishery will be
managed under a 2-halibut daily bag limit (only one of which may be longer than 32 inches). The charter
sector’s allocation will be 14.0 percent of the combined catch limit. The charter sector’s expected catch
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may vary between 10.5 percent and 17.5 percent of the combined catch limit. However, if the charter
harvest for an upcoming season is projected to exceed 17.5 percent of the combined catch limit, then the
charter fishery will revert back to a 1-halibut daily bag limit. If the projected charter harvest results in a
catch rate (percentage of projected charter harvest divided by the combined catch limit for that Area) that
is lower than the lowest charter harvest percentage in that trigger range, then the charter harvest shall be
managed under the daily bag limit of the next higher trigger, so long as the projected charter harvest
percentage of the combined catch limit falls within the percentage range included under that trigger.

Trigger 4: When the combined catch limit is greater than 27 Milb, the halibut charter fishery will be
managed under a 2-halibut daily bag limit. The charter sector’s allocation will be 14.0 percent of the
combined catch limit. The charter sectors expected harvest may range between 10.5 percent and 17.5
percent of the combined catch limits. However, if the charter harvest for an upcoming season is projected
to exceed 17.5 percent of the combined catch limit, the charter fishery will revert back to a 2-halibut daily
bag limit. Only one of the retained halibut may be longer than 32 inches.

Charter Fishery Bag & Size Limit Regulations
AL If charter harvest If charter harvest
Combined Catch Limit [Allocation If charter harvest within charter harves charter harves
(million Ib) allocation range prOJect_ed to exceed pro;ect_ed to be below
allocation range allocation range
Comm alloc = 84.6% Maximum size limit
<10 Charter alloc = 15.4% One Fish imposed that brings One Fish
Charter range = 11.9-18.9% harvest to <15.4%
Comm alloc = 86.0% Maximum size limit Two fish. but one must be
=10 - <20 Charter alloc = 14.0% One Fish imposed that brings less than’ 32" in lenath
Charter range = 10.5-17.5% harvest to <14.0% 9
Comm alloc = 86.0% )
220 - <27 Charter alloc = 14.0% ;22’2 tf;]s;n gg?imﬁz t;ﬁ One Fish Two Fish
Charter range = 10.5-17.5% 9
Comm alloc = 86.0% )
=27 Charter alloc = 14.0% Two Fish I-I;V;’g thSahn g;t ?nn:z:]ﬁt be Two Fish
Charter range = 10.5-17.5% 9

In Areas 2C and 3A, no retention of halibut by skipper and crew while paying clients are on board would
be allowed.

Element 2 — Annual regulatory cycle/timeline.

The Council did not adopt an annual regulatory cycle for amending federal regulations. It is the Council’s
intent to not revisit or readjust bag limits; such bag limit changes will be triggered by changes in
combined charter and commercial setline catch limits established annually by the IPHC. Bag limits and
maximum size limits would be implemented by the IPHC based upon its determination of the combined
catch limits and the bag limit parameters described above.

Element 3 — Supplemental, individual use of commercial IFQ to allow charter limited entry permit
holders (LEP) to lease commercial IFQ, in order to provide additional harvesting opportunities for
charter anglers, not to exceed limits in place for unguided anglers.

A.  Leasing commercial IFQ for conversion to Guided Angler Fish (GAF).

1. A Charter Halibut Limited Access Program (CHLAP) permit holder may lease IFQ for
conversion to GAF for use on the LEP.

2. Commercial halibut QS holders may lease up to 1,500 pounds or 10% (whichever is
greater) of their annual IFQ to LEP holders (including themselves) for use as GAF on
LEPs. If an IFQ holder chooses to lease to a CQE, then the same limitations apply as if they
were leasing to an individual charter operator—1,500 Ib or 10 % whichever is greater. With
regard to CQE leasing: any quota which a CQE holds, regardless of its origin, could be
leased up to 100% to eligible residents of the CQE community. For example, a CQE may
hold quota share derived from purchase, lease from another qualified CQE, or leased from
an individual, and then lease up to 100% of the quota it holds.
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3. No more than 400 GAF may be assigned to an LEP endorsed for 6 or fewer clients.
No more than 600 GAF may be assigned to an LEP endorsed for more than 6 clients.

B.  LEP holders harvesting GAF while participating in the charter halibut fishery are exempt from
landing and use restrictions associated with commercial IFQ fishery, but subject to the landing and
use provisions detailed below.

C. GAF would be issued in numbers of fish. The conversion between annual IFQ and GAF would be
based on average weight of halibut landed in each region’s charter halibut fishery (Area 2C or Area
3A) during the previous year as determined by ADF&G.!

Subleasing of GAF would be prohibited.
E.  Conversion of GAF back to commercial sector.

Unused GAF may revert back to pounds of IFQ and be subject to the underage provisions
applicable to their underlying commercial QS either automatically on November 1 of each year or
upon the request of the GAF holder if such request is made to NMFS in writing prior to
November 1 of each year.

F.  Guided angler fish derived from commercial QS may not be used to harvest fish in excess of the
unguided sport bag limit on any given day.

G. Charter operators landing GAF on private property (e.g., lodges) and motherships would be
required to allow ADF&G samplers/enforcement personnel access to the point of landing.

H.  Commercial and charter fishing may not be conducted from the same vessel on the same day.

Alternative 2 was the 2008 Preferred Alternative to replace the GHL Program with a catch sharing plan
(CSP) for Area 2C and Area 3A. This CSP would 1) replace the current GHL program; 2) set initial
allocations for each sector; and 3) establish a matrix of management measures to control charter halibut
harvests to annual allocations; 4) authorize annual transfers of commercial halibut quota to charter halibut
permit holders for harvest in the charter fishery to provide flexibility for individual commercial and
charter fishery participants; and 5) prohibit retention of charter halibut by skippers and crew onboard
under all allocations and triggers in both areas.

The Council intended that the proposed CSP allocations to both sectors vary with halibut abundance, as
indicated in its selection of a fixed percentage allocation under its 2008 Preferred Alternative. It would
have required pre-season notice of upcoming management measures to allow an uninterrupted charter
halibut season. The allocations for the lowest tier of CCLs are based on 125 percent of the 2001-2005
average charter harvest, which was the same formula selected by the Council to set the GHLs (although in
fixed pounds). These percentages were the highest percentage allocation options to the charter sector that
were considered by the Council and would yield the largest projected gross revenue each year. The
allocations at higher CCLs are the second highest percentage allocation options for each area considered
by the Council. The analysis found that these allocations would exceed projected harvests from 2009
through 2011 and that more restrictive management measures would not be required. The Council
selected a different percentage of the CCL in each area because the initial allocations could have very
different impacts as a result of the size of the current constant exploitation yield (CEY) relative to
historical CEYs. The plan also identifies specific management measures that would be triggered at
different CCLs and identifies a market-based approach for individual charter LEP holders, who are
willing buyers, to increase the charter sector allocation by compensating individual commercial 1IFQ
holders, who are willing sellers, for their transferred quota. The plan would include a prohibition on
retention of charter halibut by skippers and crew.

“The Council’s long-term plan may require further conversion to some other form (e.g., angler days) in a future
action.
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While the Council selected its Preferred Alternative in October 2008, supplemental analyses of aspects of
the Council’s motion were required to complete the analysis for submission to the Secretary. These were
reviewed by the Scientific and Statistical Committee, and accepted by the Council, in February 2009. The
draft final analysis was submitted to NMFS in September 2009. Recommended revisions from informal
reviews by NMFS, and additional revisions of the analyses of the 2008 Preferred Alternative that were
requested by the Council, were incorporated into the draft submitted to the Secretary in July 2011. A
proposed rule was published in July 2011 and comments were accepted through September 21, 2011.

In February 2012 the Council reviewed a report by NOAA Fisheries that included 1) requests for
clarification of Council intent on its proposed CSP and 2) a summary of public comments. The Council
requested additional information and requested that the analysis be revised to reflect its clarifications and
to respond to public comments. Based on additional information provided by staffs of the Council,
NOAA Fisheries, and ADF&G in April 2012, the Council adopted a new problem statement and revised
its previous action (i.e., 2008 Preferred Alternative) by adopting a preliminary preferred alternative (PPA)
(which was corrected in June 2012) and additional options for analysis. The Council scheduled a new
final action for October 2012.

Alternative 3. (2012 Preliminary Preferred Alternative) Establish a catch sharing plan that includes sector
accountability

Alternative 3 is the 2012 Preliminary Preferred Alternative for a modified CSP. In addition to the features
identified under Alternative 2 (outlined above), Alternative 3 would replace the fixed matrix of
management measures under Alternative 2 with a requirement that the Council recommend, and the IPHC
adopt, annual management measures to maintain charter halibut harvests within the respective allocations.
Alternative 3 differs from Alternative 2 in the following ways: 1) it adjusts the 2008 Preferred Alternative
allocation by a) eliminating the + 3.5% target range around the allocations, and b) using logbooks with
adjustments for crew harvests instead of the statewide harvest survey to estimating catch; 2) it clarifies
features of the GAF program (see below); 3) it considers whether to recommend to the IPHC that GAF
program implement separate accountability for commercial wastage and charter wastage.

In April 2012, the Council amended its previous action on the CSP (Alternative 2). It adopted the
following changes that would be incorporated into a new preliminary preferred alternative.

e The Council adopts the March 27, 2012, recommendations of the Halibut Charter Management
Implementation Committee and the Advisory Panel to adopt the “2012 Approach” for determining
annual charter halibut management measures under the CSP and removing the current matrix of
management measures that are included in the current proposed rule. With this change, the Council
also removes the target range around the allocations of +/- 3.5%.

e The Council also adopts the unanimous recommendation of the Halibut Charter Management
Implementation Committee and the Advisory Panel to use ADF&G logbooks as the primary data
collection method. The Council recommends using an adjustment factor based on the 5-year
average (2006-2010) of the difference between the harvest estimates provided by the logbooks and
the SWHS, with the adjustment factor reduced by the amount of harvest attributed to skipper and
crew. The Council’s understanding is that applying this adjustment factor would result in the
following changes to the CSP allocations, as corrected in June 2012:

Area 2C adjustment factor = 5.6%

Area 2C current CSP allocation in Tier 1 =17.3%

Adjusted CSP allocation = (17.3% * 5.6%) + 17.3% = 18.3%
Area 2C current CSP allocation in Tiers 2 through 4 = 15.1%
Adjusted CSP allocation = (15.1% * 5.6%) + 15.1% = 15.9%
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Area 3A adjustment factor = 11.6%

Area 3A current CSP allocation in Tier 1 = 15.4%

Adjusted CSP allocation = (15.4% * 11.6%) + 15.4% = 17.2%
Area 3A current CSP allocation in Tiers 2 through 4 = 14.0%
Adjusted CSP allocation = (14.0% * 11.6%) + 14.0% = 15.6%

e The Council recommends for consideration of a letter to the IPHC supporting the idea of separate
accountability of wastage between halibut sectors, and revising the preamble to the rule describing
the method that the Council would expect to be used by the IPHC in setting catch limits.

e Guided Angler Fish Program — all elements of the GAF Program under the 2008 preferred
alternative would apply, except as noted below.

» GAF would be issued in numbers of fish. Conversion of IFQ pounds to numbers of fish would be
based on the average weight of GAF from the previous year.

> In the first year of the GAF program, the GAF weight to number of fish conversion factor would
be based on the previous year’s data or most recent year without maximum size limit in effect.

» The leasing limitation for each commercial halibut IFQ shareholder would be limited to 10% or
1,500 pounds of his or her IFQ holdings in Area 2C, and 15% or 1,500 pounds of his or her IFQ
holdings in Area 3A, whichever is greater.

> Anglers “would be required to mark GAF by removing the tips of the upper and lower lobes of the
tail and report the length of retained GAF halibut to NMFS through the NMFS approved
electronic reporting system.

» A review within five years of the start of the GAF program would be scheduled, which would
take into account the economic effects on both sectors.

Alternative 4. Establish a catch sharing plan that includes sector accountability, with adjustment of 2008
PA by +3.5% on two lower levels of combined catch limits

Alternative 4 contains the same elements as Alternative 3, except it would increase the allocation to the
charter sector by 3.5% of combined charter and commercial catch limit (CCL) at the two lower CCL
levels; no adjustment is made to the highest CCL. In its April 2012 motion the Council labeled those as
Option 1 (Area 2C) and Option 2 (Area 3A). The options represent the 2008 Preferred Alternative +
3.5% of the CCL.

Option 1: Area 2C

At a combined catch limit of <5 MlIbs, establish the CSP allocation at the upper end of the
original range proposed for the CSP (20.8%); at a combined catch limit of >5 — <9 Mibs,
establish the CSP allocation at the upper end of the original range proposed for the CSP (18.6%).
At combined catch limits of >9 MIbs, maintain the original target CSP allocation of 15.1%.

Option 2: Area 3A

At a combined catch limit of <10 Mlbs, establish the CSP allocation at the upper end of the
original range proposed for the CSP (18.9%); at a combined catch limit of >10 — <20 MIbs,
establish the CSP allocation at the upper end of the original range proposed for the CSP (17.5%).
At combined catch limits of >20 MIbs, maintain the original target CSP allocation of 14.0%.

Alternative 5. Establish a catch sharing plan that includes sector accountability, with adjustment of 2012
PPA by +3.5% on two lower levels of combined catch limits

Alternative 5 contains the same elements as Alternative 3, except it would increase the 2012 PPA by the
same 3.5% of the CCL at lower CCL levels. They are labeled as Option 1 adjusted (Area 2C) and Option

% An interagency staff working group recommends that Council identify the guide or “skipper” as the responsible
party for marking GAF. This language is consistent with a verbal correction to the motion that occurred during the
April 2012 Council meeting, but was not incorporated into the written language that was adopted.
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2 adjusted (Area 3A). These options apply a consistent approach to the 2012 PPA that was applied to the
2008 Preferred Alternative under Alternative 4. Their addition applies a consistent, logical approach to
identifying the full range of allocation options and notices the public of potential action by the Council
when it selects its Final Preferred Alternative in October 2012. The range of allocation options are listed
in the tables below.

Option 1 adjusted: Area 2C

At a combined catch limit of <5 Mlbs, establish the CSP allocation at the upper end of the
original range proposed for the CSP (21.8%); at a combined catch limit of >5 — <9 MlIbs,
establish the CSP allocation at the upper end of the original range proposed for the CSP (19.4%).
At combined catch limits of >9 MIbs, maintain the original target CSP allocation of 15.9%.

Option 2 adjusted: Area 3A

At a combined catch limit of <10 Mlbs, establish the CSP allocation at the upper end of the
original range proposed for the CSP (20.7%); at a combined catch limit of >10 — <20 Mibs,
establish the CSP allocation at the upper end of the original range proposed for the CSP (19.1%).
At combined catch limits of >20 MIbs, maintain the original target CSP allocation of 15.6%.

Note: Under the 2012 model, the +3.5% range around the allocation would be removed, and the
Council would be annually recommending management measures that minimize the difference
between the projected harvest and the target allocation, without exceeding the allocation.

Summary of Proposed Allocations: The result of the Council motion includes the following options to
divide the available halibut in Area 2C (Table ES-2) and Area 3A (Table ES-3). The first option is the
Council’s 2008 preferred alternative. That option would allocate 17.3% of the Area 2C CCL to the charter
sector when the CCL is less than 5 Mlbs. This percentage was originally derived as 125% of the 2001
through 2005 average charter harvest (GHL formula updated through 2005). The charter sector would be
allocated 15.1% when the CCL is 5 Mlbs or greater. This percentage was originally derived based on the
2005 charter harvest. The 2012 PPA is the 2008 preferred alternative increased by 5.6% to account for
using logbooks as the primary data collection mechanism. The third option, “Option 1 (unadjusted)”, is
the 2008 preferred alternative increased by 3.5% of the CCL. The 3.5% increase equates to the upper
bound of the target range in the Council’s 2008 preliminary preferred alternative. Finally, the fourth
option “Option 1 (adjusted for allocation and logbooks)” is “Option 1 (unadjusted)” plus 3.5% of the
CCL.

Effect of Alternatives

The proposed alternatives address allocation of the Pacific halibut resource between the commercial
setline and charter sectors. While the alternatives would affect harvest levels and charter fishing practices,
total halibut removals would not be affected as any decreases in charter harvests would result in increased
commercial harvests. The IPHC factors estimated halibut removals into the halibut stock assessment
when setting annual commercial longline catch limits. Therefore, none of the proposed alternatives is
expected to significantly impact the halibut stock. None is expected to affect the physical environment,
benthic community, marine mammals, seabirds, or non-specified groundfish species. The data are
insufficient to quantify whether groundfish stocks may be affected by the alternatives, but any effects on
groundfish from the proposed action are expected to be minor. There may be an effect on the human
environment, as there are winners and losers under any sector allocation. The Council attempted to
mitigate the impacts of the initial allocation on the charter sector by allowing charter limited entry permit
holders to acquire additional allocation from the commercial sector, through financial compensation.
Charter clients who fish with these permit holders would be allowed to fish under regulations similar to
those for non-guided anglers.
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Regulatory Impact Review

The economic impacts of the alternatives considered in this analysis are discussed in terms of the status
quo (GHL) and the four CSP alternatives (Alternatives 2 through 5) that are being considered by the
Council to replace the GHL. As noted in the October 2007 Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC)
report, this analysis does not provide quantitative estimates or confidence intervals for the magnitude of
net national benefits. Nor are quantitative estimates provided for regional economic impacts of the
alternatives considered in this amendment. Because those estimates cannot be provided, given the
information available, the analysis does not identify an optimal allocation. Additional data that is
currently unavailable would be needed to provide information on the contribution of each alternative to
national welfare associated with all sources of commercial removals (e.g., setline retained catch and
wastage, charter catches and release mortality, bycatch in other fisheries, etc.), as well as the effects these
may have on users and uses of the resource not associated with commercial fishing activity, both market
and non-market. Even if the Council were able to recommend an allocation that maximizes net benefits
to the nation under the current conditions, changes that occur within sectors and regions would require
frequent modifications to the allocations.

Alternative 1. Status quo (Guideline Harvest Level)

The GHL defines the amount of halibut allocated to the charter and commercial IFQ fisheries in Area 2C
and Area 3A. Charter allocations are defined based on the Total CEY, which is the exploitable biomass
multiplied by the exploitation rate. The charter harvest level is established in a step-wise fashion when the
Total CEY is more than 4.779 Mlb in Area 2C. In Area 3A, the charter harvest level is defined when the
Total CEY is more than 11.425 Mlb. If the Total CEY is less than those amounts, the GHL is not used to
determine the charter allocation. When the Total CEY is more than 9.027 MIb in Area 2C the charter
harvest level is 1.432 Mlb and never increases; in Area 3A the charter limit is always set at 3.650 Mlb
when the Total CEY is more than 21.581 Mlb.

Because the GHL is based on Total CEY the charter catch limit is not affected by other halibut removals.
Removals for unguided sport, personal use, waste, and bycatch are deducted from the Total CEY after the
GHL is set. Commercial IFQ catch limits are established after other removals have been deducted from
the Total CEY and any adjustment to the catch limit have been made by the IPHC. As a result increases
in other removals affect the commercial harvest, but not the charter GHL. Because other removals have
tended to increase over time they have reduced the commercial IFQ allocation.

Area 2C The Area 2C GHL was reduced from 1.432 MIb to 931,000 Ib in 2008 and, subsequently, to
788,000 Ib in 2009. The GHL remained at 2009 levels until 2012 when it was increased 931,000 Mib.
Management measures in have been more restrictive than the unguided sport bag limit since 2007. Those
restrictions on charter angler harvest were insufficient to constrain charter harvest to the GHL until 2011.
That year the 37 inch size limit on the one fish bag limit, in addition to weak economic conditions,
resulted in the charter sector harvesting only an estimated 388,000 Ibs of halibut. Based on early
estimates of 2012 charter harvest, it also appears the charter sector will be within their GHL.

Area 3A The GHL was reduced from 3.650 MIb (2004 through 2011) to 3.103 MIb (2012) in Area 3A. A
two-fish daily bag limit (of any size) has remained in place over the entire life of the GHL. The charter
harvest permit program will also continue to be in place. Charter harvests are not expected to be
constrained by the program, because of excess capacity in the fleet. Client demand in Area 3A is
assumed not to change as a result of maintaining these management measures.

Economic conditions since 2008 appear to have reduced demand for trips to Alaska, halibut charter trips,
and charter angler halibut harvests. The proportion of the decline in charter harvest attributed to economic
conditions in Area 2C is not estimated, but are a result of changing management measures, general
economic conditions faced by potential charter clients, and biological conditions that have occurred in the
halibut biomass and halibut distribution over this time period. Changes in Area 3A harvest are more
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directly related to changing economic conditions, since management measures affecting client welfare
have been unchanged.

A limited entry program for Area 2C and Area 3A was implemented in January 2010; permits were
required to be on board vessels in the charter halibut fishery beginning February 1, 2011. This program
limits the number of vessels that may be used by guided fishermen at any time and limits the number of
clients that may fish on a permitted vessel during a trip. Vessels are limited by requiring a charter harvest
permit (CHP) be onboard a vessel when it is used for a halibut charter trip. There are 582 charter permits
for Area 2C. The majority of these permits are issued for use by “traditional” charter business operators
(537 permits or 92.3%). All but one of the remaining permits is issued to CQEs. In Area 3A, 503 permits
are currently available to provide halibut charter trips. Those permits are primarily held by traditional
charter operators (441 or 87.7%). Fifty-six of the remaining permits are held by CQEs and six by military
entities. The number of outstanding permits may be reduced slightly over time as the remaining permits
that are under dispute are ruled on.

The status quo is not expected to alter the future harvest of halibut. However, the annual management
measures implemented under the status quo to limit the charter sector to their GHL will cause catch to
vary over time. Worldwide economic conditions will also impact halibut removals by the charter fishery.
The number of eligible participants in the fishery is determined by the charter permit program and will be
the same under all the alternatives under consideration.

Alternative 2. Catch Sharing Plan

Alternative 2 mirrors the Preferred Alternative that was selected by the Council in 2008, but never
approved by the SOC or implemented by NOAA Fisheries. A catch sharing plan would divide a
combined commercial and charter catch limit, determined by the IPHC for Areas 2C and 3A
independently, between the charter and commercial setline halibut fisheries. The allocation would divide
the catch limit such that in Area 2C the charter sector would be allocated 17.3% of the combined catch
limit, using estimates for 2012. That equates to a charter catch limit of about 600,000 Ibs, or a decrease of
about 310,000 Ibs relative to the GHL. The impact of that decline on the charter sector will depend on the
difference in management measures that must be imposed to constrain the charter sector to their catch
limit. Those management measures will affect client demand for trips. The decrease in value associated
with decrease in clients will determine the change benefits obtained by charter operators. More restrictive
charter client bag limits, are expected to reduce consumer surplus, but the amount cannot be quantified
with existing information. Processors of charter caught fish and suppliers of goods and services to charter
operators will also be negatively impacted as the charter operator’s demand for those services declines.
Crew members may also realize a reduction in pay and tips as a result of fewer trips. Communities that
are more reliant on charter businesses than halibut IFQ harvest/landings could also realize a decline in
community impacts, both in terms of expenditures within the community and taxes generated. However,
most communities are dependent on both the commercial IFQ and charter fisheries, so negative impacts
realized by on sector will be offset, to some extent, by increased activity from the other sector.

Management measures will be implemented based on the matrix structure that selects the management
measures based on the CCL. The rigid structure of the matrix provides no discretion for managers to
select an alternative management measure other than those dictated by the matrix regardless of whether
harvests under that alternative measure better achieve the target allocation and have less of a negative
effect on charter bookings. Managers and the charter industry have limited experience with the measures
included in the matrix. As a result, it is possible that the expected effects of those measures (both in terms
of harvests and the effects on the charter sector) may prove inaccurate. In addition, with changing halibut
stocks, it is possible that the effects could vary over time. While the matrix is responsive to changes in
projected harvests under the default measure, that response is limited to selecting a single back up
management measure. By limiting the response to an inadequate default measure, or to the selection of a
single back up measure, the matrix provides very little flexibility to respond to new information. The
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charter industry has recently suggested a humber of unused measures intended to constrain their harvests
while minimizing the negative effects on charter demand. The matrix provides no opportunity for
consideration of these measures, which may prove far more effective in both addressing the need to
constrain harvests of the charter sector and mitigate the negative effects of those constraining measures on
the charter industry.

Guided anglers must abide by any possession limits, bag limits, and/or size limits that are in place for the
charter sector in an area when harvesting from the common pool. GAF, leased from the commercial
sector, may allow CHP holders to offer their clients the opportunity to harvest halibut under the same
regulations (when more liberal) that apply to unguided anglers. Any such halibut, harvested outside of the
charter fishery regulations, must be identified as GAF (or will be subject to an enforcement action). GAF
will not be counted against the common pool harvest, because a member of the commercial sector is
compensated to allow the charter harvest to increase by reducing their personal allocation. Because the
commercial sector is compensated for the halibut, the catch is deducted from the commercial allocation.
GAF may provide a market mechanism to transfer QS from the commercial to the charter sector if the
halibut is of greater value to charter clients. Because very limited information is available on the
willingness of clients to pay an additional fee for GAF, estimates are not provided on the amount of GAF
that would be leased or the prices associated with transfers that would result.

Alternatives 3 through 5. Catch Sharing Plan

The preliminary preferred alternative (Alternative 3) and Alternatives 4 and 5 have the same structure and
component, but the sector allocations differ. Based on these alternatives and 2012 data the Area 2C
charter catch limit would have been reduced from 931,000 Ib under the GHL in 2012 to 633,000 Ib under
the 2012 PPA (Alternative 3), 720,000 Ib under Option 1 (Alternative 4), and 754,000 Ib under Option 1
adjusted (Alternative 5). Relative to the GHL the charter catch limit would have been decreased by
298,000 Ib under the 2012 PPA, 211,000 Ib under Option 1, and 177,000 Ib under Option 1 adjusted. That
fish would have been directly reallocated to the commercial sector. Based on the average Area 2C
exvessel price, from 2011, of $5.52/Ib, those gains equate to an increase in IFQ holder exvessel revenue
of about $977,000 to $1.16 million — depending on the option selected. The Area 3A charter catch limit
would have been reduced from 3.103 Mlbs under the GHL in 2012 to 2.343 Mlbs under the 2012 PPA
(Alternative 3), 2.629 Mlbs under Option 2 (Alternative 4), and 2.869 MIlbs under Option 2 adjusted
(Alternative 5). Relative to the GHL the charter catch limit would have been decreased by 758,000 Ib
under the 2012 PPA, 474,000 Ib under Option 2, and 234,000 Ib under Option 2 adjusted. That fish would
have been directly reallocated to the commercial sector. Using the average Area 3A exvessel price of
$5.43/Ib from 2011, those gross exvessel revenue equate to an increase in IFQ holder exvessel revenue of
about $1.3 million to $4.1 million, depending on the option.

These estimates represent only gross ex vessel revenues, a portion of which would be distributed to vessel
owners, crews, and support industries. In addition, processors of those fish, processor support industries,
consumers of commercially harvested halibut, and communities that receive fish tax revenue from the
landings would also benefit from this redistribution of allocations. Losses to the charter sector would also
arise, but those losses may not be as proportionately related to the pounds of halibut lost in 2012. Charter
revenue is determined by client demand for halibut charter trips. Client demand is related to their
expectations of the trip attributes and general economic conditions. As charter catch limits affects the
management measures (by altering the bag limits and size limits), it changes the client’s expectations of
the trip. When expectations are decreased to a point the client is no longer willing to take the trip, or will
only take the trip at a reduced price, demand is decreased. That decrease in demand reduces the charter
operator’s gross revenue and likely net revenue. Revenue decrease affects their charter industry suppliers,
processors of charter caught halibut, charter crewmembers, other businesses in the community that
provide goods and services to clients, and consumer’s surplus (the benefit charter clients obtain from the
trip). Estimating the loss to the charter operator, let alone all the other sectors, is complex. Those losses
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may more than offset the gains to the commercial sector, but because of the limited information available
and the assumptions that would be required, those estimates are not generated.

The = 3.5% harvest allowance would be excluded from these options. The SSC has commented that the
range is too narrow to meet the stated objective of accounting for management error. If the provision is
retained the Council should consider developing a stronger rational for its inclusion.

