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Roadmap to March 2012 CSP Agenda C-4(b)               Part 1 
 

In December 2011, the Council adopted a motion that requested 1) supplemental information in 

support of its Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP) Preferred Alternative (PA); 2) an evaluation of 

new information since it selected its CSP PA to determine if it meets its objectives under the CSP; 

3) a discussion paper of other management measures not included under its PA; 4) NOAA guidance 

on whether clarifications adopted in December 2011 or revisions to its CSP PA would warrant 

publication of a new proposed rule; and 5) NOAA guidance on the use of a regional fisheries 

association to meet long term management goals and objectives under the CSP (Appendix 1). 

Agency staffs have organized the requested information into the following documents for review. 

Part 1.  (This) Roadmap document (Council staff) – release date: March 9, 2012. 

Part 1 provides a “road map” for the North Pacific Council’s March 2012 C-4(b) Agenda Item, during 

which the Council will consider new information in support of: 1) its Preferred Alternative and NMFS 

rulemaking for a proposed Halibut Catch Sharing Plan for Area 2C and Area 3A for Secretarial review in 

2012 and 2) other requested documents with the potential to revise the proposed Halibut CSP at this or a 

future meeting. 

Part 2. NOAA guidance on rulemaking (“logical outgrowth”) (NMFS/NOAA General Counsel 

staff) – release date: March 16, 2012 

Part 2 evaluates 1) the Council’s December 2011 response to public comments #1 through #6 and 2) 

proposed management measures in the discussion paper (Part 4) to determine if each is a logical 

outgrowth of the proposed rule. If each is deemed to be a logical outgrowth, then NMFS can proceed to 

final rulemaking; if any are not and the Council identifies that it continues to intend that the clarification 

is part of its Halibut CSP preferred Alternative, then NMFS would publish a new proposed rule that is 

focused on the Council’s recommended CSP revisions, with another comment period, and proceed to final 

rulemaking after responding to public comments from both proposed rules. 

Part 3. CSP Supplemental analysis (Council staff) – release date: March 16, 2012 

Part 3 includes supplemental analyses, as requested in the December 2011 motion, to address 

inadequacies that the Council identified in the Secretarial Review Draft Environmental Assessment, 

Regulatory Impact Review/Final Regulatory Flexibility Analysis that it submitted to the Secretary of 

Commerce, given current conditions of the economy and halibut resource, and public comments. Along 

with Part 3, Council staff has prepared draft responses to 41 public comments that NMFS staff requested 

staff assistance. This assistance was provided directly to NMFS in support of final rulemaking, consistent 

with Council direction in December 2011. 

Part 4. CSP management measure matrix discussion paper (Council/ADF&G staffs)               

   – release date: March 16, 2012 

Part 4 includes a discussion paper that addresses 1) new management measures proposed for 

consideration under the CSP, either in the original proposed program or through a trailing regulatory 

amendment in the future and 2) potential alternate pathways to implement management measures, 

including i) the status quo management matrix; ii) substitution of new management measures for those in 

the current PA matrix that would be identified by the Council as not meeting its CSP objectives; iii) a 

hierarchical approach in which a ranked sequence of measures are implemented in federal regulations; 

and iv) the 2012 approach in which ADF&G analyzed a full range of management measures in 

November, the Council selected its preferred measure and recommended its consideration to the IPHC in 

December, and the IPHC adopted the recommended measure as part of its annual management measures 

for the upcoming season in January.  
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Part 5.  NOAA General Counsel guidance on RFAs (NOAA General Counsel staff) – at meeting 

Part 5 includes a response to a Council request for legal guidance on whether a single entity, such as a 

regional fishing association, may hold an allocation to the charter sector in trust for the benefit of all 

guided anglers. Seven attributes of a potential entity were identified in the request.    

Part 6. February 22, 2012 Charter Management Implementation Committee report (Council staff) 

  Posted at: http://www.alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/npfmc/PDFdocuments/halibut/Implementation/ChMgtImpCmte22Feb12.pdf  

Part 6 includes guidance to staff for further refinements to an initial data analysis whose findings have 

been incorporated into the CSP discussion paper (Part 3).  

Part 7. March 27, 2012 Charter Management Implementation Committee report (Council staff)  

  – at meeting 

Part 7 includes final recommendations for action in March 2012 upon consideration of information 

provided under Parts 1 through 5. 

Deferred Discussion Papers In its December 2011 motion, the Council also requested a 

discussion paper on two long term management approaches for the charter sector. The first 

approach would allow a common pool purchase of commercial halibut quota share (QS) by the 

charter sector under a compensated reallocation program. Charter industry members scheduled a 

work shop on March 12-13, 2012 to further develop its proposal for Council consideration at a 

future meeting. Potential action would entail amending the commercial halibut IFQ program to 

identify a new type of QS holder. The second paper would address all potential long-term 

management measures under Tier 1 of the CSP as identified in the Charter Halibut 

Implementation Committee Report, which could include every management measure previously 

considered by past committees and the Council. In February 2012, the Council deferred further 

action on these two tasks until the committee further refined its recommendations. 

Roadmap Summary: Staff presentations will focus primarily on the Roadmap (Part 1), 

NMFS/NOAA General Counsel report on “logical outgrowth,” and the CSP discussion paper. At 

this meeting, the Council may: 

 Reaffirm its support for the CSP Preferred Alternative and NMFS would proceed to a final rule, 

incorporating supplemental analyses and Council staff responses to public comments; 

 Take no further action on clarifications to public comments #1 through #6, which may require a new, 

focused proposed rule if any of the Council clarifications are deemed not to be a logical outgrowth of 

the July 22, 2011 proposed rule; 

 Revise its CSP Preferred Alternative, which would require a new proposed rule (and perhaps a new 

analysis depending on its revision);  

 Request additional analysis (e.g., hierarchical approach); and/or 

 Initiate a trailing amendment to revise the CSP. 

As separate motion(s) from the CSP action, since they would not be implemented in federal regulation, 

the Council may: 

 Establish an annual review of ADF&G annual harvest projections by the Scientific and 

Statistical Committee 

 Adopt the use of logbooks to monitor charter halibut harvest against its allocation targets (whether 

under the Guideline Harvest Level Program or the proposed CSP). 

http://www.alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/npfmc/PDFdocuments/halibut/Implementation/ChMgtImpCmte22Feb12.pdf
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BACKGROUND 

2008 Council Motion 

After fifteen years of developing a variety of management approaches
1
 to limit the harvest of halibut by 

the charter sector in Area 2C (Southeast Alaska) and Area 3A (Southcentral Alaska) the North Pacific 

Fishery Management Council adopted a motion to recommend a Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP) to the 

Secretary of Commerce in October 2008 (Appendix 2). After a number of technical revisions and 

consultations with the Council, its Scientific and Statistical Committee, the National Marine Fisheries 

Service (NMFS), Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G), and the International Pacific Halibut 

Commission (IPHC), the Draft Environmental Assessment/Regulatory Impact Review/Initial Regulatory 

Flexibility Analysis (EA/RIR/IRFA) was accepted by NMFS to begin promulgation of rulemaking in 

2010. The Secretarial Review Draft Analysis
2
 was published with the proposed rule

3
 in June 2011. 

The Council intends the proposed halibut CSP to be a comprehensive management program for the 

charter halibut fisheries in Area 2C and Area 3A. If approved, the proposed regulations would:  

(1) Establish sector allocations of a combined catch limit to the halibut commercial and charter fisheries 

in Area 2C and in Area 3A;  

(2) Implement harvest restrictions (CSP restrictions) for charter vessel anglers in each area that would be 

intended to limit charter harvest to within the target harvest range around that sector’s catch limit for 

that area.  

Under the CSP, the annual combined catch limit and projected charter harvest for Area 2C and Area 

3A would trigger the CSP restrictions, or the harvest limit regulations governing anglers in the charter 

fishery in each area. The CSP restrictions are designed to limit charter fishery harvests in Area 2C 

and Area 3A within the charter target harvest range. The CSP would require default CSP restrictions 

when the charter sector is projected to harvest within its allocated range, more stringent restrictions 

when the charter sector is projected to exceed its target harvest range, and in some circumstances, less 

stringent restrictions when the charter sector is projected to be below its target harvest range. 

CSP restrictions would be determined using specific abundance-based criteria respectively for Area 

2C and Area 3A, and then defined based on a four-tier system.  

Tier 4 (highest level of abundance, least restrictive): Charter vessel anglers would be limited to two 

fish of any size each day. 

Tier 3: Charter vessel anglers would have a daily limit of two halibut, but at least one halibut must 

have a head-on length of no more than 32 inches (81.3 cm). If, however, a charter vessel angler 

retains only one halibut in a calendar day, that halibut could be of any length.  

Tiers 1 & 2 (lower levels of abundance, most restrictive): Charter vessel anglers would have a daily 

limit of one halibut. This conservative default CSP restriction would promote the development of 

halibut stocks levels supporting optimum yield; and;  

(3) Authorize transfers (i.e., leasing) of commercial halibut Individual Fishing Quota (IFQ) as guided 

angler fish (GAF) to charter halibut permit holders for harvest by charter vessel anglers in the charter 

halibut fishery.  GAF would offer charter vessel anglers in Area 2C or Area 3A an opportunity to 

harvest halibut in addition to, or instead of, the halibut harvested under the CSP restriction, up to the 

harvest limits in place for uncharter anglers in that area.  Because GAF would be a use of commercial 

halibut IFQ, GAF harvested by charter vessel anglers would not be included in estimates of charter 

harvest under the CSP. 

                                                 
1
 These include control dates for limited entry, Guideline Harvest Level Program (GHL) (2004), Individual Fishing 

Quota Program (IFQ) (withdrawn), Limited Entry Program (LEP) (2011) 
2
 http://www.alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/sustainablefisheries/halibut/analyses/cspea062011.pdf  

3
 http://www.fakr.noaa.gov/prules/76fr44156.pdf  

http://www.alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/sustainablefisheries/halibut/analyses/cspea062011.pdf
http://www.fakr.noaa.gov/prules/76fr44156.pdf
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The CSP allocations would replace the current management method for charter halibut operators called a 

guideline harvest level (GHL) with a percentage allocation of the combined charter and commercial catch 

limit to the charter fishery in each area. Under the GHL, restrictions for charter vessel anglers in Area 2C 

were implemented by separate NMFS rulemaking after the GHL was exceeded. Under the CSP, the 

combined catch limit as well as non-discretionary CSP restrictions for charter vessel anglers would be 

determined by NMFS through the annual adoption of the Council’s CSP by the IPHC each year prior to 

the fishing season. The pre-season specification of the CSP restrictions is intended to limit charter harvest 

to the target before an overage occurs, as opposed to the retroactive GHL approach that implements 

corrective action after the overages have occurred. 

The pre-season specification of CSP restrictions is consistent with the Council’s objective to maintain the 

charter season length (February 1 through December 31) with no in-season changes to harvest 

restrictions. The Council developed this objective based on public testimony from charter vessel operators 

indicating that in-season changes to harvest restrictions would be disruptive to charter operators and 

anglers.  

The Council recommended that the annual halibut CSP catch limits for the commercial and charter 

sectors and the CSP restrictions for charter vessel anglers should be determined and implemented by a 

predictable and standardized methodology as part of the IPHC’s annual recommendations for halibut 

fishery conservation and management. The proposed CSP would establish procedures for determining the 

sector catch limits and CSP restrictions for each area based on a combined commercial and charter catch 

limit determined by the IPHC and projections of charter harvest for the upcoming year in order to provide 

a systematic method for limiting projected charter harvest to the target harvest range determined by the 

CSP.   

The annual CSP catch limits for the commercial and charter sectors and the CSP restrictions for charter 

vessel anglers would be implemented as IPHC annual management measures. The IPHC would specify an 

annual combined catch limit for Area 2C and for Area 3A at its annual meeting in January.  Each area’s 

annual combined catch limit in net pounds would be the total allowable halibut harvest for the directed 

commercial halibut fishery plus the total allowable halibut harvest for the charter halibut fishery under the 

CSP. The IPHC process for determining the annual combined catch limit would be similar to its current 

process for determining annual commercial catch limits, however, the determination of the annual 

management measure(s) also will require harvest projections under alternative measures and application 

of prescriptive (or objective) rules for selecting the appropriate measure. 

Other CSP restrictions would apply as well, such as a prohibition on the retention of halibut by skippers 

and crew, regulations surrounding carcass retention, and the prohibition of individuals who hold both a 

charter halibut permit and commercial halibut IFQ from fishing for commercial and charter halibut on the 

same vessel during the same day in Area 2C and Area 3A.   

Except for authorizing commercial halibut quota share (QS) holders to transfer IFQ as GAF to charter 

halibut permit holders, the Council did not intend for the CSP to change the management of the 

commercial longline halibut fisheries in Area 2C and Area 3A.   

Proposed Rule  

In July 2011, NMFS published a proposed rule that would implement a CSP for the charter and 

commercial fisheries for Pacific halibut in waters of Areas 2C and 3A. If approved, the CSP will change 

the annual process of allocating halibut between the charter and commercial fisheries in Area 2C and 

Area 3A, establish allocations for each sector, and specify harvest restrictions for charter anglers that are 

intended to limit harvest to the annual charter fishery catch limit. NMFS received more than 4,000 public 

comments on the proposed rule. The final rule must respond to each comment. 
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2011 NMFS Request for Clarifications  

In October 2011, NMFS informed the Council that the Council would need to revisit its proposed halibut 

CSP before NMFS would proceed with final rulemaking.
 4
 NMFS cited policy and technical issues that 

compromised its ability to proceed to a final rule without clarification from the Council on those issues. 

Specifically, NMFS requested additional Council input on the following three concerns, along with other 

technical issues that were to be identified by NMFS in December 2011. 

(1) Evaluation of the management implications at lower levels of abundance; 

(2)  Economic impacts of the CSP under all potential combined catch levels; and, 

(3)  Methods for calculating the average weight for guided angler fish (GAF) that may be leased from 

commercial IFQ operators, and the specific means for tracking and reporting GAF. 

NMFS also strongly encouraged the Council to schedule time at the December 2011 Council meeting to 

provide guidance to the IIPHC for actions on the specific allocation and management measures 

appropriate for the charter halibut fisheries in Area 2C and Area 3A for 2012 since the CSP would not be 

implemented in time to implement management measures for 2012; it was also apparent that the 2011 

IPHC management measure for Area 2C (i.e., one fish of a maximum size of 37 inches (head on)) was 

overly restrictive; it resulted in a projected charter halibut harvest of 388,000 lb of its 788,000 lb GHL. 

The IPHC was scheduled to meet in Anchorage in January 2012 to set fishing levels and management 

measures for halibut along the Pacific Coast and NMFS felt it would be appropriate and timely for the 

Council to provide comment to the IPHC for its consideration of potential management measures for the 

charter sector.  

2011 Council Action  

In October 2011 the Council requested that NMFS report its perceived inadequacies in the CSP in 

December 2011, so that the Council could discuss an appropriate course of action at a subsequent 

meeting, including the process and timing to address the issues identified by NMFS. 

In December 2011 the Council reviewed a detailed NMFS report of 47 issues for which it was seeking 

Council guidance in order for NMFS to proceed with final rulemaking
 
.
5
  The Council identified a two 

prong approach for responding to the NMFS October 2011 request for clarifications and the NMFS 

December 2011 report by requesting from its staff: 1) a supplemental analysis of new information since 

its 2008 selection of a CSP preferred alternative and improvements to the Secretarial Review Draft 

Analysis in order for NMFS to proceed with final rulemaking and 2) a discussion paper  to review the 

management matrix in the CSP Preferred Alternative in terms of current charter halibut harvests and the 

CSP tier structure, particularly in Area 3A in order to determine if the Council should adopt different 

management measures to achieve its goals in a revised CSP Preferred Alternative. The entire December 

2011 Council motion is provided under Appendix 1. The Council scheduled a status report on its request 

its February 2012 meeting and review of the requested information for its March 2012 meeting.   

Supplemental Analysis The Council a) adopted a statement of its unanimous support to proceed with 

implementation of the CSP analysis (see box on next page); b) accepted the NMFS interpretation of six 

main policy issues that were raised in public comment to the proposed rule; c) requested additional 

analyses and revisions to the Halibut CSP that more specifically addresses the remaining 41 public 

comments as outlined in the NMFS report and specific issues identified by the Council, as noted below; 

and d) requested that Council staff provide technical assistance to NMFS staff in preparing responses to 

public comments referenced in (c). 

 

                                                 
4
 http://www.alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/newsreleases/2011/halibut092911.htm  

5
 http://www.alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/npfmc/PDFdocuments/halibut/NMFS_CSP1111.pdf  

http://www.alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/newsreleases/2011/halibut092911.htm
http://www.alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/npfmc/PDFdocuments/halibut/NMFS_CSP1111.pdf


Prepared by Jane DiCosimo 7 March 9, 2012 

 

DECEMBER 2011 COUNCIL STATEMENT  
IN SUPPORT OF THE HALIBUT CATCH SHARING PLAN 

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 supplemental analysis should: 

• Add a description of the status quo GHL allocations, such as a table of the stair step GHLs under 

different Total Area CEYs, and a comparison of the way in which annual allocations are made to the 

charter sector under both the GHL and the CSP.   

• Revise the analysis so that it incorporates allocations at lower levels of abundance, and assesses the 

economic impacts, to the extent practicable, of the full range of allocations.  Data from recent years 

should be used to determine what the charter and commercial allocations would have been under the 

CSP, and what management measures would have been in place. 

• Add other indices to the analysis to describe the economic condition of the charter and commercial 

sectors over the last ten years.  Examples for a typical charter and longline business in 2C and 3A 

could be provided. For the commercial sector, examples could include changes in QS prices and 

annual QS value, ex-vessel prices, and annual revenue.  Consider differences between vessel classes, 

when QS was bought, etc.  For the charter sector it could include permit prices (minimal data), 

number of trips and clients, and annual revenue. 

The Council also requested a report from 

NMFS as to whether the clarifications to six 

public comments it provided in December 

2011 also would result in the need for a new 

proposed rule, so that the Council may 

establish a timeline for implementing the CSP. 

Note that if NMFS informs the Council that its 

December 2011 clarifications are a logical 

outgrowth of the proposed rule then NMFS 

would proceed with publishing a final rule 

(including responses to > 4,000 public 

comments) in 2012, with the intent of 

implementing the CSP by the end of 2012 so 

that it would be in place prior to the January 

2013 annual meeting of the IPHC. If NMFS 

informs the Council that those clarifications 

are NOT a logical outgrowth of the proposed rule then NMFS would be required to publish a new 

proposed rule (which may elicit the same number, if not more, public comments) in 2012, with the intent 

of publishing a final rule in 2013. Implementing the CSP by the end of 2013 potentially would result with 

the CSP in place prior to the January 2014 annual meeting of the IPHC.  

Discussion Paper The December 2011 Council motion recognized that what are now potentially viable 

management measures were not included as part of the halibut CSP Preferred Alternative in 2008. It 

noticed the public that it would review the supplemental analysis, in combination with the findings of the 

discussion paper, so that the Council could decide whether to: 1) revise its current CSP preferred 

alternative (matrix) which would result in new proposed rule and final rule or 2) proceed with its current 

CSP and follow implementation of it with a subsequent analysis and rulemaking.
6
   

The Council noted that while it does not wish to delay implementation of the Halibut CSP any further 

than necessary, it requested the discussion paper of the following management measures that it identified 

as not already in the CSP Preferred Alternative for potential use in future halibut management.  

 

                                                 
6
 The timeline becomes more complicated if the December 2011 clarifications results in the need for a new proposed 

rule, in which case, if the Council decides it wishes to revise the CSP matrix, it may choose to do so in the same, 

new rulemaking.  
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• The use of ADF&G logbooks for official harvest reporting 

• Annual limits allowing for the retention of at least one fish of any size 

• Restricting captain and crew retention of fish 

• Trip limits, reverse slot limits, and two fish of a maximum size   

• The use of a common pool purchase of QS by the charter sector 

• Long-term management measures under Tier 1 of the CSP as identified in the Charter Halibut 

Implementation Committee Report 

Because the discussion paper is focused on potential changes to the CSP management measure matrix, 

this paper also will address two of the first set of bullets in the December 2011 motion (see below). 

Including those two bullets in the discussion paper (instead of in the supplemental analysis) will provide 

the Council with an opportunity to review all newly requested material on proposed management 

measures as it relates to the current CSP matrix; note that the first bullet listed below addresses a feature 

included in a new matrix that was proposed for Area 3A by the public in December 2011. And while the 

Council clarified that the CSP matrix should be the default (or status quo) matrix against which new 

proposed measures are compared, the staff can examine other matrices as part of that review. Therefore, 

the paper includes an examination of that proposed matrix. 

• Review the IPHC process described in the CSP for deducting removals prior to applying the 

allocation percentages to the combined commercial/charter catch limit.  The halibut charter 

stakeholder committee discussed “separate accountability”, in which each sector would be held 

accountable for its wastage of halibut.  The CSP analysis currently deducts wastage in the commercial 

sector BEFORE the allocation percentages are applied.  In 2011 the IPHC began deducting O26/U32 

BAWM before setting catch limits, and this has allocative implications for 2C and 3A.  Wastage 

estimates for the charter sector are not currently available, and so no deductions are made. 

• Review the management matrix to determine whether management measures and the data employed 

are still appropriate in each tier given current charter harvests relative to combined fishery CEY, 

particularly in Area 3A. 

Note again the interplay that the council identified in its December 2011 motion between the new 

information provided in the supplemental analysis and the discussion paper. The Council noted its intent 

to review the discussion paper of the proposed management measures (listed above) following its review 

of the supplemental analysis in support of its CSP Preferred Alternative. It observed that the supplemental 

information will inform the discussion paper and that full development of the paper may be difficult until 

the Council reviews the supplemental analysis. The Council stated that after it reviewed the new 

information it could determine whether to fold any of these new management measures into a modified 

CSP and/or consider the need for a trailing amendment.  

2012 Action Plan  

In February 2012 Council staff provided a status report
7
 on progress toward achieving tasks identified in 

the comprehensive December 2011 motion. Staff consulted with the Council on some proposed elements 

of the discussion paper. Staff identified that the CSP already contained a prohibition on retention of 

captain and crew fish during a charter trip and proposed that under the current interpretation of that 

language, no additional analysis was warranted. The Council also accepted a proposed timeline to defer 

staff analysis of the final two bullets of the motion
8
  until the Charter Halibut Management Committee 

finalized its expansive suite of proposed long term management measures into a narrower range of 

specific alternatives. And, because the Council motion for the discussion paper did not contain the 

                                                 
7
 http://www.alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/npfmc/halibut/charter-management.html  

8
 “The use of a common pool purchase of QS by the charter sector” and “Long-term management measures under 

Tier 1 of the CSP as identified in the Charter Halibut Implementation Committee Report” 

http://www.alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/npfmc/halibut/charter-management.html
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necessary detail needed for a data analysis or reference the committee recommendations (e.g., ≤ 45 inches 

and ≥ 68 inches for the lower and upper bounds of a reverse slot limit; 32 inches for the maximum size 

for two fish) ADF&G staff relied on guidance from an October 2011 Council discussion paper on 

potential management tools that could be adopted for Area 2C in 2012
9
 and a November 2011 ADF&G 

data analysis of management options for the Area 2C charter halibut fishery for 2012
10

 to develop an 

initial draft analysis of potential halibut accounting and management measures.
11

 The Council convened 

its stakeholder committee to review the initial draft of the ADF&G data analysis on February 21, 2012. 

Staff requested that the committee refine the options for further analysis. The Committee provided some 

additional guidance and confirmed instances that were identified by ADF&G staff for which no data 

could inform a decision; to proceed in some cases that are identified in other documents covered by the 

road map, the Council would have to set policy based on qualitative information and the professional 

expertise of its members, staff, advisors, and stakeholders. ADF&G staff revised the analysis and the 

results are incorporated into the CSP matrix discussion paper. The committee will make recommendations 

on the final draft of the discussion paper, along with all the C-4(b) reports at its next meeting on March 

27, 2012. 

 

                                                 
9
 http://www.alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/npfmc/PDFdocuments/halibut/CharterMeasuresREV_1011.pdf  

10
 http://www.alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/npfmc/PDFdocuments/halibut/2012MgmtMeasures2C.pdf  

11
 http://www.alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/npfmc/PDFdocuments/halibut/HalibutMgtMeas_dp_212.pdf  

http://www.alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/npfmc/PDFdocuments/halibut/CharterMeasuresREV_1011.pdf
http://www.alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/npfmc/PDFdocuments/halibut/2012MgmtMeasures2C.pdf
http://www.alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/npfmc/PDFdocuments/halibut/HalibutMgtMeas_dp_212.pdf
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APPENDIX 1. Halibut Catch Sharing Plan Motion, December 12, 2011 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Motion: 
The Council provides the following policy guidance to NMFS on issues raised during the public 
comment period on the Halibut CSP Proposed Rule.   
 
Comment 1:  At this time the Council continues to support implementation of the CSP 
concurrently in Areas 2C and 3A.  Supplemental analysis of and revisions to the CSP being 
requested in this motion are applicable to both management areas. 
 
Comment 2:  The Council agrees with NMFS’ suggested response regarding the proposed 
method to adjust charter harvest estimates from the ADF&G mail survey using the non-GAF 
proportion of charter harvest reported in logbooks under the CSP. 
 
Comment 3:  The Council recommends using Method 3 to convert IFQ to GAF and for 
calculating an average GAF weight. 
 
Comment 4:  The Council recommends that the provision allowing charter operators to return 
GAF to an IFQ holder at any time during the season be removed from the CSP and that CSP 
retain the mandatory return date.   
 
Comment 5:  The Council agrees with NMFS’ suggested response regarding the rationale for 
believing that charter overages and underages will balance out over time. 
 
Comment 6:  The Council agrees with NMFS’ suggested response regarding the rationale for the 
range of +/- 3.5% around the harvest projections. 
 
The Council requests additional analysis and revisions to the Halibut CSP that more specifically 
address a variety of public comments as outlined in the NMFS CSP report: 

 Add a description of the status quo GHL allocations, such as a table of the stair step 
GHLs under different Total Area CEYs, and a comparison of the way in which annual 
allocations are made to the charter sector under both the GHL and the CSP.   

 Revise the analysis so that it incorporates allocations at lower levels of abundance, and 
assesses the economic impacts, to the extent practicable, of the full range of allocations.  

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. 
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Data from recent years should be used to determine what the charter and commercial 
allocations would have been under the CSP, and what management measures would 
have been in place. 

 Add other indices to the analysis to describe the economic condition of the charter and 
commercial sectors over the last ten years.  Examples for a typical charter and longline 
business in 2C and 3A could be provided. For the commercial sector, examples could 
include changes in QS prices and annual QS value, ex-vessel prices, and annual revenue.  
Consider differences between vessel classes, when QS was bought, etc.  For the charter 
sector it could include permit prices (minimal data), number of trips and clients, and 
annual revenue. 

 Review the IPHC process described in the CSP for deducting removals prior to applying 
the allocation percentages to the combined commercial/charter catch limit.  The halibut 
charter stakeholder committee discussed “separate accountability”, in which each 
sector would be held accountable for its wastage of halibut.  The CSP analysis currently 
deducts wastage in the commercial sector BEFORE the allocation percentages are 
applied.  In 2011 the IPHC began deducting O26/U32 BAWM before setting catch limits, 
and this has allocative implications for 2C and 3A.  Wastage estimates for the charter 
sector are not currently available, and so no deductions are made. 

 Review the management matrix to determine whether management measures and the 
data employed are still appropriate in each tier given current charter harvests relative to 
combined fishery CEY, particularly in Area 3A. 

 
The Council also seeks additional revisions to the Halibut CSP analysis to address the technical 
comments as outlined in the NMFS CSP report. This is a comprehensive list and it is understood 
that staff will work to address each of these points, to the extent practicable, in the next 
version of the Halibut CSP analysis.  
 
With the direction provided above, the Council seeks to address the primary comments and 
concerns as outlined in the NMFS CSP Report and identified in public comment.  It is the 
Council’s intent to review the additions and revisions to the modified Halibut CSP analysis in a 
subsequent meeting in order to determine what, if any, additional changes are necessary in 
order for the CSP to meet Council objectives.  The Council also requests feedback from NMFS as 
to whether the additions and revisions to the CSP result in the need for a new proposed rule, so 
that the Council may establish a timeline for implementing the CSP.   
 
Given the myriad of components involved in commercial and charter halibut management, the 
Council recognizes that there are management options available that were not included as part 
of the original Halibut CSP action. It is not the wish of the Council to delay implementation of 
the Halibut CSP any further than necessary. As such, the Council is asking for initiation of a 
discussion paper analyzing the following for potential use in future halibut management: 

 The use of ADF&G logbooks for official harvest reporting 

 Annual limits allowing for the retention of at least one fish of any size 

 Restricting captain and crew retention of fish 
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 Trip limits, reverse slot limits, and two fish of a maximum size   

 The use of a common pool purchase of QS by the charter sector 

 Long-term management measures under Tier 1 of the CSP as identified in the Charter 
Halibut Implementation Committee Report 

 
It is intended for this discussion paper to be reviewed by the Council following its review of the 
modified Halibut CSP. New and revised information received from review of the modified CSP 
will serve to refine the above discussion paper recognizing that full development of this 
discussion paper may be difficult until such information is received. At the time of review, the 
Council could determine whether to fold any of these new elements into the modified CSP and 
let others follow as a trailing amendment. 
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APPENDIX 2.  Halibut Catch Sharing Plan Preferred Alternative Motion, October 2008 
  

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 Mlb 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 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 
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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. 

Area 2C 

Combined Catch Limit 
(million lb) 

Allocation 

Charter Fishery Bag & Size Limit Regulations 

If charter harvest within 
allocation range 

If charter harvest 
projected to exceed 

allocation range 

If charter harvest 
projected to be below 

allocation range 

<5 
Comm alloc = 82.7% 
Charter alloc = 17.3% 
Charter range = 13.8-20.8% 

One Fish 
Maximum size limit 
imposed that brings 
harvest to <17.3% 

One Fish 

≥5 - <9 
Comm alloc = 84.9% 
Charter alloc = 15.1% 
Charter range = 11.6-18.6% 

One Fish 
Maximum size limit 
imposed that brings 
harvest to <15.1% 

Two fish, but one must be 
less than 32" in length 

≥9 - <14 
Comm alloc = 84.9% 
Charter alloc = 15.1% 
Charter range = 11.6-18.6% 

Two fish, one must be 
less than 32" in length 

One Fish Two Fish 

≥14 
Comm alloc = 84.9% 
Charter alloc = 15.1% 
Charter range = 11.6-18.6% 

Two Fish 
Two fish, but one must be 

less than 32" in length 
Two Fish 

 

In Area 3A, when the combined charter and commercial setline catch limit is <10 Mlb, 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 Mlb 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 Mlb 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 
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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 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 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. 

Area 3A 
 

Combined Catch Limit 
(million lb) 

Allocation 

Charter Fishery Bag & Size Limit Regulations 

If charter harvest within 
allocation range 

If charter harvest 
projected to exceed 

allocation range 

If charter harvest 
projected to be below 

allocation range 

<10 
Comm alloc = 84.6% 
Charter alloc = 15.4% 
Charter range = 11.9-18.9% 

One Fish 
Maximum size limit 
imposed that brings 
harvest to <15.4% 

One Fish 

≥10 - <20 
Comm alloc = 86.0% 
Charter alloc = 14.0% 
Charter range = 10.5-17.5% 

One Fish 
Maximum size limit 
imposed that brings 
harvest to <14.0% 

Two fish, but one must be 
less than 32" in length 

≥20 - <27 
Comm alloc = 86.0% 
Charter alloc = 14.0% 
Charter range = 10.5-17.5% 

Two fish, one must be 
less than 32" in length 

One Fish Two Fish 

≥27 
Comm alloc = 86.0% 
Charter alloc = 14.0% 
Charter range = 10.5-17.5% 

Two Fish 
Two fish, but one must be 

less than 32" in length 
Two Fish 

 

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. 

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 
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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 lb 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.
12

 

D. 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. 

                                                 
12

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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CSP Agenda C-4(b) Part 2 

NMFS’s Determination of Logical Outgrowth 

For Potential Changes to the Halibut Catch Sharing Plan 

NMFS, Alaska Region 

 

Summary 

This document evaluates the Council’s December 2011 (1) suggested responses to public 

comments 1 through 6 in the December 2011 NMFS report, and (2) request for analysis of 

charter management measures not included in the CSP Preferred Alternative (Part 4) to 

determine if each is a logical outgrowth of the Council’s Preferred Alternative, as proposed in 

the rule published on July 22, 2011 (76 FR 44156). 

 

The proposed CSP would (1) establish sector allocations of a combined catch limit to the 

commercial and charter halibut fisheries in Area 2C and in Area 3A, (2) implement harvest 

restrictions (CSP restrictions) for charter vessel anglers in each area that would be intended to 

limit charter harvest to within the target harvest range around that sector’s catch limit for that 

area, and (3) authorize transfers of commercial halibut IFQ as guided angler fish (GAF) to 

charter halibut permit holders for harvest by charter vessel anglers in the charter halibut fishery. 

 

If NMFS determines that a potential change to the CSP Preferred Alternative is a logical 

outgrowth of the CSP proposed rule, NMFS can proceed to final rulemaking. 

 

If NMFS determines that a potential change to the CSP Preferred Alternative is not a logical 

outgrowth of the CSP proposed rule, NMFS would be required to prepare and accept public 

comment on a new proposed rule for the revised CSP.  Following the public comment period on 

the new proposed rule, NMFS would consider public comments from the July 22, 2011 rule and 

the new proposed rule when preparing the final rule to implement the CSP. 

 

Logical Outgrowth 

NMFS rulemaking is subject to the requirements of the Administrative Procedure Act, or APA 

(Public Law 79-404). The APA governs the process by which federal agencies develop and issue 

regulations.  It includes requirements for publication of notices of proposed and final rulemaking 

in the Federal Register and opportunities for the public to comment on notices of proposed 

rulemaking (notice and comment).  The notice and comment provisions of the APA are intended 

to encourage public participation in the rulemaking, to help educate the agency, and to produce 

more informed agency decisions. 

 

To further these goals, courts have consistently held that a notice of proposed rulemaking must 

fairly notify interested persons of the issues involved in the rulemaking.  Unless an exemption 

applies, failure to publish a proposed rule in the Federal Register may result in a court setting 

aside the final rule.  The rule may also be set aside when the notice of proposed rulemaking was 
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inadequate to afford the public a meaningful opportunity to comment on the issues involved in 

the rulemaking.  In this type of case the test is whether the final rule is a “logical outgrowth” of 

the proposed rule such that the public could reasonably have anticipated the final rulemaking 

from the proposed rule. 

 

Logical Outgrowth Determination for the Council’s December 2011 response to public 

comments 1 through 6 in the NMFS report 

 

In December 2011, the Council reviewed a NMFS report of 47 issues for which the agency was 

seeking Council input in order to proceed with final rulemaking.  At that meeting, the Council 

provided responses to six public comments received on the CSP proposed rule as requested by 

NMFS.  The Council also requested a report from NMFS at its March 2012 meeting as to 

whether the Council responses to the six public comments would result in the need for a new 

proposed rule, so that the Council may establish a timeline for implementing the CSP.  This 

section of the paper presents NMFS’s determinations regarding logical outgrowth for the 

Council’s suggested responses to comments 1 through 6 in the December 2011 NMFS report.  

NMFS made these determinations based on advice from the Office of NOAA General Counsel, 

Alaska Section. 

 

Comment 1:  In reviewing the program objectives and likely outcomes under the CSP, we 

support moving forward with implementation of the program in Area 2C.  Circumstances in Area 

2C necessitate immediate action to meet management objectives identified by the Council.  The 

Area 2C commercial sector has experienced significant cuts in catch limits, while the charter 

sector GHL has remained stable for three years and actual charter harvests have exceeded the 

GHL since 2004.  In contrast to Area 2C, current conditions in Area 3A do not necessitate an 

urgent need to have the CSP in place.  The Area 3A CSP allocation to the charter sector 

represents a substantial change from the sector’s GHL at current CEY levels, and it is not clear 

that the proposed CSP management structure meets the Council’s management objectives for this 

area.  We encourage NMFS to request the Council to review its recommendation for the 

proposed CSP in Area 3A and to maintain GHL management during the review. 

 

Council Suggested Response: At this time the Council continues to support implementation of 

the CSP concurrently in Areas 2C and 3A. 

 

Logical Outgrowth Determination: Not applicable (N/A); the Council’s suggested response does 

not change the CSP preferred alternative. 

 

Comment 2: The Council has not yet approved ADF&G logbooks for use as the final estimate of 

charter harvest in Area 2C and Are 3A.  Final estimates are currently based on harvest estimates 

from the ADF&G mail survey.  It will not be practical to request reporting of GAF and non-GAF 
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halibut harvest in the mail survey.  Therefore, GAF and non-GAF charter harvest will be 

confounded in the estimates from the survey.  Should the Council not adopt logbooks to manage 

charter harvests, ADF&G would likely adjust charter harvest estimates from the mail survey, 

using the non-GAF proportion of charter harvest reported in logbooks.  Should the Council adopt 

use of logbooks, it may want to address differences between the levels of charter harvest 

estimated from the mail survey and reported in logbooks because the allocations in the CSP are 

based on estimated mail survey harvests. 

 

Council Suggested Response: The Council and NMFS rely on the expertise of ADF&G to 

estimate charter harvests using the best information available.  The Council and NMFS agree 

that it would not be practical to request anglers to report GAF and non-GAF charter harvest in 

statewide harvest surveys. If the status quo method of using statewide harvest survey data to 

estimate charter harvests in Area 2C and Area 3A is maintained under the CSP, the Council and 

NMFS concur with the proposed method to adjust charter harvest estimates from the mail survey 

using the non-GAF proportion of charter harvest reported in logbooks under the CSP.  

 

Logical Outgrowth Determination: N/A; the Council’s suggested response does not change the 

CSP preferred alternative.  

 

Comment 3: The proposed method of converting IFQ to GAF using the average weight of all 

halibut harvested in each regulatory area during the previous year prevents accurate accounting 

of IFQ harvest and charter harvest.  The average weight of GAF is expected to exceed the 

average weight of non-GAF charter halibut.  This will result in underreporting of IFQ harvest, as 

well as overestimation of the charter average weight and possible imposition of management 

measures that are stricter than necessary to meet the allocation.  The proposed rule should 

include a method for obtaining an average weight for GAF fish only.  

 

The commenters suggested the following methods for obtaining an average weight for GAF 

halibut: 

1. Require the use of electrical nylon strip ties or other similar device by the charter 

operator to mark GAF halibut to facilitate efficient estimation of GAF in the field by 

technicians and allow separation of average weight estimates for GAF and non-GAF 

charter harvest. 

2. Distribute to each GAF permit holder a fixed number of locking tags equal to the number 

of GAF authorized by the permit.  This will facilitate efficient estimation of GAF in the 

field by technicians and allow separation of average weight estimates for GAF and non-

GAF charter harvest. 

3. Issue GAF in poundage and require charter operators to report the lengths of all GAF to 

NMFS. 
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Council Suggested Response:  The Council recommends using Method 3 to convert IFQ to GAF 

and for calculating an average GAF weight. 

 

Logical Outgrowth Determination: NMFS determined that implementation of Method 3 would 

not be a logical outgrowth of the CSP proposed rule. 

 

Under Method 3, NMFS would issue GAF to charter operators in pounds of fish, rather than in 

number of fish as recommended in the Council preferred alternative and in the CSP proposed 

rule.  Under Method 3, net pounds of IFQ transferred from the IFQ permit holder would be equal 

to the pounds transferred to the GAF permit holder.  Method 3 would require charter operators 

wishing to lease commercial IFQ as GAF to estimate the number of pounds of halibut to lease 

rather than the number of halibut, which could potentially be challenging to determine in 

advance. 

 

Method 3 also would add one reporting requirement to the CSP for charter operators.  Once 

charter operators receive and use GAF halibut, they would be required to report the length of 

retained GAF halibut to NMFS through the NMFS-approved electronic reporting system, as 

specified in the proposed regulations.  NMFS would use the Halibut Length/Weight Chart 

provided by the IPHC, which has been widely used for years by the sector, to estimate the weight 

of the retained GAF.  NMFS would then debit this calculated number of pounds from the charter 

operator’s GAF account. 

 

Supplemental Information Related to Comment 3: Since December 2011, staff discussions have 

highlighted two additional issues related to Comment 3.  The first issue addresses whether 

issuing GAF in pounds rather than numbers of fish should result in a revision to proposed 

restrictions on the number of GAF that could be assigned to one GAF permit.  The second issue 

addresses the need for the CSP to include a marking requirement for retained GAF halibut.  

 

The Council’s CSP Preferred Alternative includes restrictions on the amount of IFQ that an IFQ 

permit holder could transfer as GAF and on the number of GAF that could be assigned to one 

GAF permit. The restrictions on transfers between IFQ and GAF are intended to prevent a 

particular individual, corporation, or other entity from acquiring an excessive share of halibut 

fishing privileges as IFQ or GAF. The proposed rule would implement the Council’s 

recommendations for three GAF transfer restrictions. First, IFQ holders would be limited to 

transferring up to 1,500 pounds (680.4 kg) or 10 percent, whichever is greater, of their annual 

halibut IFQ for use as GAF. Second, no more than a total of 400 GAF would be assigned during 

one year to a GAF permit assigned to a charter halibut permit that is endorsed for six or fewer 

anglers. Third, no more than a total of 600 GAF would be assigned during one year to a GAF 

permit assigned to a charter halibut permit endorsed for more than six anglers. 
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If the Council recommends using Method 3, NMFS would issue GAF to charter operators in 

pounds of fish, rather than in numbers of fish.  This also raises the question whether the 400 and 

600 GAF transfer limits proposed for charter operators should be expressed in pounds rather than 

numbers of fish.  Maintaining the limits on GAF usage could be accomplished using numbers of 

fish (currently the preferred alternative) or pounds of IFQ to match the GAF accounting system.  

Both options limit the use of GAF but depending on the option selected it will have differential 

impacts on the amount of IFQ that may be leased.  Page 23 of the supplemental analysis prepared 

for Part 3 of the C-4(b) agenda item includes a discussion of the impacts of establishing the GAF 

limits in numbers of fish or pounds.   

 

The second issue to arise regarding Comment 3 since December 2011 is relevant whether or not 

the Council recommends using Method 3 to issue GAF to charter operators.  The proposed CSP 

does not include a requirement for anglers to mark a GAF halibut in order to distinguish it from a 

non-GAF halibut retained on the same charter vessel fishing trip.  This significantly reduces the 

ability of port samplers to distinguish GAF from non-GAF fish, and thus, the ability to 

accurately estimate the average weight of non-GAF fish.  To accurately account for non-GAF 

charter harvest, ADF&G cannot include GAF halibut measurements in the estimate of average 

weight for non-GAF harvest.  The estimate of non-GAF average weight is a fundamental 

component of charter harvest estimates.  Without a marking requirement, it would be difficult 

and time consuming for ADF&G to measure all halibut and compare the lengths of all fish to the 

reported lengths of GAF in order to determine which halibut were GAF and which were not.  

Requiring anglers to mark GAF would be a much more efficient and effective method to assist 

with ADF&G sampling and estimation of the average weight of non-GAF halibut.  

 

The marking requirement could be similar to the State of Alaska’s marking requirement for 

personal use salmon: require the angler to remove the tips of the upper and lower lobes of the 

tail.  This requirement would have a fairly low burden on the angler and would be consistent 

with marking requirements for other species of fish an angler may be targeting on a charter 

vessel fishing trip.  If the Council reaffirms its support for using Method 3 in the CSP, NMFS 

recommends including a requirement for anglers to mark GAF by removing the tips of the upper 

and lower lobes of the tail. 

 

Regulatory Changes Required for Method 3: Using Method 3 to issue GAF would require 

changes to the proposed CSP regulations to remove the need for NMFS to convert pounds of IFQ 

halibut to number of GAF fish to be issued to charter operators.  Implementation of Method 3 

also would require NMFS to revise the proposed estimate of the Paperwork Reduction Act 

(PRA) recordkeeping and reporting burden for charter operators.  The burden would change for 

the following reasons:  
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1)  The IFQ permit holder and charter permit holder would be required to express the amount of 

halibut in pounds needed when the Application for Transfer Between IFQ and GAF is submitted 

to NMFS.  The charter permit holder would be required to determine how many pounds of GAF 

are needed by estimating how much retained GAF will weigh on a charter halibut trip before the 

trip takes place.   

 

2) The charter permit holder would be required to report the length of retained GAF in the 

NMFS-approved electronic reporting system.  NMFS would debit the GAF permit account after 

converting the GAF permit holder’s reported length of the halibut retained under a GAF permit 

into pounds by using the IPHC Halibut Length/Weight Chart.   The charter permit holder would 

track GAF use by verifying pounds remaining in their GAF permit account.  

 

3) If the GAF marking requirement is recommended by the Council, the charter permit holder 

would be required to ensure the proper marking requirements were completed for each GAF 

halibut. 

 

NMFS recommendation: NMFS supports the Council’s recommendation to use Method 3 for 

issuing GAF under the CSP.  Using Method 3 would avoid the potential for inaccurate 

accounting of IFQ harvest and charter harvest if IFQ were converted to GAF using the average 

weight of all halibut harvested in each regulatory area during the previous year.  The average 

weight of GAF is expected to exceed the average weight of non-GAF charter halibut.  

Converting IFQ to GAF using an average weight for non-GAF halibut could result in 

underreporting of IFQ harvest, as well as overestimation of the charter average weight and 

possible imposition of management measures that are stricter than necessary to limit charter 

harvest to the CSP allocation. 

 

If the Council recommends using Method 3, NMFS recommends converting the proposed limits 

on number of GAF assigned to a GAF permit to pounds for the revised CSP.  NMFS 

recommends multiplying the current proposed limits (400 GAF to a GAF permit assigned to a 

charter halibut permit that is endorsed for six or fewer anglers and no more than a total of 600 

GAF to a GAF permit assigned to a charter halibut permit endorsed for more than six anglers) by 

the 1995 through 2010 average weights of charter halibut harvested for each area to determine 

the GAF limits for Area 2C and Area 3A. 

 

Comment 4:  The proposed rule requirement for charter operators to complete a report in the 

NMFS electronic reporting system by midnight each day GAF are retained is infeasible.  Many 

charter operators take multi-day trips and often do not have internet access. 
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Council Suggested Response:  The Council recommends that the provision allowing charter 

operators to return GAF to an IFQ holder at any time during the season be removed from the 

CSP and that the CSP retain the mandatory return date. 

 

Logical Outgrowth Determination: NMFS determined that removing the provision allowing 

charter operators to return GAF to an IFQ holder at any time during the season would be a 

logical outgrowth of the CSP proposed rule. 

 

The Council and NMFS agree that under the CSP proposed rule requirements, charter operators 

who do not have internet access would not be able to comply with the daily electronic reporting 

requirement and therefore may not be able to offer GAF to their clients.  NMFS proposed near 

real-time electronic reporting to maintain updated GAF balances because the Council’s Preferred 

Alternative allowed for the return of unused GAF either (1) at any time during season, or (2) on 

the mandatory return date for 15 days prior to the end of the commercial fishing season.   

 

The Council recommended the mandatory GAF return date because it recognized that some GAF 

permit holders could have a balance of unharvested GAF at the end of the sport fishing season.  

Although the charter halibut fishery has typically been open from February 1 through December 

31 in recent years, most fishing in the charter fishery occurs from May through August. ADF&G 

data for 2006 indicate that less than 1 percent of charter halibut harvest occurred after September 

30, in either Area 2C or Area 3A. The commercial halibut fishing season typically opens in 

March and closes in mid-November. Based on this information, the Council recommended that 

NMFS return remaining unused GAF to the IFQ permit holder 15 days prior to the end of the 

commercial halibut fishing season because it would not significantly affect charter vessel 

business operations in aggregate. Further, this timeline would provide the IFQ holder with an 

opportunity to harvest the IFQ before the end of the commercial fishing season for that year. The 

IFQ holder also may choose to count the IFQ returned from GAF toward an underage for his or 

her halibut IFQ account for the next fishing year, as specified in regulations. 

 

Removing the ability for charter operators to return GAF to the IFQ holder at any time during the 

season from the CSP enables NMFS to extend the deadline for electronic reporting of GAF to the 

end of the charter trip on which GAF were retained.  This revision could accommodate the 

business plans of multi-day charter operators while obtaining the required information to track 

GAF use in a timely manner.  The Council recommended that the CSP retain the mandatory 

GAF return date (15 days prior to the end of the commercial halibut fishing season) in order to 

preserve an opportunity for an IFQ holder receiving returned GAF halibut to harvest the IFQ 

before the commercial fishing season closes for the year. 

 

Removing the within-season GAF return provision reduces administrative costs and paperwork 

burden for charter operators and IFQ holders.  However, removing GAF returns would reduce 
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some flexibility for charter and commercial halibut operators to adjust to unexpected conditions 

during the fishing season that result in a charter operator not using all of the GAF issued on his 

or her GAF permit. 

 

If the Council recommends revising the CSP Preferred Alternative to remove the within-season 

GAF return provision, NMFS would modify the proposed daily electronic reporting regulations 

to require that the GAF electronic report be completed by midnight on the last day of a charter 

vessel fishing trip on which GAF were retained.  NMFS also would revise the proposed PRA 

recordkeeping and reporting burden estimate for charter operators to complete a GAF electronic 

report. 

 

Comment 5: The Council and NMFS did not provide a rationale for its assertion that charter 

overages and underages will balance out over time.  Recent management history shows there will 

be an asymmetric variation around the charter allocation and a strong bias for overharvest under 

the CSP.  This will compromise overall management of the resource. 

Council motion:  The Council agrees with NMFS’s suggested response regarding the rationale 

for believing that charter overages and underages will balance out over time. 

 

Council Suggested Response:  Section 2.6 of the CSP analysis notes that the Council 

acknowledged the difficulty in managing charter harvest to a precise amount; therefore, it 

identified a harvest percentage range that it considers to be an acceptable margin of error.  The 

Council anticipates that under the CSP, projection methods will continue to improve and the 

projection error will be close to the 3.5% target harvest range around the charter allocation. 

 

Logical Outgrowth Determination: N/A; the Council’s suggested response does not change the 

CSP preferred alternative. 

 

Comment 6:  ADF&G and the SSC have commented that errors in harvest projections are likely 

to exceed the proposed plus or minus 3.5 percent charter harvest range built into the CSP. The 

Council and NMFS have not provided a rationale for why it selected the range of plus or minus 

3.5 percent given this input from its scientific advisory body and ADF&G. 

 

In a January 2009 discussion paper presented to the SSC, ADF&G staff noted that the 3.5% 

target harvest range is meant to absorb some of the difference in harvest under each management 

regime, but would also absorb some of the projection error. 

(http://alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/npfmc/PDFdocuments/halibut/HarvestProjectionsDisc709.pdf) It 

is doubtful, yet uncertain whether this range will absorb all of the projection error. Under the 

CSP, analysts will be asked to determine whether the projected harvest is within a specified 

allocation range. Applying the retrospective projections made in 2007 using the best method for 

each area, ADF&G calculated the errors in determining the charter allocation, i.e., the difference 

http://alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/npfmc/PDFdocuments/halibut/HarvestProjectionsDisc709.pdf
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between the charter allocations calculated using projected and final harvests. The errors ranged 

from - 3.1% to +2.7% for Area 2C and from -2.3 to +1.1% for Area 3A. To reiterate, these are 

the ranges of errors observed in one-year retrospective projections. Under the CSP, there will be 

additional error due to forecasting harvest two years ahead and forecasting mean weight (rather 

than using observed values), as well as errors associated with predicting the effects of bag limit 

and size limit changes. In some years, these errors may be offsetting, but the projections are 

likely to fall outside of this 3.5 percentage point buffer at least occasionally. 

 

The SSC comments on the ADF&G discussion paper noted that forecast methods used in the 

discussion paper are suitable, given current data limitations. 

(http://alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/npfmc/PDFdocuments/minutes/SSC209.pdf )  While the 

resulting forecasts have had large errors, errors of this magnitude are not surprising given the 

uncertainties in the data, variability in the processes affecting the halibut stock and its fisheries, 

and the shortness of the time series. Consequently, the SSC believed that the magnitude and 

range of uncertainties will prevent the forecast accuracy to be anywhere near the ±3.5% allowed 

in the charter range allocation of the preferred alternative.  

 

Council Suggested Response: NMFS proposed the 3.5% target harvest range around the CSP 

charter allocation based on the Council’s recommendation of the preferred alternative in its 

October 2008 motion.  The Council recommended the management variance not to exceed ±3.5 

percentage points around the charter sector allocations.  The proposed CSP stated that 

regulations imposed at each trigger level are expected to keep the charter angler’s harvest within 

the 3.5% target harvest range around the CSP charter allocation.  Under the CSP, the Council 

and NMFS anticipated that ADF&G will use projections of charter anger’s harvest to determine 

the percentage of the combined catch limit that is anticipated to be harvested by charter clients in 

those areas in the upcoming year.  If the projected harvest falls within the acceptable range, the 

management measures for that trigger point would be implemented.  If the charter harvest is 

projected to exceed the acceptable percentage, stricter charter regulations would be imposed to 

reduce the percentage of halibut harvested by the charter sector.  If the charter sector is projected 

to harvest a percentage of the combined catch limit that is lower than the range, charter client 

harvest regulations may be relaxed to allow the sector to harvest more halibut.  If the actual 

charter harvest varies from the projected amount, ADF&G may use that information in future 

years to modify its harvest estimation methods. 

 

If the projection error exceeds the 3.5% target harvest range, it is possible that harvest 

restrictions determined by the CSP matrix and projected charter harvest could be too restrictive 

or too liberal to limit harvest to the target harvest range.  As noted in the response to Comment 5, 

the Council acknowledged the difficulty in managing charter harvest to a precise amount.  

