AGENDA C-1

FEBRUARY 2000
MEMORANDUM
TO: Council, SSC, and AP Members
QSD ESTIMATED TIME
FROM: Clarence G. Pautzke 20 HOURS
Executive Director %&

DATE: February 2, 2000
SUBJECT: Halibut Charterboat Management
ACTION REQUIRED

Final action on halibut charterboat GHL and management measures.
Discussion of an Individual Fishing Quota Program for the halibut charter fleet.

BACKGROUND
Final action

In December 1999, the Council approved for public review the analysis for implementing a guideline harvest
level (GHL) and management measures to keep harvests under the GHL for the halibut charter fishery in
Gulf of Alaska Areas 2C and 3A. Itadopted the restructured alternatives as proposed by the staff to simplify
the decision-making process and added to the analysis: (1) possession limits as a possible management tool;
(2) a 3-year rolling average for determining whether an area GHL is exceeded; (3) an option to apply the
GHL as a percentage to the constant exploitation yield (CEY) by area after non-guided sport and personal
use deductions are made, but prior to deductions for commercial bycatch and wastage; (4) additional
discussion of available baseline economic data for Area 2C; (5) clarification of the participation rate model’s
application to the bag limit analysis; (6) a suboption to reduce the GHL range of fish by an amount
proportionate to a reduction in the CEY; and (7) additional discussion of implementation and enforcement
issues.

The public review draft of the GHL analysis, which included revisions addressing # 1 - 5 (above), was
distributed on January 14, 2000. The current list of alternatives scheduled for final action (Agenda C-1(a))
and the executive summary (Agenda C-1(b)) are attached. An addendum, which addressed # 6 - 7 and the
results of the IPHC halibut stock assessment, was distributed on February 1 and is also attached under
Agenda C-1(c). Itincludes a new proposal for preseason temporal bag limit changes and a framework for
an implementation schedule. A 1995 NOAA General Counsel memo clarifying that State authority to regulate
fishing for Pacific halibut in Convention waters is preempted by federal law is under Agenda C-1(d).
Comments by the IPHC are attached under Agenda C-1(e). Public comments received are bound separately
and identified as Agenda C-1 Supplemental.
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IFQs

The Council requested that a discussion be scheduled at this meeting of changes to the*halibut individual
fishing quota program which would allow the purchase of IFQs by the charter fleet. Some individuals in the
charter industry have also proposed the development of an IFQ program based on charter harvests in lieu of
the GHL. Sucha program would be based, for example, on fishing history as reported on the State logbooks
for the period 1998-1999 (as an initial allocation) and then allow transfers of quota shares across sectors.
There is some question as to whether this would be considered a ‘new” IFQ program or simply a change to
the existing program. In any case, the current Congressional moratorium does not preclude the Council from
discussion and development at this time. A more detailed proposal for such a program is included in your
notebooks under Agenda C-1(f).
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AGENDA C-1(a)
Halibut GHL Alternatives for final action in February 2000 FEBRUARY 2000
Alternative 1:  Status quo. Do not develop implementing regulations.

Alternative 2:  Approve management measures to implement the halibut charter guideline harvest level
ISSUE 1: Apply GHLs to Areas 2C and/or 3A to trigger management measures as:

Option 1: Fixed percentage annually expressed in pounds. 4
Based on 1995: GHL equal to 12.76% in 2C, 15.61% in 3A.
Based on 1998: GHL equal to 18.01% in 2C, 13.85% in 3A.

Option 2: Fixed range in numbers of fish.
Based on 1995: GHL range equals 50 - 62 thousand fish in 2C; 138 - 172 thousand fish in 3A
Based on 1998: GHL range equals 61 - 76 thousand fish in 2C; 155 - 193 thousand fish in 3A.

Option 3: Manage GHL as a 3-year rolling average

Option 4: Apply the GHL as a percentage to the CEY by area after non-guided sport and personal use
deductions are made, but prior to deductions for commercial bycatch and wastage.