These alternatives also contain three modifications to the GAF program.

e Include a requirement for skippers to mark GAF by removing the tips of the upper and lower
lobes of the tail and report the length of the retained GAF halibut to NMFS through the NMFS
approved electronic reporting system.

It is critical that enforcement officers can easily distinguish GAF from fish harvested under the charter
bag limit. Marking each GAF by removing the upper and lower lobes of the tail allow anyone on the
vessel to distinguish GAF fish from other halibut that were caught. It is the responsibility of the skipper to
ensure that the GAF fish are properly marked. Failure to properly mark GAF will result in the skipper
being subject to appropriate enforcement action, as determined by the actual circumstances of the
violation.

e A complete review within five years of the start of the GAF program, taking into account the
economic effects of both sectors

This provision implements a timeline for the Council to conduct a review of the GAF program. The
review must be completed within five years of the start of the program so four or fewer years of data will
be available for the study. NMFS will collect data from GAF transfers to the charter sector and any GAF
that is returned to the commercial IFQ fishery on November 1. NMFS will also collect data on GAF
transfer prices. That information will be the primary source of quantitative economic data available for
the review. Data on the overall harvest and bag limits in place during the first years of the program will
also be available. These data, along with qualitative information collected from participants in the fishery
will likely form the bulk of this analysis. At this time the charter industry has not been requested to report
trip revenues or how clients will compensate charter operators for the use of GAF. Unless that
information is collected, the analysis will provide only a qualitative discussion.

e An increase in the Area 3A IFQ lease limits from 1,500 Ibs or 10% of IFQ issued (whichever is
greater) to 1,500 Ibs or 15% of IFQ issued (whichever is greater).

Increasing the percentage of IFQ that holders of more than 10,000 Ibs of IFQ in Area 3A may lease,
results in about 300,000 Ibs of addition IFQ being available as GAF. Whether these additional fish are
needed will ultimately depend on charter client’s demand for GAF and charter operator’s willingness to
participate in the program. Insufficient information is currently available to determine demand for GAF.

Alternatives 3 through 5 contain a provision where the Council could request the IPHC to implement a
separate accountability provision for commercial and charter wastage of 026 inch halibut. During full
down years, implementing SA results in gains/losses of equal magnitude but opposite sign being realized
by the charter and commercial fleet. The sector that increases their catch limit had a smaller ratio of
waste to allocation percentage than the other sector. When a slow up year occurs, it is possible that the
SUFD adjustment changes the combined limit sufficiently that both sector’s allocation is increased. This
would have occurred in Area 2C during 2012.

Finally, the analysis of each of the CSP alternatives provides information on a potential method to
eliminate the vertical drop in the charter allocation when the percentage of the CCL is adjusted. The
methodology used in the analysis would remove the charter allocation drop by holding the charter
allocation steady, at a fixed poundage, until the CCL increases to the point the charter allocation does not
decline.
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Economic Impacts of the Alternatives

For the proposed alternatives, the analysis assumes that the charter sector allocations would be a common
pool of fish that clients of CHP holders would be allowed to harvest. Bag limits, seasons, and other
management measures would be set pre-season to achieve the allocation, and there would be no inseason
harvest monitoring (of common pool fish), other than the current logbook program or other monitoring
methods required by NMFS. Adjustments to the bag limits and size limits would be made for the next
fishing season, so that the common pool allocation would not be exceeded. The leasing of commercial
IFQ also would be allowed. Leasing of IFQs allows individual CHP holders that hold GAF to use those
fish for clients to exceed charter harvest bag and size limits (up to those limits in place for the unguided
angler).

Quantitative estimates or confidence intervals for the magnitude of net national benefits under each
alternative are unavailable. Determining which allocation would maximize net national benefits would
require detailed information on costs and expenditures in both the commercial and charter sectors. In
addition to cost information, demand for charter trips and angler willingness-to-pay for trips would also
be required. Even if these data were available and current, changes in the halibut biomass will impact the
optimal sustainable yield and the optimal allocation of halibut. Because of these ongoing changes to the
resource, any allocation that is optimal when it is made (if the Council felt an “optimal” allocation was
appropriate) likely would be suboptimal in the future. Leasing IFQ from the commercial sector in the
form of GAF could adjust the amount of halibut available to charter clients and benefit both the
commercial and charter sector. The benefits of the leasing provision for the charter sector will depend on
the bag limits in place for charter and unguided anglers, availability of IFQ for lease, and the market price
for those IFQs. The leasing of IFQs would tend to benefit both sectors if IFQs are available, and clients
are willing to incur higher costs for a trip to harvest an additional halibut (under a one-fish bag limit, for
example). Stakeholders from the commercial and charter sectors have testified in support of the proposed
GAF Program, as a market-based mechanism for attaining a more nearly optimal allocation.

Quantitative estimates of regional economic impacts and their distribution, accruing from the proposed
alternatives, are also unavailable. Nonetheless, this analysis recognizes and attempts to reflect, to the
fullest extent practicable, the contributions that commercial fixed-gear halibut fishing and charter halibut
fishing make to local and regional economic and social welfare and stability.

Charter Sector

The charter sector is comprised of business operators who are licensed by the State of Alaska to provide
charter trips. The alternatives assume that charter operators must hold a CHP to legally operate in the
fishery. It is not presently possible to provide the charter sector’s net revenue, but estimates over a range
of trip prices and clients are provided.

If management measures restrict charter harvests to its allocation, increased demand for charter trips
would be offset by those more restrictive measures. In this case, increases in demand for charter trips
would not be expected to directly impact the commercial sector, unless the shortage of charter seats
induced a large increase in “unguided” effort. The commercial sector would be impacted if the charter
sector were not constrained to its allocation or if the growth in demand for charter services by the public
results in the Council recommending, and the Secretary of Commerce increasing that sector’s allocation.
It is also possible the commercial sector could petition the Council in the future to modify the charter
allocation (although this is not the Council’s intent).

The preferred alternative also would allow charter LEP holders to lease GAF from the commercial sector.
It is not possible to predict the quantity of IFQs that would be available for transfer each year. However,
both the charter operator and the commercial IFQ holder must be willing parties for IFQs to be leased and
converted into GAFs (i.e., the charter operator must pay a sufficient amount for the IFQs to compensate
the commercial QS holder for forgone net revenues) (Criddle 2006a).
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Charter LEP holders who lease IFQs from the commercial sector would realize increased costs. Those
costs would be passed on, in whole or in part, to charter clients, through higher trip prices. The increased
costs and prices are expected to allow charter LEP holders to earn normal profits in the long run.

Commercial Halibut Fishery

Impacts of moderate fluctuations in stock abundance would lead to changes in the commercial quota
under either a fixed or a percentage based charter allocation. Changes in the amount of halibut harvested
by the commercial sector could impact ex-vessel prices, commercial net revenue, and post-harvest
surplus. Given research conducted by Herrmann et al. (1999) on the price flexibility of Alaska halibut, the
changes in ex-vessel price that result from increasing or decreasing the amount of commercial harvest in
Areas 2C and 3A are expected to be very small under the preferred alternative. An allocation to the
charter sector that decreases the commercial allocation is expected to result in a small increase in ex-
vessel price, but an overall decline in the net revenue of commercial harvesters. Post-harvest surplus is
directly related to the quantity of halibut on the market, so a decrease in commercial harvests would lead
to a decrease in post-harvest surplus (Criddle 2006b), ceteris paribus. If the allocation to the charter
sector is set at a level that reduces its harvest during periods when the combined catch limit is steady, the
commercial harvest would be increased and post-harvest surplus would increase. Criddle 2006b also
provides a summary of how to conduct an analysis that would determine the net benefits to the
commercial and charter sector under various allocations. While the analysis provides a description of how
the analysis should be conducted, it does not provide a solution to the optimal allocation between the
charter and commercial sectors. The data needed to complete that analysis are not available and economic
changes that occur would alter the optimal allocation.

Halibut stock fluctuations may impact the asset value of QS held by commercial harvesters. If the
changes to halibut stocks in Areas 2C and 3A occur frequently and are relatively small, they are not
expected to impact QS values. However, if the stock size is expected to increase or decrease for a longer
period of time, it would impact QS asset values. In that situation, a decrease in stock size would reduce
QS values and an increase in stock size would increase QS values. Redistributing the amount of halibut
that is assigned to the commercial sector could have a similar impact on QS values.

Because commercial QS are expected to generate lower net revenues over the next six years (based on
IPHC CEY projections), the asset value of Area 2C QS is also expected to decline.? Persons that sell their
QS could expect to receive less compensation. Shares would be acquired by “eligible” persons who
believe stock abundance will increase over the longer-term. As a result, Area 2C QS holdings could be
further concentrated (up to use caps). For QS holders that stay in the fishery, constraints on charter
harvest growth would help preserve their portion of the combined catch limit.

The Area 2C commercial allocation is projected to be smaller (during the years considered in this
amendment) under the fixed poundage allocations, relative to the percentage based allocations. This is
because the projected CEY is smaller during those years, relative to the base years used to determine the
allocations. Because the preferred alternative is a percentage based option, it is expected to allocate more
halibut to the commercial sector than the fixed poundage options considered.

Because the commercial allocations in Area 3A are projected to be at or above historical levels in the near
future, the QS values are not expected to change dramatically as a result of near-term declines in net
revenue. If the trend of higher than historical average allocations is realized, the QS values may increase.

Increased demand for charter trips does not affect participants in the commercial fishery when expansion
of the charter sector is constrained (Criddle 2006b). The proposed harvest restrictions are assumed to
constrain the amount of halibut the charter sector can harvest to its heir allocation, so the commercial
allocation would not be reduced to accommodate increased charter harvests. It is also important to note

® If demand for charter trips is greater than the supply in Area 2C, the use of GAF may help stabilize both sectors.
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that unless there are conservation concerns, charter overages would have a minor impact on future
combined catch limits.

The commercial sector, however, would have been directly impacted by a charter allocation that is larger
than the charter sector would harvest under the status quo. That scenario would allow the charter sector to
increase its harvest, as client demand increases, until it reaches the allocation. From that point forward,
the allocation would constrain the charter client harvests and the commercial sector would not be
impacted by further increases in charter demand.

If some amount of halibut allocated to charter anglers are unused and is not reassigned to the commercial
sector, that excess allocation to the charter sector would reduce the commercial allocation more than is
necessary. Forgoing that harvest would reduce post-harvest surplus in that year. There may be off-setting
“gains” to be had in the future, as halibut not removed through either charter or commercial fisheries,
continue to grow, reproduce, and contribute to the halibut biomass. Determining the net effect of growth
and reproductive rates, natural mortality rates, market demand for halibut, charter demand for halibut
trips, and the appropriate discount rate(s), among other consideration, exceed current data and analytical
capabilities. Nonetheless, these issues counsel care in drawing conclusions about “net benefits”.

Leasing of GAF would allow commercial QS holders to transfer IFQ to the charter sector. Theory
suggests that the commercial sector would only be expected to lease IFQ to the charter sector if they
receive sufficient compensation to offset the net revenue they would expect to derive from harvesting the
fish themselves.* Because individual commercial harvesters generate different amounts of net revenue
from their allocation, the commercial operations that generate the lowest marginal net revenue would be
most likely to lease halibut, all else equal. Charter operations that have the highest net revenue per fish are
expected to be the most willing buyers, if their net “benefit” per fish is greater than or equal to the lease
cost per fish. It is possible that an operator could “lose” money on a GAF, but would only knowingly do
so in order to “benefit” in other than net revenue terms (e.g., “client good will”, advertising “loss leader”,
etc.). Leases are only projected to provide additional harvesting opportunities for charter anglers in Area
2C, through 2015, so in the short term the leasing of GAF is not anticipated to have a substantial impact
in Area 3A.

Charter Clients

Charter trips hired by clients would not be constrained by the amount of halibut available to its sector in-
season under the status quo or the proposed alternatives. However, demand for charter trips could decline,
as more restrictive management measures are imposed (e.g., a one-fish bag limit in Area 2C) to keep the
Sector’s harvest within its proposed allocation. Demand for trips could also decline as a result of weak
economic conditions. Because excess capacity is expected to continue under the proposed CHP program,
at least in the short term, a charter client would be expected to pay a price for a trip that would allow the
“average” charter operator to earn normal profits (NPFMC 2006a).”

Status quo regulations are expected to be more restrictive in Area 2C, than in Area 3A. The continuation
of current regulations was assumed in both areas (including a one-fish bag limit and possession limit of
two daily bag limits in Area 2C). Those management measures are expected to reduce both consumer
demand and consumer surplus, relative to regulations in place for Area 3A. Area 3A charter clients would
remain under a two-fish bag limit and a possession limit of four fish. The numbers of halibut that may be
harvested by a client during the year are not further restricted. Because of the different management
measures assumed to be in place for the two areas, clients may choose to take a trip in Area 3A, instead of

* The implicit assumption here is that anonymous actors in a competitive marketplace make individual,
economically rational decisions concerning trade; however, in the real-world, sector conflicts, inter- and intra-
community stressors, and personal animosities (alliances) will undoubtedly influence the relative “efficiency” of this
market.

® With surplus capacity and declining demand, the marginal operator will see all rents dissipated. Over time, all else
equal, these conditions will drive excess capacity out of the sector.
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Area 2C. This behavior would shift demand from Area 2C to Area 3A. If non-residents increase the
percentage of trips they take in Area 3A, it may increase overall consumer surplus, relative to what it
would be if participation patterns remained static. A variety of attributes associated with Area 2C clientele
make a sweeping transfer of demand “unlikely.”

Differential trip pricing would, almost certainly, result if clients wanted to use GAF to relax their harvest
restrictions. For example, if a client wanted to harvest two fish of any size in Area 2C, the client may
need to compensate the charter operator for the additional cost associated with the lease of the required
GAF. It is not possible to know how CHP holders would develop price structures for various types of
trips. However, the use of GAF would increase trip costs and those costs are expected to be passed on to
the client.

The CHP is assumed to not constrain clients booking a charter halibut trip. Competition for clients is
expected to keep trip prices at a level that would, on average, allow CHP holders to only earn normal
profits. All else being equal, the price of trips should not increase as a result of the common pool
management measures. Trip prices would increase only for those clients that use GAF to increase the bag
limit, if individuals are charged for the use of GAF. Seasonal discounts may continue to be offered,
especially in Area 3A, as CHP holders attempt to attract clients during the non-peak seasons. Discounted
trips have historically been available before mid-June and after mid-August. Discounted trips were
widespread in 2009, presumably, owing to the worldwide economic downturn.

Halibut Processors

Halibut processors process both commercial and charter harvest. Processors may generate income from
both sources or specialize in one or the other. Commercial halibut processors produce a variety of product
forms and sell to a variety of markets. Representatives of the commercial sector have indicated that
processors may receive from $1.35 to $2.00 per pound for “value added” custom processing of halibut
(e.g., filleting, packaging, freezing). The analysis assumed $1.75 per pound. They also indicated that
halibut is important, because it helps keep product flowing through the plants when other fisheries are
closed or deliveries are slow. Without a sufficient supply of halibut, processors may find it difficult to
keep plants open as many days as they are currently.

Processors of sport-caught halibut provide a service to sport fishermen. They typically portion, package,
and freeze halibut for a fee of $1.00 to $1.75 per pound, incoming weight. Halibut is also an important
part of their income, especially in areas that have a large sportfishing presence.

Consumers of Commercial Halibut

Decreases in the amount of halibut available to consumers would result in increases in halibut prices, all
else being equal. As stated earlier, increases in ex-vessel price as a result of decreased supply are
expected to be modest, given the price-flexibility of halibut. Even though price increases are expected to
be relatively small, the combination of increased prices and reduced availability could decrease post-
harvest surplus (Criddle 2006a). The decrease in post-harvest surplus cannot be estimated for the various
common pool allocation options. However, the options that generate the smallest charter allocation would
result in the largest post-harvest surpluses accruing to consumers of commercially caught halibut, ceteris
paribus. Alternatively, allowing the charter sector to lease commercial IFQ would, all else being equal,
reduce the amount of halibut delivered to the commercial market, thus, reducing consumer surplus
accruing to these consumers, if transfers occur. The actual impact on consumers will depend on the

® A very substantial portion of those utilizing charter halibut fishing services in Area 2C are passengers aboard
cruise ships, traversing the inside-passage. Halibut fishing is one, among many, possible “supplemental activities”
they may choose during port-calls (i.e., charter halibut fishing is unlikely their primary purpose for the trip). These
“inside-passage” cruises generally do not call on ports in Area 3A, effectively precluding easy transference of
charter demand by these individuals during their cruise.
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amount of halibut in the market from other areas of Alaska and Canada, in addition to the substitution
effects of other species.

Communities

Economic activity resulting from the charter and commercial halibut fisheries generates income for
residents of the communities where the economic activity occurs. Employment is also created in
communities that provide goods and services to the fishing sectors.

The regional economic impacts under the status quo would likely differ from those under an allocation to
the charter sector that imposes additional management constraints in future years. However, changes in
regional economic impacts are not reflected in net national benefits.

Under the status quo, ignoring for the present the effects of the recent global economic contraction, the
contribution to personal income and employment attributable to the charter sector is expected to increase
in Area 3A, in the long-run. In Area 2C, the sector would experience declines in the short-term, as a result
of stricter management measures imposed to keep the sector within its GHL (one-fish bag limit). If the
CEY increases to higher levels in the future, the charter sector would be expected to increase its
contribution to personal income and employment, above the 2009 levels.

No options are being considered that would further limit the harvest of the charter sector within a fishing
season, once the season’s allocation is established. However, the one-fish bag limit in Area 2C will likely
reduce client demand for trips in all Area 2C communities. When the number of trips taken is reduced, the
charter sector would need fewer input supplies (e.g., bait, fuel) and it would reduce expenditures within
the communities that supply those inputs. When they purchase fewer goods and services within the
community, it has a negative impact on that economy, if the reductions are not offset by increased
purchases by other sectors (e.g., commercial halibut fishermen).

The allocations considered here would shift the respective amounts of halibut available to the commercial
sector and charter sectors. The overall near-term CEY reductions are likely to have a larger impact on the
Area 2C regional economies, than shifting the available halibut among sectors. However, shifts in the
commercial/charter allocations would impact individuals and/or individual businesses within those
communities more intensively than it would the aggregate regional economy, because spending by the
two sectors would, to some extent, offset each other. However, because the port-of-origin and the
composition of consumable inputs of the two sectors are not precisely equivalent, there will be “winners”
and “losers” among and within communities. The attributable reduction in trips, by halibut fishing sector,
by community, cannot be estimated, given available data. Information on the expenditures, by halibut
fishing sector, by community, is also unavailable.

Rural communities that can take advantage of the more liberal CQE quota leasing provisions could
benefit from the preferred alternative. Residents of communities associated with a CQE would have more
flexibility in moving halibut from the commercial sector to the charter sector and vice versa. This is
because IFQ held by CQEs are not limited by the 1,500 Ib or 10 percent leasing restrictions that are
placed upon other entities that hold QS.

Unguided anglers and subsistence harvesters

Continuation of the status quo is not expected to directly impose costs or provide additional benefits to
unguided anglers, nor to personal-use or subsistence harvesters. Because halibut removals by these groups
are deducted from the CEY, prior to determination of the catch limit, the amount of halibut harvested by
the commercial and charter sectors does not impact the halibut available to these groups.

Any change in costs would be related to the charter operations increased fishing radius or commercial
operations decreasing their fishing radius from coastal towns seaward as they deplete the more accessible
fishing grounds or attempt to reduce fishing costs. This forces resident sport and subsistence fishermen to
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travel farther in search of halibut, which increases fuel costs, heightens the risk of fishing in more
exposed areas of the ocean, and potentially increases the number of trips needed to find halibut.

Imposing a limit on the amount of halibut that charter clients may harvest could result in some individuals
that have access to a private boat fishing for halibut without a guide, when they would have used a guide
service, all else being equal. Public comments for this action and prior Council actions pertaining to
charter halibut fishing have included concerns about an increase in unguided or “bareboat” rentals.
“Bareboat” rental companies provide vessels without crew, for the private uses of their clients. They do
supply other equipment required for a successful fishing trip, such as maps, GPS locators, and fishing
equipment. Public comment raised both safety and enforcement concerns about the effect of these
businesses. The safety concerns focus on inexperienced boaters navigating in Alaska’s challenging
marine environment. Enforcement concerns have focused on the suggestion that some businesses would
claim that a boat rental is unguided, but then provide a guide who would not identify himself as such, if
intercepted by enforcement staff. The NOAA Office of Law Enforcement and the USCG has informed the
Council that they do not have concerns under the preferred alternative about boater safety. They will
continue to enforce the current regulations regarding boater safety, and those regulations are anticipated
to provide adequate protections. If problems do occur in the future, the USCG will bring those issues to
the Council’s attention and they can be addressed through the Council processor or through USCG
regulations

Revised Area 2C/3A Halibut Catch Sharing Plan — September 2012 XXXiV



1 ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

1.1 Introduction

This Environmental Assessment (EA) assesses the potential biological, social, and economic impacts of
implementing regulations to revise management of the Pacific halibut (Hippoglossus stenolepis) fisheries
in International Pacific Halibut Commission (IPHC) Regulatory Area 2C and Area 3A. It provides an
analysis of alternatives to the status quo, which would implement federal regulations to replace the Pacific
halibut Guideline Harvest Level (GHL) Program for the charter sector with a catch sharing plan (CSP) for
the commercial Individual Fishing Quota (IFQ) and charter sectors. This analysis considers regulatory
changes to (1) set a sector allocation between the charter and commercial IFQ fisheries for halibut
through a catch sharing plan (CSP), (2) allow holders of Charter Halibut Limited Entry Permit,
Community Charter Halibut Permits, and Military Charter Halibut Permits (collectively referred to as
LEPs throughout this analysis) to lease commercial halibut IFQ in order to increase opportunities for
harvesting halibut by anglers in the charter sector, (3) identify a process for setting annual management
measures for the charter sector to constrain harvests to the sector’s allocation, and (4) account for
removals by each sector separately.

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires a description of the purpose and need for the
proposed action, as well as a description of alternative actions that may address the problem.

e The purpose and need for the proposed action are addressed in section 1.3;

e Section 1.7 describes the alternatives considered for analysis;

e Section 1.8 describes the affected environment and the approach taken to evaluate the biological
and environmental impacts of the alternatives as required by NEPA, as well as impacts on
endangered species, including seabirds and marine mammals;

e Section 2 presents the Regulatory Impact Review (RIR), which describes potential economic
impacts from the alternatives;

e Section 3 presents the Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis (IRFA), which evaluates the impacts
on directly regulated small entities;

e Section 4 contains the references; and

e Section 5 contains the list of preparers.

1.2 Background
1.2.1 North Pacific Halibut Treaty

The IPHC was established in 1923 by a Convention between the governments of Canada and the United
States of America’. Its mandate is research on and management of the stocks of Pacific halibut within the
Convention waters of both nations. The IPHC consists of three government-appointed commissioners for
each country who serve their terms at the pleasure of the President of the United States and the Canadian
government respectively. As an international fisheries organization, the IPHC receives monies from both
the U.S. and Canadian governments to support a director and staff. Annually, the IPHC meets to conduct
the business of the IPHC. At this annual meeting the budgets, research plans, biomass estimates, catch
recommendations, as well as regulatory proposals are discussed and approved then forwarded to the
respective governments for implementation.

The IPHC conducts numerous projects annually to support both major mandates: stock assessment and
basic halibut biology. Current projects include standardized stock assessment fishing surveys from
northern California to the end of the Aleutian Islands, as well as field sampling in major fishing ports to
collect scientific information from the halibut fleet. In conjunction with these ongoing programs, the

" Source: http://www.iphc.int/about-iphc.html
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IPHC conducts numerous biological and scientific experiments to further the understanding and
information about Pacific halibut.

The Halibut Convention between Canada and the United States has been revised several times to extend
the IPHC's authority and meet new conditions in the fishery (Bell, 1969). The most recent change
occurred in 1979 and involved an amendment to the 1953 Halibut Convention. The amendment, termed a
"protocol”, was precipitated in 1976 by Canada and the United States extending their jurisdiction of
fisheries resources to 200 miles. The 1979 Protocol, along with the U.S. legislation that gave effect to the
Protocol (Northern Pacific Halibut Act of 1982), has affected the way the fishery is conducted and
redefined the role of IPHC in the management of the fishery since its adoption. The IPHC promulgates
regulations governing the Pacific halibut fishery, in compliance with the terms of the Convention between
the United States and Canada for the Preservation of the halibut fishery of the North Pacific Ocean and
Bering Sea, signed at Washington, D.C., on March 29, 1979. The IPHC promulgates regulations on an
annual basis that are approved by the Secretary of State of the United States, under section 4 of the
Northern Pacific Halibut Act (Halibut Act, 16.U.S.C. 773-773k). Pursuant to regulations at 50 CFR
300.62, the approved IPHC regulations are published in the Federal Register to inform persons subject to
the regulation.

Additional management regulations that are not in conflict with those adopted by the IPHC are
implemented by the Secretary of Commerce and may be developed by the Regional Fishery Management
Council to allocate harvest privileges among U.S. fishermen. The halibut fishery in waters off Alaska (0—
200 miles) is under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of Commerce, represented by the National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS), and advised by the North Pacific Fishery Management Council (Council)
These waters comprise IPHC Regulatory Areas 2C (Southeast Alaska), 3 (Southcentral Alaska), and 4
(Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands).

Each year, using a combination of harvest data from the commercial, recreational, and subsistence
fisheries and information collected during scientific surveys, the IPHC determines the abundance of
halibut in each area (the exploitable biomass). The biological target level for total removals in a
regulatory area is the product of a fixed harvest rate and the estimate of exploitable biomass. This is
called the “total constant exploitation yield” (Total CEY), and is the target level for total removals (in net
pounds) for an area in the coming year. In Area 2C, the IPHC subtracts from the Total CEY estimate the
total “non-commercial” removals for the upcoming year. These removals include recreational harvest,
subsistence harvest, wastage in the directed halibut commercial fishery, and bycatch mortality occurring
in non-halibut commercial fisheries. The portion of the Total CEY remaining after these removals are
subtracted is the CEY available for the commercial longline fishery (i.e., the “Fishery CEY”).% The actual
commercial longline catch limit is set with reference to this Fishery CEY.

With the exception of the charter fishery and a small increase in subsistence harvest, other non-
commercial removals are believed to have remained stable in recent years. However, the increase in
growth for the charter fishery has resulted in an increase in harvest. As the charter fishery removals
increase, its harvests reduce the pounds available for the commercial halibut fishery. The area’s Fishery
CEY is allocated between quota share (QS) holders in the Individual Fishing Quota (IFQ) Program. Each
QS holder receives a percentage of the total poundage available for commercial harvest within a year.
This poundage comprises an individual’s fishing quota.

®The IPHC does not currently account for mortality which results from the release of fish in the sport fishery but
in 2012 it requested development of discard mortality rates from the U.S. and Canada.
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Figure 1-1  IPHC process for setting combined commercial and charter catch limit under proposed Pacific Halibut
Catch Sharing Plan (Source: IPHC)

1.2.2 The Guideline Harvest Level

The Council has discussed the expansion of the charter halibut sector since 1993. The issue gained
prominence when some coastal Alaskan communities, in particular Sitka, expressed concerns about local
depletion of the halibut resource and the potential reallocation of greater percentage of the Total CEY,
from the IFQ fishery, to the charter fishery. In response to these concerns, the Council developed a GHL
policy intended to control total removals of halibut in the charter sector. In 1995, the Council adopted a
problem statement recognizing that the increasing amount of harvest in the charter fishery may change the
stability, economic viability, and diversity of the halibut industry, the quality of the recreational
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experience, access for subsistence users, and the socioeconomic well-being of the coastal communities
dependent on the halibut resource. This policy statement led to the development of a guideline harvest
level (GHL) policy to address the allocative issues between the commercial and charter sectors. In
September 1997, the Council took final action on two management actions affecting the halibut fishery:
(1) approval of recordkeeping and reporting requirements for the charter fishery, which were
subsequently implemented by Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G); and (2) recommendation
of GHLs for Areas 2C and 3A. Subsequently, the Council revised its GHL actions and submitted its
recommendations to the Secretary. On January 28, 2002, NMFS published a proposed rule (67 FR 3867)
that specified GHLs, and a system of harvest reduction measures that could be used to maintain the
charter halibut harvest in Areas 2C and 3A, at or below the GHLs. The GHLs established an estimated
amount of halibut harvest that may be taken annually in the charter fishery for Areas 2C and 3A.