However, one of the Council’s primary objectives for the CSP was to provide pre-season 

specification of sector allocations and charter harvest restrictions that would not be adjusted in-

http://alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/npfmc/PDFdocuments/minutes/SSC209.pdf
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season adjustments in order to provide the maximum amount of notice for charter operators and 

anglers.  While the Council acknowledged the difficulties of projecting charter harvest with 

precision, it anticipates that under the CSP, projection methods will continue to improve and the 

projection error will be close to the 3.5% plus or minus around the charter allocation. 

 

Logical Outgrowth Determination: N/A; the Council’s suggested response does not change the 

CSP preferred alternative. 

 

Logical Outgrowth Determination for the Council’s December 2011 request for analysis of 

charter management measures not included in the CSP Preferred Alternative  

 

Council motion: The Council requests feedback from NMFS as to whether the additions and 

revisions to the CSP result in the need for a new proposed rule, so that the Council may establish 

a timeline for implementing the CSP. 

 

Potential revisions to the CSP Preferred Alternative: The Council requested NMFS’s feedback 

on the following potential management measure changes: 

 

 Annual limits allowing for the retention of at least one fish of any size.   

 Restricting captain and crew retention of fish. 

 Trip limits, reverse slot limits, and two fish of a maximum size 

 Two fish with maximum size on second fish that brings harvest to charter allocation 

(suggested in public testimony) 

 

The potential revisions affect component 2 of the proposed CSP, which would implement harvest 

restrictions (CSP restrictions) for charter vessel anglers in each area that would be intended to 

limit charter harvest to within the target harvest range around that sector’s catch limit for that 

area, as shown in the CSP management matrix: 
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Preferred Alternative: Area 2C 

Combined Catch Limit 

(million lb) 
Allocation 

Charter Fishery Bag & Size Limit Regulations 

If charter harvest within 

allocation range 

If charter harvest 

projected to exceed 

allocation range 

If charter harvest 

projected to be below 

allocation range 

Tier 1 

<5 

Comm alloc = 82.7% 

Charter alloc = 17.3% 

Charter range = 13.8-20.8% 

One fish 

Maximum size limit 

imposed that brings 

harvest to <17.3% 

One fish 

Tier 2 

≥5 - <9 

Comm alloc = 84.9% 

Charter alloc = 15.1% 

Charter range = 11.6-18.6% 

One fish 

Maximum size limit 

imposed that brings 

harvest to <15.1% 

Two fish, but one must be 

less than 32" in length 

Tier 3 

≥9 - <14 

Comm alloc = 84.9% 

Charter alloc = 15.1% 

Charter range = 11.6-18.6% 

Two fish, one must be 

less than 32" in length 
One fish Two fish 

Tier 4 

≥14 

Comm alloc = 84.9% 

Charter alloc = 15.1% 

Charter range = 11.6-18.6% 

Two fish 
Two fish, but one must be 

less than 32" in length 
Two fish 

Preferred Alternative: Area 3A 

Combined Catch Limit 

(million lb) 
Allocation 

Charter Fishery Bag & Size Limit Regulations 

If charter harvest within 

allocation range 

If charter harvest 

projected to exceed 

allocation range 

If charter harvest 

projected to be below 

allocation range 

Tier 1 

<10 

Comm alloc = 84.6% 

Charter alloc = 15.4% 

Charter range = 11.9-18.9% 

One fish 

Maximum size limit 

imposed that brings 

harvest to <15.4% 

One fish 

Tier 2 

≥10 but <20 

Comm alloc = 86.0% 

Charter alloc = 14.0% 

Charter range = 10.5-17.5% 

One fish 

Maximum size limit 

imposed that brings 

harvest to <14.0% 

Two fish, but one must be 

less than 32" in length 

Tier 3 

≥20 but <27 

Comm alloc = 86.0% 

Charter alloc = 14.0% 

Charter range = 10.5-17.5% 

Two fish, one must be 

less than 32" in length 
One fish Two fish 

Tier 4 

≥27 

Comm alloc = 86.0% 

Charter alloc = 14.0% 

Charter range = 10.5-17.5% 

Two fish 
Two fish, but one must be 

less than 32" in length 
Two fish 

 

Logical Outgrowth Determination: NMFS determined that changes to charter management 

measures presented in the management matrix would not be a logical outgrowth of the CSP 

proposed rule. 

 

NMFS made this determination based on advice from the Office of NOAA General Counsel, 

Alaska Section. 
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Discussion: The proposed CSP would establish non-discretionary management measures for 

charter vessel anglers prior to the fishing season based on projected harvests and charter catch 

limits for that year.  Prior to 2012 under the GHL, restrictions for charter vessel anglers in Area 

2C were implemented by separate NMFS rulemaking after the GHL was exceeded. The pre-

season specification of the charter management measures under the CSP is intended to limit 

charter harvest to the target before an overage occurs, as opposed to the retroactive GHL 

approach that implements corrective action after the overages have occurred.   NMFS proposed 

that the annual CSP catch limits for the commercial and charter sectors and the CSP management 

measures for charter vessel anglers be codified in Federal regulations and implemented each year 

as IPHC annual management measures.  Regulations developed by the IPHC are subject to 

acceptance by the Secretary of State with concurrence from the Secretary of Commerce. After 

acceptance by the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Commerce, NMFS publishes the IPHC 

regulations in the Federal Register as annual management measures pursuant to 50 CFR 300.62. 

 

The pre-season specification of CSP restrictions is consistent with the Council’s objective to 

maintain the charter season length in effect in recent years (February 1 through December 31) 

with no inseason changes to harvest restrictions. The Council developed this objective based on 

public testimony from charter vessel operators indicating that inseason changes to harvest 

restrictions would be disruptive to charter operators and anglers. 

 

The Council recommended, and NMFS proposed, that the annual CSP catch limits for the 

commercial and charter sectors and the CSP restrictions for charter vessel anglers should be 

determined and implemented by a predictable and standardized methodology as part of the 

IPHC’s annual recommendations for halibut fishery conservation and management. The 

proposed rule outlined the procedure for determining the CSP restrictions for each area in order 

to provide a systematic method for limiting projected charter harvest to the target harvest range 

determined by the CSP. 

 

The proposed rule also described that the charter management measures implemented under the 

CSP would be limited to daily bag limits of one or two halibut, which may be implemented with 

or without restrictions on the maximum size of halibut retained under the daily bag limit.  Based 

on this deliberate limitation on the proposed suite of management measures that could be 

implemented under the CSP, NMFS determined that the public could not have anticipated that 

the CSP management measures implemented in the final rule would include measures other than 

those outlined in the proposed rule.  Therefore, changing the management measures in the CSP 

final rule would not have afforded the public an opportunity to comment on those alternative 

management measures.  NMFS determined that proceeding with a final rule that modified the 

proposed management measures would fail the logical outgrowth test because the public could 

not have reasonably anticipated the final rulemaking from the proposed rule.  As a result, NMFS 

determined that if the Council revises the CSP management measures, NMFS would notice the 

public of changes to the proposed CSP management matrix by undertaking proposed and final 

rulemaking for the revised CSP. 



Item C-4(b) Part 3 

Supplemental Analysis for the Catch Sharing Plan 
North Pacific Fishery Management Council Staff 

International Pacific Halibut Commission Staff 

March 16, 2012 

1 Comparing the GHL to CSP 
 

The Council requested a direct comparison of the allocations to the halibut charter and 

commercial setline fisheries under the GHL and the proposed CSP. This section of the analysis 

provides that comparison along with the assumptions that were imposed to generate the estimates. 

A discussion of the client demand is also provided. 

1.1 Guideline Harvest Level 
 

After debate and refinement since 1993, the GHL was recommended by the NPFMC in February 

2000. NMFS published a final rule on August 8, 2003 (68 FR 7256) that implemented the GHL 

for 2004. The GHL established a pre-season estimate of the acceptable annual harvests for the 

charter halibut fishery in Areas 2C and 3A. Initially, the GHL was set at 125 percent of the 

average historic charter sector harvest
1
 over the years 1995 through 1999. That average harvest 

equated to the charter sector being allocated, the equivalent at the time the preferred alternative 

was selected of 13.05 percent of the combined commercial setline fishery and charter sector 

allocation (combined CEY) in Area 2C and 14.11 percent of the combined CEY in Area 3A.  

 

The GHLs were established as a maximum poundage that the charter clients in those IPHC  

areas may harvest. The charter sector requested that a fixed poundage allocation be provided, to 

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. Because the GHL is linked to the total constant exploitation yield 

(TCEY) it is responsive to annual fluctuations in abundance. For example, in the event of a 

sufficient reduction in halibut biomass and corresponding TCEY in either area, as determined by 

the IPHC, the area GHL is reduced incrementally in a stepwise fashion in proportion to the 

reduction. Regulations at § 300.65(c)(1) specify the GHLs based on the TCEY that is established 

annually by the IPHC.  

 

The original GHLs were 1.432 Mlbs in Area 2C and 3.650 Mlbs in Area 3A. For 2012 they are 

both set lower: 931,000 lbs in Area 2C (three tiers lower) and 3.102 Mlbs in Are 3A (one tier 

lower). 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 between 15 percent and 24 percent below its 1999–2000 average, then the 

GHL would be reduced from 1.432 Mlbs to 1.217 Mlbs. If the total CEY declined between 25 

percent and 34 percent, then the GHL would be reduced from 1.432 Mlbs to 1.074 Mlbs. If the 

TCEY continued to decline by at least 10 percent, the GHL would be reduced from 1.074 Mlbs 

by an additional 10 percent to 931,000 lbs. If the total CEY declined by an additional 10 percent 

or more, the GHL would be reduced by an additional 10 percent from 931,000 lbs to the baseline 

level of 788,000 lbs. The Area 2C GHL would not be reduced below 788,000 lbs. If the area 

halibut biomass increased, the GHL could be increased only to its initial level of 1.432 Mlbs, but 

no higher. A summary of the GHL tiers that are established in regulation is presented in Table 1.  

                                                      
1
 Based on Statewide Harvest survey data 
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Table 1 GHLs Established in Regulation for IPHC Areas 2C and 3A 

 
Source:  NOAA regulations at CFR 300.65(c)(1) 

 

Each year from 2004 through 2010, the charter halibut fishery exceeded the GHL in Area 2C  

(Figure 1); however, due to implementation of more stringent management measures, the 

preliminary estimate of 2011 charter halibut harvest was well below the GHL (see Table 3). 

During 2004 through 2007, the GHL was 1.432 Mlbs. During that time period, charter halibut 

harvests were approximately 1.750 Mlbs in 2004, 1.952 Mlbs in 2005, 1.804 Mlbs in 2006, and 

1.918 Mlbs in 2007. In 2008, the GHL was 931,000 lbs and guided charter harvests were 

approximately 1.999 Mlbs. In 2009 the GHL was 788,000 pounds and the guided charter harvest 

was approximately 1.249 Mlbs. In 2010, the GHL was 788,000 pounds and guided charter harvest 

was approximately 1.279 Mlbs. In 2011 the GHL was 788,000 pounds and the estimated guide 

charter harvest was about 386,000 pounds, or less than half of the limit. The decrease in the 

guided charter harvest was primarily due to the implementation of the 37” size limit in addition to 

the one-fish bag limit. Since the GHL was implemented, the guided charter sector in Area 2C has 

annually exceeded the GHL by over 400,000 lbs, on average.  

 

 
Figure 1 Area 2C sport halibut harvest, 1994 – 2010 (Source: ADF&G) 

 

  

If the annual Total 

CEY for halibut is 

more than (lbs):

Then the 

GHL will be 

(lbs):

If the annual Total 

CEY for halibut is 

more than (lbs):

Then the 

GHL will be 

(lbs):

9,027,000                    1,432,000   21,581,000             3,650,000  

7,965,000                    1,217,000   19,042,000             3,103,000  

6,903,000                    1,074,000   16,504,000             2,734,000  

5,841,000                    931,000       13,964,000             2,373,000  

4,779,000                    788,000       11,425,000             2,008,000  

Area 2C Area 3A
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For 2012, the GHL is established at 931,000 pounds. A one-fish bag limit with a reverse slot limit 

of allowing retention of fish less than or equal to 45 inches or greater than or equal to 68 inches 

(head-on) has been recommended by the Council and approved by the IPHC, to limit Area 2C 

charter harvest to the GHL.  

     

The Area 3A GHL was set at 3.650 Mlbs from 2004 through 2011. In 2012, the GHL was 

reduced one tier to 3.103 Mlbs. From 2004 through 2006, the GHL was exceeded by relatively 

small amounts (at most 39,000 lbs). In 2007, the GHL was exceeded by a much greater amount 

(about 350,000 lbs). From 2008 forward, the charter sector has not exceeded the Area 3A GHL, 

and since 2009 has harvested less than 3 Mlbs. Low charter harvests in the most recent years have 

more than offset overages that occurred from 2004 through 2007.  

 

 
Figure 2 Area 3A recreational halibut harvest, 1994 – 2010 (Source ADF&G) 

The GHLs for Areas 2C and 3A are established for the sport fishing season that the IPHC has 

determined to be February 1
st
 to December 31

st
. A GHL will be established each fishing year, if 

the TCEY is above the lowest established GHL tier.  

 

Based on the structure of the GHL, if the TCEY is less than or equal to 4.779 Mlbs in Area 2C or 

less than or equal to 11.425 Mlbs in Area 3A, a GHL amount may not be defined for that area by 

the current regulations. NMFS is currently reviewing the Council and NMFS record for the GHL 

to provide clarification for this issue. For purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that the GHL 

amount would not be defined in regulation, and charter vessel anglers would be subject to 

regulations implemented by the IPHC and NMFS.  

 

Current IPHC regulations for all sport (guided and unguided) anglers fishing waters in and off 

Alaska are: (a) the sport fishing season is from February 1 to December 31; (b) the daily bag limit 

is two halibut of any size per day per person unless a more restrictive bag limit applies in Federal 

regulations at 50 CFR 300.65; and(c) no person may possess more than two daily bag limits. 

Current Federal regulations at 50 CFR 300.65(d)(2) limit charter vessel anglers in Area 2C to 

retaining one halibut per calendar day. 

 

The IPHC establishes the TCEY in late January each year and the sport fishing season begins 

February 1. If the current GHL and charter harvest regulations are not revised and the IPHC 

establishes a TCEY for Area 2C less than or equal to 4.779 Mlbs, charter vessel anglers would be 
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subject to the IPHC regulations setting the fishing season (a) and the possession limit (c). Area 

2C charter vessel anglers also would be limited to retaining one halibut of any size per day by the 

more restrictive bag limit currently in Federal regulation at 50 CFR 300.65(d)(2). The IPHC 

could potentially recommend implementation of a more restrictive management measure through 

its annual regulations. IPHC regulations are subject to acceptance by the Secretary of State, with 

the concurrence of the Secretary of Commerce. 

 

If the current GHL and charter harvest regulations are not revised and the IPHC establishes a 

TCEY of less than 11.425 Mlbs for Area 3A, charter vessel anglers would be subject to the IPHC 

regulations a, b, and c specified above. Area 3A charter vessel anglers would be restricted to 

retaining two halibut of any size per day because current regulations at 50 CFR 300.65 do not 

contain a more restrictive bag limit than (b). As in Area 2C, the IPHC also could recommend 

implementation of more a restrictive management measure through its annual regulations. 

 

Captain and crew harvests in Area 2C would still be prohibited by federal regulations imposed at 

50 CFR 300.65(d)(2)(ii) ); the prohibition was implemented along with a 1-fish bag limit and line 

limits in 2009. That section states that “a charter vessel guide, a charter vessel operator, and any 

crew member of a charter vessel must not catch and retain halibut during a charter fishing trip.”  

Also, charter operators would still be required to abide by the requirements and limitations 

established under the Charter Halibut Permit (CHP) program for Areas 2C and 3A (see §300.67). 

CHPs limit a) the number of vessels that may operate in the halibut fishery at any given time by 

requiring a limited entry permit on any vessel operating as a halibut charter, b) the number of 

clients harvesting halibut that may be carried as a condition of each permit, and 3) the IPHC area 

that may be fished.  

1.2 Comparison of the GHL with the Catch Sharing Plan 
 

Recall that the GHL is a fixed poundage for different levels of halibut TCEY, which is defined in 

federal regulation. In contrast to the GHL, the proposed CSP would allocate to each sector a 

specific percentage of the combined commercial and charter catch limit (determined by the 

IPHC). Two tiers are established, with each sector receiving a fixed percentage of combined CEY 

under each tier. Within each tier, the proposed CSP percentages produce linear increases in both 

the charter limit and the commercial limit. In both areas, the lower tier allocates a larger 

percentage of the combined CEY to the charter sector. The shift to a higher percentage of the 

combined catch limit assigned to the charter sector at the threshold between the second tier and 

the first tier, results in an increase in the charter allocation at combined CEY levels that are 

slightly less than the threshold between the two tiers.  

 

Because the GHL and CSP do not use the same baseline amount to determine the commercial 

IFQ and charter allocations, assumptions are required to compare the amount of halibut assigned 

to each sector. This section will provide a description of how each limit is determined as well as 

the assumptions necessary to compare the relative allocations under the two programs. 

 

The proposed CSP allocation of halibut is calculated using percentages of a combined 

commercial and charter catch limit defined in the Council’s preferred alternative. That combined 

limit cannot be estimated for past years. The process that would be used by the IPHC is reported 

below. 
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Therefore, assumptions must be made to compare approximations of combined catch limits 

(under Council’s preferred CSP alternative) with the TCEY used to calculate the GHLs. It is 

assumed in this section that fishery CEYs plus the GHL set for that year could be used as a proxy 

for the combined catch limit. The comparisons do not assume that the IPHC is applying any kind 

of policy that allows them to set catch limits higher or lower than the combined fishery CEY 

(such as “slow up-fast down” or “slow up-full down”).  

1.2.1 Area 2C 
 

Employing the assumptions set out above, Figure 3 compares the CSP and GHL allocations to the 

charter sector at a continuum of combined catch limits. In making the comparison, two GHL 

estimates are set out which bound the GHL based on “deducted removals” from the fishery 

(subsistence, unguided sport, legal-size bycatch mortality, and legal-size wastage in the halibut 

fishery). Since these removals occur prior to computation of the GHL, the estimate of the 

removals affects the difference between the GHL and the CSP, with the difference increasing 

with the amount of removals. The minimum estimated removals that occurred in recent years in 

Area 2C occurred in 2007, with about 1.75 Mlbs of halibut removed
2
. The maximum estimated 

                                                      
2
 The values used in this paper for unguided sport,  legal -size bycatch, and legal -size waste, that 

are deducted from the total CEY each year, are the prel iminary estimates from the prior year. 

These values were the assumed value for the coming year. For exam ple, when sett ing the catch 

limits for 2009, the “other removals” deducted from the total CEY were the preliminary estimates 

Subtract projected: 

 Unguided sport harvest 

 Subsistence harvest 

 Commercial fishery bycatch 

 Commercial fishery wastage 

 

Equals: 

Combined commercial and guided sport 

fishery CEY in net pounds 

IPHC considers: 

 Staff recommendations 

 Harvest strategy rules 

 Stakeholder input 

IPHC decision: 

Annual combined catch limit in net pounds 

Total exploitable biomass * Target harvest rate =  

Total constant exploitation yield (CEY) in net pounds 
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removals occurred in 2011 with about 2.25 Mlbs of halibut removed. The line labeled GHL (2.25 

Mlbs Δ) is the GHL when the estimated removals (or the difference between the TCEY and the 

estimated combined catch limit) is 2.25 Mlbs. The line labeled GHL (1.75 Mlbs Δ) is the GHL 

when the estimated removals (or the difference between the TCEY and the estimated combined 

catch limit) is 1.75 Mlbs.  

 

Information shown in Figure 3 supports the conclusion that the amount of removals taken from 

the TCEY prior to calculating the estimated combined catch limit impacts the relative difference 

between the charter sector’s GHL and CSP allowance. As the removals from the TCEY decrease, 

the charter allowance under the CSP and the GHL move closer together. At combined catch limits 

greater than approximately 7.5 Mlbs these removals no longer affect the GHL. This occurs 

because the GHL is at its highest tier and remains constant regardless of increases in the 

combined catch limit. Since the CSP allocation continues to increase with increases in the 

combined catch limit, when the combined catch limit is approximately 9.5 Mlbs or greater, the 

CSP results in a larger charter allowance than the GHL. Below this point, the GHL results in a 

smaller charter allocation.  

 

Figure 3 also shows that the GHL and upper bound of the acceptable CSP harvest (3.5 percent 

over the target allocation) are comparable harvest amounts for the charter sector  when deducted 

removals are relatively small (i.e., the difference between the TCEY and combined catch limit is 

low (1.75 Mlbs) as was the case in 2007). At the time of the Council’s CSP action in 2008, these 

low estimates were the only estimates available. Therefore, based on the information that was 

available at the time of final action, the estimate of the GHL and the upper bound of acceptable 

catch level under the CSP were approximately equal. The target CSP allocation, however, is 

approximately 3.5 percent lower than this estimate of the GHL. This difference is exacerbated 

when the high removal estimates are considered, as the high removal GHL estimates are greater 

than the low removal estimates. To the extent that the objective of the Council to manage to the 

target CSP level is achieved, that target would result in lower charter harvest allowances under 

any combined catch limits that are less than 9.5 Mlbs. 

Figure 4 shows the difference between the Area 2C CSP allocation and the GHL at various 

combined catch limits. The figure once again highlights the effect of basing the charter sector’s 

allocation on the TCEY (under the GHL) and the combined commercial and charter catch limit 

under the CSP. The graph shows that at combined catch limits of 8 Mlbs or less, the difference 

between the CSP allocation and GHL fluctuate between less than 100,000 lbs and almost 400,000 

lbs (as a result of the stair step nature of the GHL tiers) with the magnitude of the difference 

depending on the level of other removals. The effect of these removals prevents stating the 

magnitude of the difference between the GHL and CSP allocation with certainty.  

Figure 4 also shows that the CSP yields a lower allocation than the GHL until the combined catch 

limit is greater than 9.5 Mlbs. After that point, the GHL yields a larger harvest allowance for the 

halibut charter sector. Depending on the combined catch limit, the difference may range from 

about 100,000 lbs to about 400,000 lbs less under the CSPs target harvest level. As discussed 

earlier, the difference between the GHL and the target CSP level increases with the amount of the 

deducted removals.  

 

                                                                                                                                                              
of unguided sport,  bycatch, and waste for 2008, plus the charter GHL for the coming year.  If the 

final estimates of removals from ADF&G were used, the range of deducted removals for Area 2C 

would have been 1.66 Mlbs to 2.27 Mlbs. 
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Figure 3 Comparisons of the Area 2C GHL and CSP charter allocations at various combined catch limits and 

low and high charter catch from 2003 through 2010. 

 

 
Figure 4 Difference between Area 2C target CSP allowance and GHL charter allowance 
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Figure 5 shows the percentage of the combined catch limit that would be allocated to the charter 

sector under the CSP and the GHL in Area 2C. The percentage under the CSP is defined by the 

proposed amendment. Percentages for the GHL are provided using the two levels of other 

removals discussed previously. The charter sector’s percentage of the combined catch is greatest 

at the lowest levels for which the GHL is defined. This arises because the GHL provides the 

sector with a fixed poundage at each tier that does not decrease with the TCEY until the threshold 

for the next tier is reached. At the lowest combined catch limit (using the assumptions about 

difference from the TCEY), the charter sector is allocated as much as 30 percent and the 

commercial set line fishery is allocated 70 percent. As the TCEY increases, the charter sector’s 

percentage of the total decreases under the GHL, but remains above the CSP percentage, until the 

combined catch limit is greater than 9.5 Mlbs. At that point, the charter sector is allocated a 

smaller percentage (less than 15.1 percent) of the combined catch limit under the GHL.  

 

Currently the TCEY is 5.865 Mlbs in Area 2C. Depending on the assumed level of deducted 

removals (which drives the difference between the TCEY and combined catch limit), the charter 

sector would receive 22 percent to 26 percent of the combined catch limit under GHL 

management. Given the target CSP percentage is 17.3 percent at that combined catch limit, the 

charter sector would be allocated approximately 5 percent to 9 percent more of the combined 

catch limit under the GHL.  

 

   

 
Figure 5 Charter sector’s percentage of the Area 2C combined catch limit 

1.2.2 Area 3A 
 

Figures similar to those generated for Area 2C are presented in this section for Area 3A. The Area 

3A figures assume that the difference between the TCEY and the combined catch limit was from 

2.75 Mlbs (2009) and 4.00 Mlbs (2007)
3
. These values represent the maximum and minimum 

amount of other removals (such as unguided sport harvests and subsistence harvests) from the 

TCEY from 2004 through 2011. As previously discussed for Area 2C, these removals are 

deducted prior to the division of the combined catch limit under the CSP but after the GHL 

determination under the GHL. As a result, the magnitude of the difference between the TCEY 

                                                      
3
 If the final est imates of removals from ADF&G were used, the range of deducted removals for 

Area 3A would have been 3.06 Mlbs to 5.51 Mlbs. These estimates would have resulted in a greater 

difference between the GHL and CSP lines in the figure presented.  
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and combined catch limit impacts the difference between the guided charter allocation under the 

GHL in comparison to the CSP.  

 

Information presented in Figure 6 shows that when the difference between the TCEY and 

combined catch limit is relatively small (2.75 Mlbs), the charter allowance is approximately the 

same under the upper bound of the CSP allocation and the GHL. As the difference between the 

TCEY and combined catch limit increases, the difference between the GHL and CSP allocation 

also increases. When the difference between the TCEY and combined catch limit is assumed to 

be 4 Mlbs, the charter allowance under the GHL is greater than the upper bound of the CSP limit, 

until the combined catch limit is greater than 25.5 Mlbs. At that combined catch limit, the CSP 

yields a greater charter allowance than the GHL. The charter allowance at that combined catch 

limit is approximately 3.75 Mlbs. A charter allowance of that magnitude is within the range of 

historic charter harvests since 2004. Therefore, depending on demand for trips, it is possible that 

the charter sector could utilize allowances of that size or larger.  

 

 
Figure 6 Comparisons of the Area 3A GHL and CSP charter allocations at various combined catch limits and 

low and high charter catch from 2003 through 2010. 

 

Figure 7 shows the difference between the Area 3A GHL and CSP at various combined catch 

limits. When the difference between the TCEY and combined catch limit (or other removals) is 

2.75 Mlbs and the combined catch limit is less than 25.5 Mlbs, the CSP yields a charter allowance 

that is about 500,000 lbs less that the GHL, on average. The magnitude of the difference ranges 

from 0 lbs to slightly less than 1.0 Mlbs, depending the combined catch limit. At low levels of 

TCEY the GHL is not defined so comparisons between the GHL and CSP are not made for very 

low levels of abundance. 

 

 



10 

 

 
Figure 7 Difference between Area 3A target CSP allowance and GHL charter allowance 

When the difference between the TCEY and the combined catch limit is assumed to be 4.0 Mlbs 

and the combined catch limit is less than about 25.5 Mlbs, the difference between the GHL and 

target CSP guided charter allowance about 750,000 lbs, on average. The range of the difference is 

about 500,000 lbs to 1.2 Mlbs, when the combined catch limit is less than 22 Mlbs. Once the 

combined catch limit reaches about 26.1 Mlbs, the CSP yields a larger allowance to the guided 

charter sector than the GHL.  

 

Figure 8 shows the percentage of the combined catch limit that would be allocated to the charter 

sector. The resulting percentages are dependent on the level of other removals (or the difference 

between the TCEY and combined catch limit) assumed in the analysis. At lower levels of the 

combined catch limit, the percentage increases as the difference between the TCEY and 

combined catch limit increases. The current TCEY in Area 3A is about 19.8 Mlbs. Based on the 

assumptions used in this analysis, the charter sector would be allocated between 18 percent and 

20 percent of the combined catch limit under the GHL. That is about 4 percent to 6 percent more 

of the total than would be allocated to the charter sector under the CSP. 

 

The combined catch limit would need to be 26.1 Mlbs or greater before the charter sector is 

allocated a smaller percentage of the total combined catch limit under the GHL. This indicates 

that the TCEY would need to increase from the current level (19.8 Mlbs) by approximately 10 

Mlbs (to about 30.0 Mlbs) before the charter sector would receive a larger allocation under the 

CSP than under the GHL.  
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Figure 8 Percentage of the combined catch limit allocated to the charter sector in Area 3A 

1.3 Summary 
 

Declines in exploitable biomass and the TCEY have negatively impacted both the charter sector 

and the commercial setline fisheries in Areas 2C and 3A. The discussion above indicates that the 

GHL and the CSP result in different allocations to the two sectors at most combined catch limits. 

The difference in the allocations is dependent not only on the combined catch limit but also on 

the magnitude of removals deducted from the TCEY before setting the combined catch limit. In 

general, the difference between GHL allocations and CSP allocations to the charter sector 

increases with removals through the lower range of combined catch limits. This effect disappears 

at higher TCEY levels.  

 

Charter sector allocations are greater in both pounds and percentage of the combined catch 

under the GHL at lower levels of the combined catch limit in both areas. Yet, once the 

combined catch limit reaches 9.5 Mlbs in Area 2C and 26.1 Mlbs in Area 3A, the CSP yields 

a larger charter sector allocation. 

 

Two tables are presented below to compare management measures that may have been in place 

under the CSP compared to the actual management measure that was implemented from 2006 

through 2012. Table 2 presents the outcome when the combined catch limit is estimated as the 

final approved commercial catch limit plus the GHL. This option allows the charter sector to 

remain at a higher tier in more years than when the combined catch limit is assumed to be equal 

to the combined fishery CEY (Table 3). Therefore the Area 2C CSP management measures are 

more restrictive, except in 2007 and 2011, under Option 1. Both Option 1 and Option 2 result in 

CSP management measures that are more restrictive in Area 3A than the GHL during 2009 

through 2012. Under Option 2, the CSP is also more restrictive in 2008. In Area 2C the default 

management measures under the CSP are more restrictive in 2008. The default CSP management 

measure and the management measure in place were the same in 2009 and 2010. In 2011 and 

2012 the default management measure under the CSP was less restrictive than the management 

measure that was in place. 
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Table 2  Option 1 Assumes the combined catch limit is the final approved commercial catch limit plus the GHL. 

 
 
Table 3 Option 2 Assumes the combined catch limit is equal to the combined fishery CEY. 

 
 

This analysis compares charter sector allocations under the GHL and CSP. While the analysis 

provides relatively clear indication of circumstances that lead to one allocation exceeding the 

other, the value each sector places on marginal amounts of halibut is very likely to differ at 

various allocation levels. For example, a QS holder’s commercial operation may be financially 

stressed when the commercial CEY is very low. That QS holder may be very willing to sacrifice a 

larger percentage of the combined catch limit to the charter sector at relatively high combined 

catch limits, in exchange for a higher percentage at lower combined catch limits. Similarly, if 

greater value is placed on marginal amounts of halibut at low levels of abundance, then the 

charter sector would derive greater benefit from the current GHL. This is amplified by the fact 

that the GHL is not defined for very low levels of abundance. It is also true that under the GHL, 

the charter sector is issued a greater percentage of the combined catch limit when the combined 

catch limit is relatively low. At the very lowest levels of the GHL, the charter percentage of the 

combined catch limit is substantially greater than the percentages defined for the first year of the 

GHL and the proposed CSP.  

 

Assessing the difference between the CSP and GHL also requires considering how the different 

distributions affect the two sectors. The effects on the commercial fishery are relatively direct. 

The effect of a lower allocation in an area is distributed among all QS holders in the area by 

making smaller IFQ allocations proportionally to QS holdings. Similarly, an increase in the 

commercial allocation is distributed proportionally among QS holders. These QS holders will 

IPHC 

Area Year

Commercial 

Catch Limit GHL

GHL as % 

of CCL

Combined 

Catch Limit 

(CCL)

Estimated 

Harvest

CSP 

Allocation

CSP as % 

of CCL

CSP Matrix 

Tier

Default Management 

Measure Under the CSP

Management Measure That 

Was In Place

Area 2C 2006 10.630 1.432 11.9% 12.062 1.804 1.821 15.1% 3 Two fish (1 < 32") Two fish any size

2007 8.510 1.432 14.4% 9.942 1.918 1.501 15.1% 3 Two fish (1 < 32") Two fish (1 < 32")

2008 6.210 0.931 13.0% 7.141 1.999 1.078 15.1% 2 One fish any size Two fish (1 < 32")

2009 5.020 0.788 13.6% 5.808 1.249 0.877 15.1% 2 One fish any size One fish any size

2010 4.400 0.788 15.2% 5.188 1.086 0.783 15.1% 2 One fish any size One fish any size

2011 2.330 0.788 25.3% 3.118 0.388* 0.539 17.3% 1 One fish any size One fish < 37"

2012 2.624 0.931 26.2% 3.555 0.615 17.3% 1 One fish any size Reverse slot limit (U45O68)

Area 3A 2006 25.200 3.650 12.7% 28.850 3.664 4.039 14.0% 4 Two fish any size Two fish any size

2007 26.200 3.650 12.2% 29.850 4.002 4.179 14.0% 4 Two fish any size Two fish any size

2008 24.220 3.650 13.1% 27.870 3.378 3.902 14.0% 4 Two fish any size Two fish any size

2009 21.700 3.650 14.4% 25.350 2.734 3.549 14.0% 3 Two fish (1 < 32") Two fish any size

2010 19.990 3.650 15.4% 23.640 2.698 3.310 14.0% 3 Two fish (1 < 32") Two fish any size

2011 14.360 3.650 20.3% 18.010 2.837* 2.521 14.0% 2 One fish any size Two fish any size

2012 11.918 3.103 20.7% 15.021 2.103 14.0% 2 One fish any size Two fish any size

* ADF&G 2011 charter estimates provided to the IPHC on November 11, 2011

IPHC 

Area Year Total CEY

Other 

Removals

GHL as % 

of TCEY

Combined 

Catch Limit

Estimated 

Harvest

CSP 

Allocation

CSP as % 

of TCEY

CSP Matrix 

Tier

Default Management 

Measure Under the CSP

Management Measure That 

Was In Place

Area 2C 2006 13.730 1.864 10.4% 11.866 1.804 1.792 13.1% 3 Two fish (1 < 32") Two fish any size

2007 10.800 1.758 13.3% 9.042 1.918 1.365 12.6% 3 Two fish (1 < 32") Two fish (1 < 32")

2008 6.500 1.659 14.3% 4.841 1.999 0.731 11.2% 1 One fish any size Two fish (1 < 32")

2009 5.570 1.922 14.1% 3.648 1.249 0.551 9.9% 1 One fish any size One fish any size

2010 5.020 1.842 15.7% 3.178 1.086 0.480 9.6% 1 One fish any size One fish any size

2011 5.390 2.272 14.6% 3.118 0.388* 0.539 10.0% 1 One fish any size One fish < 37"

2012 5.860 1.719 15.9% 4.141 0.615 10.5% 1 One fish any size Reverse slot limit (U45O68)

Area 3A 2006 32.180 3.941 11.3% 28.239 3.664 3.953 12.3% 4 Two fish any size Two fish any size

2007 35.780 3.920 10.2% 31.860 4.002 4.460 12.5% 4 Two fish any size Two fish any size

2008 28.960 3.060 12.6% 25.900 3.378 3.626 12.5% 3 Two fish (1 < 32") Two fish any size

2009 28.010 3.520 13.0% 24.490 2.734 3.429 12.2% 3 Two fish (1 < 32") Two fish any size

2010 26.190 4.260 13.9% 21.930 2.698 3.070 11.7% 3 Two fish (1 < 32") Two fish any size

2011 23.520 5.510 15.5% 18.010 2.837* 2.521 10.7% 2 One fish any size Two fish any size

2012 19.780 4.757 15.7% 15.023 2.103 10.6% 2 One fish any size Two fish any size

Assumes the combined catch limit is equal to the combined fishery CEY, calculated as total CEY

minus all other removals except guided sport (no provision for SUFD). Uses the preliminary other removals

that were used to set catch limits in these years, not the final estimates of other removals.
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receive either increased or decreased revenues from their landings depending on whether the 

commercial allocation has risen or fallen. Declines in allocations should be accompanied by a 

reduction in variable costs from the decrease in fishing effort needed to harvest fewer QS, but net 

returns from the fishery would be expected to decline. Participants may attempt to mitigate the 

decline in net revenues through cost saving measures. For example, lower allocations may lead to 

consolidation of catch on fewer vessels to reduce costs. Some costs, however, such as sunk costs 

from vessel and gear purchases, are unavoidable in response to short term changes in allocations. 

As a consequence, the ability of participants to mitigate negative effects from a decrease in 

allocations is limited.  

 

Assessing the effects of differences between the GHL allocations and CSP allocations on the 

charter sector is more nuanced. While a benefit is derived by the charter sector from higher 

allocations, the magnitude of the benefit is somewhat uncertain for several reasons. The 

allocations are managed generally through measures (such as bag and size limits) that are 

intended to constrain charter harvests by limiting halibut retention. These measures will have the 

desired effect of constraining the number of fish taken by charter fishing. Their effect on the 

charter sector, however, arises primarily from their effect on demand for charter trips. 

Specifically, a reduction in the number or size of halibut a person may retain is likely to reduce 

the willingness of some potential clients to pay for a charter trip. In general, smaller allocations 

will result in more restrictive management measure and possibly reduced demand for charter 

trips. Yet, a variety of other considerations should be assessed in examining the effect of 

allocation changes on the charter sector. Since the demand changes arising from a change in the 

allocation are driven exclusively by the change in management measures, allocation changes that 

have no effect on management measures may be expected to have no effect on charter demand. In 

other words, changes in allocations that do not result in management changes will not benefit (or 

harm) the charter sector. These negligible effects are likely to arise only at high allocation levels, 

above the threshold at which a two fish bag limit would be imposed.
4
 Increasing allocations 

beyond the level needed to support charter harvests at a two fish bag limit has no effect on the 

charter sector. 

 

While management measures driven by the allocations may change demand for charter trips, 

assessing those changes in demand for charter trips is complicated by the nature of the industry 

and its clients. Many clients will take a charter trip as part of a one time (or very infrequent) trip 

to Alaska. With a single opportunity for an Alaska halibut fishing trip as a part of a larger 

vacation trip, these persons may be less affected by changes in management measures 

constraining halibut retention. In other words, given a single opportunity for a halibut trip, a one 

fish bag limit (in comparison to a two trip bag limit) may not substantially reduce a person’s 

willingness to pay for the trip. Such a client might also derive a variety of benefits other than 

harvesting halibut from the trip, including a relatively unique sightseeing opportunity. At the 

other end of the spectrum are other clients, particularly Alaska residents, who may have 

numerous opportunities to charter fish for halibut. Although these clients value the charter fishing 

experience, their demand may hinge on their ability to retain fish on their trip. More constraining 

measures (such as more constraining bag limits) are likely to decrease the willingness of these 

clients to pay for (and take) charter trips. Quantitative estimates of changes in angler demand, 

during the 1997 and 1998, for anglers fish waters off the lower and central lower Cook Inlet 

                                                      
4
 To the extent that allocations at these levels provide no added benefit to the charter sector, it is 

questionable whether the allocation could be shifted to the commercial sector to realize a greater overall 

benefit from halibut fisheries. If such a shift is undertaken, the allocation to the charter sector should be 

sufficient to accommodate unanticipated overharvest of the allocation to the charter sector, as projected 

catch estimates under individual bag limits have some inherent uncertainty.  
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support these conclusions (Criddle et al, 2001). These effects are likely to vary with location 

(both within and across the two areas) and over time, posing a further challenge to deriving an 

understanding of the effects of the management measures on the sector. The limited history of 

employing these measures, along with the limited amount of data available from the charter 

sector, are also barriers to understanding the effect of these measures on demand for charter trips.  

 

Further complicating any understanding of the effects of changes in the charter allocation on the 

sector is the potential for extraneous factors to affect industry costs (and thereby the supply of 

charter trips), as well as demand for charter trips from potential clients. For example, changes in 

fuel prices have directly affected charter operators’ costs, which have directly limited charter trip 

supply by contributing to increases in charter prices (directly and through fuel surcharges) in 

recent years. To the extent that charter price changes driven by outside factors have coincided 

with changes in management measures, the information needed to understand the effects of 

management measures increases.
5
 Similarly, demand for charter trips is affected by outside 

factors, such as the state of the overall economy (which limits disposable income of potential 

clients) and the availability of cruise trips in Alaska (which changes with deployment of cruise 

vessels in Alaska). The effects of these factors are also likely to interact with management 

measures, clouding attempts to discern the effects of the management measures on the charter 

sector. For example, in a declining economy, an increase in the bag limit could simply offset the 

overall decline in charter demand that would occur in the absence of the management measure. 

Determining the extent to which extraneous factors may affect charter demand is important to 

understanding the effects of the management measures on the sector. Once the management 

measure effects are understood, those measures must be linked to the allocations to understand 

the effects of the allocations on the sector. To the extent that a charter sector allocation (or change 

in a charter sector allocation) is managed by a particular measure (i.e., a single fish bag limit is 

implemented to restrain catches to an allocation), the management measure’s effects are, in 

essence, the effects of the allocation on the sector.  

 

Since few changes in management measures have been made, limited data are available for 

examining the effects of those changes. In general, the experience comports with anticipated 

effects; however, since management measure changes coincided with other economic changes 

that might affect charter bookings, ascribing changes in charter trips to the management measures 

with substantial confidence is not possible. Table 4 shows the number of charter trips taken by 

resident and non-resident anglers from 2005 through 2010 in Area 2C and Area 3A, along with 

the applicable management measures. In Area 2C, charter clients increased from slightly more 

than 70,000 in 2005 to slightly more than 101,000 in 2007. A decline in clients followed, as 

clients decreased to approximately 70,000 in 2009, then increased to approximately 76,000 in 

2010. Area 3A shows a similar pattern, where clients increase from over 125,000 in 2005 to 

almost 150,000 clients, declined to approximately 105,000 clients in 2009, before rising to more 

than 115,000 in 2010. The decline in 2008 in Area 2C coincided with an announced reduced bag 

limit, which remained in place for only a short portion of the season. Whether the announced (but 

shortlived) limit affected demand cannot be determined. A more drastic decline followed in 2009, 

when the bag limit was decreased from two fish to one fish. Yet, client bookings increased in 

2010 despite continuation of the one fish limit. If these Area 2C changes in management 

measures and client bookings are considered alone, one might conclude that the management 

measures had a noticeable effect on charter demand; however, when considered together with 

                                                      
5
 The ability of data to reveal the effects of changes driven by management measures is limited by the 

presence of coinciding factors that yield similar effects. While models may be capable of deriving these 

effects, the data needed to distinguish the effects of each of the different factors (including the management 

measures) on the charter sector is increased with each new factor. 
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information from the broader economy and the Area 3A bookings, the effects of management 

measures on demand is far less certain. In particular, in Area 3A from 2007 through 2010 (the 

period during which Area 2C management measures became increasingly restrictive) 

management measures were largely unchanged. Yet, during this period, the number of charter 

clients in Area 3A decreased in a similar proportion to the decrease in charter clients in Area 2C. 

During this period the economic downturn was at its strongest (which likely decreased demand 

for charter trips) and fuel prices increased (likely constraining supply of charter trips by 

increasing prices). In other words, factors beyond the changes in management measures likely 

contributed to the decrease in charter bookings in Area 2C. This should not be interpreted to 

suggest that the management measures in Area 2C had no effect on charter bookings, but only the 

other factors likely contributed to the decline and may even have had a greater effect on charter 

bookings than the more restrictive measures. While, without question, management measures will 

affect demand for charter trips, the effects of specific measures on demand is very complicated 

and uncertain. 
 

Table 4. Resident, Non-resident, and total charter clients by year (including applicable management measures) 

for Area 2C and Area 3A (2005-2012). 

 
 

The structure of the preferred alternative (particularly its method of defining management 

measures), provides some context for considering the relationship of charter trip demand (and the 

extraneous factors that affect that demand) to the effects of management measures (and thereby 

the allocations) on the industry. Specifically, if projected harvests using the preferred 

management measures exceed the sector’s allocation by a threshold percentage, a more restrictive 

management measure is used. Conversely, if the projected harvest is below the allocation by a 

threshold percentage, a less restrictive measure is applied. In other words, when demand is 

relatively strong, more restrictive measures will be needed and the cost to the sector (including 

charter clients and the charter industry) of the constraints will be the greatest. On the other hand, 

when demand is weak, less constraining measures will be applied. It should also be noted that in 

these times of relatively strong demand, the charter sector is more likely to be able to increase 

prices to mitigate the costs to industry. The amount of excess client capacity within the fleet at 

high levels of demand will also affect the extent to which charter services will be able to increase 

trip prices.  

 

Area 2C charter regulation history.

Charter Regulations Total Resident
Non-

resident
 Total %

Total 

Clients

Resident 

%

Resident 

Clients

Non-

Resident 

%

Non-

Resident 

Clients

2005 Two-fish bag limit (no size restrictions), no limit on crew retention. 73,030 1,659 71,371 0% -            0% -          0% -            

2006 Two-fish bag limit (no size limit), state EO prohibiting crew harvest 5/26-12/31. 92,665 1,653 88,042 27% 19,635     0% (6)            23% 16,671     

2007 Two-fish bag limit (1 under 32" eff. 6/1), no crew retention 5/1-12/31 (State EO and Federal Rule). 101,721 1,531 98,726 39% 28,691     -8% (128)        38% 27,355     

2008 Two-fish bag limit (1 under 32"), except one-fish bag limit Jun 1-10 (halted by injunction). 99,788 1,483 97,117 37% 26,758     -11% (176)        36% 25,746     

2009 One fish (no size limit), no harvest by skipper & crew, line limit (effective June 5). 70,611 1,369 68,876 -3% (2,419)      -17% (290)        -3% (2,495)      

2010 One fish (no size limit), no harvest by skipper & crew, line limit. 76,019 1,597 73,782 4% 2,989       -4% (62)          3% 2,411        

2011 One fish (37" max length limit), no harvest by skipper & crew, line limit.

2012 One fish (<=45" or >= 68" limit), no harvest by skipper & crew, line limit.

Area 3A charter regulation history.

Charter Regulations Total Resident
Non-

resident
 Total %

Total 

Clients

Resident 

%

Resident 

Clients

Non-

Resident 

%

Non-

Resident 

Clients

2005 Two-fish bag limit (no size restrictions), no limit on crew retention 128,480 37,105 91,375 0% -            0% -          0% -            

2006 Two-fish bag limit (no size restrictions), no limit on crew retention 137,125 33,569 102,397 7% 8,645       -10% (3,536)    12% 11,022     

2007 Two-fish bag limit (no size restrictions), state EO prohibiting crew harvest 5/1-12/31. 147,134 34,033 112,372 15% 18,654     -8% (3,072)    23% 20,997     

2008 Two-fish bag limit (no size restrictions), state EO prohibiting crew harvest 5/24-9/1. 134,886 30,337 103,877 5% 6,406       -18% (6,768)    14% 12,502     

2009 Two-fish bag limit (no size restrictions), state EO prohibiting crew harvest 5/23-9/1. 107,716 29,402 76,950 -16% (20,764)   -21% (7,703)    -16% (14,425)    

2010 Two-fish bag limit (no size restrictions), no limit on crew retention 117,512 30,706 84,978 -9% (10,968)   -17% (6,399)    -7% (6,397)      

2011 Two-fish bag limit (no size restrictions), no limit on crew retention

2012 Two-fish bag limit (no size restrictions), no limit on crew retention

skipper/crew and line limits continues for 2011 and 2012

Clients Client Change Compared to 2005

Client Change Compared to 2005Clients

Year

Year
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To compare the difference in the effects of the GHL and CSP allocations on the charter sector, 

one should bear in mind that only effects arising from differences in the management measures 

under the two allocations should be considered. So, at times when the GHL and CSP allocations 

differ but the management measures are the same, the effects of the two allocations on the charter 

sector (clients and operators) will be the same. On the other hand, if the CSP dictates a different 

management measure than the GHL for the same allocation, the effects of the GHL and CSP will 

differ. As described above, for the low portion of the range of the TCEY, the CSP allocations are 

generally lower than the GHL allocations.). In this range, it should be expected that the CSP will 

require more constraining measures than the GHL to maintain catches below the lower CSP 

allocation. At higher TCEYs, it should be anticipated that the GHL measures would be more 

constraining, as that allocation is lower; however, it should be noted that in Area 3A, the CSP 

allocation is lower across the entire range over which constraining management measures are 

required to maintain charter catches within the allocation based on current charter demand. In 

other words, the CSP is universally less beneficial to the charter sector in Area 3A at current 

demand levels. If charter demand were to increase, it is possible that more constraining measures 

could be required to maintain catches within the lower GHL allocation that results from higher 

TCEY levels.  

 

While these general insights may be applied, some peculiarities of the CSP management 

measures should be considered prior to drawing conclusions. To the extent that the CSP 

management measures are constrained (forcing a choice between three measures for each 

allocation level), those measures may be either over- (or under-) restrictive. In other words, in 

times of low demand for charter trips, even the most liberal applicable CSP management measure 

may constrain catch to a level below the allocation. Likewise, in times of high demand, the most 

restrictive measure may not be sufficient to contain the harvest within the preferred allocation 

range. If the GHL management measure determinations are more flexible (i.e., the choice of 

management measures is not restricted to a select few measures and the choice does not lag one 

or more seasons behind allocation or demand changes), the effects on the charter sector should be 

more directly related to maintaining catch within the allocation. The result is that the difference in 

effects on the charter sector arising from the lower CSP allocation could be greater than might 

necessarily arise from the allocation, as a result of the constraint on management measures 

inherent in the CSP structure. It should also be noted that the constraint on management measures 

could also reduce the difference in charter sector effects between the GHL and CSP, if the CSP 

management measures prove to be too liberal (i.e., charter demand exceeds the level anticipated 

by the range of permitted management measures and the allocation is exceeded). At the extreme, 

the charter sector’s benefits and harvests under the CSP may exceed the benefits and harvests 

under the GHL despite the CSP allocation being lower than the GHL allocation. This assumes 

that the GHL management measures will not be over (or under) restrictive thereby either 

providing the sector (including clients and operators) with a cost (or windfall) due to excessive 

imprecision. Some level of imprecision in achieving the GHL allocation will likely be 

unavoidable due to the nature of charter supply and demand, however, that imprecision will not 

be worsened by limiting the management measures accessible to achieve the allocation. 

 

The Charter Halibut Limited Access Program established federal Charter Halibut Permits (CHPs). 

Beginning February 1, 2011, all halibut charter vessel operators in IPHC regulatory Areas 2C and 

3A with must be endorsed with the appropriate regulatory area and number of anglers. Charter 

halibut operators must have an original, valid CHP onboard during every charter vessel fishing 

trip when charter anglers onboard are catching and retaining Pacific halibut. 
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2 Charter Harvest Permits 
 

This section provides information on the number of permits that were issued during 2011 

(including interim permits) and the number of permits that were valid as of March 5, 2012. 

Decreasing permit numbers result from the removal of interim permits as appeals are adjudicated 

or permits being revoked. Permits are issued to persons meeting the general landings 

requirements, community quota entities (CQE) that may hold charter permits, and military 

personnel that did not meet the general landings requirements but showed intent to enter the 

fishery during that time period. 

 

In Area 2C a total of 570 permits were issued to individuals and 36 permits were issued to CQEs 

during 2011 (Table 5). The number of valid permits held on March 5, 2012 did not change for the 

CQEs. The number of permits held by individuals decreased by 41, to 539 permits, because 

permits were revoked and/or interim permits had been removed through the appeals process. 

These permits are currently held by 365 “regular” permit holders and nine CQEs.    

 

In Area 3A a total of 490 permits were issued to individuals, 49 permits were issued to CQEs, and 

5 permits were issued to persons meeting the military exemption during 2011. The number of 

valid permits held on March 5, 2012 did not change for the CQEs or the military exemptions. The 

number of permits held by individuals decreased by 46, to 444 permits, because permits were 

revoked and/or interim permits had been removed through the appeals process. These permits are 

currently held by 442 “regular” permit holders and nine CQEs.    

 
Table 5 Number of permits issued and number currently valid as of March 5, 2012. 

 
 

Information in Table 6 provides a summary of the appeals that have been filed. As of March 2, 

2012, a total of 199 of the 207 cases have been completed. The outcomes of the seven additional 

cases are still pending. Therefore, the appeals process is close to complete (96.1 percent of cases) 

and the outcome of outstanding appeals will have a relatively minor impact on the overall charter 

capacity.  

 
  

Type Area

Number of CHP 

that were valid 

at any time 

during 2011

Number of 

CHP valid as of 

March 5, 2012

Permit holders 

as of March 5, 

2012

Avg # 

permits/ 

holder

CHP 2C 570 539 365 1.5

CQE 2C 36 36 9 4.0

CHP 3A 490 444 442 1.0

CQE 3A 49 49 8 6.1

MWR 3A 5 5 2 2.5

Key: CHP = "regular" CHP; CQE = community permits; MWR = military permits 

Source: RAM 3/5/2012
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Table 6 Summary of charter permit appeals as of March 2, 2012 

 
 

When permits are removed from the fishery, individuals had the choice of purchasing a new 

permit or exiting the fishery. In Area 2C, only one person purchased a permit to remain in the 

fishery (Table 7). The other 34 persons left the fishery (at least as of March 5, 2012) when their 

permit was revoked. In Area 3A, persons associated with 47 revoked permits left the fishery and 

seven persons purchased a permit to remain active in the halibut charter fishery.  