Implement management measures. None to all of the following management measures would be
implemented up to 2 years after attainment of the GHL (1 year if data is available), but prior to
January 1 for industry stability. Restrictions would be tightened or liberalized as appropriate to
achieve a charter harvest below the GHL if a fixed percentage or within the GHL range if a range.

—t
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e line limits *  super-exclusive registration
*  boat limits *  sport catcher vessel only area
»  annual angler limit *  sportfish reserve
e vessel trip limit *  rod permit
¢ bag limits *  possession limits
»  prohibit crew-caught fish

ISSUE 3: Under varying halibut abundance.

Option 1:  Status quo. The GHL fixed percentage varies on an annual basis with area halibut
abundance. -_
Option2: Reduce area-specific GHL ranges during years of significant stock decline. The following
suboptions may be instituted in a stepwise fashion, and/or used in combination.

Suboption 1:  Reduce to 75-100% of base year amount when the charter allocation is
predicted to exceed a specified percentage (options: 15, 20, or 25%) of the
combined commercial and charter TAC.

Suboption 2:  Reduce area-specific GHL by a set percentage (options: 10, 15 or 20%).
The trigger for implementing the reduction would be based on total harvests

and would be IPHC area-specific:
Area 2C Options Area 3A Options
4 million Ib 10 million 1b
6 million Ib 15 million 1b
8 million Ib 20 million Ib

or an amount proportionate to the reduction in abundance (indicated by the CEY)



ISSUE 4: GHL or allocation

Option 1:  Under a GHL and the current IPHC setline quota formula, halibut not harvested by the
charter fleet in one year are rolled into the commercial setline quota the following year.
Option 2:  Unharvested halibut would remain unharvested under a direct allocation to the charter
sector.
Suboption: unharvested halibut banked in a sportfish reserve

ISSUE 5: Establish a moratorium for the halibut charter industry.
Option 1: Establish an area-wide moratorium

Option 2: Establish a local moratorium
Suboption: Prohibit new charter licenses upon attainment of the GHL.



AGENDA C-1(b)
PUBLIC REVIEW DRAFT FEBRUARY 2000

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
SUMMARY OF SECTION 1

This analysis for a regulatory amendment assesses the potential economic and social impacts of implementing
management measures to limit harvests by anglers in the halibut charter fisheries in International Pacific
Halibut Commiission (IPHC) Areas 2C (Southeast Alaska) and 3A (Southcentral Alaska). Currently there
is no limit on the annual harvest of halibut by anglers utilizing charter boats, lodges, and outfitters. Therefore,
the status quo results in an open-ended reallocation from the commercial fishery to a growing recreational

charter fishery.

In September 1997, the Council took final action on two management actions affecting the halibut charter
fishery, culminating more than four years of discussion, debate, public testimony, and analysis:

Recordkeeping and reporting requirements. The Council approved recording and reporting requirements for
the halibut charter fishery. To comply with this requirement, the Alaska Department of Fish and Game
(ADF&G) Sport Fish Division, under the authority of the Alaska Board of Fisheries (BOF), implemented a
Saltwater Sportfishing Charter Vessel Logbook (SCVL) in 1998. Information collected under this program
includes: number of fish landed and/or released, date of landing, location of fishing, hours fished, number of
clients, residence information, number of lines fished, ownership of the vessel, and the identity of the operator.
This logbook information is essential for the analysis of charter moratorium alternatives. It complements
additional sportfish data collected by the State of Alaska through the Statewide Harvest Survey (SWHS),
conducted annually since 1977, and the on-site (creel and catch sampling) surveys conducted separately by
ADF&G in both Southeast and Southcentral Alaska.