The proposed rule also described management measures that would be implemented by NMFS, to take
effect the year following an overage of a GHL. However, the harvest measures as described in the
proposed rule could not be implemented. On April 2, 2002, NMFS informed the Council, through a letter,
that the measures could not be implemented in the year following a GHL overage, because of the time lag
associated with receiving recreational harvest data from ADF&G, and legal requirements for a notice and
comment period under the Administrative Procedures Act, including an Environmental Analysis,
Regulatory Impact Review, and Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis (EA/RIR/IRFA) of the harvest
control measure.

The final rule implementing the GHL was promulgated by NMFS on August 8, 2003 (68 FR 47256). The
rule removed the problematic harvest control measures, described in the proposed rule, because of the
timeline associated with meeting the legal requirements of the Administrative Procedures Act. The final
rule established the GHLSs as a level of acceptable annual harvests for the 2004 charter halibut fishery in
Areas 2C and 3A. The 2004 GHLs were 1,432,000 Ib net weight in Area 2C, and 3,650,000 Ib net weight
in Area 3A. Charter harvest exceeded the GHL in Area 2C from 2004 through 2009. Charter harvest
exceeded the GHL in Area 3A from 2004 through 2007. Preliminary harvest estimates for the 2010
charter fishing season indicate the GHL was exceeded by 62 percent (491,000 Ib) in Area 2C; charter
harvests in Area 3A were under the GHL by 18 percent (658,000 Ib).

Growth of charter halibut harvest is effectively unrestricted, because the GHL is not a “hard” cap. The
commercial allocation is a hard cap, calculated after deducting estimates of other removals, including
charter harvest. Therefore, as the charter fishery expands, its harvests reduce the allocation to the
commercial halibut fishery, meaning the amount of IFQ available for harvest is reduced.

While commercial quotas fluctuate directly with stock abundance, the fixed GHLs for Areas 2C and 3A
are established annually, in pounds, and only respond to a decline in stock abundance. Regulations at 50
CFR 300.65 define five GHL levels in relation to halibut stock abundance (total CEY). The GHLs are
reduced if the area-specific total CEY declines by at least 15 percent below the average 1999-2000 total
CEY, as determined by the IPHC. For example, if the total CEY in Area 2C was to fall by between 15
percent and 24 percent below its 1999-2000 average, then the GHL would have been reduced from
1,432,000 Ib to 1,217,000 Ib. If the total CEY declined by between 25 percent and 34 percent, then the
GHL would have been reduced from 1,432,000 Ib to 1,074,000 Ib. If the total CEY continued to decline
by at least 10 percent, the GHL would have been reduced from 1,074,000 Ib by an additional 10 percent
to 931,000 Ib. If the total CEY declined by an additional 10 percent or more, the GHL would have been
reduced by an additional 10 percent from 931,000 Ib to the baseline level of 788,000 Ib. The Area 2C
GHL would not be reduced below 788,000 Ib. If the area halibut biomass increased, the GHL could be
increased only to its initial level of 1,432,000 Ib, but no higher.

The initial GHL formula was calculated as estimated charter harvests in pounds from 1995-1999 plus 25
percent of estimated charter harvests in pounds from 1995-1999 to allow for some growth in charter
harvest under the GHL. The charter sector requested that a fixed poundage allocation be provided, to
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enhance predictability for bookings for the next summer’s fishing season. The overall intent was to
maintain a stable charter fishing season of historical length, using area-specific measures to control
harvests to the GHL. The GHL in Area 3A was reduced for the first time in 2012. The Area 2C GHL has
been adjusted each year since 2006 (Table 1-1).The Area 2C GHL was exceeded for the first time in
2004, its first year of implementation, and has been exceeded in each successive year (Table 1-2).

While the charter halibut fishery in Area 3A was at or slightly above its GHL (except for a 10 percent
GHL overage in 2007) from 2004 through 2008, the Area 2C fishery clearly exceeded its GHL in recent
years. A management response to the excess halibut harvests in Area 2C was initiated in 2006 by the
Council, and subsequently by the IPHC, NMFS, ADF&G. At its annual meeting in January 2007, the
IPHC adopted a motion to recommend reducing the daily bag limit for clients on charter vessels in Areas
2C and 3A from two halibut to one halibut during certain time periods. Specifically, for Area 2C, the
IPHC recommended that the one-fish daily bag limit should apply to charter vessel anglers from June 15
through July 30. The IPHC recommended this temporary bag limit reduction because it believed its
management goals were at risk by the magnitude of the charter halibut harvest in excess of the GHL,
especially in Area 2C. This action was not explicitly designed to manage the charter fishery to the GHLs
but rather to initiate some control on what appeared to be a constantly increasing charter vessel harvest.

Table 1-1  Management under the GHL Program

Area | Year GHL (Mlbs) | Management Measure*

2006 1.432 Two fish any size
2007 1.432 Two fish (1 < 32")
2008 0.931 Two fish (1 < 32")

2C 2009 0.788 One fish any size
2010 0.788 One fish any size
2011 0.788 One fish < 37"
2012 0.931 Reverse slot limit (U45068)
2006 3.650 Two fish any size
2007 3.650 Two fish any size
2008 3.650 Two fish any size

3A 2009 3.650 Two fish any size
2010 3.650 Two fish any size
2011 3.650 Two fish any size
2012 3.103 Two fish any size

Source: ADF&G, 2012.

*2012 management measures were implemented through the IPHC annual management measures;
2011 measures were implemented through a Secretarial regulatory amendment;
2010 and prior measures were implemented through Council regulatory amendments.

In a letter to the IPHC on March 1, 2007, the Secretary of State, with concurrence from the Secretary of
Commerce, rejected the recommended one-fish daily bag limit in Areas 2C and 3A and indicated that
appropriate reduction in the charter vessel harvest in these areas would have been achieved by a
combination of ADF&G and NMFS regulatory actions. For Area 2C, the State of Alaska Commissioner
of Fish and Game (State Commissioner) issued an emergency order to prohibit retention of fish by charter
vessel guides and crew members (No. 1-R-02-07). This emergency order was similar to one issued for
2006. This action was intended, in conjunction with other measures, to reduce the 2007 charter vessel
harvest of halibut to levels comparable to the IPHC-recommended bag limit reduction, which was
estimated to range from 397,000 Ib to 432,000 Ib.
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In June 2007, the Secretary of Commerce, through NMFS, developed regulations independent of the
Council process to reduce charter Area 2C charter harvest to a level comparable to the level that would
have been achieved by the one-fish daily bag limit recommended by the IPHC. The 2008 preferred
alternative selected by NMFS maintained the traditional two-fish daily bag limit provided that at least one
of the harvested halibut has a head-on length of no more than 32 inches. If a charter vessel angler retained
only one halibut in a calendar day, that fish may be of any length. NMFS published regulations
implementing this partial maximum size limit on June 4, 2007 (72 FR 30714).

Table 1-2  Area 2C and 3A charter catch of Pacific halibut (all pounds are net weight).

Area 2C

Guided Harvest Guided Harvest
Year (Mlb) (percent of GHL) | GHL
1995 0.986 69 1.432
1996 1.187 83 1.432
1997 1.034 72 1.432
1998 1.584 111 1.432
1999 0.939 66 1.432
2000 1.130 79 1.432
2001 1.202 84 1.432
2002 1.275 89 1.432
2003 1.412 99 1.432
2004 1.750 122 1.432
2005 1.952 136 1.432
2006 1.804 126 1.432
2007 1.918 134 1.432
2008 1.999 215 0.931
2009 1.249 158 0.788
2010 1.086 138 0.788
2011 NA NA 0.788
2012 NA NA 0.931
Area 3A

Guided Harvest Guided Harvest GHL
Year (Mlb) (percent of GHL)
1995 2.845 78 (3.650)
1996 2.822 77 (3.650)
1997 3413 94 (3.650)
1998 2.985 82 (3.650)
1999 2.533 69 (3.650)
2000 3.140 86 (3.650)
2001 3.132 86 (3.650)
2002 2.724 75 (3.650)
2003 3.382 93 (3.650)
2004 3.668 100 (3.650)
2005 3.689 101 (3.650)
2006 3.664 100 3.650
2007 4.002 110 3.650
2008 3.378 93 3.650
2009 2.734 75 3.650
2010 2.698 74 3.650
2011 NA NA 3.650
2012 NA NA 3.103
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The Council also was considering management alternatives for the charter vessel halibut fishery in Area
2C during the first half of 2007. Unlike the IPHC, ADF&G, and NMFS actions, however, the alternatives
were designed specifically to maintain the charter vessel fishery to its GHL. In June 2007, the Council
adopted a 2008 preferred alternative that contained two options. The Council recommended that the
selection between the options depend on whether the CEY decreased substantially for 2008. As explained
above, the GHLs for Area 2C and 3A are linked to the CEY determined annually by the IPHC as a basis
for setting the commercial fishery catch limits in these areas. A substantial decrease in the CEY could
cause the GHL for Area 2C to decrease from its previous 1.432 million 1b (649.5 mt) level. Not knowing
in June 2007 how the GHL may be affected by IPHC action in January 2008, the Council recommended a
suite of charter vessel fishery restrictions if the GHL in Area 2C remained the same in 2008 (Option A)
and a different, more restrictive, suite of restrictions if the GHL decreased in 2008 (Option B). The
Council recommended no change in management of the charter vessel fishery in Area 3A because that
fishery appeared stable at about its GHL. A proposed rule was published December 31, 2007 (72 FR
74257), soliciting comments on both options for management of the charter vessel fishery in Area 2C.

At its annual meeting in January 2008, the IPHC set the 2008 total CEY for Area 2C at 6.5 Mlb. This was
a 4.3 MIb reduction from the 2007 total CEY of 10.8 MIb which triggered a reduction in the Area 2C
GHL to 931,000 Ib. This reduction in the GHL compelled selection of the more restrictive Option B for
the Area 2C final rule. Option B imposed a daily bag limit of one halibut for each charter vessel angler,
prevented charter vessel guides, operators and crew from harvesting halibut, restricted the number of lines
used to fish for halibut on a charter vessel, and added certain recordkeeping and reporting requirements.
These regulations were published in the Area 2C final rule on May 28, 2008 (73 FR 30504), and effective
on June 1, 2008.

On June 2, 2008, the Option B regulations were challenged in U.S. District Court for the District of
Columbia by eleven plaintiffs requesting a temporary restraining order and preliminary injunction on
implementing the regulations, particularly the one-halibut daily bag limit. On June 10, 2008, the court
granted the plaintiff’s request for a temporary restraining order concluding that plaintiffs demonstrated a
likelihood of success on the merits of their claims and enjoined NMFS from enforcing the one-halibut
daily bag limit. Instead, the court ordered that the previous (2007) rule become effective which allowed a
two-fish daily bag limit provided that at least one of the harvested halibut has a head-on length of no more
than 32 inches. On June 19, the court granted plaintiffs a preliminary injunction which continued the
effect of the temporary restraining order.

The court’s decision was based largely on the argument that the one-fish bag limit was designed to
achieve the reduced 2008 GHL in Area 2C and NMFS could not know in June 2008 whether this GHL
was exceeded. This would not be known until ADF&G produced its final estimate of the 2008 sport
fishing harvest in October of 2009. Hence, the plaintiffs argued, and the court agreed, that NMFS had
violated its 2003 GHL rule by acting to impose restrictions before knowing that the new GHL was
exceeded.

NMFS subsequently withdrew the May 28, 2008, rule that was the basis for the legal challenge, and on
December 22, 2008, proposed a separate rulemaking to implement the one fish daily bag limit (73 FR
78276). NMFS proposed the one halibut daily bag limit in Area 2C to give effect to the Council’s intent
to keep the harvest of charter vessel anglers as close to the established GHL as the Council’s proposed
management measures will allow. The final rule implementing this action (74 FR 21194, May 6, 2009)
was effective on June 5, 2009.

On June 25, 2009, the U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia denied a request for a preliminary
injunction to prevent implementation of the May 6, 2009, rule (Van Valin v. Locke, Civil Action No.
1:09-cv-961). On November 23, 2009, the U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia granted
summary judgment in favor of the Secretary and upheld the May 6, 2009, final rule. The one halibut per
day bag limit for charter vessel anglers remains in effect for Area 2C.
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The Area 2C charter harvest has exceeded its GHL every year since 2004 notwithstanding the previously
described management measures that were designed to control harvest in this area. During 2004 through
2007, the GHL was 1,432,000 Ib. During that time period, charter harvests were approximately 1,750,000
Ib in 2004, 1,952,000 Ib in 2005, 1,804,000 Ib in 2006, and 1,918,000 Ib in 2007. In 2008, the GHL was
931,000 Ib and charter harvests were approximately 1,999,000 Ib. In 2009 through 2011 the GHL was
788,000 Ib; the charter harvest was approximately 1,249,000 Ib in 2009 and 1,086,000 in 2010. Final
2010 sport halibut estimates will be provided to the Council at its October 2012 meeting.

The Total CEY was 5,390,000 Ib in Area 2C in 2011, when this analysis was submitted to the Secretary.
The corresponding GHL was 788,000 Ib in Area 2C. Because NMFS imposed no additional charter
restrictions in 2011, the IPHC believed that charter harvest was likely to exceed the GHL and result in
total harvest exceeding the total CEY. As such, the IPHC recommended and the Secretary adopted a daily
bag limit for charter vessel anglers in Area 2C of one halibut with a maximum length of 37 inches per day
(76 FR 14300, March 16, 2011). The IPHC recommended this additional management measure in the
Area 2C charter fishery to limit charter halibut harvest to the GHL and achieve the IPHC’s overall
conservation objective for Area 2C.

The Total CEY is 5,865,000 Ib in Area 2C, with a corresponding GHL of 931,000 Ib for 2012. The
Council adopted a new approach for implementing management measures to constrain the harvest to that
(increased) GHL this year. Under the 2012 GHL Program the Council considered recommendations from
its Charter Halibut Management Implementation Committee and Advisory Panel on a measure to adopt
for the next sport season for each area to constrain harvest to the respective GHL. The Council and its
advisors reviewed a staff analysis of potential measures that were proposed by the committee®. For Area
2C in 2012 the Council recommended one fish < 45 inches or > 68 inches (“U45/068”") based on a GHL
that increased from 788,000 1b in 2011 to 931,000 Ib in 2012. This “reverse slot limit” would allow the
retention of halibut approximately < 32 1b and > 123 1b (dressed weight). For Area 3A the Total CEY is
19,779,000 Ib for 2012, compared to 23,520,000 Ib in 2011. The Council recommended status quo (2 fish
of any size) based on a decreased GHL from 3.651 MlIb in 2011 to 3.103 Mlb in 2012 and projected
harvests. The IPHC implemented the Council recommendations at its January 2012 meeting for the 2012
season.

This brief management history of the charter halibut fishery demonstrates the contentiousness of sector
allocations. Charter vessel operators and anglers generally resist anything more restrictive than the
traditional two-fish daily bag limit or traditional season length, but the GHL management program in the
charter sector has allowed charter halibut harvests to exceed the GHL since its implementation in Area 2C
and by very small amounts in some years in Area 3A. The commercial IFQ sector views these GHL
overages as an uncompensated reallocation of fishing privileges. The IPHC balances such charter harvest
overages by decreases in the commercial halibut catch limit. To assure the future productivity of the
halibut resource, the IPHC must maintain the total halibut harvest within the total CEY. Pursuant to the
Halibut Act, the Council has a duty to ensure that any allocation of fishing privileges among various U.S.
fishermen is fair and equitable.

1.3 Purpose and Need

The Council is concerned about its ability under the status quo to maintain the stability, economic
viability, and diversity of the halibut industry, the quality of the recreational experience, the access of
subsistence users, and the socioeconomic well-being of the coastal communities dependent on the halibut
resource. Specifically, the Council noted the need for reliable harvest data would increase as the
magnitude of harvest expands in the charter sector. The Council identified the following areas of concern,
with respect to the recent growth of halibut charter operations.

® http://www.alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/npfmc/PDFdocuments/halibut/2012MgmtMeasures2C.pdf
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e The recent growth of charter operations may be contributing to overcrowding of productive
grounds and declining harvests per unit of effort for historical sport, commercial, and subsistence
fishermen in some areas.

e As there is currently no limit on the annual harvest of halibut in the charter fishery, an open-
ended reallocation from the commercial IFQ sector to the charter industry occurs when charter
harvest exceeds the GHL. This reallocation may increase, if the projected growth of the charter
industry occurs. The economic and social impact on the commercial IFQ fleet of this open-ended
reallocation may be substantial.

e In some areas, community stability may be affected as traditional sport, subsistence, and
commercial IFQ fishermen are displaced by charter LEP holders. The uncertainty associated with
the present situation and the conflicts that are occurring between the various user groups may also
be impacting community welfare.

e Information is lacking on the socioeconomic composition of the current charter industry.
Information is needed that tracks (a) the effort and harvest of individual charter operations and
(b) changes in business patterns.

The Council adopted the following management objectives for this proposed action in December 2007.

In establishing this catch sharing plan for the commercial and sport charter halibut sectors, the
Council intends to create a management regime that provides separate accountability for each
sector. The management of the commercial sector remains unchanged under the plan, and new
management measures are provided for the sport charter sector.

These new measures for the sport charter sector are designed to address the specific need of the
sport charter sector for advance notice and predictability with respect to the management tools
and length of season that will be used to achieve the allocation allotted to that sector under the
plan. In order to achieve the allocation, it is the Council’s intent that management tools and
season length would be established during the year prior to the year in which they would take
effect, and that the tools selected and season length would not be changed in season.

The Council will evaluate its success in achieving the sport charter sector allocation, and
specific needs for predictability, advance notice, and season length each year, and will adjust its
management tools as needed. In designing this regime for the sport charter sector the Council
recognizes that providing advance notice and predictability may result in a charter harvest that
does not precisely meet the sector allocation for that particular year. Therefore, the Council
intends to adjust its management measures as needed to ensure that the sport charter sector is
held at or below its allocation, recognizing that there may be annual overages or underages, so
long as such overages or underages do not exceed [0, 5, or 10 percent'] of the charter sector
allocations. In meeting its conservation mandate while accommodating the charter industry’s
need for predictability and stability, the Council will necessarily err on the side of conservation
in the selection of management tools and season length, with the result that the sport charter
sector may not be able to harvest its entire allocation.

The Council adopted the following Problem Statement in June 2007, and reaffirmed the language in
October 2007, December 2007, and April 2008.

The absence of a hard allocation between the longline and the charter halibut sectors has
resulted in conflicts between sectors and tensions in coastal communities dependent on the
halibut resource. Unless a mechanism for transfer between sectors is established, the existing

% The Council did not include its December 2007 overage/underage policy in its preferred alternative. Instead, it
allowed a management variance not to exceed 3.5 percent (plus or minus) around the charter sector allocations.
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environment of instability and conflict will continue. The Council seeks to address this
instability, while balancing the needs of all who depend on the halibut resource for food, sport,
or livelihood.

The Council adopted its preferred alternative for a catch sharing plan for Area 2C and Area 3A in October
2008; upon its implementation the plan would replace the GHL Program. Additional analyses of certain
features of the preferred alternative were conducted in 2009. NMFS provided informal technical and
economic reviews of the draft EA/RIR/IRFA in 2009. The EA/RIR/IRFA was revised and resubmitted to
NMFS in 2010 in response to those review comments and other consultations with NMFS staff. The
EA/RIR/IRFA was revised and resubmitted to NMFS again in May 2011 with additional revisions.

1.4 Action Area

The action considered in the analysis would occur in IPHC regulatory Area 2C and Area 3A (Figure 3).

Reguiatory Areas 34 and 2C

.
%‘..J- Moot beny Bocesimiwy

3B

/s
) 4

Figure 1-2 IPHC regulatory areas.
1.5 Relationship of This Action to Federal Law

While NEPA and the Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA) are the primary laws directing the preparation of
this document, a variety of other federal laws and policies require environmental, economic, and socio-
economic analysis of proposed federal actions. This document contains the required analysis of the
proposed federal action to ensure that the action complies with these additional federal laws and executive
orders:

o Convention between the United States and Canada for the Preservation of the Halibut Fishery
of the North Pacific Ocean and Bering Sea (Convention). Northern Pacific Halibut Act
(Halibut Act, 16 U.S.C. 773-773Kk);

Endangered Species Act;

Marine Mammal Protection Act;

Administrative Procedure Act;

Executive Order 12866 (as amended); and

Information Quality Act.

Revised Area 2C/3A Halibut Catch Sharing Plan — September 2012 10



1.6 Related NEPA Documents

The NEPA documents listed below have detailed information on the halibut fishery, groundfish fisheries
with halibut bycatch, and on the natural resources, the economic and social activities, and communities
affected by those fisheries:

e Groundfish Programmatic Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (PSEIS) (NMFS

2004);

Essential Fish Habitat Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) (NMFS 2005b);

The Harvest Specifications Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)(NMFS 2007);

Guideline Harvest Level Environmental Assessment (EA) (NPFMC 2003a);

EA for a regulatory amendment to implement Guideline Harvest Level measures in Area 2C

(NPFMC 2007b); and

o EA for a regulatory amendment to define subsistence halibut fishing in Convention Waters
(NPFMC 2003b).

1.7 Alternatives

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires that EAs consider a range of reasonable
alternatives. There are five proposed alternatives under consideration. The No Action alternative would
continue management of the charter halibut sector in these regulatory areas under the Guideline Harvest
Level (GHL) Program. Alternative 2 is the 2008 preferred alternative for a Halibut CSP. Alternative 3 is
the 2012 PPA. Alternatives 4 and 5 provide different allocation options to the 2012 PPA.

1.7.1 Alternative 1. No action

Alternative 1 is the No Action Alternative. It would continue management of the charter sector in Area
2C and Area 3A under the GHL Program. It includes current federal and state regulations that would
otherwise remain unchanged. Current federal regulations for Area 2C include (1) a daily bag limit of one
halibut per day; (2) a prohibition on charter vessel guides, operators, and crew from catching and
retaining halibut; and (3) a limit on number of lines used to fish for halibut, which must not exceed six or
the number of charter vessel anglers onboard the charter vessel, whichever is less. The size limit for the
one fish per day is now adjusted annually, as needed, by a recommendation from the Council, adoption by
the IPHC, and implementation by NMFS. Current federal regulations for Area 3A include a daily bag
limit of two halibut of any size.

The GHL Program set a fixed allocation in pounds to the charter sector in Area 2C and Area 3A in 2004,
which included step-wise reductions as the halibut biomass decreased. Since then, the GHL has been
exceeded each year in Area 2C and has been achieved in Area 3A. The delay between the year in which
an overage occurs and when a management response is implemented by NMFS has been referred to as a
“delayed feedback loop.” For instance, the GHL overage in 2004 was not identified by management
agencies until September 2005. The Council initiated an analysis to implement restrictive management
measures in October 2005. The Council selected an annual limit of five fish as its preferred alternative for
Area 2C in April 2006 (NPFMC 2006). The Council rescinded this preferred alternative in October 2006,
upon request of NMFS because of high implementation and enforcement costs. At that same meeting,
ADF&G reported that charter halibut harvests in 2005 and 2006 exceeded the Area 2C GHL by
increasing levels in those two years. The Council added several management options to Alternative 2,
which resulted in a revised analysis in April 2007 and selection of a new preferred alternative in June
2007 for implementation for the 2008 charter season. Because the Council action could not be
implemented in time for the 2007 charter season, NMFS initiated its own analysis of alternatives to be
implemented for the 2007 charter season. NMFS implemented its preferred alternative of a season-long
two halibut daily bag limit, with a maximum size limit of 32 inches for one of the two halibut on June 1,
2007. In summary, the delayed feedback resulted in restrictive action in 2007 for an overage in 2004. For
2012 the Council adopted a new approach which requires annual analysis and recommendation of
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management measure to the IPHC for implementation for the upcoming season (this has been dubbed the
“2012 approach”).

The 2012 approach outlines Council intent to engage in an annual process for determining charter halibut
management measures. Upon analysis, and through the Council process, the Council would select the
management measure that best minimizes the difference between the annual projected harvest and target
allocation, without exceeding the charter halibut allocation. This would allow the Council and public to
engage in an effective and transparent process for considering both stakeholder input and the most current
information regarding the charter fishery and its management. The Council would then be able to
determine annual management measures that achieve the harvest goal necessary for halibut conservation
while also providing the most favorable charter fishing opportunity. Annual management measures
recommended by the Council would be provided to the IPHC for implementation during the subsequent
fishing year.

The Council recognizes that management measures are imprecise; therefore, a small variance can be
expected to occur around the target allocation. The Council’s expectation is that these variances will
balance over time, to ensure IPHC conservation and management objectives are achieved, and that
harvest projections will improve over time as fishery information improves. A number of conditions have
changed in the last several years that resulted in the adoption of the 2012 approach as the preferred system
for selecting annual management measures to constrain charter halibut harvests to their respective targets
(under the GHL Program) or allocations (under a CSP).

The No Action Alternative would not create a catch sharing plan between the charter and commercial
halibut sectors and would not set an annual cycle intended to reduce the delayed feedback between an
overage and when restrictive management measures may be implemented. Status quo also includes
continuation of state regulations. Prior to state actions in 2006 and federal action in 2007 in Area 2C,
charter halibut harvests had been effectively unrestricted because the GHL is not a “hard” cap; that is, the
fishery is not closed when the GHL is reached.

Taking no action would continue management under GHLs in Areas 2C and 3A. It may require annual
adjustments to optimally match charter halibut harvests to the respective GHLs. The Council has
acknowledged the inefficiency of managing the charter sector under the GHLs by its initiation of this
analysis.

1.7.2 Alternative 2 (2008 Preferred Alternative) Establish a catch sharing plan that
includes sector accountability

Element 1 — Initial allocation and bag limits.

In Area 2C, when the combined charter and commercial setline catch limit is less than 5 Mlb, the charter
allocation will be 17.3 percent of the combined charter and commercial setline catch limit. When the
combined charter and commercial setline catch limit is 5 MIb and above the allocation will be 15.1
percent. Management variance not to exceed 3.5 percentage points (plus or minus) may occur around this
allocation. The Council’s expectation is that the variances will balance over time to ensure IPHC
conservation and management objectives are achieved.

Trigger 1: When the combined charter and commercial setline catch limit is < 5 Mlb, the halibut charter
fishery will be managed under a 1 halibut daily bag limit. The allocation for the charter sector will be 17.3
percent of the combined charter and commercial setline catch limit. The charter sector’s expected catch
may vary between 13.8 percent and 20.8 percent. However, if the charter harvest for an upcoming season

1 Emergency orders have been issued by ADF&G to prohibit sport fishing guides and crew members on a charter
vessel from retaining fish while clients are onboard the vessel during the fishing season for Area 2C Area 3A. State
regulations for Southeast Alaska also limit the number of lines in the water to the number of paying clients, with a
maximum of six.
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is projected to exceed 20.8 percent of the combined charter and commercial setline catch limit, then a
maximum size limit will be implemented to reduce the projected harvest level to be lower than 17.3
percent of the combined charter and commercial setline catch limit. If the projected charter harvest results
in a catch rate (percentage of projected charter harvest divided by the combined commercial and charter
catch limit for that Area) that is lower than the lowest charter harvest percentage in that trigger range,
then the charter harvest shall be managed under the daily bag limit of the next higher trigger, so long as
the projected charter harvest percentage of the combined catch limit falls within the percentage range
included under that trigger.

Trigger 2: When the combined charter and commercial setline catch limit is > 5 Mlb and < 9 Mlb, the
halibut charter fishery shall be managed under a 1 halibut daily bag limit. The charter sector’s allocation
will be 15.1 percent of the combined catch limit. The charter sector’s expected catch may vary between
11.6 percent and 18.6 percent. However, if the charter harvest for an upcoming season is projected to
exceed 18.6 percent of the combined catch limit, then a maximum size limit will be implemented to
reduce the projected harvest level to 15.1 percent of the combined catch limit. If the projected charter
harvest results in a catch rate (percentage of projected charter harvest divided by the combined catch limit
for that Area) that is lower than the lowest charter harvest percentage in that trigger range, then the
charter harvest shall be managed under the daily bag limit of the next higher trigger, so long as the
projected charter harvest percentage of the combined catch limit falls within the percentage range
included under that trigger.

