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Symbols and Abbreviations 

The following symbols and abbreviations, and others approved for the Système International d'Unités (SI), are used 
in Division of Sport Fish Fishery Manuscripts, Fishery Data Series Reports, Fishery Management Reports, and 
Special Publications without definition.  All others must be defined in the text at first mention, as well as in the titles 
or footnotes of tables and in figures or figure captions. 

Weights and measures (metric)  
centimeter cm 
deciliter dL 
gram g 
hectare ha 
kilogram kg 
kilometer km 
liter L 
meter m 
metric ton mt 
milliliter ml 
millimeter mm 
 
Weights and measures (English)  
cubic feet per second ft3/s 
foot ft  
gallon gal 
inch in 
mile mi 
ounce oz 
pound lb 
quart qt 
yard yd 
Spell out acre and ton. 
 
Time and temperature   
day d 
degrees Celsius °C 
degrees Fahrenheit  °F 
hour (spell out for 24-hour clock) h 
minute min 
second s 
Spell out year, month, and  week. 
 
Physics and chemistry 
all atomic symbols  
alternating current AC 
ampere A 
calorie cal 
direct current DC 
hertz Hz 
horsepower hp 
hydrogen ion activity pH 
parts per million ppm 
parts per thousand ppt, ‰ 
volts V 
watts W 
 

General  
All commonly accepted 

abbreviations. 
e.g., Mr., Mrs., 
a.m., p.m., etc. 

All commonly accepted 
professional titles. 

e.g., Dr., Ph.D., 
R.N., etc. 

and & 
at  @ 
Compass directions:  

east  E 
north N 
south S 
west W 

Copyright  
Corporate suffixes:  

Company Co. 
Corporation Corp. 
Incorporated Inc. 

Limited Ltd. 
et alii (and other 

people) 
et al. 

et cet era (and so forth) etc. 
exempli gratia (for 

example) 
e.g., 

id est (that is)  i.e., 
latitude or longitude lat. or long. 
monetary symbols 

(U.S.) 
$, ¢  

months (tables and 
figures): first three 
letters 

Jan,...,Dec 

number (before a 
number) 

# (e.g., #10) 

pounds (after a number) # (e.g., 10#) 
registered trademark  
trademark  
United States 

(adjective) 
U.S. 

United States of 
America (noun) 

USA 

U.S. state and District 
of Columbia 
abbreviations 

use two-letter 
abbreviations 
(e.g., AK, DC)  

 

Mathematics, statistics, fisheries 
alternate hypothesis HA 
base of natural 

logarithm 
e 

catch per unit effort  CPUE 
coefficient of variation CV 
common test statistics F, t, χ2, etc. 
confidence interval C.I. 
correlation coefficient R (multiple) 
correlation coefficient r (simple) 
covariance cov 
degree (angular or 

temperature) 
° 

degrees of freedom df 
divided by ÷ or / (in 

equations)  
equals = 
expected value E 
fork length FL 
greater than > 
greater than or equal to ≥ 
harvest per unit effort  HPUE 
less than < 
less than or equal to ≤ 
logarithm (natural) ln 
logarithm (base 10) log 
logarithm (specify base) log2,  etc. 
mideye-to-fork MEF 
minute (angular) ' 
multiplied by  x 
not significant NS 
null hypothesis HO 
percent % 
probability P 
probability of a type I 

error (rejection of the 
null hypothesis when 
true) 

α 

probability of a type II 
error (acceptance of 
the null hypothesis 
when false) 

β  

second (angular) " 
standard deviation SD 
standard error SE 
standard length SL 
total length TL 
variance Var 
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I. OVERVIEW 
FISHERY DESCRIPTION 
Resource Inventory 
This Fishery Management Report 
encompasses recreational fisheries for Pacific 
halibut Hippoglossus stenolepis and 
groundfishes throughout Southcentral Alaska.  
State regulations define groundfish or 
bottomfish as “any marine finfish except 
halibut, osmerids, herring, and salmonids” [5 
AAC 39.975(21)].  Although this definition is 
in commercial regulations, it has been 
adopted in practice by the Alaska Board of 
Fisheries (BOF) and Alaska Department of 
Fish and Game (ADF&G) for use in sport and 
subsistence fisheries as well.  The primary 
groundfish fisheries discussed in this report 
are for rockfishes (genus Sebastes), lingcod 
Ophiodon elongatus, and salmon shark 
Lamna ditropis.   