Guideline Harvest Levels in IPHC Areas 2C and 3A. The Council adopted GHLs for the halibut charter

fishery, but only for [PHC Regulatory Areas 2C and 3A. They were based on the charter sector receiving

125% of their 1995 harvest (12.76% of the combined commercial/charter halibut quota in Area 2C, and

15.61% in Area 3A). The Council stated its intent that the GHLs would not close the fishery, but instead

would trigger other management measures in years following attainment of the GHL. The overall intent was

to maintain a stable charter season of historic length, using area- specific measures. If end-of-season harvest

data indicated that the charter sector likely would reach or exceed its area-specific GHL in the following I
season, NMFS would implement the pre-approved measures to slow down charter halibut harvest. Given the

one-year lag between the end of the fishing season and availability of that year’s harvest data, it was |
anticipated that it would take up to two years for management measures to be implemented. The Council also i
scheduled areview of halibut charterboat management for Qctober 2000, though that may change as a result

of current actions.

In December 1997, the NMFS Alaska Regional Administrator informed the Council that the GHL would not
bepublished as aregulation. Further, since the Council had not recommended specific management measures
to be implemented by NMFS if the GHL were reached, no formal decision by the Secretary was required for
the GHL. Therefore, the analysis never was forwarded for Secretarial review.

“as aime.

After being notified that the 1997 GHL analysis would not be submitted for Secretarial review, the Council
initiated a public process to identify GHL management measures. The Council formed a GHL Committee to
recommend management measures for analysis that would constrain charter harvests under the GHL.

In April 1999, the Council identified for analysis: (1) a suite of GHL management measure alternatives; (2)
alternatives that would change the GHL as approved in 1997; and (3) area-wide and LAMP moratorium
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PUBLIC REVIEW DRAFT

options under all alternatives. Recognizing that (1) reliable in-season catch monitoring is not available for the
halibut charter fishery, (2) in-season adjustments cannot be made to the commercial longline individual fishing
quotas (IFQs); and (3) the Council’s stated intent to not shorten the current charter fishing season resulted
in the Council designing the implementing management measures to be triggered in subsequent fishing years.

During initial review in December 1999, the Council added: (1) a change in possession limits to the
management measures that it would consider to limit charter halibut harvests under the GHL; (2) an option
to apply the GHL as a percentage to the CEY by area after non-guided sport and personal use deductions
are made, but prior to deductions for commercial bycatch and wastage; (3) an option to manage GHL as a’
3-year rolling average. Lastly, the Council deleted an option that would close the charter fishery in-season
if the GHL was reached or exceeded. The Council further adopted the restructured alternatives as proposed
by staff. The options are not mutually exclusive and may be combined when the Council makes its final
decision in February 2000.

Alternative 1: Status quo. Do not develop implementing regulations.
Alternative 2: Approve management measures to implement the halibut charter guideline harvest level

ISSUE 1: Apply GHLs to Areas 2C and/or 3A to trigger management measures as:

Option 1: Fixed percentage annually expressed in pounds.
Based on 1995: GHL equal to 12.76% in 2C, 15.61% in 3A.
Based on 1998: GHL equal to 18.01% in 2C, 13.85% in 3A.

Option 2: Fixed range in numbers of fish.
Based on 1995: GHL range equals 50 - 62 thousand fish in 2C; 138 - 172 thousand fish in 3A
Based on 1998: GHL range equals 61 - 76 thousand fish in 2C; 155 - 193 thousand fish in 3A

Option 3: A 3-year rolling average

Option 4: A percentage to the CEY by area after non-guided sport and personal use
deductions are made, but prior to deductions for commercial bycatch and wastage.

Under any option, management measures would be triggered 1- 2 years after attamment ofthe GHL, but prior
to the start of the charter fishery season for industry stability.

ISSUE 2: Implement management measures. None to all of the following management measures
would beimplemented up to 2 years after attainment of the GHL (1 year if datais available),
but prior to January 1 for industry stability. Restrictions would be tightened or liberalized as
appropriate to achieve a charter harvest to below the GHL if a fixed percentage or within
the GHL range, if a range.

ISSUE 3: Under varying halibut abundance.

Option 1: Status quo. The GHL fixed percentage varies on an annual basis with area
halibut abundance. (This is the current GHL approach adopted by the
Council in 1997.)