 
Table 7 Number of persons leaving fishery or purchasing a new permit 

 
Source: RAM - March 5, 2012 

 

 

Status Count

Pct of Total 

Appeals Filed

Pct of Total 

Appeals with 

NAO Decision

Denial Affirmed 124 59.9% 66.0%

Denial Vacated (overturned) 37 17.9% 19.7%

Denial both Affirmed and Vacated 1 0.5% 0.5%

Case Under Reconsideration by 

NAO 11 5.3% 5.9%

Case Remanded to NAO by RA 10

Denial Affirmed but Effective Date 

Stayed Pending RA Review 5 2.4% 2.7%

Completed subtotal (cases with 

NAO Decisions): 188 90.8% 100.0%

Case Dismissed 11 5.3% n/a

Dismissed subtotal (cases 

dismissed without NAO Decision): 11 5.3% n/a

Pending  4 1.9% n/a

Pending - drafted 1 0.5% n/a

Pending - waiting for review 3 1.4% n/a

Pending subtotal (cases without 

NAO Decisions): 8 3.9% n/a

Total Appeals: 207 100.0% n/a

n/a means "not applicable"

NAO means National Appeals Office

Pending Cases

Completed Cases

Type Area

CHP 

Revoked 

and Left 

Fishery

CHP 

Revoked and 

Then Bought 

a CHP

CHP   2C 34 1

CHP   3A 47 7
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3 Guided Angler Fish (GAF) 
 

A provision of the Council’s proposed Catch Sharing Plan (CSP) would allow Charter Harvest 

Permit (CHP) holders to lease halibut IFQ from QS holders in the commercial set line fishery. 

That provision originally defined the process by which pounds of IFQ would have been converted 

to numbers of guided anger fish (GAF) when NOAA Fisheries approved the transfer. In 

December, the Council reviewed that process at the request of NOAA Fisheries and the State of 

Alaska. NMFS is concerned that variation in fish size over time and across vessels could result in 

disparities in GAF sizes that are inconsistent with the conversion of IFQ to fish. During its 

review, the Council indicated that because of these problems, their preferred alternative should be 

modified to issue GAF in poundage and require charter operators to report the lengths of all GAF 

to NMFS
6
. NMFS anticipates that CHP holders would report GAF length in a GAF electronic 

reporting system. This was the only method identified by NMFS that would result in obtaining an 

average weight for GAF fish in the first year of CSP implementation. NOAA Fisheries also noted 

that the proposed change would remove the need to convert pounds of IFQ halibut to number of 

GAF fish. However, it would pose challenges to charter operators leasing commercial IFQ as 

GAF as they would need to estimate the number of pounds of halibut needed to harvest the 

desired number of halibut. 

 

Under the program, any unused GAF would be automatically returned to the QS holder from 

whom they were leased 15 days prior to the end of the commercial halibut fishing season. The 

Council retained this portion of their original preferred alternative, but removed the provision to 

allow returns earlier in the year. This will provide IFQ holders an opportunity to harvest returned 

GAF that fishing year, but the harvest of those IFQ must be completed within the 15 day window. 

 

The original preferred alternative also placed limits on the number of GAF that may be used by a 

charter harvest permit (CHP) in a year. Those limits stated that no more than 400 GAF may be 

assigned to a CHP endorsed for 6 or fewer clients and no more than 600 GAF may be assigned to 

an CHP endorsed for more than 6 clients. Based on direction from the Council in December, GAF 

would no longer be assigned to the CHP in numbers of fish. Maintaining the limits on GAF usage 

could be accomplished by converting the numbers of fish (currently the preferred alternative) to 

pounds of IFQ to match the GAF accounting system. Both options limit the use of GAF but 

depending on the option selected it will have differential impacts on the amount of IFQ that may 

be leased.  

 

The proposed GAF limits in numbers of fish would allow all charter operations to use either 400 

or 600 GAF per CHP, depending on the number of client endorsements. If IFQ pounds are used 

to establish the limit, the amount of fish that could be harvested using a CHP would vary, because 

average halibut weights vary by port and business. For example, in Area 2C, during the 2010 

fishing year ADF&G estimated that the average weight of a charter harvested halibut was 26.4 

lbs. However, the average weight from the Prince of Wales Island port was only 14.8 lbs and the 

average weight from the Glacier Bay port was 47.4 lbs (Table 8). Based on those average 

weights, a person holding a CHP endorsed for six or fewer clients leasing 400 GAF would have 

needed to lease approximately of 5,920 lbs of IFQ in Prince of Wales Island and 18,960 lbs of 

IFQ in Glacier Bay. Each operator would provide the same number of clients the opportunity to 

harvest a GAF, but the amount of IFQ needed for each fish (and therefore the cost of IFQ for each 

fish) could differ greatly (by 320 percent in IFQ pounds). 

 

                                                      
6
 New information in this report should be considered supplemental analysis to support and inform the 

Council’s December 2011 policy guidance. 
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If the GAF limits were converted to pounds, CHP holders would be limited to different numbers 

of GAF based on their fishing practices and results. Using the example above, the person 

operating out of the Prince of Wales Island port would be allowed to use 3.2 times as many GAF 

as the person operating out of Glacier Bay. The method by which NMFS would administer a cap 

based on numbers of GAF, given that leases and catch accounting are based on pounds, is 

uncertain. Possible means of administering the cap include estimating size annually and 

establishing new poundage caps each year, or fixing the cap based on some derived numbers of 

fish that would be supported by an identified number of IFQ pounds. The simplest approach 

would be to establish a poundage limit (based on the estimated poundage that would arise from 

the 400 GAF and 600 GAF limits) that would remain constant. If the limit is based on the average 

fish size in 2010 for each area (26.4 pounds in 2C and 15.2 pounds in 3A), the respective limits 

would be 10,560 pounds (for 400 GAF) and 15,840 pounds (for 600 GAF) in Area 2C and 6,080 

pounds (for 400 GAF) and 9,120 pounds (for 600 GAF) in Area 3A. Because of these 

uncertainties, the Council should consider providing further guidance concerning the 

administration of lease caps for GAF.  
 

Table 8 Average charter caught halibut weight from 2010 by port   

 
 

Based on the average weight of charter caught halibut and the number of CHPs that are currently 

valid
7
, it is possible to estimate what the GAF limits in pounds would have been and the 

maximum amount of GAF that could be leased if every CHP holder leased up to the limit. 

Applying the average charter halibut weights to the limits on the number of fish (400 or 600) 

converts the number of fish to pounds. Table 9 shows the Area 2C IFQ limit (based on 400 GAF 

and 600 GAF) when converted from numbers of fish to pounds using the average net weight of 

charter halibut. For CHPs endorsed with 6 or fewer clients, the IFQ poundage limit ranged from 

7,000 lbs to 11,640 lbs using the average annual weights from 1995 through 2010. Over that time 

period the average of all years was 8,300 pounds. When 600 GAF (for CHPs with more than six 

clients is used) were the benchmark for the GAF limit, the conversion to IFQ pounds 10,500 lbs 

                                                      
7
 This includes the CHPs (both permanent and interim) that were valid as of March 5, 2012.   

Port
Avg Wt 

(lb.)

400 GAF 

(lb.)

600 GAF 

(lb.)

Ketchikan 22.1 8,840   13,260 

Prince of Wales Island 14.8 5,920   8,880   

Petersburg/Wrangell 34.6 13,840 20,760 

Sitka 25.3 10,120 15,180 

Juneau 16.2 6,480   9,720   

Haines/Skagway 16.2 6,480   9,720   

Glacier Bay 47.4 18,960 28,440 

Area 2C Avg. 26.4 10,560 15,840 

Central Cook Inlet 15.5 6,200   9,300   

Lower Cook Inlet 15.0 6,000   9,000   

Kodiak 14.9 5,960   8,940   

North Gulf Coast 12.0 4,800   7,200   

Eastern PWS 24.4 9,760   14,640 

Western PWS 12.0 4,800   7,200   

Yakutat 29.7 11,880 17,820 

Area 3A Avg. 15.2 6,080   9,120   

Source: ADF&G sportfish survey
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to 17,460 lbs with an average of 12,450 lbs. If all CHP holders leased up to the limit (this 

outcome is not anticipated), they would be allowed to lease about 4.8 Mlbs of IFQ. This estimate 

is based on the average charter caught halibut weight over the time period and the number of 

CHPs currently valid. That amount is currently exceeds the maximum of 1.6 Mlbs of GAF that 

could be leased under the Council’s recommended restriction for QS holders leasing IFQ as GAF 

(Table 12), but it is unlikely that CHP holders would demand that amount of GAF.     
 

Table 9 Area 2C average net weight of charter caught halibut, GAF IFQ pound limits, and the maximum 

amount of IFQ that could be leased.  

 
Source: ADF&G charter halibut weight estimates and RAM CHP estimates.  

 

Table 10 estimates the Area 3A IFQ limit (based on 400 GAF and 600 GAF) when converted 

from numbers of fish to pounds using the average net weight of charter halibut. For CHPs 

endorsed with 6 or fewer clients, the IFQ poundage limit ranged from 6,080 lbs to 8,920 lbs using 

the average annual weights from 1995 through 2010. Over that time period the average of all 

years was 7,503 pounds. When 600 GAF (for CHPs with more than six clients is used) were the 

benchmark for the GAF limit, the conversion to IFQ pounds 9,120 lbs to 13,380 lbs with an 

average of 11,254 lbs. If all CHP holders leased up to the limit (this outcome is not anticipated), 

they would want to lease about 4.1 Mlbs of IFQ. This estimate is based on the average charter 

caught halibut weight over the time period and the number of CHPs currently valid. That amount 

currently exceeds the maximum of 2.9 Mlbs of GAF that could be leased in 2012 under the 

Council’s recommended restriction for QS holders leasing IFQ as GAF (Table 12). 
 

Table 10 Area 3A average net weight of charter caught halibut, GAF IFQ pound limits, and the maximum 

amount of IFQ that could be leased. 

Year

Avg net 

weight of 

charter 

halibut (lb)

IFQ (based 

on 400 GAF)

IFQ (based 

on 600 GAF)

Max. GAF Lease 

in IFQ lbs (563** 

CHPs w/6 or 

fewer clients)

Max. GAF Lease 

in IFQ lbs (12*** 

CHPs w/ more 

than 6 clients)

Total IFQ lbs 

that could 

be leased

1995 19.9 7,960            11,940          4,481,480               143,280                  4,624,760    

1996 22.1 8,840            13,260          4,976,920               159,120                  5,136,040    

1997 20.2 8,080            12,120          4,549,040               145,440                  4,694,480    

1998 29.1 11,640          17,460          6,553,320               209,520                  6,762,840    

1999 17.8 7,120            10,680          4,008,560               128,160                  4,136,720    

2000 19.7 7,880            11,820          4,436,440               141,840                  4,578,280    

2001 18.1 7,240            10,860          4,076,120               130,320                  4,206,440    

2002 19.7 7,880            11,820          4,436,440               141,840                  4,578,280    

2003 19.1 7,640            11,460          4,301,320               137,520                  4,438,840    

2004 20.7 8,280            12,420          4,661,640               149,040                  4,810,680    

2005 19.1 7,640            11,460          4,301,320               137,520                  4,438,840    

2006 19.9 7,960            11,940          4,481,480               143,280                  4,624,760    

2007 17.5 7,000            10,500          3,941,000               126,000                  4,067,000    

2008 19.4 7,760            11,640          4,368,880               139,680                  4,508,560    

2009 23.3 9,320            13,980          5,247,160               167,760                  5,414,920    

2010 26.4 10,560          15,840          5,945,280               190,080                  6,135,360    

2011 9.4* 3,760            5,640            2,116,880               67,680                    2,184,560    

Avg. (excludes 2011) 20.8 8,300            12,450          4,672,900               149,400                  4,822,300    

Max. (excludes 2011) 29.1 11,640          17,460          6,553,320               209,520                  6,762,840    

Min. (excludes 2011) 17.5 7,000            10,500          3,941,000               126,000                  4,067,000    

* Preliminary estimate

** Includes 39 interim permits

*** includes 1 interim permit
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Restrictions are also placed on the amount of IFQ an individual QS holder may lease to the 

charter sector. Commercial halibut QS holders may lease up to 1,500 pounds or 10 percent 

(whichever is greater) of their annual IFQ in each area (2C and 3A) to CHP holders (including 

themselves) for use as GAF.  

 

CHP holders that also own halibut QS would be allowed to lease some of that QS to themselves. 

Between 22 and 24 charter permit holders also hold QS in that area (Table 11). One person with a 

CHP in Area 2C only holds QS in Area 3A. These individuals will have the opportunity to lease 

IFQ to their halibut charter business, if the net returns on the halibut IFQ are greater in the charter 

fishery than the commercial halibut fishery. The remaining 343 CHP holders in Area 2C and 419 

CHP holders in 3A must lease IFQ from someone else to utilize GAF.  

 
  

Year

Avg net 

weight of 

charter 

halibut (lb)

IFQ (based 

on 400 GAF)

IFQ (based 

on 600 GAF)

Max. GAF Lease 

in IFQ lbs (403** 

CHPs w/6 or 

fewer clients)

Max. GAF Lease 

in IFQ lbs (95*** 

CHPs w/ more 

than 6 clients)

Total IFQ lbs 

that could 

be leased

1995 20.6 8,240            12,360          3,320,720               1,174,200              4,494,920    

1996 19.7 7,880            11,820          3,175,640               1,122,900              4,298,540    

1997 22.3 8,920            13,380          3,594,760               1,271,100              4,865,860    

1998 20.8 8,320            12,480          3,352,960               1,185,600              4,538,560    

1999 19.2 7,680            11,520          3,095,040               1,094,400              4,189,440    

2000 19.7 7,880            11,820          3,175,640               1,122,900              4,298,540    

2001 19.2 7,680            11,520          3,095,040               1,094,400              4,189,440    

2002 18.2 7,280            10,920          2,933,840               1,037,400              3,971,240    

2003 20.7 8,280            12,420          3,336,840               1,179,900              4,516,740    

2004 18.6 7,440            11,160          2,998,320               1,060,200              4,058,520    

2005 17.8 7,120            10,680          2,869,360               1,014,600              3,883,960    

2006 17.9 7,160            10,740          2,885,480               1,020,300              3,905,780    

2007 16.9 6,760            10,140          2,724,280               963,300                  3,687,580    

2008 17.0 6,800            10,200          2,740,400               969,000                  3,709,400    

2009 16.3 6,520            9,780            2,627,560               929,100                  3,556,660    

2010 15.2 6,080            9,120            2,450,240               866,400                  3,316,640    

2011 15.1* 6,040            9,060            2,434,120               860,700                  3,294,820    

Avg. (excludes 2011) 18.8 7,503            11,254          3,023,508               1,069,106              4,092,614    

Max. (excludes 2011) 22.3 8,920            13,380          3,594,760               1,271,100              4,865,860    

Min. (excludes 2011) 15.2 6,080            9,120            2,450,240               866,400                  3,316,640    

* Preliminary estimate

** Includes 21 interim permits

*** includes 2 interim permit
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Table 11 CHP holders that also own halibut QS in IPHC Areas 2C or 3A. 

 
Source: RAM – March 5, 2012 

 

If an IFQ holder chooses to lease to a Community Quota Entity (CQE), then the same limitations 

apply as if they were leasing to an individual charter operator—1,500 lbs or 10 percent whichever 

is greater. Any quota which a CQE holds, regardless of its origin, could be leased up to 100 

percent to eligible residents of the CQE community. For example, a CQE may hold quota share 

derived from purchase, lease from another qualified CQE, or lease from an individual, and then 

lease out up to 100 percent of the quota it holds. Because CQEs may own QS
8
 and lease their 

entire IFQ holding to local charter operators, they operate under different rules and are excluded 

from this discussion. 

 

Based on the lease limit rules above, the maximum amount of IFQ that could be available for 

lease by QS holders can be calculated. To simplify the calculation it was assumed that none of the 

2012 QS units were held by a CQE. RAM data
9
 defines the total QS units held. Those QS units 

were converted to pounds of IFQ based on the 2012 conversion rate of 22.7 QS per IFQ pound in 

Area 2C and 15.5 in Area 3A. The lease rate rule was applied to each QS holder’s IFQ pounds in 

an area to determine the total amount of IFQ that could be leased and the rule applied to each QS 

holder. The summary of those calculations are provided in Table 12. The information indicates 

that in Area 2C no class A, B, or D QS holders would be limited by the 10 percent restriction in 

2012. This means every QS holder in these QS classes would be issued less than 15,000 lbs of 

IFQ in 2012. 

 
Table 12  Estimated maximum amounts of halibut IFQ that could be leased in areas 2C and 3A by share class, 

based on 2012 data.

  

Source: RAM QS holder data 

 

                                                      
8
As of year-end 2011, no CQEs in Area 2C had purchased commercial halibut QS, and 2 CQEs in Area 3A 

had purchased a combined total of about 29,000 lbs (2011 IFQ lbs).  
9
 http://www.fakr.noaa.gov/ram/daily/ifqunitf.csv   (February 28, 2012) 

Area

CHP 

Holders

2C 365 22 6.0% 23 6.3%

3A 442 23 5.2% 23 5.2%

2C 374 22 5.9% 23 6.1%

3A 451 24 5.3% 24 5.3%

CHPs, CQEs, and MWRs 

CHP Only

CHP Holders with 

QS in Same Area

CHP Holders with QS 

in either 2C or 3A

Area/Lease Limit 

Rule

IFQ 

Available 

for Lease

QS 

Holders

IFQ 

Available 

for Lease

QS 

Holders

IFQ 

Available 

for Lease

QS 

Holders

IFQ 

Available 

for Lease

QS 

Holders

IFQ 

Available 

for Lease

QS 

Holders

2C - 10% Rule 8,880 5 8,880 5

2C - 1,500 lb. Rule 29,765 32 72,019 87 1,126,811 1,001 351,870 586 1,580,466 1,706

2C Total 29,765 32 72,019 87 1,135,692 1,006 351,870 586 1,589,346 1,711

3A - 10% Rule 19,770 7 318,386 104 212,872 81 1,744 1 552,772 193

3A - 1,500 lb. Rule 35,572 33 323,933 240 1,519,056 1,133 483,989 601 2,362,550 2,007

3A Total 55,342 40 642,319 344 1,731,928 1,214 485,732 602 2,915,322 2,200

A B C D Total

http://www.fakr.noaa.gov/ram/daily/ifqunitf.csv
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Based on the amount available for lease, it appears that sufficient halibut could be made available 

for lease to meet client demand in 2012. However, that information alone does not provide the 

information necessary to determine the extent GAF leasing will occur. Whether IFQ is leased to 

members of the charter sector is dependent on several factors. These factors occur on both the 

demand side (CHP holder’s ability to determine/forecast client demand and willingness to 

purchase halibut) and on the supply side (QS holder’s willingness to lease their IFQ holdings). 

Both the supply and demand sides are equally important, because a mutually beneficial agreement 

must be reached before a lease will occur. Neither the buyer nor the seller possesses sufficient 

market power to force the other into a lease agreement. 

3.1 Supply of GAF 
 

It is not possible to predict the number of GAF that IFQ holders will make available for leasing 

each year. The quantity available is dependent on the market clearing price. That price must be 

sufficient to compensate the commercial IFQ holder for net revenues forgone from other uses of 

the IFQ
10

. 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. The lack of cost data associated with the 

commercial and charter operations and the difficulty of projecting future supplies and demand 

given the variability of halibut stocks and complexity of the various markets at issue limits our 

ability to provide detailed estimates of which QS holders would be most likely to lease IFQ. 

However, it is possible to discuss some sectors that may or may not be willing to lease IFQ 

qualitatively.  

 

The net revenue derived from halibut is dependent on the business plan of the QS holder and the 

prevailing or expected market conditions. QS holders may utilize their IFQ when harvesting 

halibut in the directed fishery or as a means to retain halibut harvested incidentally to other target 

fisheries. Net revenue derived from IFQ used in the directed halibut fishery (by catcher vessels) is 

based on the ex-vessel price received for the halibut sold minus the costs associated with 

harvesting those halibut. If costs are constant and the ex-vessel price increases, assuming constant 

fishery CEY, net revenue increases. Therefore, the market clearing price of a lease also increases. 

In general, leases may occur if the lease price per pound of IFQ is greater than the net return from 

a pound of halibut delivered.  

 

In recent years, the ex vessel price of halibut has increased in both Areas 2C and 3A (Table 13), 

but costs have also increased. Fuel costs, for example, have increased substantially since 1998. 

However, the ex vessel prices in 2011 seem to have increased at a greater rate, which may 

indicate the reduced supply of commercially harvested halibut (or increased demand) may have 

resulted in larger net returns. This cannot be confirmed without cost of production data.  

 

Since the commercial IFQ leasing provision expired in the late 1990s, information on class “B”, 

“C”, and “D” lease prices are unavailable. Lease prices should reflect the expected net return
11

 

associated with the annual harvest of those IFQ. A minimum lease price should approximate the 

                                                      
10

 These uses may include harvesting the halibut on their vessel or another vessel, selling the QS, or leasing 

the IFQ to another commercial fishermen.  Leasing IFQ is very limited under the current IFQ program for 

class B, C, and D shares (except under survivorship transfer privileges § 679.41(k)), so for most QS holders 

leasing is not an option.  
11

 The short-run difference between ex vessel revenue and total variable cost to harvest leasable halibut.  

This is sometimes referred to as Quasi-Rents in economics literature.   
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ex vessel price minus the variable costs associated with their harvest. Increased demand for GAF 

could lead to a price increase above commercial net return. 

 
Table 13 Ex vessel prices in Areas 2C and 3A, 2003 through 2010. 

    
 

If class “A” shares were harvested and processed on vessel, the net revenue derived from both 

harvesting and processing would need to be covered by the lease price. Because both the ex-

vessel and first wholesale net revenue must be recouped, it is less likely that class “A” shares 

would be leased.  

 

When halibut are utilized as incidental catch in the harvest of other groundfish (primarily Pacific 

cod), the net revenue associated with the halibut and any increased revenue associated with more 

fully harvesting the Pacific cod TAC must be covered by the lease price. This calculation is 

dependent on several factors, some of which are currently unavailable
12

. However, if the halibut 

PSC limits in the Pacific cod fishery are a constraint, these IFQ may be more highly valued for 

that use by the holder than halibut harvested in the directed halibut fishery, which would also 

increase the GAF lease price for these IFQ. The QS holders that are most likely to utilize their 

IFQ in the cod fishery are the freezer longliners. These vessels are operating under a cooperative 

system that provides incentives for individuals to minimize their halibut PSC usage when it is a 

constraint. When this potential use of IFQ is combined with the increased value of “A” shares 

discussed earlier, it may be concluded that “A” shares are unlikely to be leased. Information from 

Table 12 indicates that these shares comprise a relatively small amount of the total. Catcher 

vessels currently have fewer incentives to utilize IFQ in this manner
13

. However, if rationalization 

of GOA fisheries is developed, this sector may also have increased incentives to utilize more IFQ 

to cover incidental halibut catch in the groundfish fisheries. These incentives will intensify if PSC 

limits are reduced. 

 

The portfolio of an individual’s IFQ holdings may also affect their willingness to lease IFQ. For 

example, if a person has relatively small amount of IFQ in Areas 2C and /or 3A and larger 

holding further west, they may be willing the lease the 2C and 3A shares to maximize their 

                                                      
12

  For example, cost of production in the harvesting and processing sector and the amount of additional 

groundfish revenue that could be generated. 
13

 These IFQ holders may utilize their halibut IFQ in the cod fishery if it allows them to reduce costs 

associated with additional halibut trips. 

Year 2C 3A

2003 2.95 2.89

2004 3.04 3.04

2005 3.08 3.07

2006 3.75 3.78

2007 4.41 4.40

2008 4.33 4.40

2009 3.08 3.12

2010 4.62* 4.62*

2011 6.77** 6.61**

* Statewide price

** Average of monthly Southeast prices from notification of 

standard prices and fee percentages (76 FR 238 pp. 77209-14)
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profitability. Profitability may be increased by leasing IFQ because of reduced costs associated 

with their harvest or increased revenue, if the IFQ was not harvested previously because of cost. 

To determine approximately how many pounds of Area 2C and Area 3A IFQ met this criterion, 

the 2012 RAM list of QS holdings were examined. The 2012 QS units were converted to 2012 

IFQ using the same rules listed for Table 12. Using those IFQ holdings the Area 2C and Area 3A 

IFQ (by area) were selected that comprised less than 10 percent of their total halibut holdings 

across all areas. The number of QS holders and their IFQ in Areas 2C and 3A are reported in 

Table 14. A total of 61 QS holder had less than 10 percent of their IFQ holdings in Area 2C. 

Those individuals were estimated to have been issued 44,956 lbs of halibut IFQ in 2012. Of that 

total 11,477 lbs was held by nine individuals that would not be allowed to lease all of their 2C 

IFQ because of the 1,500 lbs/10 percent lease rule. Subtracting that amount from the total yields 

33,479 lbs of IFQ that could be leased. However, if a person determined that since they could not 

lease their entire holding they would not lease any of their IFQ, a total of 19,979 lbs would be 

available. That would yield approximately 1,000 GAF, depending on the average weight of a 

GAF that would be applied to those IFQ. If all IFQ available, under this scenario, were leased, 

that number would increase by about 70 percent. 

 
Table 14 IFQ holdings by area that comprise less than 10 percent of the QS holders total IFQ. 

    
Source: RAM QS holder data 

 

A total of 35 QS holders had less than 10 percent of their IFQ holdings in Area 3A. Those 

individuals were estimated to have been issued 27,878 lbs of halibut IFQ in 2012. Of that total 

12,040 lbs was held by five individuals that would not be allowed to lease all of their 3A IFQ 

because of the 1,500 lbs/10 percent lease rule. Subtracting that amount from the total yields 

15,839 lbs of IFQ that could be leased. However, if a person determined that since they could not 

lease their entire holding they would not lease any of their IFQ, a total of 8,339 lbs would be 

available. That would likely yield fewer than 500 GAF, depending on the average weight of a 

GAF that would be applied to those IFQ. If all IFQ available, under this scenario, were leased, 

that number would less than double. 

 

Factors beyond net revenues generated by the IFQ holder may also play a role in determining if 

shares will be leased. For example, some IFQ holders may not lease their IFQ because it would 

negatively affect their crew’s compensation. Any leases that occur will reduce the overall 

2C 3A

Pounds 44,956                    27,878                      

QS Holders 61                            35                              

Pounds 11,477                    12,040                      

QS Holders 9                               5                                 

Pounds 33,479                    15,839                      

QS Holders 61                            35                              

Pounds 19,979                    8,339                        

QS Holders 61                            35                              

IFQ pounds that are leaseable

 IFQ pounds are leaseable and all IFQ holding in the area 

may be leased 

Total IFQ

Not leaseable (IFQ in excess of 1,500 lbs/10% Rule)
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harvesting income from the boat (assuming leases have little effect on commercial ex vessel 

prices). While the IFQ holder would be compensated by the lease, crew members that are paid on 

a share basis would not receive compensation. Given the heightened attention given to crew 

compensation and QS holders desire to attract the best crew members, further reducing crew 

benefits may affect GAF leasing. Animosity that has developed between sectors over the years, in 

some communities, may affect some IFQ holder’s willingness to lease to the charter sector. 

Certainly not all IFQ holders share that philosophy, but any that do may reduce the total GAF that 

could be made available.  

 

Each individual IFQ holder must weigh all these considerations, and perhaps other factors such as 

the duration of the lease, when determining whether to enter into an agreement. If an IFQ holder 

would consider leasing some or all of their IFQ in an area, taking the circumstances in the 

commercial halibut fishery as given, the ultimate factor in determining whether the lease occurs is 

the demand for GAF. 

3.2 Demand for GAF 
 

The proposed structure of the GAF program allows only CHP holders to lease GAF and they are 

prohibited from sub-leasing those fish to other CHP holders. Limiting eligible participants in the 

GAF market may reduce speculation and perhaps, through reduced demand, reduce the GAF 

price. However, the market price for GAF will be determined by the value of those fish in the 

directed commercial fishery, and guided anglers willingness to pay higher prices for trips that 

allow greater harvest flexibility or charter operators being willing to accept lower net revenue. 

 

Guided anglers would only have incentives to use GAF when the harvest limits placed on guided 

anglers are more restrictive than those placed on unguided anglers. For example, if the guided 

angler in Area 3A was operating under a 2-fish of any size bag limit, they would have no 

incentive to pay additional costs to use GAF. GAF would not change the quantity or attributes of 

the halibut the client could harvest. If guided anglers were operating under a 1-fish of less than 

37” bag limit, imposed in Area 2C during 2011, their incentive to utilize GAF increases. That 

does not mean that all guided angler’s willingness to pay for GAF is equal to the cost associated 

with accessing those halibut. The actual number of transactions and transaction prices will be 

determined by the supply and demand associated with those fish. 

 

Charter operations that have the highest net revenue per client and larger client bases are expected 

to be the most willing lessees of GAF. These business, which may have expansive ancillary 

operations (such as lodges), will use their larger client bases to use GAF or may be more able to 

be able to support the costs associated with the risk of potentially unused GAF through their 

larger operations. These operators would be willing to enter leases only if net revenues are 

expected to increase after the lease. GAF would be purchased to attract clients willing to pay for 

an opportunity to harvest additional fish. Given that GAF can be used to create the opportunity, a 

variety of different uses could be made of GAF, which might differ depending on circumstances. 

For example, if a one fish bag limit with a maximum size is in place, an operator could use GAF 

strictly for providing clients with an opportunity to retain a trophy fish. This use of GAF could 

allow an operator to earn additional revenues from multiple clients based on a single GAF.
14

 

These operators might be able to attract certain clients willing to pay extra for that opportunity. 

During other times, GAF may be used strictly to allow clients to retain additional fish. Some risk 

is associated with any purchase of GAF, as it is possible that an operator may be unable to attract 

                                                      
14

 This use of GAF can be made fairly without misleading clients, provided clients are informed of their 

chances of catching a trophy fish. 
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clients willing to pay for the added opportunity provided by GAF. These operators may be less 

willing to acquire GAF in the future.  

 

Factors that influence demand and, as a result, whether a lease occurs include the management 

measures in place to limit charter harvest, duration of the lease, the business model of the charter 

service, and the net returns of halibut in the commercial IFQ fishery. Each of these factors is 

described below, but other factors will also influence demand for leases. 

 

Comparing the Area 2C management measures for 2011 and 2012 provides an example of how 

these measures could affect client demand for GAF. In 2011, management measures were 

imposed that limited charter clients to a daily bag limit of 1-fish, less than 37 inches. This strict 

management measure did not allow clients to retain a trophy sized halibut. Some clients may 

sufficiently value the ability to retain such a fish, to be willing to pay an additional GAF fee. 

Charter operators have often referred to their ability to market trips for halibut of trophy size as 

important to their business. This indicates that charter clients place a relatively high value on 

larger fish. The 37” limit also resulted in a client being able to take home a maximum of 

approximately 12 lbs of halibut fillets
15

. Increasing the amount of halibut fillets that may be taken 

home, at less than retail cost, may entice clients to pay the additional fee. In 2012, the 

management measures changed. While there is still a 1-fish limit in area 2C, the client may retain 

a fish that is less than or equal to 45 inches or greater than or equal to 68 inches. The ability to 

retain a trophy fish and the increased smaller size limit reduces the incentive for a client to pay an 

additional fee for GAF. A client may still want to utilize GAF to retain two fish or fish between 

45 inches and 68 inches, and it will depend on the preference of the individual angler and the 

ability of the operator to attract clients based on these added opportunities. 

 

The duration of the lease agreements may also play an important role in determining if GAF are 

leased. Long term (multiyear) lease agreements may be developed for extended use of the GAF 

by a charter operator. Long term lease arrangements would be based on charter operators 

assuming that the combined catch limit will be small enough to trigger management measures at a 

tier limiting the number or size of the halibut their clients may harvest. The goal of the leasing 

entity is to amortize its investment over the lease period and provide a consistent market of 

halibut charter services to prospective clients. Long term leases could reduce uncertainty 

regarding access to fish and lease prices. Fluctuations in the commercial CEY will still cause the 

number of GAF a QS holder can lease to increase or decrease. Long term leases will be most 

effective for amounts that the lessee is certain to use and if the provisions to return unused GAF 

to the commercial sector provide adequate time for unused shares to be harvested.
16

  Under a 

short term lease (annual), the lease price will be strongly influenced by current charter and 

commercial market conditions pertaining to the volatility of supply and demand. The annual lease 

arrangements may be more likely to occur when there is a temporary unforeseen surge in the 

demand for GAF, resulting from relatively restrictive harvest measures.  

 

There are several types of charter businesses that operate in Areas 2C and 3A. They are described 

in Section 4.2 of this document. Businesses can be as basic as supplying only the items needed 

for a fishing trip, to all inclusive lodges that cater to all the client’s needs from the time they 

arrive at the base community until they leave. Basic charter operations would need to pass the 

                                                      
15

 Additional fillets could be retained if the vessel fished areas where rockfish, lingcod, or other desirable 

species could be harvested. 
16

 Long term arrangements may also reduce uncertainties by ensuring GAF are available for lease at certain 

times in the season. These arrangements would reduce the need to transfer GAF back to the commercial 

sector late in the season by limiting the leases to the amount of GAF needed.  
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GAF costs on to the client as an increased cost of the trip or as a surcharge, if GAF are utilized by 

a client. Lodges could pass the cost of the GAF on as part of their overall package. The fee in that 

case may be less obvious to the client and the lodge could market their trips as allowing their 

clients to harvest 2-fish of any size. This type of operation, with a stable client base seeking 

specific attributes from their trip, may also be most likely to enter into long-term leases. They are 

also most likely to utilize GAF regardless of the lease structure. 

 

Ultimately, each individual charter operation will need to determine if clients are willing to pay 

increased prices for using GAF. Charter operations attracting clients willing to pay extra for the 

experience of harvesting more or bigger fish will utilize GAF. Those that do not attract that type 

of client, will not participate in the GAF program. In the same way, clients will need to determine 

if the increased cost of harvesting more or larger halibut is worth the increased cost. That decision 

is driven by the individual’s demand to harvest additional fish.  

3.3 Conclusions 
 

It is not possible to determine the amount of GAF that will be leased in a year, subject to the 

regulatory limits, but the amount will vary based several factors including the commercial market 

for halibut and costs of commercial operations and demand for charter trips and the management 

measures that are in place to control charter harvests. Overall economic conditions will affect 

demand for charter trips and likely demand for GAF. The rules proposed on the limits for GAF 

transfer seem to allow for sufficient GAF to be leased (under current conditions). However, just 

because rules allow it to be leased does not mean that GAF will always be available at the price 

charter operators are willing to pay. To reduce the uncertainty of when GAF are available, charter 

operators may attempt to procure long term leases. These leases would help ensure GAF are 

available when needed and would reduce the annual fluctuation in GAF prices. Business that can 

amortize the cost of the GAF over a larger business may be more likely to lease GAF than charter 

operators who have smaller operations.  

4 Economic Conditions in the Charter and Commercial Fisheries 
 

This section of the analysis was developed to illustrate changes that have occurred in halibut 

fisheries in recent years. Both commercial and charter examples are presented that rely on data 

collected by NOAA Fisheries and ADF&G. When rutienly collected data were not available, 

information was collected by talking with persons involved in the fisheries. 

 

4.1 Commercial Examples 
 

Commercial halibut harvesting operations take a variety of forms. A commercial operator may 

own quota shares and a vessel, fishing the yielded IFQ on the vessel. Depending on whether the 

quota share holder is an initial recipient, it is possible that a hired skipper may be used to harvest 

IFQ. The primary long term costs of these operations are quota costs and vessel costs, although a 

variety of other long term and short term costs are incurred.  

 

While some participants in the commercial fishery own quota shares and vessels (akin to the 

charter permits and vessels owned by charter fishery participants), the halibut IFQ program has 

allowed for flexibility in structuring commercial halibut fishery operations. Specifically, entering 

halibut fishery participants may not own a vessel, but may fish their quota share holdings on the 

vessel of another participant (by riding along on the vessel). While this structure might appear to 
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remove a substantial cost (i.e., vessel ownership) for participants who do not own a vessel, 

additional costs are incurred, as the vessel owner will retain a portion of the revenue generated by 

landings of those shares to cover operational costs and compensate for vessel use and crews. 

Payment arrangements for the harvest of quota vary across vessels depending on the 

circumstances. Generally, charges decrease with the amount of quota brought to the vessel for 

harvest. Also, a vessel that will be used for making a large harvest of its owner’s quota may 

charge less to bring small amounts of quota on board to supplement its fishing. In addition, 

arrangements may also differ if the quota holder also is an active crewmember on the vessel.  

 

Vessels also incur costs for fuel, insurance, gear, moorage, gear storage, food, and provisions. 

Other charges made on harvests including state and local taxes and cost recovery fees. Vessels 

also require periodic repair and maintenance, which can be greatly increased by accidents or 

failures of engines, hydraulics, refrigeration, or propulsion systems.  

 

Crew costs are also a substantial operating cost. Crew sizes differ slightly with the size of a vessel 

and its operation Most of the smaller vessels (less than 55 feet) operate with crews of one or two 

in addition to the captain. Larger vessels will typically operate with a crew of 3 in addition to the 

captain. Crew are typically compensated on a share based system under which they receive a 

share of vessel revenues (or gross stock) after the payment of specified operating costs (which 

may include the costs of quota, food, bait, lost gear, fuel and provisions). 

 

In addition to halibut harvests, many vessels also participate in groundfish fisheries. Most of these 

vessels use longline gear in the groundfish fisheries, but some use pot and a very few use trawl 

gear. In addition, some vessels that are equipped for pot gear may also fish in crab fisheries, most 

often the C. bairdi fisheries managed by the State of Alaska. Prosecution of these other fisheries 

may offset some of the lost revenues in the halibut fishery at times of low halibut abundance for 

vessels holding the requisite permits to enter those fisheries. 

 

The six tables below show six gross revenue and quota cost scenarios (three for Area 2C and 

three for area 3A), each from 2003 to 2011. The scenarios are intended only to provide 

information concerning the changes in revenue streams that arise from recent changes in halibut 

prices and the Fishery CEY. It is assumed that IFQ are fully harvested; estimates of revenue and 

quota share value are based on the average ex vessel price and share price in the area, except as 

noted. The first example for each area assumes that the quota holder received an initial allocation 

of quota shares equal to the average area initial allocation. The second table for each area 

assumes that the holder received an initial allocation in an amount equal to the average harvest of 

a vessel 60 feet or less in length. The third scenario for each area assumes that the quota share 

holder made three share purchases over a five year period. Each of the three quota share 

acquisitions would yield 5,000 pounds of IFQ in the year of purchase.  

 

Importantly, none of the tables consider operating costs other than quota share costs. In assessing 

the information in the tables consideration should be given to those costs, particular costs that are 

likely to have changed during the period (such as fuel costs, which are substantially higher now 

than in 2003). (see Alaska Fuel Price Survey, Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission, 

Portland Oregon). Changes in other costs are likely to either compensate for, or intensify the 

effects arising from revenue changes. 

 

Under the first scenario in Area 2C, the quota holder is assumed to hold 25,000 quota shares 

(approximately the average initial allocation) throughout the period (see Table 15). Annual ex 

vessel gross revenue increases from 2003 to 2007, as a result of increases in both ex vessel price 

and the annual IFQ allocation (arising from a rising commercial CEY). Beginning in 2007, CEY 
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and price decreases lead to a drop in estimated quota value and gross revenue. Although the ex 

vessel price recovered (reaching the highest value for the period by 2011), quota values declined, 

most likely in response to the drop in the commercial CEY throughout the remainder of the 

period. As a consequence, the quota is of slightly lower value in 2011 than in 2003, despite a 

doubling of ex vessel price, while revenues from IFQ landings were less than two-thirds of the 

2003 level in 2011. Nominal dollar values are reported in all tables.  

 

Table 15. Scenario 1 for Area 2C – gross revenue and quota value for a quota holder who 

received an allocation of 25,000 quota shares. 

 
 

 

The second scenario in Area 2C assumes that a person holds quota shares in an amount that yields 

the average IFQ harvest by a vessel that is 60 feet or less in length (see Table 16). The table also 

shows the average vessel harvest from 2003 to 2011, along with the gross revenues received for 

those harvests. These numbers can be contrasted with the harvest arising from the constant quota 

share holding to show fleet responses to changes in the fishery (such as changes in IFQ 

allocations arising from changes in the Fishery CEY and changes in ex vessel prices). 

Specifically, the harvest from constant quota share holdings exceeds the average vessel harvest 

(in pounds) from 2003 through 2006. This suggests that the harvest of halibut as percentage of the 

quota share pool dispersed among vessels during that period. In other words, the average vessel 

harvests (increased in pounds but) decreased as a share of the total IFQ pool during that period, 

since the average vessel harvested less IFQ than was yielded by the constant QS holdings (which 

are equivalent to the average vessel’s harvests in 2003). With more IFQ pounds to harvest and an 

increasing price, on average, QS holders elected to harvest more pounds from a vessel, but less of 

the total pool, achieving higher revenues from those harvests. In the period from 2007 through 

2011, the opposite phenomenon occurred. The average vessel harvested fewer pounds, but an 

2C - 1

Year

Quota 

shares 

held*

Quota 

Share 

price 

($/share)

Value of 

Quota 

Share 

held ($)

Annual ratio 

of Quota 

Shares to 

IFQ

Annual IFQ 

pounds

Average 

ex vessel 

price 

($/pound)

Annual ex 

vessel 

revenue 

($)

2003 25,000 1.39 34,750 7.02 3,563 2.95 10,526

2004 25,000 2.41 60,250 5.67 4,408 3.04 13,377

2005 25,000 3.31 82,750 5.45 4,588 3.08 14,122

2006 25,000 3.29 82,250 5.60 4,462 3.75 16,743

2007 25,000 2.80 70,000 7.00 3,573 4.41 15,740

2008 25,000 2.70 67,500 9.59 2,607 4.33 11,296

2009 25,000 1.70 42,500 11.86 2,107 3.08 6,499

2010 25,000 1.68 42,000 13.53 1,847 4.62** 8,534

2011 25,000 1.27 31,750 25.56 978 6.77*** 6,622

** Statewide price

* Shares assumed received under initial allocation under this scenario. Amount is slightly less 

than average initial allocation in Area 2C.

*** Average of monthly Southeast prices from notification of standard prices and fee 

percentage (76 FR 238 pp. 77209-14).
Except as noted prices are from RAM annual report to the fleet and annual transfer reports.
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increasing share of the total IFQ pool. In other words, the average vessel harvested IFQ from a 

larger share of the QS pool, but fewer pounds. Revenues fluctuated during the period as a result 

of ex vessel prices for both a vessel harvesting a constant share of the QS pool and a vessel 

harvesting at the fleet average (for vessels of a length of 60 feet or less); however, gross revenues 

of the average vessel exceeded gross revenues of the vessel harvesting a constant percentage of 

the quota share pool, because of the concentration of additional harvests on the average vessel. 

Quota share value also fluctuated following a pattern similar to IFQ revenues, ending the period 

with a value less than in the beginning. This drop in value of constant QS holdings (which fell 

more than 10 percent from the 2003 value in 2011), however, is less proportionally than the drop 

in ex vessel gross revenues from annual IFQ harvests (which fell by more than 30 percent from 

the 2003 in 2011)
17

. The added concentration of harvests on the average vessel likely mitigated 

these effects for some quota holders. That concentration can occur by the quota share transfers 

that concentrate quota share holdings and by multiple quota share holders joining together to 

harvest their IFQ on a single vessel. This additional concentration can be used to reduce harvest 

costs, but may not avoid some costs, such as vessel costs that cannot be avoided through short run 

decisions.  

 

Table 16. Scenario 2 for Area 2C - revenue and quota value for a quota holder who holds 

quota shares that yield IFQ harvested by the average vessel less than or equal to 60 feet in 

length in 2003 (15,000 pounds of IFQ yielded by 105,239 quota share units in 2003). 

 
 

The third scenario in Area 2C assumes that the quota share holder made three purchases of quota 

shares over a five year period (Table 17). Each purchase yields 5,000 pounds of IFQ in the year 

of purchase. The first purchase (in 2003) would have cost almost $50,000. The second purchase, 

                                                      
17

 The decrease in ex vessel revenue from QS held was greater when 2007 is compared to 2011.  During 

this period the gross ex vessel revenue derived from QS decreased to about 42 percent of the 2007 level.  

Had QS been purchased in 2007, with the assumption that the future stream of earnings would approximate 

2007 levels, the revenues generated in 2011 may be less than the amount necessary to cover the annual 

repayment schedule.     

2C - 2

Year

Quota 

shares 

held*

Quota 

Share 

price 

($/share)

Value of 

Quota 

Share 

held ($)

Annual ratio 

of Quota 

Shares to 

IFQ

Annual IFQ 

pounds

Average 

ex vessel 

price 

($/pound)

Annual ex 

vessel 

revenue 

($)

Approximate 

average vessel 

harvest* 

(pounds)

Annual ex 

vessel 

revenue (of 

~ average 

vessel 

harvest) ($)

2003 105,239 1.39 146,282 7.02 15,000 2.95 44,310 15,000 44,310

2004 105,239 2.41 253,625 5.67 18,554 3.04 56,311 17,000 51,595

2005 105,239 3.31 348,339 5.45 19,314 3.08 59,448 18,000 55,404

2006 105,239 3.29 346,235 5.60 18,785 3.75 70,481 16,000 60,032

2007 105,239 2.80 294,668 7.00 15,039 4.41 66,260 15,000 66,090

2008 105,239 2.70 284,144 9.59 10,974 4.33 47,551 13,000 56,329

2009 105,239 1.70 178,905 11.86 8,871 3.08 27,359 12,000 37,008

2010 105,239 1.68 176,801 13.53 7,776 4.62** 35,923 12,000 55,440

2011 105,239 1.27 133,653 25.56 4,118 6.77*** 27,876 12,000 81,240

** Statewide price from CFEC

*** Average of monthly Southeast prices from notification of standard prices and fee percentage (76 FR 238 pp. 77209-14).

Except as noted prices are from RAM annual report to the fleet and annual transfer reports.

* Shares assumed received under initial allocation under this scenario. Amount is based on the median vessel harvest by C 

category vessels (60 feet and under LOA) in 2003 all areas.
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two years later, would have cost approximately 90,000. By that time, the original purchase would 

yield approximately 6,500 pounds of IFQ, as a result of the increase in the commercial CEY. The 

value of the first purchase, however, would have increased more than two-fold to over $115,000, 

although halibut prices increased only slightly during the period. The third purchase would have 

been for an amount of quota share similar to the first purchase five years earlier (as the 

commercial CEY dropped back to a level similar to the 2003 level). Halibut prices by this time 

had increase by approximately 50 percent (almost $1.50 higher than the 2003 price of $2.95) and 

quota shares were approximately double the 2003 price. Consequently, in 2007, at the end of the 

purchase period, the quota share holder would have spent almost $250,000 on quota share, which 

would yield approximately 13,000 pounds of IFQ and approximately $61,000 in ex vessel 

revenues (at the 2007 commercial CEY and average ex vessel price). From 2007 on, the 

commercial CEY declined, so the amount of IFQ yielded by the quota share purchased declined 

to below 4,000 pounds in 2011 (less than one-third of the amount that might have been intended 

by the three-5,000 pound purchases). As expected, the price of quota share declined by more than 

50 percent from the 2007 level to approximately $1.25 per share leaving the total holding value at 

approximately $125,000 (or slightly more than half of the almost $240,000 outlay for purchases). 

 

Table 17. Scenario 3 for Area 2C - revenue and quota value for a quota holder who made 3 

purchases of quota shares (in 2003, 2005, and 2007), each of which yielded 5,000 pounds of 

IFQ harvested in the year of purchase. 

 
 

The commercial fishery scenarios for Area 2C suggest that in recent years quota share holders 

have experienced losses in gross revenues from their holdings. A portion of this decline has been 

offset by increased halibut prices. Despite these price increases, revenues from constant quota 

share holdings declined in 2011 to substantially less than the 2003 level. To counter this effect, 

quota share holders have consolidated their IFQ holding to reduce harvest costs. The decline in 

value of quota share holdings suggests that this consolidation has achieved limited success in 

maintaining quota share value. Persons who purchased quota shares, particularly at peak quota 

share values in the mid-2000s have seen the value of their holdings decline substantially. These 

changes reflect short term changes that are dependent on the period selected for analysis. Over 

2C - 3

Year

Quota 

Shares 

acquired

Quota 

shares 

held

Quota 

Share 

price 

($/share)

Quota Share 

cost 

incurred ($)

Value of 

Quota 

Share held 

($)

Annual 

ratio of 

Quota 

Shares to 

IFQ

Annual IFQ 

pounds

Average ex 

vessel price 

($/pound)

Annual ex 

vessel 

revenue ($)

2003 35,080 35,080 1.39 48,761 48,761 7.02 5,000 2.95 14,770

2004 0 35,080 2.41 0 84,542 5.67 6,185 3.04 18,770

2005 27,245 62,324 3.31 90,179 206,292 5.45 11,438 3.08 35,206

2006 0 62,324 3.29 0 205,046 5.60 11,125 3.75 41,740

2007 34,990 97,314 2.80 97,971 272,478 7.00 13,906 4.41 61,270

2008 0 97,314 2.70 0 262,746 9.59 10,148 4.33 43,970

2009 0 97,314 1.70 0 165,433 11.86 8,203 3.08 25,298

2010 0 97,314 1.68 0 163,487 13.53 7,190 4.62** 33,218

2011 0 97,314 1.27 0 123,588 25.56 3,807 6.77*** 25,776

Scenario assumes 3 purchases of QS, each purchase would yield 5,000 pounds of IFQ in the year of purchase.

** Statewide price

*** Average of monthly Southeast prices from notification of standard prices and fee percentage (76 FR 238 pp. 77209-14).

Except as noted prices are from RAM annual report to the fleet and annual transfer reports.
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time, conditions could change, reversing the downward trends in revenues and quota share values 

reflected in data from recent years. 

 

The Area 3A scenarios follow a slightly different pattern than the Area 2C scenarios. Changes in 

the Fishery CEY (and IFQ yielded by each quota share) are less substantial in Area 3A. In the 

first few years (2003 through 2006) the increase in IFQ yielded per quota share unit is less in 

Area 3A. As a consequence, the rise in quota share prices during that period was dampened in 

Area 3A. The drop in IFQ yielded by each quota share (or the drop in the Fishery CEY) is less 

substantial in Area 3A. This together with the increase in halibut prices result in a smaller drop in 

annual ex vessel revenues and quota share values in Area 3A. The result is that the value of 

constant quota share holdings (at the average initial allocation) doubled from the beginning of the 

period to the end of the period, while annual ex vessel revenues from constant quota share 

holdings ended the period at a level similar to or slightly higher than at the start (as shown in 

Table 18).  

 

Table 18. Scenario 1 for Area 3A – gross revenue and quota value for a quota holder who 

received an allocation of 60,000 quota shares. 

 

 
 

A vessel that harvested IFQ yielded by quota shares in an amount equal to the average harvest of 

a vessel 60 feet or less in Area 3A,  in 2003, would have it harvests fluctuate above the 2003 level 

until 2008 (Table 19). The vessel would have harvested 15,000 pounds in 2003 and between 

16,000 and almost 17,500 from 2004 through 2008. The vessels harvest would have then 

declined, dropping below 10,000 pounds in 2011. In contrast, the average vessel harvest increase 

to over 18,000 in 2005, then declined progressively thereafter to approximately 12,000 pounds in 

both 2010 and 2011. Comparing the average vessel harvest to the a vessel harvesting a constant 

amount of quota shares suggests that harvest of quota consolidated in the fleet from 2003 through 

3A - 1

Year

Quota 

shares 

held*

Quota 

Share 

price 

($/share)

Value of 

Quota 

Share 

held ($)

Annual ratio 

of Quota 

Shares to 

IFQ

Annual IFQ 

pounds

Average 

ex vessel 

price 

($/pound)

Annual ex 

vessel 

revenue 

($)

2003 60,000 1.20 72,000 8.17 7,342 2.89 21,248

2004 60,000 1.88 112,800 7.38 8,131 3.04 24,676

2005 60,000 2.49 149,400 7.26 8,265 3.07 25,389

2006 60,000 2.46 147,600 7.34 8,177 3.78 30,925

2007 60,000 2.91 174,600 7.06 8,501 4.40 37,431

2008 60,000 3.51 210,600 7.63 7,859 4.40 34,579

2009 60,000 2.87 172,200 8.52 7,041 3.12 21,940

2010 60,000 2.28 136,800 9.25 6,486 4.62** 29,967

2011 60,000 2.52 151,200 12.88 4,660 6.61*** 30,800

** Statewide price

* Shares assumed received under initial allocation under this scenario. Amount is slightly less 

than average initial allocation.

*** Average of monthly Central Gulf prices from notification of standard prices and fee 

percentage (76 FR 238 pp. 77209-14).

Except as noted prices are from RAM annual report to the fleet and annual transfer reports.
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2005, but then dispersed thereafter, until 2011. In that year, a relatively large decline in the 

Fishery CEY likely stimulated consolidation of the harvest of IFQ in the fleet.  

 

Table 19. Scenario 2 for Area 3A - revenue and quota value for a quota holder who holds 

quota shares that yield IFQ harvested by the average vessel less than or equal to 60 feet in 

length in 2003 (15,000 pounds of IFQ yielded by 105,239 quota share units in 2003) 

 
 

The third scenario in Area 3A assumes that a person made three purchases of quota shares over a 

five year period from 2003 through 2007, with each purchase of an amount of quota share that 

would yield 5,000 pounds of IFQ in the year of purchase (Table 20). The number of shares 

purchased decline with each purchase, since the Fishery CEY rose during the purchasing period; 

however, the purchase price increased from less than $50,000 for the first purchase to over 

$100,000 for the third purchase. This price increase likely resulted from the increasing CEY and 

halibut ex vessel price during the period of the purchases. Subsequently, the Fishery CEY 

declined leading to a decrease in pounds of IFQ harvested annually. Revenues from harvests 

decline, particularly in 2009 when the ex vessel price declined in the area, but recovered in 2010, 

as a result of a price increase. Notwithstanding the decline in the Fishery CEY, the value of the 

quota shares remained above the sum paid for the three purchases, despite a decline in price from 

the last purchase. This arose because the quota share price in 2011 remained substantially higher 

than the price at the time of the 2003 purchase. This scenario suggests that despite a similar 

pattern in the Fishery CEY and quota share prices in Area 3A and Area 2C, Area 3A quota share 

holders appear to be better off than quota share holders in Area 2C. This arises primarily because 

the magnitude of the decline in the Area 3A Fishery CEY is substantially less than the changes in 

Area 2C. This conclusion is case dependent and could change, if the Fishery CEY declines in 

future years. For example, a person who made a substantial purchase of quota shares in Area 3A 

in 2008 would have suffered a considerable loss in quota share value by 2011. 