Other groundfish species commonly caught 
by anglers fishing Southcentral Alaska marine 
waters commonly include a number of 
sculpins (family Cottidae), arrowtooth 
flounder Atheresthes stomias, spiny dogfish 
Squalus acanthias, starry flounder Platichthys 
stellatus, kelp greenling Hexagrammos 
decagrammus, Pacific cod Gadus 
macrocephalus, walleye pollock Theragra 
chalcogramma, sablefish Anaplopoma 
fimbria, and skates Raja and Bathyraja.  Less 
commonly caught species include rock 
greenling Hexagrammos lagocephalus, 
Bering wolffish Anarhichas orientalis, Pacific 
sleeper shark Somniosus pacificus, prowfish 
Zaprora silenus, and Atka mackerel 
Pleurogrammus monopterigius. 

All halibut and groundfish fisheries are 
supported entirely by wild stocks.  The largest 
ports are accessible by road, and Dutch 
Harbor/Unalaska is accessible via commercial 
airline.  For the most part, there is a relatively 
high cost associated with participating in 
halibut and groundfish fisheries in 

Southcentral Alaska.  The fishing locations 
are often remote and nearly always require a 
vessel or vessel charter to access desired 
species. 

Management Area Description 
The halibut and groundfish management area 
(HGMA) includes all marine waters of the 
ADF&G Sport Fish Division Southcentral 
Region.  The HGMA stretches from Cape 
Newenham to Cape Suckling, and includes 
waters of Bristol Bay, the Gulf of Alaska, 
Cook Inlet, Prince William Sound, and all 
connected bays and inlets (Figure 1).  The 
HGMA overlaps several ADF&G sport fish 
management areas, including Southwest 
Alaska, Kodiak/Alaska Peninsula/Aleutian 
Islands, Lower Kenai Peninsula, Resurrection 
Bay, and Prince William Sound.  Recreational 
halibut and groundfish effort and harvest are 
negligible west of the Alaska Peninsula and 
will generally not be summarized in this 
report. 

Communities adjacent to significant 
recreational groundfish fisheries in the area 
include Dutch Harbor/Unalaska, Kodiak, 
Homer, Anchor Point, Ninilchik, Seward, and 
Valdez.  The state's roadways and marine 
highway system provide good access to most 
of these locations.  Anchorage anglers 
typically access the Cook Inlet fishery via 
Ninilchik, Anchor Point, and Homer, access 
the North Gulf fishery at Seward, and access 
Prince William Sound at Whittier or Valdez.  
Fairbanks anglers typically access Prince 
William Sound at Valdez.  Cordova supports 
a small fishery consisting primarily of local 
anglers.  Dutch Harbor/Unalaska supports a 
relatively small but growing sport fishery for 
halibut, and recreational harvest is minor in 
all other Alaska Peninsula or Aleutian Islands 
communities. 

Management and research for halibut and 
groundfish fisheries are the responsibility of a 
Groundfish Management and Research
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Figure 1.-Extent of waters encompassed by the Southcentral Alaska halibut and groundfish management area (shaded).  
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Biologist (Scott Meyer) stationed in Homer.  
An assistant biologist (Charlie Stock) 
stationed in Homer oversees the ongoing 
harvest assessment program, including field 
data collection, data quality control, and age 
estimation.  Seasonal technicians collect 
harvest and fishery data in Kodiak, Homer 
(two technicians), Seward, Whittier, and 
Valdez.  The two technicians stationed in 
Homer also perform age estimation, edit data 
files, and assist as necessary. 

