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ANALYSIS

Did Appellant timely appeal the IAD issued to 

On December 20, 2022, HMS issued its revised IAD to Appellant.17  Pursuant to 50 C.F.R. § 
635.15(e)(1), Appellant had 45 days after December 20, 2022, to timely file  appeal, which 
was February 3, 2023.

Appellant states in  appeal letter that the IAD in inaccurate, and that the error “hurts [
ability to fish in a cost effective manner.”18

The record establishes that Appellant did not appeal the revised IAD that HMS issued  
within the 45-day time limit specified in 50 C.F.R. § 635.15(e)(1).  Furthermore, 15 C.F.R. § 
906.3(e)(2) explicitly states that a person may not request an extension of time to file an appeal.  
Additionally, neither 50 C.F.R. § 635.15(e)(1) nor 15 C.F.R. § 906 contain any provisions 
allowing medical, financial, or other hardship to be considered when determining the timeliness 
of an appeal filing.  I understand Appellant’s concern in not receiving the quantity of IBQ share 
that  believes  should have received. Unfortunately, the applicable regulations preclude an 
appellate review on the merits of  case.  

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

Appellant has not shown by a preponderance of the evidence that  timely filed his appeal.  
Accordingly, I must uphold the IAD.

ORDER

The IAD dated December 20, 2022, is upheld.   Appellant may submit a Motion for 
Reconsideration.19  Any Motion for Reconsideration must be transmitted by email or fax to NAO 
no later than March 18, 2023.  A Motion for Reconsideration must be in writing and contain a 
detailed statement of one or more specific material matters of fact or law that the administrative 
judge overlooked or misunderstood.

Ryan McQuighan
Administrative Judge

Date Issued: March 8, 2023

       
17 IAD Tab, revised IAD.
18 Appeal Tab, Appellant’s appeal letter sent by mail, received February 9, 2022.
19 15 C.F.R. § 906.16 (2014).