  

3A - 2

Year

Quota 

shares 

held*

Quota 

Share 

price 

($/share)

Value of 

Quota 

Share 

held ($)

Annual ratio 

of Quota 

Shares to 

IFQ

Annual IFQ 

pounds

Average 

ex vessel 

price 

($/pound)

Annual ex 

vessel 

revenue 

($)

Approximate 

average vessel 

harvest* 

(pounds)

Annual ex 

vessel 

revenue (of 

~ average 

vessel 

harvest) ($)

2003 122,579 1.20 147,094 8.17 15,000 2.89 43,410 15,000 43,410

2004 122,579 1.88 230,448 7.38 16,611 3.04 50,413 17,000 51,595

2005 122,579 2.49 305,220 7.26 16,884 3.07 51,869 18,000 55,296

2006 122,579 2.46 301,543 7.34 16,705 3.78 63,179 16,000 60,512

2007 122,579 2.91 356,703 7.06 17,368 4.40 76,472 15,000 66,045

2008 122,579 3.51 430,251 7.63 16,055 4.40 70,644 13,000 57,200

2009 122,579 2.87 351,800 8.52 14,385 3.12 44,824 12,000 37,392

2010 122,579 2.28 279,479 9.25 13,251 4.62** 61,222 12,000 55,440

2011 122,579 2.52 308,898 12.88 9,519 6.61*** 62,923 12,000 79,320

** Statewide price

*** Average of monthly Central Gulf prices from notification of standard prices and fee percentage (76 FR 238 pp. 77209-14).

Except as noted prices are from RAM annual report to the fleet and annual transfer reports.

* Shares assumed received under initial allocation under this scenario. Amount is based on the median vessel harvest by C 

category vessels (60 feet and under LOA) in 2003 (all areas).
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Table 20. Scenario 3 for Area 3A - revenue and quota value for a quota holder who made 3 

purchases of quota shares (in 2003, 2005, and 2007), each of which yielded 5,000 pounds of 

IFQ harvested in the year of purchase. 

 

4.2 Charter Examples  
 

A variety of models of charter operations exist in Southeast and Southcentral Alaska. This section 

provides a brief description of those businesses, including revenue sources, costs, and supporting 

businesses. To the extent that businesses and opportunities differ across regions, those differences 

are described. In addition, for businesses that operate ancillary (or related) businesses, charter 

operations (including costs and revenues) are distinguished to the extent feasible. Since 

substantial variation exists across businesses, the descriptions in this section should be viewed as 

examples from which most operations will deviate (in some cases substantially). 

 

For most charter operators, halibut are a primary target; however, most charters will run trips to 

target other species (including salmon, rockfish, and lingcod) or combination trips targeting 

halibut and other species. Halibut charters typically operate from late spring (May) until early fall 

(September). Winter trips may target halibut or catch halibut incidentally when targeting other 

species (most commonly king salmon), but the markets for these trips vary with location. 

 

A variety of persons and businesses maintain charter operations in Southeast and Southcentral 

Alaska. Many small charter operations are run by sole proprietors, who operate a single vessel 

that carry six or fewer clients. In Southeast, all charters are limited to six clients. In a some cases, 

these vessels operate without deckhands; however, many vessels capable of carrying six clients or 

more will also carry a deckhand for each 6 to 8 clients to assist with operations, including vessel 

operations, gear, baiting, gaffing, and cleaning, filleting, and processing fish. Deckhands are 

typically compensated at a daily rate plus a share of any tips. Small charter businesses typically 

only serve clients with charter fishing trips and sight-seeing trips. In Southeast, in particular, 

whale watching tours are popular. While most of these sole proprietors strive to make a living off 

charter (and sight-seeing) operations alone, many have other sources of income, including state or 

federal retirement income and seasonal employment that does not conflict with the summer 

3A - 3

Year

Quota 

Shares 

acquired

Quota 

shares 

held

Quota 

Share 

price 

($/share)

Quota Share 

cost 

incurred ($)

Value of 

Quota 

Share held 

($)

Annual 

ratio of 

Quota 

Shares to 

IFQ

Annual IFQ 

pounds

Average ex 

vessel price 

($/pound)

Annual ex 

vessel 

revenue ($)

2003 40,860 40,860 1.20 49,031 49,031 8.17 5,000 2.89 14,470

2004 0 40,860 1.88 0 76,816 7.38 5,537 3.04 16,804

2005 36,300 77,159 2.49 90,386 192,126 7.26 10,628 3.07 32,650

2006 0 77,159 2.46 0 189,811 7.34 10,515 3.78 39,769

2007 35,289 112,448 2.91 102,690 327,222 7.06 15,933 4.40 70,151

2008 0 112,448 3.51 0 394,691 7.63 14,728 4.40 64,805

2009 0 112,448 2.87 0 322,724 8.52 13,196 3.12 41,119

2010 0 112,448 2.28 0 256,380 9.25 12,156 4.62** 56,162

2011 0 112,448 2.52 0 283,368 12.88 8,733 6.61*** 57,722

Scenario assumes 3 purchases of QS, each purchase would yield 5,000 pounds of IFQ in the year of purchase.

** Statewide price

*** Average of monthly Central Gulf prices from notification of standard prices and fee percentage (76 FR 238 pp. 77209-14).

Except as noted prices are from RAM annual report to the fleet and annual transfer reports.
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charter season. Operators provide all fishing gear and bait, but many require clients to bring 

lunches. Larger charter operations typically serve more clients with larger or more vessels or 

provide ancillary services such as fishing processing (vacuum packing and freezing) and lodging, 

which may range from primitive overnight cabins to full service lodges that provide 

transportation to remote island luxury lodges and gourmet meals. Some charter companies 

(particularly in Southeast) operate “mothership” excursions, which are multiday trips on which 

clients stay aboard a large vessel, making daily charter trips on smaller vessels. These larger 

operations that also provide lodging vary greatly. In some cases, particularly in Southeast, 

operators will coordinate packages that include stays at local hotels and meals at local restaurants 

and charter fishing as part of a package; some operators maintain local lodging in a coastal 

community with air service; others provide remote lodging that is accessible only by boat or fly-

in service. Package prices (and investment and operating costs) will vary with the type of 

experience. Some of these operators, particularly those providing accommodations in coastal 

communities, will contract charters with other local operators to expand their sales.  

 

The primary expenses associated with charter operations are the vessel and the charter halibut 

limited entry permits. Permit prices, to date, have shown wide variation from approximately 

$10,000 to approximately $90,000, while averaging approximately $50,000. Southeast (2C) 

permits have traded at lower prices (approximately $35,000 on average), in comparison to 

Southcentral (3A) permits (which have averaged almost $60,000). Prices also generally appear to 

increase with the number of angler’s endorsed on the permit. Vessel costs vary greatly across 

operations, as vessels range from relatively small vessels that carry four or fewer clients up to 

large party boats capable of carrying 35 clients. In addition, some operations maintain fleets of 

several vessels. Operations that hire captains also incur substantial payroll costs for their services. 

Costs vary with both safety requirements and operator safety choices. Vessels that carry six or 

fewer clients are not subject to the safety inspections, but may choose to enter the Coast Guard’s 

Alaska Voluntary 5 Star Safety Program.
18

 Vessels carrying more than six persons must meet 

more stringent safety requirements (maintaining additional safety equipment including life rafts, 

double bilge pumps, and fire suppression systems) and are inspected annually. Insurance 

premiums (which include liability and workmen’s compensation insurance) along with payments 

toward deductibles in the event of a claim, are also an expense for operators. A variety of other 

vessel related additional expenses, many of which vary by location, must be borne by charter 

operators (including harbor fees, launch fees, wide-load permit fees, and park permits). In some 

areas, daily launches are common (effectively leading to a daily charge) while in other areas 

vessels are kept in harbors (which typically charge monthly or seasonal fees).  

 

Charter operators also bear advertising, promotional, and support costs, which also vary based on 

the choices of the operator. Operators typically maintain a website and toll free phone line for 

soliciting clients. Some advertise in sports magazines or internet pages. In addition, several 

maintain offices, some of which also include small retail sales operations for fishing accessories 

and gifts. Many operators also advertise by attending outdoor trade shows throughout the lower 

48 to increase their client base. At the extreme, some of the larger operations will attend as many 

as 20 shows a year. In Southeast, some operations rely heavily on wholesalers and cruise lines. 

These arranged trips come at a cost, as wholesalers may charge up to 50 percent of the total trip 

price for arranging the clients. 

                                                      
18

 To receive a five star rating, participants must comply with existing regulations governing uninspected 

vessels, and have a safety-training program (including drills), a properly installed bilge pump and audible 

bilge alarm, a handheld VHF FM radio, an Emergency Position Indicating Radio Beacon (EPIRB), and an 

inflatable life raft. Participants in the program are listed at the program website 

(http://alaska5star.us/home). 

http://alaska5star.us/home
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Rates for charters vary across operations and trips. The typical full day (approximately 8 hour) six 

person (six-pack) trip rate is currently between approximately $250 and $325 per person. 

Operations that run greater distances may charge more, but may also extend trip times. The half 

day (approximately 4 to 5 hours) rate on these vessels is between approximately $150 and $200 

per person. In Southeast, operators that support cruise line passengers typically operate these 

shorter trips. Larger vessels operating in Southcentral (which carry between 12 and 18 persons) 

typically charge a similar rater for a similar experience. Party boats, which carry between 18 and 

35 persons) may charge substantially less – as low as $100 per person for a 4 to 5 hour trip – and 

offer a different experience, such as shared rods. Discounted pricing may be available to seniors 

or military or if an operator would needs an additional client to fill the vessel for a trip. Some 

operators also may apply a fuel surcharge, depending on fuel prices and the length of runs. 

Longer runs tend to be needed later in the summer season (i.e., July and August). Large 

operations that provide a variety of services (such as lodging and food) operate on an entirely 

different fee structure, typically using all inclusive pricing that covers food, lodging, local 

transportation, rain gear, and fish processing. Prices for these trips vary substantially depending 

on the operation and experience. 

 

Many operators of single day trip operations have a goal of making approximately 100 trips per 

vessel per year, but between 50 and 75 trips is more typical and would be considered a successful 

season by many operators. Weather, vessel breakdown, or damage cancellations can lead to a loss 

of substantial revenues for an operation. These losses will vary year to year depending on 

conditions and also vary with location. Operations in locations with greater exposure to open 

water (such as Seward) are likely to have more weather cancellations than operations and fishing 

opportunities in more protected waters (such as most Southeast locations). 

 

Development of scenarios for the charter sector is less straightforward than the development of 

scenarios for the commercial sector for a few reasons. The connection between halibut available 

to the sector (through the GHL or the catch sharing plan) and vessel revenues is less direct in the 

charter sector than in the commercial sector. Management measures governing the sector do not 

directly constrain catches from (and thereby revenues in) the sector, but instead limit inputs (such 

as the number of clients per trip) or outputs on a more limited basis (such as fish per client per 

day or fish size). The limits are intended to constrain total catch by the sector through their effects 

on individual harvests, as well as through their effects on both the supply of and demand for 

charter fishing trips. These supply and demand effects drive prices and the number of trips at both 

the individual and sector level. Additional uncertainty arises from both the relative inexperience 

with these management measures and the potential for factors other than the management 

measures (such as overall economic conditions or fuel prices) to affect supply and demand of 

charter trips. Development of charter sector scenarios is also complicated as fewer data sources 

are available for the charter sector relative to the commercial sector. Some data exists for 

examining charter sector activities (in numbers of trips and clients); however, vessel 

identification is not consistent over time for all vessels. These data do not directly define halibut 

fishing trips (instead identifying trips as bottom fishing trips, salmon fishing trips, or both). In 

addition, these data do not include revenue or price information. Although limited entry permit 

price data are available, those data are only from a limited number of transactions over two years. 

These data show some inconsistencies, such as prices that do not always increase with the number 

of clients permitted, limiting their utility for development of scenarios. As a result of these 

factors, estimates of revenues and permit costs for scenarios must be based on anecdotal reports 

of sector participants and conjectures based on available data.  

 

The variation in charter operations suggests that a variety of examples may best illustrate the 

circumstances of a charter operation. To simplify the scenarios, no examples include ancillary 
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services (such as lodging and processing) that charter operators may also sell their charter clients. 

The scenarios only include cost information arising from limited entry permit purchases. In 

addition, since the limited entry program was implemented in 2010, no examples of revenue 

streams after purchase of a permit could be provided. As such, it should be understood that many 

operations will have revenues beyond those reflected in the example and all operations will have 

costs that are not reflected in the tables. In addition, the limited time series data and limited 

experience with management measures intended to constrain catches from the fleet creates some 

challenges to interpretation. Operations may be successful with relatively high numbers of clients 

and revenues under one set of management measures during periods when the economy is strong, 

but have limited success in years when different management measures apply or the economy is 

weak. These limitations should be considered when interpreting the tables. 

 

Each scenario shows a permit price that is close to the average price of a six-client limited entry 

permit for the applicable management area (2C or 3A). The scenarios also show estimated annual 

revenues based on average and high assumed client trips and average and high charter prices. 

Client and trip numbers are based on log book data estimates, while prices are based on anecdotal 

information from fishery participants. Price estimates could be adjusted based on additional input 

from participants. 

 

In assessing the scenarios, it should be considered whether an operation would be capable of 

covering its operating costs and have revenues remaining to commit to the price of a permit. 

While data are not available to establish whether revenues could be adequate to fund an operation 

and a permit, operational expenses are an important consideration. A variety of costs must be 

incurred by an operation, including fixed, long term costs (such as vessel costs) and variable, 

short term costs (such as fuel). These cost factors also pose challenges in interpreting the 

scenarios. For example, changes in these fuel costs can affect charter pricing. A change of an 

operation from a low priced scenario to a higher priced scenario may suggest additional returns to 

the operation, when in fact they are simply a reflection of the need to pass on fuel cost increases 

to clients.  

 

In considering the scenarios in the broader context, it is important to keep in mind differences in 

the charter and commercial operations. Unlike in the commercial sector where two IFQ holders 

can join together to harvest their IFQ from a single vessel to achieve efficiencies, to receive any 

return from a charter permit requires that the holder operate a vessel. In essence, the permit holder 

must operate on an all-in basis – investing in all charter operation aspects of the business to 

receive a return from the permit. Commercial participants can avoid or save on some variable 

costs (such as fuel and to some extent bait and gear) on a short term basis, although fixed costs 

such primary vessel costs are unavoidable. While charter participants may take steps to mitigating 

costs (such as fishing closer to port to save on fuel), realizing any return from the fishery in a year 

requires full participation by entering a vessel in the fishery. 

 

The first scenario applies to a six person charter operating in Area 2C from 2005 through 2010, 

the years for which relatively consistent data time series data are available for the charter fleet 

(Table 21). The scenario assumes that the vessel operates at a booking rate that is between $200 

and $250 per client trip, which increased over time. Annual trips fluctuated around 50 trips per 

year, except in 2009 when bookings dropped below 45 trips. Revenues rose from slightly more 

than $35,000 in 2005 to almost $50,000 in 2008. Peak revenues were received in that year as a 

result of a price increase, despite a slight drop in bookings from the preceding year. Revenues 

declined in 2009, then recovered slightly in 2010, as a result of a fluctuation in bookings. 

Notably, the decline in revenues in this scenario coincided with the one fish bag limit that was 

instituted in 2009; however, the role of that bag limit in the decline in comparison to other factors 
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(such as the economic downturn) is not known. In all years, gross revenues exceeded the average 

permit price of approximately $35,000; however, whether revenues would be adequate to fund 

the purchase of a license is not known.  

 

Table 21. Area 2C charter sector permit price and average 6-pack revenue scenario. 

  
 

The second scenario in area 2C assumes that the vessel operated in the top quartile of trips and 

clients. Under this scenario, the vessel is assumed to charge a relatively high rate for bookings, 

increasing from $225 per trip in the first year then jumping to $300 through the remainder of the 

period (Table 22). Annual trips follow a similar pattern to the previous scenario, increasing from 

approximately 60 trips per year to 70 trips per year from 2005 through 2007, then declining in 

2008 and 2009 (to below 60 trips in 2009), prior to recovering to above 60 trips per year in 2010. 

Total revenues started the period at slightly more than $50,000 in 2005, increased to peak at 

above $80,000 in 2007, declined to approximately $65,000 in 2009, then recovered to over 

$70,000 in 2010. As in the preceding scenario, a decline in revenues coincided with 

implementation of the one fish bag limit in 2009; however the effect of that measure in 

comparison to other factors is not known. Gross revenues from the vessel greatly exceeded the 

average permit price in all years, but whether the revenues would be adequate to support the 

operation and the purchase of a permit is not known.  

 

Table 22. Area 2C charter sector permit price and upper quartile 6-pack revenue scenario. 

 
 

2C - Average 6 person permit price - approximately $35,000

Year
Clients 

per trip
Total trips Total clients

Average 

price per 

client ($)

Annual 

halibut 

charter 

revenue ($)

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

retention.
3.7 49.3 184 200 36,879

2006
Two-fish bag limit (no size limit), state EO prohibiting 

crew harvest 5/26-12/31.
3.9 52.0 202 225 45,493

2007
Two-fish bag limit (1 under 32" eff. 6/1), no crew 

retention 5/1-12/31 (State EO and Federal Rule).
3.9 52.5 205 225 46,116

2008
Two-fish bag limit (1 under 32"), except one-fish bag 

limit Jun 1-10 (halted by injunction).
3.9 50.8 197 250 49,306

2009
One fish (no size limit), no harvest by skipper & crew, 

line limit (effective June 5).
3.8 44.6 170 250 42,426

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

line limit.
3.8 48.2 185 250 46,324

Prices are based on anecdotal average price.

Clients and trips are based on the average charter boat that made over 20 trips in a year and carried 6 or few er persons on all trips.

2C - Average 6 person permit price - approximately $35,000

Year
Clients 

per trip
Total trips Total clients

Average 

price per 

client ($)

Annual 

halibut 

charter 

revenue ($)

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

retention.
3.9 61 235 225 52,875

2006
Two-fish bag limit (no size limit), state EO prohibiting 

crew harvest 5/26-12/31.
4.0 66 265 300 79,500

2007
Two-fish bag limit (1 under 32" eff. 6/1), no crew 

retention 5/1-12/31 (State EO and Federal Rule).
4.0 70 279 300 83,700

2008
Two-fish bag limit (1 under 32"), except one-fish bag 

limit Jun 1-10 (halted by injunction).
3.9 66 259 300 77,700

2009
One fish (no size limit), no harvest by skipper & crew, 

line limit (effective June 5).
3.8 57 219 300 65,700

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

line limit.
4.0 61 242 300 72,600

Prices are based on anecdotal high price.

Clients and trips are based on the top quartile of charter boats that made over 20 trips in a year and carried 6 or few er persons on all trips.
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In Area 3A, the first scenario considers a vessel that operates at the average number of trips with 

the average total clients. The operation made slightly more than 50 trips in 2005 through 2008, 

before decreasing to slightly more than 45 trips in 2009 and 2010 (Table 23). Prices increased 

through the period from $200 in 2005 to $250,000 in 2010. Gross revenues rose from slightly 

under $50,000 in 2005 to over 60,000 (primarily from a price increase) in 2008 prior to 

decreasing to below $55,000 in 2009 and 2010. The decrease in client trips in Area 3A in 2009 

and 2010 is similar to the decrease in Area 2C, despite the constant management measures in the 

area. In Area 3A, permit prices appear to be higher (although a limited number of transactions 

have occurred, so that conclusion is weak). Whether this suggested higher permit price would 

affect the ability of an entering participant, operating at the average client and trip level, to fund 

the acquisition of a permit through their operation’s revenues is not known. Comparing this 

scenario to the comparable Area 2C scenario, the annual average clients per trip and total clients 

are slightly higher in Area 3A, while the number of trips are comparable across the two area’s 

scenarios. This Area 3A scenario shows higher revenues, as a result of the higher number of 

clients per trip.  

 

Table 23. Area 3A Charter sector permit price and average revenue scenario. 

 

 
 

The second Area 3A scenario considers a vessel that operates at the upper quartile of trips and 

clients and charges a relatively high rate for bookings. This vessel scenario maintains 60 or more 

trips in all years, except 2009, when the scenario shows 56 trips (Table 24). Although the number 

of trips rises to 60 in 2010, these trips include fewer clients, leading to a drop in the average 

number of clients per trip to approximately 4.5. Gross revenues rise from almost $75,000 in the 

first year to almost $100,000 in the second and third years from a substantial price increase with a 

steady number of clients. Revenues decline thereafter to approximately $80,000 in 2010 as a 

result of a decrease in the total number of clients. The decrease in average clients per trip is 

unique to this scenario and may result in some increase in costs per client relatively to the 

preceding years. 

 

  

3A - Average 6 person permit price - approximately $60,000

Year
Clients 

per trip
Total trips Total clients

Average 

price per 

client ($)

Annual 

halibut 

charter 

revenue ($)

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

retention
4.7 52.8 247 200 49,335

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

retention
4.8 51.8 249 225 55,952

2007
Two-fish bag limit (no size restrictions), state EO 

prohibiting crew harvest 5/1-12/31.
4.8 52.2 253 225 56,986

2008
Two-fish bag limit (no size restrictions), state EO 

prohibiting crew harvest 5/24-9/1.
4.8 51.4 248 250 62,051

2009
Two-fish bag limit (no size restrictions), state EO 

prohibiting crew harvest 5/23-9/1.
4.7 46.5 221 250 55,125

2010
Two-fish bag limit (no size restrictions), no limit on crew 

retention
4.6 46.3 215 250 53,772

Prices are based on anecdotal average price.

Clients and trips are based on the average charter boat that made over 20 trips in a year and carried 6 or few er persons on all trips.
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Table 24. Area 3A charter sector permit price and upper quartile 6-pack revenue scenario. 

 
  

In considering the scenarios, it is important to note that each scenario assumes relatively constant 

performance from year to year. An operation may move improve or suffer some decline from 

year to year, effectively moving among the different performance scenarios (or even dropping 

below any of the scenarios presented here). While a well-run operation may be expected to 

consistently perform well, unanticipated events (such as accidents or vessel problems) and 

uncertainties in charter supply and demand could lead to these changes in success. Not only 

charter management measures (i.e., bag and size limits and limits on entry), but a variety of other 

factors, will affect success of an operation. General conditions in the economy can have a 

noticeable effect on the numbers of potential clients, as many clients (particularly those from 

outside of Alaska) must incur substantial travel costs to even access the Alaska halibut charter 

fishery. The intervention of these various factors should be considered when reviewing these 

scenarios. 

5 Wastage Mortality 
 

The December 2011 Council motion requested that staff “review the IPHC process described in 

the CSP for deducting removals prior to applying the allocation percentages to the combined 

commercial/charter catch limit. The halibut charter stakeholder committee discussed “separate 

accountability”, in which each sector would be held accountable for its wastage of halibut. The 

CSP analysis currently deducts wastage in the commercial sector BEFORE the allocation 

percentages are applied. In 2011 the IPHC began deducting O26/U32 BAWM before setting 

catch limits, and this has allocative implications for 2C and 3A. Wastage estimates for the charter 

sector are not currently available, and so no deductions are made.” 

 

As will be described below, the process currently contained within the CSP analysis reflects the 

current procedure followed by the IPHC for the accounting of commercial fishery wastage within 

the Commission’s catch limit setting process. 

5.1 IPHC process for accounting for commercial wastage mortality 
 

IPHC began estimating wastage in the commercial halibut fishery in 1985. At the time, the short, 

intense derby fishery was causing operators to set more gear than could be hauled back within the 

allowed fishing period. Any gear remaining in the water at the conclusion of a fishing period was 

3A - Average 6 person permit price - approximately $60,000

Year
Clients 

per trip
Total trips Total clients

Average 

price per 

client ($)

Annual 

halibut 

charter 

revenue ($)

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

retention
4.8 68 329 225 74,025

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

retention
5.2 63 330 300 99,000

2007
Two-fish bag limit (no size restrictions), state EO 

prohibiting crew harvest 5/1-12/31.
5.0 66 330 300 99,000

2008
Two-fish bag limit (no size restrictions), state EO 

prohibiting crew harvest 5/24-9/1.
4.9 65 321 300 96,300

2009
Two-fish bag limit (no size restrictions), state EO 

prohibiting crew harvest 5/23-9/1.
4.9 56 275 300 82,350

2010
Two-fish bag limit (no size restrictions), no limit on crew 

retention
4.4 60 266 300 79,800

Prices are based on anecdotal high price.

Clients and trips are based on the top quartile of charter boats that made over 20 trips in a year and carried 6 or few er persons on all trips.
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abandoned, with the fish on the hooks subsequently left to die. Wastage increased as the fishing 

periods grew shorter, declining substantially with the implementation of the IFQ program in 

1995. This particular source of wastage is comprised of halibut greater than the commercial 

fishery minimum size of 32 inches; hence this is referred to as O32 wastage. IPHC subsequently 

added the mortality of sublegal fish released by commercial fishers, i.e., U32 wastage, due to the 

minimum size limit. 

 

As a matter of policy, IPHC has accounted for wastage mortality through its inclusion in the 

“Other Removals” category within its catch limit determination process. This is to meet the 

objective of the process to determine a commercial fishery catch limit. That process is sequential, 

beginning with the estimation of biomass, to which is applied the harvest rate to determine the 

overall available yield (Total CEY, or TCEY). This is then followed by deducting from the 

TCEY the mortalities (removals) which are either not managed by IPHC or have no annual limit 

(i.e., bycatch sport, wastage, subsistence). The remainder forms the basis of the recommendations 

for the commercial fishery catch limit. 

  

Commercial fishery wastage has been treated in the same manner as bycatch mortality. This 

method, which has been in place since 1997 is as follows: 

 

• Mortality of fish larger than 32 inches is subtracted from the TCEY in the area where the 

mortality occurred because its effect is the same as a commercial removal. 

• Mortality of fish smaller than 32 inches is accounted for in the harvest policy simulations 

In contrast, mortalities from all sizes of fish caught in subsistence and sport fisheries were 

subtracted from the TCEY. The rationale for this differential treatment was based on the size 

compositions and resultant yield loss attributed to each source. The size distribution of sport and 

subsistence fisheries tends to be characterized by larger halibut than those taken as bycatch, but 

smaller than in the commercial catch. However, the sport and subsistence removals have been 

treated the same as commercial removals because simulation modeling showed that the effect on 

overall yield tended be roughly the same for these fisheries. Bycatch (and under 32 inch 

commercial wastage), with its smaller size distribution, had a much greater effect on overall lost 

yield. However, the differential treatment continued to cause confusion, particularly in the size 

ranges where there is overlap (i.e., 26 to 32 inches). 

 

To address the confusion and to provide a more transparent approach, in 2011 the IPHC adopted 

a consistent treatment of the mortalities from Other Removals  (Hare 2011). This revised 

procedure accounted for direct deductions from Total CEY for all O26 removals instead of O32 

as was previously done, regardless of which sector gave rise to them, with no negative impact on 

the current spawning biomass per recruit level. While the previous procedure of accounting for 

U32 mortalities through harvest rate reduction achieved the same goal, the revised procedure 

provides more transparent and consistent accounting for mortalities accruing from all sources. 
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Figure 8. IPHC process for determining commercial catch limits. 

 

5.2 Charter wastage mortality 
 

In 2012 the IPHC adopted a management measure for the charter fishery in Area 2C that involved 

a reverse slot limit for the size of halibut that could be legally retained (i.e., fish between 45 and 

68 inches must be discarded and all other sizes may be retained). Consideration of this regulation 

highlighted the issue of the mortality of fish which must be discarded by regulation, or which are 

discarded because the angler wishes to continue fishing in search of a larger sized fish for 

retention. The latter is a common occurrence during recreational fishing for halibut. The former is 

similar to the effect of regulations in the commercial halibut fishery, wherein there is a minimum 

legal size limit for retention. 

 

Halibut discarded for any reason suffer some degree of discard mortality. For fish discarded in the 

commercial fishery, the IPHC has the process to estimate and account for the resulting mortality 

and this mortality is deducted from yield available to the fishery, as described above. However, 

no such estimation or accounting process currently exists for discards within the recreational 

fisheries for halibut. The new slot limit regulation has prompted the IPHC to request the 

development of data collection programs from all agencies involved with management of 

recreational fisheries for halibut, which will permit the estimation of discard mortality by these 

fisheries. At present the IPHC has such information available for a very limited number of 

recreational fisheries and this information could be used to provide estimates of discard mortality 

by other recreational fisheries in other areas. However, it would be more appropriate and accurate 

to obtain such information directly for each fishery and regulatory area. Accordingly, the IPHC 

will request that agencies develop and implement the necessary data collection programs to 

permit estimation of such discard mortality in 2012. The IPHC specifically identified the need for 

data on the quantities and sizes of halibut discarded by these fisheries.  

Hare, S.R. 2011. Potential modifications to the IPHC harvest policy. Int. Pac. Halibut Comm. 

Report of Assessment and Research Activities 2010: 177-199. 
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Abstract 

On September 29, 2011, NMFS informed the Council that it would not proceed with implementation 

of the proposed Pacific Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP) for the Charter and Commercial Fisheries 

in Area 2C and Area 3A until the Council provided additional guidance on several issues that were 

identified during the public comment period for the CSP proposed rule.
1
 Therefore, the charter sectors 

in Area 2C (Southeast Alaska) and Area 3A (Southcentral Alaska) will remain under the GHL 

program until it is replaced. NMFS also strongly encouraged the Council to consider developing 

guidance to the IPHC for 2012 halibut management to keep the charter sector to its domestic 

allocations since the proposed CSP would not be implemented for 2012. NMFS encouraged the 

Council to consider the existing GHL program and the suite of management measures, which were 

developed under the proposed CSP, to manage the charter halibut fleet within its respective GHLs in 

2012. The IPHC met in Anchorage in January 2012 to set fishing levels and management measures 

for halibut along the Pacific Coast. The IPHC adopted the Council’s December 2011 recommendation 

of a reverse slot limit (≤ 45 inches and ≥ 68 inches) for a one fish bag limit for Area 2C and no action 

(2 fish of any size) for Area 3A.  

At its December 2011 meeting, 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 this paper’s analysis of 2012 conditions (which were not 

envisioned in 2008) and supplemental CSP analysis under Part 3 of the March 2012 Agenda C-4(b), 

the Council may 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 CSP Preferred 

Alternative, but any revisions would require a new proposed rule and public comment period. Or it 

could initiate additional analysis for future action.  

For consideration under either timeline, 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. This paper addresses these items. 

                                                 
1
 http://www.alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/newsreleases/2011/halibut092911.htm  

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

This discussion paper responds to a December 2011 Council request for additional analysis of the 

management matrix that it adopted in October 2008 under its Preferred Alternative for a Pacific 

Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP) for the Charter and Commercial Fisheries in Area 2C and Area 3A 

(Appendix 1). The Council requested: 

1. a review of the proposed management matrix to determine whether management measures and 

the data employed are still appropriate in each tier given current charter harvests relative to 

combined fishery 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. As such, the Council also requested a discussion paper analyzing: 

a. the following management measures, which were recommended to it by its Charter 

Management Implementation Committee in December 2011, for potential use in future 

halibut management: 

i. Annual limits allowing for the retention of at least one fish of any size 

ii. Trip limits, reverse slot limits, and two fish of a maximum size; and 

b. the appropriateness of the current proposed CSP management matrix, including the 

current set of management measures and those proposed for consideration above, along 

with the following alternate implementation pathways: 

i. substitution of new management measures for those in the current PA matrix that 

would be identified by the Council as not meeting its CSP objectives; 

ii. hierarchical approach, in which a ranked sequence of management measures 

(assuming the previous year’s measure is the default, and an algorithm to determine 

which among them is the appropriate annual measure, are implemented in federal 

regulations; and 

iii. the 2012 approach, in which 

1. ADF&G analyzes a full range of management measures in November; 

2. Council selects its preferred measure after technical review by its Scientific and 

Statistical Committee, and recommended its consideration to the IPHC in 

December; 

3. International Pacific Halibut Commission (IPHC) adopts the recommended 

measure as part of its annual management measures for the upcoming season in 

January; and 

4. National Marine Fisheries Service implements the CSP management measure(s) 

as part of the IPHC annual management measures by March 

The December 2011 motion suggested that the Council, while still unanimously supporting the 

Halibut CSP, wished to review the proposed CSP management matrix approach and specific 

management measures included in the CSP matrix. Based on the information contained in this paper 

and supplemental CSP analysis under Part 3 of the March 2012 Agenda C-4(b), the Council may 

choose to: 
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 Revise its current CSP Preferred Alternative based on 2012 conditions that were not 

envisioned in 2008. According to Part 2 of the March 2012 Agenda C-4(b),  

 Or consider revisions to the CSP Preferred Alternative that would require a new proposed 

rule and public comment period. 

 Initiate additional analysis for future action. 

The Council also requested discussion on the appropriate data source with which to account for 

charter halibut harvests. The paper identifies advantages to using the Alaska Department of Fish and 

Game Logbook Program data for that purpose. Separate from its action on the CSP, the Council may 

consider adopting the logbook data to account for charter halibut removals against the Guideline 

Harvest Levels (GHLs) or the CSP charter allocations (upon its implementation). 

Current CSP Management Measures 

This section discusses the current CSP management measures, including the status quo, concerns 

associated with the status quo, and a retrospective view of how the preferred alternative might have 

performed in recent years. 

Status Quo  

Overview 

The Preferred Alternative under the Area 2C and Area 3A Halibut Catch Sharing Plan includes a 

management measure matrix that would implement an annual regulatory process for setting 

regulations that would constrain charter halibut harvests to their allocations. Table 1 presents the Area 

2C commercial and charter fishery percentage sector allocations under the proposed CSP. Table 2 

presents the Area 3A commercial and charter fishery percentage allocations under the proposed CSP. 

Table 3 and Table 4 present the method for calculating the charter target harvest ranges for Area 2C 

and Area 3A under the proposed CSP. 

Table 1. Area 2C CSP Allocations to the Commercial and Charter Fisheries as a Percentage of the 

Annual Combined Catch Limit 

If the Area 2C annual 
combined catch limit for 
halibut in net pounds 
(lbs) is: and… 

then the CSP allocation to the 
commercial fishery as a 
percentage of the annual 
combined catch limit is: 

then the CSP allocation to the 
guided sport fishery as a 
percentage of the annual 
combined catch limit is: 

between 0 lbs  4,999,999 lbs 82.7% 17.3% 

5,000,000 lbs or greater 84.9% 15.1% 

   

Table 2. Area 3A CSP Allocations to the Commercial and Charter Fisheries as a Percentage of the 

Annual Combined Catch Limit 

If the Area 3A annual 
combined catch limit for 
halibut in net pounds 
(lbs) is: and… 

then the CSP allocation to the 
commercial fishery as a 
percentage of the annual 
combined catch limit is: 

then the CSP allocation to the 
guided sport fishery as a 
percentage of the annual 
combined catch limit is: 

between 0 lbs 9,999,999 lbs 84.6% 15.4% 

10,000,000 lbs or greater 86.0% 14.0% 
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Table 3. Charter Target Harvest Range for Area 2C 

If the Area 2C 
annual combined 
catch limit for 
halibut in net 
pounds (lbs) is: and… 

then the CSP 
percentage 
allocation to the 
guided sport 
fishery is: 

and the lowest value of 
the target harvest range 
is calculated by 
multiplying the annual 
combined catch limit by 

and the highest value of 
the target harvest range 
is calculated by 
multiplying the annual 
combined catch limit by 

between 0 lbs  4,999,999 lbs  17.3% 13.8% 20.8% 

5,000,000 lbs or greater 15.1% 11.6% 18.6% 

 

Table 4. Charter Target Harvest Range for Area 3A 

If the Area 3A 
annual combined 
catch limit for 
halibut in net 
pounds (lbs) is: and… 

then the CSP 
percentage 
allocation to the 
guided sport 
fishery is: 

and the lowest value of 
the target harvest range 
is calculated by 
multiplying the annual 
combined catch limit by 

and the highest value of 
the target harvest range 
is calculated by 
multiplying the annual 
combined catch limit by 

between 0 lbs  9,999,999 lbs  15.4% 11.9% 18.9% 

10,000,000 lbs or greater 14.0% 10.5% 17.5% 

 

The proposed CSP includes a non-discretionary, pre-season specification of the harvest limit 

regulations and are intended to limit charter harvest to the target before an overage occurs, as opposed 

to the retroactive GHL approach that implements corrective action after the overages have occurred. 

The Council recommended that the annual CSP catch limits for the commercial and charter sectors 

and the CSP restrictions for charter anglers should be determined and implemented by a predictable 

and standardized methodology as part of the IPHC’s annual recommendations for halibut fishery 

conservation and management. The CSP would establish procedures for determining the sector catch 

limits and CSP restrictions for each area in order to provide a systematic method for limiting 

projected charter harvest to the target harvest range determined by the CSP. The annual CSP catch 

limits for the commercial and charter sectors and the CSP restrictions for charter anglers would be 

implemented as IPHC annual management measures. If the proposed CSP is approved by the IPHC 

each year, NMFS would include the CSP sector catch limits and CSP restrictions in the IPHC annual 

management measures published in the Federal Register each year, as specified by regulations at 50 

CFR 300.62.  

The CSP restrictions are daily bag limits of one or two halibut, which may be implemented with or 

without restrictions on the maximum size of halibut retained under the daily bag limit. The CSP 

would require default CSP restrictions when the charter sector is projected to harvest within its 

allocated range, more stringent restrictions when the charter sector is projected to exceed its target 

harvest range, and in some circumstances, less stringent restrictions when the charter sector is 

projected to be below its target harvest range. 

At its annual meeting in January, the IPHC would adopt the Council’s Area 2C and 3A CSP, just as it 

adopts the Council’s Area 4C/D/E CSP each year. Upon adoption of the CSP, the IPHC would 

specify the annual combined catch limits for each area and divide the combined catch limits into 

separate annual commercial and charter catch limits. The IPHC would use charter harvest projections 

(provided by ADF&G annually) and the appropriate CSP management tier from the CSP to determine 

the CSP restrictions that would be in place for the charter fishery in each area for the upcoming year 

as part of IPHC annual management measure recommendations. If the Secretary of State and the 

Secretary of Commerce accept the IPHC recommendations to adopt the Council’s CSP, NMFS would 

publish the annual commercial and charter catch limits for each area and the CSP restrictions in the 

Federal Register as annual management measures pursuant to 50 CFR 300.62.  
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Default CSP Restrictions 

The Council recommended that CSP restrictions for each area be based on an area’s annual combined 

catch limit for that year. CSP restrictions contain four levels, or tiers, based on annual combined catch 

limits for each area. Each tier contains associated CSP restrictions. Table 5 presents the default CSP 

restrictions for Area 2C tiers and Table 6 presents the default CSP restrictions for Area 3A tiers. 

Following the IPHC’s specification of the annual combined catch limit for each area, NMFS would 

implement the default CSP restrictions for charter anglers in each area unless the projected charter 

harvest was estimated to be outside of the charter target harvest range.  

Table 5. Default CSP restrictions for Area 2C 

Tier 

If the Area 2C annual 
combined catch limit for 
halibut in net pounds 
(lbs) is: and… 

then the default CSP restriction is that the number of 
halibut caught and retained per calendar day by each 
charter vessel angler is limited to no more than: 

Tier 1 between 0 lbs  4,999,999 lbs  one halibut of any size. 

Tier 2 between 5,000,000 lbs  8,999,999 lbs one halibut of any size. 

Tier 3 between 9,000,000 lbs  13,999,999 lbs two halibut, but at least one halibut must have a head-on 
length of no more than 32 inches (81.3 cm). If a charter 
vessel angler retains only one halibut in a calendar day, 
that halibut may be of any length. 

Tier 4 14,000,000 lbs and greater two halibut of any size. 

 

Table 6. Default CSP restrictions for Area 3A 

Tier 

If the Area 3A annual 
combined catch limit for 
halibut in net pounds 
(lbs) is: and… 

then the default CSP restriction is that the number of 
halibut caught and retained per calendar day by each 
charter vessel angler is limited to no more than: 

Tier 1 between 0 lbs  9,999,999 lbs one halibut of any size. 

Tier 2 between 10,000,000 lbs  19,999,999 lbs one halibut of any size. 

Tier 3 between 20,000,000 lbs  26,999,999 lbs two halibut, but at least one halibut must have a head-
on length of no more than 32 inches (81.3 cm). If a 
charter vessel angler retains only one halibut in a 
calendar day, that halibut may be of any length. 

Tier 4 27,000,000 lbs and greater two halibut of any size. 

 

The Council recommended that daily bag limits alone, or in combination with a maximum size limit, 

are appropriate CSP restrictions to limit charter harvest. The Council recommended a default CSP 

restriction limiting charter anglers to two fish of any size each day at relatively high levels of halibut 

abundance, which was specified as 14,000,000 lbs or greater in Area 2C, and 27,000,000 lbs or 

greater in Area 3A (tier 4). At these levels of abundance, annual combined catch limits would be 

relatively higher and charter anglers would not require more stringent CSP restrictions to maintain 

harvest within the charter target harvest range. As halibut abundance levels and annual combined 

catch limits decrease, CSP restrictions would be more stringent, further limiting charter harvest at 

those lower tiers. At the next lower tier, tier 3, the default CSP restriction would be a daily limit of 

two halibut, but at least one halibut must have a head-on length of no more than 32 inches. If, 

however, a charter vessel angler retains only one halibut in a calendar day, that halibut could be of 

any length. The Council recommended the most restrictive default CSP restriction, a daily limit of 

one halibut, apply to tiers 1 and 2 for each area. This conservative default CSP restriction would be in 
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place at the relatively low levels of abundance reflected in tiers 1 and 2 to promote the development 

of halibut stocks levels supporting optimum yield.  

Projections of Charter Harvest 

Projections of charter harvest in each area are an integral component of the CSP. Each year, annual 

projections of total charter halibut harvest in net pounds for each area for the upcoming year would be 

used by a staff analyst to determine whether anglers in the charter fishery are likely to harvest an 

amount of halibut outside of the management tier default target harvest range.  

A January 2009 ADF&G analysis
2
 identified that at least one, and possibly two, projections of charter 

halibut harvest for the upcoming year would be required for the CSP for both areas. Each year, the 

IPHC would specify the annual combined catch limit. Based on ADF&G harvest estimates and IPHC 

staff recommendations for the combined catch limits released before the IPHC meeting, a staff 

analyst would project charter harvest in net pounds for the upcoming year. The harvest projection 

would assume that charter anglers would be subject to the default CSP restriction for the appropriate 

management tier. For example, to determine the total charter halibut harvest projection in net pounds 

under the management tier default CSP restriction, the analyst would review a forecast of the number 

of fish that would be harvested by charter anglers and an average net weight of halibut harvested by 

charter anglers. The product of the number of fish and the average net weight is the projection of 

charter halibut harvest in net pounds. If the projection under the default CSP restriction is below the 

charter target harvest range, the analyst would review a second projection assuming a less stringent 

CSP restriction. If the projection under the default CSP restriction is above the charter target harvest 

range, the analyst would identify a more stringent CSP restriction. 

The analyst would rely on projections based in large part on ADF&G analyses of charter harvest. 

ADF&G has used a variety of methods to project charter harvest in the past. Under the CSP the 

analyst’s projections of charter halibut harvest would rely on ADF&G’s previous experience 

estimating charter halibut harvest prior to and under the CSP. The analyst would use the best 

information available to develop harvest projections, including data from the ADF&G statewide 

harvest survey of sport anglers, ADF&G statewide saltwater charter logbooks, ADF&G dockside 

surveys, IPHC longline survey data, and any other information that improves the accuracy of the 

projections. The analyst would review the projections to account for year-to-year changes to the CSP 

restrictions in effect for charter anglers as well as normal year-to-year variability in harvest due to 

changes in fishing effort or catchability of halibut. 

The analyst would conduct the above described steps prior to the IPHC annual meeting. Upon 

adoption of the Council’s CSP for Area 2C and Area 3A, the IPHC would adopt a combined catch 

limit for Area 2C and a combined catch limit for Area 3A. With the announcement of the combined 

catch limits, the analyst can update his or her pre-meeting analysis and identify the appropriate 

management measure for each area for the upcoming season in accordance with the CSP. With its 

action to adopt the CSP, the IPHC would consider adoption of the management measure identified in 

the staff analysis in order to keep the charter sector to its domestic allocation in order to conserve the 

Pacific halibut resource. The measure(s) would be published in the Federal Register by NMFS as part 

of the IPHC annual management measures. 

Determination of Annual CSP Restrictions 

The annual CSP restrictions in effect in each area will be determined by using (1) the appropriate 

management tier associated with the IPHC’s recommended annual combined catch limit, and (2) the 

                                                 
2
 http://www.alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/npfmc/current_issues/halibut_issues/HarvestProjectionsDisc709.pdf  

http://www.alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/npfmc/current_issues/halibut_issues/HarvestProjectionsDisc709.pdf
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projected charter harvest of halibut for each area under the default CSP restriction, expressed as a 

percentage of the annual combined catch limit for each area. The Council anticipated that the default 

CSP restrictions would limit projected charter harvest to within the charter target harvest range for 

each area. However, in the event that projected charter harvest is above the management tier target 

harvest range, the CSP triggers more stringent CSP restrictions. In the event that the projected charter 

harvest is below the management tier target harvest range, the CSP may trigger relaxed CSP 

restrictions. Thus, there are up to three possible CSP restrictions for each tier, depending on whether 

projected charter harvest under the default CSP restriction is less than, within, or above the charter 

target harvest range (Figure 1).  

Determination of Annual CSP Restrictions if Projected Charter Harvest is Within the 

Target Harvest Range   

If the projected charter fishery harvest under the default CSP restriction is within the charter target 

harvest range, charter anglers would be subject to the default CSP restriction for the year. For 

example, if the IPHC recommended an Area 2C annual combined catch limit of 9,500,000 lbs, the 

IPHC would implement the default CSP restriction, which limits charter anglers to retaining two 

halibut per day and one halibut must be less than 32 inches. The target range around the 15.1 percent 

charter allocation would have a low value of 11.6 percent and a high value of 18.6 percent (see Table 

3). This allocation range would correspond to a target harvest range from 1,102,000 lbs to 1,767,000 

lbs. If projected charter harvest under the default CSP restriction were greater than or equal to 

1,102,000 lbs and less than or equal to 1,767,000 lbs, the CSP would limit charter anglers to the 

default CSP restriction, which is retaining no more than two halibut per day and one halibut must be 

less than 32 inches. Table 7 provides the proposed process for determining Area 2C annual CSP 

restrictions if projected charter harvest under the default CSP restriction is within the charter target 

harvest range. 

Table 7. Determination of Area 2C Annual CSP Restrictions if Projected Guided Sport Harvest is Within 

the Target Harvest Range Under the Default CSP Restriction 

Tier 

If the Area 2C 
annual combined 
catch limit for 
halibut in net 
pounds (lbs) is: and… 

If the projected guided sport 
harvest using the default 
CSP restriction is:  

then the annual CSP restriction in 
effect is that the number of halibut 
caught and retained per calendar 
day by each charter vessel angler is 
limited to no more than: 

Tier 1 between 0 lbs  4,999,999 
lbs  

greater than or equal to 
13.8% and less than or 
equal to 20.8% of the 
annual combined catch limit 

one halibut of any size. 

Tier 2 between 
5,000,000 lbs  

8,999,999 
lbs 

greater than or equal to 
11.6% and less than or 
equal to 18.6% of the 
annual combined catch limit 

one halibut of any size. 

Tier 3 between 
9,000,000 lbs 

13,999,999 
lbs 

greater than or equal to 
11.6% and less than or 
equal to 18.6% of the 
annual combined catch limit 

two halibut, but at least one halibut 
must have a head-on length of no 
more than 32 inches (81.3 cm). If a 
charter vessel angler retains only 
one halibut in a calendar day, that 
halibut may be of any length. 

Tier 4 14,000,000 lbs and greater greater than or equal to 
11.6% and less than or 
equal to 18.6% of the 
annual combined catch limit 

two halibut of any size. 
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Figure 1 Pathway for determination of annual management measures under the proposed CSP. 

 

If the IPHC recommended an Area 3A annual combined catch limit of 28,000,000 lbs (12,700.6 mt), 

the default CSP restriction would be a daily limit of two halibut of any size. The target range around 

the 14.0 percent charter allocation would have a low value of 10.5 percent and a high value of 17.5 

percent (see Table 4). If projected charter harvest in Area 3A under the default CSP restriction 

represented an allocation greater than or equal to 10.5 percent and less than or equal to 17.5 percent, 

the CSP would limit charter anglers to the default CSP restriction, which is retaining two halibut of 

any size per day. 

Table 8 provides NMFS’ proposed process for determining Area 3A annual CSP restrictions if 

projected charter harvest under the default CSP restriction is within the charter target harvest range. 
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Table 8. Determination of Area 3A Annual CSP Restrictions if Projected Guided Sport Harvest is Within 

the Target Harvest Range Under the Default CSP Restriction 

Tier 

If the Area 3A 
annual combined 
catch limit for 
halibut in net 
pounds (lbs) is: and… 

If the projected guided 
sport harvest using the 
default CSP restriction is:  

then the annual CSP restriction in 
effect is that the number of halibut 
caught and retained per calendar 
day by each charter vessel angler is 
limited to no more than: 

Tier 1 between 0 lbs  9,999,999 
lbs  

greater than or equal to 
11.9% and less than or 
equal to 18.9% of the 
annual combined catch limit 

one halibut of any size. 

Tier 2 between 
10,000,000 lbs  

19,999,999 
lbs 

greater than or equal to 
10.5% and less than or 
equal to 17.5% of the 
annual combined catch limit 

one halibut of any size. 

Tier 3 between 
20,000,000 lbs  

26,999,999 
lbs 

greater than or equal to 
10.5% and less than or 
equal to 17.5% of the 
annual combined catch limit 

two halibut, but at least one halibut 
must have a head-on length of no 
more than 32 inches (81.3 cm). If a 
charter vessel angler retains only 
one halibut in a calendar day, that 
halibut may be of any length. 

Tier 4 27,000,000 lbs and greater greater than or equal to 
10.5% and less than or 
equal to 17.5% of the 
annual combined catch limit 

two halibut of any size. 

 

Determination of Annual CSP Restrictions if Projected Charter Harvest is Below the 

Target Harvest Range 

If the projected charter harvest under the default CSP restriction is less than the lowest value of the 

target harvest range, the CSP specifies that charter anglers could be subject to the next less stringent 

CSP restriction, that is, the default CSP restriction under the next higher management tier. For 

example, if the annual combined catch limit is 26,000,000 lbs for Area 3A, tier 3 is the effective tier 

(see Table 6) and the default CSP restriction would limit charter anglers to retaining two halibut per 

day, and one halibut must be 32 inches (81.3 cm) or less. If projected charter harvest under this 

default CSP restriction as a percentage of the annual combined catch limit was less than 10.5 percent 

(see Table 4), then a second projection using the default CSP for tier 4 would limit charter anglers to 

retaining two halibut per day of any size.  

If projected charter harvest under the tier 4 projection is less than 17.5 percent of the annual 

combined catch limit for Area 3A, which is the highest value of the charter target harvest range for 

annual combined catch limits of 10,000,000 lbs (4,535.9 mt) and greater (see Table 4), then the tier 4 

default CSP restriction would apply, limiting charter anglers in Area 3A to retaining two halibut per 

day of any size. If, however, projected harvest under the tier 4 default CSP restriction was greater 

than 17.5 percent (see Table 4), the tier 3 default CSP restriction would apply, limiting charter anglers 

in Area 3A to retaining two halibut per day, one of which must be 32 inches (81.3 cm) or less. 

Table 9 describes NMFS’ proposed process for determining Area 2C annual CSP restrictions if 

projected charter harvest under the default CSP restriction is below the charter target harvest range 

under each tier. 



Halibut CSP Management Matrix Discussion Paper 10 March 16, 2012 

Table 9. Determination of Area 2C Annual CSP Restrictions if Projected Charter Harvest Under the 

Default CSP Restriction is Below the Target Harvest Range  

Tier 

If the Area 2C 
annual 
combined catch 
limit for halibut 
in net pounds 
(lbs) is: and… 

and the 
projected 
guided sport 
harvest using 
the default 
CSP restriction 
is:  

then the next higher tier 
default CSP restriction is 
that the number of  halibut 
caught and retained per 
calendar day by each 
charter vessel angler is 
limited to no more than: 

If projected 
guided sport  
harvest vessel 
using the next 
higher tier 
default CSP 
restriction is: 

then the annual CSP 
restriction in effect is that 
the number of halibut 
caught and retained per 
calendar day by each 
charter vessel angler is 
limited to no more than: 

Tier 
1 

between 0 lbs  4,999,999 
lbs  

less than 
13.8% of the 
annual 
combined 
catch limit 

one halibut of any size. N/A one halibut of any size. 

Tier 
2 

between 
5,000,000 lbs  

8,999,999 
lbs 

less than 
11.6% of the 
annual 
combined 
catch limit 

two halibut, but at least 
one halibut must have a 
head-on length of no more 
than 32 inches (81.3 cm). 
If a charter vessel angler 
retains only one halibut in 
a calendar day, that 
halibut may be of any 
length. 

less than or 
equal to 18.6% 
of the annual 
combined catch 
limit 

two halibut, but at least 
one halibut must have a 
head-on length of no more 
than 32 inches (81.3 cm). 
If a charter vessel angler 
retains only one halibut in 
a calendar day, that 
halibut may be of any 
length. 

greater than or 
equal to 18.6% 
of the annual 
combined catch 
limit 

one halibut of any size. 