FISHERY INFORMATION SOURCES 
Harvest Assessment Program 
Since 1991, the Division of Sport Fish has 
collected information from recreational 
fisheries through the Gulf of Alaska 
Groundfish Harvest Assessment Program.  
This program is supported by Wallup-Breaux-
Dingell-Johnson Federal Aid in Fish 
Restoration funds.  Sampling has generally 
been conducted in seven ports representing 
the majority of recreational landings in five 
subareas of the HGMA, as follows:  Kodiak 
(Kodiak subarea), Deep Creek and Anchor 
Point beaches (Central Cook Inlet), Homer 
(Lower Cook Inlet), Seward (North Gulf 
Coast), and Whittier and Valdez (Prince 
William Sound) (Figure 2).  The Cordova 
fishery was sampled in 1999 only.  Subarea 
descriptions are presented in the section of 
this report called Statewide Sport Fish 
Survey. 

The objectives of this research program are to 
estimate:  (1) the mean weight and harvest 
biomass of halibut; (2) length and sex 
composition of the halibut harvest; (3) species 
composition of the rockfish harvest; (4) age, 
length, and sex composition of the primary 
rockfishes harvested; (5) age, length, and sex 
composition of the lingcod harvest; and (6) 
the geographic distribut ion of bottomfishing 
effort and harvest.  No objectives specifically 
address sharks because harvest is too small to 
generate estimates within a given year.  It is 

hoped instead that data gathered over multiple 
years can be used to describe the fishery.   

Objectives 1-5 are achieved by measuring, 
weighing, removing age structures from, and 
examining sport-caught fish.  Objective 6 is 
achieved by interviewing random samples of 
anglers or charter operators exiting the 
fishery, and obtaining vessel- trip information 
on user group (charter or private), effort, 
harvest and release by species, and statistical 
area(s) fished.  Other information is collected 
to characterize the sport fishery or assess the 
effectiveness of the sampling program, such 
as target species, duration of trip in hours or 
days, other species caught, location and time 
of the interview, etc. 

This research provides fishery managers with 
valuable information regarding characteristics 
of the bottomfish harvest and of the fishing 
fleet.  Once an adequate time series of 
information on age composition of the 
rockfish and lingcod harvest is obtained, it 
may be incorporated into statistical models to 
estimate stock size and set appropriate levels 
of harvest.  Estimates of mean weight of fish 
taken in the sport fishery are used to convert 
estimates of the number of fish harvested to 
pounds.  Information on length and sex 
composition can be used to evaluate the 
effects of traditional management measures, 
such as size limits.  Time series of harvest per 
vessel trip are used to evaluate the effects of 
changes in bag limits.  Finally, knowledge of 
areas fished may be useful in evaluating 
competition on the fishing grounds and 
localized stock depletion. 

Halibut estimates (mean weight, estimated 
harvest biomass, and length, and sex 
composition) are provided to the International 
Pacific Halibut Commission (IPHC), North 
Pacific Fishery Management Council 
(NPFMC), and other agencies and individuals 
as requested.  Rockfish, lingcod, and shark 
information are provided primarily to the 
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Figure 2.-Southcentral Alaska ports sampled by the ADF&G groundfish harvest assessment program since 1991, 

and five major subareas (large bold text) for aggregation of harvest statistics from the Alaska Statewide Harvest 
Survey.  The Central Cook Inlet, Lower Cook Inlet, and Yakutat subareas (smaller bold text) are for summary of 
halibut statistics only. 
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BOF, Advisory Committees, and charter and 
other sport fishing associations. 

Fishery-Independent Surveys 
The Division of Sport Fish had a fishery-
independent groundfish research program in 
Southcentral Alaska in 1997 and 1998.  The 
first year consisted of a feasibility study 
aimed at assessment of stock structure and 
status of nearshore black rockfish populations 
near Seward.  Initial efforts were focused on 
evaluating tag types, developing study 
methods, and assessing stock structure and 
migration.  Results are summarized in the 
rockfish section of this report.  In 1998 the 
survey program was redirected to conduct a 
survey of lingcod in Resurrection Bay and the 
Chiswell Islands area near Seward.  Results of 
the 1998 survey are summarized in the 
lingcod section of this document.  Ad hoc 
lingcod surveys have been conducted in these 
waters periodically since the early 1990s to 
determine the extent of the nest-guarding 
season, evaluate the condition of stocks, and 
monitor recovery of lingcod in Resurrection 
Bay following the emergency order closure in 
1992 and regulatory closure in 1993. 