Trigger 3: When the combined catch limit is > 9 Mlb and < 14 Mlb, the charter halibut fishery shall be
managed under a 2 halibut daily bag limit (only one of which may be longer than 32 inches). The charter
sector’s allocation will be 15.1 percent of the combined catch limit. The charter sector’s expected catch
may vary between 11.6 percent and 18.6 percent. However, if the charter harvest for an upcoming season
is projected to exceed 18.6 percent of the combined catch limit, then the charter fishery will revert back to
a 1 halibut daily bag limit. If the projected charter harvest results in a catch rate (percentage of projected
charter harvest divided by the combined catch limit for that Area) that is lower than the lowest charter
harvest percentage in that trigger range, then the charter harvest shall be managed under the daily bag
limit of the next higher trigger, so long as the projected charter harvest percentage of the combined catch
limit falls within the percentage range included under that trigger.

Trigger 4: When the combined catch limit is > 14 Mlb, the halibut charter fishery will be managed under
a 2 halibut daily bag limit. The charter sector’s allocation will be 15.1 percent of the combined catch
limit. The charter sector’s expected catch may range between 11.6 percent and 18.6 percent. However, if
the charter harvest for an upcoming season is projected to exceed 18.6 percent of the combined catch
limit, the charter fishery will revert back to a 2 halibut daily bag limit. Only one of the retained halibut
may be longer than 32 inches.

Charter Fishery Bag & Size Limit Regulations
Area 2C
Combined Catch Limit |Allocation If charter harvest within If charter harvest If charter harvest
(million Ib) allocation range prolect_ed to exceed pro;ect_ed to be below
allocation range allocation range
Comm alloc = 82.7% Maximum size limit
<5 Charter alloc = 17.3% One Fish imposed that brings One Fish
Charter range = 13.8-20.8% harvest to <17.3%
Comm alloc = 84.9% Maximum size limit Two fish. but one must be
=5 - <9 Charter alloc = 15.1% One Fish imposed that brings less thar; 32" in length
Charter range = 11.6-18.6% harvest to <15.1%
Comm alloc = 84.9% Two fish, one must be
=9 - <14 Charter alloc = 15.1% less thar; 32" in length One Fish Two Fish
Charter range = 11.6-18.6%
Comm alloc = 84.9% )
=14 Charter alloc = 15.1% Two Fish Izg(s) R]s;n glzjt ?nn:ZrTgl:ﬁt be Two Fish
Charter range = 11.6-18.6%
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In Area 3A, when the combined charter and commercial setline catch limit is <10 MIb, the charter
allocation will be 15.4 percent of the combined charter and commercial setline catch limit. When the
combined charter and commercial setline catch limit is 10 MIb and above, the allocation will be 14.0
percent. Management variance not to exceed 3.5 percentage points (plus or minus) may occur around this
allocation. The Council’s expectation is that the variances will balance over time to ensure IPHC
conservation and management objectives are achieved.

Trigger 1: When the combined charter and setline catch limit is < 10 Mlb, the charter halibut fishery will
be managed under a 1 halibut daily bag limit. The charter sector’s allocation will be 15.4 percent of the
combined charter and setline catch limit. The charter sector’s expected catch may vary between 11.9
percent and 18.9 percent of the combined catch. However, if the charter harvest for an upcoming season is
projected to exceed 18.9 percent of the combined catch limit, then a maximum size limit will be
implemented to reduce the projected charter harvest below 15.4 percent of the combined harvest. If the
projected charter harvest results in a catch rate (percentage of projected charter harvest divided by the
combined commercial and charter catch limit for that Area) that is lower than the lowest charter harvest
percentage in that trigger range, then the charter harvest shall be managed under the daily bag limit of the
next higher trigger, so long as the projected charter harvest percentage of the combined catch limit falls
within the percentage range included under that trigger.

Trigger 2: When the combined catch limit is > 10 MIb and < 20 MIb, the halibut charter fishery will be
managed under a 1 halibut daily bag limit. The charter sector’s allocation will be 14.0 percent of the
combined catch limit. The charter sector’s expected catch may vary between 10.5 percent and 17.5
percent of the combined catch limit. However, if the charter harvest for an upcoming season is projected
to exceed 17.5 percent of the combined catch limit, then a maximum size limit will be implemented to
reduce the projected charter harvest level to 14 percent of the combined catch limit. If the projected
charter harvest results in a catch rate (percentage of projected charter harvest divided by the combined
catch limit for that area) that is lower than the lowest charter harvest percentage in that trigger range, then
the charter harvest shall be managed under the daily bag limit of the next higher trigger, so long as the
projected charter harvest percentage of the combined catch limit falls within the percentage range
included under that trigger.

Trigger 3: When the combined limit is > 20 Mlb and < 27 Mib, the halibut charter fishery will be
managed under a 2 halibut daily bag limit (only one of which may be longer than 32 inches). The charter
sector’s allocation will be 14.0 percent of the combined catch limit. The charter sector’s expected catch
may vary between 10.5 percent and 17.5 percent of the combined catch limit. However, if the charter
harvest for an upcoming season is projected to exceed 17.5 percent of the combined catch limit, then the
charter fishery will revert back to a 1 halibut daily bag limit. If the projected charter harvest results in a
catch rate (percentage of projected charter harvest divided by the combined catch limit for that Area) that
is lower than the lowest charter harvest percentage in that trigger range, then the charter harvest shall be
managed under the daily bag limit of the next higher trigger, so long as the projected charter harvest
percentage of the combined catch limit falls within the percentage range included under that trigger.

Trigger 4: When the combined catch limit is > 27 Mlb, the halibut charter fishery will be managed under
a 2 halibut daily bag limit. The charter sector’s allocation will be 14.0 percent of the combined catch
limit. The charter sectors expected harvest may range between 10.5 percent and 17.5 percent of the
combined catch limits. However, if the charter harvest for an upcoming season is projected to exceed 17.5
percent of the combined catch limit, the charter fishery will revert back to a 2 halibut daily bag limit.
Only one of the retained halibut may be longer than 32 inches.
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Charter Fishery Bag & Size Limit Regulations

e g If charter harvest If charter harvest
Combined Catch Limit |Allocation If charter harvest within iacted t d iected to be bel
(million 1b) allocation range prOJect_e 0 excee (ALK ELETe] UD L013) LTSl (eEY
allocation range allocation range
Comm alloc = 84.6% Maximum size limit
<10 Charter alloc = 15.4% One Fish imposed that brings One Fish
Charter range = 11.9-18.9% harvest to <15.4%
Comm alloc = 86.0% Maximum size limit Two fish. but one must be
=10 - <20 Charter alloc = 14.0% One Fish imposed that brings less than’ 32" in length
Charter range = 10.5-17.5% harvest to <14.0%
Comm alloc = 86.0% Two fish, one must be
=20 - <27 Charter alloc = 14.0% less thaﬁ 32" in length One Fish Two Fish
Charter range = 10.5-17.5%
Comm alloc = 86.0% Two fish, but one must be
=27 Charter alloc = 14.0% Two Fish less thar; 32" in length Two Fish
Charter range = 10.5-17.5%

In Areas 2C and 3A, no retention of halibut by skipper and crew while paying clients are on board would
be allowed.

Element 2 — Annual regulatory cycle/timeline.

The Council did not adopt an annual regulatory cycle for amending federal regulations. It is the Council’s
intent to not revisit or readjust bag limits; such bag limit changes will be triggered by changes in
combined charter and commercial setline catch limits established annually by the IPHC. Bag limits and
maximum size limits would be implemented by the IPHC based upon its determination of the combined
catch limits and the bag limit parameters described above.

Element 3 — Supplemental, individual use of commercial IFQ to allow charter limited entry permit
holders (LEP) to lease commercial IFQ, in order to provide additional harvesting opportunities for
charter anglers, not to exceed limits in place for unguided anglers.

A.  Leasing commercial IFQ for conversion to Guided Angler Fish (GAF).

1.  An LEP holder may lease IFQ for conversion to GAF for use on the LEP.

2. Commercial halibut QS holders may lease up to 1,500 pounds or 10% (whichever is
greater) of their annual IFQ to LEP holders (including themselves) for use as GAF on
LEPs. If an IFQ holder chooses to lease to a CQE, then the same limitations apply as if they
were leasing to an individual charter operator—1,500 Ib or 10 % whichever is greater. With
regard to CQE leasing: any quota which a CQE holds, regardless of its origin, could be
leased up to 100% to eligible residents of the CQE community. For example, a CQE may
hold quota share derived from purchase, lease from another qualified CQE, or leased from
an individual, and then lease up to 100% of the quota it holds.

3. No more than 400 GAF may be assigned to an LEP endorsed for 6 or fewer clients.

No more than 600 GAF may be assigned to an LEP endorsed for more than 6 clients.

B. LEP holders harvesting GAF while participating in the charter halibut fishery are exempt from
landing and use restrictions associated with commercial IFQ fishery, but subject to the landing and
use provisions detailed below.

C. GAF would be issued in numbers of fish. The conversion between annual IFQ and GAF would be
based on average weight of halibut landed in each region’s charter halibut fishery (Area 2C or Area
3A) during the previous year as determined by ADF&G.

Subleasing of GAF would be prohibited.
E.  Conversion of GAF back to commercial sector.

Unused GAF may revert back to pounds of IFQ and be subject to the underage provisions
applicable to their underlying commercial QS either automatically on November 1 of each year or
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upon the request of the GAF holder if such request is made to NMFS in writing prior to
November 1 of each year.

F.  Guided angler fish derived from commercial QS may not be used to harvest fish in excess of the
unguided sport bag limit on any given day.

G. Charter operators landing GAF on private property (e.g., lodges) and motherships would be
required to allow ADF&G samplers/enforcement personnel access to the point of landing.

H.  Commercial and charter fishing may not be conducted from the same vessel on the same day.

Alternative 2 is the 2008 Preferred Alternative to replace the GHL Program with a catch sharing plan for
Area 2C and Area 3A. This CSP would 1) replace the current GHL program; 2) set initial allocations for
each sector; and 3) establish a matrix of management measures to control charter halibut harvests to
annual allocations; 4) authorize annual transfers of commercial halibut quota to charter halibut permit
holders for harvest in the charter fishery to provide flexibility for individual commercial and charter
fishery participants; and 5) prohibit retention of charter halibut by skippers and crew onboard under all
allocations and triggers in both areas.

The EA retains the management measure matrix of the 2008 PA under Alternative 2 to allow for a full
comparison of discrete alternatives. The allocation percentages could be retained and other management
measures that the Council has identified as having deficiencies could be modified at final action. For
example, the matrix of annual management measures could be replaced with the 2012 approach, the + 3.5
percent range could be deleted, and the proposed GAF madifications could be included at final action.

Under Alternative 2 the Council would request that the IPHC annually set a combined charter and
commercial setline catch limit to which the allocation percentage for each area will be applied to establish
the domestic harvest targets for each sector and use the ADF&G charter halibut harvest projections for the
estimate of charter removals for determining the combined catch limit. This action would also establish
the management measures for the charter sector at identified tiers of halibut abundance and combined
catch limits. The Council recognizes that management measures are imprecise; therefore, a small variance
can be expected to occur around the allocation. The Council’s expectation is that the variances will
balance over time to ensure Council and IPHC conservation and management objectives are achieved.
The 2008 preferred alternative includes a prohibition on the retention of halibut by skipper and crew
while paying clients are onboard under all allocations and triggers. Each year the IPHC would adopt the
Council’s CSP for Area 2C and Area 3A, as it currently does for the Council’s Areas 4C/4D/4E CSP, and
the allocations and management measures for that year would be implemented by NMFS under final
rulemaking for IPHC annual measures™. The process for determining the annual management measures is
depicted in Figure 1-3.

12 hitp://www.alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/frules/77fr16740.pdf
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Figure 1-3  Annual regulatory process as proposed under the 2008 Preferred Alternative

Supplemental, individual use of commercial IFQ would allow charter LEP holders to lease commercial
IFQ, in order to provide anglers with additional harvesting opportunities, not to exceed limits in place for
unguided anglers. This feature of the CSP mitigates the initial allocation by providing a market-based
mechanism for the charter sector to increase its allocation, while compensating the commercial sector for
reduced removals.

The Council intended that the proposed CSP allocations to both sectors vary with halibut abundance, as
indicated in its selection of a fixed percentage allocation under its 2008 PA and its rejection of numerous
proposed fived allocation options (see description of rejected alternatives below). It would require pre-
season notice of upcoming management measures to allow an uninterrupted charter halibut season. The
initial charter sector allocation would be 17.3 percent of the Area 2C combined commercial and charter
catch limit when it is determined by the IPHC to be less than 5 MIb; the allocation would be 15.1 percent
when the CCL is 5 MIb or more. The initial charter sector allocation would be 15.4 percent of the Area
3A CCL when it is determined by the IPHC to be less than 10 Mlb; the allocation would be 14 percent
when the CCL is 10 Mlb or more. The allocations for the lowest tier of CCLs are based on 125 percent of
the 20012005 average charter harvest, which was the same formula selected by the Council to set the
GHLs (although in fixed pounds). These percentages were the highest percentage allocation options to the
charter sector that were considered by the Council and would yield the largest projected gross revenue
each year. The allocations at higher CCLs are the second highest percentage allocation options for each
area considered by the Council. The analysis found that these allocations would exceed projected harvests
from 2009 through 2011 and that more restrictive management measures would not be required. The
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Council selected a different percentage of the CCL in each area because the initial allocations could have
very different impacts as a result of the size of the current constant exploitation yield (CEY) relative to
historical CEYs. The plan also identifies specific management measures that would be triggered at
different CCLs and identifies a market-based approach for individual charter LEP holders, who are
willing buyers, to increase the charter sector allocation by compensating individual commercial IFQ
holders, who are willing sellers, for their transferred quota. The plan would include a prohibition on
retention of charter halibut by skippers and crew.

While the Council selected its Preferred Alternative in October 2008, supplemental analyses of aspects of
the Council’s motion were required to complete the analysis for submission to the Secretary. These were
reviewed by the Scientific and Statistical Committee, and accepted by the Council, in February 2009. The
draft final analysis was submitted to NMFS in September 2009. Recommended revisions from informal
reviews by NMFS, and additional revisions of the analyses of the 2008 Preferred Alternative that were
requested by the Council, were incorporated into the draft submitted to the Secretary in July 2011. A
proposed rule was published in July 2011 and comments were accepted through September 21, 2011.

On September 29, 2011, NMFS informed the Council that it would not proceed with implementation of
the 2008 Preferred Alternative until the Council provided additional guidance on several issues that were
identified during the public comment period for the CSP proposed rule.*®

At its December 2011 meeting, the Council adopted the following statement:

“The Council continues to support implementation of the Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP) as the best
approach to resolve longstanding allocation and management issues between the commercial and charter
halibut sectors, as currently identified in the CSP Problem Statement.

The Council also recognizes that there are deficiencies in the current analysis that must be addressed
before implementation can take place. Additionally, since 2008, changes in halibut management and the
condition of the halibut stock have occurred, which will impact the effective implementation of the CSP
as envisioned by the Council.”

The Council also requested additional analysis of the management matrix that it adopted in October 2008
under its Preferred Alternative for the proposed CSP. The Council also requested this review to determine
whether proposed management measures and the data employed are still appropriate in each tier, given
current charter harvests relative to combined fishery constant exploitation yield (CEY), particularly in
Area 3A. Given the myriad components involved in commercial and charter halibut management, the
Council recognized that there are management options available that were not included as part of the
Halibut CSP Preferred Alternative. The Council noted that it is not the wish of the Council to delay
implementation of the Halibut CSP any further than necessary.

The Council’s December 2011 motion suggested that it still unanimously supported the proposed CSP,
but it also wished to review the proposed CSP management matrix approach and specific management
measures included in the CSP matrix itself in order to identify if any immediate or longer term action is
warranted. Based on an analysis of 2012 conditions (which were not envisioned in 2008) under Part 4 of
the March 2012 Agenda C-4(b)** and supplemental CSP analysis under Part 3 of the March 2012 Agenda
C-4(b)™, the Council could choose to revise its current CSP Preferred Alternative. Following NMFS
guidance under Part 2 of the March 2012 Agenda C-4(b)*, it could consider revisions to the 2008
Preferred Alternative, but any revisions would require a new proposed rule and public comment period.
Or it could initiate additional analysis for future action.

13 http://www.alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/newsreleases/2011/halibut092911.htm

4 http://www.alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/npfmc/PDFdocuments/halibut/CSPDiscussionPaper312.pdf

1 hitp://www.alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/npfmc/PDFdocuments/halibut/CSPSupplemental Analysis312.pdf
18 http://www.alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/npfmc/PDFdocuments/halibut/ CSPNMFESreport312.pdf
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The Council also requested analysis of 1) limits, including a) annual limits allowing for the retention of at
least one fish of any size, b) trip limits, c) reverse slot limits, and d) two fish of a maximum size; 2) the
appropriateness of the current proposed CSP management matrix, including the current set of
management measures and those proposed for consideration above, and 3) alternate implementation
pathways.

In February 2012 the Council reviewed a report by NOAA Fisheries that included 1) requests for
clarification of Council intent on its proposed CSP and 2) a summary of public comments from
stakeholders. The Council requested additional information and requested that the analysis be revised to
reflect its clarifications and to respond to public comments. Based on additional information provided by
staffs of the Council, NOAA Fisheries, and ADF&G in April 2012'> ** 2 in response to its December
2011 requests, the Council amended its previous action (i.e., 2008 Preferred Alternative) by adopting a
preliminary preferred alternative (PPA) (details of which were corrected in June 2012) and additional
allocation options for analysis; the motion can be found under Section 3.

1.7.3 Alternative 3 (2012 Preliminary Preferred Alternative). Establish a catch sharing
plan that includes sector accountability

Alternative 3 is the 2012 PPA for a modified CSP. In addition to the features identified under Alternative
2 (outlined above), Alternative 3 would replace a fixed matrix of management measures under Alternative
2 with a requirement that the Council recommend, and the IPHC adopt, annual management measures to
maintain charter halibut harvests within the respective allocations. Alternative 3 differs from Alternative
2: 1) adjusts the 2008 Preferred Alternative allocation by a) eliminating the £ 3.5% target range around
the allocations and b) converting from the statewide harvest survey to logbooks with adjustments for crew
harvests; 2) clarifies features of the GAF program (see below); 3) considers whether to recommend to the
IPHC that the latter implement separate accountability for commercial wastage and charter wastage.

In April 2012, the Council amended its previous action on the CSP (Alternative 2); the exact language of
the Council’s motion is reproduced in Section 3. The Council adopted the following changes that would
be incorporated into a new preliminary preferred alternative. The Council scheduled a new final action for
October 2012.

e The Council adopted the March 27, 2012, recommendations of the Halibut Charter Management
Implementation Committee and the Advisory Panel to adopt the “2012 Model” for determining
annual charter halibut management measures under the CSP and removing the current matrix of
management measures that are included in the current proposed rule. With this change, the Council
also removes the target range around the allocations of +/- 3.5%.

e The Council also adopted the unanimous recommendation of the Halibut Charter Management
Implementation Committee and the Advisory Panel to use ADF&G logbooks as the primary data
collection method. The Council recommends using an adjustment factor based on the five-year
average (2006 — 2010) of the difference between the harvest estimates provided by the logbooks
and the SWHS, with the adjustment factor reduced by the amount of harvest attributed to skipper
and crew. The Council’s understanding is that applying this adjustment factor would result in the
following changes to the CSP allocations, as corrected in June 2012:

Area 2C adjustment factor = 5.6%

Area 2C current CSP allocation in Tier 1 =17.3%

Adjusted CSP allocation = (17.3% * 5.6%) + 17.3% = 18.3%
Area 2C current CSP allocation in Tiers 2 through 4 = 15.1%
Adjusted CSP allocation = (15.1% * 5.6%) + 15.1% = 15.9%

Area 3A adjustment factor = 11.6%
Area 3A current CSP allocation in Tier 1 = 15.4%
Adjusted CSP allocation = (15.4% * 11.6%) + 15.4% = 17.2%
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Area 3A current CSP allocation in Tiers 2 through 4 = 14.0%
Adjusted CSP allocation = (14.0% * 11.6%) + 14.0% = 15.6%

The Council recommended for consideration of a letter to the IPHC supporting the idea of separate
accountability of wastage between halibut sectors, and revising the preamble to the rule describing
the method that the Council would expect to be used by the IPHC in setting catch limits.

G

uided Angler Fish Program — all elements of the GAF Program under the 2008 PA would apply,

except as noted below.

>

>

>

Issue GAF in numbers of fish. Conversion of IFQ pounds to numbers of fish would be based on
the average weight of GAF from the previous year.

In the first year of the GAF program, the GAF weight to number of fish conversion factor
would be based on the previous year’s data or most recent year without maximum size limit in
effect.

Define the leasing limitation for each commercial halibut IFQ shareholder to 10% of his/her
IFQ holdings or 1,500 pounds in Area 2C and 15% of his/her IFQ holdings or 1,500 pounds in
Area 3A, whichever is greater.

Guides®would be required to mark GAF by removing the tips of the upper and lower lobes of
the tail and report the length of retained GAF halibut to NMFS through the NMFS approved
electronic reporting system.

A review within five years of the start of the GAF program would be scheduled, which would
take into account the economic effects on both sectors.

1.7.4 Alternative 4. Establish a catch sharing plan that includes sector accountability,

with adjustment of 2008 PA by +3.5% on two lower levels of combined catch limits

Alternative 4 contains the same elements as Alternative 3, except it would increase the allocation to the
charter sector by 3.5% of combined charter and commercial catch limit (CCL) at the two lower CCL
levels; no adjustment is made to the highest CCL. In its April 2012 motion the Council labeled those as
Option 1 (Area 2C) and Option 2 (Area 3A). The options represent the 2008 Preferred Alternative +
3.5% of the CCL.

1.7.5

Option 1: Area 2C

At a combined catch limit of <5 Mlbs, establish the CSP allocation at the upper end of the
original range proposed for the CSP (20.8%); at a combined catch limit of >5 - <9 Mlbs, establish
the CSP allocation at the upper end of the original range proposed for the CSP (18.6%). At
combined catch limits of >9 Mlbs, maintain the original target CSP allocation of 15.1%.

Option 2: Area 3A

At a combined catch limit of <10 Mlbs, establish the CSP allocation at the upper end of the
original range proposed for the CSP (18.9%); at a combined catch limit of >10 - <20 MIbs,
establish the CSP allocation at the upper end of the original range proposed for the CSP (17.5%).
At combined catch limits of >20 Mlbs, maintain the original target CSP allocation of 14.0%.

Alternative 5. Establish a catch sharing plan that includes sector accountability,
with adjustment of 2012 PPA by +3.5% on two lower levels of combined catch
limits

Alternative 5 contains the same elements as Alternative 3, except it would increase the 2012 PPA by the
same 3.5% of the CCL at lower CCL levels. They are labeled as Option 1 adjusted (Area 2C) and Option
2 adjusted (Area 3A). These options apply a consistent approach to the 2012 PPA that was applied to the
2008 Preferred Alternative under Alternative 4. Their addition applies a consistent, logical approach to
identifying the full range of allocation options and notices the public of potential action by the Council
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when it selects its Final Preferred Alternative in October 2012. The range of allocation options are listed
in the tables below.

Option 1 adjusted: Area 2C

At a combined catch limit of <5 Mlbs, establish the CSP allocation at the upper end of the
original range proposed for the CSP (21.8%); at a combined catch limit of >5 - <9 Mlbs, establish
the CSP allocation at the upper end of the original range proposed for the CSP (19.4%). At
combined catch limits of >9 Mlbs, maintain the original target CSP allocation of 15.9%.

Option 2 adjusted: Area 3A

At a combined catch limit of <10 Mlbs, establish the CSP allocation at the upper end of the
original range proposed for the CSP (20.7%); at a combined catch limit of >10 - <20 MIbs,
establish the CSP allocation at the upper end of the original range proposed for the CSP (19.1%).
At combined catch limits of >20 MIbs, maintain the original target CSP allocation of 15.6%.

Note: Under the 2012 model, the + 3.5% range around the allocation would be removed, and the Council
would be annually recommending management measures that minimize the difference between the
projected harvest and the target allocation, without exceeding the allocation.

Summary of Proposed Alternatives: Table 1.3 shows both the status quo alternative and four
alternatives defined by the Council. Note that the GHL allocation is based on the Total CEY and the CSP
allocations are based on the CCL. The result of the Council motion includes the following options to
divide the available halibut in IPHC Area 2C (Table 1-4) and Area 3A (Table 1-5). The allocations under
Alternative 2 contain the Council’s 2008 preferred alternative. For example it would allocate 17.3% of the
Area 2C CCL to the charter sector when the CCL is less than 5 Mlbs. This percentage was originally
derived as 125% of the 2001 through 2005 average charter harvest (GHL formula updated through 2005).
The charter sector would be allocated 15.1% when the CCL is 5 Mlbs or greater. This percentage was
originally derived based on the 2005 charter harvest. Alternative 3 is the 2012 PPA, which is the 2008
Preferred Alternative increased by 5.6% to account for using logbooks as the primary data collection
mechanism. Alternative 4 is “Option 1 (unadjusted)” from the Council’s April 2012 motion, as corrected
by its June 2012 motion, which is the 2008 preferred alternative increased by 3.5% of the CCL. The
3.5% increase equates to the upper bound of the target range in the Council’s 2008 preliminary preferred
alternative. Finally, Alternative 5 or “Option 1 (adjusted for allocation and logbooks)” is “Option 1
(unadjusted)” plus 3.5% of the CCL. The same description applies to the Area 3A alternatives.
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Table 1-3

Proposed Catch Sharing Plan Alternatives

Alternative 1

Alternative 2
2008 Preferred

Alternative 3
2012 Preliminary

Alternative 4
(“Option 1&2”)

Alternative 5
(“Option 182"

Alternative Preferred Alternative Adjusted)
Type of No Action; annual | Regulatory Regulatory Amendment; | Same as Same as
Council recommendations | Amendment annual recommenda- Alternative 3 Alternative 3
Action to IPHC tions & letter to IPHC
Description Guideline Harvest | Catch Sharing Plan Same as Alternative 2 Same as Same as
Level Program replaces the GHL Alternative 2 Alternative 2
continues Program & one fish
bag limit in Area 2C
Type of Fixed “Target” Sector Allocations Same as Alternative 2 Same as Same as
Allocation Allocation in Ibs that float with halibut Alternative 2 Alternative 2
based on halibut abundance (fixed
abundance percent)
Allocation 125% of average < Lower Abundance: | Modified Alternative 2 Modified Modified
Basis 1995-1999 125% of average by: Alternative 2 Alternative 3
charter halibut 2001-2005 charter 1) eliminating the +3.5% | allocations to | allocations to
harvest harvest divided by target range around the charter the charter
combined charter the allocations, and sector by sector by
and commercial 2) adjusting allocations | +3.5% of +3.5% of CCL
halibut harvests for conversion from combined at the two
> Higher abundance: the statewide harvest | catch limit lower CCL
Area 2C - 2005 survey to logbooks (CCL) at the levels
charter harvest, Area with crew harvests two lower (of
3A - 125% of 1995- removed. three) CCL
1999 average levels
harvest
Allocations See separate breakout table for specific proposed allocation alternatives
Action None; could result | None; overages and | Annual analysis & Same as Same as
Required if in annual Council | underages from recommendation of Alternative 3 Alternative 3
Target/ action and NMFS | projections are management measure
Allocation is rule-making, with | expected to balance | to the IPHC for
Exceeded delayed feed- out in the longer implementation for
back loop term; management upcoming season
resulting in likely matrix controls (replaces matrix). Use
mismatch of charter harvests; of logbooks to manage

measure and
current harvest
level

however Council has
identified
inadequacies in the
matrix

fishery may reduce
uncertainty in harvest
projections and choice
of annual management
measures.