Tier 
3 

between 
9,000,000 lbs  

13,999,999 
lbs 

less than 
11.6% of the 
annual 
combined 
catch limit 

two halibut of any size. less than or 
equal to 18.6% 
of the annual 
combined catch 
limit 

two halibut of any size. 

greater than or 
equal to 18.6% 
of the annual 
combined catch 
limit 

two halibut, but at least 
one halibut must have a 
head-on length of no more 
than 32 inches (81.3 cm). 
If a charter vessel angler 
retains only one halibut in 
a calendar day, that 
halibut may be of any 
length. 

Tier 
4 

14,000,000 lbs and greater less than 
11.6% of the 
annual 
combined 
catch limit 

N/A N/A two halibut of any size. 

N/A = not applicable 

Exceptions to the method for determining the CSP restrictions exist for tiers 1 and 4. Where the 

projected charter harvest is less than the lowest value of the target harvest range in tier 1, a second 

projection would be unnecessary because the default CSP of the next higher tier, tier 2, is also one 

halibut of any size per day. Because the least restrictive CSP restriction under tier 1 is one halibut of 

any size per day, this CSP restriction would apply if projected charter harvest is less than or equal to 

the highest value of the target harvest range under the default CSP tier. 
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Table 10. Determination of Area 3A Annual CSP Restrictions if Projected Charter Harvest under the 

Default CSP Restriction is Below the Target Harvest Range 

Tier 

If the Area 3A 
annual combined 
catch limit for 
halibut in net 
pounds (lbs) is: and… 

and the 
projected 
guided sport 
harvest using 
the default 
CSP restriction 
is:  

then the next higher tier 
default CSP restriction is 
that the number of  
halibut caught and 
retained per calendar 
day by each charter 
vessel angler is limited to 
no more than: 

If projected 
guided sport 
harvest using 
the next higher 
tier default CSP 
restriction is: 

then the annual CSP 
restriction in effect is that 
the number of halibut 
caught and retained per 
calendar day by each 
charter vessel angler is 
limited to no more than: 

Tier 
1 

between 0 lbs  9,999,999 lbs  less than 
11.9% of the 
annual 
combined 
catch limit 

one halibut of any size. N/A one halibut of any size. 

Tier 
2 

between 

10,000,000 lbs  

19,999,999 
lbs 

less than 
10.5% of the 
annual 
combined 
catch limit 

two halibut, but at least 
one halibut must have a 
head-on length of no 
more than 32 inches 
(81.3 cm). If a charter 
vessel angler retains only 
one halibut in a calendar 
day, that halibut may be 
of any length. 

less than or 
equal to 17.5% 
of the annual 
combined catch 
limit 

two halibut, but at least 
one halibut must have a 
head-on length of no 
more than 32 inches 
(81.3 cm). If a charter 
vessel angler retains only 
one halibut in a calendar 
day, that halibut may be 
of any length. 

greater than or 
equal to 17.5% 
of the annual 
combined catch 
limit 

one halibut of any size. 

Tier 
3 

between 

20,000,000 lbs  

26,999,999 
lbs 

less than 
10.5% of the 
annual 
combined 
catch limit 

two halibut of any size. less than or 
equal to 17.5% 
of the annual 
combined catch 
limit 

two halibut of any size. 

greater than or 
equal to 17.5% 
of the annual 
combined catch 
limit 

two halibut, but at least 
one halibut must have a 
head-on length of no 
more than 32 inches 
(81.3 cm). If a charter 
vessel angler retains only 
one halibut in a calendar 
day, that halibut may be 
of any length. 

Tier 
4 

27,000,000 lbs and greater less than 
10.5% of the 
annual 
combined 
catch limit 

N/A N/A two halibut of any size. 

N/A = not applicable 

Where the projected charter harvest under tier 4 is less than the lowest value of the target harvest 

range, a second projection would be unnecessary because tier 4 is the highest tier and the default CSP 

restriction of two fish of any size per day is the least restrictive CSP restriction authorized under the 

CSP. Thus, the tier 4 CSP restriction of two fish of any size per day would apply if projected charter 

harvest is less than the highest value of the target harvest range under the default CSP tier. If 

projected charter harvest is greater than the highest value of the target harvest range under the default 

CSP tier, the CSP restriction would be determined as discussed in the next section. 
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Determination of Annual CSP Restrictions if Projected Charter Harvest is Above the 

Target Harvest Range 

If the projected charter harvest under the default CSP restriction is greater than the highest value of 

the target harvest range, the CSP specifies that charter anglers would be subject to the next more 

stringent CSP restriction (i.e., the default CSP restriction under the next lower management tier). For 

example, in tier 4, the default CSP restriction limits charter anglers to two fish of any size per day. If 

projected charter harvest under the tier 4 default CSP restriction is greater than the largest value of the 

target harvest range, then the tier 3 default CSP restriction would apply. In both areas, the tier 3 

default CSP restriction limits charter anglers to retaining two halibut per day, one of which must be 

32 inches (81.3 cm) or less. Similarly, in tier 3, if projected charter harvest under the tier 3 default 

CSP restriction is greater than the largest value of the target harvest range, then the tier 2 default CSP 

restriction would apply. 

In both areas, the tier 2 default CSP restriction limits charter anglers to retaining one halibut of any 

size per day. However, the tier 1 and 2 default CSP restriction is the most restrictive charter harvest 

restriction under the CSP. If the projected charter harvest under the default CSP restriction is greater 

than the largest value of the target harvest range in tier 1 or tier 2, the Council specified that a 

maximum length limit would be placed on the one halibut that could be retained per day by charter 

anglers in that area. The addition of the length limit to the one halibut daily bag limit is intended to 

further restrict charter harvest to be equal to or below the annual charter catch limit for the 

appropriate management tier. 

Table 11 and Table 12 describe NMFS’ proposed process for determining annual CSP restrictions for 

each area if projected charter harvest under the default CSP restriction is above the target harvest 

range under each tier. 

Table 11. Determination of Area 2C Annual CSP Restrictions if Projected Charter Harvest under the 

Default CSP Restriction is Above the Target Harvest Range 

Tier 

If the Area 2C annual 
combined catch limit 
for halibut in net 
pounds (lbs) is: and… 

If the projected 
guided sport harvest 
using the default 
CSP restriction is:  

then the annual CSP restriction in effect is 
that the number of halibut caught and 
retained per calendar day by each charter 
vessel angler is limited to no more than: 

Tier 
1 

between 0 lbs  4,999,999 
lbs  

greater than 20.8% 
of the annual 
combined catch limit 

one halibut of a maximum length to restrict 
guided sport harvest to be equal to or 
below 17.3% of the annual combined catch 
limit. 

Tier 
2 

between 5,000,000 
lbs  

8,999,999 
lbs 

greater than 18.6% 
of the annual 
combined catch limit 

one halibut of a maximum length to restrict 
guided sport harvest to be equal to or 
below 15.1% of the annual combined catch 
limit. 

Tier 
3 

between 9,000,000 
lbs  

13,999,999 
lbs 

greater than 18.6% 
of the annual 
combined catch limit 

one halibut of any size. 

Tier 
4 

14,000,000 lbs and greater greater than 18.6% 
of the annual 
combined catch limit 

two halibut, but at least one halibut must 
have a head-on length of no more than 32 
inches (81.3 cm). If a charter vessel angler 
retains only one halibut in a calendar day, 
that halibut may be of any length. 
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Table 12. Determination of Area 3A Annual CSP Restrictions if Projected Charter Harvest under the 

Default CSP Restriction is Above the Target Harvest Range 

Tier 

If the Area 3A annual 
combined catch limit 
for halibut in net 
pounds (lbs) is: and… 

If the projected 
guided sport using 
the default CSP 
restriction is:  

then the annual CSP restriction in effect is 
that the number of halibut caught and 
retained per calendar day by each charter 
vessel angler is limited to no more than: 

Tier 
1 

between 0 lbs  10,999,999 
lbs  

greater than 18.9% 
of the annual 
combined catch 
limit 

one halibut of a maximum length to restrict 
guided sport harvest to be equal to or below 
15.4% of the annual combined catch limit. 

Tier 
2 

between 10,000,000 
lbs  

19,999,999 
lbs 

greater than 17.5% 
of the annual 
combined catch 
limit 

one halibut of a maximum length to restrict 
guided sport harvest to be equal to or below 
14.0% of the annual combined catch limit. 

Tier 
3 

between 20,000,000 
lbs  

26,999,999 
lbs 

greater than 17.5% 
of the annual 
combined catch 
limit 

one halibut of any size. 

Tier 
4 

27,000,000 lbs and greater greater than 17.5% 
of the annual 
combined catch 
limit 

two halibut, but at least one halibut must 
have a head-on length of no more than 32 
inches (81.3 cm). If a charter vessel angler 
retains only one halibut in a calendar day, 
that halibut may be of any length. 

 

For example, if the Area 2C annual combined catch limit is 4,500,000 lbs (2,041.2 mt) and projected 

charter harvest as a percentage of the annual combined catch limit exceeds 20.8 percent, which is the 

greatest value of the charter target harvest range (see Table 3), then charter anglers would be limited 

to retaining one halibut of a maximum length per day to limit charter harvest equal to or below 17.3 

percent of the annual combined catch limit. This would keep the annual charter harvest within its 

allocation in Area 2C (see Table 1). 

If the Area 3A annual combined catch limit is 14,000,000 lbs and projected charter harvest as a 

percentage of the annual combined catch limit exceeds 17.5 percent, which is the greatest value of the 

charter target harvest range (see Table 4), the CSP would limit charter anglers to retaining one halibut 

of a maximum length per day to limit projected charter harvest equal to or below 14.0 percent of the 

annual combined catch limit. This would keep the annual charter harvest within its allocation in Area 

3A (see Table 4). 

Maximum Length Limit Determination 

The Council did not specify what the maximum length limit would be under tier 1 or tier 2 in its 

October 2008 motion to adopt a preferred alternative. A January 2009 supplemental analysis
3
 on the 

process for selecting a maximum length limit to manage charter halibut harvest in times of low 

abundance was reviewed by the Scientific and Statistical Committee and Council in February 2009 

but neither was identified as a preferred method; both were subsequently incorporated into the 

Council’s analysis of the preferred alternative. The two approaches that previously were considered 

differ in their assumptions about the possible amount and effect of highgrading. Method A uses 

sample data from the previous year’s fishery to estimate charter harvest for the upcoming year. It may 

underestimate charter harvest and result in the sector exceeding its catch limit if anglers are able to 

increase the average size of retained halibut relative to the previous year. Method B does not use 

                                                 
3
 http://www.alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/npfmc/current_issues/halibut_issues/HalibutCSPdisc709.pdf  

http://www.alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/npfmc/current_issues/halibut_issues/HalibutCSPdisc709.pdf
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sample data from the previous year’s fishery. It uses a conservative assumption that all halibut 

harvested under the maximum length limit would be equal to the maximum length. Method B is the 

most biologically conservative because it is likely to overestimate charter harvest and result in charter 

harvest not reaching the sector’s allocation.  

In January 2011, the IPHC used Method B when it recommended a maximum length limit for the 

2011 fishery for charter anglers harvesting halibut in Area 2C. The Secretary of State and the 

Secretary of Commerce approved the IPHC’s recommendation (76 FR 14300, March 16, 2011) and 

charter anglers in Area 2C were limited to catching and retaining one halibut per calendar day that 

was ≤ 37 inches. Following the IPHC’s recommendation, charter sector stakeholders commented to 

NMFS that the IPHC’s use of Method B was too conservative because it assumes that all charter 

anglers would be able to harvest precisely a halibut of the maximum size limit. This likely would not 

occur and some anglers will harvest halibut smaller than the maximum size limit. The charter sector 

stakeholders suggested that it might be possible to use a less conservative methodology that would 

result in a relatively larger maximum length limit while limiting charter harvest to target levels. 

In response to requests from charter sector stakeholders, ADF&G developed an alternative method to 

calculate the maximum size limit. This method, referred to as Method C or the “hybrid method,” 

combines the assumptions used in both methods previously incorporated into the Council analysis to 

produce an intermediate result. It would be used to calculate a maximum length limit using data from 

a previous year in which the charter fishery was not constrained by a length limit, or a year in which a 

less constraining (higher) maximum length limit was in place to manage the charter fishery under its 

allocation. It assumes that under a size limit in the coming year, (a) the proportion of the harvested 

halibut that will be smaller than the prospective maximum length limit will equal the proportion that 

were under that length in the previous year, (b) the average weight of fish smaller than the 

prospective maximum length limit will remain unchanged from the previous year, and (c) the portion 

of the previous year’s harvest that was larger than the prospective maximum length limit will be 

exactly equal to the length limit in the coming year.  

The analyst would then select the largest size limit in whole inches that results in a projected charter 

removal that is less than or equal to the annual charter catch limit. 

Method C assumes that at least a portion of the halibut caught in the charter fishery in a future year 

will have the same average weight as halibut harvested in a previous year. Under Method C charter 

anglers are able to increase the average size of halibut caught and retained under the maximum length 

limit relative to the previous year’s harvest, calculation of the maximum length limit using the 

previous year’s average size will result in underestimated charter harvest. This underestimated harvest 

will result in a calculated maximum length limit that is larger than the length limit that would be 

implemented under the larger average size of halibut. This relatively larger maximum length limit 

could result in the charter sector exceeding its catch limit. Conversely, if the average size of halibut 

caught and retained under the maximum length limit is lower than the average from the previous 

year’s harvest, the maximum length limit calculated Method C will result in overestimated charter 

harvest and a calculated maximum length limit that is smaller than the length limit that would be 

implemented under the smaller average size of halibut. Charter harvest may not reach the sector 

allocation under this relatively smaller maximum length limit. 

Anglers may have the ability to increase the average size of halibut caught and retained under the 

maximum length limit by highgrading, or releasing smaller fish in order to retain larger fish. 

However, the ability of anglers to highgrade also depends on the availability of larger fish, which 

could change with natural variations in halibut stock composition, movements of fish, and the ability 

of the fleet to find or access areas with larger fish. Variability was observed in estimated average 

weights in the Area 2C guided halibut fishery even before bag limit changes were first enacted in 

2007. Variability can be caused by a number of factors, including bias and sampling error in the 
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collection of size data through creel surveys. It is not yet possible to accurately predict the amount or 

effect of highgrading based on average weight data. It is reasonable to assume, however, that 

imposition of a maximum length limit or a decrease in the maximum length limit may provide more 

incentive for anglers to retain the largest fish possible, and the assumption used in Method A that all 

halibut retained by charter anglers will be of the average size fish previously caught in the fishery 

may not be realistic. 

Method C assumes that a portion of the halibut harvested by charter anglers under the maximum 

length limit will be the average size previously caught in the fishery. This could result in 

underestimated harvest for that portion of the halibut harvest if anglers are able to highgrade and 

increase the average weight of halibut harvested relative to the previous year. However, Method C 

uses the most biologically conservative assumption for the remaining portion of halibut harvested in 

the previous year’s fishery. It assumes that the portion of harvested halibut that were larger than the 

maximum length limit in the previous year would be equal to the maximum length limit for purposes 

of projecting charter harvest under the maximum length limit. This could result in overestimated 

harvest for that portion of the halibut harvest. Method C balances the impacts of the two other 

methods on the halibut stock and charter fishery participants because it applies the assumptions used 

in both of them.  

Summary of the Performance of the Current CSP Preferred Alternative Relative 
to Recent Charter Regulations 

The Council’s December 2011 motion requests that “data from recent years should be used to 

determine what the charter and commercial allocations would have been under the CSP, and what 

management measures would have been in place.” Table 13 and Table 14 show historical projections 

of the CSP tiers and management measures that would have been in place in Areas 2C and 3A from 

2006 through 2012 if the CSP had been implemented then. The difficulty in making these hindcasts 

lies in the fact that one must presume what decisions the IPHC would have made in its annual 

determination of the CCL under the CSP. As it is impossible to know what decision the IPHC would 

have made if the CSP had been in place, the analysis uses two different scenarios to provide 

reasonable estimates of likely default management measures4: 

 Scenario 1 assumes that the CCL is the approved commercial catch limit plus GHL (see 

Table 13).  

 Scenario 2 assumes that the CCL is the Combined Fishery CEY
5 
(Table 14). 

The two scenarios match in 11 out of the 12 years in the tables, but Scenario 2 results in a faster 

conversion to the 2 fish, 1 < 32” rule in Area 3A, despite it being an overestimate (see footnote 5).  

The analysis estimates that under the CSP’s preferred alternative that the Area 2C charter fishery 

would have incurred a default management measure of 2 fish, 1 < 32 inches in 2006. Under Scenario 

1 the fishery would have defaulted to the more restrictive one fish of any size in 2008. According to 

Table 13, the hindcasted management measures would have aligned with the actual management 

measures in place in 2009 and 2010. Under Scenario 2, the management measure also would have 

switched to one fish of a maximum size in 2008 and would remain there to this day.  

                                                 
4
 The analysis projects “default” management measures. These are the measures which exist before the analyst compares 

projected harvest as a percentage of the allocation to ensure that the estimated harvest is within the Council’s specified 
range. The analysis does not estimate final management measures as it is impossible to difficult to predict how anglers would 
have reacted in the past to these measures. 
5
 The IPHC applies two adjustments from the Fishery CEY before determining the commercial catch limit: 1) harvest rate policy 

and 2) slow up/full (now) and fast (earlier) down; therefore the estimates of CCLs in this paper are likely to be overestimates 
of what would have been determined by the IPHC in the past but staff was unable to hind cast these adjustments  
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In Area 3A, the default regulation would have been a two fish daily bag limit with unrestricted sizes 

through 2008 under Scenario 1 and through 2007 under Scenario 2. Under Scenario 1 the default 

measure in 2009 and 2010 would have been 2 fish, 1 < 32 inches and then transitioned to one fish of 

any size in 2011. The Scenario 2 projections for this area are exactly the same, except for the one year 

earlier transition (2008) to a restriction on the size of the second fish. While the Area 3A GHL 

remained at 3.65 Mlb between 2006 and 2011 (see Table 13), harvest under the historic status quo 

management measures dropped below that level between 2008 and 2011. The CSP management 

measures would have been more restrictive than the GHL even during a time when charter harvests 

were falling and below the GHL in place at that time. 

Table 13. Historical Projection of CSP Tiers and Management Measures: Combined Catch Limit is the 

Approved Commercial Catch Plus the GHL. 

Year 
Commercial 
Catch Limit GHL 

Est. 
Combined 

Catch 
Limit 

CSP 
Matrix 
Tier 

Default Management 
Measure Under the 

Proposed CSP 
Management Measure 

Under the GHL* 

Area 2C 

2006 10.630 1.432 12.062 3 Two fish (1 < 32") Two fish any size 

2007 8.510 1.432 9.942 3 Two fish (1 < 32") Two fish (1 < 32") 

2008 6.210 0.931 7.141 2 One fish any size Two fish (1 < 32") 

2009 5.020 0.788 5.808 2 One fish any size One fish any size 

2010 4.400 0.788 5.188 2 One fish any size One fish any size 

2011 2.330 0.788 3.118 1 One fish any size One fish < 37" 

2012 2.624 0.931 3.555 1 One fish any size Reverse slot limit (U45O68) 

Area 3A 

2006 25.200 3.650 28.850 4 Two fish any size Two fish any size 

2007 26.200 3.650 29.850 4 Two fish any size Two fish any size 

2008 24.220 3.650 27.870 4 Two fish any size Two fish any size 

2009 21.700 3.650 25.350 3 Two fish (1 < 32") Two fish any size 

2010 19.990 3.650 23.640 3 Two fish (1 < 32") Two fish any size 

2011 14.360 3.650 18.010 2 One fish any size Two fish any size 

2012 11.918 3.103 15.021 2 One fish any size 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. 
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Table 14. Historical Projection of CSP Tiers and Management Measures: Combined Catch Limit is the 

Combined Fishery CEY 

Year 
Total 
CEY 

Other 
Removals 

Combined 
Catch 
Limit 

CSP 
Matrix 
Tier 

Default Management 
Measure Under the 

CSP 
Management Measure 

Under the GHL* 

Area 2C 

2006 13.730 1.864 11.866 3 Two fish (1 < 32") Two fish any size 

2007 10.800 1.758 9.042 3 Two fish (1 < 32") Two fish (1 < 32") 

2008 6.500 1.659 4.841 1 One fish any size Two fish (1 < 32") 

2009 5.570 1.922 3.648 1 One fish any size One fish any size 

2010 5.020 1.842 3.178 1 One fish any size One fish any size 

2011 5.390 2.272 3.118 1 One fish any size One fish < 37" 

2012 5.860 1.719 4.141 1 One fish any size Reverse slot limit (U45O68) 

Area 3A 

2006 32.180 3.941 28.239 4 Two fish any size Two fish any size 

2007 35.780 3.920 31.860 4 Two fish any size Two fish any size 

2008 28.960 3.060 25.900 3 Two fish (1 < 32") Two fish any size 

2009 28.010 3.520 24.490 3 Two fish (1 < 32") Two fish any size 

2010 26.190 4.260 21.930 3 Two fish (1 < 32") Two fish any size 

2011 23.520 5.510 18.010 2 One fish any size Two fish any size 

2012 19.780 4.757 15.023 2 One fish any size 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. Concerns Regarding the Status Quo 

During NMFS proposed rulemaking for the CSP, the agency received numerous comments raising 

concerns about the status quo. These concerns included the following. 

 The Management Matrix is Too Restrictive At Lower Tiers-   

Charter halibut operators have argued that the current preferred alternative is too restrictive at the 

lower tier, particularly when the most restrictive measure is one fish of a maximum size. Operators 

have testified that their 2011 bookings where substantially lower than in years past in part because of 

the one fish restricted bag limit. ADF&G’s November 4, 2011 letter to the IPHC indicates that the 

department’s early estimates are that the Area 2C charter fishery harvested 0.388 Mlb in 2011 

compared to 1.086 Mlb in 2010 when fishery operated under a one fish of any size management 

regime. However, ADF&G’s estimates indicate that while total biomass harvested declined the early 

estimates of the number of fish harvested in 2011 (i.e., 41, 209) is largely unchanged from their final 

estimate of the 2010 fishery (i.e., 41, 202 fish). 

 The Selected Management Measures Deny the Charter Fishery its Allocation- 

Stakeholders commented that the inherent conservatism associated with estimating harvest under the 

1 fish of a restricted size limit effectively denies the charter fishery access to its allocation. As noted 

above, in 2011 the IPHC recommended, and the Secretary implemented, a 1-fish ≤ 37 inches 

management rule for Area 2C. The IPHC used Method B, the assumption of maximum highgrading, 

to determine the length limit in the management measure. This length limit resulted in the sector 



Halibut CSP Management Matrix Discussion Paper 18 March 16, 2012 

harvesting an estimated 0.388 Mlb compared to a GHL of 0.788 Mlb even though total effort as 

measured by number of fish stayed constant. The Council subsequently approved the use of Method 

C, the hybrid method, for future estimates; this method is less conservative than Method B. However, 

it still retains a highgrading component which could result in lower than projected actual harvests if 

anglers are unable to highgrade to the degree specified in the method. 

 The Selected Management Measures are Too Inflexible with Large Gaps Between Them 

Stakeholders commented that the selected management measures are too inflexible, with large gaps in 

their intended effect. For example, in both the Area 2C and Area 3A regulations the default Tier 3 

management measure is 2 fish, 1 < 32 inches. However, if the analyst projects that the charter harvest 

will be above the allocation range the next management measure of a one fish daily bag limit with no 

size limit would be in effect. As can be calculated from Table 24 (below), a second fish in anglers’ 

daily bag limits have historically accounted for 38.1 percent of the number of fish harvested in Area 

2C and 47.5 percent of the number of fish harvested in Area 3A. The design of the current CSP 

preferred alternative means that even the slightest exceedance of the allocation range in Tier 3 results 

in anglers losing the opportunity to harvest between approximately 38 percent and 48 percent of their 

historical harvest opportunities. 

 The +/-3.5 Percent Allocation Range is Too Small Given Inaccuracies in Estimated Harvest 

The Council recognized that managing charter halibut harvest is imprecise and, therefore, harvest in 

Area 2C and 3A under the CSP could be expected to vary above and below the charter catch limit. To 

account for this imprecision, the Council recommended that the CSP should restrict charter harvest to 

within a target harvest range corresponding with +/- 3.5 percentage points of the charter allocation 

percentage; however the Council did not provide a rationale for why +/- 3.5 percentage was 

appropriate or sufficient to meet its objectives. A projected harvest outside of this range under the 

default management measure for a given tier triggers movement to another non-default management 

measure. In February 2009, the SSC noted that (emphasis added): 

“Projecting charter halibut harvests is difficult, because it requires predictions or 

assumptions about how the consumer demand for charter trips will change through 

time, predictions or assumptions about how people will respond to regulatory change, 

as well as changes in the abundance, distribution, and size composition of halibut 

stocks. The limited time series data available for use in estimation severely constrains 

model complexity. The discussion paper effectively describes these limitations and 

how they affect forecast accuracy. It also describes asymmetries in risk and the 

distribution of risk that arises from under- and over-estimating catch. The forecast 

methods used in the discussion paper are suitable given current data limitations.  

While the resulting forecasts have had large errors, errors of this magnitude are not 

surprising given the uncertainties in the data, variability in the processes affecting the 

halibut stock and its fisheries, and the shortness of the time series. Consequently, the 

SSC believes that the magnitude and range of uncertainties will prevent the 

forecast accuracy to be anywhere near the plus or minus 3.5% allowed in the 

charter range allocation of the preferred alternative.” 

The SSC suggested that the +/-3.5 percent range was insufficient given harvest estimation 

uncertainties. The IPHC’s experience in 2011 is the most recent example of the difference between 

estimated harvest under a regulation and actual harvest. In this case, the IPHC was aiming for the 

0.788 GHL and had a harvest of 0.388 Mlb even though the overall number of fish caught between 

2010 and 2011 stayed unchanged (note the IPHC had not considered the hybrid approach when it 

adopted its 37 inch limit). 
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The analysis also identified issues with using the +/-3.5 range. For example, there are challenges 

using the range both for determining which measure will be used and for a hard target for ensuring 

that charter harvests stay within that goal. For example, presume a selected management measure is 

3.2 percent above the allocation target, but the best available measure within the range is highly 

prescriptive and inflexible (i.e., 2 fish, 1 < 32”). However, harvest comes in at 0.7 percent of the 

allocation above the projected estimate. Overall harvest will be 3.9 percentage points above the target 

allocation and 0.4 percentage points outside of the projected range. Thus, the measure will have failed 

to meet the target allocation and be rejected. Also, while the matrix structure has the benefit of 

providing the public and the charter sector with a reasonable expectation of the potential management 

measures that will govern their fishing, it lacks flexibility to address changes in charter harvest if  the 

alternative management measures is inadequate to bring projected charter sector harvests in line with 

the sector’s allocation. In other words, if the most restrictive of the three management measures 

within a tier does not limit charter effort to the extent necessary to contain charter harvests to the 

allocation, no alternative measure may be implemented and the charter allocation will be exceeded. 

This issue is most likely to occur with a sudden change in charter trips or a leap in estimated average 

size. Similarly, if the measure identified by the preferred alternative is overly constraining, charter 

harvests would fall below the allocation (see page 58 for more discussion). 

Table 15. CSP Management Measures in 2011 

Category 

Area  2C Area 3A 

Est. Units/Notes Est. Unit/Notes 

CEY 5.390 M lb 23.520 M lb. 

Other Removals 2.270 M lb 5.510 M lb. 

Combined Fishery CEY 3.120 M lb 18.010 M lb. 

Combined Catch Limit 3.120 Combined Fishery CEY 18.010 Combined Fishery CEY 

CSP Tier 

 

Tier 1 

 

Tier 2 

Target allocation 0.540 

 

2.521 

 Allocation Range Lower Limit 0.431 M lb 1.891 M lb. 

Allocation Range Upper Limit 0.649 M lb 3.152 M lb. 

Default Regulation One fish any size One fish any size 

Default Projected Charter Yield 1.291 >accept. Allocation range 1.028 <accept. Allocation range 

Alternate Regulation One fish + max size 2 fish (1 < 32") 

Alternate Projected Charter Yield 0.531 M lb  2.552 M lb. 

Final Regulation 1 fish under 33" 2 fish (1 < 32") 

 

The CSP in 2011 

The tables above do not include subsequent adjustments from default management measures as it is 

difficult to retrospectively project, or hindcast, angler demand with any accuracy based on alternative 

management measures. However, based on ADF&G projections for 2011 (using data available in late 

2010), the CSP’s management measure matrix in 2011 would have resulted in a limit of 1 fish, 1 < 33 

inches in Area 2C, while Area 3A would have been limited to 2 fish, 1 < 32 inches.
6
 In Area 2C, the 

                                                 
6
 This estimate is more restrictive than the IPHC’s 1 fish, 1<37 inch rule because the IPHC used the 0.788 Mlb GHL as the 

target not the combined CCL estimated for this section which is a much lower 0.540 Mlb. If the ADF&G estimate used a target 
of 0.788 Mlb then the alternate regulation would be 1 fish, 1<40 inches assuming a catch of 51,240 fish. A lower estimated 
demand (number of fish) would result in a higher length limit or the default regulation. 
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analyst calculating the CSP management measure for 2011 would have noted that the initial 

management measure selected under the management matrix (i.e., the one fish of any size) would 

have resulted in an allocation percentage above the CSP’s specified range. The analyst would have 

then used the Council’s preferred hybrid estimation technique to select a length restriction on the 

single fish in the daily bag limit (see Error! Not a valid bookmark self-reference.). In Area 3A, the 

analyst would have noted that the default Tier 2 measure of one fish of any size would have resulted 

in a projection harvest below the target range and that the matrix’s alternate measure specifies the 32 

inch length limit on the second fish (see Table 17). In both cases the estimated harvest associated with 

both measures using the Council’s preferred hybrid method is very close to the target allocation. 

Table 16. Management Matrix for Area 2C in 2011 

Tier 
Combined 
Catch Limit 

(Mlb) 
Allocation 

Charter Fishery Bag & Length limit Regulations 

If projected charter 
harvest within 

allocation range 

If charter harvest 
projected to exceed 

allocation range 

If charter harvest 
projected to be below 

allocation range 

 

 

 

1 

<5 
Comm alloc = 82.7% 
Charter alloc = 17.3% 
Charter range = 13.8-20.8% 

INITIAL DEFAULT 
MEASURE 

One Fish 

ALTERNATIVE 
MEASURE 

 Maximum length limit 
imposed that brings 
harvest to 17.3% 

One Fish 

 

Table 17. Management Matrix for Area 3A in 2011 

Tier 
Combined 
Catch Limit 

(Mlb) 
Allocation 

Charter Fishery Bag & Length limit Regulations 

If projected charter 
harvest within 

allocation range 

If charter harvest 
projected to exceed 

allocation range 

If charter harvest 
projected to be below 

allocation range 

 

2 
≥10 - <20 

Comm alloc = 86.0% 
Charter alloc = 14.0% 
Charter range = 10.5-17.5% 

 

INITIAL DEFAULT 
MEASURE 

One Fish 

Maximum length limit 
imposed that brings 
harvest to 14.0% 

ALTERNATIVE 
MEASURE  

Two fish, but one must 
be less than 32" in 
length 

 

Individual Management Measures 

The Council’s motion identified four distinct measures which it wished analyzed for potential use in 

future halibut management. The measures are:  

 Trip limits (Limits the Number of Trips per Vessel per Day) 

 Reverse Size Slot Limits 

 Annual Limits Allowing for the Retention of at Least One Fish of Any Size  

 Two Fish Bag Limit with a Maximum Size on Both Fish 

The first two measures in this list have been analyzed previously for Council actions in 2005, 2006, 

and 2007. The latter two measures have not been considered previously by the Council in recent 

years.  

Table 18 shows a summary of potentially negative issues associated with new proposed management 

measures, previously considered measures, and those management measures contained the Council’s 

preferred CSP alternative. For comparison purposes it also includes the current 2C regulations. The 



Halibut CSP Management Matrix Discussion Paper 21 March 16, 2012 

table allows the Council to consider the measures across a common framework. Following the table is 

a discussion of the negative issues associated with the group of management measures. 

Measures in the Current Preferred Alternative 

As one might expect, the number of issues associated with management measures in the current 

preferred alternative rises with the restrictiveness of the measures. For example, the 2 fish, 1 < 32” 

measure receives bullets in two categories associated with estimating projected harvest and a 

corrupting factor on the representativeness of the size distribution in ADF&G’s port sampling 

program. The 1 fish unrestricted size measure received three bullets focused on angler demand and 

the need for recent and representative catch distribution data. The most restrictive measure, the 1 fish 

restricted size measure, receives six bullets ranging from several inter-related issues associated with 

angler demand, the fact that measure makes it difficult to use port sampling data for future predictions 

dependent on catch distributions, and the considerable uncertainty in predicting harvest under this 

measure. 

Previously Considered Measures 

The two previously considered measures are daily trip limits (restricting a charter vessel
7
 to one trip 

per day) and the reverse slot limit. As noted in a number of prior analyses (Meyer 2012, NPFMC 

2007) the estimated maximum effect of the daily trip limit is a low-single digit percentage reduction 

in harvest in Area 2C and a mid-single digit reduction in Area 3A, but these maxima are highly likely 

to be eroded as long as latent capacity exists. Thus, the measure’s actual efficacy is likely to be 

extremely limited, which has led to its previous rejection by the Council. The reverse slot limit is a 

complicated measure. While prior analyses (NPFMC 2007) showed that a specific slot limit selected 

for that analysis could actual increase harvest levels, the current analysis shows a carefully considered 

slot limit is likely to reduce harvest, but the Council must be willing to fix one of the slot parameters 

(either high or low size) and a highgrading factor. In addition, the measure has a biasing influence on 

the data collected by the port sampling program and could negatively affect businesses that encourage 

their clients to release large fish.  

New Measures 

The new measures under consideration include an allowance for anglers to harvest one fish annually 

above the proscribed maximum size limit and having a 2 fish daily bag limit with each fish subject to 

a maximum size. The latter measure (2 fish, <X inches) has the potential for general economic effects 

on the charter industry if the size is set relatively low and it would prevent the industry from 

marketing the opportunity to harvest large fish without the use of GAF. Both measures would have a 

biasing influence on the data collected by the port sampling program while the annual limit could be 

difficult to enforce without the creation of a new enforcement mechanism at the federal level. 

Such a regulation would require a post-season check of the annual limit using the angler license 

numbers recorded in the ADF&G logbook. Post-season bag limit checks would not prevent violations 

of the annual limit. In-season enforcement can have a preventative effect on the guide, anglers and 

those that might witness the enforcement action because the results are immediate (the halibut is 

seized). Once an angler leaves a boat with his or her halibut, Enforcement staff cannot prove which, 

or how many, halibut a specific person harvested throughout the year without an admission from the 

harvester. 

                                                 
7
  The Charter Limited Entry Program was not yet implemented. 
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Table 18. Summary of Issues Associated with Various Management Measures 

Potential Negative Issue with the Measure 

Measures in the Current Preferred 
Alternative 

Previously Considered 
Measures New Measures 

Current 
2C Reg 

One Fish 
Daily Bag 
without a 
Size Limit 

One Fish 
Daily Bag 
with a 

Size Limit 

Two Fish, 
One must 
be Less 

than <32" 
Reverse 
Slot Limit 

Daily Trip 
Limits 

Annual 
Limit 

Allowing 
One Fish 

of Any 
Size 

Two Fish 
of a 

Maximum 
Size 

One Fish 
Under 
U45 

inches 
and O68 
inches 

General Relative Economic Effects on the Charter Industry  

    


Distributional Economic Effect Falls on a Small Number of Businesses 

   
 

  


Lack of Efficacy 

    


   Effect Easily Diluted by Change in Behavior 

    


   Limits Charter Industry's Ability to Market the Opportunity to Catch a Large Fish 





   



Council Must Select At Least One Analytical Parameter 

   


   


Relative Effect on Angler Demand  

   


  Has a substantial “corrupting” effect on the observed length frequency data from the harvest. 

 
  

 
  

Annual harvest projections highly dependent on recent, representative size data     

 
  

Higher Potential for Permit Holder Error 

   


   


Considerable uncertainty in projections of harvest under this measure. 

 


 


 
  

More Challenging to Enforce 
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Auditing logbooks might help Enforcement staff to determine that an angler appears to have exceeded 

his or her annual limit if a guide, or several guides, collectively indicated in one or more logbooks 

that an angler exceeded his or her annual limit. But that could be the result of one or more logging 

errors. When anglers are interviewed after the fishing season, they rarely remember the number or 

length of fish that they caught (unless they only caught one or a really big one) and typically never 

remember the number or size of fish that other anglers on the boat caught. Any post-season checks or 

audits would require OLE to have access to ADF&G logbook data.   

Enforcement staff would need to determine whether an angler harvested more than one fish of any 

size annually. Since the logbooks do not record length information, they could not be used to audit the 

length of fish retained by an individual angler and recorded on the back of the angler license. 

Enforcement would require anglers to record on the license, at a minimum, the date the halibut was 

harvested and the length of the halibut.  The angler tracking mechanism could be improved by 

requiring anglers to submit their angler licenses at the end of each fishing season.  Enforcement 

would rely upon at-sea enforcement to ensure compliance and also would be affected by the 

possibility of replacement license purchases, as described above.  

The following sections describe measures from the Council’s December 2011 motion in detail.  

Annual Limits Allowing for the Retention of at Least One Fish of Any Size  

The Council’s December 2011 motion requested analysis of the potential use of a measure that would 

allow retention of at least one halibut of any size per angler per year. This discussion assumes that 

this measure would be implemented when there is a maximum size limit that prevents harvest of large 

fish, and would be implemented in addition to it. In other words, this type of annual limit represents 

an exemption of at least one fish per year 

One benefit of this measure is that it preserves the charter industry’s ability to market the opportunity 

for charter vessel anglers to retain a fish larger than the default maximum size limit under the 

management measure. For example, under a one-fish bag limit with a 45-inch maximum size limit, 

the angler would be allowed to harvest one fish per year that was not constrained by the size limit. 

Presumably this exemption would not be needed if there was no maximum size limit, or if a reverse 

slot limit was in place, because both of those measures allow the opportunity to harvest large fish. 

One advantage of this annual exemption over a reverse slot limit is that an angler would be able to 

retain a fish of intermediate size, e.g., within the closed portion of a reverse slot limit. Anecdotally, 

many anglers prefer to retain halibut in the 30-60 lb range, which would likely not likely be allowed 

under maximum size limits implemented at low levels of abundance (small combined catch limits). A 

30 lb live weight fish measures approximately 40 inches in length. 

ADF&G logbooks provide information on the numbers of halibut harvested annually by individual 

licensed charter anglers. Onsite creel survey programs in Areas 2C and 3A provide samples of length 

measurements from the sport halibut harvest, from which average weight is estimated. The length 

data are associated with vessel-trips but not individual anglers. Therefore, it is not currently possible 

to use available data to quantitatively evaluate the impact of an annual exemption to a maximum size 

limit. In order to determine harvest savings under this measure, the analyst would need to project 

harvests and compare them to harvest without the measure under a range of maximum size limits 

(assuming a one fish bag limit). In order to project charter harvest under this measure, the analyst 

would need to project the number of fish and average weight of fish that would be harvested under 

the annual exemption limit, and the number of fish and average weight for fish harvested under the 

maximum size limit. There is no past experience with this management measure, so there are no data 

from which to infer how many anglers would take attempt to take advantage of the exemption or be 

successful doing so. The probability of catching a fish in excess of the size limit cannot be calculated 
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without size data from all halibut caught, but no data are available on the sizes of halibut released. 

Some portion of anglers might catch a fish in excess of the maximum size limit but release it in the 

hope of catching a larger one, but ultimately be unsuccessful in catching that larger fish. There are 

also no previous size data from a fishery under this regulation from which to infer the average weight 

of fish harvested under the annual exemption. Presumably anglers utilizing this annual exemption 

would harvest fish in excess of the size limit, but may opt to high-grade to a greater degree than they 

would when unconstrained by a maximum size limit (in order to benefit from the exemption).  

To further complicate the analysis, the opportunity to harvest a large fish afforded by this measure 

would likely change the frequency distribution of annual harvests. For example, under a one-fish bag 

limit and maximum size limit, an angler might harvest four 15-pound halibut in a 5-day charter, for a 

total of about 30 pounds of meat. But if, on the second day, the angler harvests a 120-pound halibut 

under his annual exemption, he may be unlikely to choose to harvest (or retain) three more halibut. It 

is possible that some, but not all, anglers desire to harvest a specific amount or minimum amount of 

halibut meat. Without size data linked to individual anglers, we cannot know the distribution of the 

total weight of those anglers’ annual harvests. Additionally, without annual harvest data from a 

previous year with an annual limit, we have no basis to predict how the distribution of annual harvest 

would change. 

Implementation Issues 

Lacking a quantitative analysis, some general qualitative statements can be made regarding annual 

limits that are exemptions from size limits. First, the probability of an angler being able to harvest a 

fish in excess of the size limit would vary by subarea. Although the size distributions of the charter 

halibut catch (kept and released fish) are unknown, the size distributions of harvest vary by subarea 

when unconstrained by a size limit, especially in Area 2C (Figure 2). Large halibut appear to be most 

available in the Glacier Bay and Petersburg subareas in Area 2C, and in the Yakutat and Eastern 

Prince William Sound (E PWS) subareas in Area 3A. Presumably these differences are due mostly to 

real differences among areas in the availability of fish of different sizes, and not to differences in 

fishing gear or angler behavior that would affect selectivity. Allowing anglers to harvest at least one 

fish per year that is larger than the maximum size limit is likely to raise the average weight, but as 

noted previously, may decrease the number of fish harvested per angler. In addition, the opportunity 

to harvest at least one fish of exceptional size could potentially have a positive effect on demand, 

relative to years in which the fishery is managed under a size limit. The net effect of an increase in 

average weight and effort combined with a potential decrease in the number of fish harvested cannot 

be predicted with available data. 
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Figure 2. Length frequency distributions of charter halibut harvest by subarea of IPHC Areas 2C and 3A 

in 2010 (source: ADF&G creel sampling). There were no size limits in place in either area in 2010. 
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Once a fish that is intended to count toward the person’s annual limit is harvested, there would need 

to be some record created to prevent the angler from harvesting additional fish that are exceptions to 

the size limit. As noted above, OLE staff recently indicated that: 

 Any post-season checks or audits would require OLE to have access to ADF&G logbook 

data.   

 Enforcement staff would need to determine whether an angler harvested more than one fish 

of any size annually. Since the logbooks do not record length information, they could not be 

used to audit the length of fish retained by an individual angler and recorded on the back of 

the angler license. 

 Enforcement would require anglers to record on the license, at a minimum, the date the 

halibut was harvested and the length of the halibut.  The angler tracking mechanism could be 

improved by requiring anglers to submit their angler licenses at the end of each fishing 

season.   

 Enforcement would rely upon at-sea enforcement to ensure compliance and also would be 

affected by the possibility of replacement license purchases, as described above.  

The Council first approved annual limits as a GHL management tool in 2000. Annual limits were 

considered in conjunction with trip limits and prohibitions on crew harvest for management of the 

Area 2C and 3A charter fisheries under the GHL in 2006 (NPFMC 2006). In June 2006, NOAA 

Fisheries reported to the Council that federal and state laws at that time did not allow the use of State 

reporting documents by Federal enforcement personnel for the Council’s preferred alternative to 

implement a 5-fish annual limit for charter anglers in Area 2C. Since 2006, the appropriate state 

statutes and other necessary regulations have been changed to allow Federal enforcement personnel 

access to State reporting documents. Federal regulations now require charter operators to report in 

state logbooks, for example, and OLE can request and be given logbook data by ADF&G. 

Trip limits (Limits the Number of Trips per Vessel per Day) 

The Council asked that trip limits be analyzed as a potential measure to control charter harvest. This 

analysis assumes the term “trip limits” to refer to limits on the number of trips a charter vessel can 

make per calendar day. This is the standard terminology used by the Council in the past and the 

Charter Management Implementation Committee affirmed this interpretation during its February 

2012 review of an initial draft analysis.  

The Council first approved trip limits as a potential management tool in 2000. Trip limits were again 

considered, in conjunction with annual limits and prohibitions on crew harvest, for management of 

the Area 2C and 3A charter fisheries under the GHL from 2006 to 2008 (NPFMC 2006, NPFMC 

2007, NPFMC 2008). Using 2006 logbook data, charter harvest from trips in excess of one trip per 

day were estimated to have accounted for 1.8-2.4% of the total harvest in Area 2C (NPFMC 2007) 

and 5.5-6.3% of the total harvest in Area 3A (NPFMC 2008). The range of estimates resulted from 

calculations based on dropping either the least successful of the trips or the “average trip.” The 

calculations for 2006 used data only for trips with bottomfish effort and excluded crew harvest in 

Area 2C (because it was prohibited by ADF&G Emergency Order) and included crew harvest in Area 

3A. 

Because logbook data are not yet available for 2011, logbook data from 2007-2010 were examined to 

determine the degree of participation in multiple trips per day, as well as the harvest represented by 

trips after the first trip of the day in Areas 2C and 3A. Data from crew harvest were excluded because 

crew harvest will be prohibited under the CSP. The analysis was also limited to logbook trips with 

bottomfish effort or trips where effort was for salmon but halibut were harvested. Salmon trips with 
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halibut harvest were included because federal authority under a 1-trip limit would extend only to trips 

with halibut harvest regardless of the target species. This analysis did not attempt to bracket a range 

of estimates by excluding, say, the least successful or average trip. The difference between the 

minimum and maximum harvest reductions from previous analyses were less than one percent. 

Therefore, estimates of the potential harvest reduction associated with a limit of one trip per day were 

based only on harvest from trips after the first trip of the day.  

About 20-30 percent of charter businesses in Area 2C and 28-39 percent of businesses in Area 3A 

reported making multiple trips per vessel at least once during the years 2007-2010 (see Table 19). The 

number of trips after the first trip of the day, however, represented only about 3 percent of the total 

bottomfish trips in Area 2C and approximately 4 to 5 percent in Area 3A (see Table 19). Even though 

20 percent or more of businesses ever made multiple trips per day, the majority of these businesses 

made multiple trips on 5 or fewer days all year. In fact, only 5 or 6 businesses made multiple trips on 

more than 20 days per year in Area 2C and only 7-15 businesses made multiple trips on more than 20 

days per year in Area 3A (see Table 20). Therefore, the effect of limiting charter vessels to one trip 

per day would be focused on the small proportion of businesses that regularly engage in the multiple 

trip business model.  

Table 19. Number and percent of businesses and vessels that reported at least one day of multiple trips 

(targeting bottomfish of harvesting halibut), and percent of trips in excess of one trip per day, in Areas 

2C and 3A during 2007-2010. 

Year 

Businesses Vessels Bottomfish Trips 

Total 
number 

that 
reported 

bottomfish 
effort 

Number 
that 

reported 
more than 

one 
bottomfish 

trip per 
day 

Percent 
that ever 
exceeded 

one 
bottomfish 

trip per 
day 

Total 
number 

with 
bottomfish 

effort 

Number 
that made 
more than 

one 
bottomfish 

trip per 
day 

Percent 
that ever 
exceeded 

one 
bottomfish 

trip per 
day 

Total 
number 
of trips 

Number of 
trips  

exceeding 
one trip 
per day 

(2nd, 3rd, 
or 4th trip) 

Percent of 
trips in 

excess of one 
trip per day 

Area 2C 

2007 404 123 30.4% 727 227 31.2% 27,456 878 3.2% 

2008 404 113 28.0% 719 212 29.5% 26,221 787 3.0% 

2009 366 107 29.2% 636 181 28.5% 19,333 588 3.0% 

2010 349 68 19.5% 604 125 20.7% 19,985 570 2.9% 

Area 3A 

2007 483 189 39.1% 643 230 35.8% 25,491 1,198 4.7% 

2008 459 164 35.7% 604 205 33.9% 23,314 1,077 4.6% 

2009 412 143 34.7% 547 186 34.0% 18,981 757 4.0% 

2010 397 109 27.5% 523 140 26.8% 19,607 807 4.1% 

Source: ADF&G Logbooks 2007-2010. 
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Table 20. Number of businesses that reported fishing 1-5, 6-20, and more than 20 days on which multiple 

trips were made with bottomfish effort of halibut harvest (source: ADF&G logbook data). 

Number of Days with Multiple Trips  

Area 2C Area 3A 

2007 2008 2009 2010 2007 2008 2009 2010 

1-5 105 100 97 54 153 130 120 83 

6-20 12 8 4 9 25 19 16 17 

More than 20 6 5 6 5 11 15 7 9 

Totals 105 100 97 54 153 130 120 83 

Source: ADF&G Logbooks 2007-2010. 

 

Just as the number of trips after the first trip made up a small fraction of the total trips, harvest 

associated with trips after the first trip of the day was relatively small. Harvest on trips after the first 

trip of the day was smaller in Area 2C than in Area 3A (Table 21). The percentage of harvest that 

occurred on trips after the first trip each day represents the expected harvest reduction if charter were 

limited to one trip per day. For example, limiting charter boats to one trip per day would have 

decreased the number of fish harvested by a maximum of 2.0 to 3.1 percent in Area 2C and 6.0 to 7.1 

percent in Area 3A during the years 2007-2010 (see Table 21).  

Table 21. Estimated potential reduction in the number of halibut harvested by limiting charter vessels in 

Areas 2C and 3A to one trip per day in 2007-2010 

Year 
Total number of halibut 

harvested 
Halibut harvest on trips after 

the first trip of the day Potential harvest reduction 

Area 2C 

2007 120,314 3,780 3.1% 

2008 106,568 3,018 2.8% 

2009 51,013 1,174 2.3% 

2010 47,496 967 2.0% 

Area 3A 

2007 258,196 18,421 7.1% 

2008 231,363 15,111 6.5% 

2009 190,750 11,528 6.0% 

2010 204,080 14,283 7.0% 

Source: ADF&G Logbooks 2007-2010. 

 

There was considerable variation in the halibut harvest from multiple trips per day among subareas of 

Area 2C and 3A and among years. As a result, limiting charter vessels to one trip per day would be 

expected to have different effects in different subareas. The Prince of Wales subarea had the greatest 

harvest on trips after the first trip of the day among all subareas of Area 2C (Table 4). In that subarea, 

trips after the first trip of the day made up about 4-5 percent of all bottomfish trips. The charter 

fisheries in Central Cook Inlet and Lower Cook Inlet accounted for most of the harvest on trips after 

the first trip of the day in Area 3A (Table 5). Harvest after the first trip of the day accounted for about 

8-11 percent of all charter harvest in Central Cook Inlet and Trips after the first trip of the day made 

up about 7-10 percent of all bottomfish trips in Central Cook Inlet and about 8-12 percent of charter 

harvest in Lower Cook Inlet. 

The percentages listed above represent the expected reductions in the number of charter halibut 

harvested associated with a limit of one trip per day. Assuming no systematic difference in the sizes 
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of fish harvested on the first, second, etc. trip of each day, these percentages also represent the harvest 

savings in pounds. Because trip number was not collected in conjunction with size data, it is not 

possible to estimate average weight for multiple trips per day. Anecdotally, halibut caught on half-day 

trips may be smaller on average than halibut from full day trips because boats may not travel as far to 

the best fishing grounds, or because the emphasis is on filling bag limits in a more limited time frame.  

The effect of trip limits on charter harvest may be overestimated for several reasons. First, the 

proportion of trips after the first trip of the day may be overestimated in the analysis due to date 

reporting errors by the charter operators. For example, if the same date is reported for trips on 

different days, they would appear in the logbook data to be multiple trips taken on the same day. The 

number or proportion of records with erroneous dates is unknown but presumed to be relatively small. 

Second, there is still considerable excess capacity in the charter fleets in Areas 2C and 3A. A trip 

limit will reduce the number of seat-days available to be booked, but if charter anglers can still book a 

trip on another vessel, there will be no reduction in the number of fish harvested. This is not 

straightforward to analyze because there may be multiple business models that offer multiple trips per 

day. For example, some vessels specifically offer half-day trips at a reduced rate, while others operate 

two full-rate trips per day. Some operations that offer multiple trips may only do so for a portion of 

the season, e.g., when tides are right, when effort is high, or when fishing is good. Third, businesses 

that currently operate vessels below capacity on partial-day trips may choose to operate at capacity if 

limited to one trip per day. This factor could potentially erase some of the benefit of a trip limit. 

Finally, if the average weight of halibut harvested on half-day trips is in fact lower than halibut 

harvested on full-day trips, then limiting vessels to one trip per day could slightly increase the average 

weight of the harvest, which would moderate the savings in yield associated with the trip limit. 

Limiting vessels to one trip per day may have an unintended consequence. Not all vessels that make 

multiple trips per day are doing each trip with a different batch of clients. For example, a lodge may 

make more than one trip per day with the same set of clients, for example, fishing in the morning and 

returning to the lodge for lunch before going out again in the afternoon or evening. Under current 

rules, a charter trip ends when clients or fish are offloaded. Under a trip limit regulation, businesses 

would be able to continue making multiple trips per day, but would have to restrict all halibut harvest 

to one trip per day.  

Implementation Issues 

The most likely implementation of this measure would limit charter vessels to one trip per day during 

which any halibut are harvested. The rule presumably would not apply to vessels or trips targeting 

salmon or other state-managed species over which the federal government lacks authority. The 

analysts raise the question for clarification to the Council whether such a trip limit would be 

implemented on the vessel or the limited entry permit. For example, if the rule was specified to limit 

each vessel to one trip per day, businesses with multiple vessels could still make multiple trips per 

day under a single CHP. On the other hand, limiting the CHP to use on one vessel trip per day would 

be more likely to result in the desired harvest reduction. That said, enforcement, when contacting a 

vessel in the field, enforcement personnel would have to be able to determine whether the vessel is 

engaged in the first trip of the day, or whether it had made another trip earlier in the day. There is 

currently no requirement to retain logbook sheets for completed trips so enforcement would need an 

alternate mechanism for determining the status of the vessel/CHP. 