Although initiated as a long-term project, the 
fishery- independent sampling program was 
terminated in 1999 due to a funding shortfall 
and personnel were dispersed to other areas 
and projects.  There remains a critical need to 
resume fishery- independent research to 
provide abundance indices and to estimate 
other parameters related to life history and 
stock status. 

Statewide Sport Fish Survey 
Recreational fishing effort and harvest have 
been estimated annually for the primary 
species of interest since 1977 through the 
Statewide Sport Fish Survey, or Statewide 
Harvest Survey (SWHS) as it has traditionally 
been referred to.  The survey questionnaire is 
mailed to a large stratified random sample of 
resident and non-resident households 
containing at least one license holder or 

individual who possessed either a permanent 
identification card or disabled veteran card for 
Alaska sport fishing.  Respondents are asked 
to report effort for all species, and catch and 
harvest by species and location, for the entire 
household.  The number of households sent 
questionnaires increased from 10,000-15,000 
before 1989 to around 30,000 from 1989 to 
1991, and then to 45,000-47,000 since 1992.  
The response rate has declined over time from 
80% in 1977 to a little over 40% in recent 
years.  Triplicate mailings are used to increase 
the response rate and adjust estimates for non-
response bias, or the tendency for less 
successful anglers to not respond. 

In 2000 ADF&G performed a thorough 
review of all computer programs and 
procedures used by the SWHS to estimate 
harvest and effort.  Computer programs were 
found to contain errors that altered some 
anglers’ reported catch and harvest and did 
not properly account for non-response bias in 
estimates of effort.  The errors did not affect 
all species or locations equally.  ADF&G 
decided to apply non-response bias in a 
consistent manner each year.  As a result, 
ADF&G revised estimates of halibut and 
groundfish harvest and effort for 1996-1998.  
These updated estimates are used throughout 
this report.  The 1995 estimates are known to 
be biased but could not be revised because the 
original data could not be restored. 

Mills and Howe (1992) reviewed the accuracy 
and precision of SWHS estimates of chinook 
salmon harvest.  There was close agreement 
between SWHS and creel survey estimates, 
and the gains in precision of SWHS estimates 
were minimal when the number of survey 
respondents exceeded 200 or so.  If the 
assumption is made that recall bias is low for 
any large fish with low bag limits, then it 
could be concluded that estimates of halibut 
and lingcod harvest are also fairly accurate 
and precise.  The numbers of responses are 
generally high enough in Southcentral Alaska 
to estimate halibut and groundfish harvest 
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with acceptable precision, but accuracy may 
suffer.  Misidentification of lingcod and 
rockfish is a concern, as are lack of 
knowledge and inconsistent reporting of 
fishing locations by survey respondents.  The 
rockfish and lingcod chapters of this report 
discuss some perceived problems and 
evidence of bias in SWHS estimates. 

Harvest estimates from the SWHS are 
computed separately for each reported harvest 
site.  The accuracy of site-specific estimates is 
compromised because some respondents 
report generally (to the port of landing or 
other convenient site in the questionnaire) and 
some report specific sites.  For example, even 
though information from interviews 
consistently indicates that the majority of 
halibut landed at Seward are taken outside 
Resurrection Bay, 91% of the 1999 Kenai 
Peninsula harvest east of Gore Point was 
reported on the questionnaire under the site 
“Resurrection Bay (Seward).”  