Option 2:  Reduce area-specific GHL ranges during years of significant stock decline.
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* line limits « super-exclusive registration
* boat limit e sport catcher vessel only area
e annual angler limit e« sportfish reserve
+ vessel trip limit * rod permit
+ bag limits ¢ possession limits
* prohibit crew-caught fish

Suboption 1: Reduce to 75-100% of base year amount when the charter allocation is
predicted to exceed a specified percentage (options: 15, 20, or 25%) of the
combined commercial and charter TAC.

Suboption.2: Reduce area-specific GHL by a set percentage (options: 10, 15 or 20%).
The trigger for implementing the reduction would be based on total harvests

and would be [PHC area-specific:
Area 2C Options Area 3A Options
4 million Ib 10 million Ib
6 million Ib 15 million Ib
8 million Ib 20 million Ib
ISSUE 4: GHL or allocation

Option 1: Under a GHL and the current IPHC setline quota formula, halibut not harvested by
the charter fleet in one year are rolled into the commercial setline quota the
following year.

Option 2: Unharvested halibut would remain unharvested under a direct allocation to the
charter sector.

Suboption: unharvested halibut banked in a sportfish reserve

ISSUE S: Establish a moratorium for the halibut charter industry.

Option 1: Establish an area-wide moratorium
Option 2: Establish a local moratorium
Suboption: Prohibit new charter licenses upon attainment of the GHL.

The criteria for an area-wide halibut charter moratorium are:

Years of participation
Option 1: 1995, 1996, and 1997 IPHC and CFEC licenses and 1998 logbook

Option 2; 2 of 3 years (1995-97) plus 1998 logbook

Option 3: 1 of 3 (1995-97), plus 1998 logbook
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PUBLIC REVIEW DRAFT
Option 4: license or logbook in any one year (1995-98)

Owner vs Vessel
Option 1: owner/operator or lessee (the individual who has the license and fills out logbook)
of the charter vessel/business that fished during the eligibility period (based on an
individual’s participation and not the vessel’s activity)

Option2: = vessel

Evidence of participation
. mandatory:

IPHC license (for all years)
CFEC number (for all years)
1998 logbook
. supplementary:
Alaska state business license
sportfish business registration
insurance for passenger for hire
ADF&G guide registration
enrollment in drug testing program (CFR 46)

Vessel upgrade

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

Option 2; allow upgrades in southeast Alaska (certified license can be transferred to similar
sized vessel)

Transfers will be allowed
Duration for review

Option 1: tied to the duration of the GHL

Option 2: 3 years =

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

SUMMARY OF SECTION 2

None of the alternatives under consideration would affect the prosecution of the halibut fisheries in a way
not previously considered in consultations. The proposed alternatives are designed to improve the long-term
productivity of halibutstocks. None of the alternatives would affect takes of listed species. Therefore, none
of the alternatives are expected to have a significant impact on endangered or threatened species. None of
the alternatives is expected to have an effect on endangered or threatened species.

GHL Analysis v viii January 2000
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PUBLIC REVIEW DRAFT
SUMMARY OF SECTION 3

The two main criteria that determine if and when the GHLs, as presented in this analysis, will be reached or
exceeded are:1) the status of the halibut biomass and future biomass projections and 2) charter effort and
projected growth of harvest. Section 3 provides the baseline data from the 1998 IPHC halibut stock
assessment and descriptions of halibut harvests and participation by fishery sector and area from ADF&G
statewide harvest surveys that are used in Sections 5 and 6 to prepare the RIR. Lastly, halibut biomass and
charter fishery projections as presented to the Council in 1993 and 1997, and as currently updated in 1999,
are discussed. A separate report on the findings of the 1999 IPHC halibut stock assessment and
2000 halibut quotas will be provided prior to final action in February 2000 and will be incorporated
into the final analysis prior to submission for Secretarial review. This report will also include revised
biomass projections which will likely modify the current projections of when the GHLs may be reached.