Guided Angler | No Yes Modified Alternative 2 Same as Same as
Fish Program Alternative 3 Alternative 3
Separate No Yes for direct fishery | Yes for direct fishery Same as Same as
Accountability and wastage Alternative 3 Alternative 3
Meets No Yes, but with Yes Same as Same as
Problem deficiencies Alternative 3 Alternative 3
Statement
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Table 1-4  Proposed Area 2C charter allocations in this analysis

Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt 5
2012 PPA (2008  Option 1 Option 1
If Total CEY PA adjusted for (2008 Pref adjusted
is greater GHL in Mlb || Combined Catch 2008 Preferred allocation and ~ Alt + 3.5% (2012 PPA +
than (Mlb) (Status Quo) Limit (CCL) Alt. loghooks) of CCL) 3.5% of CCL)*
4.779 0.788 <5Mlb 17.3% 18.3% 20.8% 21.8%
5.841 0.931 >5 Mlb - 9 Mib 15.1% 15.9% 18.6% 19.4%
6.903 1.074 > 9 Mib 15.1% 15.9% 15.1% 15.9%
7.965 1.217
9.027 1.432

Table 1-5 Proposed Area 3A charter allocations in this analysis

Alt 1l Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 Alt5
2012 PPA (2008 Option 2
If Total CEY PA adjusted for ~ Option 2 adjusted
is greater GHL in Mlb || Combined Catch 2008 Preferred allocation and (2008 Pref (2012 PPA +
than (MIb) (Status Quo) Limit (CCL) Alt. logbooks) Alt + 3.5%) 3.5% of CCL)*
11.425 2.008 < 10 Mib 15.4% 17.2% 18.9% 20.7%
13.964 2.373 > 10 Mlb - 20 Mib 14.0% 15.6% 17.5% 19.1%
16.504 2.734 > 20 Mlb 14.0% 15.6% 14.0% 15.6%
19.042 3.103
21.581 3.650

1.7.6 Rejected Alternative

The Council previously considered and rejected several alternatives to address its problem statement. One
alternative would have allowed compensated reallocation shifts between the commercial IFQ and charter
sectors. Options considered would have allowed the development of a common pool management system
and/or an individual private management system. Three suboptions included potential common pool
management systems: (1) federal Common Pool; (2) State Common Pool; or (3) Regional Non-Profit
Association Common Pool. Each common pool suboption would require federal and/or State of Alaska
legislation, plus a regulatory amendment to the commercial halibut individual fishing quota program.
Legislative authorization places portions of the final program outside the Council process. The individual
management option would require only a regulatory amendment. The analysis identified numerous
overarching issues that likely would have impeded implementation of both types of systems.'” The
Council rejected the compensated reallocation alternative in October 2007 because a draft analysis
identified a number of hurdles to its successful and timely implementation. These hurdles include (1) the
need for both federal and state legislation to authorize the proposed actions; (2) the need for funding the
purchase of commercial QS; (3) controversy regarding the proposed pro rata reduction of the value of
commercial halibut QS; and (4) the additional time required to allow various facets of the proposed
program to be implemented (NPFMC 2007c). The Council replaced the compensated reallocation
alternative with Alternative 2. That alternative is a simpler, more limited approach that would allow
voluntary, in-season leasing of commercial halibut IFQs to individual charter halibut LEP holders while
the Council considers a permanent management solution. Alternative 3 refined the proposed action into
its 2008 preferred alternative.

7 hitp://www.alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/npfmc/current_issues/halibut_issues/HalibutReallocation907.pdf
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The Council also rejected an option that would have allowed charter LEP holders to transfer (i.e.,
purchase) commercial halibut QS (rather than leasing IFQ) because the proposal was not supported by the
charter halibut sector.

As part of its selection of the 2008 Preferred Alternative, the Council also rejected Alternative 2 from its
2008 CSP analysis'® which included an alternative, with numerous elements and options for Council
consideration; the Council selected its 2008 Preferred Alternative from those elements and options. It
would have set a CSP for an initial allocation of halibut harvests between the charter sector and
commercial IFQ sector in Area 2C and Area 3A and allow charter halibut LEP holders to lease
commercial halibut IFQ to increase their share of the allocation within a fishing season. It also affirms a
policy under which the Council commits to annually consider changes to federal regulations (as needed)
to limit charter halibut harvests to its allocation.

The Council considered 10 options under Alternative 2, Element 1 for initial sector allocations in each
area. These included four fixed percentage options, three fixed poundage options that included suboptions
to step the allocations up or down depending on halibut biomass, and three options that match 50 percent
of one of the fixed pound and one of the percentage options. Element 2 would have defined the annual
regulatory cycle, focusing on how the halibut charter fishery’s common pool of halibut would be
regulated in the current and future years. Element 3 would have defined the management ‘tool box’ to be
available to the Council to adjust future harvest levels. Element 4 provided examples of how the timeline
for management decisions and actions to adjust the charter sector’s harvests would have been applied, if
they are needed. Element 5 defined how charter LEP holders would have acquired and used commercial
IFQ to supplement the halibut available from a common pool. Finally, Element 6 provided a discussion of
the catch accounting system that would have been needed to monitor two classes of halibut that would
have been harvested by the charter sector under Alternative 2.

The rejected alternative (see next page), and its more expansive range of elements and options, from the
2008 analysis is reproduced here for reference, but is not analyzed again.

18 hitp://www.alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/sustainablefisheries/halibut/analyses/cspea062011.pdf

Revised Area 2C/3A Halibut Catch Sharing Plan — September 2012 24


http://www.alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/sustainablefisheries/halibut/analyses/cspea062011.pdf

Establish a Catch Sharing Plan that Includes Sector Accountability

Element 1 — Initial allocation

Option 1: Fixed percentage®™

Area2C Area3A Based on”:
a. 13.1% 14.0% 125% of the 1995-1999 avg. charter harvest (current GHL formula)
b. 17.3% 154 % 125% of the 2001-2005 avg. charter harvest (GHL formula updated thru 2005)
c. 11.7% 12.7% current GHL as percent of 2004 charter harvest
d 151% 12.7% 2005 charter harvest
Option 2: Fixed pounds®
Area2C Area3A Based on”:
a. 143Mlb 3.65Mlb  125% of the 1995-1999 avg. charter harvest (current GHL)
b. 1.69Mlb 4.01Mib 125% of the 2000-2004 avg. charter harvest (GHL updated thru 2004)
c. 190Mlb 4.15Mlb 125% of the 2001-2005 avg. charter harvest (GHL updated thru 2005)

Suboption to Options 2a, 2b, and 2c:

Stair step up and down. The fixed poundage allocation in each area (e.g., Option 2a - 13.1% in
Area 2C) could be increased or reduced in stepwise increments based on a change in the total
CEY or a change in the combined commercial and charter catch limit. If the halibut stock were to
increase or decrease by 15 percent to 24 percent from its average total CEY during the base
period selected for the initial allocation at the time of final action (e.g., 1995-1999 for Option 2a),
then the allocation would be increased or decreased by 15 percent from the base allocation. For
example, if the initial allocation was 13.1% for Area 2C and the 1995-1999 average total CEY
decreased by 20 percent, the Area 2C allocation would be decreased by 0.02%, from 13.1% to
11.1%. Likewise, if the total CEY were to increase or decrease by 25 percent to 34 percent from
its average for the base period selected for the initial allocation at the time of final action, then the
allocation would be increased or decreased by 25 percent from the base allocation. If the stock
continued to increase or decrease by at least 10 percent increments, the allocation would be

increased or decreased by commensurate 10 percent increments.

Suboption under Suboption to Options 2a, 2b, and 2c:

Stair step provision would be tied to:
1) Baseline years as proposed under Suboption to Options 2a, 2b, and 2¢

2) CEY:

a) 2006 through 2008

b) 2008

3) Baseline of combined commercial and charter catch limit in:
a) 2006 through 2008

b) 2008

19 Under Option 1, the Council would request that the IPHC set a combined charter and commercial catch limit and
apply the catch sharing plan allocations to the two sectors.

20 Baseline formula for allocation options are provided only for reference as to how the percentages were derived.

21 Under Option 2, the Council would request that the IPHC use the fixed pound allocation as the number for charter
halibut removals from Areas 2C and 3 A that is included each year in its “Other Removals” deduction from the Total
Constant Exploitation Yield (CEY).
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The suboption to Options 2a, 2b, and 2¢ would increase or decrease the charter allocation in predefined
steps, whenever the halibut CEY changes by specified amounts with respect to the average total CEY for
the base period selected for the initial allocation at the time of final action. The Council requested that
those steps be based on changes to either the proposed baseline years, the total CEY, or the baseline of the
CCL. The suboption does not apply to Option 1 or Option 3, because those allocations are already directly
linked to changes in a CCL. Selecting the Option 2 suboption would result in an allocation to the charter
sector that behaves more like Option 1 than a fixed poundage allocation. Anytime the CEY (or the
combined commercial and charter catch limit in Suboption 3 under the Suboption to Options 2a, 2b, and
2c¢) changes by a predetermined amount, the charter allocation would have been revised to the
corresponding allocation. Allowing the charter allocation to vary with CEY (or the combined commercial
and charter catch limit) removes the security of having a fixed-poundage allocation. For example, if the
fixed-poundage allocation was implemented with 2007 as the base year, the 2008 CEY would have
triggered a substantial reduction in the Area 2C allocation. However, if Option 2 was not modified to
include the stair step up and down suboption, the commercial sector would have been required to absorb
the entire reduction of available halibut.

Option 3: 50 percent fixed/50 percent floating allocation®

Area 2C Area 3A

50 percent of: and 50 percent of: | 50 percent of: and 50 percent of:
a. 13.1% 1.43 MIb 14.1 % 3.65 Mlb
b. 164% 1.69 Mlb 159 % 4.01 Mib
c. 173% 1.90 Mib 15.4 % 4.15 Mib

Element 2 — Annual regulatory cycle

The Council has announced that its policy under Element 2 would be to allow the charter halibut season
to remain open and fishing to continue for the specified season, operating under whatever restriction(s)
were adopted preseason by the Council. In other words, the Council does not seek to monitor the harvest
inseason, and close the fishery when the allocation is reached. Rather, it believes its restrictions will be
sufficient to achieve the sector allocation. Any overages or underages would be accounted in the IPHC
stock assessment and halibut biomass estimate. Operationally, overages would result in a modest decrease
in the combined charter and commercial longline IFQ allocation in the following year. Underages would
accrue to the benefit of the halibut biomass and all user groups but would not be reallocated to the charter
sector in the subsequent fishing year.

Management of the charter halibut sector to its allocation would be achieved, if necessary, through an
annual regulatory analysis of management measures that takes into account the projected CEY for the
following year and any overages by the charter industry in the past year(s). The Council could choose a
policy for selecting a preferred alternative that would reduce the time between a charter allocation
overage and implementation of regulations to eliminate the overage. Alternate policies are discussed
under Element 4.

The Council has wrestled with the confines of State of Alaska data availability and the federal rulemaking
process; this has been described as a “delayed feedback loop.” Three to four years may elapse between
the year in which (1) an overage occurs; (2) the year in which ADF&G data report that an overage has
occurred; (3) the year in which the Council selects a preferred alternative to address the overage; and (4)
the year in which new regulations are in effect.

22 Under Option 3, the Council could select either of two approaches: (1) as stated under footnote 1 or (2) the
Council could request that the IPHC deduct the fixed portion of the allocation from “Other Removals” and deduct
the floating portion of the allocation from a combined charter and commercial sector fishery catch limit.
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Element 3 — Management toolbox

The Council has announced that its policy under this element would be to select a preferred alternative
from the list of possible management measures from its “toolbox” for a future analysis and rulemaking
after it has been notified that a charter sector allocation has been exceeded. The estimated effects of
potential management measures are provided only to illustrate how the Council’s policy may be
implemented in the future. The Council would select the tool (or tools) that allow it to reduce charter
harvest to the allocation.

Element 3 would establish two tiers of measures that the Council may utilize to manage the charter
common pool allocation (Table 1-6). Tier 1 measures would be considered by the Council to manage the
charter common pool allocation for a season of historical length and a two-fish daily harvest limit. Tier 2
measures would be used if Tier 1 measures are inadequate to constrain charter harvest to its allocation.
The estimated effects of management measures are summarized in Table 1-7. Due to the inherent delay
in implementation of regulations after an overage, management measures may be disproportionately
restrictive to the estimated level of reduction, to ensure that the charter sector allocation is not exceeded in
the future. In providing predictability and stability for all those that use this resource, the full charter
allocation may not be harvested in every year and/or every area. No regulations would be generated under
Element 3.

Table 1-6 Proposed Management Measures by Tier

Tier 1 Tier 2

One Trip per Vessel per Day Annual Catch Limits

No Retention of Halibut by Skipper and Crew One-fish bag limit for all or a portion of the Season

Line Limits Closing the charter fishery for all or a portion of the Season

Second Fish of a Minimum Size

Second Fish at or below a Specific Length
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Table 1-7 Estimated Effect of Management Measures
Tier  Management Measure Sub-Option Estimated Harvest Reduction
Area 2C Area3A’
One Trip per Vessel per Day None 1.8% —2.4% 5.5% -6.3%
No Retention by Skipper and Crew None 43% -4.7% 10.4%
Line Limits > None Not Analyzed Not Analyzed
, 45" 18.8% —27.0% 32.5% - 39.3%
Tier 1 i ini ize ®
Second Fish of a Minimum Size 50" 93.1% — 30.8% 36.9% — 43.3%
32 Inches 19.7% —26.1% 18.2% — 24.5%
Second Fish at or below a Length Limit 4 34 Inches Not Analyzed 15.2% - 21.1%
36 Inches Not Analyzed 12.1% - 18.3%
Four Fish 16.4% 6.5%
Annual Catch Limits Five Fish 9.3% 4.1%
Six Fish 4.3% 2.1%
Full Season 39.7% - 57.8% 47.1% - 62.9%
May 1.8% -2.6% 5.0% -6.6%
. o ) 5 June 10.0% — 14.6% 12.4 - %16.5%
One-fish bag limit for All or a Portion of the Season
July 14.5% —21.1% 17.8% —23.8%
Tier 2 August 12.0% - 17.5% 9.9% - 13.2%
September 1.4% - 2.0% 1.8% —2.9%
Full Season 100.0% 100.0%
May 5.2% 10.5%
6 June 25.7% 26.0%
Season Closure
July 35.4% 37.7%
August 29.9% 21.2%
September 3.7% 4.0%

1. Numbers for Area 3A reflect the Environmental Assessment/Regulatory Impact Review/Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis

for a Regulatory Amendment to Implement Guideline Harvest Level Measures in the Halibut Charter Fishery in IPHC

Regulatory Area 3A ( NPFMC 2007¢) updated with ADF&G’s final 2006 harvest estimates.

2. Neither the Environmental Assessment/Regulatory Impact Review/Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis for a Regulatory
Amendment to Implement Guideline Harvest Level Measures in the Halibut Charter Fisheries in IPHC Regulatory Area 2C
(NPFMC 2007b) nor NPFMC 2007c analyzed line limits as an individual option.

3. Upper estimates for each Area include an assumption of a 10 percent reduction in the demand for halibut charter trips.

4. Upper estimate assumes that anglers catch the average fish below the length limit based on biomass. Lower estimate assumes
that anglers are able to high-grade by one two-inch size class. These estimates do not account for changes in demand that have
occurred since 2006 including those changes resulting from a weak or recessionary national economy.

5. Upper estimates include an assumption of a 30 percent reduction in the demand for halibut charter trips. The analysis did not
make any adjustments for anglers rescheduling their trips to other parts of the season which do not include the one-fish bag limit.

6. Estimates based on ADF&G data provided for NPFMC 2007b and NPFMC 2007c. Estimates do not include the effect of
anglers migrating to other months or otherwise adapting to the closure.

Source: NPFMC 2007b and NPFMC 2007c.
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Element 4 — Timeline.”® Element 4 would identify a preferred alternative for the timing of future
regulatory actions. It would not be implemented in regulation.

Element 4 is linked to discussions of an annual regulatory cycle under Element 2 and a management
toolbox under Element 3. The Council has announced that it would identify its policy for setting a
timeline for initiating new rulemaking once it has been notified of a charter allocation overage. The
preferred regulatory timeline would be identified in the text of the CSP. No regulations would be
generated as a result of Element 4. The estimated effects of potential timelines are provided to illustrate
how the Council’s preferred policy may be implemented in the future.

The Council may select from one or more of the approaches described below or identify a new approach.

A. Schedule final action in December. The Council could save one meeting cycle by basing its new
RIR/IRFA on the previous, final analysis and proceeding straight to final action; it would not
schedule an initial review of the analysis (which is Council policy and not a federal requirement). The
Council could review the previous RIR/IRFA in the context of the ADF&G report on the latest
calendar year estimates of sport halibut removals and consider that its initial review of the proposed
action.

The RIR/IRFA would incorporate the most recent year of data and undergo a routine update. Final
action would be scheduled in December to incorporate ADF&G charter halibut harvest estimates,
which are released in early to mid-September each year. It is not possible to prepare a revised
RIR/IRFA for either one or both regulatory areas in the two weeks between the time when ADF&G
releases the data and the October Council meeting. A December final action would allow two to four
weeks for public review of the analysis.

A critical problem with this approach is that NMFS does not believe that receiving the analysis from
the Council in mid to late December allows sufficient time to implement the rule in time for the next
charter halibut season. To address this problem, the Council could forego SSC review of the revised
RIR/IRFA and NMFS would use the updated RIR/IRFA completed before the December Council
meeting to develop a rule to implement management restrictions for the charter sector. Foregoing
SSC review of the revised RIR/IRFA is reasonable because the analytical methodology would have
previously been approved by the SSC and Council, and the revised analysis would include only an
additional year’s data and harvest projections. Or the Council could schedule SSC review in
December, take final action in December, and task staff with addressing SSC comments prior to
submitting the analysis to the Secretary of Commerce.

B. Prepare a supplemental analysis (only) prior to Council action. The Council could select its preferred
alternative based on a supplemental analysis since the preparation of an RIR/IRFA prior to the
selection of a preferred alternative is a Council policy only. The supplemental analysis could be a 2-3
page document provided to the Council prior to the October Council meeting. It would be similar to
that prepared for Area 2C GHL measures in 2007.** A complete, revised EA/RIR/IRFA would be
prepared by Council staff immediately after final action and submitted to the Secretary of Commerce.

C. Dual preferred alternative. The Council could select alternate preferred alternatives for management
restrictions for the charter sector prior to the determination of the allocation by the IPHC (in January)
using the CSP. A proposed rule could be published prior to IPHC action and solicit comments on both
preferred alternatives or the proposed rule could be published after IPHC action and solicit comments
on the remaining preferred alternative that would result from application of the CSP to the combined
charter and commercial longline IFQ allocation, which was determined by the IPHC. It is possible

% The Council has identified its preference for a three-year timeline that includes an opportunity for adequate public
comment period of the analysis prior to final action.
% http://alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/npfmc/current_issues/halibut_issues/Area2CHalibut507.pdf
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that more than two preferred alternatives could be selected by the Council, depending on the CSP
formula for sector allocations of the combined charter and commercial IFQ allocation.

D. Rulemaking would not depend on IPHC action under a fixed allocation. Public confusion would be
minimized if the identification of the preferred alternative for future management restrictions was not
dependent on the actions of the IPHC (in setting the combined charter and commercial IFQ
allocations). Clarity in the supplemental analysis, Secretarial draft of the RIR/IRFA, proposed rule,
and final rule would facilitate Secretarial action.

E. Separate rulemaking for management measures. Development of separate rulemakings for restrictive
charter halibut management measures and annual commercial halibut harvest measures would
facilitate the implementation of measures that are necessary to start the commercial IFQ fishery.
Some stakeholders have suggested that charter halibut management measures be included in the
rulemaking for IPHC actions to speed its implementation; however, the requirement to respond to
what may be numerous comments to possibly controversial, proposed charter halibut regulations
could jeopardize timely implementation of commercial regulations. Further, only a final rule is
published for annual commercial halibut regulations that are recommended by the IPHC; publication
of a proposed rule for restrictive management measures is still required.

Element 5 — Supplemental, individual use of commercial IFQ

Charter limited entry permit holders would be allowed to lease commercial IFQ, in order to provide
additional anglers with harvesting opportunities, not to exceed limits in place for unguided anglers.

A. Leasing commercial IFQ for conversion to Guided Angler Fish (GAF).

1. An LEP (Limited Entry Permit) holder may lease IFQ for conversion to GAF for use on the
LEP.

2. Commercial halibut QS holders may lease up to 1500 Ib or 10% (whichever is greater) of
their annual IFQ to LEP holders (including themselves) for use as GAF on LEPs. A CQE
may lease up to 100% of its annual IFQ for use as GAF on their own LEPs.

3. No more than 200400 fish may be leased per LEP.

Suboption: LEPs w/endorsement for more than 6 clients may not lease more than 400-600
fish.

B. LEP holders harvesting GAF while participating in the charter halibut fishery are exempt from
landing and use restrictions associated with commercial IFQ fishery, but subject to the landing
and use provisions detailed below.

C. GAF would be issued in numbers of fish. The conversion between annual IFQ and GAF would be
based on average weight of halibut landed in each region’s charter halibut fishery (2C or 3A)
during the previous year as determined by ADF&G. The long-term plan may require further
conversion to some other form (e.g., angler days).

D. Subleasing of GAF would be prohibited.

E. Conversion of GAF back to commercial sector
1. GAF holders may request NMFS convert unused GAF into IFQ pounds for harvest by the

owner of the Quota Share in compliance with commercial fishing regulations.

2. Unused GAF may revert back to pounds of IFQ and be subject to the underage provisions
applicable to their underlying commercial QS
Option a: automatically on October 1 of each year; or
Option b: upon the request of the GAF holder if such request is made to NMFS in writing

prior to October 1 of each year.

F. Guided angler fish derived from commercial QS may not be used to harvest fish in excess of the
non- charter bag limit on any given day.

G. Charter LEP holders landing GAF on private property (e.g., lodges) and motherships would be
required to allow ADF&G samplers/enforcement personnel access to the point of landing.
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H. Commercial and charter fishing may not be conducted from the same vessel on the same day.
Element 6 — Catch accounting system

1. The current Statewide Harvest Survey and/or logbook data would be used to determine the annual
harvest.

2. A catch accounting system would need to be developed for the GAF landed by the charter
industry.

3. As part of data collection, recommend the collection of length measurements when supplemental
IFQs are leased for use, and compare to the annual average length to assure accurate catch
poundage is accounted for, and to allow gathered length measurement information to be used in
the formulation of the average weight used in the conversion of IFQs to GAF.

1.8 Affected Environment
Potential environmental impacts

Differences between direct and indirect effects are primarily linked to the time and place of impact. Direct
effects are caused by the action and occur at the same time and place. Indirect effects occur later in time
and/or are further removed in distance from the direct effects (40 CFR 1508.27). For example, the direct
effects of an alternative which lowers the harvest level of a target fish in each sector could include a
beneficial impact to the targeted stock of fish, a neutral impact on the ecosystem, and an adverse impact
on net revenues to fishermen, while the indirect effects of that same alternative could include beneficial
impacts on the ability of Steller sea lions to forage for prey, neutral impacts on incidental levels of PSC,
and adverse impacts in the form of economic distribution effects, for example, reducing employment and
tax revenues to coastal fishing communities.

Methodology for impacts analysis

This analysis addresses the potential effects of proposed CSPs on the halibut stock and halibut fisheries.
The Council’s problem statement posits that the status of the halibut stock has changed (e.g., total
biomass and abundance varied, exploitable biomass and size at age declined), commercial halibut IFQ
catch limits have declined, charter halibut GHL and bag limits have declined, and halibut are less
available for subsistence users. The criteria listed in Table 1-8 are used to evaluate the significance of
impacts. If significant impacts are likely to occur, preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) is required. Although economic and socioeconomic impacts must be evaluated, such impacts by
themselves are not sufficient to require the preparation of an EIS (see 40 CFR 1508.14).

Table 1-8 Criteria used to evaluate the alternatives

Component Criteria

Fish species An effect is considered to be significant if it can be reasonably expected to jeopardize the
sustainability of the species or species group.

Habitat An effect is considered to be significant if it exceeds a threshold of more than minimal and

not temporary disturbance to habitat.

Seabirds and marine | An effect is considered to be significant if it can be reasonably expected to alter the
mammals population trend outside the range of natural variation.

Ecosystem An effect is considered to be significant if it produces population-level impacts for marine
species, or changes community- or ecosystem-level attributes beyond the range of natural
variability for the ecosystem.

The proposed CSP for Area 2C and Area 3A is limited in scope and would not likely affect all
environmental components within the areas. Table 1-9 shows the three potentially affected components:
groundfish, halibut, and the socioeconomic environment. The potential direct effects of the alternatives on
the resources could be caused by changes to the amount of incidental catch of groundfish species
(principally rockfishes) and halibut mortality in the charter fishery through changes in the amount of
halibut available for harvest by anglers under various allocation options.
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Negative impacts on non-halibut species caught in the charter halibut fishery, including salmon are not
expected, because current ADF&G and federal management closely monitors stock health and allocation,
and restricts harvest from all sectors to biological management goals. The alternatives would not
significantly change the amount of these species harvested, fishing methodology, areas fished, seasons
fished, or fishing intensity in the charter halibut fishery. Salmon is the primary species other than halibut
targeted in the sport fishery. Information is not available to predict small changes in harvest patterns of
due to the alternatives; however, given the magnitude of the charter fishery, angler preferences,
specialized gear to target halibut, and current regulations to control sport harvest, any increase in salmon
removals is likely to be small and would be regulated within biological limits.

Table 1-9 Resource components potentially affected by the proposed alternatives

Potentially Affected Component
Physical Benthic Marine Non specified
IAlternatives  [Environment  [Community |Groundfish  [Mammals [Seabirds Species Halibut [Socioeconomic
Alt1 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Alt 2
(2008 PA) N N N N N N Y Y
Alt3-5
(2012 PPA) N N N N N N Y Y

N = no impact beyond status quo anticipated by the option on the component.
Y = an impact beyond status quo is possible if the option is implemented.

The socioeconomic environment may be directly affected through changes in the amount of halibut
available for harvest by anglers under various allocation options. The socioeconomic environment for the
charter and commercial sectors may also be directly and indirectly affected by allocation conflicts for
fully utilized species such as halibut, rockfish, and salmon. A detailed discussion of potential
socioeconomic impacts is provided in Section 2.5 of the RIR.

No direct or indirect effects are expected on the physical environment, benthic community, EFH, non-
specified and forage species, marine mammals, and sea bird components of the environment. No effect is
expected for these components because none of the alternatives would change current fishing practices
(e.g., season and gear types) harvest limits, or regulations protecting habitat, EFH, and important breeding
areas as described in previous NEPA documents. No effects are expected for marine mammals because
neither existing protection measures nor allowable harvest amounts for important prey species would be
changed. None of the alternatives would change total TAC amounts, methods, season closure dates, or
areas closed to fishing.

Because this action affects fishing activity at sea, the alternatives would not affect districts, sites,
highways, structures, or objects listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places.
The current halibut fisheries do not cause loss or destruction of significant scientific, cultural, or historical
resources in the affected area. This action is not likely to adversely affect significant scientific, cultural, or
historical resources in the affected area because none of the alternatives would change current fishing
practices (e.g., season and gear types), harvest limits, or regulations protecting habitat, EFH, and
important breeding areas.

This action would not introduce or spread a nonindigenous species into the Gulf of Alaska beyond those
previously identified because it does not change fishing, processing, or shipping practices that may lead to
the introduction of nonindigenous species.

This action poses no known violation of federal, state, or local laws or requirements for the protection of
the environment. On July 1, 2011, the federally approved Alaska Coastal Management Program expired,
resulting in a withdrawal from participation in the Coastal Zone Management Act’s National Coastal
Management Program. The Coastal Zone Management Act Federal consistency provision in section 307
no longer applies in Alaska
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1.8.1 Pacific Halibut

Pacific halibut is one of the largest species of fish in the world, with many individuals growing to over
eight feet in length and over 500 Ib. The range of Pacific halibut that the IPHC manages covers the
continental shelf from northern California to the Aleutian Islands (Al) and throughout the Bering Sea
(BS). Pacific halibut are also found along the western north Pacific continental shelf of Russia, Japan, and
Korea.

The depth range for halibut is up to 250 fathoms (460 m) for most of the year and up to 500 fathoms (920
m) during the winter spawning months. During the winter, the eggs are released, move up in the water
column, and are caught by ocean currents. Prevailing currents carry the eggs north and west. The young
fish settle to the bottom in bays and inlets. Research has shown that the halibut then begin what can be
called a journey back. This movement runs counter to the currents that carried them away from the
spawning grounds and has been documented at over 1,000 miles for some fish. Pacific halibut are
generally pre-teens (8 to 12 years old) when they are large enough to meet the minimum size limit for the
commercial fishery of 32 inches.