As in previous analyses this analysis concludes that the net effect of limiting vessels to one trip per 

day is likely going to be relatively small and have a disproportionate economic effect on a minority of 

charter operators who rely on this business model, leading to rejection of the proposed measure in the 

past. 
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Reverse Size Slot Limits 

Reverse slot limits have previously been considered by the Council as a means to control the average 

weight of the charter harvest to manage the Area 2C and 3A fisheries within their respective GHLs. 

The two options considered for both areas were allowing harvest of fish under 32 inches and over 45 

inches (U32O45) and fish under 32 inches and over 50 inches (U32O50). The reverse slot limit was 

being considered to apply only to the second fish in a two-fish bag limit (NPFMC 2007, NPFMC 

2008).  

A reverse slot most recently was considered for managing the Area 2C charter halibut fishery in 2012 

as an alternative to a 37-inch maximum size limit (Meyer 2011B). Unlike a maximum size limit, a 

reverse slot limit provides the opportunity to harvest an exceptionally large fish under a one-fish bag 

limit. The charter industry suggested the reverse slot limit in order to market charter trips and lodge 

stays to anglers motivated to catch large fish. 

Methods 

For this analysis, a reverse slot limit is assumed to be adopted when the fishery is managed under a 

one fish bag limit, primarily as an alternative to a maximum size limit. Similar to Meyer (2011B), 

calculation of the projected average weight requires length data from the most recent year for which 

the fishery was not constrained by a size limit (the reference year). Therefore, this approach assumes 

that the length distribution from the reference year is representative of what the length distribution in 

the year of the projection would have been in the absence of a size limit.  

This approach further assumes that all fish caught between the upper and lower size limits will be 

released and replaced in the harvest by fish above or below the size limits. In the simplest case, the 

resulting harvest will be distributed below the lower limit and above the upper limit in the same 

relative proportions as were present in the reference year without any size limit. It is possible that, 

under a reverse slot limit, anglers will have added incentive to harvest large halibut that are above the 

upper minimum size limit. To address this possibility, a high-grading multiplier can be specified to 

increase the proportion of harvest above the upper limit. For example, a high-grading multiplier of 1.1 

would make the proportion of harvest in the upper tail 1.1 times as large as the estimated proportion 

from the reference year. In this case, if 30 percent of the harvest was above the upper limit and 70 

percent was below the lower limit (ignoring harvest between the limits) in the reference year, then 

under this high-grading option the percentage above the upper limit would be 33 percent and the 

percentage below would be 67 percent. With a high-grading multiplier of 1.0 there is no additional 

high-grading and the resulting harvest is distributed above the upper limit and below the lower limit 

in the same relative proportions as in the reference year.  

The concept of the high-grading multiplier is hypothetical at this point. We do not yet have any length 

data from a halibut fishery managed under reverse slot limits and don’t know whether additional 

high-grading will occur. Even after we obtain length data from a fishery with reverse slot limit, we 

still may not be able to discern the effect of high-grading from other factors such as changes in stock 

composition. 

Because size composition varies among subareas of each IPHC area, the average weight associated 

with each prospective length limit is calculated for each subarea as: 
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where 

Lp̂  = proportion of harvest (in numbers) ≤ the lower maximum length limit, 

Lŵ  = the estimated average weight of fish ≤ the lower maximum length limit, 

Up̂  = proportion of harvest (in numbers) ≥ the upper minimum length limit,  

h 
= a assumed value to specify the degree of additional high-grading above the upper limit, 

and 

Uŵ  = the estimated average weight of fish ≥ the upper minimum length limit. 

 

Notice that when no additional high-grading is assumed (h = 1), the previous equation simplifies to: 
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which is simply a weighted average of the average weights in the tails above and below the upper and 

lower size limits. This reflects the assumption that harvest above and below the upper and lower 

limits will conform to the relative proportions in the tails of length distribution from the reference 

year. 

This form of the equation is simpler and improved from the version used to estimate average weights 

under reverse slot limits for the Council’s consideration of management measures for Area 2C for 

2012 (Meyer 2011B). The former version of the equation incorrectly apportioned harvest above and 

below the limits when h > 1.  

Once average weights are obtained for each size limit and subarea, the projected yield under each 

prospective size limit (Yi) is obtained by weighting by the projected harvests and summing over 

subareas: 

Si

S

Si wHY ˆˆˆ   

where 

SĤ  = projected harvest (in numbers of fish) in subarea S, and 

Siŵ  = the estimated average weight in subarea S under slot limit i. 

 

Example: 

The analysis calculated an example for Areas 2C and 3A using the equations above and data from the 

reference year of 2010. Yield was projected for harvests of 45,338 fish in Area 2C and 183,240 fish in 

Area 3A. These were felt to be realistic projections of anticipated harvest in these areas for 2012. 

These yield projections were done assuming no high-grading and 20% high-grading (h=1.2). In each 

scenario, yield was calculated for combinations of lower limits ranging from 35 to 45 inches (U35-

U45) and upper limits ranging from 50 to 76 inches (O50-O76). The full range of size limits 

considered was therefore U35O50 to U45O76. 
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Projected charter yield varied widely over the range of length limits examined under each scenario. 

Projected yield for Area 2C ranged from 0.654 to 1.362 M lb for the scenario with no additional high-

grading, and from 0.689 to 1.551 M lb under the 20% additional high-grading scenario (Table 22). 

Projected yield for Area 3A ranged from 1.786 to 2.620 M lb for the scenario with no additional high-

grading, and from 0.794 to 1.551 M lb under the 20% additional high-grading scenario (Table 23). It 

is evident in the examples that any given yield projection can be obtained with multiple different 

reverse slot limits. For example, a yield of about 1 Mlb can be obtained in the Area 2C scenario 

without additional high-grading under limits of about U35O64, U36O62, U37O62, etc.  

In the range of limits looked at, changes in the upper length limit have a larger effect per inch 

than changes in the lower limit. For example, in Area 2C with no high-grading and an upper 

66 inches, the maximum difference in yield over the range of lower limits from 35 to 45 

126,000 lb (see   
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Table 22). On the other hand, with a lower limit of 35 inches, raising the upper limit the same ten 

inches from 56 inches to 66 inches decreases the yield by 315,000 lb. Thus, the marginal change in 

harvest weight associated with an additional inch in length is greater at longer lengths than at short 

lengths. This difference results from the fact that the marginal increase in weight increases 

exponentially with length. A 35-inch halibut weighs about 19 lb round weight, but a 70-inch halibut 

weighs about 179 lb. The gain or loss in big fish as a result of different limits has a larger effect on 

average weight, and therefore on yield, than the gain or loss of small fish. 

It is also evident that, for a given upper limit, projected yield often decreases as the lower 

limit is increased in Area 2C (see   
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Table 22. This result may be counterintuitive, but it results from the assumption that there is no 

decrease in the number of fish harvested, and fish in the prohibited slot are redistributed in proportion 

to the legal size fish below the lower limit and above the upper limit. As the lower limit is increased, 

relatively fewer fish are redistributed above the upper limit. The relative reduction in large fish causes 

a reduction in the average weight because the large fish are worth more in terms of weight. , which 

weigh many times more than “small” fish. This effect is more pronounced in Area 2C than in Area 

3A because large halibut make up a greater proportion of the harvest in Area 2C. In Area 3A, the 

relative loss of fish over the upper limit (which are rare) is usually outweighed by the relative gain in 

the numbers and average weight of fish below the lower limit (see Table 23). 
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Table 22. Example of projected charter halibut yield (M lb net weight) in Area 2C under various reverse 

slot limits, assuming a harvest of 45,338 halibut distributed among subareas using the 2009-2011 average 

harvest. The upper table shows projections assuming no high-grading, and the lower table assumes 20% 

additional high-grading. Estimates are based on length-frequency data from 2010. 

Upper 
(minimum) 
Size Limit 

(in) 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 45 

h=1.0 (no high-grading) 

Lower (maximum) Size Limit (in) 

50 1.362 1.311 1.283 1.250 1.234 1.212 1.195 1.182 1.173 1.170 1.171 

52 1.352 1.295 1.263 1.226 1.209 1.185 1.166 1.152 1.143 1.140 1.142 

54 1.327 1.266 1.233 1.194 1.177 1.152 1.133 1.119 1.111 1.109 1.112 

56 1.282 1.219 1.187 1.147 1.131 1.106 1.088 1.075 1.069 1.068 1.072 

58 1.242 1.178 1.144 1.104 1.089 1.065 1.049 1.037 1.031 1.032 1.038 

60 1.199 1.134 1.100 1.060 1.046 1.024 1.009 0.998 0.994 0.997 1.003 

62 1.130 1.068 1.035 0.998 0.986 0.967 0.953 0.945 0.942 0.947 0.956 

64 1.028 0.974 0.944 0.914 0.906 0.892 0.883 0.878 0.879 0.887 0.898 

66 0.967 0.919 0.892 0.866 0.861 0.851 0.844 0.841 0.844 0.853 0.867 

68 0.888 0.853 0.831 0.811 0.811 0.806 0.803 0.803 0.809 0.820 0.835 

70 0.818 0.792 0.774 0.761 0.763 0.762 0.763 0.766 0.773 0.786 0.803 

72 0.769 0.752 0.738 0.729 0.734 0.735 0.739 0.742 0.751 0.766 0.783 

74 0.697 0.694 0.685 0.683 0.692 0.698 0.704 0.711 0.722 0.738 0.757 

76 0.660 0.661 0.654 0.655 0.666 0.674 0.682 0.690 0.702 0.719 0.738 

h=1.2 (20% more fish in upper slot) 

Lower (maximum) Size Limit (in) 

50 1.551 1.485 1.447 1.401 1.379 1.348 1.323 1.303 1.290 1.281 1.277 

52 1.539 1.465 1.423 1.373 1.349 1.315 1.288 1.268 1.254 1.246 1.243 

54 1.510 1.430 1.387 1.335 1.310 1.276 1.249 1.228 1.215 1.208 1.206 

56 1.456 1.374 1.331 1.279 1.255 1.221 1.195 1.176 1.164 1.159 1.159 

58 1.407 1.324 1.280 1.227 1.204 1.172 1.147 1.130 1.119 1.116 1.117 

60 1.356 1.271 1.227 1.174 1.153 1.123 1.100 1.083 1.075 1.073 1.077 

62 1.273 1.192 1.149 1.100 1.081 1.054 1.033 1.019 1.013 1.013 1.019 

64 1.151 1.080 1.041 0.998 0.985 0.965 0.949 0.940 0.937 0.941 0.951 

66 1.077 1.014 0.979 0.941 0.931 0.915 0.903 0.896 0.895 0.901 0.913 

68 0.983 0.935 0.905 0.876 0.871 0.861 0.854 0.850 0.852 0.861 0.875 

70 0.899 0.862 0.837 0.815 0.814 0.809 0.805 0.805 0.810 0.821 0.836 

72 0.841 0.814 0.793 0.777 0.779 0.776 0.776 0.777 0.784 0.796 0.812 

74 0.753 0.745 0.730 0.722 0.728 0.731 0.735 0.739 0.748 0.763 0.781 

76 0.710 0.705 0.693 0.689 0.697 0.703 0.708 0.714 0.724 0.740 0.759 
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Table 23. Example of projected charter halibut yield (M lb net weight) in Area 3A under various reverse 

slot limits, assuming a harvest of 183,240 halibut distributed among subareas similar to the 2011 

preliminary harvest projection.  

Upper 
(minimum) 
Size Limit 

(in) 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 45 

h=1.0 (No High Grading) 

Lower (maximum) Size Limit (in) 

50 2.365 2.375 2.404 2.441 2.471 2.495 2.533 2.550 2.580 2.593 2.620 

52 2.298 2.333 2.364 2.404 2.435 2.460 2.500 2.517 2.548 2.561 2.589 

54 2.202 2.247 2.283 2.327 2.361 2.387 2.429 2.448 2.480 2.493 2.522 

56 2.092 2.150 2.191 2.241 2.278 2.306 2.350 2.370 2.403 2.417 2.447 

58 1.959 2.032 2.080 2.136 2.178 2.209 2.256 2.276 2.311 2.326 2.357 

60 1.887 1.969 2.021 2.080 2.125 2.157 2.205 2.227 2.263 2.278 2.310 

62 1.857 1.943 1.997 2.058 2.104 2.137 2.186 2.208 2.245 2.260 2.293 

64 1.813 1.905 1.962 2.024 2.072 2.105 2.156 2.179 2.216 2.231 2.264 

66 1.802 1.896 1.953 2.017 2.065 2.098 2.149 2.172 2.209 2.225 2.258 

68 1.795 1.889 1.947 2.011 2.059 2.093 2.144 2.168 2.205 2.221 2.254 

70 1.793 1.888 1.946 2.010 2.058 2.092 2.143 2.166 2.204 2.220 2.253 

72 1.792 1.887 1.944 2.009 2.057 2.091 2.142 2.165 2.202 2.219 2.252 

74 1.792 1.887 1.944 2.009 2.057 2.091 2.142 2.165 2.202 2.219 2.252 

76 1.786 1.882 1.940 2.005 2.053 2.087 2.139 2.162 2.199 2.215 2.248 

h=1.2 (20% more fish in upper slot) 

Lower (maximum) Size Limit (in) 

50 2.489 2.480 2.504 2.535 2.561 2.582 2.618 2.634 2.662 2.674 2.700 

52 2.408 2.430 2.456 2.490 2.518 2.541 2.578 2.594 2.624 2.636 2.663 

54 2.293 2.327 2.359 2.398 2.429 2.454 2.494 2.511 2.542 2.554 2.583 

56 2.162 2.210 2.248 2.294 2.329 2.356 2.399 2.418 2.450 2.463 2.492 

58 2.001 2.069 2.115 2.169 2.209 2.239 2.285 2.305 2.339 2.353 2.384 

60 1.915 1.993 2.044 2.102 2.145 2.177 2.225 2.246 2.282 2.297 2.328 

62 1.879 1.962 2.016 2.075 2.120 2.153 2.202 2.224 2.260 2.275 2.307 

64 1.827 1.916 1.973 2.035 2.082 2.115 2.165 2.188 2.225 2.241 2.273 

66 1.814 1.906 1.963 2.026 2.073 2.107 2.157 2.180 2.217 2.233 2.266 

68 1.804 1.898 1.955 2.019 2.067 2.101 2.152 2.175 2.212 2.228 2.261 

70 1.802 1.896 1.954 2.017 2.065 2.100 2.150 2.173 2.210 2.227 2.259 

72 1.801 1.895 1.952 2.016 2.064 2.098 2.149 2.172 2.209 2.225 2.258 

74 1.801 1.895 1.952 2.016 2.064 2.098 2.149 2.172 2.209 2.225 2.258 

76 1.794 1.889 1.947 2.011 2.059 2.094 2.145 2.168 2.205 2.221 2.254 
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Implementation Issues 

This management measure has a number of implementation issues associated with it. For example: 

A critical issue for implementation is that the method of projecting average weights for various 

reverse slot limits requires length data from a recent year in which there was no size limit. These data 

are needed to predict the proportions of harvest above and below the limits. This issue potentially 

prevents the use of reverse slot limits in situations where size limits of any sort (maximum or reverse 

slot) have been in place in recent years. In the future it may be possible to develop theoretical 

predictions of the length distribution of the charter harvest based on an independent measure of the 

sizes of fish in the population, such as the IPHC longline survey. Until those methods are developed 

and verified, the empirical approach described above is the only one available. 

Even with the appropriate length data, there is considerable uncertainty in the accuracy of 

predicted average weights and yield under reverse slot limits. It is unknown whether the sizes 

of fish in the harvest will be distributed as assumed, e.g., whether there will be relatively 

more or fewer fish distributed above the upper limit. Because fish above the upper limit are 

worth so much more in terms of weight than fish below the lower limit, small departures from 

the assumptions of proportional distribution could have a large effect on the average weight. 

Uncertainty in the projection also arises from the potential for errors in the projection of 

harvest by subarea, because the length distribution of the harvest varies by subarea. 

Implementation of the U45O68 reverse slot limit in Area 2C in 2012 represents the first 

opportunity to observe and gauge the effects of this management measure.  

The National Marine Fisheries Service has advised the Council that, in order to comply with the 

Administrative Procedures Act, the management measures in the CSP have to be applied in a 

prescriptive manner (see CSP proposed rule 76FR44156). For example, in June 2011 the Council 

approved and recommended to NMFS a specific algorithm for calculating maximum size limits under 

the CSP. The equation for predicting average weight under reverse slot limits potentially provides the 

necessary structure to support prescriptive implementation of reverse slot limits. However, reverse 

slot limits can produce a wide range of projected average weight or yield (harvest in pounds) 

depending on the choice of upper and lower limits and degree of high-grading expected. When the 

Council recommended a U45O68 reverse slot limit for the Area 2C charter fishery for 2012, they had 

to decide on a lower limit, upper limit, and whether to incorporate additional high-grading. The 

Council also chose a higher upper length limit (68 inches) than necessary in order to add an additional 

buffer for uncertainty. In order for reverse slot limits to be a feasible management alternative to a 

maximum size limit under the CSP, the rule would need to specify either the upper or lower limit and, 

if desired, a high-grading multiplier. This would be necessary to remove all subjectivity from the 

choice of a reverse slot limit.  

One way to make the choice prescriptive would be to specify a high-grading multiplier 

(greater than or equal to 1.0) and either the upper or lower length limit in the CSP. Data are 

not yet available upon which to base an estimate of high-grading, but the Council could adopt 

a specific value of the high-grading multiplier for purposes of risk aversion. As shown above, 

specification of a lower length limit in the rule would provide a wider range of projected 

average weights corresponding with changes in the upper limit than vice-versa. Once the 

harvest (in numbers of fish), high-grading multiplier, and lower limit were specified, the rule 

might be worded to choose the length limit that produces a yield closest to the allocation 

without exceeding it. This approach would remove subjectivity in the choice of a limit and 

constitute the necessary prescriptive approach. 

One concern associated with using reverse slot limits is that it is difficult to measure large fish 

without removing them from the water. The Council and stakeholders have noted this concern 

previously. For example, in April 2007 the Council rejected sub-options for minimum lengths of 55 
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and 60 inches on the second fish in the bag because of concern for the difficulty of measuring large 

fish without bringing them aboard. The Council, IPHC, and stakeholders also discussed the 

practicality of measuring large fish with respect to implementation of the U45O68 reverse slot limit 

recommended for Area 2C for 2012.  

Methods for measuring fish while they are still in the water have been developed in other 

fisheries, but most are for smaller, easily handled fish. At least two methods are used for 

approximate measurements of large pelagic marine fish such as sharks and billfish. One 

method used in Australia is to attach a tape measure to a tennis ball and, when the fish is 

alongside the boat, float the tennis ball to the fork of the tail and read the length at the tip of 

the snout.
8
 Another method is to use a device similar to a “billfish belt.” A billfish belt is a 

tape measure attached to a D-ring. The D-ring is slipped over the bill of the fish and the tape 

flags (drifts out) alongside the fish. A simple modification would be to attach a tape or line of 

a length equal to the limit to a snap that could be slid down the leader to the hook. The length 

of the fish could be quickly assessed relative to the length limit. A correction would have to 

be made for the fact that the hook will be in the corner of the mouth rather than the tip of the 

snout. Some forward progress of the boat may be required for both methods in order to get 

the fish to lay flat and feed out the tape. Although these methods would not provide a precise 

measurement, they may be effective means to measure fish with a minimum of handling. 

Other methods may already be used or may be developed as the fishery progresses. 

A related concern with reverse slot limits is the discard mortality from handling and release of large 

halibut associated with compliance with the length limits. Under a reverse slot limit, some fish that 

are caught are released because they are smaller than the angler desires, and some fish are released 

because the regulation requires it. The total amount of discard mortality is difficult to estimate 

without length data from released fish. However, it may be possible to compare the relative mortality 

associated with various reverse slot limits by assuming that the “too small” portion of the catch is 

similar among limits and ignoring it. Mortality could be estimated only for fish that are required to be 

released by the regulation by applying an assumed discard mortality rate to the estimated number of 

fish released, then multiplying by an average weight. The number of fish released and average weight 

could be estimated from the length-frequency distribution of harvest for the most recent year in which 

there was no size limit. 

Two Fish Bag Limit with a Maximum Size on Both Fish 

The Council requested analysis of the feasibility of a two-fish daily bag limit with a maximum size 

limit on both fish (“2+max”). This regulation could be used as an alternative to several regulations, 

including bag limits of one fish any size or two fish with one under 32 inches. This regulation is not a 

likely candidate to replace a one-fish bag limit with a maximum size limit (1+max) regulation. The 

reason is that the size limit would probably be set too low to be practical in order to offset the 

increased number of fish in the harvest and achieve the same yield. A 2+max regulation provides 

additional control to fine tune charter harvest, and could potentially be used as an intermediate step 

between one-fish and two-fish bag limits without size limits (e.g., replace a two fish bag limit with 

one fish under 32 inches). Unlike the annual limit and reverse slot limit alternatives discussed above, 

this option eliminates the opportunity for anglers to harvest exceptionally large fish. The conditions 

under which a 2+max regulation would be more marketable to charter clients than a reverse slot limit 

are unknown.  

                                                 
8
 New South Wales, Australia, Game Fish Tagging Program: 

http://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/fisheries/recreational/saltwater/gamefish-tagging#Estimating-the-size-of-fish 

http://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/fisheries/recreational/saltwater/gamefish-tagging#Estimating-the-size-of-fish
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Since this option involves a size limit, it is presumed that it could only be implemented in a 

prescriptive manner under the CSP. One way to do that might be to adopt the same method used to set 

maximum size limits under a one-fish bag limit. The Council most recently approved the “hybrid 

method” for setting size limits in conjunction with a one fish bag limit under the proposed CSP. Like 

the reverse slot limit procedure, the hybrid method relies on length data from a previous year in which 

the fishery was not constrained by a size limit (reference year). It could conceivably also be based on 

data from a year in which a less constraining (higher) maximum size limit was in place. 

The hybrid method assumes that under a size limit in the coming year, (a) the proportion of the 

halibut harvest that will be smaller than the size limit will equal the proportion that were under that 

length in the previous year, (b) the average weight of fish smaller than the size limit will remain 

unchanged from the previous year, and (c) the portion of the previous year’s harvest that was larger 

than the prospective maximum size limit will be exactly equal to the size limit in the coming year.  

The hybrid method would calculate charter removals over a range of prospective size limits using 

equation 1, with the average weight for each subarea wS calculated as follows (Meyer 2011A): 

                     

where 

     the proportion of halibut in the previous year’s creel survey sample from subarea S that were 

less than or equal in length to the prospective length limit Lin, 

     the average weight of halibut in the previous year’s sample from subarea S that were less 

than or equal in length to the prospective length limit Lin, 

     the proportion of halibut in the previous year’s creel survey sample from subarea S that were 

greater in length to the prospective length limit Lin (pUL+pOL = 1), and 

     the average weight of a halibut of length Lin, predicted from the IPHC length-weight 

relationship (equation 4). 

The average weight for each subarea is multiplied by the projected number of fish in the harvest to 

project the yield associated with various maximum size limits. The approach to projecting yield is the 

same under a one-fish or two-fish bag limit. The only difference is that a higher harvest would be 

projected under a two-fish bag limit. 

The Charter Implementation Committee specifically requested comparisons for both areas (2C and 

3A) of a one-fish bag limit with no size limit and a 2+max regulation that provides the same yield. In 

other words, they wanted to know what sacrifice in size must be made when deciding between the 

two regulations. The comparison requires information about how much the harvest, in numbers of 

fish, would increase under a two-fish limit. Data from charter logbooks shows that the proportion of 

first fish in the creel has been stable in recent years (Table 24). The comparison also requires 

estimates of the predicted average weight for various maximum size limits. These were calculated 

using the “hybrid method” recommended by the Council in June 2011. Length data from 2010 were 

used for both IPHC areas. The harvest in Area 2C was assumed to be distributed among subareas 

similar to the projections for 2012 upon which the reverse slot recommendations were made 

(projected total harvest of 45,338 fish). Harvest in Area 3A was assumed to be distributed among 

areas following time series projections for 2012 (projected total harvest of 183,240 fish).  

“First fish” in the creel made up an average of 61.9 percent of the Area 2C harvest and 52.5 percent 

of the Area 3A harvest (see Table 24 ). The proportions of “first fish” were stable across years. For 

this analysis, it was assumed that, when moving from a two-fish bag limit to a one-fish bag limit, the 

harvest would be reduced by the percentage of “second fish” in the harvest. It may be that charter 

anglers will fish more days in order to offset the reduction in bag limit, but there was insufficient 
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information to know whether this would be true in both areas. Resident anglers might be more likely 

than nonresidents to increase their number of fishing days to mitigate a bag limit reduction, due to 

lower costs of participation.  

Table 24. First Fish in the Harvest 

IPHC Area Year First Fish in the Harvest 
Total Harvest 
(no. of fish) 

Percent First Fish in the 
Harvest 

2C 

2006 66,927 111,054 60.3% 

2007 74,116 120,314 61.6% 

2008 68,071 106,568 63.9% 

  

Average = 61.9% 

3A 

2006 140,689 265,813 52.9% 

2007 135,351 258,196 52.4% 

2008 122,030 231,363 52.7% 

2009 99,706 190,750 52.3% 

2010 106,866 204,080 52.4% 

 

  Average = 52.5% 

 

Assuming a projected harvest of 45,338 fish and an average weight of 26.36 lb (the 2010 average 

weight), the projected yield for Area 2C would be 1.195 Mlb. Since “first fish” made up about 61.9% 

of the harvest, the harvest under a two-fish bag limit would be expected to be 73,244 fish. In order to 

achieve the same yield as a one-fish bag limit with no size limit, the average weight under 2+max 

regulation would have to be 16.32 lb (1.195 Mlb / 73,244). This corresponds with a maximum size 

limit of 42 inches (see Table 25).  
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Table 25. Average weights associated with maximum size limits calculated using the “hybrid method,” 

using length data from the 2010 harvest
9
 

Max size limit (in) 

Predicted Average Net Wt (lb) 

Area 2C Area 3A 

26 5.39 5.41 

27 6.04 6.07 

28 6.73 6.76 

29 7.42 7.46 

30 8.12 8.15 

31 8.82 8.82 

32 9.53 9.44 

33 10.22 9.99 

34 10.91 10.49 

35 11.60 10.93 

36 12.27 11.30 

37 12.93 11.62 

38 13.59 11.90 

39 14.24 12.15 

40 14.88 12.38 

41 15.51 12.59 

42 16.13 12.78 

43 16.74 12.96 

44 17.35 13.13 

45 17.93 13.30 

 

Similarly for Area 3A, assume that the projected harvest for 2012 is 183,244 fish. Under a one-fish 

bag limit the harvest would be expected to be about 52.5 percent of that (see Table 24), or 96,203 

fish. At an average weight of 15.20 lb, the yield would be 1.462 Mlb. In order to achieve the same 

yield under a 2+max regulation with a harvest of 183,244 fish, the average weight would have to be 

7.98 lb, requiring a maximum size limit no larger than 29 inches (see Table 25). These are arbitrary 

examples – the size limit required under a 2+max regulation to match the yield under a one fish bag 

limit (without a size limit) would depend on the size composition of the harvest in the reference year, 

the distribution of the harvest among subareas (because average weight varies by subarea), and the 

proportion of “first fish” in the harvest under a two-fish bag limit. 

For this comparison, the area-wide average net weights under each size limit (see Table 25) were 

calculated as stratified means, where the stratum weights were based on the projected harvests in each 

subarea. The conversion of projected harvest under a one-fish bag limit to a two-fish bag limit was 

done at the area-wide level. In other words, the proportion of “first fish” was assumed to be constant 

across subareas. This is likely not the case. Given that size distributions also vary by area, future 

comparisons of harvest projections under one-fish and two-fish bag limits should therefore be done 

by subarea and summed.  

                                                 
9
 The Area 2C average weights assume that the harvest is distributed among subareas based on the average of the most 

current 2009-2011 harvest estimates. The Area 3A estimates assume harvest is distributed among subareas in proportion to 
the 2011 preliminary harvest estimates. 
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A further discussion of these issues is found in the comparison of the individual management 

measures with the preferred alternative’s management matrix. 

Implementation Issues 

All of the management measures require a prescriptive approach needed for implementation of the 

regulation under the CSP. In this case, once a projected yield was associated with each potential 

maximum size limit, the largest size limit in whole inches that results in a projected charter yield that 

is less than or equal to the annual catch limit for the charter sector would be selected. This approach 

requires that an algorithm be written into regulation. As with all size limits, regulations would need to 

be implemented to require that all fish be landed whole, or the carcasses be retained until the fish are 

brought to shore and offloaded. 

As mentioned above, selection of a maximum size limit using this method relies on length data from a 

previous year in which the fishery was not constrained by a size limit. In instances where a smaller 

maximum size limit is needed than the one in place the previous year (average weight needs to be 

reduced), it may be possible to choose the appropriate maximum size limit using data from the 

previous year. However, if there is a need to increase the maximum size limit (increase the average 

weight), it will not be possible to select a size limit unless using data from a previous year in which 

the fishery was unconstrained by a size limit are available. The older those data are, the less accurate 

the projected average weight.  

Combining New Measures 

After reviewing an initial draft of analyses of various management measures, the Charter 

Management Implementation Committee suggested that a few measures be analyzed in combination. 

In particular, the committee wanted to know what levels of projected harvests were possible under 

combinations of an annual limit and maximum size limit, and an annual limit and a reverse slot limit.  

Harvest projections typically involve multiplying a projected number of fish harvested by an estimate 

of average weight. Annual limits would be expected to primarily affect the number of fish harvested, 

while the size limits would primarily affect the average weight of harvested fish. It is possible, 

however, that reductions in annual limits would have secondary effects on average weight by causing 

anglers to target larger fish in order to maximize the pounds of fish retained annually. Likewise, size 

limits could have a secondary effect on the number of fish harvested. For example, if unconstrained 

by a size limit, some guided anglers may choose to fish three days for halibut and harvest three 

halibut in the 40 pound range. If constrained by a size limit that produces fish with an average weight 

of 15 pounds, an angler would have to harvest eight halibut to obtain the same weight of halibut. The 

2011 fishery in Area 2C was constrained by a 37-inch maximum size limit. The data from this fishery 

will allow the first opportunity to compare annual harvest per angler to previous years to see the 

magnitude of this effect. The effect, however, is likely to vary with the proposed size limit. 

Despite the potential for such secondary effects, projections in the following sections will not take 

these into account. Annual limits have not yet been enacted in the halibut fishery, and there adequate 

data are not yet available to model the secondary effects of size limits on the number of fish 

harvested. The effect of implementing an annual limit was estimated by truncating harvest from a 

distribution of harvest in which no annual limit was in place. Therefore, as was the case with size 

limits, estimating the effect of an annual limit requires data from a recent year in which no annual 

limit was in place, or a higher annual limit was in place than the one being considered. Once an 

annual limit has been in place for some period of years, however, it will be difficult to accurately 

predict the effect of liberalizing the annual limit. It will be difficult for the analyst to look at what is 

essentially a truncated distribution and predict what will be harvested outside of the range of data. 
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Effect of Annual Limits Alone 

Before applying annual limits in conjunction with other measures, it may be instructive to examine 

the effects of size limits alone. This information is used to predict the primary effect of the annual 

limit on the projected number of fish harvested. 

Frequency distributions of the number of fish harvested annually were compiled for Areas 2C and 3A 

for 2006, 2008, and 2010 (Figure 3). These years encompassed fishing seasons under varying bag 

limits in Area 2C and varying crew harvest restrictions in both areas. Crew harvest did not have a 

significant effect on the annual distributions of harvest in either area. In Area 3A, crew harvest made 

up 10.4 percent of the total charter harvest in 2006, 0.5 percent in 2008, and 5.7 percent in 2010. Most 

of the crew harvest was by crew that harvested 10+ fish per year, which is barely perceptible in the 

2006 chart (Figure 3).  

 

Figure 3. Frequency distributions of the numbers of halibut harvested annually by individual licensed 

anglers in Areas 2C and 3A in 2006, 2008, and 2010. 

 

What stands out in Figure 3 is the pattern of harvest related to the bag limit. In Area 2C the bag limit 

was two fish daily in 2006 and 2008, and one fish daily in 2010. In both 2006 and 2008, the 

distributions of annual harvest had peaks corresponding with harvests of two, four, six, and eight fish. 

These peaks presumably correspond with one to four days of fishing effort per year. A similar, yet 

stronger, pattern is evident in the harvest distributions for Area 3A, where the daily bag limit was two 

fish each year. 

The primary effect of annual limits was assumed to be truncation of the total charter halibut harvest 

(in numbers of fish) associated with these distributions. For example, anglers that harvested five 

halibut in 2010 would be assumed to harvest only three halibut under an annual limit of three fish. 

Anglers that only harvested two halibut in 2010 would be unaffected by a three-fish annual limit. The 

percentage reduction in halibut harvest associated with annual limits of 1 to 10 fish was calculated for 

Areas 2C and 3A using 2010 data (Table 26). Therefore the Area 2C reductions were associated with 

a one-fish bag limit and Area 3A calculations were associated with a 2-fish bag limit. In both areas, 

Crew harvest allowed.

Two fish bag limit (no size limit).

Crew harvest prohibited 5/24-09/01.
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substantial reductions in harvest would not be realized until the annual limit was lowered to 3 or 4 

fish and most anglers in anglers in both Areas only harvested 1 or 2 fish annually. These percentage 

reductions were used in all further calculations in this section.  

Table 26. Estimated percentage reduction in the charter halibut harvest (numbers of fish) associated with 

annual limits of one to ten halibut per angler in Areas 2C and 3A in 2010.  

Annual Limit 

Percent Reduction in Number of Halibut Harvested 

Area 2C Area 3A 

1 49.5% 62.4% 

2 22.0% 27.2% 

3 8.0% 19.1% 

4 3.1% 11.8% 

5 1.5% 9.4% 

6 0.8% 7.2% 

7 0.4% 6.2% 

8 0.2% 5.4% 

9 0.1% 5.0% 

10 0.0% 4.6% 

Annual Limits Combined With Maximum Size Limits 

Charter yield was projected for combinations of annual limits ranging from 1 to 10 fish, and for 

maximum size limits ranging from 30 to 50 inches (Table 27). For this particular example, 

calculations were based on projected harvests without an annual limit of 45,338 fish in Area 2C and 

183,242 fish in Area 3A. Table 27 is only an example of how the calculations could be done—other 

combinations of annual limits and size limits are possible, and tables such as these can be constructed 

for any level of projected harvest. 

As was the case with reverse slot limits, various combinations of annual limits and maximum size 

limits can produce similar levels of yield. This is illustrated by the shaded cells in the upper (Area 2C) 

portion of Table 27. Regardless of the maximum size limit, changes in yield are more pronounced 

with changes at the lower end of the annual limits because most anglers only harvest a small number 

of fish annually. Increases at the upper end of the annual limit range produce smaller increases 

because fewer anglers harvest that many fish annually. For example, under a 45-inch maximum size 

limit in Area 2C, the harvest increases 223,000 pounds as the annual limit is raised from one to two 

fish, but only 14,000 pounds as the annual limit is raised from 4 to 5 fish. Similar patterns are evident 

in Area 3A. 



Halibut CSP Management Matrix Discussion Paper 45 March 16, 2012 

Table 27. Projected charter yields (M lb) for Area 2C and 3A under combinations of maximum size limits 

and annual harvest limits.  

Max Size 
Limit (in) 

Annual Harvest Limit (number of halibut) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Area 2C 

30 0.186 0.287 0.339 0.357 0.363 0.365 0.367 0.367 0.368 0.368 

31 0.202 0.312 0.368 0.387 0.394 0.397 0.398 0.399 0.400 0.400 

32 0.218 0.337 0.397 0.418 0.425 0.428 0.430 0.431 0.431 0.432 

33 0.234 0.361 0.426 0.449 0.456 0.459 0.461 0.462 0.463 0.463 

34 0.250 0.386 0.455 0.479 0.487 0.491 0.492 0.494 0.494 0.494 

35 0.266 0.410 0.484 0.509 0.518 0.521 0.523 0.525 0.525 0.525 

36 0.281 0.434 0.512 0.539 0.548 0.552 0.554 0.555 0.556 0.556 

37 0.296 0.457 0.539 0.568 0.578 0.581 0.584 0.585 0.586 0.586 

38 0.311 0.480 0.567 0.597 0.607 0.611 0.613 0.615 0.615 0.616 

39 0.326 0.503 0.594 0.625 0.636 0.640 0.643 0.644 0.645 0.645 

40 0.341 0.526 0.621 0.653 0.665 0.669 0.672 0.673 0.674 0.674 

41 0.355 0.548 0.647 0.681 0.693 0.697 0.700 0.702 0.702 0.703 

42 0.369 0.570 0.673 0.708 0.720 0.725 0.728 0.730 0.731 0.731 

43 0.383 0.592 0.698 0.735 0.748 0.753 0.756 0.758 0.758 0.759 

44 0.397 0.614 0.724 0.762 0.775 0.780 0.783 0.785 0.786 0.786 

45 0.411 0.634 0.748 0.787 0.801 0.806 0.809 0.811 0.812 0.813 

46 0.423 0.654 0.771 0.812 0.826 0.832 0.835 0.837 0.837 0.838 

47 0.436 0.673 0.794 0.836 0.850 0.856 0.859 0.861 0.862 0.863 

48 0.448 0.692 0.816 0.859 0.874 0.880 0.883 0.885 0.886 0.886 

49 0.459 0.709 0.837 0.881 0.896 0.902 0.906 0.908 0.909 0.909 

50 0.471 0.727 0.857 0.902 0.918 0.924 0.928 0.930 0.931 0.931 

Area 3A 

30 0.562 1.088 1.208 1.317 1.354 1.387 1.401 1.413 1.420 1.426 

31 0.607 1.176 1.307 1.424 1.464 1.499 1.515 1.528 1.535 1.542 

32 0.650 1.259 1.398 1.524 1.567 1.604 1.621 1.635 1.643 1.650 

33 0.689 1.334 1.481 1.615 1.660 1.699 1.717 1.732 1.740 1.747 

34 0.723 1.400 1.555 1.695 1.742 1.784 1.802 1.818 1.827 1.834 

35 0.753 1.458 1.620 1.766 1.815 1.858 1.878 1.894 1.903 1.911 

36 0.779 1.508 1.675 1.826 1.877 1.922 1.942 1.959 1.968 1.976 

37 0.801 1.551 1.722 1.878 1.930 1.976 1.997 2.014 2.024 2.032 

38 0.820 1.588 1.764 1.923 1.977 2.024 2.045 2.063 2.073 2.081 

39 0.837 1.622 1.801 1.963 2.019 2.067 2.088 2.106 2.116 2.125 

40 0.853 1.652 1.835 2.001 2.057 2.106 2.127 2.146 2.156 2.165 

41 0.868 1.680 1.866 2.034 2.091 2.141 2.163 2.182 2.192 2.202 

42 0.881 1.706 1.894 2.065 2.123 2.174 2.196 2.216 2.226 2.235 

43 0.893 1.730 1.921 2.094 2.153 2.204 2.227 2.247 2.257 2.266 
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Max Size 
Limit (in) 

Annual Harvest Limit (number of halibut) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Area 3A (contd.) 

44 0.905 1.753 1.946 2.122 2.181 2.233 2.256 2.276 2.287 2.296 

45 0.916 1.774 1.970 2.148 2.209 2.261 2.285 2.305 2.315 2.325 

46 0.927 1.795 1.993 2.173 2.234 2.287 2.311 2.331 2.342 2.352 

47 0.936 1.814 2.014 2.196 2.257 2.311 2.335 2.356 2.367 2.376 

48 0.946 1.832 2.034 2.218 2.280 2.334 2.358 2.379 2.390 2.400 

49 0.955 1.850 2.054 2.239 2.302 2.357 2.381 2.402 2.414 2.424 

50 0.964 1.866 2.072 2.259 2.323 2.378 2.403 2.424 2.435 2.445 

Note: The projected yields for Area 2C were based on an assumed harvest projection of 45,338 halibut without an annual limit. 
Likewise, the Area 3A projections were based on an assumed harvest projection of 183,242 fish in the absence of an annual 
limit. Projected average weights were calculated using the hybrid method. Shaded cells illustrate examples of combinations of 
annual limits and maximum size limits that result in similar harvest projections. 

Annual Limits Combined With Reverse Slot Limits 

Because reverse slot limits contain both upper and lower size limits, numerous projection scenarios 

are possible. For example, if projections are made for annual limits from 1 to 10 fish, for lower limits 

from 35 to 45 inches, for upper limits from 50 to 76 inches in steps of 2 inches, and for high-grading 

options of zero and 20%, that results in 3,080 possible projections of yield for any given projected 

harvest without a size limit. 

To constrain the analysis, projections were made for annual limits of 1 to 10 fish, lower limits of 45 

inches, upper limits ranging from 50 to 76 inches in steps of 2 inches, and for no additional high-

grading (Table 28). The projections were based on the same levels of harvest (in the absence of an 

annual limit) that were used in the previous example. The projections in Table 3 could be repeated for 

any assumed harvest level, for different lower limits, and for any assumed high-grading option. 

As was the case with maximum size limits, various combinations of annual limit and reverse slot 

limits can produce similar yield projections. The full range of projected yields cannot be seen without 

producing tables for each possible level of lower size limit, high-grading option, and assumed harvest 

without an annual limit. 
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Table 28. Projected charter yields (M lb) for Area 2C and 3A under combinations of reverse slot limits 

and annual harvest limits 

Size 
Limit (in) 

Annual Harvest Limit (number of halibut) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Area 2C 

U45O50 0.591 0.913 1.077 1.134 1.153 1.161 1.166 1.168 1.169 1.170 

U45O52 0.577 0.891 1.050 1.106 1.125 1.133 1.137 1.140 1.141 1.141 

U45O54 0.562 0.867 1.023 1.077 1.095 1.103 1.107 1.110 1.111 1.111 

U45O56 0.542 0.836 0.986 1.038 1.056 1.063 1.068 1.070 1.071 1.072 

U45O58 0.524 0.809 0.954 1.005 1.022 1.029 1.033 1.035 1.037 1.037 

U45O60 0.507 0.783 0.923 0.972 0.989 0.995 0.999 1.001 1.002 1.003 

U45O62 0.483 0.745 0.879 0.926 0.941 0.948 0.951 0.954 0.955 0.955 

U45O64 0.454 0.701 0.826 0.870 0.885 0.891 0.895 0.897 0.897 0.898 

U45O66 0.438 0.676 0.797 0.840 0.854 0.860 0.863 0.865 0.866 0.866 

U45O68 0.422 0.651 0.768 0.809 0.823 0.829 0.832 0.834 0.834 0.835 

U45O70 0.406 0.626 0.739 0.778 0.791 0.796 0.799 0.801 0.802 0.802 

U45O72 0.396 0.611 0.720 0.758 0.771 0.777 0.780 0.781 0.782 0.783 

U45O74 0.382 0.590 0.696 0.733 0.745 0.751 0.753 0.755 0.756 0.756 

U45O76 0.373 0.576 0.679 0.715 0.727 0.732 0.735 0.737 0.738 0.738 

Area 3A 

U45O50 0.985 1.908 2.119 2.310 2.375 2.431 2.457 2.478 2.490 2.500 

U45O52 0.974 1.885 2.094 2.283 2.347 2.403 2.428 2.449 2.460 2.471 

U45O54 0.948 1.837 2.040 2.224 2.286 2.340 2.365 2.386 2.397 2.407 

U45O56 0.920 1.782 1.979 2.157 2.218 2.271 2.294 2.315 2.325 2.335 

U45O58 0.886 1.716 1.906 2.078 2.136 2.187 2.210 2.229 2.240 2.249 

U45O60 0.869 1.682 1.868 2.037 2.094 2.144 2.166 2.185 2.195 2.204 

U45O62 0.862 1.669 1.854 2.021 2.078 2.127 2.149 2.168 2.179 2.188 

U45O64 0.851 1.649 1.831 1.996 2.052 2.101 2.123 2.142 2.152 2.161 

U45O66 0.849 1.645 1.826 1.991 2.047 2.096 2.117 2.136 2.146 2.155 

U45O68 0.848 1.641 1.823 1.987 2.043 2.092 2.113 2.132 2.142 2.151 

U45O70 0.847 1.641 1.822 1.986 2.042 2.091 2.112 2.131 2.141 2.150 

U45O72 0.847 1.640 1.821 1.985 2.041 2.089 2.111 2.130 2.140 2.149 

U45O74 0.847 1.640 1.821 1.985 2.041 2.089 2.111 2.130 2.140 2.149 

U45O76 0.845 1.637 1.818 1.982 2.038 2.086 2.108 2.127 2.137 2.146 

Note: . The projected yields for Area 2C were based on an assumed harvest projection of 45,338 halibut without an annual 
limit. Likewise, the Area 3A projections were based on an assumed harvest projection of 183,242 fish in the absence of an 
annual limit. Projected average weights were calculated for reverse slot limits with a lower limit of 45 inches and upper limit 
ranging from 50 to 76 inches (U45O50 to U45O76), with no additional high-grading (h=1.0). 
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Implementation 

All implementation issues previously mentioned under annual limits, reverse slot limits, and 

maximum size limits would still apply when combinations of measures are implemented. For 

example, there would still need to be a way to track annual harvests, anglers would still need to 

measure fish accurately, there would still be mortality associated with increased handling, and most 

of all, there would be considerable uncertainty in the projections. The uncertainty would be 

compounded due to simultaneous estimation of combinations of effects. 

Perhaps the biggest potential obstacle to implementing a combination of measures is that it will be 

difficult to make selection of the preferred measure prescriptive, as required by NOAA-GC. The 

reason is that there are too many combinations of variables that produce similar yields. Just as one of 

the limits in a reverse slot limit needs to be fixed in order to produce a one-dimensional table of 

results, all variables, but one, need to be fixed when implementing combinations of measures. 

Possible ways to achieve this may be to associate particular annual limits with particular “tiers,” or 

ranges of combined catch limits in the CSP matrix so they are chosen automatically. One problem 

with attaching implementation of annual limits to particular levels of the combined catch limit is that 

they cannot easily be changed in response to changing levels of angler effort caused by external 

factors such as the economy or trends in associated fisheries (see page 46 for further discussion).  

Individual Management Measures within the Current CSP Matrix 

The Council’s October 2011 motion requesting analysis of the four management options that were not 

included as part of the original Halibut CSP action also requested analysis of whether existing 

management measures with the tiers are still appropriate. Staff has interpreted this request to include 

the question of how the four additional management options identified by the Council might perform 

as part of the CSP. We provide a discussion by management measures in the following tables. 

Table 29. Area 2C CSP Management Matrix 

Combined Catch 
Limit (million lb) Allocation 

Charter Fishery Bag & Size Limit Regulations 

If charter harvest within 
allocation range 

If charter harvest projected to 
exceed allocation range 

If charter harvest projected to 
be below allocation range 

<5 
Comm alloc = 82.7% 
Charter alloc = 17.3% 
Charter range = 13.8-20.8% 

One Fish 
Maximum size limit imposed 
that brings harvest to <17.3% 

One Fish 

≥5 - <9 
Comm alloc = 84.9% 
Charter alloc = 15.1% 
Charter range = 11.6-18.6% 

One Fish 
Maximum size limit imposed 
that brings harvest to <15.1% 

Two fish, but one must be 
less than 32" in length 

≥9 - <14 
Comm alloc = 84.9% 
Charter alloc = 15.1% 
Charter range = 11.6-18.6% 

Two fish, one must be less 
than 32" in length 

One Fish Two Fish 

≥14 
Comm alloc = 84.9% 
Charter alloc = 15.1% 
Charter range = 11.6-18.6% 

Two Fish 
Two fish, but one must be 
less than 32" in length 

Two Fish 
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Table 30. Area 3A CSP Management Matrix 

Combined Catch 
Limit (million lb) Allocation 

Charter Fishery Bag & Size Limit Regulations 

If charter harvest within 
allocation range 

If charter harvest projected to 
exceed allocation range 

If charter harvest projected 
to be below allocation range 

<10 
Comm alloc = 84.6% 
Charter alloc = 15.4% 
Charter range = 11.9-18.9% 

One Fish 
Maximum size limit imposed 
that brings harvest to <15.4% 

One Fish 

≥10 - <20 
Comm alloc = 86.0% 
Charter alloc = 14.0% 
Charter range = 10.5-17.5% 

One Fish 
Maximum size limit imposed 
that brings harvest to <14.0% 

Two fish, but one must be 
less than 32" in length 

≥20 - <27 
Comm alloc = 86.0% 
Charter alloc = 14.0% 
Charter range = 10.5-17.5% 

Two fish, one must be less 
than 32" in length 

One Fish Two Fish 

≥27 
Comm alloc = 86.0% 
Charter alloc = 14.0% 
Charter range = 10.5-17.5% 

Two Fish 
Two fish, but one must be 
less than 32" in length 

Two Fish 

Annual Limits Allowing for the Retention of at Least One Fish of Any Size  

The combination of a maximum size limit on the daily bag limit with an annual limit (perhaps better 

called an “annual allowance” in contrast to other interpretations of the annual limit term (e.g., five 

fish annual limit) providing anglers with the ability to retain one fish over that size limit is difficult to 

analyze within the context of the current CSP. This management measure would most likely have a 

role as an addition to management measures where a size limit is in place. As noted above: ADF&G 

logbooks provide information on the numbers of halibut harvested annually by individual licensed 

charter anglers. Onsite creel survey programs in Areas 2C and 3A provide samples of length 

measurements from the sport halibut harvest, from which average weight is estimated. The length 

data are associated with vessel-trips but not individual anglers. Therefore, it is not currently possible 

to use available data to quantitatively evaluate the impact of an annual exemption to a maximum size 

limit. 

While this measure is difficult to analyze, the analysts must acknowledge that an annual allowance 

that would permit anglers to avoid a size limit (for one or more fish each year) would have the effect 

of diluting the reduction in harvest associated with the limit itself. The analyst responsible for 

annually estimating harvest would have to take this effect into account and would have to lower the 

size limit to adjust for the increase in harvest associated with the exemption. Additionally, the 

analysis presumes that the lower the length limit set in the measure the more anglers would take 

advantage of the limit (subject to biomass availability). Given that many anglers in Area 2C harvested 

just one fish annually (see Figure 3 above), there is the potential for a large portion of the harvest to 

avoid the effect of the length limit. Thus, the analysts see significant potential for this 

management measure to result in a harvest level that begins to approach the estimated harvest 

of one fish bag limit of unrestricted length because of this natural cycle of more angler 

participation in the exemption the shorter the length limit included in the management 

measure. While the analysis presumes this exemption is for a single fish, the actual text of the motion 

states “at least one fish.” The analysts note that allowing more than one fish to be exempted per year 

would have the same effect noted above: the harvest associated with the management measure would 

approach the harvest of the one fish unrestricted bag limit as many anglers only harvest a limited 

number of halibut each year (see Figure 3 above). A two fish exemption would expose more than half 

of the harvest to being able to avoid the length restriction because most anglers harvested 1 fish or 

two fish annually A minority of the harvest comes from anglers harvesting more than two fish per 

year. 
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The net effect of using this measure would be that it would allow the charter industry to market the 

potential to harvest a larger fish, but under certain circumstance managers could be left with harvest 

levels more closely associated with unrestricted size limits and a higher potential to exceed the 

allocation target. 

Trip limits (Limits the Number of Trips per Vessel per Day) 

As noted above in the analytical section covering trip limits, the additional of daily trip limits to the 

charter vessel or CHP would likely have a relatively small effect on overall harvest which may easily 

be diluted by the availability of replacement seats within the charter industry. Additionally, the 

economic effects of the measure would fall on a disproportionate number of CHP holders who 

regularly provide multiple trips per day. In the context of the CSP management measure matrix, the 

effect of the annual limit is quite small compared to the differences in the effect of the management 

measures already in place and the acceptable range of the target allocation noted in each Tier. For 

example, in Area 2C the target allocation range is between 11.6 percent and 18.6 with a target range 

of 15.1 percent. The estimated effect of the trip limit, before accounting for any dilution due to 

available capacity, is just 0.3 percent to 0.5 percent of the allocation. In Area 3A, the effect is 

between 0.8 percent and 1.1 percent of total allocation. In other words, an analyst using the trip limit 

in combination with another factor would only see their harvest estimate move by several tenths of a 

percent of total allocation. This adjustment is relatively small in the context of the overall error range 

associated with harvest estimates and the +/-3.5 percent of the CCL included in the preferred 

alternative to address harvest estimate errors. The net overall effect is that on occasion the inclusion 

of the trip limit might result in a small adjustment in size limit for those tier boxes including a size 

limit (particularly in Area 3A), but overall the net effect is likely to be small relative to other factors 

in the analysis.  

Table 31. Trip Limits in the Context of the CSP Allocation Ranges- Area 2C 

Tier 

Target Allocations (%) Estimated Effect 

Target Lower Bound Upper Bound Lower (2.9%) Upper (3.2%) 

1 17.3% 13.8% 20.8% 0.3% 0.5% 

2 15.1% 11.6% 18.6% 0.3% 0.5% 

3 15.1% 11.6% 18.6% 0.3% 0.5% 

4 15.1% 11.6% 18.6% 0.3% 0.5% 

Table 32.Trip Limits in the Context of the CSP Allocation Ranges- Area 3A 

Tier 

Target Allocations (%) Estimated Effect 

Target Lower Bound Upper Bound Lower (6.0%) Upper (7.5%) 

1 15.4% 11.9% 18.9% 0.9% 1.2% 

2 14.0% 10.5% 17.5% 0.8% 1.1% 

3 14.0% 10.5% 17.5% 0.8% 1.1% 

4 14.0% 10.5% 17.5% 0.8% 1.1% 

Reverse Size Slot Limits 

As shown above, the reverse slot limit is exceptionally flexible and could be applied under both a one 

fish bag limit and a two fish bag limit. For example, Table 35 below shows potential slot limits which 

fall near the optimal allocations associated with different CCLs in Tier 2 in Area 3A, based on Table 

23. The tables for both Area 3A and Area 2C would need to be expanded to provide examples which 
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might work across all Tiers. However, this small example shows that there are likely multiple 

potential slots which might come near to providing the target. 