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

The halibut resource is healthy and total removals are at record levels. The 1998 IPHC stock assessment
models show a strong 1987 year-class. No strong year-classes are following, indicating that recruitment and
ultimately, biomass, have peaked. Changes for Areas 2C and 3A over the past several years occurred as a
result of changes to the stock assessment model more than as a result of biological changes. In the absence
of model changes, short-term fluctuations in exploitable biomass, and therefore in quotas, should be small. The
final analysis will be revised pending the results of the 1999 IPHC stock assessment.

Landings in 1998 were among the top five highest years, at over 94 million pounds. Halibut harvests in 1998
in Area 2C totaled 12.9% and 75% of total removals for the charter and commercial fisheries, respectively.
In Area 3 A, those fisheries harvested 9.3% and 75%, respectively, in 1998. Non-guided sporthalibut anglers
harvested 6.9% and 5.6% in Areas 2C and 3 A, respectively, in 1998.

Projections of halibut biomass and quotas in Areas 2C and 3A

In 1993, ADF&G and IPHC staff reported that the coast-wide exploitable halibut biomass declined by 25%
from 1988 to 1992, from 359 to 266 million pounds. In 1993, exploitable biomass was declining at about 10%
per year. Continued biomass decline was predicted during 1993-97 at annual rates of 9, 7, 5, 3, and 1% per
year. Halibut biomass was then predicted to increase from 1998 through 2000 at 1, 3, and 5% per year,
respectively, due to increasing recruitment. ' —

The 1997 Council analysis projected that, using an overall exploitation rate of 18% in 1998 and 20% every
year thereafter, the expected halibut biomass would decrease by 32%, from an estimated 429 million pounds
in 1998 to 292 million pounds in 2008 for the combined Areas 2A, 2B, 2C, 3A, and 3B. The projections had
very wide confidence intervals due to environmental conditions. They predicted a substantially siower decline
in exploitable halibut biomass than originally estimated in the 1993 report.

Since the development of these projections, the [PHC halibut stock assessment model was modified to
account for an apparent 20% decrease in the length-at-age of halibut. The end result of all the changes to the
IPHC model is that both halibut biomass and recruitment are considered to be higher than that estimated
under previous stock assessment. These estimates are a result of changes to the [IPHC model and not due
to changes in the halibut stock. That is, it was not so much that the halibut stock increased as that the IPHC
stock assessment could now detect the level more accurately.
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The 1993 and 1997 projections of exploitable halibut biomass were compared with actual levels in 1994-98.
Actual Jevels appear to fall within the projected range for 1997 and 1998 in the 1997 Council analysis and are
substantially higher than the 1993 ADF&G and IPHC projections. In fact, the actual exploitable biomass
levels in 1997 and 1998 are only slightly above the expected value of the 1997 projections. The 1997
projections appear to be appropriate to continue estimating future exploitable biomass levels in the near term.

Halibut quota'&:hanges for Areas 2C and 3A over the past several years occurred as a result of changes to

the stock assessment model more than as a result of biological changes. In the absence of model changes.
short-term fluctuations in exploitable biomass, and therefore in catch limits, should be small. Recruitment
represents a small fraction of the exploitable biomass, therefore, has a small annual effect. Increased
selectivity over ages 8- to 12-yrs accounts for the majority of biomass added annually to offset natural
mortality. The very large exploitable biomass relative to recruitment buffers the population from changes.
However, because exploitable biomass has been at a high level, and because recruitment has declined over
the past several years, lower exploitable biomass is more probable than higher exploitable biomass for the next
fiveyears. Exploitable biomass in Areas 2C and 3A, and therefore quotas, will range from constant over five
years to a decline of 3-5% per year.