1.8.1.1 Life History

1.8.1.1.1 Reproduction and Development

Most male halibut are sexually mature by about 8 years of age, while half of the females are mature by
about age 12. Most halibut spawn during the period November through March, at depths of 300 to 1,500
feet. Female halibut release a few thousand eggs to several million eggs, depending on the size of the fish.
Eggs are fertilized externally by the males. About 15 days later, the eggs hatch and the larvae drift with
deep ocean currents. As the larvae mature, they move higher in the water column and ride the surface
currents to shallower, more nourishing coastal waters. In the GOA, the eggs and larvae are carried
generally westward with the Alaska Coastal Current and may be transported hundreds of miles from the
spawning ground.

Halibut larvae start life in an upright position like other fish, with an eye on each side of the head. The left
eye moves to the right side of the head when the larvae are about one inch long. At the same time, the
coloration on the left side of the body fades. The fish end up with both eyes on the pigmented (olive to
dark brown), or right, or upper side of the body, while their underside is white. By the age of 6 months,
young halibut settle to the bottom in shallow nearshore areas.

Halibut feed on plankton during their first

year of life. Young halibut (1 to 3 years .
old) feed on euphausiids (small shrimp-like Why are halibut so much smaller now?

crustaceans) and small fish. As halibut | One or more of following:
grow, fish makg up a larger part of their o Density dependence (competition with halibut and
diet. Larger halibut eat other fish, such as other flatfish, especially arrowtooth flounder)
herring, sand lance, capelin, smelt, pollock, o Environmental changes — food, temperature
sablefish, cod, and rockfish. They also o  Effects of size-selective fishing
consume octopus, crabs, and clams. .« A . -

nnual cropping of faster growing fish leaves
1.8.1.1.2  Growth smaller ones behind

Female halibut grow faster and reach larger e Fishery induced evolution — genetic truncation
sizes than male halibut. The growth rate of Other unidentified processes

halibut has changed over time. The growth o Any/all of these may be working together

rate was highest in the 1980s and lowest in ~ IPHC Staff
the 1920s and 2000s. By the 2000s, 12-

year-old halibut were about three-quarters

o
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the length and about one-half the weight they were in the 1980s. The growth rate is believed to decrease
due to competition among halibut or between halibut and other species, such as arrowtooth flounder, that
have a similar diet.

For at least the past 15 years, halibut growth rates have been depressed to levels that have not been seen
since the 1920s. Both females and male halibut have the potential to grow rapidly until about age 10,
about 2 inches per year for males and 2.5 inches for females. Thereafter, females have the potential to
grow even faster, while males generally would slow down relative to female growth. Growth rates for
these larger fish in the last 10 or so years are more on the order of one inch or less per year. This
translates into a much smaller fish at any given age.

There was a dramatic increase in halibut growth rates in the middle of this century, especially in Alaska.
Sometime around 1980, growth rates started to drop, and now Alaska halibut of a given age and sex are
about the same size as they were in the 1920s. For example, in the northern GOA, an 11-year-old female
halibut weighed about 20 pounds in the 1920s, nearly 50 pounds in the 1970's, and now again about 20
pounds. In the late 2000s, 15 year old female halibut in the central GOA have averaged 28 pounds — a
decline of 70 percent in 30 years. Similar, though slightly smaller, declines have been noted in all areas.
The declines in size at age occur at all ages and for both sexes; the declines increase markedly with age.
The reasons for both the increase and the decrease are not yet known but may be tied to increased
abundance of other species, such as arrowtooth flounder, and availability of food supply.

1.8.1.1.3 Movements (Migration®)

Juvenile and adult halibut migrate generally eastward and southward,

into the GOA coastal current, countering the westward drift of eggs and | There is a continuing and
larvae (Figure 1-4). Halibut tagged in the BS have been caught as far predominantly eastward
south as the coast of Oregon, a migration of over 2,000 miles. Because migration of halibut from
of the extensive movements of juvenile and adult halibut, the entire the west to east.
eastern Pacific population is treated as a single stock for purposes of

assessment. Research is continuing to determine if there are spawning sub-stocks of varying productivity.

Halibut also move seasonally between shallow waters and deep waters. Mature fish move to deeper
offshore areas in the fall to spawn, and return to nearshore feeding areas in early summer. It is not yet
clear if fish return to the same areas to spawn or feed year after year.

Halibut abundance changes along its geographic range, with the current center of abundance located
around Kodiak Island (Area 3A) in the GOA. During summer, halibut are distributed on the continental
shelf but during the winter mature halibut migrate to spawning grounds located in deeper waters. Recent
archival tagging has identified winter spawning migrations as long as 1200 km as well as some degree of
site fidelity to summer areas. After spawning, halibut eggs and larvae are carried by prevailing currents
north and westward towards the western GOA and the BS. Juvenile halibut undertake an ontogenetic
eastward-southward migration that counters the drift of eggs and larvae.

2 http://www.iphc.int/publications/rara/2010/2010.261.Evaluationoftheimpactofmigrationonlostyield.pdf
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Figure 1-4  Conceptual model of Pacific halibut migration patterns (Source: IPHC)

1.1.11 Removals

Total removals from the halibut population come from seven categories: commercial catch (IPHC survey
catch is included in this category), sport catch, 032 (halibut over 32 inches in length) mortality (from a
variety of fisheries targeting species other than halibut), personal use, 032 wastage from the commercial
IFQ fishery, U32 (halibut under 32 inches in length) mortality from non-target fisheries, and U32 wastage
from the commercial IFQ fishery.

Methods used by IPHC to apportion mortality among the U26, 026-U32, and O32 size categories
beginning with the 2010 stock assessment, the IPHC split halibut “bycatch” among the U26 and 026 (i.e.,
026/U32 + 032) size categories according to the halibut mortality length composition data collected by
observers. This procedure allows alternate treatments of U26 and 026 halibut in the determination of
yield for the directed fishery, FCEY. Mortality that is larger than 26 inches, i.e., 026, is deducted from
the total CEY in the area where the mortality occurred. This allows for similar treatment of commercial
fishery wastage, and sport and subsistence harvests, based on their similar length compositions. The
change was made to provide a consistent treatment of these mortalities in the fishery yield determination
process. U26 mortality is accounted in the harvest rate policy, whereby the harvest rate is adjusted
downward in all areas to compensate for the loss of recruitment. This effectively distributes the effect of
U26 mortality in relation to Ebio distribution. Details that support this approach are in Hare (2011b).

The 2011 total removals by regulatory area are listed in Table 1-10 and illustrated in Figure 1-5,
coastwide total removals from 1935 to 2011 are illustrated in Figure 1-6 through Figure 1-9, in increasing
amounts of detail. Total removals by regulatory area for 1974-2011 are illustrated for the three GOA
regulatory areas in Figure 1-10 (Area 2C) and Figure 1-11 (Area 3A). On a coastwide basis, total
removals are at their lowest level since 1984 and commercial removals at their lowest point since 1983.
For temporal context, total removals are about 40% below the peak of the 1990s and about double the
lowest value seen in the late 1970s. The pattern of changes between the mid-1980s removals and 2011
removals has been quite different among regulatory areas, however. In 2011, the removals from all
sources totaled 60.5 Mlbs. Total removals have declined from 90-100 Mlbs, which occurred during 1998-
2007, and are now at a level similar to the mid-1980s.
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Table 1-10 The 2011 estimates of total removals, 2011 catch limits and catch of Pacific halibut by regulatory area,

and 2011 sport guideline harvest level and sport harvest (thousands of pounds, net weight). (Source:

IPHC).

Area 2C 3A 3B
Commercial 2,293 14,266 7,336
Sport 1,313 4,541 25
Bycatch Mortality:

032 fish 214 1,035 430

U32 fish 127 1,863 755
Breakdown of U32

U32/026 88 846 402

U26 fish 39 1,017 353
Personal Use” 425 313 23
Wastage Mortality:

032 fish 5 29 7

U32 fish 65 881 752
Breakdown of U32

U32/026 61 840 678

U26 fish 4 41 74
IPHC Research 91 291 102
Total Removals 4,533 23,219 9,430
2011 Catch Limits® 2,330 14,360 7,510
2011 Catch 2,293 14,266 7,236
2011 Sport GHL 788 3,650
2011 guided harvest 388 2,837

! Area 2A bycatch is the 2010 estimate as the 2011 estimate will not be available until 2012.

ZIncludes 2010 Alaskan subsistence harvest estimates.

®Treaty Indian ceremonial and subsistence fish authorized in the 2011 catch sharing plan.

*Includes 17,000 Ibs of sublegal halibut retained in the 2011 Area 4DE Community Development Quota.
> Does not include poundage from the underage/overage programs in Area 2B or Alaska

® Includes commercial, sport, and treaty subsistence catch

"Includes commercial and sport catch
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Figure 1-5  Total halibut removals, 2011 (Source: IPHC)
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Figure 1-6  Total removals coastwide for the period 1935-2011. Year and amount of minimum, maximum, and most
recent removals are also listed.
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Figure 1-7  Total removals for the Gulf of Alaska, 1935-2011 (Source: IPHC)
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Figure 1-8  Total removals in numbers for the Gulf of Alaska, 1935-2011 (Source: IPHC)
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Figure 1-9  Total removals in numbers by size for the Gulf of Alaska, 1935-2011 (Source: IPHC)
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Figure 1-10 Summary of removals, abundance indices, age structures, surplus production, and commercial effort for Area 2C in 2011 (Source: IPHC)
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Figure 1-11 Summary of removals, abundance indices, age structures, surplus production, and commercial effort for Area 3A in 2011. (Source: IPHC)
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1.8.1.1.3.1 Area2C

Area 2C indices are illustrated in Figure 1-10. Between 1997 and 2006, total removals were stable, at 12.4
Mibs in Area 2C. Removals declined sharply between 2007 and 2010, in response to the change from
closed-area to coastwide assessment and the resultant revised view of relative halibut abundance in Area
2. Prohibited species catch of U32 fish in Area 2, and subsequent lost yield to constant Exploitation Yield
(CEY), is estimated to be rather low, however yield lost due to “upstream” PSC mortality of U32 halibut
is estimated to be much greater than yield lost to “local” U32 mortality (Valero and Hare 2011). 032 PSC
mortality in Area 2C is relatively low. Surplus production estimates suggest that removals exceeded
surplus production in Area 2 for most of the past decade. In Area 2C commercial effort has steadily
declined for the past four to five years.

The main indices of abundance all suggest a steady decline in exploitable biomass from the mid-1990s to
the late 2000s. While it appears that Area 2C declines have been arrested, the stabilized level is the lowest
on record and at least 60% lower than its highest level.

Survey partitioning of the coastwide biomass suggests that the beginning of year 2011 EBio is level in
Area 2C with 2010 values. Generally much younger age structure of fish is caught in Area 2. Mean age is
around 11 years of age, with little difference between males and females. In particular, the catch of
females is concentrated on ages where maturity at age is low thus removing females from the population
before many have the opportunity to contribute to the spawning biomass.

All the indices are consistent with a picture of a steadily declining exploitable biomass up to at least 2007.
The reasons for the decline are likely twofold. The first is the passing through of the two very large year
classes (i.e., 1987 and 1988). Every assessment over the past decade has shown that those two year
classes were very strong in comparison to the surrounding year classes. Now that those two year classes
are 20 years old, their contribution to the exploitable biomass and catches has sharply declined and the
drop in exploitable biomass was to be expected as they are replaced by year classes of lesser magnitude.
Secondly, realized harvest rates were substantially higher than the target rate of 20%, and for a few years
were in excess of 50% of EBio. Harvest rates have been reduced in Area 2C in recent years.

Removals have been generally larger than surplus production and that stalled rebuilding of regulatory area
stocks. The reduced removals now appear to have arrested decline of the regulatory area biomass. Area
2C appears stabilized but at a low level that limits available yield. There are multiple signs that two or
three large year classes are set to enter the exploitable biomass, though this is dependent both on reducing
harvest rates that are above target as well as on the growth rate. It is encouraging that removals have been
brought down over the past few years. Realized harvest rates remain above target in all of Area 2 but are
closer to target than at any time in the past decade.

1.8.1.1.3.2 Area3A

Areas 3A indices are illustrated in Figure 1-11. While these two areas occupy the current central area of
distribution of the halibut stock, they have substantially different exploitation and biomass histories over
the past 10-20 years.

Area 3A removals, both the total as well as the individual components (commercial, sport, PSC) have
been relatively stable over the past 15 years. Commercial effort has also seen relatively little variation.
During the past decade when IPHC setline survey catch rates (WPUE) indices were falling sharply
coastwide, Area 3A generally showed the most stability. However, Area 3A survey WPUE has now
shown five consecutive years of decline and the 2010 value of 117 Ib/skate is by far the lowest on record
and is about 40% of the level seen in the late 1990s. Commercial WPUE is also at its lowest point since
the change from “J” to “C” hooks in 1984 and is at about 66% of its late 1990s level. Paralleling the
declines in survey and commercial WPUE, EBio has declined steadily in Area 3A since 2005.
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For a long time, Area 3A had the appearance of being the most stable of the IPHC regulatory areas. The
area has been fully exploited for many decades and there is a wealth of data detailing its population
dynamics. The area also sits at the current center of halibut distribution and it appears that emigration is
roughly equal to immigration. Like Area 2, Area 3A benefited from the very large year classes of 1987
and 1988 and the slow decline in exploitable biomass is the result of those year classes dying off. The
exploitable biomass remains by far the largest of any of the regulatory areas however the sharp declines
of the past several years are a sign that exploitation rates may be too high, though IPHC staff are not yet
considering Area 3A as an area of particular concern. Should this trend not reverse soon, staff may
reconsider applying that designation. Until the exploitable biomass decline has ended, recommended
catch limits will trend downwards in Area 3A.

1.8.1.2 Status of the Stock

The IPHC annually publishes a summary of current management, research, and harvest recommendations
for its annual meeting®. Coastwide exploitable biomass at the beginning of 2012 is estimated to be 260 M
Ibs, down from the end of 2010 estimate of 317 M Ibs. The model chosen for the assessment in 2012
differed from the version used for the past few years. Treatment of survey catchability is the only
difference between the two models. The downward revision reflects weaker recruitment of the 1989-1997
cohorts, revised weight per unit effort indices based on late-season data in 2010, and the ongoing
retrospective behavior shown in the model. Female spawning biomass is estimated at 319 M Ibs at the
start of 2012, a decline of nearly 9% over the beginning of 2011 estimate of 350 M Ibs. The female
spawning biomass shows somewhat lesser retrospective behavior, possibly lending credence to the belief
that the ongoing declines in size at age, which strongly affect selectivity-at-age, is one of the root causes
of the retrospective behavior. Trawl estimates of abundance are similar to assessment estimates in most
areas, and also provide evidence that while exploitable biomass and numbers continue to decline, the total
biomass and number of halibut remains level, or slightly increasing.

The halibut stock has declined due to reduced recruitment, reduced size at age, and harvest rates higher
than the target rates in most areas. The sharply declining exploitable biomass over the past decade has
resulted from small incoming year classes, in combination with reduced growth rates, replacing earlier
year classes that were much larger, especially the 1987 and 1988 year classes. Changes to the total
biomass can be attributed, in large part, to the incoming 1998 through 2003 year classes that are estimated
to be well above average, particularly the 1999 and 2000 year classes. The extent to which these year
classes will contribute to EBio over the next few years depends on size at age which continues to decline.

Projections based on the currently estimated age compositions suggest that both exploitable and spawning
biomass may increase over the next several years as these strong year classes recruit to the fishable and
spawning components of the population. Projected increases are tempered both by potential ongoing
decreases in size-at-age, as well as realized harvest rates which continue to be above target in several
regulatory areas. Trawl estimates of abundance are similar to assessment estimates in most areas, and also
provide evidence of very large numbers of small halibut as recorded in the eastern Bering Sea Trawl
survey.

The time series of abundance illustrates the strength of the celebrated 1987, and to a lesser extent 1988,
year classes. As was true for the last several years, the current assessment suggests that three large year
classes — 1998, 1999, and 2000 — are poised to enter the exploitable biomass over the next few years.
Presently, these year classes look to be larger — in terms of numbers of fish — than the 1987 and 1988 year
classes. However, it is important to note again that size at age is much smaller now than it was 20 years
ago. This has two important ramifications — first it means that the three strong year classes are only just
beginning to reach the exploitable size range and, therefore, their true numbers in the population are still
uncertain. Secondly, it also means that for a given number of halibut, their collective biomass will be
lower.

26 http://www.iphc.int/meetings-and-events.html
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Currently, a large fraction of males never reach the minimum size limit and thus never enter the EBio. It
remains to be seen just how well these year classes may develop into the exploitable component of the
stock. If size at age remains at current values, then the projections for both the EBio and SBio are
optimistic and indicate that the declines over the past decade are on the verge of reversing.

The continued problem of reductions in previous estimates of biomass as additional data are obtained has
the effect of increasing the realized historical harvest rates on the stock. For 2012, the IPHC approved a
21.5% harvest rate for use in Areas 2A through 3A and a 16.1% harvest rate for Areas 3B through 4.
These continued declining harvest rates in several areas has resulted in the IPHC taking aggressive action
to reduce harvests. Commercial catch limits adopted by the IPHC for 2012 were lower than in 2011 in all
regions of the stock except Areas 2A and 2C.

1.8.1.3 Harvest Policy

One component of the IPHC harvest policy has been the use of a Slow Up — Fast Down (SUFastD)
harvest control rule. This rule, in which 33 percent of increases or 50 percent of reductions in Fishery
Constant Exploitation Yield (FCEY) are incorporated in the staff’s catch limit recommendations, has been
generally applied since 2001. Following the 2006 Center for Independent Expert (CIE) review, the
SUFastD adjustment was formally investigated as part of the harvest policy and became official IPHC
policy in 2008. The SUFastD was designed to avoid rapid increases or decreases in catch limits, which
can arise from a variety of factors including true changes in stock level as well as perceived changes
resulting from changes in the assessment model, as well as to apply a more precautionary approach to
catch limit setting. The SUFastD approach is estimated to leave approximately 3 percent more stock
biomass in the water, over the long term, than a straight FCEY approach to catch limit setting.

Over the past few years, however, as biomass declines have persisted, there has been a growing concern
by the IPHC staff about continued use and application of the SUFastD adjustment because some of the
current stock conditions were not included in the original evaluation of the SUFastD. The effect of its
application on a declining stock is that the target harvest rate is never achieved. Instead, the procedure of
taking only 50 percent of the identified reductions in FCEY has meant that the target harvest rate is
consistently exceeded and the stock cannot realize the benefits of the harvest policy. The IPHC’s adopted
catch limits have often resulted in even greater departures from the target harvest rates.

IPHC staff analysis of the effect of using SUFastD, when biomass is declining and when the policy is
initiated at a harvest rate that is well above target, shows exaggerated biomass declines and realized
harvest rates continuing to be above targets. This is the case for any combination of biological and
management processes which results in removals exceeding surplus production. Considering the recent
history of the stock, the application of the SUFastD harvest control rule and the subsequent IPHC
decisions on catch limits has resulted in a failure to achieve the IPHC’s stated harvest policy goals. For
2011, the IPHC staff recommended modifying the SUFastD policy to specify an adherence to the FCEY
values for identified reductions in yield, i.e., a Slow Up — Full Down (SUFullD) policy. This means that
100 percent of any identified decreases in yield (i.e., when the current FCEY is lower than the previous
year’s catch limit) are recommended compared with only 50 percent of identified decreases under a
SUFastD policy.

Beginning in 2011 the IPHC replaced the SUFastD catch limit adjustment with a “Slow Up Full Down”
adjustment. In brief, the simulations that gave support to SUFastD did not capture the current conditions
faced by the stock. Since implementation of the SUFastD adjustment, EBio has been in a constant
downward trajectory. As removals have been in excess of 20% of EBio and each subsequent EBio
estimate is lower than the previous year’s estimate, the target harvest rate can never be met as only 50%
of the intended reduction in removals is taken. Additionally, size-at-age of halibut has continued to
decline and this always affects performance of the adjustment. Staff Catch Limit Recommendations
(CLR) in 2011 were based on a “Slow Up Full Down” adjustment, i.e., one third of potential increases are
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taken and 100% of decreases are taken, but catch numbers are also present for the standard “Slow Up Fast
Down” adjustment as well as an approach that suspends SUFD (i.e., CLR = fishery CEY).

1.8.1.4 Coastwide assessment

Since 2006, the IPHC stock assessment model has been fitted to a coastwide dataset to estimate total
exploitable biomass. Coastwide exploitable biomass at the beginning of 2012 is estimated to be 260 M
Ibs, down from the end of 2010 estimate of 317 M Ibs. The model variant chosen for the assessment this
year differs from the production version of the past few years. Termed “WobbleSQ” (as opposed to the
earlier “Trendless™), its treatment of survey q is the only difference between the two models. The
downward revision reflects weaker recruitment of the 1989-1997 cohorts, revised WPUE indices based on
late-season data in 2010, and the ongoing retrospective behavior shown in the model. Female spawning
biomass is estimated at 319 Mlbs at the start of 2012, a decline of nearly 9% over the beginning of 2011
estimate of 350 Mlbs. The female spawning biomass shows somewhat lesser retrospective behavior,
possibly lending credence to our belief that the ongoing declines in size at age, which strongly affect
selectivity-at-age, is one of the root causes of the retrospective behavior. Trawl estimates of abundance
are similar to assessment estimates in most areas, and also provide evidence that while exploitable
biomass and numbers continue to decline, the total biomass and number of halibut remains level, or
slightly increasing. The coastwide exploitable biomass was apportioned among regulatory areas in
accordance with survey estimates of relative abundance, modified by adjustments for hook competition
and survey timing. Weighting of the survey indices follows a Kalman filter analysis, resulting in weights
of 75:20:5 for the last three years.

The IPHC has developed, refined, and utilized a constant harvest rate policy since the 1980’s. Stated
succinctly, the policy is to harvest 20% of the coastwide exploitable biomass when the spawning biomass
is estimated to be above 30% of the unfished level. The harvest rate is linearly decreased towards a rate of
zero as the spawning biomass approaches 20% of the unfished level. This combination of harvest rate and
precautionary levels of biomass protection have, in simulation studies, provided a large fraction of
maximum available yield while minimizing risk to the spawning biomass. Since the early 2000s, and
similar to many fisheries management agencies, the harvest policy has incorporated a measure designed
to avoid rapid increases or decreases in catch limits, which can arise from a variety of factors including
true changes in stock level as well as perceived changes resulting from changes in the assessment model.
The SUFastD adjustment is based on a target harvest rate but the realized rate usually a bit different
(Figure 1-12). The SUFastD approach is somewhat different from similar phased-change policies of other
agencies in that it is asymmetric around the target value, i.e., the catch limit responds more strongly to
estimated decreases in biomass than to estimated increases. This occurs for two reasons: first, the
assessment generally has a better information base for estimating decreasing biomass compared with
increasing biomass; and second, such an asymmetric policy follows the Precautionary Approach.

The unfished female spawning biomass (Bunfised) 1S COmputed by multiplying spawning biomass per
recruit (SBR, from an unproductive regime) and average coastwide age-six recruitment (from an
unproductive regime). The recruitment scaling uses the ratio of high to low recruitments based on long
term recruitment estimates from Areas 2B, 2C and 3A and applied to the current coastwide average
recruitment (Clark and Hare 2006) which we believe to represent a productive regime. The SBR value,
computed from Area 2B/2C/3A size at age data from the 1960s and 1970s is 118.5 Ibs per age-Six recruit.
Average coastwide recruitment for the 1990-2002 year classes (computed at age-six) is 20.39 million, and
the estimate of unproductive regime average recruitment is 6.48 million recruits. This gives a Bynfished OF
768 Mlbs, a B,y of 154 million, a B3y of 230 Mlbs, and the 2012 female spawning biomass value of 319
MIbs establishes Beyrent 8s 42% 0f Byprisnes (Figure 1-13, left panel) down slightly from the 2011 beginning
of year estimate of Bgyrent OF 43%. The revised trajectory of SBio suggests that the female spawning
biomass did drop below the Bs, level between 2006 and 2009, which, had it been so estimated at the time,
would have triggered a reduction in the harvest rate. On an annually estimated basis, however, the
initially estimated stock size has not been that low; it is only retrospectively that the revised estimate of
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spawning biomass is estimated to have gone below to the reference point threshold. One problem with
this method of establishing reference points is that the threshold and limit are dynamic, changing each
year as the estimate of average recruitment changes.

0 100 200 300 400 500
Biomass

Figure 1-12 Representation of the IPHC harvest policy.

The background curve illustrates theoretical relationship between biomass and surplus production, taken as yield. The slope of the
straight line is a 20% harvest rate, and the harvest rate decreases linearly to zero as the biomass approaches established reference
points, termed the female spawning biomass threshold and limit. The scatter about the harvest rate indicates the effect of the “Slow
Up Fast Down” adjustment to catch limits in terms of realized harvest rate. (Source: IPHC)

In addition to monitoring the status of the female spawning biomass relative to reference points, success
at achieving the harvest rate is also documented (Figure 1-13, right panel). The target harvest rate over the
past decade for halibut has generally been 0.20. Exceptions include a briefly increased rate to 0.225 and
0.25 between 2004 and 2006, and a lowered rate of 0.15 in Areas 3B and 4. In 2011, the target harvest
rates were set at 0.215 (Areas 2 and 3A) and 0.161 (Areas 3B and 4); however, it is important to note that
these were not actual target harvest rate increases. These new rates reflected a change in the method by
which 026/U32 mortality and wastage are accounted in determining fishery CEY (Hare 2011a). On a
coastwide basis, however, recent realized harvest rates have hovered around 0.25 (Figure 1-14). A sizable
portion of this above-target harvest rate comes from the retrospective revision of exploitable biomass
estimates. Thus, while the intended rate has been around 0.20, with staff recommended catch limits based
on such a rate, a retrospective downwards revision of early exploitable biomass estimates, when
combined with unchanged estimates of total removals generates higher realized harvest rates (Valero
2012b).

Estimates of realized harvest rate among individual regulatory areas require use of an apportionment
method to calculate the underlying exploitable biomass. The apportionment method used by the staff uses
survey timing and hook competition adjustments to the (0-400 fm) bottom area-weighted survey WPUE,

Revised Area 2C/3A Halibut Catch Sharing Plan — September 2012 46



which are then time-averaged using Kalman weights (discussed below) for apportionment purposes. The
adjusted and Kalman-weighted WPUE time series is used in most of our data comparisons, e.g., WPUE
trends over time, comparisons with trawl estimates of abundance, etc. The adjusted and Kalman-weighted
survey WPUES are used to apportion biomass to estimate recent realized harvest rates (described below).
Realized harvest rates (Figure 1-14) tend to increase from west (below or at the target harvest rate during
the last decade) to east (up to three times above target for a number of years during the last decade in
Areas 2B and 2C) though the eastern area realized harvest rates have declined sharply towards the target
harvest rate during the last few years, in part due to lower catch limits. Also, until last year, another
portion of the above-target performance resulted from the SUFD adjustment which prevented catch limits
dropping fully to the target level indicated by contemporary estimates of exploitable biomass, in those
areas where declines in catch limits were proposed.
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Figure 1-13 Pacific halibut stock report cards for 2011 (Source: IPHC)

The time series of abundance shown in Figure 1-15 illustrates the strength of the celebrated 1987, and to a
lesser extent 1988, year classes. As was the case year, the current assessment indicates that three large
year classes — 1998, 1999, and 2000 — have entered the exploitable biomass and should be the largest
contributors to the EBio and catch over the next few years. Presently, all three year classes are estimated
to be larger — in terms of numbers — than the 1987 and 1988 year classes but their strength is not well
determined and retrospective downward revisions of initial estimates are common to this class of models.
However, size at age is much smaller now than it was 20 years ago. This has two important ramifications
— first it means that the three strong year classes are only just beginning to reach the exploitable size range
and, therefore, their true numbers in the population are still quite uncertain. Second, it also means that for
a given number of halibut, their collective biomass will be far smaller than the 1987 and 1988 year classes
(Figure 1-15, right panel). Currently, a large fraction of males never reach the minimum size limit and
thus never enter the exploitable biomass. It remains to be seen just how these year classes will develop
into the exploitable component of the stock.