Table 33. Example Reverse Slot Limits Associated with Varying CCLs in Area 3A for Tier 2 

CCL Tier 
Allocation 

Percentage 
Target Poundage 

(Mlb) 

Potential Slots 

Opt 1 Opt 2 Opt 3 

14 2 14.0% 1.960 U35O58 U36O60 U37O64 

16 2 14.0% 2.240 U36O56 U38O58 U43O64 

18 2 14.0% 2.520 U41O50 U42O52 U44O54 

 

A primary issue associated with using the reverse slot limit within the CSP management matrix is that 

NMFS has advised the Council that, in order to comply with the Administrative Procedures Act, the 

management measures in the CSP have to be applied in a prescriptive manner (see CSP proposed rule 

76FR44156). As noted above, in order for reverse slot limits to be a feasible management alternative 

to a maximum size limit under the CSP, the rule would need to specify either the upper or lower limit 

and, if desired, a high-grading multiplier. Thus, the Council must choose to fix some variables within 

the algorithm that would be required under the CSP and the Hierarchical approach (see page 58 for 

further discussion). The Council would have to choose both an upper and a lower limit annually under 

the management approach used in 2012.  

During the Charter Management Implementation Committee’s February 22, 2012 meeting the 

Committee discussed whether it was better to fix the upper limit or the lower limit the meeting 

minutes note: 

“After some consideration of the pros and cons of fixing either the upper limit or the lower limit, 

the committee discussion split on which end of the reverse slot limit should be fixed. The 

committee noted that there is insufficient information in order to identify an appropriate lower (or 

upper) limit…  

Fixing the upper limit could be preferred because there are fewer large fish. Fixing the lower limit 

may have the biggest effect because large fish cumulatively contribute much more to the 

poundage.” 

As noted in this analysis and the committee report the Council would have the most flexibility within 

the management measure by fixing the lower limit rather than fixing the upper limit. In addition, the 

table shows that the Council might also need to provide some additional guidance to the analyst 

selecting the reverse slot in order for the measure to meet the required prescriptive requirement for 

NMFS rulemaking. For example, “The analyst shall select the reverse slot limit which comes closes 

to the target allocation without going over and with the lower slot length fixed at X inches and 

without having an upper size limit of greater than Y inches.” In this example, the Council has fixed 

the lower slot length and allowed for variability in the upper slot length up to a certain point. 

Allowing variability in the upper slot length within reason allows for trophy fishing but could help 

address some of the difficulty in measuring larger fish. 

The reverse slot limit shows potential in providing the harvest estimates which can meet the tiered 

targets in the CSP. However, more analysis is needed to provide examples in all Tiers within the CSP 

and to allow the Council to make a decision regarding the prescribed lower or upper length limits 

identified by the analysis. More analysis would not be needed prior to its selection as a preferred 

management measure under an approach similar to that in 2012 because an annual analysis would be 

prepared each year. 
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Two Fish Bag Limit with a Maximum Size on Both Fish 

ADF&G analysis shows that using a two fish bag limit with a maximum size limit on both fish to 

replace lower tier (i.e., Tier 1 and Tier 2) would require the charter industry to make tradeoffs 

between: 

1. a single fish of a larger size or two fish of a smaller size OR 

2. a 2 fish, 1 < 32” bag limit featuring one unrestricted fish or two fish larger than 32” but no 

access to unrestricted trophy fish. 

As noted above, a primary issue associated with using this measure to replace the current preferred 

lower tier management measures is that the average size of the fish kept by charter anglers must be 

lower under a two fish bag limit than a one fish bag limit in order to accommodate an increase in the 

number of fish harvested. Table 34 shows examples using recent data from Area 2C. Assuming an 

estimate harvest of approximately 45,300 fish and a CCL of 4Mlb the charter management measure 

would fall under Tier 1. However, the predicted harvest under default measure (i.e., one fish of any 

size) would be above the acceptable allocation range. The secondary measure which reduces harvest 

to within the allocation range and is predicted to bring harvest closest to the allocation amount is the 1 

fish, 1<40” rule. The mean predicted weight under this rule would be approximately 15.2 lbs per fish. 

Under the two fish bag limit the predicted harvest increases to just over 73,200 and the estimated 

length rule is 2 fish, 2<31”. The mean predicted weight under this rule would be 9.5 pounds per fish. 

It is not clear at this time which measure would be more acceptable to the charter industry: a one-fish 

bag limit with a slightly larger fish or a two-fish daily bag limit with a slightly larger fish. The 

industry would face a similar dilemma in Area 2C at slightly higher levels of abundance. For 

example, at an 8 Mlb CCL would industry (and anglers) prefer the current default measure of one fish 

of any size or 2 fish, 2<42 inches? 

Similar potential trade-offs are apparent in Area 3A. For example, assume in Area 3A a CCL of 18 

Mlb and a projected harvest of 183,200 fish which leads to a Tier 2 default management measure of 2 

fish, 1 < 32” with a projected average weight of 13.75 pounds (see Table 35). The ADF&G analysis 

shows that the same average weight could be achieved with a 2 fish, 2<48” requirement. This option 

also has a projected average weight of 13.75 pounds. Halibut close to this maximum length are likely 

to weigh roughly 40 pounds dressed and 50 pounds live. At this point, it is unclear whether the 

charter industry would prefer the opportunity to market the chance to catch an unrestricted trophy fish 

or the opportunity for all of their anglers to take home a fish up to fifty pounds. 

The example contained below in Table 34 and Table 35 use area wide average weights. While the use 

of area wide average weights is helpful for example purposes, the analysts suggest that an analysis 

based on sub-area specific weight and catch distributions will be more accurate. This 

recommendation also raises an important issue: area average weights, sub-area average weights and 

catch compositions will change every year and thus the potential tradeoffs between the management 

measures in the current preferred alternative and this management measure will change. Charter 

industry and angler preferences for management measure may also change over time. For example, a 

shift in the biomass to more small fish and fewer large fish could make the 2 fish, 1 < 32” option less 

desirable  anglers lose a reasonable opportunity to catch trophy fish. Thus, this management measure 

provides a potentially feasible alternative to current lower tier management measures, but whether 

(and where) the charter industry would see fewer economic effects under this management measure is 

unclear. 
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Table 34. Lower Tier Performance of the Two Fish Bag Limit with a Maximum Size on Both Fish- Area 2C Example 

CCL 
(Mlb) Tier 

Target Allocations (%) Target Allocations (Mlb) 1 fish no size limit (default) 1 fish max size limit 2 fish max size limit 

Target 
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound Target 

Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

Projected 
Harvest 

Mean 
Weight 

Projected 
Yield 

In 
Range 

Projected 
Harvest 

Max size 
limit (in) 

Projected 
Yield 

Projected 
Harvest 

Max size 
limit (in) 

Projected 
Yield 

1 1 0.173 0.138 0.208 0.173 0.138 0.208 45,338 26.36 1.195 Above 45,338 < 24 ? 73,244 < 24 ? 

2 1 0.173 0.138 0.208 0.346 0.276 0.416 45,338 26.36 1.195 Above 45,338 29 0.336 73,244 24 0.305 

3 1 0.173 0.138 0.208 0.519 0.414 0.624 45,338 26.36 1.195 Above 45,338 34 0.495 73,244 28 0.493 

4 1 0.173 0.138 0.208 0.692 0.552 0.832 45,338 26.36 1.195 Above 45,338 40 0.675 73,244 31 0.646 

5 2 0.151 0.116 0.186 0.755 0.58 0.93 45,338 26.36 1.195 Above 45,338 42 0.731 73,244 34 0.799 

6 2 0.151 0.116 0.186 0.906 0.696 1.116 45,338 26.36 1.195 Above 45,338 48 0.887 73,244 36 0.899 

7 2 0.151 0.116 0.186 1.057 0.812 1.302 45,338 26.36 1.195 Within Calculation Not Needed 73,244 39 1.043 

8 2 0.151 0.116 0.186 1.208 0.928 1.488 45,338 26.36 1.195 Within Calculation Not Needed 73,244 42 1.181 

 

Table 35. Lower Tier Performance of the Two Fish Bag Limit with a Maximum Size on Both Fish-- Area 3A Example 

CCL 
(Mlb) Tier 

Target Allocations (%) Target Allocations (Mlb) 1 fish no size limit 2 fish with 1 < 32max size limit 2 fish max size limit 

Target 
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound Target 

Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

Projected 
Harvest 

Mean 
Weight 

Projected 
Yield 

In 
Range 

Projected 
Harvest 

Projected 
Yield In Range 

Projected 
Harvest 

Max size 
limit (in) 

Projected 
Yield 

2 1 0.154 0.119 0.189 0.308 0.238 0.378 96,201 15.2 1.462 Above 183,240 2.284 Above 183,240 <26 ? 

4 1 0.154 0.119 0.189 0.616 0.476 0.756 96,201 15.2 1.462 Above 183,240 2.284 Above 183,240 <26 ? 

6 1 0.154 0.119 0.189 0.924 0.714 1.134 96,201 15.2 1.462 Above 183,240 2.284 Above 183,240 <26 ? 

8 1 0.154 0.119 0.189 1.232 0.952 1.512 96,201 15.2 1.462 Within 183,241 2.284 Above 183,240 27 1.113 

10 2 0.14 0.105 0.175 1.400 1.050 1.750 96,201 15.2 1.462 Within 183,242 2.284 Above 183,240 29 1.368 

12 2 0.14 0.105 0.175 1.680 1.260 2.100 96,201 15.2 1.462 Within 183,243 2.284 Above 183,240 31 1.616 

14 2 0.14 0.105 0.175 1.960 1.470 2.450 96,201 15.2 1.462 Below 183,240 2.284 Within 183,240 34 1.922 

16 2 0.14 0.105 0.175 2.240 1.680 2.800 96,201 15.2 1.462 Below 183,240 2.284 Within 183,240 39 2.227 

18 2 0.14 0.105 0.175 2.520 1.890 3.150 96,201 15.2 1.462 Below 183,240 2.284 Within 183,240 48 2.515 
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Alternate Implementation Pathways of Annual Management Measures     

Replacement of different measure for “1 fish of a maximum size” during time of low 

abundance (i.e., Tier 1) 

The most restrictive management measure under the CSP Preferred Alternative matrix would limit charter 

anglers to one fish per day with a restricted length at or below a specified maximum size. As noted in the 

CSP analysis and in previous NPFMC analyses regarding restrictions on the charter fleet, there are 

extremely limited data on how anglers would react to this type of restriction. However, effects of this 

restriction are likely to be greater than for other less restrictive measures. The maximum size limit 

restriction would most likely affect anglers who focus on the harvest rather than the fishing experience. In 

other words, the restriction would have the greatest effect on those anglers who intend to keep the halibut 

that they catch. This restriction would have limited effect on the ability of anglers to catch halibut; anglers 

may catch and release fish for their entire trips should they choose to do so. Anglers could experience 

shorter trips if restricted length limits allow vessels to “limit out” faster. In this situation, captains would 

face a choice between encouraging anglers to catch and release halibut for a longer period, targeting other 

species, returning to port, or engaging in other activities. In some areas where halibut below the selected 

length limit are abundant, the restriction could initially lead to shorter trips as “chicken holes” are 

generally closer to ports than areas with larger halibut. These shorter trips could lead to half-day or more 

“combination” trips. 

Angler experiences may change not just because of how many fish they can harvest, but also because of 

the size of the fish they can harvest. While some anglers prefer larger fish, that preference is not 

universal. Some anglers prefer average fish with net weights close to the Area 2C average. The reason for 

these preferences varies from texture preferences to concerns about the bioaccumulation of heavy metals 

in older (and larger) fish. Many anglers also believe that “chalkiness” (i.e., a halibut with drier, more 

opaque, flesh) increases in older and larger fish, although IPHC research shows it is mostly closely related 

to gender, water temperature at the time of harvest, and the time it takes to land a fish (IPHC Technical 

Report No 44, 2000). The angler perception that “chalkiness” increases with size may be related to the 

fact that for a given tackle set up it may take the angler longer to land a larger halibut than a smaller 

halibut, leading to a more tired fish with a lower pH level caused by lactic acid build-up. Up to the point 

where the selected maximum length limit excludes them from targeting halibut of their preferred size, 

anglers preferring smaller or more average size halibut would generally be less affected by the specified 

size limit than anglers preferring larger fish. However, the experience of both groups would likely be 

affected by the single fish daily bag limit. 

The CSP analysis expects differential sub-area effects as the selected maximum length limit would apply 

across both areas and average harvests vary substantially across areas and ports. For example, Table 36 

shows average net weight of halibut by port in Area 2C according to ADF&G’s port creel survey. The 

restriction would likely result in the smallest change in a sub-area such as Prince of Wales (POW) Island, 

where the average harvest over the past five years has ranged from 9.7 to 14.8 pounds, and the largest 

change could be experienced in Glacier Bay, Petersburg/Wrangell, and Ketchikan, where the average 

landed charter halibut can be more than twice as large as the average charter halibut in POW. 
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Table 36. Average Weight of Charter Caught Halibut by Port, 1996-2010 

Year Ketchikan 
POW 
Island 

Petersburg 
& Wrangell Sitka Juneau 

Haines 
Skagway 

Glacier 
Bay 

Area 
2C 

1996 20.5 17.1 29.6 28.9 20.3 No Data No Data 22.4 

1997 22.1 14.7 32.8 20.8 20.4 No Data No Data 20.8 

1998 13.8 29.1 49.9 31.0 20.5 No Data No Data 29.1 

1999 23.2 12.1 37.4 20.8 13.0 No Data No Data 17.8 

2000 24.1 13.4 27.5 23.2 15.8 No Data 23.2 19.7 

2001 21.4 12.8 31.2 20.4 15.8 No Data 20.4 18.1 

2002 21.8 11.2 35.8 22.2 16.1 No Data 38.7 19.7 

2003 17.1 10.9 25.8 20.3 18.1 No Data 37.3 19.1 

2004 20.7 11.8 22.3 21.9 17.5 No Data 36.0 20.7 

2005 18.2 9.9 25.3 24.4 16.0 No Data 27.8 19.1 

2006 18.9 9.7 26.4 25.3 14.3 No Data 28.8 19.9 

2007 15.5 9.9 21.9 18.5 12.0 No Data 31.5 17.5 

2008 18.9 9.2 22.5 16.1 11.6 No Data 45.3 19.4 

2009 21.3 12.3 37.4 23.6 15.4 No Data 37.0 23.2 

2010 22.1 14.8 34.6 25.4 16.2 No Data 47.4 27.3 

Source: ADF&G, 2011. 

 

Business effects are most likely to be felt by those operations that cater to anglers who are most sensitive 

to catch and size restrictions. These businesses may range from lodges, where clients are accustomed to 

leaving their experiences with large amount of freshly frozen fish, to individual charter operators that 

focus on serving individual clients who may take one trip per year to stock their freezers. The operators 

who are least likely to be affected are those who make trips in areas with smaller average fish sizes, those 

who focus on half-day trips where anglers may not expect to limit out, and those who cater to clients who 

focus much more on the fishing experience rather than keeping halibut. As noted in prior analyses, 

consistent fleet and client composition data across Area 2C do not exist. 

In June 2011, a new (“hybrid”) method for estimating harvest under tier 1 of the CSP management matrix 

was brought to the Council by ADF&G (described under the status quo). The Council incorporated into 

its preferred alternative and NMFS specifically sought public comment on all three methods in the 

proposed rule.  

In October 2011, the Council reviewed hybrid method predictions that if harvest in 2012 was similar in 

magnitude and distribution to that in 2011, the highest maximum size limit that would constrain charter 

harvest to the GHL of 931,000 lb (increased from the 2011 GHL of 788,000 lb) would be 55 inches. 

Under the higher harvest projection, the maximum size limits would have to be lowered to 49 inches for 

the 2012 GHL.  

As noted previously, the method used here is conservative in that it is likely to overestimate the average 

weight under each maximum size limit. Uncertainty in the choice of a size limit is therefore mainly a 

function of the assumed level of harvest in each area and whether the 2010 length compositions are 

representative of harvest in 2012.  

Potential effects of a maximum size limit are as follows:  

 A maximum size limit is a fairly simple regulation and is effective at constraining the average 

weight. It requires a companion regulation to require that halibut are either landed whole or the 

carcass (frame) is retained as proof of size (see Figure 4 and Figure 5).  
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 Under a maximum size limit, anglers that catch trophy fish, including state or world records, are 

not legally able to retain those fish. This was the case in Area 2C in 2011.  

 Anglers are not allowed to keep the larger fish, which may reduce angler demand in areas where 

large halibut are more abundant (e.g., Glacier Bay, Petersburg). A maximum size limit would be 

expected to have a relatively small effect on harvest in areas where a small fraction of the harvest 

was over the maximum size limit (e.g., Prince of Wales, Juneau).  

 There may be additional incentive to target larger fish under higher maximum size limits due to 

the larger difference in weight for a given difference in length. Therefore, there may be additional 

handling and release mortality associated with higher size limits. At higher maximum sizes, it 

may become more difficult for anglers to measure fish to determine if they are legal. For 

example, a 49-inch halibut has an average round weight of over 56 lb. Fish near this size may 

experience rough handling in an attempt to bring them aboard a small boat to be measured 

precisely.  

 

Figure 4. Comparisons of charter and non-charter halibut fishery data for Area 2C (Source: IPHC) 
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Figure 5. Comparisons of charter and non-charter halibut fishery data for Area 3A (Source: IPHC) 

 

Under 2011 annual management measures recommended by the IPHC, NMFS implemented a bag limit 

for the charter halibut sector in Area 2C of one fish ≤ 37 inches to constrain the harvest to the GHL. The 

IPHC recognized that the Council and NMFS wish to adhere to the U.S. domestic allocation limit, but 

effective controls remain to be implemented through the proposed CSP. Therefore the IPHC 

recommended regulatory action designed to restrict charter harvest of halibut in Area 2C to its GHL. The 

IPHC relied on the proposed CSP management matrix in its determination of an appropriate measure for 

the Area 2C fishery at its January 2011 meeting; except that it did not incorporate the hybrid method. The 

projected Area 2C charter yield for 2011 was 388,000 lb
10

, accounting for only 49 percent of the GHL. 

Since the one fish limit was first implemented in 2009 in Area 2C, charter stakeholders in that area have 

strongly opposed the one fish bag limit with a maximum size under the proposed CSP Tier 1 measure 

because they find it to be particularly onerous to permit holder’s business models and anglers’ willingness 

to pay for trips. Subsequently, ADF&G analyzed, the Charter Management Implementation Committee 

recommended, the Council approved, the IPHC adopted, and NMFS implemented a one fish bag limit 

with a reverse slot of ≤ 45 inches and ≥ 68 inches for 2012. This provision allows the opportunity of a 

trophy sized fish, should one be encountered while fishing, although most harvest is of a smaller size (and 

is skewed even smaller due to various maximum size limits). 

The policy issue for the Council is whether it prefers to substitute a different measure from those analyzed 

below for the one fish of a maximum size under low combined catch limits in the matrix.  

                                                 
10

 http://www.alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/npfmc/PDFdocuments/halibut/ADFG_IPHC_sportdataLetter1111.pdf  

http://www.alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/npfmc/PDFdocuments/halibut/ADFG_IPHC_sportdataLetter1111.pdf
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ALFA proposed matrix 

In December 2011, the Council expressed interest in a revised Area 3A matrix offered by the Alaska 

Longline Fishermen’s Association (ALFA) during public testimony. The primary goal of the proposal 

was to reset the matrix to the amount of charter harvest currently being taken under a two fish bag limit in 

Area 3A. The secondary goal was to identify default management measure that constrained the charter 

harvest within the target range which did not require additional council action or analysis (i.e., it only 

used measures that were already adopted under the CSP matrix: 1) one fish, 2) one fish with 32 inch size 

limit; and 3) two fish). It substitutes less restrictive measures in Tiers 2 and 3 (see table below highlighted 

to show differences with CSP matrix) for those measures already included in the CSP matrix. An ALFA 

representative testified that Area 3A charter harvest under a two fish of any size bag limit approached the 

GHL in 2008, and has been slightly over the GHL some years, while just under the GHL in other years. 

The charter halibut harvest projection in 2011, however, was well under the GHL with a two fish bag 

limit. It appeared that the economic downturn or reduced abundance of halibut has slowed catch rates and 

there was a need to revise management measures in the Area 3A matrix to reflect current harvest rates. 

Testimony concluded that the one fish limit in the lowest tiers was not necessary to prevent overages of 

the CSP charter allocation in Area 3A at current levels of abundance and catch rates. 

To illustrate, the Area 3A combined catch limit in 2012 likely would have been approximately15 M lb, 

which would be tier 2 of the matrix. The charter allocation under tier 2 is 14 percent, which would yield a 

charter allocation of 2.1 Mlb, with a range from 1.5 to 2.62. Projected 2011 charter halibut harvest in 

Area 3A was 2.8 Mlb. Under the current CSP matrix, charter harvest above the tier 2 range would trigger 

a one fish of a maximum size limit, which likely would result in an underharvest of the Area 3A charter 

allocation (based on 2011 charter harvest). Under the proposed ALFA matrix, the charter management 

measure would be two fish with a maximum size limit on the second fish. But the proposer noted that 

other measures also could be substituted. 

A third goal of the proposal is separate accountability. The ALFA matrix contains an option to deduct 

commercial O26/U32 wastage after the allocation percentages are applied to the combined charter and 

commercial catch limit. The remainder would then be the charter fishery catch limit and the commercial 

catch limit. The option language, however, appears to suggest that only part of the total commercial 

fishery wastage should be deducted. That is, commercial wastage is comprised of not only the portion of 

discarded halibut caught by the IFQ longline fleet as suggested in the proposed option between 26 and 32 

inches, but also by mortality of discarded fish greater than 32 inches in length. However, the understood 

intent of the proposal is that the charter allocation should not be effected by halibut wastage in the 

longline halibut fishery. The reference to the O26/U32 size range may have been included to note the 

recent change in IPHC methodology relative to accounting for O26/U32 wastage that results in that 

decrement being subtracted from the area Total CEY prior to establishing the Fishery CEY and 

subsequently an area’s  annual commercial catch limit. The intent is that since the longline halibut fleet is 

no more responsible for trawl or fixed gear groundfish fishery bycatch than the charter fleet, bycatch 

mortality would still be deducted from the area CEY before the allocation percentages are applied, but 

wastage is deducted after applying allocation percentages and only deducted from the allocation of the 

sector responsible for the wastage. 

Commercial fishery wastage includes the mortality of legal-sized (32 inches and over, or O32) halibut 

killed by lost or abandoned longline gear and a proportion of the sublegal-sized (under 32 inches, or U32) 

halibut that must be released by regulation but subsequently die. IPHC revised the treatment of O26/U32 

bycatch and wastage mortality (BAWM) in 2011 in response to an IPHC objective and stakeholder 

request for a consistent treatment of mortality of halibut between 26 and 32 inches in length from those 

sources. Note that sport halibut catch, which historically has no size limit
11

, has a fair amount of catch 

between 26 inches and 32 inches. The IPHC reviewed a staff analysis
12

  and subsequently revised the 

                                                 
11 

except charter halibut harvests in Area 2C since 2009 
12

http://www.iphc.int/publications/rara/2010/2010.177.PotentialmodificationstotheIPHCharvestpolicy.pdf  

http://www.iphc.int/publications/rara/2010/2010.177.PotentialmodificationstotheIPHCharvestpolicy.pdf
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method which also resulted in adjusting the target harvest rate upwards a small amount (since more catch 

was now charged to CEY). The IPHC decided to continue to factor U26 BAWM into the target harvest 

rate, as it has since 1997. 

Table 37. Proposed revisions to Area 3A management matrix by Alaska Longline Fishermen’s Association.  

Option: Charter percentage applied before O26/U32 wastage deducted.  

Combined catch 
limit (million 

pounds) Allocation 

If charter harvest is 
within allocation 
range (default) 

If charter harvest 
projected to exceed 

range 

If charter harvest 
projected to be 

below range 

<10 
15.4% 

(range:11.9% to 18.9%) 
One fish 

Maximum size limit 
imposed that brings 
harvest to 15.4% 

One fish 

>10 - <20 
14% 

(range: 10.5% to 17.5%) 

Two fish with 32 inch 
max size limit on 
second fish 

Two fish with max 
size limit on second 
fish that brings 
harvest to 14% 

Two fish 

>20 - <27 
14% 

(range: 10.5% to 17.5%) 
Two fish 

Two fish with max 
size limit on second 
fish that brings 
harvest to 14% 

Two fish 

>27 
14% 

(range: 10.5% to 17.5%) 
Two fish 

Two fish with max 
size limit to bring 
harvest to 14% 

Two fish 

 

Table 38. 3A CSP Management Matrix 

Combined Catch 
Limit (million lb) Allocation 

Charter Fishery Bag & Size Limit Regulations 

If charter harvest 
within allocation 

range 

If charter harvest 
projected to exceed 

allocation range 

If charter harvest 
projected to be below 

allocation range 

<10 
Comm alloc = 84.6% 
Charter alloc = 15.4% 
Charter range = 11.9-18.9% 

One Fish 
Maximum size limit 
imposed that brings 
harvest to <15.4% 

One Fish 

≥10 - <20 
Comm alloc = 86.0% 
Charter alloc = 14.0% 
Charter range = 10.5-17.5% 

One Fish 
Maximum size limit 
imposed that brings 
harvest to <14.0% 

Two fish, but one must 
be less than 32" in 
length 

≥20 - <27 
Comm alloc = 86.0% 
Charter alloc = 14.0% 
Charter range = 10.5-17.5% 

Two fish, one must 
be less than 32" in 
length 

One Fish Two Fish 

≥27 
Comm alloc = 86.0% 
Charter alloc = 14.0% 
Charter range = 10.5-17.5% 

Two Fish 
Two fish, but one must 
be less than 32" in 
length 

Two Fish 

 

IPHC estimated commercial fishery wastage (i.e., mortality of discarded halibut) in Area 3A at 0.87 Mlbs 

in 2011. By not including this source of mortality as an Other Removal, the Fishery CEY (FCEY) is 

slightly higher than the original 15.01 Mlbs which would have been derived otherwise. Thus, the revised 

FCEY is 15.88 Mlbs. Application of IPHC’s harvest control rule, i.e., Slow Up Full Down (SUFullD), 

which compares the change in stock abundance to the previous year, results in a Catch Limit 

Recommendation (CLR) by the IPHC staff of 15.88 Mlbs. The resulting combined catch limit (CCL), 

applicable to both sectors as prescribed by the CSP, is determined by the IPHC. 

To continue with this example, assume the IPHC adopts the staff’s CLR. The CCL of 15.88 Mlbs falls 

into Tier 2 of the CSP, or a 14% allocation to the charter sector and an 86% allocation to the commercial 

sector. This results in an allocation of 2.22 Mlbs to the charter sector, and 13.66 Mlbs to the commercial 
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sector. Under the separate accountability proposal, each sector’s fishery wastage would then be subtracted 

from these allocations to determine the fishery harvest targets. For the commercial sector, IFQs would be 

calculated based on 12.79 Mlbs, or 13.66 Mlbs minus 0.87 Mlbs of wastage. A similar computation 

would be performed for the charter sector if an estimate of fishery discards is available. 

The upper range for the charter fishery in Tier 2 would be 2.78 Mlbs (17.5%). Under the ALFA proposal 

for the fishery to stay within its allocation range, the annual management measure (daily bag limit) would 

be two fish, with the second fish no larger than 32 inches in total length. This compares to a one fish daily 

bag limit under the status quo CSP matrix. 

Potential Council Action 

Should the Council wish to proceed with considering substitution of measures in the matrix it adopted 

under the CSP, it may: 

1) Recommend different measures for selected tiers in its proposed CSP. NMFS would then promulgate 

a new (focused) proposed rule, new public comment period, and proceed to final rule from both 

proposed rules and comment periods.  

2) Take no action under the CSP AND recommend different measures for selected tiers in a subsequent 

regulatory amendment. NMFS would proceed with final rulemaking on the CSP and develop 

rulemaking for the new action, after final action to select a preferred alternative and submission of 

new analysis of revised measures. 

Hierarchy approach  

A major challenge associated with the development of the preferred alternative for this action was the 

development of management measures that appropriately constrain halibut harvests attributed to the 

charter fleet to a level near that sector’s allocation. The preferred alternative defines charter allocation 

tiers that prescribe up to three potential management measures for any charter allocation level. A default 

measure is prioritized, but that measure is not implemented if projections of charter harvests under the 

measure are more than 3.5 percent of the combined catch limit greater than (or less than) the charter 

sector’s allocation. In those instances, a more (or less) restrictive measure is prescribed, depending on 

whether the projection under the default measure is greater (or less) than the sector’s allocation. While 

this structure has the benefit of providing the public and the charter sector with a reasonable expectation 

of the potential management measures that will govern their fishing, the structure lacks flexibility to 

address changes in charter harvests (such as those arising from changes in fish size or demand for charter 

trips) should the alternative management measures be inadequate in bringing charter sector harvests in 

line with the sector’s allocation. In other words, if the most restrictive of the three management measures 

does not limit charter effort to the extent necessary to contain charter harvests to the allocation, no 

alternative measure may be implemented and the charter allocation will be exceeded. Similarly, if the 

measure identified by the preferred alternative is overly constraining, charter harvests would fall below 

the allocation.
13

  

The potential for the prescribed measures to result in harvests that deviate substantially from the 

allocation are suggested by recent experiences. Charter trips in Area 2C fluctuated in a manner consistent 

with the stringency of management measures in recent years, with harvests declining when more stringent 

management measures were adopted with the intent of constraining charter catch. Yet, Area 3A trips 

fluctuated similarly across the same period without changes in management measures. These fluctuations 

in effort and harvests could lead to the sector’s catches differing from the allocation by more than 3.5 

percent of the combined catch limit (the stated acceptable range identified by the Council). These changes 

in charter effort and harvests suggest that a more flexible approach for selecting annual management 

                                                 
13

 It is possible that in extreme circumstances, emergency measures might be implemented to constrain the charter fleet. Those 

measures would require separate action beyond the scope of this action. In addition, those measures would require extraordinary 
efforts and actions on the part of the Council, NOAA Fisheries, and/or the IPHC. 
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measures could be more effective in aligning charter harvests to the sector’s allocation. Any alternative 

approach to determining management measures should balance this interest in achieving more precise 

management of charter harvests against the public and stakeholder interests in predictability of governing 

measures. In other words, any alternative management structure should provide the public and 

stakeholders with a reasonable expectation of the management measures that will govern the fishery. One 

means of balancing those interests may be to develop a hierarchy of management measures that will be 

implemented in the charter fishery. An example of such a hierarchy (from most restrictive to least 

restrictive) is: 

a) One fish which may not exceed a specified size limit 

b) One fish subject to a reverse slot limit
14

  

c) One fish of any size 

d) Two fish, one of which may not exceed a specified size limit 

e) Two fish of any size 

The hierarchy of measures and an algorithm for selecting the measure to be used each year would be 

defined in regulation.  Then, annually, a measure could be implemented by prioritizing a measure from 

the hierarchy for consideration (in a manner similar to the prioritization of a measure for each charter 

allocation by the preferred alternative). Rather than base the prioritization on the charter sector’s 

allocation, a more straightforward, flexible, yet predictable, presumption could be to prioritize the 

preceding season’s management measure. So, if a management area was subject to a limit of one fish of 

any size for a given year, in the following year, a limit of one fish would be prioritized. A projection of 

harvests by the charter sector could be developed based on that prioritized measure. If the projected 

charter sector harvest falls within an acceptable range of the allocation (such as 3.5 percent of the 

combined catch limit, as defined by the preferred alternative) that management measure would remain in 

place for the year. If the projected harvest is below the charter allocation by more than the acceptable 

range, the next more restrictive measure in the hierarchy would be considered. If charter harvests under 

that more restrictive measure falls within the acceptable range, that measure would then be implemented. 

If the second measure is determined not to constrain harvests to an acceptable degree (i.e., the projected 

harvests under the measure exceed the allocation by more than the acceptable range), the next more 

restrictive measure in the hierarchy would be considered. The process would be applied until a measure 

for which projected harvests are within the acceptable range is identified.  

An example may help illustrate the application of the hierarchy (see Figure 6). Consider a year when the 

combined catch limit in Area 3A is 15 million pounds. The CSP would allocate 14.0 percent of that 

amount (or 2.1 Mlbs) to the charter sector. An acceptable range of projected harvests would be 

established, assumed to be 3.5 percent of the combined limit above or below the charter sector allocation 

(or a range from 1.575 Mlbs to 2.625 Mlbs). If in the preceding year, the charter sector was subject to a 

limit of one fish subject to a reverse slot limit, a management measure of one fish subject to a reverse slot 

limit would be prioritized. A projection of charter harvests would be made based on the one fish subject 

to a reverse slot limit measure (selecting the size limit that most closely matches harvests to the 

allocation). If charter harvests under the one fish bag limit with a reverse slot limit at that size limit were 

projected to be within the acceptable range of the allocation (or between 1.575 Mlbs and 2.625 Mlbs) the 

fishery would continue to be subject to a one fish bag limit with a reverse slot limit; however, if the 

projected harvests under that measure were below the acceptable range (say 1.0 Mlbs), the next more 

liberal management measure (one fish of any size) would be considered. If the projected harvests under 

that measure falls within the acceptable range, that measure would be adopted for the year; however, if a 

one fish of any size limit is projected to result in 1.25 Mlbs of charter harvests, the next more liberal 

measure (two fish, one of which is of limited size) would be considered.  If that measure was projected to 

                                                 
14

 It should be noted that implementation of a reverse slot limit may require additional specification from the Council, such a 

combination of a lower threshold length or an upper threshold length and a high grading component. 
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result in harvests within the acceptable range (say 1.75 Mlbs), the fishery would be subject to a two fish 

bag limit, one of which is of limited size, for the year.
15

 

 

Figure 6. Example of hierarchy of management measures. 

 
The use of this hierarchy applies the preferred alternative’s algorithm process for identifying the annual 

management measure. A projection of charter sector harvests under a specified measure is performed by 

staff. If that projection falls within an acceptable range around the charter allocation, the measure is 

adopted. The hierarchy, however, differs from the preferred alternative in two fundamental ways. First, 

the prioritized measure for any year is the preceding year’s management measure. This provides a known 

starting point for considering the appropriate management measure each year. Unlike the preferred 

alternative, which inflexibly prioritizes a specific measure based on the size of charter allocation, the 

hierarchy allows the prioritized measure to change based on more recent experiences in the fishery. This 

flexibility is important to ensuring that management measures are appropriately scaled to recent supply 

and demand (which partially determine projected harvests) in the charter fishery. The preferred alternative 

inflexibly prioritizes a single management measure based on historical harvests, regardless of whether 

recent experiences demonstrate that the measure is inadequate to achieve charter harvest goals. For 

example, if the combined catch limit is 15 Mlbs, the preferred alternative prioritizes a one fish bag limit, 

regardless of whether recent harvests suggest whether such a measure is likely maintain harvests at or 

near the allocation. Second, the flexibility applied to selecting a management measure for a particular 

year (and charter sector allocation) is extended by the application of the hierarchy, which requires the 

selection of a more restrictive (or more liberal) measure if needed to achieve acceptable projected 

harvests. The preferred alternative unnecessarily limits the measures available for managing the fishery at 

any allocation level to three – the prioritized measure, the next more restrictive measure, and the next 

more liberal measure. This limitation in the preferred alternative limits its response to changes in harvests 

by the charter fleet, if the sector’s harvests grow or contract as a result of factors exogenous to 

management measures. Recent experience (such as the contraction in Area 3A, which likely occurred in 

response to changes in the economy that limited demand and price increases primarily from fuel cost 

increases) can be better addressed under the hierarchy approach, than by the preferred alternative. 

Specifying measures in the hierarchy 

To specify the hierarchy, the Council will need to identify management measures that would be included 

in the hierarchy. These measures would need to be ordered from least restrictive to most restrictive to 

allow for the ordered movement among the different measures needed to appropriately manage catches to 
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 It should also be noted that different decision rules could be used to select the annual management measure, but those rules 

must be prescriptive and provide the industry and public with reasonable expectations of the forthcoming management measure.  
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the applicable allocation. Ordering is important to ensure that if a measure is found to be too restrictive 

(restraining the charter sector to catches below its allocation), the next measure considered will be more 

liberal and allow for increased catches by the sector. In addition, a few aspects of the operation of 

measures in the hierarchy should be specified.  

First, with respect to measures that include size limits, the identification of the size limits should be 

specific to achieve the allocation. The Council should clearly state that each size limit is established such 

that the projected harvest achieves the allocation. So, if a one fish bag limit with a maximum size is 

assessed, the maximum size limit (in whole inches) for which the projected harvest is less than or equal to 

the allocation will be implemented. As an example, if a 40 inch limit is the first limit within the 

acceptable range, but the highest size limit for which the projected harvest is less than or equal to the 

allocation is 45 inches, the 45 inch limit would be adopted for that year. 

A second consideration is whether maximum or minimum thresholds should be applied to size limits. 

Thresholds could be applied to determine when to transition from a measure that includes a size limit to 

another measure. Consider an increasing maximum size limit under a one fish bag limit with a maximum 

size. At some length, the size limit will have a relatively minor effect on projected harvests and unduly 

complicate management. At this level, it may be appropriate to transition from a one fish bag limit with 

maximum size to a one fish bag limit without a size constraint. The issue becomes clearer, if one 

considers a case of a maximum size limit of 100 inches achieving a projection within the acceptable range 

of the allocation (but not equal to the allocation). The prescriptive rules of the hierarchy would require 

this limit to be accepted, regardless of whether the limit is reasonable. If a threshold is defined for shifting 

to the next management measure these circumstances could be avoided. For example, a threshold 

maximum length limit of 55 inches would require a shift to the next less restrictive measure, if the catch 

projection for a 55 inch limit (and all shorter limits) falls outside of the acceptable range.  In this case, the 

hierarchy would shift to considering the measures, perhaps a one fish with a reverse slot limit.  

When establishing thresholds, a few factors should be considered. First, the level of a threshold will 

depend on the relative constraint under the two measures. A reasonable threshold for a one fish bag limit 

with maximum size may be 55 inches, if a reverse slot limit is next most restrictive measure. A more 

reasonable threshold might be 65 or 70 inches, if the next most restrictive measure is one fish with no size 

limit. Determining the appropriate threshold is a question of both policy and management considerations. 

From a management standpoint, it is important that the thresholds define transitions that manage harvests 

to the allocation. The thresholds should provide a reasonable overlap among the management measures to 

ensure that all allocations are achievable with the available management measures in the hierarchy. From 

a policy standpoint, the measures and thresholds should be selected to mitigate any negative effects of a 

reduced allocation on the charter industry.  If the charter fleet can be managed to a specific allocation 

with either a reverse slot limit or a one fish bag limit with a medium level size limit, the measure that has 

the least negative effect on the charter fleet should be adopted. This can be accomplished by setting 

appropriate thresholds. For example, if a reverse slot limit is preferable to a maximum size limit, the 

threshold for the maximum size limit should be set relatively low. A threshold of 45 inches as the highest 

maximum size limit would lead to a shift to a reverse slot limit before a threshold of 50 inches. Assuming 

the lower limit fluctuates, the minimum threshold for the reverse slot limit would also be set to a 

relatively low level to ensure that the reverse slot limit stays in effect for a broader range of allocations.
16

  

The following examples may be useful for considering those dynamics (see Figure 7). The first example 

compares two structures of the reverse slot limit. In the first structure (Option 1), the lower limit is fixed 

at 37 inches and the upper limit fluctuates within a range of 50 inches to 75 inches. If under consideration, 

projections of catch will be made to set the upper limit. The projection will be set at the length between 

50 inches and 75 inches for which projected catch equals the allocation. Assuming that the projected 

catch is equal to the allocation at 70 inches, the reverse slot limit measure will require the discard of all  

                                                 
16

 It should be noted that defining the reverse slot limit poses certain challenges. If both the upper and lower limits fluctuate the slot 

is not well defined for estimating allocations. Several different slots may achieve acceptable projected harvests, if both the upper 
and lower limits fluctuate. Consequently, the Council should consider setting one of the two limits, allowing the other to fluctuate. 
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Figure 7. Reverse slot limit structures. 
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fish greater than 37 inches in length and less than 70 inches in length. An alternative structure (Option 2) 

would allow the lower limit to fluctuate between 35 inches and 50 inches. As shown, the example 

assumes that the projected catch equals the allocation when the lower limit is set at 42 inches.  

In considering these two examples, it should be noted that these are examples only and are not 

based on any specific allocation or calculation of projected catches. It also should be noted that 

changes in the upper limit may affect the projected catch differently from changes in the lower limit. 

These differences will affect the range of allocations for which a reverse slot limit may be used. 

Specifically, establishing a fixed lower limit at 37 inches and allowing the upper limit to fluctuate 

between 55 inches and 75 inches may result in a range of projections from 1.4Mlbs to 1.9MLbs, while 

establishing a fixed upper limit at 65 inches and allowing the lower limit to fluctuate between 35 inches 

and 50 inches may result in a range of projections from 1.2 Mlbs and 1.5 Mlbs. This result would occur, if 

total harvests are more sensitive to changes in the upper limit and the fixed lower limit is generally more 

constraining. If so, a reverse slot limit measure will be available for management for of a broader range of 

allocations when the structure allows the upper threshold to fluctuate; however, the reverse slot limit 

would be available for lower allocations when the lower limit fluctuates.
17

 In general, selection of which 

limit should fluctuate and the range within which it fluctuates are important to ensuring that the desired 

management measures are employed most frequently and with the most desired effect. 

A reverse slot limit would seem to satisfy two different (but related) attractions of halibut fishing. 

Allowing retention of fish larger than the upper limit could be intended to allow charter clients to take 

home a large trophy fish – a unique attraction in the sport halibut fishery. Allowing retention of fish 

smaller than the lower limit is intended to ensure (or at least maintain a high probability) that each charter 

client will be able to take some fish home. The development of a reverse slot limit measure should reflect 

these interests. To do so, the effects of each parameter should be considered, as well as how those effects 

change depending on whether the upper or lower limit fluctuates. In particular, the effects of parameters 

on the transition from the reverse slot limit to other more (or less) restrictive measures and the effects of 

the parameters at the extremes should be considered. Consider a reverse slot limit with a fixed lower limit 

and a fluctuating upper limit. A relatively high lower limit could result in a relatively high amount of 

harvests below that limit, regardless of the upper limit. This suggests that the lower limit should be 

selected to balance the interest of allowing clients to take a relatively large fish under the lower limit 

against the effect of a high lower limit on the range of potential charter allocations that can be managed 

with a reverse slot limit. In other words, a relatively high fixed lower limit could result in the reverse slot 

limit being applicable to a narrow range of charter sector allocations. In addition, as the upper limit is 

increased to extremely high levels, few catches will be made above the upper limit and this structure is 

equivalent (or almost equivalent) to a one fish bag limit with a maximum size equal to the lower limit. At 

the other extreme, with the upper limit decreasing, the upper limit will approach the lower limit, 

effectively resulting in a one fish of any size measure. In essence, the reverse slot limit with a fixed lower 

limit creates a measure that fluctuates between a one fish bag limit of a size equal to the lower limit and a 

one fish bag limit with any size permitted. While in theory, the structure could take on this form, limiting 

the range of the upper limit may be appropriate. As the upper limit increases, at some point, it will have a 

negligible (or even negative) effect on total catch and may be undesirable for policy reasons.
18

 If so, a 

threshold should be established to constrain the increase in the upper limit. At the lower end of the range 

(as the upper limit approaches the lower limit), the slot will converge to an unmanageable size (e.g., a 2 

inch slot may be unenforceable and have little effect on harvests and an undesirable effect on discards). 

As a result, it may be appropriate to set a threshold to constrain the decrease of the upper limit, which 

when reached would lead to the next management measure in the hierarchy – likely a one fish bag limit 

without size constraints.  
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 Analysis of these types of effects should be undertaken, if the Council wishes to consider the reverse slot limit structures. 

18
 For example, if the high limit creates an incentive for excessive discards it may be undesirable. 
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A similar calculus can be applied to a reverse slot limit under which the lower limit fluctuates. Setting a 

relatively low fixed upper limit will reduce the range of charter allocations for which the reverse slot limit 

is in effect. The permissible range in which the lower limit fluctuates will also have management and 

policy implications. As the lower limit increases, approaching the upper limit, the slot will converge to an 

unmanageable size. Setting a threshold at which management shifts to the next most liberal measure 

(most likely a one fish bag limit with no size constraint) may be appropriate. In addition, as the lower 

limit decreases, it may be that charter clients will prefer to sacrifice the remote opportunity of retaining a 

large fish (over the upper threshold) for the more likely opportunity to retain a slightly larger small fish. If 

this is the case, setting a threshold on decreases in the lower limit could lead to a shift to a one fish bag 

limit with a slightly larger size limit. Considerations such as these, together with preliminary calculations 

of the interactive effects of the various measures, should guide the development of the measures included 

in any hierarchy. Specifically, both policy and management objectives should be served by the selection 

and design of the measures included in the hierarchy.   

Similar considerations should be made for a measure that sets a two fish bag limit, with both fish subject 

to a limited size. A two fish bag limit with a size restriction on both fish may be beneficial for attracting 

clients to whole day charters, who might otherwise be less willing to book a whole day trip. In addition, 

whole day trips may be an attractive market for operators that have relatively long distances to travel to 

productive fishing grounds or operational constraints or limited market opportunities for half day trips. 

Yet, a two fish limit with both fish subject to a size limit could, at some small length limit, be 

disadvantageous to even these charter operators, in comparison to other comparably restrictive measures 

(such as a one fish bag limit with a larger size limit on that fish). In such a case, a threshold should be 

placed on the length limit to allow for the transition to the larger fish size with a single fish bag limit. 

Likewise, if both measures are included in a hierarchy structure, the single fish bag limit with a maximum 

size limit should be constrained by an upper threshold on the size limit to ensure that the management 

shifts back to the two fish limit with size limits on both fish, once an appropriate size limit can be 

provided. As should be apparent, ascertaining the appropriate thresholds is a question of both science and 

policy. Comparability of the measures in constraining harvests to the allocation is largely a question of 

science. In other words, analysts can estimate the size limit at which a two fish bag limit with size limits 

on both fish is equally constraining on harvests as a one fish bag limit with a maximum size limit. Based 

on this calculation, a policy judgment can be made concerning the appropriate size limits for the different 

measures at which the transition between those two measures should occur.
19

  

A possible hierarchy configuration is shown in Figure 8 for illustrative purposes only. The measures in 

the hierarchy should be selected for both their beneficial effects of appropriately controlling harvests of 

the charter sector and their virtues in imposing the least disruption on charter participants (operators and 

clients) given the need to impose harvest constraints on the sector. Measures should be ordered from least 

restrictive to most restrictive to ensure transitions among measures achieve the desired harvest control 

effect. In most cases, ordering is relatively straightforward. For example, a one of any size fish bag limit 

is clearly more liberal than a one fish bag limit with a reverse slot limit or a one fish bag limit that 

specifies a maximum size limit. Other measures may not be clearly ordered, with the relative constraint 

on harvests arising from size limits. For example, if the Council includes in the hierarchy both a two fish 

bag limit, with both fish subject to a size limit and a one fish of any size bag limit, whether  the one fish 

bag limit is more restrictive may depend on the size limit established under the two fish bag limit. 

Specifically, a two fish bag limit with a relatively small size limit, may be more restrictive than a one fish 

bag limit without an accompanying size limit. The example includes a variety of thresholds applicable to 

the measures that include fluctuating size limits. These thresholds would be set to drive transition among 

the different management measures. The level of each threshold (relative to the threshold of the adjacent 

measure in the hierarchy) would be intended to reflect the policy considerations favoring (and preferences  

                                                 
19

 An additional threshold might be appropriate for establishing an upper bound on the size limit under the two fish bag limit. Such a 

determination should be driven by management considerations (e.g., identifying a length at which the constraint on harvests are 
negligible or not necessary). 
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Figure 8. Example hierarchy of measures showing interactions among those measures. 
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for) the use of one measure over the other and management considerations, including the relative 

constraints on harvests arising from the measures (given the size limits).   

To fully develop a hierarchy of measures the Council will need to: 

1. Identify management measures for inclusion in the hierarchy 

2. Order those measures from least restrictive to most restrictive 

3. Specify fixed levels for limits that do not fluctuate (e.g., an upper or lower size limit should 

be fixed in the reverse slot limit) 

4. Specify appropriate thresholds for the size limits that fluctuate for purposes of transitioning 

between the various management measures 

5. Specify the acceptable range by which the projected harvests may vary from the allocation 

for purposes of selecting a measure 

6. Specify that for any measure that includes a size limit that the limit will be set at the 

maximum level at which projected harvests are less than or equal to the sector allocation, 

except at a threshold. 

The Council should also note that uncertainties in charter supply and demand, together with the 

potential for factors other than management measures to affect supply and demand, may lead to 

changes in the catch projection estimates for each measure. So, in one year a particular measure may 

result in projected catch of one level and the next year the projected catch under the measure could be 

higher or lower. These changes are likely to result in changes in the extent to which measures overlap 

over time.
20

 These changes could result in some unanticipated transitions between measures where 

one measure is adopted despite a preferable measure being capable of restraining charter harvests 

appropriately. This might be addressed by explicitly identifying preferred measures and 

circumstances under which the preferred measure would be considered and adopted, if resulting in an 

acceptable catch projection. For example, if a reverse slot limit is preferred to a single fish bag limit 

with a maximum size limit, a rule could specify that at any time the one fish bag limit would include a 

size limit would be set above a specific length (such as 45 inches), a projection will be done for the 

reverse slot limit. If the reverse slot limit results in an acceptable projection, then the reverse slot limit 

would be chosen over the one fish bag limit with a maximum size limit. If fully and clearly specified, 

such a preference rule might be used to ensure that changing circumstances do not lead to adoption of 

a less acceptable measure, when a preferred measure is able to appropriately constrain the charter 

sector’s harvests. In all cases, the choice of measures must be prescriptive and predictable to provide 

public and industry notice of the operation of the measures.  

It should be noted that the objective of the hierarchy would be to allow for the selection of a 

management measure that would result in projected charter sector harvests that are within an 

acceptable range of the allocation. It should be anticipated that projections will deviate from actual 

harvests, but should generally improve over time with experience implementing the measures and 

making projections. It is possible that factors other than management measures will influence catches 

in a way that is not anticipated by the projections. As a result, the difference between projections and 

harvests may increase in some years and the extent of these differences between projections and 

catches cannot be predicted. Overall, this approach is intended to use the best available information 

for maintaining a minimum difference between catches and the allocation. Given these circumstances, 

the program should not be characterized as regulating catches to within a specific minimum 
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 This is similar to the problem that arises under any matrix (or table) of measures, but under a hierarchy (as described in this 

section) management measures will have projected catches that are within a preset range of the charter sector’s allocation in 
all cases. Under the matrix approach unanticipated changes in projected catches under measures can result in adoption of 
measures with projected catches outside of an anticipate range of the allocation. 
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acceptable range of the allocation. A more accurate characterization would be that the program 

prescribes a mechanism for selecting a management measure that regulates catches based on 

harvest projections within an acceptable range of allocation (which may not absolutely ensure 

that catches are within a specific range of the allocation). 

Should the Council wish to advance this approach additional analysis will be required. The analysis 

will be developed to guide the Council through the selection of measures in the hierarchy, their 

ordering, as well identifying limits and upper and lower size thresholds for measures that have 

variable size limits. In addition, rules for selection of measures based on projections can be reviewed 

to assess their efficacy.  

2012 model 

Review of Previously Rejected Approaches 

In the course of the development of the proposed halibut CSP, the Council previously considered and 

rejected annual determinations of management measures through the Council process and annual 

NMFS rulemaking as being too burdensome to managers and stakeholders alike. It also suffered from 

the delayed feedback loop described in more detail in the CSP analysis and SSC minutes. The ability 

of the Council to develop a final analysis of a preferred alternative for annual regulatory amendments 

and NMFS’ ability to publish proposed and final rulemakings between the December Council 

meetings and the start of the charter halibut season cannot be guaranteed to occur in that timeframe. 

Lack of public notice of proposed management measures until after each December Council meeting, 

and uncertainty regarding Secretarial approval each spring, would lead to uncertainty in the charter 

sector regarding predictability of future harvests, client demand, etc. 

The Council also considered and rejected only setting the allocations between the charter and 

commercial sectors in each area and relying on the IPHC to set the annual management measure(s) 

through its authority to recommend regulations based on conservation for acceptance by the Secretary 

of State, with the concurrence of the Secretary of Commerce. Prior to the IPHC’s January 2011 

Annual Meeting, the Council made no recommendations to the IPHC regarding potential annual 

management measures that would result in the charter halibut sector staying at or below its area 

GHLs. The Council felt that it would be transferring some of its own domestic authority to 

recommend management programs to adhere to allocations to the IPHC whose authority is aimed 

towards conservation of the halibut resource. And there are inherent management risks to relying on 

an international management agency to implement regulations intended to achieve domestic U.S. (i.e., 

Council) allocation objectives, because the IPHC regulations must be approved by a positive vote 

from two of three U.S. commissioners and two of three Canadian commissioners. The IPHC, 

however, routinely adopts the Council’s Area 4C/D/E CSP and the Pacific Council’s Area 2A CSP 

without controversy so any such risk may be minimal. Further a discussion of possible procedures or 

policies may allay any concerns could be scheduled at a future joint meeting of the Council and 

IPHC.  

A number of conditions have changed in the last several years that may make the 2012 approach more 

appealing to management agencies and stakeholders. 

•    The 2011 IPHC annual management measures implemented a 37-inch maximum size limit for 

all halibut retained by charter anglers in Area 2C. This size limit, in conjunction with the one 

halibut per day bag limit that NMFS implemented in 2009 for Area 2C, limited charter 

anglers to retaining one halibut no larger than 37 inches per day in 2011. The maximum size 

limit was adopted by the IPHC due to its concerns over declining halibut stocks. 