Current charter harvest levels and projected growth

The expected pattern for the halibut charter fishery is continued growth in the number of halibut taken, but
little change in average weight. Little change occurred in charter halibut harvest (in pounds) from Area 2C
during 1994-96 (an average of 970,000 lb net weight). A 12% drop to 853,000 Ib occurred in 1997, followed
by a near doubling of harvested biomass (1.77 million 1b) in 1998. The 1998 logbook data confirmed this
estimate. Two significant changes occurred in the Area 2C halibut charter fishery between 1997 and 1998:
1) the number of halibut harvested increased by 45%; and 2) the average weight of halibut increased by 43%.
Less change occurred in the Area 3 A halibut charter fishery between 1998 and 1999 than occurred in Area
2C: 1) the number of halibut harvested was approximately the same despite a decrease of 20% in client
angler-days; and 2) the average weight of halibut decreased by only 6%.

Current charter participation and projected growth

The number of unique active businesses and vessels was consistent for Area 2C, with 397 and 386 businesses
and 581 and 588 vessels in 1998 and 1999, respectively. “Active” is defined as having reported bottomfishing
effort on the logbook form. Approximately 87% of registered businesses and vessels in both years were
owned by Alaska residents as indicated by permanent mailing address. For Area3A, the number of unique
active businesses was slightly higher in 1999 at 434 than 1998 at 422 as indicated by logbook data. The
number of unique active vessels was also slightly higherin 1999 at 501 than 1998 at480. Approximately 96%
of Area 3 A registered businesses and vessels in both years were owned by Alaska residents as indicated by
permanent mailing address.

A cursory comparison of businesses and vessels actively participating in the halibut charter industry would
indicate that growth is flat, despite only two years of logbook data and the newness of the mandatory logbook
requirement. A more detailed examination of active vessels in Section 5, however, identifies approximately
350 of the 1999 vessels as unique to that year (175 in each area). This indicates considerable exit and entry
in this fishery between 1998 and 1999.

A total of 2,424 Alaska residents and 37,976 non-residents were Area 2C saltwater (all species) charter

clients in 1998. Non-residents comprised between 86% and 100% of clients, with an average of 94% for all.
Estimates for 1994-97 are not currently available. A total 0f 30,255 Alaskaresidents and 53,519 non-residents
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were Area 3A saltwater charter clients in 1998. Non-residents comprised between 56% and 93% of clients,
with an average of 64% for all ports in the area.

The 1997 Council analysis provided revised projections of the growth rate of the charter boat industry.
Charter removals of halibut (total net weight of halibut) were expected to continue to increase, but at a
declining rate. The analysis also stated that the total sport harvest of halibut had been increasing more slowly
than prior reports indicated, averaging 6.4% annually from 1990 to 1995. There is considerable variation,
however, in growth rates of harvest between fully capitalized locations in Alaska and those that are newly
accessible. In addition, while the growth rate of halibut biomass taken in the sport harvest was averaging
about 15% at the start of the 1980s, in 1997 it was reported to be substantially lower, about the same as the
growth rate of the number of halibut harvested.

The 1997 Council analysis assumed two widely divergent bounds of higher and lower projections of the
growth rate of charter boat removals of halibut. In 1995, the charter fishery accounted for 9.2% of the
combined commercial/charter catch for all areas. Based on the expected values of halibut biomass discussed
above, the analysis translated the 1997 projections of charter growth into charter share of the fozal halibut
harvest at right for combined areas. The projected growth rate was 10.2% in Area 2C.

The actual growth rate for the halibut charter and non-charter fishery from 1990-95 was similar to the 6.4%
growth rate reported in the 1997 Council analysis. From 1990-95, the combined sport fishery in Area 2C had
a growth rate of 7.1%. This analysis updates this information; the average annual growth rate based on
SWHS for Area 2C for 1994-98 was actually 10.8%, with wide variance between years. Halibut harvest
increased 45% between 1997 and 1998. The 1998 logbook verified this estimate, but the logbook program did

- not exist in 1997 to verify the 1997 SWHS estimate. It is believed the SWHS may have underestimated

charter catch and harvest in earlier years.