The estimated age composition of the coastwide spawning biomass shows a broad range of ages including
4% females age 20 and older (Figure 1-16). While the age distribution is certainly truncated due to the
size-selective effects of fishing, it is encouraging that production of eggs is not confined to a narrow range
of ages and should ensure that adequate reproductive potential remains in the ocean for the foreseeable
future. On an area-by-area basis, there are some departures from this pattern, particularly in Areas 2 and
3B which show a lower percentage of older females.
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Figure 1-14 Harvest rates of halibut by area, 2001 - 2011 (Source: IPHC)
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Figure 1-15 Recruitment and biomass estimated trends from 2011 IPHC stock assessment (Source: IPHC)
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Figure 1-16 Coastwide population estimates in total numbers of halibut (panel a) and as EBio (panel b). Several
large year classes are highlighted. (Source: IPHC)
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Figure 1-17 Coastwide halibut Ebio projections (Source: IPHC)
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Figure 1-18 Coastwide halibut Ebio projections using alternative methods and assumptions.

1: Status quo method shown in Figure 3-20. 2: Downwards revisions of past recruitment estimates (R.R), reduced size at age (R.S)
and both (R.R.S). These projections assume no uncertainty on 2011 initial numbers and a harvest rate of 0.2.
Source: http://www.iphc.int/meetings/2011am/AltProjections_Juan_v4_web.pdf
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How Are Halibut Catch Limits Determined?

A fishery catch limit is the result of a multi-step process which
has the objective of determining how much can be harvested by
the directed fishery, given the IPHC’s goals for stock
conservation. The process starts with the IPHC staff
determining the size of the coastwide exploitable biomass
(Ebio) and then apportioning it into regulatory area Ebio using
objective scientific procedures. Ebio is defined as the fraction of
the total biomass, or Tbio, which is catchable by hook and line
gear. Generally, this is composed of fish > 32 inches.

Next, the amount of yield available for harvest is calculated by
applying the IPHC's target harvest rate to the Ebio estimate.
This resulting yield is referred to as the Total Constant
Exploitation Yield, or TCEY (Ebio times target harvest rate).
The target harvest rate differs between Areas 2A-3A and Areas
3B-4, with the latter being lower. In addition, any given harvest
rate responds to two stock reference points, the threshold and
limit reference points. Harvest rates are constant above the
threshold reference point (30% of estimated unfished spawning
biomass) and decrease linearly to zero if the spawning biomass
decreases to the limit reference point (20% of estimated
unfished spawning biomass).

The third step is to subtract Other Removals from TCEY in order
to determine the Fishery CEY or FCEY. The FCEY forms the basis
of the directed fishery catch limits. Other Removals include
catches which either have no explicit limits on the amount of
harvest, or catches which IPHC has no authority to manage. The
former category includes sport and subsistence/personal use
harvest, and wastage from the commercial halibut fishery; the
latter includes bycatch mortality. Exceptions occur for Areas 2A
and 2B because of the allocation plans among fishery sectors in
those areas. Additionally, for bycatch and wastage, only that
portion of the catch which is > 26 inches is included in this step,
because of the impact those sizes have on the removals from the
stock, which essentially equal removals > 32 inches.

The next step is for the IPHC staff to determine its
recommendation for an area’s catch limit, i.e., Catch Limit
Recommendation (CLR), based on the current year’s FCEY and
the trajectory of the stock since the preceding year. Within its
Harvest Policy, the IPHC’ has a harvest control rule termed Slow
Up/Full Down (SUFullD). It works in the following manner: if
the current FCEY is greater than the previous year's catch limit,
the staff’s CLR would be the previous year's Catch Limit PLUS
one third of the difference between the two; if the Fishery CEY is
less than the previous year’s Catch Limit, then the CLR is equal
to the Fishery CEY.

The IPHC’ staff distributes its CLRs in advance of the IPHC
Annual Meeting, allowing the halibut industry to discuss and
provide comment back to the IPHC. Once the Annual Meeting
commences, the Conference Board and Processor Advisory
Group further discuss the CLRs, which results in formal
recommendations to the IPHC. The IPHC considers all of the
input - public comments, recommendations from its advisory
bodies, and staff CLRs — and then adopts fishery catch limits and
other measures which seek to balance the advice it has
received, with stock conservation being the primary
consideration.

1.8.1.5 Commercial Halibut IFQ
Hook-and-Line Fishery

Commercial fishing for Pacific halibut began
in the late 1880s with the movement of the
Atlantic halibut fleet to the Pacific to pursue
the large stocks found along the coast of
Washington and Vancouver Island. From a
small fishery off Cape Flattery, WA and the
southern end of Vancouver lIsland, B.C., it
expanded rapidly in protected inside waters,
and by 1910, extended some 700 miles
northward to Cape Spencer in southeastern
Alaska. Since the late 1950s, annual
coastwide commercial removals ranged from
about 20 Mlbs in the mid-1970s) to about 75
late 1980s and early 2000s).

The Pacific halibut longline fishery was one
of the first fully domestic fisheries to become
established off Alaska. By 1990, the halibut
and sablefish longline fisheries were
exhibiting significant problems created by
open access derby-style fisheries. With the
constant influx of new entrants into the
fishery, the fishing seasons had been reduced
to several short seasons each year, with
halibut seasons lasting only a day or two in
some areas. The short seasons created a
number of problems, including allocation
conflicts, gear conflicts, dead loss from lost
gear, increased halibut removals in non-
directed fisheries and discard mortality,
excess harvesting capacity, decrease in
product wholesomeness, safety concerns, and
economic instability in the fisheries and
fishing communities.

The Council allocates Pacific halibut in Areas
2C, 3A, 3B (and Area 4) based on catch limits
set by the IPHC. The Council adopted IFQ
programs in 1992 for the Pacific halibut fixed
gear fisheries, which were implemented in
1995. The IFQ system was put into place to
end the “race for fish” caused by too many
boats fishing during restricted seasons of a
few days. The IFQ system has resulted in
longer seasons, improved vessel safety, and
fresh halibut being available about 8 months
per year. The IFQ programs assign the
privilege of harvesting a percentage of the
sablefish and halibut quotas to specific

Revised Area 2C/3A Halibut Catch Sharing Plan — September 2012

52



individuals with a history of harvest in the fisheries. The fishing privileges assigned to each person are
proportional to their fixed gear halibut and sablefish landings during the qualifying period and are
represented as quota shares (QS). Only persons holding QS are allowed to make fixed gear landings of
halibut and sablefish in the regulatory areas identified on the permits.

General Description of the IFQ Program As described in the 2011 NMFS Report to the Fleet®’, eligible
persons under the IFQ Program were issued QS based on halibut and sablefish landings made aboard
vessels that they owned or leased during 1988, 1989, or 1990. Applications for initial issuance of QS
were received and processed by RAM. The application deadline was July 1994, and most applications
were received in 1994. Issuance of QS to eligible applicants began in November of 1994.

To determine how many pounds of fish a QS holder may harvest during each year’s fishing season (i.e.,
the person’s annual IFQ), RAM first establishes the QS Pool (QSP) for each species and each regulatory
area combination. There are eight halibut regulatory areas and six sablefish regulatory areas. The QSP is
the sum of all the QS units that have been issued in a given area for each species. RAM calculates the
QSP annually (on or about January 31), which may vary slightly from year to year due to administrative
adjustments and civil penalties.

After fisheries managers determine what the annual Total Allowable Catch (TAC) will be, each QS
holder’s QS for the area is divided by that area’s QSP and the resulting fraction is then multiplied by the
area “IFQ TAC.” This equation yields the number of pounds of IFQ that a QS holder may harvest that
year, before adjustments for the previous year’s fishing activity. Put simply, the above explanation can be
expressed in this equation: QS+QSP x TAC = IFQ

Note that although a person’s QS remains the same, and the QSP may vary by a slight amount from year
to year, the TAC may change significantly annually, depending on the condition of the stocks. As the
TAC rises, so does each person’s IFQ; as it declines, each person’s IFQ likewise decreases.

In this manner, the total annual TAC is divided up; those to whom IFQ permits have been issued may
then harvest their allocation at any time during the eight plus-month IFQ halibut and sablefish seasons.
Those who do not hold QS are generally excluded from the fisheries, although the program contains
several very limited provisions for “leasing” IFQ. Administrative actions provide for some limited
adjustments to annual IFQ permit amounts resulting from underages or overages of IFQ the prior year;
however, significant fishing in excess of an IFQ permit is a violation.

Other Significant Program Elements As noted above, the
Council took steps to insure that QS would not eventually
be consolidated into a very few hands. To accomplish this
goal, strict limits on how much QS can be held by any
person are imposed on QS holders (persons who received
more than the “cap” by initial issuance were
“grandfathered” in; however, they may not receive more
QS by transfer). Caps on vessel use ensure continued
participation by at least a minimum number of vessels.
Catcher vessel QS categories help maintain the size
stratification of the fleet. Refer to Section 1 in this report
for a breakdown of the annual QS use and vessel IFQ caps.

The effect of implementation of the
halibut and sablefish IFQ programs in
1995 was an immediate reduction in
halibut PSC allowances to the hook-and-
line sector of 400 mt, or 882,000 Ib, each
year. Instead of being caught and
potentially discarded, these catches are
retained using IFQs.

In addition to the caps, the Council has provided for QS blocking provisions. Under this program element,
QS that originally yielded less than 20,000 pounds of IFQ (using the 1994 QSPs and TACs) was issued as
a block, and such blocks may not be subdivided upon transfer. Further, there is a limit on the number of
blocks a person may hold for the same species in any regulatory area. In this way, smaller amounts
(blocks) of QS will always be available for those who wish to enter the fishery by acquiring QS by

21 http://alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/ram/ifg/rtf11.pdf
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transfer. Very small blocks may be “swept up” to result in one larger block up to a maximum size
specified for each area. This promotes usefulness of small blocks otherwise uneconomic to fish.

To meet the goal of an owner-operated fleet, upon change of a QS-holding business, catcher vessel QS
must be transferred only to individuals who must be aboard the vessel when the fish are harvested and
landed. In recognition of historical fishing practices, initial recipients may hire skippers (with some
exceptions) to fish their annual IFQ. Currently, the QS holder must demonstrate that she or he holds at
least a 20 percent ownership interest in the vessel on which the IFQ is to be fished.

Leasing of catcher vessel IFQ is extremely limited. A Community Purchase Program allows authorized
GOA communities to form nonprofit organizations that acquire and hold QS for use by community
residents. A special “surviving heir” provision allows an immediate family member to receive QS on the
death of an individual holder and to lease out the IFQ for three years. A medical transfer provision allows
persons temporarily incapacitated to lease IFQ. Finally, members of the National Guard and military
reserves who are mobilized to active duty may temporarily transfer their annual halibut and sable-fish
IFQ to other eligible IFQ recipients.

Quota share and the annual IFQ that it yields are classified by species, regulatory area, vessel category,
and whether it may be fished on a vessel in another size category (“fish up” or “fish down”). A variety of
restrictions regarding harvesting, processing IFQ and non-1FQ species, landing, and reporting IFQ fish are
also in place.

The commercial longline fishery accounts for the majority of halibut removals. Annual commercial
catches coastwide rose to a peak of 69 Mlbs in 1915, fell to 44 Mlbs in 1931, increased to a second peak
of over 70 Mlbs in 1962, and then dropped to the historical low of around 21 Mlbs during the 1970s
(Figure 1-19). Commercial harvest then rose steadily and peaked at over 70 Mibs in the late 1980s, late
1990s, and early 2000s, and has declined since then. The total 2009 catch from the IFQ/CDQ halibut
fishery for the waters off Alaska was 41.7, 1% under the catch limit (not adjusted for IFQ
overages/underages). For Area 2C, the commercial QS catch was within 1% (Table 1-11). For Areas 3A
and 3B, the commercial QS catches were actually over the catch limits by less than one percent. However
the catches in these areas were still within the adjusted catch limits.
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Figure 1-19 Commercial halibut catch and average price/lb, 1928 - 2011. (Source: IPHC).

The 2011 IFQ season opened at noon (ALT) on March 12 and ended at noon ALT on November 18. A
total of 5,422 IFQ permits (as defined by unique combinations of species, areas, and vessel categories),
including 3,903 halibut permits and 1,519 sablefish permits, were active as of year-end 2011. When the
season ended November 18, those permits had been used by IFQ holders to report 4,453 vessel landings
of IFQ halibut and 1,838 of sablefish, for a total harvest of approximately 98 percent of the IFQ halibut
TAC and 90 percent of the IFQ sablefish TAC. Table 1-11 displays landings by species, regulatory area,
and IFQ pounds as reported by Registered Buyers. Table 1-12 illustrates the transfer of QS/IFQ between
Alaskans and Non-Alaskans. The distributive effects have not been dramatic (at least with respect to net
gains and losses of QS/IFQ by Alaskans compared to Non-Alaskans).

Table 1-13 displays “Alaskan” and “Non-Alaskan” IFQ Crewmember holdings of QS at year-end 2011
(as expressed in 2011 IFQ pound equivalents and as a percentage of the 2011 area TACs). Over time
more QS holders left than entered the halibut IFQ fisheries. As a result, QS has consolidated into the
hands of fewer persons than the number that received QS by initial issuance. Table 3 6 and Table 3 7
display reductions in the numbers of QS holders and vessels participating in the halibut IFQ fisheries,
compared with years just prior to program implementation. After an immediate steep decrease at the start
of the IFQ Program, the numbers of vessels continue to decline slowly over time.
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Table 1-11 2011 IFQ halibut allocations and fixed-gear IFQ landings

Species/Area

Vessel Landings®

Area IFQ TAC®

Total Harvest

Percent Harvested®*

Halibut 2C 1,292 2,330,000 2,292,926 98
3A 1,898 14,360,000 14,265,007 99
3B 758 7,510,000 7,336,170 98

#Vessel landings include the number of reported landings by participating vessels reported by IFQ regulatory area;
each such landing may include harvests from multiple IFQ permit holders.
® Halibut weights are in net (headed and gutted) pounds.

° Due to over- or underharvest of TAC and rounding, percentages may not total 100 percent.

9 permit holders may fish IFQ designated for Area 4C in either Areas 4C or 4D. This resulted in an apparent, but
allowable, “excessive harvest” in Area 4D.

Table 1-12 Halibut QS holdings at year-end 2011
Area Alaskan Non-Alaskan ?
Number of . Number of .
persons QS Units persons QS Units
2C 925 48,987,507 205 10,564,532
3A 1,074 111,979,192 357 72,932,123
3B 337 27,900,110 157 26,303,066

2 Designation of “Alaskan” or Non-Alaskan” is premised on self-reported business mailing address; NMFS/RAM makes no
effort to verify residency. Changes over time between “Alaskan” and “Non-Alaskan” QS holdings result from QS transfers and QS
holders’ address changes. Persons with unknown addresses are excluded from this table.

Table 1-13  Quota acquired by “IFQ Crewmembers” by species, area, and residence, year-end 2011

. Area IFQ Total Percent
Species/Area  Pounds TAC? Harvest Harvested
2C 683,830 217,051 900,881 38.7
3A 2,670,982 1,415,102 4,086,084 28.4
3B 1,419,305 1,006,940 2,426,245 32.3
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Table 1-14  Consolidation of halibut QS, initial issuance through year-end 2011; numbers of persons holding halibut QS by area and size of holdings, expressed in 2009 IFQ pounds.

Size of
IFQ Holdings Number | Holders | Holders | Holders | Holders | Holders | Holders | Holders | Holders | Holders | Holders | Holders | Holders | Holders | Holders | Holders | Holders | Holders
(‘09 IFQ Pounds) | Initial Endof | Endof | Endof | Endof | Endof | Endof | Endof | Endof | Endof | Endof | Endof | Endof | Endof | End of | End of | End of | End of
Area®” Recipients| 1995° 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
3,000 or less 1,830 1,581 1,350 1,186 1,135 1,068 1,029 984 964 918 861 824 792 732 667 651 906 867
3,001-10,000 475 448 436 441 439 441 442 437 430 430 432 439 447 445 431 424 235 241
2C 10,001-25,000 82 94 105 109 105 108 104 107 109 110 112 113 115 117 118 120 21 22
over 25,000 1 2 4 5 6 6 7 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 9 10
2C Total 2,388 2,125 1,895 1,741 1,685 1,623 1,582 1,536 1,511 1,466 1,413 1,384 1,362 1,302 1,225 1,205 1,162 1,130
3,000 or less 1,839 1,617 1,424 1,254 1,164 1,087 1,032 984 958 907 847 794 750 634 536 494 567 541
3,001-10,000 656 568 509 507 501 487 488 490 487 489 489 483 483 466 441 434 481 471
3A 10,001-25,000 338 324 334 326 328 325 323 320 319 318 313 320 316 322 321 324 264 269
over 25,000 238 243 248 251 250 257 255 255 253 250 248 245 246 245 249 249 150 150
3A Total 3,071 2,752 2,515 2,338 2,243 2,156 2,098 2,049 2,017 1,964 1,897 1,842 1,795 1,667 1,547 1,501 1,462 1,431
3,000 or less 525 472 374 272 238 207 191 171 161 151 135 130 114 111 93 90 98 96
3,001-10,000 255 213 180 162 148 136 133 131 127 136 131 124 123 124 114 114 161 166
3B 10,001-25,000 153 142 135 140 143 146 142 141 143 142 145 144 139 131 137 139 135 140
over 25,000 123 128 135 135 137 141 143 143 146 148 146 148 150 153 151 150 95 92
3B Total 1,056 955 824 709 666 630 609 586 577 577 557 546 526 519 495 493 489 494
Table 1-15 Number of vessels with IFQ halibut harvests by area and year, 1992-2011
Species/ Pre-Program IFQ Program
Area 9 Q 9
Halibut | 1992 1993 1994 1995 | 1996 | 1997 | 1998 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006| 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010| 2011
2C 1,775 1,562 1,461 | 1,105 | 1,029 993 836 840 827 736 718 706 678 672 | 682 653 609 569 575 | 546
3A 1,924 1,529 1,712 | 1,145 | 1,104 | 1,076 899 892 842 806 750 712 696 670 | 644 623 600 576 | 549 | 551
3B 478 401 320 332 350 357 325 323 342 329 316 328 303 302 | 287 287 281 269 271 270
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Table 1-16 lists the annual prices for halibut QS and IFQ transfers by area and year. Media reports prices
have exceeded last year’s high of $28 per pound for halibut QS. Area 2C and 3A halibut QS now range
from $30 per pound to $36 per pound.”®

Table 1-16  Annual Prices for Halibut QS and IFQ Transfers by Area and Year

Total IFQs Total QS Number of
Mean Stan Dev Transferred Mean Stan Dev Transferred Transactions
Price Price Used for Price Price Used for Used for
Area Year $/IFQ $/IFQ Pricing $/QS $/QS Pricing Pricing

2C 1995 7.58 1.21 996,874 1.14 0.18 6,629,554 315
1996 9.13 2.71 681,056 1.37 0.41 4,539,813 289
1997 11.37 2.53 517,715 1.92 0.43 3,057,477 211
1998 10.14 211 220,894 1.79 0.37 1,253,771 106
1999 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
2000 8.20 1.88 423,347 1.15 0.26 3,006,920 95
2001 9.22 1.97 412,990 1.36 0.29 2,806,238 100
2002 8.97 1.94 363,474 1.28 0.28 2,550,052 84
2003 9.76 1.97 274,537 1.39 0.28 1,926,434 93
2004 13.70 3.48 365,513 2.41 0.61 2,073,407 93
2005 18.06 5.01 311,907 3.31 0.92 1,699,765 72
2006 18.43 3.57 246,540 3.29 0.64 1,380,274 77
2007 19.62 4.95 183,297 2.8 0.71 1,282,693 76
2008 25.90 10.47 206,440 2.7 1.09 1,979,395 96
2009 20.14 4.94 75,636 1.7 0.42 897,261 30
3A 1995 7.37 1.44 1,792,912 0.79 0.15 16,658,196 355
1996 8.40 4.07 1,582,609 0.90 0.44 14,724,748 352
1997 9.78 2.45 1,276,525 1.32 0.33 9,443,198 294
1998 8.55 3.04 666,649 1.20 0.43 4,743,875 157
1999 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
2000 7.94 1.64 614,960 0.79 0.17 6,212,009 120
2001 8.63 2.79 771,815 1.02 0.33 6,519,428 145
2002 8.35 1.94 711,255 1.02 0.24 5,810,732 124
2003 9.81 2.56 565,653 1.20 0.31 4,629,364 126
2004 13.88 4.22 875,829 1.88 0.57 6,463,336 157
2005 18.07 4.83 385,893 2.49 0.66 2,803,054 96
2006 18.09 3.14 586,035 2.46 0.43 4,301,567 116
2007 20.53 6.72 814,949 2.91 0.95 5,750,520 169
2008 26.83 8.06 498,864 3.51 1.06 3,808,709 126
2009 25.52 8.34 183,766 3.00 0.98 1,565,934 71

As of 2010, the commercial halibut fishery had a gross ex-vessel value of $192 M (Figure 1-19). The fleet
delivered to 34 different ports, Kodiak and Homer were the top two ports and received 33% of the
landings. The average ex-vessel price per pound for halibut was $3.65, an increase of $1.26 from the prior
year. Ex-vessel price per pound was highest for sablefish and halibut, and lower for Pacific cod, pollock,
and other species landed by participating vessels. When extrapolated to a retail value the fishery increases
to over $400 M in direct product value. As an integral component of the North Pacific fisheries landscape,
the halibut industry provides significant employment aboard the vessels, in fishing plants, and within the
related dockside industries. Alaska has recognized that the fishing industry is one of the top three
employers for the entire state with employment numbers and related value lower than only the oil industry
and government related activities. As a nearly nine-month long commercial fishery, the halibut industry
provides opportunity for consistent employment as well as a continuous market supply of an excellent
food product recognized world-wide.

Table 1-17 displays the top ten Alaska ports in which IFQ halibut was landed. During 2011 the top four
ports remained unchanged, while Sand Point rose from seventh to fifth port, pushing Sitka to sixth.
Atkutan rose from tenth to seventh, and Juneau and Petersburg, respectively, slipped to eighth and ninth.

2 http://www.alaskajournal.com/stories/080511/fis_pgpsl.shtml
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Cordova ranked tenth, a position it also held in 2006 and 2007. The percentage of IFQ halibut landed
outside Alaska has steadily decreased; primary “outside” ports include Seattle and Bellingham.

Table 1-17 Top ten Alaska IFQ halibut ports in rank order for 2009 performance, 1995-2011

Port® 2011 2010 2009 ( 2008 | 2007 | 2006 | 2005 | 2004 | 2003 | 2002 | 2001 | 2000 | 1999 | 1998 | 1997 1996 | 1995
Homer 18.91 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 2 2
Kodiak 18.76 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 1 1
Seward 3.99 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 3 3 4 3 5
Dutch/ 4
Unalaska 9.31 4 4 5 5 4 4 4 4 3 3 4 4 2 4 4
Sitka * 5 10 6 4 4 5 6 6 7 5 6 6 5 5 5 3
Juneau 0.04 6 5 8 7 6 6 7 7 6 6 5 5 7 8 8 13
Petersburg * 7 8 7 6 7 7 8 8 8 7 7 7 6 6 6 6
Akutan 3.61 8 6 9 11 14 13 14 17 27 32 30 29 26 22 25 30
Yakutat 3.11 9 7 12 9 9 11 19 27 14 10 13 10 10 10 13 10
Sand Point 2.96 10 11 5 8 8 8 5 5 5 11 10 14 13 13 15 15
All ports NA®

*“All ports” includes all ports used by the fleet. 4 Sum includes all port data.
® Halibut weights are in net (headed and gutted) pounds. ®NA = nonapplicable

¢ Asterisk represents confidential data.

1.8.1.6  Sport Halibut Fisheries®

The State of Alaska annually reports on unguided sport, charter, and subsistence halibut fisheries.
Management of sport halibut fisheries is the responsibility of NMFS, though data collection, fishery
sampling and harvest estimation is conducted by the ADF&G Division of Sport Fish. Final harvest
estimates are based in part on the Statewide Mail Survey, but those estimates aren’t available until
September of the following year. ADF&G uses different methods to make preliminary projections of
guided (charter) and private (unguided) halibut harvest estimates for the current year. Guided fishery
harvests are projected using partial-year data reported by the ADF&G mandatory charter logbook
program. The unguided (private) fishery harvest is projected using time series methods applied to
estimates from the Statewide Harvest Survey (SWHS). Average weight data from creel sampling were
then used to estimate the pounds caught in both sectors. Final Sport Halibut Harvest Estimates are
provided by ADF&G Sport Fish Division at each October or December Council meeting. The most recent
complete data set available for this analysis was released in December 2011.

2010 Final estimates For Area 2C and Area 3A, sport fishery harvest (pounds net weight) was calculated
separately for the charter and non-charter (unguided) fisheries as the product of the number of fish and
average weight of harvested halibut. Estimates of the number of fish harvested were provided by the
ADF&G statewide harvest survey (SWHS). The SWHS is currently the preferred method for estimating
charter harvest and the only method available for estimating non-charter harvest. Average net weight was
estimated from length measurements of halibut harvested at representative ports in Areas 2C and 3A.
Ports sampled in Area 2C in 2010 included Ketchikan, Craig, Klawock, Petersburg, Wrangell, Juneau,
Sitka, Gustavus, and Elfin Cove. Ports sampled in Area 3A included Yakutat, VValdez, Whittier, Seward,
Homer, Deep Creek, Anchor Point, and Kodiak. The estimate of charter average weight for Homer was

# Source: ADF&G Sport Fish Division and IPHC

Revised Area 2C/3A Halibut Catch Sharing Plan — September 2012 59



stratified to account for differences in sizes of halibut cleaned at sea versus cleaned onshore.
Bootstrapping was used to estimate standard errors of harvest (in number of fish) and average weight.

ADF&G may have final 2011 estimates by mid- to late September to be presented at the October 2012
Council meeting. However, projections for 2012 will not be available until after the meeting. Those
projections will be available once we have provided them to the IPHC for stock assessment purposes,
usually in late October or early November.

Area 2C The Area 2C overall sport harvest biomass (yield) in 2010 was estimated at 1.971 M Ib (Table
1-18). The charter harvest estimate was 1.086 M Ib and the non-charter harvest estimate was 0.885 M Ib.
Charter harvest accounted for 55% of the Area 2C sport harvest by weight. Average net weight was
estimated at 26.4 1b in the charter harvest, 16.7 Ib for the non-charter harvest, and 20.9 Ib overall. Sample
sizes for estimation of average weight were 3,291 and 3,047 for the charter and non-charter fisheries.

Table 1-18 Area 2C sport halibut harvest history.

Charter Non-Charter Total Sport Harvest
Year | No.Fish Avg. Wt. Yield(MIb) GHL(MIb) | No.Fish Avg. Wt. Yield (MIb) | No.Fish Avg. Wt. Yield (M Ib)
1995 | 49,615 19.9 0.986 39,707 19.3 0.765 89,322 19.6 1.751
1996 | 53,590 22.1 1.187 41,307 22.8 0.943 94,897 22.4 2.129
1997 | 51,181 20.2 1.034 53,205 21.4 1.139 104,386 20.8 2.172
1998 | 54,364 29.1 1.584 No GHL 42,580 21.5 0.917 96,944 25.8 2.501
1999 | 52,735 17.8 0.939 44,301 20.4 0.904 97,036 19.0 1.843
2000 | 57,208 19.7 1.130 54,432 20.6 1.121 111,640 20.2 2.251
2001 | 66,435 18.1 1.202 43,519 16.6 0.721 109,954 17.5 1.923
2002 | 64,614 19.7 1.275 40,199 20.3 0.814 104,813 19.9 2.090
2003 | 73,784 19.1 1.412 1.432 45,697 18.5 0.846 119,481 18.9 2.258
2004 | 84,327 20.7 1.750 1.432 62,989 18.8 1.187 147,316 19.9 2.937
2005 | 102,206 19.1 1.952 1.432 60,364 14.0 0.845 162,570 17.2 2.798
2006 | 90,471 19.9 1.804 1.432 50,520 14.3 0.723 140,991 17.9 2.526
2007 | 109,835 17.5 1.918 1.432 68,498 16.5 1.131 178,333 17.1 3.049
2008 | 102,965 19.4 1.999 0.931 66,296 19.1 1.265 169,261 19.3 3.264
2009 | 53,602 233 1.249 0.788 65,549 17.3 1.133 119,151 20.0 2.383
2010 | 41,202 26.4 1.086 0.788 52,896 16.7 0.885 94,098 20.9 1.971

The 2010 estimated charter yield in Area 2C was down 13 percent from 2009 (Table 1-18). Although the
charter average weight increased 13%, the number of fish harvested decreased by 23%. The non-charter
removal was down 22 percent, the result of a 3% drop in average weight combined with a 19% drop in
the number of fish harvested (Figure 3-22). The reasons for the declines in harvest are unknown, but
probably due mostly to the economic recession and a reduction in the bag limit from one halibut of any
size for the charter fishery (in 2009 and 2010) to one fish < 37 inches (Table 1-19) (along with
longstanding prohibition on retention of halibut by skippers and crew and a limit on the number of lines
to be actively fished at one time. Two fish of any size remained in place for the non-charter fishery.
Charter captains and crew were not allowed to retain fish in Area 2C.