Conservation of the halibut resource was the primary concern and management objective of 

the measure. The IPHC recommendation was based on the analysis and methods adopted by 
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the Council. The IPHC used the proposed CSP management matrix (at the time the Council 

had not adopted the “hybrid” approach for calculating maximum length limits; it was 

approved in June 2011); therefore the effect of the 2011 restriction was overly constraining 

on harvests to the charter sector in Area 2C. The hybrid approach would likely have resulted 

in a maximum size limit of somewhere between 40-45 inches. The IPHC took its action to 

ensure that the Area 2C charter sector adhered to its domestic allocation. The timeline for the 

Council process to select a new preferred alternative and for NMFS to complete the 

rulemaking process would not have guaranteed implementation of more restrictive 

management measures to limit charter harvest to the GHL for the 2011 charter season since 

the proposed CSP was not going to be implemented for the 2012 season. 

•  The ADF&G Charter logbook program has developed to where it is timelier than the 

Statewide Harvest Survey (SWHS) and has become increasingly reliable. The Council is 

considering whether to identify it as the preferred data source for accounting of charter 

harvest removals against the allocations (whether the GHL or the CSP) in the future (see 

below). 

•     Using final estimates of charter halibut harvest for the current year and harvest projections for 

the next season (ADF&G data analysis) has been used to determine a preferred management 

measure for 2012 (Charter Management Implementation Committee recommendation to the 

Council; Council recommendation to the IPHC; IPHC adoption of recommendation; 

acceptance of the IPHC annual management measures by the Secretary of State). The success 

of the 2012 approach was 1) its development through the Council process and 2) the IPHC’s 

commitment to conservation of the halibut resource under those domestic allocations(s). 

2012 Approach 

As part of a new approach for the 2012 charter season, the Council scheduled a review of a wide 

range of potential management measures for its October 2011 and December 2011  meetings and its 

charter stakeholder committee recommended a number of measures for analysis for Area 2C , as it 

seemed likely measures would only be needed for that area. ADF&G staff prepared an analysis of 

potential management measures, the stakeholder committee made its recommendations, and the 

Council recommended a one fish ≤ 45 inches or ≥ 68 inches (“U45/O68”) based on an increased GHL 

from 788,000 lb in 2011 to 931,000 lb in 2012. This “reverse slot limit” would allow the retention of 

halibut approximately ≤ 32 lb and ≥ 123 lb (dressed & head off weight). For Area 3A the Council 

recommended status quo (2 fish of any size) based on charter harvests in 2010 and 2011 (projected) 

have been significantly below the GHL, even a decreased GHL of 3.103 Mlb for 2012 from 3.651 

Mlb in 2011. In January 2012 the IPHC adopted the Council recommendation and the Secretary of 

State accepted the 2012 IPHC annual management measures, including the Area 2C reverse slot limit. 

The sequence of events in late 2011/early 2012 demonstrates a high degree of coordination and 

cooperation between the agencies responsible for managing Pacific halibut. The sequence involved: 

 October: ADF&G report of final estimates of previous year harvests and preliminary  

estimates of current years harvests; Council selects measures to consider for 

following year 

 November: Analysis of ADF&G charter harvest data 

 December: Committee and Council action  

 January:  IPHC action 

 March:  Approval of IPHC annual management measures by the Secretary of State 
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One additional step that would build the Council administrative record for its recommendation(s) and 

provide additional scientific basis for IPHC action would be to schedule the analysis of ADF&G 

charter halibut data for review by the Scientific and Statistical Committee during its December 

meetings.  

Should both agencies have interest in pursuing additional dialogue on how a joint process would 

move forward, the agencies could develop a memorandum of understanding or joint protocol that 

could be reviewed and approved by both agencies, perhaps at a future joint meeting of the Council 

and IPHC. Such joint meetings to discuss management issues of mutual interest have occurred in the 

past, but have not convened recently.   

The 2012 approach is the most flexible of all management systems ever contemplated for 

implementing annual management measures, as it would incorporate all current information 

including:  

• final estimates of the preceding year’s harvest,  

• preliminary estimates of current year’s harvest  

• evaluation of harvest estimates to target allocation,  

• projections of next year’s harvest,  

• IPHC staff recommendations for catch limits (including combined catch limits if a CSP is 

approved by the Secretary of Commerce and implemented in Federal regulations),  

• SSC review of the analysis that incorporates the information,  

• stakeholder committee recommendations, and  

• public comment.  

If the Council wished to consider using the 2012 approach in the future as a means to implement 

annual management measures associated with its halibut CSP, the Council would need to revise its 

CSP Preferred Alternative, such that only the commercial and charter sector allocations and Guided 

Angler Fish (GAF) program would be implemented by NMFS in Federal regulations following 

publication of a new proposed rule, public comment period, and publication of a final rule.  A new 

proposed rule would be necessary because the proposed CSP Preferred Alternative specified that the 

CSP would establish non-discretionary management measures for charter anglers prior to the fishing 

season based on projected harvests, charter catch limits for that year, and the suite of management 

measures included in the CSP matrix. 

Comparison of pathways 

Table 39 compares the different possible path different types of effort that the Council, NMFS, 

ADF&G, and IPHC would have to put into each pathway in order to enact a final rule under Federal 

regulation. Three of the pathways would require a new regulatory amendment with additional 

analysis and final action. These are: 1) taking no additional CSP action but pursuing a subsequent 

regulatory amendment, 2) the Area 3A ALFA matrix (or similar), and 3) a hierarchical approach to 

implementing management measures in Federal regulation. These three pathways require the most 

analytical effort to pursue. Less analytical effort would be needed to recommend new measures for 

selected CSP Tiers, which would require a new, but focused, proposed rule along with another public 

comment period, leading to a final rule. The implementation pathway that requires the least 

immediate analytical effort by the Council, but requires annual input from the Council and the IPHC, 

is the 2012 approach; this approach would also require a new, but focused, proposed rule along with 

another public comment period, leading to a final rule. 
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Table 39. Comparison of Possible Pathways 

Roadblock 
Take No 
Action 

Rec New 
Measures 
for Selected  
CSP Tiers ALFA Matrix 

Take No 
CSP Action 
And Rec 
Subsequent 
Reg 
Amendment 

Hierarchical 
Implementation 
of Management 
Measures 

2012 
Approach 

Requires Council Action Each Year  
    


Requires IPHC Action Every Year   

 
 

Requires New (Focused) Proposed 
Rule and Public Comment Period   

   
Less Responsive to Changing 
Average Weight and Stock Conditions     

 
Requires One or More Algorithms in 
Regulation 

   


 
Requires New Regulatory 
Amendment With Additional Analysis 
and a Final Action 

 
 

   
 

 

Other Issues 

Prohibition on harvest by the charter vessel guide and crew  

NMFS published a final rule on May 6, 2009 (74 FR 21194), to implement a prohibition on operator, 

guide, and crew retention of halibut in Area 2C. The proposed CSP would not modify this prohibition 

on retention of halibut in Area 2C and would implement the same prohibition in Area 3A. The CSP 

analysis estimated that prohibiting retention of halibut by operators, guides, and crew reduces charter 

halibut harvest by approximately 4.3 percent to 4.7 percent in Area 2C and approximately 10.5 

percent in Area 3A in 2006. Retention dropped due to restrictions implemented under State of Alaska 

emergency orders between 2007 through 2009, but increased to 5.7 percent in 2010 when the 

restriction was lifted because projected 2010 harvests were expected to be less than the GHL. The 

proposed prohibition is consistent with one of the CSP objectives, which is to limit charter halibut 

harvest to within the charter target harvest range. 

Table 40. Area 3A Captain and crew retention of halibut 
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Council staff clarified with the Council and its committee in February 2012 that the above description 

matched the intent of the language in the December 2011 motion. No different interpretation was 

provided at either meeting; therefore no further analysis of this provision was prepared.  

With no further action by the Council, a prohibition on operator, guide, and crew retention of halibut 

would remain in effect in Area 2C and be expanded to Area 3A. Upon implementation of the CSP, 

NMFS would: 

1) eliminate the Area 2C one-fish bag limit and the line limit in current regulations at § 

300.65(d)(i) and (iii). The annual charter management measure (CSP restriction) would be 

determined by the CSP tables in the proposed rule, and  

2) leave the prohibition on operator, guide, and crew retention for 2C and just add Area 3A to 

the regulation currently at §300.65(d)(2)(ii).  

The relevant proposed CSP regulations follow. 

§ 300.65(d)(3) - prohibition on guide and crew retention: 

(3) Charter vessel guide and crew restriction in Area 2C and Area 3A. A charter vessel guide, charter 

vessel operator, or crew member in Area 2C or in Area 3A on a vessel with charter vessel anglers 

on board that are catching and retaining halibut must not catch and retain halibut during a charter 

vessel fishing trip. 

§ 300.65(c)(5) - determination of management measure for charter sector: 

(5) CSP restrictions for charter vessel anglers in Area 2C and Area 3A—(i) General. CSP restrictions 

for charter vessel anglers in Area 2C and Area 3A are determined annually in accordance with 

this section (§ 300.65(c)(5)). NMFS recommends CSP restrictions to the Commission as annual 

management measures, and publishes the annual management measures in the Federal Register as 

required in § 300.62. 

(ii) The CSP restrictions in Area 2C and Area 3A are determined annually using: 

     (A) The annual combined catch limit for each area determined by the Commission, and 

(B) The projected charter vessel anglers’ harvest of halibut for each area. The projected 

charter vessel anglers’ harvest of halibut for each area is: 

(1) Prepared based on the appropriate CSP restriction for Area 2C and Area 3A, as 

determined by Tables 5 and 6 of this subpart E; and 

          (2) Expressed as a percentage of the annual combined catch limit for each area. 

(iii) CSP restrictions. The CSP restrictions for charter vessel anglers in Area 2C and Area 3A are 

determined annually by Tables 5 through 8 of this subpart E.  
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Logbooks   

The decision of when and whether to switch from using the State of Alaska Statewide Harvest Survey 

(SWHS) to the Saltwater Charter Logbook Program for estimating charter halibut harvest removals 

is outside of the scope of the CSP preferred alternative. Should the Council wish to proceed with such 

a decision it would do so as a separate action because there has never been a stated intent to 

regulate the use of a particular data reporting vehicle nor is there likely the legal authority for NMFS 

to require a State data collection system in federal regulations. 

Description of Statewide Harvest Survey 

Since the mid- 1990s, ADF&G has provided the 

IPHC and Council with estimates of charter yield 

(harvest in pounds) that are based in part on 

estimates from the department’s Statewide Harvest 

Survey (SWHS). The department also provided 

reports to the IPHC summarizing creel survey 

harvest estimates from several ports in Southeast 

Alaska, but only the SWHS provided 

comprehensive, year-round estimates of harvest for 

the sport fishery.  

The SWHS is a mail survey that employs stratified 

random sampling of households containing at least 

one licensed angler. Survey respondents are asked to 

report the numbers of fish caught and kept by all 

members of the entire household, and the data are 

expanded to cover all households. Up to three 

mailings may be used to increase the response rate 

and correct for nonresponse bias. 

The SWHS has used two types of survey questionnaires. Approximately equal numbers of each type 

were mailed. The standard questionnaire did not break out guided and unguided harvest except for 

Kenai Peninsula fisheries (Area P). An alternate questionnaire used since 1992, requested anglers to 

report effort, catch, and harvest for guided and unguided trips. Starting in 1996, for all areas except 

Area P, charter harvest was estimated by applying the guided proportions from the alternate 

questionnaire to the total estimate from both survey types. A single questionnaire that captures guided 

and unguided harvest statewide will be used to estimate starting in 2011. 

Description of Logbook Program 

ADF&G initiated a mandatory charter boat logbook program in 1998. The logbook program was an 

outgrowth of several years of mandatory annual registration of sport fishing guides and businesses. 

The logbook program was intended to provide information on actual participation and harvest by 

individual charter vessels and businesses in various regions of the state. This information was needed 

by the Alaska Board of Fisheries for allocation and management of state managed species such as 

Chinook salmon, rockfish, lingcod, and by the North Pacific Fisheries Management Council for 

allocation of halibut.  

Since 1998, the logbook design has undergone annual revisions, driven primarily by changing 

information needs, particularly with respect to halibut and rockfish. Halibut data were collected each 

year during the period 1998-2001, dropped during the period 2002-2005, and resumed in 2006. 

Advantages of Logbooks  

• Logbooks not subject to recall bias, 
verified and signed by client.  

• Location of harvest and port of 
landing more accurate than SWHS.  

• Crew harvest explicitly reported.  

• Can monitor accuracy through 
periodic comparisons to creel 
survey data and SWHS estimates. 

• End-of-year harvest projections 
closer to final.  
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Additional fields and requirements were added or removed in recent years to help facilitate 

management and enforcement of the charter halibut fishery. 

During the early years of the program, the department was concerned about the quality of information 

collected in the logbook. During this time, the Council was considering incorporating the charter 

fishery into the existing individual fishery quota (IFQ) management system for the commercial fleet. 

The department conducted an initial evaluation of the 1998-2000 logbook data in September 2001 

(Bingham 2001). This evaluation compared Statewide Harvest Survey (SWHS) estimates of harvests 

of several species with reported harvests from the logbook, and compared logbook data to interview 

data from on-site sampling in Southeast and Southcentral Alaska. Halibut harvests reported in the 

logbook were close to the SWHS estimates in 1998 but were substantially higher in subsequent years. 

Results for other species were variable. Comparisons with onsite interviews indicated that halibut 

harvest reported in the logbook was close, on average, to numbers reported in interviews. For 

Southeast Alaska, the halibut harvests reported in logbooks and interviews were within one fish for 

90-91 percent of the trips. For Southcentral Alaska, only 58-74 percent of the trips were within one 

halibut, but the percentage increased each year.  

ADF&G dropped the halibut reporting requirement beginning in 2002 following passage of a motion 

by the NPFMC to include charter harvest into the existing IFQ system. The reporting requirement 

was dropped because there no longer appeared to be a reason for the State of Alaska to collect halibut 

data. The Council decided that initial allocation of quota share would be based on 1998-1999 logbook 

data. The Council also decided that the ADF&G logbook would not be used to track IFQ harvest, and 

federal agencies indicated clearly that they would develop a separate, possibly electronic, reporting 

system for charter halibut IFQ harvest (e.g., Wostmann & Associates 2003). The department decided 

to discontinue collection of questionable data from the halibut fishery and use the logbook program to 

continue to monitor participation in state-managed fisheries. As a result, no halibut information was 

collected in the logbook from 2002 through 2005.  

The NPFMC rescinded the IFQ motion in December 2005. At that time, the ADF&G Commissioner 

pledged to resume the halibut reporting requirement for the charter logbook, and do it in a manner 

that improved the quality of the data collected. A number of new measures were implemented in 2006 

to monitor and improve the quality of logbook data (Meyer and Powers 2009). The most significant 

changes, in terms of improving data quality, were that: 

1) Charter operators were required to report the fishing license number and residency of each 

licensed angler, and the numbers of fish kept and released by each angler on the vessel 

(including crew).  

2) The logbook data entry staff increased telephone contacts to charter operators to correct 

logbook data that was recorded improperly, to request missing data, and to answer questions 

about how to complete logbooks.  

3) An additional technician was added in Southcentral Alaska to conduct interviews and count 

(verify) halibut harvest only in the Homer, Anchor Point, Deep Creek, and Seward fisheries. 

Referred to as the “roving tech,” this position was added in 2006 only to increase the 

percentage of charter trips with verified halibut harvest. This technician also conducted 

courtesy logbook inspections early in the season. 

Logbook Evaluation for 2006-2008 

Following improvements to the logbook program, ADF&G sought to determine whether the quality 

of logbook data had in fact improved and whether logbook data should be used to monitor and 

manage the charter halibut fishery. ADF&G presented a report evaluating the 2006-2008 logbook 

data at the October 2009 Council meeting. The report included summaries of missing or invalid data, 
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timeliness of logbook submissions, frequency of client fishing license numbers and youth anglers, 

comparisons of logbook data to a post-season survey of charter clients for a single day of fishing, 

comparison of annual logbook data with SWHS estimates of harvest at the IPHC area and subarea 

levels, comparison of annual halibut harvest recorded for individual anglers in logbooks to those 

angler’s mail survey responses, comparisons of reported logbook effort and harvest per boat trip to 

dockside interview data, and comparisons of reported annual logbook harvest for selected ports to 

onsite creel survey estimates (Meyer and Powers 2009).  

Results of the comparison of logbook and SWHS estimates were mixed. Annual effort indicated by 

logbook data and SWHS estimates were very similar most years. Logbook effort ranged from 2 

percent lower to 5 percent higher than the SWHS effort in Area 2C, and from 10 percent lower to 0.4 

percent higher in Area 3A. The logbook estimates were consistently within the confidence intervals of 

the SWHS estimates except in 2007 in Area 3A. Halibut harvest reported in the logbook was 

consistently higher than the SWHS estimates, but more so in Area 3A than in Area 2C. Most of the 

discrepancy in halibut harvest estimates in Area 2C was the result of differences in the Prince of 

Wales area. For Area 3A, most of the differences were in the Prince William Sound/North Gulf and 

Cook Inlet numbers.  

In an attempt to understand the cause of harvest discrepancies, ADF&G compared reported 2008 

annual harvest for individual licensed anglers to their responses to the SWHS questionnaire. Only 

SWHS responses from anglers from single-angler households could be compared, because anglers 

were asked to report household-wide harvests. Logbook SWHS data were matched for 847 anglers in 

Area 2C and 1,132 anglers in Area 3A. There was no difference between annual harvest reported in 

logbooks and the SWHS in 53percent of the Area 2C records and 66 percent of the Area 3A records. 

Differences ranged from -16 fish (logbook lower) to +10 fish. However, the average difference was 

only -0.14 halibut/angler in Area 2C and +0.07 fish/angler in Area 3A. The net result for only the 

anglers in the comparison was that total harvest was 6 percent lower in the logbook than in the SWHS 

in Area 2C, and 3 percent higher in the logbook than in the SWHS in Area 3A. It isn’t possible to 

know whether logbooks or SWHS were more accurate.  

There was concern that some SWHS data handling procedures may cause bias in harvest estimation. 

In particular, ADF&G routinely edits SWHS responses that include harvests in excess of daily bag 

limits, as long as those differences are small. Large differences are investigated and edited only in 

consultation with area managers. The theory is that anglers may be reporting harvests in excess of the 

bag limit due to recall or prestige bias. Halibut harvest estimates for 2006 were re-computed using the 

raw responses without bag limit edits. The re-computed estimates were about 7 percent larger in Area 

2C and Area 3A, indicating that bag limit edits potentially bias the harvest estimates low. However, a 

systematic difference is not observed in fishing effort reported in logbooks and the SWHS, suggesting 

that anglers are reporting effort correctly. If so, the bag limit edits might in some cases be correcting 

for erroneous data. On the other hand, they might be truncating illegal harvest that should still be 

estimated as part of the removals. 

The results of other comparisons were also mixed. Some of the comparisons were difficult to make 

and results may have suffered due to surveys not being completely comparable. For example, the 

comparisons of logbook and post-season survey data indicated that about 4-7percent of anglers whose 

license numbers were recorded in charter logbooks reported that they never made a charter trip. While 

it is possible that some license numbers were fabricated, there are other possible explanations. For 

example, it is likely that some of the 7-digit license numbers were transposed, or that some surveyed 

clients have a different understanding of the term “charter,” or that some surveyed anglers were 

actually “comps” (anglers that fished for free).  

From 2006 to 2008, the number of halibut reported harvested for individual anglers in logbooks and 

in the post-season survey agreed 63-67 percent of the time in Area 2C. Agreement was higher in Area 
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3A (75-77%). The distribution of differences was skewed in both areas, with a substantial portion of 

anglers reporting harvests of more than two halibut per day (the bag limit) in the post season survey. 

This was assumed to be due to anglers reporting for their entire household, or for multiple days, rather 

than for themselves only and for a single day as explained in the directions.  

Comparisons of logbook data and dockside interview data were favorable. The average difference in 

reported harvest and harvest observed and counted dockside by ADF&G technicians was -0.08 

halibut per boat-trip for Area 2C and -0.21 halibut per boat-trip for Area 3A. Large differences were 

not expected because interviews were conducted within minutes of when logbooks were required to 

be completed. On the other hand, technicians didn’t always share their counts with the charter 

operators, and differences (logbook minus interview) ranged from -35 fish to +10 fish. Some of the 

large differences could have been caused by date errors on logbooks or miscoding of vessel 

identifiers. 

Following presentation of the report, the SSC indicated in its minutes that it concurred that logbook 

data offers clear advantages relative to the SWHS, and encouraged additional research. The Council 

made no specific motion on the use of logbooks at the October 2009 meeting.  

Updated Comparisons Through 2010 

Since the 2006-2008 report, comparisons of logbook data and SWHS estimates of annual charter 

effort (for all species), numbers of halibut harvested, and yield (harvest in pounds net weight) have 

been updated through 2010 (Figure 1). In addition, comparisons of reported numbers of halibut 

released in logbooks and the SWHS were compiled for this report (Figure 1). These comparisons will 

be updated next when the 2011 SWHS estimates become available in September, 2012. 

The comparisons for 2009 and 2010 are generally consistent with the earlier comparisons. Logbook 

effort and effort estimates from the SWHS generally are very similar, and are closer to each other 

than estimates of the numbers of fish harvested or yield. Having more years of data provides a more 

realistic view of the potential differences between these two data sources. For example, harvest and 

yield from logbook data were less than estimates from the SWHS in Area 2C in 2009. Harvest and 

yield from the logbook in Area 3A consistently exceed the estimates based on the SWHS, but the 

difference is variable from year to year. Most of this variability is probably due to sampling variance 

in the SWHS. 

There has been increasing interest in recent years in estimating release mortality in the recreational 

fishery. Therefore, numbers of halibut reported released in the logbook were also compared to SWHS 

annual estimates of halibut releases for 2006-2010 (Figure 1). In Area 2C, the number of released 

halibut reported in logbooks was less than the SWHS estimates three of five years. In Area 3A, 

however, the numbers of fish reported released in logbooks consistently exceeded the SWHS 

estimates. The reason for these differences in patterns is unclear. Under current management, charter 

operators have no clear strategic incentive to under- or over-report numbers of released fish in 

logbooks. It is also possible that the differences are due to under- or over-reporting by charter clients 

in the SWHS, but again, there is no obvious strategic incentive. If the differences were caused by 

recall bias or prestige bias on the part of SWHS respondents, it isn’t clear why they would have 

opposite results in Area 2C and 3A.  

The proportion of the total catch that was released was also compared between logbooks and SWHS 

estimates (Figure 2). The proportion of catch that was released was relatively stable in both areas 

from 2006 to 2010, except that it increased in Area 2C in 2009 and 2010, which is consistent with the 

imposition of a one-fish bag limit in those years. The differences in the proportion of halibut released 

between logbook data and SWHS estimates were also relatively consistent from year to year. There is 
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no information yet to suggest that logbook data on released fish are unsuitable for estimating discard 

mortality.  

Implementation 

There are differences in the reported halibut harvest in logbooks and the estimated harvest from the 

SWHS. We did multiple comparisons with other data sources to try to diagnose the quality of 

reported logbook harvest, and potentially find the source of the differences. The differences, however, 

did not follow a consistent pattern among different data sources (EOS, SWHS, single-angler 

households, and creel surveys). For example, the discrepancies in halibut harvest between logbook 

data and SWHS estimates were larger in Area 3A than in Area 2C. To date we are unable to find the 

cause(s) of these discrepancies. They may be caused by anglers from multi-angler households not 

reporting for the entire household in the mail survey, recall bias in the mail survey, bag limit edits in 

processing mail survey responses, incomplete reporting of crew harvest in the mail survey, inflation 

of harvest in logbooks, or a combination of factors, some of which are still unidentified.  

Since the true harvest is unknown, there is no way to know whether logbook data or SWHS estimates 

are closer to the true harvest. For Area 2C, estimates of charter halibut yield based on logbook data 

averaged 5.6 percent higher than yield based on SWHS estimates (range -5% to +15%). For Area 3A, 

logbook-based estimates of yield averaged 15.9 percent higher than the SWHS-based estimates (range 

+5.7% to 28.0%). Although there are only five years of comparisons to look at, it does not appear that 

the estimates are converging. Therefore, we could probably expect to see a similar range of 

differences in future years, unless there is a significant change in data collection methods that affects 

harvest reporting. 

Some stakeholders are concerned that the differences in how the logbooks and SWHS measure 

harvest will cause more restrictive management of the charter fishery if logbooks are adopted for 

monitoring and management under the CSP. There is potential for a “disconnect” between the 

allocations and management because the CSP allocations were based on SWHS-based estimates of 

charter yield. For example, if logbooks are used to manage the Area 3A harvest, management 

measures could be triggered at levels of harvest that are 15 percent lower than if management were 

still based on the SWHS estimates. As a result, some stakeholders have expressed interest in adjusting 

the CSP allocations to account for the difference. 

It would be difficult to make a purely analytical adjustment on available data. Some of the difference 

is likely caused by random sampling variation in the SWHS survey. That variation is confounded 

with differences attributed to variation in reporting of harvest by skippers and crew (“crew harvest”). 

It is assumed that not all, but some unknown proportion, of crew harvest is captured in the SWHS. 

Crew harvests reported in the logbook are smaller than the differences in harvest estimates, so crew 

harvest alone does not account for all of the differences between logbook data and SWHS estimates. 

In addition, most of the CSP allocations were based on SWHS estimates from years in which halibut 

were not required to be reported in the logbook. So it is not possible to say with certainty what the 

difference was between logbook-reported harvest and SWHS estimates during those years. 

There are several clear advantages of using logbooks for monitoring and managing charter halibut 

harvest in Areas 2C and 3A: 

1) Logbook data is required to be submitted by the guide at the end of each charter trip. 

Therefore, logbooks ideally represent a complete census of harvest without recall bias, 

avidity bias, or sampling error, factors that can affect the accuracy of SWHS estimates.  

2) Catch and harvest information from logbooks is much more specific than SWHS estimates. 

Mail survey estimates are annual and can be summarized for the charter sector at the level of 

IPHC area, subarea, or site (a well-known location such as Sitka Sound or Kachemak Bay). 
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On the other hand, logbook data can be summarized daily at the level of IPHC area, subarea 

or SWHS reporting area, port of landing, ADF&G statistical area, charter business, charter 

vessel, individual angler, and any combination of the above. This allows fairly 

comprehensive analysis of the effects of potential regulatory measures, such as bag limits and 

annual limits, at various scales. 

3) Charter anglers that harvest halibut in Area 2C are required to sign logbooks to verify that the 

halibut data reported for them was correct. NMFS has indicated that this signature 

requirement will be extended to Area 3A under the Council’s proposed catch sharing plan. 

The signature requirement is generally believed to improve the accuracy of reported logbook 

data. 

4) Although logbook data are potentially subject to strategic misreporting or nonreporting, 

ADF&G will continue onsite interviews and sampling for halibut size, as well as compilation 

of charter harvest estimates from the SWHS. Data from these programs can be used for 

ongoing monitoring. If it appears from onsite interviews that a significant portion of charter 

trips are not being logged, the reported logbook harvest could be corrected. 

5) Logbook data are timelier than the SWHS. Logbooks are required to be submitted on a 

weekly basis beginning in April. Data for trips through July are generally entered and 

available for projections by late October. Final logbook data are usually available by 

February or March of the following year. In comparison, SWHS estimates are not available 

until September of the year following harvest. 

6) Projections of logbook-reported harvest for the current year are more accurate than 

projections of SWHS estimates for the current year. The reason is that logbook data itself are 

used to make the projection, and the proportion of harvest that occurs through any particular 

date is relatively stable from year to year. The stability in the distribution of harvest over time 

could be affected, however, if the Council were to adopt seasonal closures or seasonal 

changes in bag limits. 

Many changes have been made in recent years to improve the quality of logbook data. Some of the 

most important changes to the logbook included reporting angler names and license numbers, and 

adding signature lines for anglers to certify that their reported catch data were correct. These features 

were added to the logbook largely to prevent fabrication of angler effort and harvest.  

One weakness of the charter logbook is that it is not possible to detect or monitor non-reporting of 

harvest, either through intentional or accidental failure to submit logbook pages. Charter businesses 

are not required to account for unused logbook pages or file reports for days on which they did not 

make a charter trip. An operator may accurately complete a logbook page by the end of a charter trip 

but then fail to submit it. If an unsubmitted page is discovered long after it was due, some operators 

may be reluctant to submit the page under fear of a citation, even though cases of occasional late 

pages are not generally referred to enforcement. In some cases, operators may believe there is a 

strategic advantage to not submitting a completed logbook page. 

Apparent instances of non-reporting were discovered when making comparisons of 2006-2008 

logbook and creel interview data. In other words, creel survey data existed from apparent charter trips 

for which there was no corresponding logbook data. In most cases, it was not possible to determine 

with certainty that a logbook report had not been submitted. Failure to find a matching logbook record 

for a creel survey interview could be caused by a number of factors, including incorrect reporting of 

the date on logbook data, errors in reporting logbook numbers in the interview data, and incorrectly 

recording non-charter trips as charter trips.  
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Figure 9. Comparison of angler-days of effort for all species, numbers of halibut harvested, estimated 

halibut yield (pounds net weight), and numbers of halibut released in Areas 2C and 3A, based on logbook 

data and the ADF&G Statewide Harvest Survey, 2006-2010. 

 

Because of the inability to definitively identify missing logbook data, the potential magnitude of this 

problem is currently unknown. Consideration should be given to finding ways to identify and 

minimize logbook non-reporting. 
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Figure 10. Comparisons of the proportions of charter halibut catch that were released in Areas 2C and 

3A, as reported in charter logbooks and as estimated in the ADF&G Statewide Harvest Survey, 2006-

2010. 
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APPENDIX 1. Halibut Catch Sharing Plan Preferred Alternative Motion/Matrix, 

October 2008 
  

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 Mlb 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 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 
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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. 

Area 2C 

Combined Catch Limit 
(million lb) 

Allocation 

Charter Fishery Bag & Size Limit Regulations 

If charter harvest within 
allocation range 

If charter harvest 
projected to exceed 
allocation range 

If charter harvest 
projected to be below 
allocation range 

<5 
Comm alloc = 82.7% 
Charter alloc = 17.3% 
Charter range = 13.8-20.8% 

One Fish 
Maximum size limit 
imposed that brings 
harvest to <17.3% 

One Fish 

≥5 - <9 
Comm alloc = 84.9% 
Charter alloc = 15.1% 
Charter range = 11.6-18.6% 

One Fish 
Maximum size limit 
imposed that brings 
harvest to <15.1% 

Two fish, but one must be 
less than 32" in length 

≥9 - <14 
Comm alloc = 84.9% 
Charter alloc = 15.1% 
Charter range = 11.6-18.6% 

Two fish, one must be 
less than 32" in length 

One Fish Two Fish 

≥14 
Comm alloc = 84.9% 
Charter alloc = 15.1% 
Charter range = 11.6-18.6% 

Two Fish 
Two fish, but one must be 
less than 32" in length 

Two Fish 

 

In Area 3A, when the combined charter and commercial setline catch limit is <10 Mlb, 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 Mlb 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 Mlb 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 ≥  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 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 
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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. 

Area 3A 
 

Combined Catch Limit 
(million lb) 

Allocation 

Charter Fishery Bag & Size Limit Regulations 

If charter harvest within 
allocation range 

If charter harvest 
projected to exceed 
allocation range 

If charter harvest 
projected to be below 
allocation range 

<10 
Comm alloc = 84.6% 
Charter alloc = 15.4% 
Charter range = 11.9-18.9% 

One Fish 
Maximum size limit 
imposed that brings 
harvest to <15.4% 

One Fish 

≥10 - <20 
Comm alloc = 86.0% 
Charter alloc = 14.0% 
Charter range = 10.5-17.5% 

One Fish 
Maximum size limit 
imposed that brings 
harvest to <14.0% 

Two fish, but one must be 
less than 32" in length 

≥20 - <27 
Comm alloc = 86.0% 
Charter alloc = 14.0% 
Charter range = 10.5-17.5% 

Two fish, one must be 
less than 32" in length 

One Fish Two Fish 

≥27 
Comm alloc = 86.0% 
Charter alloc = 14.0% 
Charter range = 10.5-17.5% 

Two Fish 
Two fish, but one must be 
less than 32" in length 

Two Fish 

 

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. 

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 lb 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 
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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.
21

 

D. 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. 

                                                 
21

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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APPENDIX 2. Halibut Catch Sharing Plan Motion, December 12, 2011 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Motion: 
The Council provides the following policy guidance to NMFS on issues raised during the 
public comment period on the Halibut CSP Proposed Rule.  
 
Comment 1:  At this time the Council continues to support implementation of the CSP 
concurrently in Areas 2C and 3A. Supplemental analysis of and revisions to the CSP being 
requested in this motion are applicable to both management areas. 
 
Comment 2:  The Council agrees with NMFS’ suggested response regarding the proposed 
method to adjust charter harvest estimates from the ADF&G mail survey using the non-GAF 
proportion of charter harvest reported in logbooks under the CSP. 
 
Comment 3:  The Council recommends using Method 3 to convert IFQ to GAF and for 
calculating an average GAF weight. 
 
Comment 4:  The Council recommends that the provision allowing charter operators to 
return GAF to an IFQ holder at any time during the season be removed from the CSP and 
that CSP retain the mandatory return date.  
 
Comment 5:  The Council agrees with NMFS’ suggested response regarding the rationale for 
believing that charter overages and underages will balance out over time. 
 
Comment 6:  The Council agrees with NMFS’ suggested response regarding the rationale for 
the range of +/- 3.5% around the harvest projections. 
 
The Council requests additional analysis and revisions to the Halibut CSP that more 
specifically address a variety of public comments as outlined in the NMFS CSP report: 

 Add a description of the status quo GHL allocations, such as a table of the stair step 
GHLs under different Total Area CEYs, and a comparison of the way in which annual 
allocations are made to the charter sector under both the GHL and the CSP.  

 Revise the analysis so that it incorporates allocations at lower levels of abundance, 
and assesses the economic impacts, to the extent practicable, of the full range of 

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. 
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allocations. Data from recent years should be used to determine what the charter 
and commercial allocations would have been under the CSP, and what management 
measures would have been in place. 

 Add other indices to the analysis to describe the economic condition of the charter 
and commercial sectors over the last ten years. Examples for a typical charter and 
longline business in 2C and 3A could be provided. For the commercial sector, 
examples could include changes in QS prices and annual QS value, ex-vessel prices, 
and annual revenue. Consider differences between vessel classes, when QS was 
bought, etc. For the charter sector it could include permit prices (minimal data), 
number of trips and clients, and annual revenue. 

 Review the IPHC process described in the CSP for deducting removals prior to 
applying the allocation percentages to the combined commercial/charter catch limit. 
The halibut charter stakeholder committee discussed “separate accountability”, in 
which each sector would be held accountable for its wastage of halibut. The CSP 
analysis currently deducts wastage in the commercial sector BEFORE the allocation 
percentages are applied. In 2011 the IPHC began deducting O26/U32 BAWM before 
setting catch limits, and this has allocative implications for 2C and 3A. Wastage 
estimates for the charter sector are not currently available, and so no deductions are 
made. 

 Review the management matrix to determine whether management measures and 
the data employed are still appropriate in each tier given current charter harvests 
relative to combined fishery CEY, particularly in Area 3A. 

 
The Council also seeks additional revisions to the Halibut CSP analysis to address the 
technical comments as outlined in the NMFS CSP report. This is a comprehensive list and it 
is understood that staff will work to address each of these points, to the extent practicable, 
in the next version of the Halibut CSP analysis.  
 
With the direction provided above, the Council seeks to address the primary comments and 
concerns as outlined in the NMFS CSP Report and identified in public comment. It is the 
Council’s intent to review the additions and revisions to the modified Halibut CSP analysis in 
a subsequent meeting in order to determine what, if any, additional changes are necessary 
in order for the CSP to meet Council objectives. The Council also requests feedback from 
NMFS as to whether the additions and revisions to the CSP result in the need for a new 
proposed rule, so that the Council may establish a timeline for implementing the CSP.  
 
Given the myriad of components involved in commercial and charter halibut management, 
the Council recognizes that there are management options available that were not included 
as part of the original Halibut CSP action. It is not the wish of the Council to delay 
implementation of the Halibut CSP any further than necessary. As such, the Council is asking 
for initiation of a discussion paper analyzing the following for potential use in future halibut 
management: 

 The use of ADF&G logbooks for official harvest reporting 

 Annual limits allowing for the retention of at least one fish of any size 
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 Restricting captain and crew retention of fish 

 Trip limits, reverse slot limits, and two fish of a maximum size   

 The use of a common pool purchase of QS by the charter sector 

 Long-term management measures under Tier 1 of the CSP as identified in the 
Charter Halibut Implementation Committee Report 

It is intended for this discussion paper to be reviewed by the Council following its review of 
the modified Halibut CSP. New and revised information received from review of the 
modified CSP will serve to refine the above discussion paper recognizing that full 
development of this discussion paper may be difficult until such information is received. At 
the time of review, the Council could determine whether to fold any of these new elements 
into the modified CSP and let others follow as a trailing amendment. 
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APPENDIX 3. Halibut Catch Sharing Plan - Action Plan for December 12, 2011 motion 

January 17, 2012 

In December 2011 the Council unanimously stated that it continues to support 
implementation of the Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP) as the best approach to resolving 
longstanding allocation and management issues between the commercial and charter 
halibut sectors, as currently identified in the CSP Problem Statement22. The Council also 
recognized 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 intends to receive an update on the status of its request in February 2012 and 
to review the supplemental analysis in April 2012 in order to determine what, if any, 
additional changes are necessary in order for the CSP to meet Council objectives. The 
Council also requested a report from NMFS by that meeting as to whether the additions and 
revisions to the CSP result in the need for a new proposed rule, so that the Council may 
establish a timeline for implementing the CSP23.  

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. As such, the 
Council requested a discussion paper analyzing the following for potential use in future 
halibut management (projected timeline is noted, including a Charter Management 
Implementation Committee Meeting on February 22, 2012): 

• The use of ADF&G logbooks for official harvest reporting [ADF&G; April 2012] 
• Annual limits allowing for the retention of at least one fish of any size [ADF&G; late 

Feb 2012 for committee guidance and NEI contractor; April 2012] 
• Restricting captain and crew retention of fish [already part of CSP/no action 

needed] 
• Trip limits, reverse slot limits, and two fish of a maximum size [ADF&G; late Feb 

2012 and NEI contractor; April 2012]   
• The use of a common pool purchase of QS by the charter sector [defer to additional 

committee work] 
• Long-term management measures under Tier 1 of the CSP as identified in the 

Charter Halibut Implementation Committee Report [defer to additional committee 

work] 

The Council requested additional analysis and revisions to the Halibut CSP that more 
specifically address a variety of public comments as outlined in the NMFS CSP report: 

                                                 
22

 http://www.alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/npfmc/PDFdocuments/halibut/NMFS_CSP1111.pdf  

23
 The Council separately requested NOAA General Counsel guidance on whether the charter sector may create 

a single entity (e.g., regional fishing association) that could hold the sector’s allocation in trust for the benefit of 
all guided anglers. 

http://www.alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/npfmc/PDFdocuments/halibut/NMFS_CSP1111.pdf
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 Add a description of the status quo GHL allocations, such as a table of the stair step 
GHLs under different Total Area CEYs, and a comparison of the way in which annual 
allocations are made to the charter sector under both the GHL and the CSP. [Council 
staff/contractor; April 2012] 

 Revise the analysis so that it incorporates allocations at lower levels of abundance, 
and assesses the economic impacts, to the extent practicable, of the full range of 
allocations. Data from recent years should be used to determine what the charter 
and commercial allocations would have been under the CSP, and what management 
measures would have been in place. [Council staff/contractor; April 2012] 

 Add other indices to the analysis to describe the economic condition of the charter 
and commercial sectors over the last ten years. Examples for a typical charter and 
longline business in 2C and 3A could be provided. For the commercial sector, 
examples could include changes in QS prices and annual QS value, ex-vessel prices, 
and annual revenue. Consider differences between vessel classes, when QS was 
bought, etc. For the charter sector it could include permit prices (minimal data), 
number of trips and clients, and annual revenue. [Council staff/contractor; April 
2012] 

 Review the IPHC process described in the CSP for deducting removals prior to 
applying the allocation percentages to the combined commercial/charter catch limit. 
The halibut charter stakeholder committee discussed “separate accountability”, in 
which each sector would be held accountable for its wastage of halibut. The CSP 
analysis currently deducts wastage in the commercial sector BEFORE the allocation 
percentages are applied. In 2011 the IPHC began deducting O26/U32 BAWM before 
setting catch limits, and this has allocative implications for 2C and 3A. Wastage 
estimates for the charter sector are not currently available, and so no deductions are 
made. [Council staff/contractor; April 2012] 

 Review the management matrix to determine whether management measures and 
the data employed are still appropriate in each tier given current charter harvests 
relative to combined fishery CEY, particularly in Area 3A. [Council staff/contractor; 
April 2012] 

The Council also seeks additional revisions to the Halibut CSP analysis to address the 
technical comments as outlined in the NMFS CSP report. This is a comprehensive list and it 
is understood that staff will work to address each of these points, to the extent practicable, 
in the next version of the Halibut CSP analysis. [Council staff/contractors; April 2012] 

With the direction provided above, the Council seeks to address the primary comments and 
concerns as outlined in the NMFS CSP Report and identified in public comment. It is the 
Council’s intent to review the additions and revisions to the modified Halibut CSP analysis in 
a subsequent meeting in order to determine what, if any, additional changes are necessary 
in order for the CSP to meet Council objectives. The Council also requests feedback from 
NMFS as to whether the additions and revisions to the CSP result in the need for a new 
proposed rule, so that the Council may establish a timeline for implementing the CSP. 
[NOAA Fisheries/General Counsel April 2012]  



Part 5 of the Halibut Catch Sharing Plan will be available at the March/April Council meeting.  

   



 



 
Minutes of the Charter Committee    March 2, 2012 

Charter Management Implementation Committee Report 
February 22, 2012 
Anchorage Alaska 

Attendance The meeting convened at approximately 10 am. Council members Dan Hull and Sam 
Cotton attended part of the meeting. Three members of the public also attended. 

Committee: Chair Ed Dersham, Gary Ault, Seth Bone, Ken Dole, Tim Evers, Kent Huff, Stan Malcom, 
Andy Mezirow, Richard Yamada 

NPFMC Staff: Jane DiCosimo, Chris Oliver (part of the meeting) 

NOAA: Jason Gasper  

ADF&G: Scott Meyer, Bob Clark, Barbi Failor, Bob Powers, Nicole Kimball 

Opening Remarks 

Chair Ed Dersham opened the meeting with introductions and invited committee members to make 
comments. New committee member Gary Ault introduced a motion to state for the record: 

“The Charter Management Implementation Committee, representing the Alaskan halibut charter 
industry to the North Pacific Fishery Management Council, unanimously opposes the Halibut 
Catch Sharing Plan (CSP) as written.  The proposed CSP allocations need to be adjusted to 
closely approximate the Guideline Harvest Levels allocation in Areas 2C and 3A that floats with 
abundance. The committee recognizes that management alternatives in times of low abundance 
need to be explored further, and in this spirit, the committee will continue to explore these 
alternatives-this participation should not be interpreted as acceptance of the CSP.  The committee 
appreciates the Council’s recognition of the importance to modify the plan to minimize economic 
hardships in times of low abundance.” 

Andy Mezirow and Ed Dersham acknowledged that the motion captured comments made by committee 
members at a previous committee meeting, that is, participation in the committee process does not 
indicate endorsement of the halibut CSP. The committee did not vote on this motion. 

The committee and Council staff discussed the public process regarding the December 2011 Council 
motion and pending March/April 2012 Council action on the CSP. In addition to other analyses requested 
on CSP preferred alternative and analysis, the Council also adopted the following language as part of its 
motion on revising the CSP in December 2011.1 

Given the myriad of components involved in commercial and charter halibut management, the 
Council recognizes that there are management options available that were not included as part of 
the original Halibut CSP action. It is not the wish of the Council to delay implementation of the 
Halibut CSP any further than necessary. As such, the Council is asking for initiation of a 
discussion paper analyzing the following for potential use in future halibut management: 

• The use of ADF&G logbooks for official harvest reporting 
• Annual limits allowing for the retention of at least one fish of any size 
• Restricting captain and crew retention of fish 
• Trip limits, reverse slot limits, and two fish of a maximum size   
• The use of a common pool purchase of QS by the charter sector 
• Long-term management measures under Tier 1 of the CSP as identified in the Charter 

Halibut Implementation Committee Report 

                                                            
1 The entire motion can be found at: http://www.alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/npfmc/PDFdocuments/halibut 
/HalCSPmotion1211.pdf  
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It is intended for this discussion paper to be reviewed by the Council following its review of the 
modified Halibut CSP. New and revised information received from review of the modified CSP 
will serve to refine the above discussion paper recognizing that full development of this 
discussion paper may be difficult until such information is received. At the time of review, the 
Council could determine whether to fold any of these new elements into the modified CSP and let 
others follow as a trailing amendment. 

The committee was tasked with reviewing the initial ADF&G analysis of three of the above bullets. 
Additional analysis of restricting captain and crew retention of fish was not pursued as it is part of the 
CSP preferred alternative, and additional committee work on the last two bullets will continue before 
analysis of those alternate management tools will be tasked to staff. The results of the revised analysis 
will be incorporated into a Council requested discussion paper or review in March 2012. 

Committee Discussion of Draft Analysis of Halibut Accounting and Management Measures 

Mr. Dersham requested that Scott Meyer answer questions from the committee on his analysis of a range 
of proposed management measures under consideration by the Council. 

1. ADF&G Charter Logbooks for Harvest Reporting.   
 
The committee asked whether ADF&G planned improvements to the Statewide Harvest Survey 
(SWHS). Scott and Dr. Bob Clark responded that the only real change was to implement a new 
questionnaire. A single booklet will be mailed, which will include the question as to whether catches 
were charter or non-charter. The use of electronic logbooks was discussed. He only has assumed 
values for discard mortality rates (DMRs) (charter DMRs were approximately 6% in Area 2C and 5% 
in Area 3A). IPHC has estimated about a 3.5% DMR for halibut released in excellent condition. 
 
The committee discussed how the Council would deal with the discrepancy between using the 
logbook survey which estimates higher yields than the SWHS by an average of 5.6 % for Area 2C 
and 15.9 % for Area 3A. Ed Dersham responded that the Council could set a policy by recommending 
that ADF&G estimate charter halibut harvest using the logbook program.  
 
Committee discussion noted that there are clear advantages to the logbook program as noted in the 
paper, however, using those estimates would come at a cost to the sector’s allocation due to the higher 
logbook harvest estimates. The committee recommended that the Council account for the discrepancy 
between the method (SWHS) used to determine the allocation and the method (logbooks) used to 
account for the allocations.  
 

2. Annual Limit of One Large Fish.   

Kent Huff observed that after reviewing Scott’s paper the reverse slot limit may be a better method 
for meeting client’s needs than an annual limit; other members agreed. The annual limit if a large fish 
might result in targeting of very large fish, which might exceed the need of clients that may not have 
existed without the measure. One advantage of it over the reverse slot limit is that perhaps only one 
very large fish would be retained. Another advantage is its simplicity compared with the reverse slot 
limit. 

It may still be a viable management tool because some areas do not have fish of much larger sizes but 
it might result in higher total harvest. There is not enough data to analyze the potential effects of this 
measure. Scott will try to provide estimates of the savings in numbers of fish, but only if the annual 
limit is not an exception to a size limit. He could not project the size of fish based on other tools 
implemented at the same time because no data would be available to do so. Angler behavior and data 
from which to predict possible effects are unknown (e.g., we don’t know sizes of fish under other 
measures). The analysis will explain the difficulty of determining effects of measures in combination. 
Ken Dole suggested analyzing a maximum size limit with the annual limit instead of a reverse slot 
limit. Scott noted that each tool (size of fish) can be combined with an annual limit (numbers of fish). 
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The committee recommended that the next draft should include a maximum size limit with the annual 
limit and a reverse slot with the annual limit. 

Richard Yamada suggested that the data could show the unique numbers of anglers who caught one 
fish and asked if the analysis could demonstrate what other size fish would you add to that to make up 
the difference to the allocation. The committee discussed adding in a highgrading adjustment and that 
trophy halibut varies by port. Because the committee maintained interest in a second fish opportunity 

Scott confirmed that this analysis above will be for annual limits of 1, 2, 3, etc. alone and in 
combination with maximum size limit and reverse slot limit. 

Jason Gasper commented that a reporting tool might not be implemented in time if this measure were 
to be added to the matrix because it would not be decided until perhaps December or January prior to 
the charter season. Jason will take the issue back to AKRO for further clarification on whether an 
annual limit (in combination with size limits or not) is enforceable and provide additional information 
for the discussion paper.  

3. Trip Limits. 
 
Committee members noted that setting a one trip limit in Southeast Alaska would have minimal effect 
because that business model is not widely used there. They also noted that while it would have a 
minimal effect overall, it would have disproportionate impacts on those businesses that do use that 
model. Jane DiCosimo noted that the small benefits and the disproportionate costs were the reasons 
why the Council had not selected this option in previous actions. Tim Evers identified trip limits as a 
very contentious issue in Southcentral Alaska because different ports have changed their reliance on 
multiple trips per day over time (e.g., Ninilchik used to rely heavily on multiple trips/day years ago 
now mostly does single daily trips, while Homer has the reverse pattern, with perhaps 2/3 of charter 
businesses offering half day trips). He expressed concern that the reliance on multiple trips per day 
could increase if management restrictions included a one-fish bag limit. He predicted that some 
businesses might expand to more multiple trips under declining abundance and 1 fish limits. The 
increase in half day trip could offset any poundage or number of fish savings. He spoke in favor of 
enhancing captain and crew professionalism to prevent small take home fish. He felt that the size of 
halibut caught by clients would be about double that of half day charter under longer fishing hours.  
 
Gary Ault supported multiple trips per day as providing businesses more flexibility to meet market 
demand and increasing new clientele at cheaper price points (e.g., $100 for 4-5 hours). He felt that the 
effect of a limit on trips per day might be neutral if businesses were required to convert from two half 
day trips with smaller fish to one full day trip with larger fish. Committee members noted that fuel 
costs were not a reason why some fleets transitioned to half day trips. 
 
Jane DiCosimo asked if there was merit in either 1) capping the number of trips per day to two, so 
that 3 or 4 trips/day would be prohibited (there was ADF&G data indicating such trips occurred but 
were rare) or 2) capping the number of trips per day at one and grandfathering those businesses that 
practice 2 (or more) trips per day, so that the practice could not expand. The committee made no 
recommendations to add these options to the discussion paper. 
 
Scott recapped committee recommendations for further analysis of this proposed measure. He would 
add a table of the number of businesses and vessels that reported more than one trip per day by 
subarea over time. The committee asked for mean weight of halibut from half day trips but Barbi 
Failor reported that such data was not available. 
 

4. Reverse slot limit. 
 

Scott Meyer presented additional information to his discussion paper regarding how the estimates of  
average weight (and yield) decreases when the lower limit of the reverse slot limit is increased due to 
the shape of the weight distribution and the average weight of fish. The effect of the reverse slot limit 
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is to shift the fish in the middle of the distribution to the ends of the distribution proportionally to the 
original distribution. This shift results in more fish under the lower end (rather than the middle) 
because there are fewer large fish, which lowers the average weight! 
 
Scott noted that two of the three variables (lower limit, upper limit, or highgrading factor) need to be 
fixed in order to make reverse slot limits meet the requirement that the management measure be 
prescriptive. He noted that committee guidance is needed to identify either 1) the lower slot limit and 
the high grading percentage or 2) the upper slot limit and the high grading percentage to consider it 
for inclusion in the CSP management measure matrix. After some consideration of the pros and cons 
of fixing either the upper limit or the lower limit, the committee discussion split on which end of the 
reverse slot limit should be fixed. The committee noted that there is insufficient information in order 
to identify an appropriate lower (or upper) limit.  
 
Jane reported that unless two of the three variables could be fixed in regulation via an algorithm with 
which a member of the public could calculate the resultant reverse slot limit under set tiers of 
combined catch limits in the CSP matrix, this measure could not be implemented. The committee as a 
whole suggested that sufficient information may be available as a result of the 2012 IPHC U45O68 
reverse slot limit that it may be able to provide guidance towards the end of the fishing season on 
appropriate fixed lower or upper variable.  
 
Fixing the upper limit could be preferred because there are fewer large fish. Fixing the lower limit 
may have the biggest effect because large fish cumulatively contribute much more to the poundage. 
Scott confirmed that you get wider range of flexibility by fixing the lower number than the upper 
number. Discussion of discard mortality led to a conclusion that highgrading data may already be 
inherently conservative. Scott recommended that for the paper, you get wider range of flexibility by 
fixing the lower number than the upper number. 
 
Richard Yamada suggested that the discussion paper should address management measures that could 
be preset to be in effect during different portions of the season.  Andy Mezirow suggested 1-2 days of 
the week closure for Area 3A. Seth Bone asked if annual limits could be combined with size limits. 
The committee dropped these ideas after it was reminded that new management measures was outside 
the scope of the Council motion for this discussion paper, but could be raised again under long term 
solutions. Scott will attempt to provide this information in the future. 
 
Several members of the committee reiterated their interest in seeing the combined effects of annual 
limits and reverse slot limits in the next draft analysis. 
 

5. Two fish bag limit with maximum size on both fish 
The committee agreed that over all other discussions, two fish (of whatever size) is better than one 
fish in Area 3A and is imperative for the future of the charter fisheries. Operators in Area 2C feel one 
fish of a greater size rather than two fish of a maximum size is preferred. Scott offered to add a table 
that compares the same yield for either 2 fish of maximum size or a 1 fish limit.  

Next Meeting  

The committee’s next meeting is scheduled for March 27 in the Council’s Anchorage offices, 2nd Floor 
Conference Room (#205), 4 pm to 8 pm.  

Adjourn 

The meeting adjourned at approximately 3:30 pm.  