The actual growth rate for the halibut charter and non-charter fishery from 1990-1995 did not reflect the
linear increase as projected by ADF&G and IPHC in 1993, but was more similar to the 5.4% growth rate
reported in the 1997 Council analysis. For 1990-1995, the combined sport fishery in Area 3A had a growth
rate of 6.3%. The average annual growth rate based on SWHS for Area 3A for 1994-98 (5.1%) matched
the 1997 projection.

In summary, a comparison of projected and actual rates of growth of the charter harvest with the combined
charter/commercial harvest in Area 2C indicate that the projections from the 1997 Council analysis appear
to reflect actual trends for 1994-98. Still two years shy of the 2000 projections; sctual growth is bounded
within the lower growth and higher growth projections. Actual growth for 1994 through 1998 in Area 3A
appears to best approximate the lower growth rate projections for 2000 from the 1997 Council analysis.
Therefore, itis appropriate to continue to use these projections to characterize future growth in the Area 2C
charter fishery in the near term.

One of the principal factors in charter growth is directly related to tourism, particularly in Area 2C where
nearly all charter clients are non-residents. The number of visitors to Alaska has grown over the past two
decades, althoughthe rate of growth has been declining in recent years. Annual growth in visitation averaged
10% between 1989 and 1994, and 12% each year for 1993 and 1994. Between 1994 and 1996, growth slowed
to less than 6% per year, and since 1997, to less than 3% per year. The 1998 summer season marked
Alaska’s lowest growth rate in a decade at 1.3%, or about 1.1 million visitors, between May and September
1998. Recent years represent a substantial deviation from the 7.2% average summer growth seen since
1989. This slower, decreased rate of growth is predicted to continue for the next two to three years.
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Baseline economic data for charter fishery

The monetary contribution that the guided halibut fishery makes to regional economies requires information
onangler expenditures, effort (time spent fishing), and the portion of overall expenditures that are attributable
to fishing. Information used in this study was primarily derived from a mail survey targeting persons sport
fishing on the Kenai Peninsula conducted by Lee et al (1999), and analysis of that data conducted by -
Herrmann (1999). Alaskan residents tended to take more and longer trips than non-Alaskan residents, but
spent less money per day. Alaskan residents also caught fewer halibut per day (1.69) than non-Alaskan
residents (2.04).

Angler expenditures

Angler expenditures are divided into fishing and non-fishing categories. Fishing expenses include items such
as tackle, charter fees, and clothing. Non-fishing expenses cover daily living and transportation costs of the
fishing trip. The expenditures in this analysis are based on information from the 1997 and 1998 fishing years.

Average angler expenditures for Cook Inlet marine sport fisheries

Overall the average daily travel and living expenditures for Alaska and non-Alaska residents were $44 and
$101, respectively. Fishing costs for Alaska and non-Alaskaresidents were $47 and $138, respectively. The
values for Alaska residents were much lower because trips where fishing occurred on private boats and from
shore were included in the data as well as charter trips. When the estimates were made for charter trips only,
the fishing expenditures for Alaskan ($141 - the charter itself cost $128) and non-Alaskan ($208 - the charter
itself cost $142) residents were closer to being equal.

Effortinformation from the 1998 and 1999 ADF&G logbooks were then combined with the daily fish expense
information. Combining these two sources of information assumes that effort data from one year can
appropriately be applied to expenditures from anotheryear. The resulting values indicate that about $19.3
million were spent as a result of charter boat fishing for halibut in the Cook Inlet off the Kenai Peninsula,
during 1998. Ofthe $19.3 million, $4.6 million (24 percent) were spent by Alaskan residents and $14.7 million
(76 percent) by non-Alaskan residents. About81 percent ofthe money spent in Alaska was spent within the
Kenai Peninsula. Expenditure estimates for 1999 were similar to those for 1998 because effort estimates
from the 1999 log books were similar to those in 1998.