Table 1-20 provides sport halibut harvests in Area 2C by subarea.
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Table 1-19 Area 2C charter regulation history.

Year Charter Regulations

1995-2005 Two-fish bag limit (no size restrictions), no limit on crew retention.

2006 Two-fish bag limit (no size limit), state EO prohibiting crew harvest 5/26-12/31.

2007 Two-fish bag limit (1 under 32 inch eff. 6/1), no crew retention 5/1-12/31 (State EO and Federal Rule).
2008 Two-fish bag limit (1 under 32 inch), except one-fish bag limit Jun 1-10 (halted by injunction).

2009 One fish (no size limit), no harvest by skipper & crew, line limit (effective June 5).

2010 One fish (no size limit), no harvest by skipper & crew, line limit.

2011 One fish <37 inches, no harvest by skipper & crew, line limit.

Table 1-20 Area 2C sport halibut harvest estimates by harvest survey area, 2009.

Charter Non-Charter
Area Avg. Wt (Ib)® No. Fish Yield (Ib) MeanWt (lb) No. Fish Yield (Ib)
Ketchikan 22.1 3,174 70,164 13.5 7,254 97,933
Prince of Wales Island 14.8 9,480 140,415 11.7 11,933 140,040
Petersburg/Wrangell 34.6 3,731 129,276 21.2 7,920 167,865
Sitka 25.3 14,762 373,855 20.7 4,162 86,321
Juneau 16.2 3,302 53,518 15.0 11,993 180,378
Haines/Skagway 16.2 51 827 15.0 704 10,588
Glacier Bay 47.4 6,702 317,984 22.6 8,930 201,547
Area 2C 26.4 41,202 1,086,038 16.7 52,896 884,672
® — Average net weight, rounded to the nearest 0.1 Ib.
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Figure 1-20 Area 2C charter and non-charter halibut harvests.

Area 3A The Area 3A sport harvest was estimated at 4.285 M Ib. Charter harvest was estimated at 2.698
M Ib and non-charter harvest at 1.587 M Ib (Table 1-21). The charter fishery accounted for about 63% of
the Area 3A sport harvest. Average net weight was estimated at 15.2 Ib for the charter fishery, 12.8 Ib for
the non-charter fishery, and 14.2 Ib overall. Average weight was estimated from samples of 3,391 charter

halibut and 2,396 non-charter halibut.
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Two fish of any size remained in place for both the charter fishery and the non-charter fishery (Table
1-22). While charter captains and crew were not allowed to retain fish for most of the season in Area 3A
during 2007 through 2009, this ban was not in effect in 2010 or 2011.

The estimated Area 3A charter yield was down about 1% from 2009 (Table 1-21), the net result of a 1.1
Ib decrease in average weight combined with a 6% increase in the number of fish harvested. The non-
charter yield was down 22%. Average weight in the non-charter harvest declined only about 0.7 Ib, but
the number of fish harvested declined 17%. There were no regulation changes in 2010. The daily bag
limit was two halibut of any size for all sport anglers.

The 2010 final harvest estimates were considerably lower than the projections made last year for the
charter and non-charter fisheries in both areas (Table 1-21). Last year’s projections were too high by
about 18% for the 2C charter fishery, 43% for the 2C non-charter fishery, 11% for the 3A charter fishery,
and 31% for the 3A non-charter fishery. The discrepancies in charter projections are explained largely by
variation in the relationship between SWHS estimates and reported logbook harvest. The magnitude of
projection errors for the non-charter fisheries is not surprising given the high variation in harvest from
year to year.

Table 1-23 provides additional information regarding sport halibut harvests in Area 3A by subarea. Figure
1-21 depicts annual sport harvest relative to the GHL benchmark.

Table 1-21  Area 3A sport halibut harvest history.

Charter Non-Charter Total Sport Harvest
Year | No.Fish Avg. Wt. Yield(Mlb) GHL(MIb) | No.Fish Avg. Wt. Yield (M Ib) | No.Fish Avg. Wt. Yield (M Ib)
1995 | 137,843 20.6 2.845 95,206 17.5 1.666 233,049 19.4 4.511
1996 | 142,957 19.7 2.822 108,812 17.6 1.918 251,769 18.8 4.740
1997 | 152,856 22.3 3.413 119,510 17.6 2.100 272,366 20.2 5.514
1998 | 143,368 20.8 2.985 No GHL 105,876 16.2 1.717 249,244 18.9 4.702
1999 | 131,726 19.2 2.533 99,498 17.0 1.695 231,224 18.3 4.228
2000 | 159,609 19.7 3.140 128,427 16.9 2.165 288,036 18.4 5.305
2001 | 163,349 19.2 3.132 90,249 17.1 1.543 253,598 18.4 4.675
2002 | 149,608 18.2 2.724 93,240 15.9 1.478 242,848 17.3 4.202
2003 | 163,629 20.7 3.382 3.650 118,004 17.3 2.046 281,633 19.3 5.427
2004 | 197,208 18.6 3.668 3.650 134,960 14.4 1.937 332,168 16.9 5.606
2005 | 206,902 17.8 3.689 3.650 127,086 15.6 1.984 333,988 17.0 5.672
2006 | 204,115 17.9 3.664 3.650 114,887 14.6 1.674 319,002 16.7 5.337
2007 | 236,133 16.9 4.002 3.650 166,338 13.7 2.281 402,471 15.6 6.283
2008 | 198,108 17.0 3.378 3.650 145,286 13.4 1.942 343,394 15.5 5.320
2009 | 167,599 16.3 2.734 3.650 150,205 135 2.023 317,804 15.0 4.758
2010 | 177,460 15.2 2.698 3.650 124,088 12.8 1.587 301,548 14.2 4.285

Table 1-22  Area 3A charter regulation history.

Year Charter Regulations

1995-2006 Two-fish bag limit (no size restrictions), no limit on crew retention

2007 Two-fish bag limit (no size restrictions), state EO prohibiting crew harvest 5/1-12/31.
2008 Two-fish bag limit (no size restrictions), state EO prohibiting crew harvest 5/24-9/1.
2009 Two-fish bag limit (no size restrictions), state EO prohibiting crew harvest 5/23-9/1.
2010 Two-fish bag limit (no size restrictions), no limit on crew retention

2011 Two-fish bag limit (no size restrictions), no limit on crew retention
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Table 1-23  Area 3A sport halibut harvest estimates by harvest survey area, 2009.

Charter Non-Charter
Area Avg. Wt (Ib)® No. Fish Yield (Ib) MeanWst (lb) No. Fish Yield (Ib)
Central Cook Inlet 15.5 45,781 708,126 12.5 29,022 363,626
Lower Cook Inlet 15.0 63,629 952,877 11.9 54,271 646,582
Kodiak 14.9 13,381 199,489 19.1 9,682 185,132
North Gulf Coast 12.0 33,359 401,486 10.8 16,618 179,244
Eastern PWS 24.4 8,843 216,121 12.2 5,503 67,294
Western PWS 12.0 8,511 102,160 16.3 6,468 105,452
Yakutat 29.7 3,956 117,523 15.6 2,524 39,442
Area 3A 15.2 177,460 2,697,783 12.8 124,088 1,586,772

® — Average net weight, rounded to the nearest 0.1 Ib.
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Figure 1-21 Area 3A charter and non-charter halibut harvests.

1.8.1.7 Subsistence Fisheries®

Halibut is a widely used subsistence resource in Alaskan coastal communities (NMFS 2007).
Management of subsistence halibut fisheries is the responsibility of NMFS, but data collection and
harvest estimation is performed by the ADF&G Division of Subsistence Fisheries under contract to
NMFS. Halibut have been harvested for centuries by the indigenous coastal peoples of Southeast,
Southcentral, and Western Alaska. Long ago, hooks were made of wood or bone, and often ornately
carved with spirit figures to attract halibut. Lines were made of twisted fibers of cedar, animal sinew, or
kelp. Halibut meat was preserved by drying or smoking.

Despite a long history of harvest, federal halibut fishing regulations did not officially recognize and
authorize the subsistence fishery until 2003. Members of federally recognized tribes as well as residents
of designated rural areas and communities are now eligible to obtain a Subsistence Halibut Registration
Certificate (SHARC) in order to participate in this fishery. Special permits for community harvest,
ceremonial, and educational purposes also are available to qualified Alaska communities and Alaska
Native Tribes.

% Source: ADF&G Subsistence Division and IPHC
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Subsistence harvest has been estimated in recent years using a survey of SHARC holders. The statewide
subsistence harvest in recent years has averaged around 1 annually, with most of the harvest coming from
Southeast and Southcentral Alaska.

Through a grant from NMFS, ADF&G Division of Subsistence conducted a study to estimate the
subsistence harvests of Pacific halibut in Alaska in 2010. (http://www.alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/npfmc/
PDFdocuments/halibut/Subsistence_report2010.pdf ). Key points in the report include the following:

In May 2003, the NMFS published final federal regulations for a subsistence halibut fishery in Alaska.
Residents of 118 rural communities and designated rural areas, and members of 123 tribes are eligible to
participate. Fishers must obtain a subsistence halibut registration certificate (SHARC) from NMFS before
fishing (www.fakr.noaa.gov/ram/subsistence/halibut.htm; 800-304-4846).

2010 was the eighth year in which subsistence halibut fishing took place under these
regulations. Information about subsistence halibut harvests in 2003-2009 is reported in Division

of Subsistence Technical Papers 288, 304, 320, 333, 342, 348, and 357, respectively.

To estimate the 2010 harvests, a one-page survey form was mailed to SHARC holders in early
2011 or administered in person. After two mailings and community visits, 6,670 of 10,953
SHARC holders (61%) responded. Participation in the survey was voluntary.

An estimated 4,991 individuals subsistence fished for halibut in 2010 (Figure 8).

The estimated subsistence harvest was 43,332 halibut for 797,560 pounds net weight.

Of this total, 77% was harvested with setline (stationary) gear (longline or skate) and 23% was
harvested with hand-operated gear (handline or rod and reel).

The largest subsistence harvests occurred in Southeast Alaska (Halibut Regulatory Area 2C),
at 53% of the total, followed by Southcentral Alaska (Area 3A) at 39%. Table 6 and Figure 17
from the final report give more details on harvests by gear type and area.

Based on place of residence of SHARC holders, communities with the largest subsistence
halibut harvests in 2010 were Kodiak and Sitka (the largest eligible communities) (Figure 22).
An estimated 12,851 rockfish were harvested by 1,322 fishers in the subsistence halibut
fishery in 2010. Most (60%) were harvested in Southeast Alaska.

An estimated 2,864 lingcod were harvested by 732 fishers in the subsistence halibut fishery in
2010. Most (63%) were harvested in Southeast Alaska.

Based on preliminary data from the International Pacific Halibut Commission and this study,
the estimated halibut removal in Alaska in 2010 was 63.773 Mlbs, net weight. Subsistence
harvests accounted for 1.3% of this total (Figure 33).

The report concludes that the project was, overall, a success, with good response rates and a
reliable estimate of subsistence halibut harvests. However, analysis suggests that a significant
number of fishers may not have renewed their SHARCs. Additional outreach among eligible
tribes and rural areas is necessary to maximize enrollment of fishers in the SHARC program.
The report also recommends that monitoring of the Alaska subsistence halibut harvest
continue in order to evaluate trends in the fishery.
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Table 1-24  Estimated harvests of halibut in numbers of fish and pounds net (dressed, head-off) weight by regulatory area and subarea, 2010.

Estimated subsistence harvest by gear type?

Set hook gear Hook and line or handline All gear Estimated sport harvest
Number of Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated
SHARCs  number number pounds  number number  pounds  number number pounds  number number  pounds

Regulatory subsistence respondents halibut halibut respondents halibut halibut ~ respondents halibut  halibut  respondents halibut halibut
Subarea area fished® fished harvested harvested® fished harvested harvested® fished harvested harvested® fished harvested harvested®
Southern Southeast Alaska 2C 1,618 1,373 9,797 207,535 671 2,927 46,831 1,618 12,725 254,366 833 2,928 47,523
Sitka Lamp Area 2C 718 657 3,118 68,532 229 586 8,456 718 3,704 76,988 236 529 8,960
Northern Southeast Alaska  2C 776 686 4,084 77,223 263 1,007 16,241 776 5,091 93,464 296 855 14,880
Subtotal, Area 2C 3,013 2,625 16,999 353,290 1,118 4,521 71,528 3,013 21,520 424,818 1,313 4,312 71,364
Yakutat Area 3A 66 53 543 13,296 29 191 4,768 66 734 18,064 15 76 1,198
Prince William Sound 3A 291 260 1,767 35,004 143 364 7,274 291 2,132 42,279 139 361 7,905
Cook Inlet 3A 228 138 2,780 36,870 157 2,607 28,939 228 5,386 65,809 126 579 9,008
Kodiak Island road system 3A 687 564 4,429 82,139 315 1,146 20,928 687 5,575 103,066 450 1,871 35,599
Kodiak Island—Other 3A 592 466 2,854 56,642 285 1,346 26,790 592 4,201 83,432 310 1,055 18,534
Subtotal, Area 3A 1,631 1,283 12,374 223,951 807 5,654 88,699 1,631 18,028 312,650 887 3,943 72,244
Chignik Area 3B 42 20 132 2,912 35 183 2,945 42 315 5,857 5 6 103
Lower Alaska Peninsula 3B 130 65 696 8,845 96 514 8,306 130 1,210 17,152 51 143 2,248
Subtotal, Area 3B 171 84 829 11,757 130 697 11,251 171 1,525 23,009 56 148 2,351
Eastern Aleutians—East 4A 99 61 429 7,046 66 409 6,297 99 838 13,343 53 217 2,682
Eastern Aleutians—West 4A 8 7 32 665 3 22 540 8 55 1,205 6 8 132
Subtotal, Area 4A 101 62 461 7,711 67 431 6,837 101 892 14,548 57 225 2,814
Western Aleutians—East 4B 10 6 22 210 4 14 240 10 36 450 3 21 432
Western Aleutians—Other 4B 0
Subtotal, Area 4B 10 6 22 210 4 14 240 10 36 450 3 21 432
St. George Island 4C 6 5 23 563 5 8 158 6 30 720 0 0 0
St. Paul Island 4C 19 13 468 9,555 6 16 584 19 485 10,139 O 0 0
Subtotal, Area 4C 25 17 491 10,118 11 24 742 25 515 10,859 0 0 0
St. Lawrence Island 4D 4 2 32 843 2 6 328 4 38 1,171 0 0 0
Area 4D-Other 4D 0
Subtotal, Area 4D 4 2 32 843 2 6 328 4 38 1,171 0 0 0
Bristol Bay 4E 4 4 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 2 2 35
Yukon Delta 4E 60 15 170 2,542 56 571 6,942 60 741 9,484 0 0 0
Norton Sound 4E 6 6 38 571 0 0 0 6 38 571 0 0 0
Kotzebue Sound 4E 0
Subtotal, Area 4E 70 25 208 3,113 56 571 6,942 70 779 10,055 2 2 35
Total, Alaska® 4,991 4,071 31,416 610,992 2,183 11,916 186,567 4,991 43,332 797,560 2,297 8,651 149,241

Source ADF&G Division of Subsistence, SHARC survey, 2011.
a. “Setline” = longline or skate. “Hand-operated gear” = rod and reel, or handline.
b. Weights given are “net weight.” Pounds net (dressed, head off) weight = 75% of round (whole) weight.

c. Because fishers may fish in more than one area, subtotals for regulatory areas and the state total might exceed the sum of the subarea values. Includes
subsistence and sport fishing.
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Figure 1-23 Estimated subsistence halibut harvests, pounds net weight, by regulatory area fished, 2003—2010.
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1.8.1.8 Impacts of the Alternatives
1.8.1.8.1 Alternative 1: Status quo

The status quo alternative would continue management of charter harvest under the GHL program. While
the GHL serves as a target harvest level for the charter sector, it does not include accompanying harvest
restrictions to limit charter harvest to the GHL. Taking no action may result in continued overages of the
charter GHL, particularly in Area 2C. Past attempts at initiating new analyses and rulemaking to address
past overages have been ineffective due to the delay between the overage and implementation of a more
constraining management measure. When the Council previously adopted its 2008 Preferred Alternative it
would have maintained a “delayed feedback loop” for managing charter halibut fisheries in Area 2C and
Area 3A. Under the status quo three to four years may have elapsed between the time in which (1) a
charter harvest overage occurs; (2) ADF&G reports that an overage has occurred; (3) the Council selects a
preferred alternative to address the overage; and (4) new regulations are in effect. The halibut resource
could have been negatively impacted if charter harvest overages continued to occur during the delay.

The effectiveness of a new “2012 approach” that relies on eliminating the delay by implementing more
constraining management measure through advice provided by the Council to the IPHC for its adoption
for the next fishing season will be evident, perhaps as soon as September 2012. At that time ADF&G will
release preliminary estimates of 2012 sport harvests along with final estimates of 2011 sport harvests.

The status quo does not respond to conservation concerns that the IPHC has expressed to the Council
concerning the effect that GHL overages have on the halibut stock, given how the IPHC accounts for
charter harvests in determining the commercial fishery CEY (i.e., it deducts the GHL and not the charter
harvest before determining the commercial catch limit).

Maintaining the status quo would continue to negatively affect the economic state of commercial halibut
IFQ fishermen because these excess removals diminish the halibut stock, and therefore, commercial catch
limits that are tied to the condition of those stocks. The status quo may also negatively affect charter
businesses, the guided angler’s consumer surplus, and the communities in which they occur. These
entities will continue to harvest the halibut allocated to them under the current (and it is assumed in the
future under the proposed catch sharing plan) regulations. While the amount of halibut available to these
sectors has declined, especially in Area 2C, those declines are a result of factors other than potential
allocation shifts between sectors, or even charter overages because they are minor relative to changes in
biomass.

1.8.1.8.2 Alternatives 2-5

The proposed alternatives to implement a CSP address resource allocation issues identified by the Council
as a high priority to address the problem it identified in its problem statement for this action. They also
would more closely align charter harvests with the objective to promote optimum yield for the
commercial halibut fisheries.

The Council recommended charter allocations that vary with the abundance of halibut stocks under
Alternatives 2 — 5. While the Council considered establishing fixed poundage allocations to the charter
sector under a proposed alternative that the Council rejected in 2008, the Council determined that use of
allocations that vary with halibut stock abundance would establish a clear allocation between the charter
and commercial halibut sectors. The calculation of sector catch limit would be a simple calculation and
both the commercial and guided sport sector allocations adjust directly with changes in halibut exploitable
biomass.

Alternative 2 would establish a charter sector allocation and a suite of specific management measures to
limit charter halibut harvest to the allocation. It eliminated the delayed feedback loop by annually
implementing specified harvest restrictions that are based on halibut stock estimates, catch limits
established by the IPHC, and charter harvest projections for the upcoming year. These harvest restrictions
are intended to limit projected charter halibut harvest to that sector’s allocation. The management
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measures specified under the 2008 Preferred Alternative are more restrictive at lower levels of halibut
stock abundance to ensure that charter harvest is more closely aligned with the sector allocation. The most
restrictive management measure under the 2008 Preferred Alternative limits charter anglers to retention of
one halibut per day of a maximum length limit. The maximum length would be calculated specifically to
enable anglers to retain the largest halibut possible while limiting charter harvest to the sector allocation.
The maximum length limit calculation would use conservative assumptions about projected charter
harvest to establish a length limit that would limit charter harvest equal to or below the sector allocation.

The Council determined its 2008 Preferred Alternative would be more likely to limit the charter halibut
fishery to its allocation over time than the status quo because it would eliminate the delayed feedback
loop. It likely would have a more beneficial impact on halibut stocks in Area 2C and Area 3A than the
status quo because the pre-season implementation of charter harvest restrictions would be more timely
and responsive to changes in halibut abundance. Because it anticipates that only the amount of halibut
supported by annual halibut exploitable biomass is removed from the water, the 2008 Preferred
Alternative promotes conservation of the halibut stock.

While this analysis concludes that Alternative 2 better achieves the Council’s objectives, Alternatives 3 —
5 improves on the gains achieved by Alternative 2 over the status quo by replacing the management
matrix of specific measures with an annual process of using the best, and more timely, information on the
halibut stock, charter harvests, and an evaluation of the performance of the management measures
implemented for the previous year. Alternative 3 — 5 also include clarifications of the GAF Program to
enhance its performance and separate accountability of directed fishery removals and wastage by each
sector.

1.8.1.8.3 Summary

No significant adverse impacts on the halibut stock or fisheries are identified for the any of the
alternatives considered. Total removals from the halibut resource are set by the IPHC at a level
determined to be sustainable. The action alternatives could change the amount of halibut available for
harvest between the charter and commercial halibut fisheries and the amount of halibut harvested in the
charter and commercial halibut fisheries. However, they would not affect total harvest, fishing practices
of individuals participating in the halibut fishery, or the health of the halibut stock. Alternatives 3 — 5,
which include the 2012 approach for setting management measures for the upcoming season through the
IPHC process and from a wider range of potential management measures, improvements to the GAF
Program, and separate accountability however are more likely to minimize potential CSP overages.
Alternatives 3 — 5 differ in the allocations to each sector which is a policy decision and not one of
conservation, given the elements contained with these alternatives (compared to the status quo or
Alternative 2).

1.8.2 Groundfish
1.8.2.1 Life History, Removals, Harvest Policy, Resource

The Council recommends annual catch limits and allocations for commercial groundfish fisheries for 121
species/complexes and 25 management categories in the GOA (Figure 1-26). Commercial groundfish
guotas in the GOA are set at about 300,000 mt, or 660 Mlbs, each year. Some flatfish quotas are set well
below the acceptable biological levels (ABCs) due to halibut PSC constraints. The GOA groundfish
harvest specification (target) categories are: walleye pollock, Pacific cod, sablefish, shallow-water
flatfish, deep-water flatfish, rex sole, arrowtooth flounder, flathead sole, POP, northern rockfish,
shortraker rockfish, other rockfish, PSR, rougheye and blackspotted rockfish, thornyhead rockfish, DSR,
Atka mackerel, big skate, longnose skate, other skates, squids, sharks, octopuses, and sculpins. A profile
of GOA groundfish species can be found at: http://www.alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/ npfmc/PDFdocuments/
resources/Species_Profiles2011.pdf.
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Figure 1-26 Gulf of Alaska Species Complex History

Strict annual catch limits for every target fishery have proven an effective management tool for achieving
sustainable fisheries. In the North Pacific, a rigorous process in place for over 30 years ensures that
annual quotas are set at conservative, sustainable levels for each of our managed groundfish stocks.

Three reference points are used for management of groundfish fisheries in the North Pacific (Figure
1-27). The overfishing level (OFL) is the catch limit which should never be exceeded. It is based on the
fishing mortality rate associated with producing the maximum sustainable yield on a continuing basis.
The acceptable biological catch (ABC) is the annual sustainable catch limit, and is set lower than the
OFL. The buffer between these reference points allows for scientific uncertainty in single species stock
assessments, ecosystem considerations, and operational management of the fishery. The total allowable
catch (TAC) is the annual catch target that incorporates economic considerations and management
uncertainty. The fishery management plans prescribe that TAC may equal but never exceed ABC, such
that TAC<ABC<OFL. The sum of TACs for all groundfish stocks must also remain within the optimum
yield range defined in the FMP. In the BSAI, the upper limit is 2 million mt, which can be constraining.
TAC may be set lower than ABC for a variety of reasons, such as to remain under the 2 million mt
optimum vyield limit; to increase a rebuilding rate or address other conservation issues; to limit incidental
bycatch; or to account for state water removals. Fisheries are managed in-season to achieve the TACs
without exceeding the ABC or OFL. All catch taken in directed fisheries or caught incidentally in other
fisheries, whether retained or discarded, accrues towards the TAC.

The catch limits are specified annually through an established public process (Figure 1-28). The annual
process of determining OFL and ABC specifications begins with the assignment of each stock to one of
six “tiers” based on the availability of information about that stock. Stocks in Tier 1 have the most
information, and those in Tier 6, the least. Application of a control rule for each tier prescribes the
resulting OFL and maximum ABC for each stock. For many groundfish stocks, the estimate of Fg is
used as a surrogate for Fagc. Faos IS the fishing mortality rate at which the spawning biomass per recruit is
reduced to 40% of its value in the equivalent unfished stock. The control rules for Tiers 1-3 also provide
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for automatic rebuilding, because if a stock falls below target biomass levels, ABC and OFL are
drastically reduced.

Catch in Tons of a Stock
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Figure 1-27 Groundfish reference points
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Figure 1-28 Review process for setting annual catch limits
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Scientists prepare an assessment of the status of each stock (or stock complex), and include alternate
model simulations and tier assignments to arrive at recommendations for OFLs and ABCs (see Figure
1-29). The Groundfish Plan Teams compile these assessments into Stock Assessment and Fishery
Evaluation (SAFE) reports, develop their own OFL and ABC recommendations (which may or may not
agree with the stock assessment author), and present this information to the Council and its Scientific and
Statistical Committee (SSC) and Advisory Panel (AP). The SSC is responsible for setting the Council’s
OFL and ABC limits, using the SAFE reports and Plan Team recommendations. The SSC retains the
flexibility to adjust ABC and OFL values from the control rule, based on factors such as multispecies
interactions, ecosystem considerations, and additional scientific uncertainty. The Council then sets the
TAC levels at or below the ABC levels, incorporating recommendations from the Advisory Panel and
industry stakeholders.

Tier 1: Reliable point estimates of B and Busy and pdf of Fusy .
1a) Stock status: B/Busy > 1
For, = mA , the arithmetic mean of the pdf
Fapc < mH , the harmonic mean of the pdf
1b) Stock status: < B/Busy < 1
For, = mA x [B/BMsy- a)/[l - 0!)
Fapc < mH x (B/Bng- 0!)/(1 - a)
1c) Stock status: B/Busy < &
FOFL = 0; FABC =0
Tier 2: Reliable point estimates of B, Busy, Fusy, F359, and Fsgy .
2a) Stock status: B/Busy > 1
For = Fusy
Fapc < Fusy % (Faow/F35%)
2b) Stock status: o< B/Busy< 1
ForL = Fusy x (B/Busy - @) /(1 - &)
Fapc < Fusy % (Faow/F35%4)% (B/Busy - @) /(1 - @)
2c) Stock status: B/Busy < a
For,=0; Fapc=0
Tier 3: Reliable point estimates of B, B4y, F359, and Fago -
3a) Stock status: B/Bsgy > 1
Fory = Fzs0; Fapc < Fa0%
3b) Stock status: @< B/Bsgy% < 1
ForL = F3594 *x (B/Baoy - ) /(1 - )
Fagc < Fao% % (B/Baoy - @) /(1 - @)
3c) Stock status: B/Bswy < a
For,=0; Fapc=0
Tier 4: Reliable point estimates of B, Fzs¢,, and Faoy .
For = F359; Fapc < Fa0%
Tier 5: Reliable point estimates of B and natural mortality rate M.
For,=M; Fapc<0.75x M
Tier 6: Reliable catch history from 1978 through 1995.
OFL = the average catch, unless an alternative
value is established by the SSC.
ABC < 0.75 x OFL

Figure 1-29 Catch Limit Control Rules for North Pacific Groundfish

Groundfish stock groupings for establishing catch limits have evolved over time as new scientific
information has become available and new markets have developed for certain species. The original
fishery management plans set catch limits for the few major target species (e.g., pollock, cod, sablefish),
with the remaining species managed in a few complex groups (e.g., flounders, rockfish, other species).
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Over time, with new information and new fisheri