Applications to 3A

Average angler expenditures from the Cook Inlet study were applied to area 3A as a whole, but required
some broad assumptions regarding characteristics of the area 3A ports. Ports in area 3A that may well have
similar characteristics to the Cook Inlet ports are places like Seward. Charter clients can drive to Seward
and it offers the similar living opportunities/cost structures to places like Homer. Yakutat, on the otherhand,
doesnotfitas well. Clients would be required to fly into Yakutat to fish, and the cost of living maybe higher.
These differences mean that applying the Cook Inlet expense structure to Yakutat may yield misleading
results. However, overall it is thought to be reasonable to apply Cook Inlet expenses to charter ports in 3A
as a whole, since the Cook Inlet ports (and ports similar to the Cook Inlet ports) make up the majority of
charter effort in area 3A.
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Fishing expenditures in Cook Inlet attributable to halibut charter fishing were $15.0 mullion in 1998 (total
expenditures were $19.3 million). In area3A as a whole, $18.0 million was spent on fishing expenditures
attributable to the halibut charter fishery.

Applications to 2C

The distribution of clientele residency, between transportation cost to get to the port, reasons for being in the
port (vacation versus fishing) are different area 2C and 3A. Each of these factors change the expenditure
patterns of charter clients. Because the cost structure of taking a charter trip in area 3A and 2C are thought
to be very different, the expenditure information from the Cook Inlet study has not been applied to area 2C.

Some basic information on the cost of a charter trip is presented for area 2C. Those data indicate that the
prices paid for a charter trip are higher in area 2C than in 3A. Trips out of Juneau, for example, are reported
to cost $150-$220 per person (85 percent of the trips are for salmon), with the average trip costing $180.
Half-day trips have been quoted from $150-$190 per person, but these trips are likely only for salmon,
because of the travel time to reach the halibut fishing grounds. In Petersburg, trips were quoted as costing
$165-$170 per day.

Commercial fisheries

Since 1977, the total commercial fishery catch in Alaska has ranged from 16 to 61 million Ib. Beginning in
1981, catches began to increase annually and peaked in 1988. Catches have since declined, reaching alow
of 44 million Ib in 1995. The 70 million Ib harvest in 1998 represented an 8% increase over 1997. Bycatch
mortality, i.e., the catch of halibut in other groundfish fisheries, is the second largest source of removals from
the stock, totaling approximately 13 million Ib in 1998, i

Current commercial harvest levels and projected growth

Area 2C has the second largest area commercial halibut TAC in Alaska. Peak area catches occurred in 1988
at 11 million Ib. Since the beginning of the IFQ fishery, area 2C halibut harvests have ranged between 7.5 and
10.0 million pounds. During 1999, the 10 million Ib quota was landed in 24 ports. Eighteen were located in
Alaska and accounted for 96 percent of Area 2C landings. Four were located in Washington state, one in
Oregon, and one in Canada. Intotal, 3,448 separate halibut landings were made by vessels harvesting area
2C halibut in 1999.

Area 3A has the largest area commercial halibut TAC in Alaska. Since the beginning the IFQ fishery, area
3A halibutharvests have ranged between 18 and 26 million pounds. The Area 3A quota peaked in 1988 at
38 million Ib. During 1999, the 25 million Ib quota was landed in31 ports. Twenty-three ports were located
in Alaska and accounted for over 96 percent of the landings. Five were located in Washington state, two in
Oregon, and one in Canada. In total, 3,448 separate halibut landings were made by vessels harvesting area
3A halibut in 1999.

Current commercial participation

Atotal of 1,734 persons held quotashare (QS)in Area 2C atthe end 0of 1998, down 27% from initial issuance
in 1995 (2,386 persons). More than half of Area 2C QS holders hold QS in amounts <3,000 (1998) pounds.
The number of shareholders decline with increasing size of QS: 28%, 15%, and 4% hold QS between 3-10
thousand Ib, 10-25 thousand Ib, and > 25 thousand Ib, respectively. The majority of consolidation has occurred
in persons holding less than 3,000 pounds of quota. Some consolidation of QS was expected when the [FQ
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