Boundaries of the SWHS reporting areas in 
marine waters correspond with regulatory 
area boundaries in most cases.  In Cook Inlet, 
however, there is a mismatch between SWHS 
and regulatory area boundaries and between 
the SWHS boundaries and the waters fished 
by fleets from each port.  For example, there 
are two SWHS reporting areas between Cape 
Douglas and Cape Puget:  (1) the West Cook 
Inlet area consists of waters on the western 
half of Cook Inlet, and (2) The Kenai 
Peninsula area includes the eastern side of 
Cook Inlet and all Gulf of Alaska coastal 
waters east to Cape Puget.  It is not logical to 
separate Cook Inlet into eastern and western 
portions because the fleets based out of 
Homer, Anchor Point, and Ninilchik fish on 
both sides of the boundary.  It is also 
necessary to separate harvest landed at 
Seward with that from Cook Inlet.  Therefore, 
halibut and groundfish harvest estimates are 
re-aggregated into subareas corresponding to 
waters fished by the fleets sampled through 
the harvest assessment program (Figure 2): 

1. Alaska Peninsula: Waters of Bristol 
Bay and the Bering Sea south of the 
Kvichak River and waters of the Gulf of 
Alaska south of Cape Douglas, excluding 
waters around the Kodiak archipelago 
(SWHS Naknek-Alaska Peninsula Area). 

2. Kodiak: Gulf of Alaska waters 
surrounding the Kodiak archipelago, 
including Shuyak Island, Afognak Island, 
Kodiak Island, and Trinity Islands (SWHS 
Kodiak Area).  Included the Barren 
Islands before 1996. 

3. Cook Inlet: Cook Inlet and Gulf of 
Alaska waters north of the latitude of 
Cape Douglas and west of the longitude of 
Gore Point (SWHS Kenai Peninsula Area 
west of Gore Point and entire West Cook 
Inlet Area).  Includes the Barren Islands 
since 1996. 

4. North Gulf Coast: All waters between 
the longitudes of Gore Point and Cape 
Puget (SWHS Kenai Peninsula Area east 
of Gore Point). 

5. Prince William Sound: All waters 
between the longitudes of Cape Puget and 
Cape Suckling (SWHS Prince William 
Sound Area). 

Halibut harvest estimates for Cook Inlet are 
further split into the Central Cook Inlet and 
Lower Cook Inlet subareas.  The Central 
Cook Inlet subarea includes waters within 
Cook Inlet that are north of a line from 
Anchor Point (including Anchor Point) to 
Chinitna Point.  Remaining waters to the 
south are considered Lower Cook Inlet.  
Halibut harvest is also summarized for the 
Yakutat subarea (Cape Suckling to Cape 
Fairweather) in this report (Figure 2). 

Aggregation of site-specific estimates 
eliminates errors in reporting sites within a 
subarea, but does not address instances where 
recreational fleets fish more than one subarea.  
Vessels originating from the Anchor Point 
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and Deep Creek beaches certainly fish south 
of the line between Chinitna Point and 
Anchor Point.  Likewise, vessels based in 
Seward also ply the Montague Strait area in 
Prince William Sound.  Most anglers are 
believed to report their harvest based on the 
point of origin or landing, and survey 
questionnaires have been carefully designed 
and modified to capture the information by 
major fishery.  To the degree that SWHS 
respondents report specific sites there will be 
some error in these aggregations.  Non-
resident or non-local anglers on charter 
vessels are least likely to report specific sites 
because of their unfamiliarity with landmarks.  
Despite these issues, aggregation by subarea 
is felt to be the best possible use of the SWHS 
estimates, and consistent methods of 
aggregation provide reliable indices of change 
in effort and harvest. 

Some harvest estimates from the SWHS are 
believed to be biased high due to 
misidentification.  The amount of bias 
probably varies by species and location.  
Anglers throughout the HGMA have been 
observed to occasionally confuse arrowtooth 
flounder with halibut, Pacific cod with 
lingcod, and sculpins or kelp greenling with 
rockfish.   

There is also a puzzling discrepancy between 
estimates of rockfish and lingcod harvest 
from the SWHS and direct observation of 
harvest in the Central Cook Inlet fishery.  
Annual SWHS estimates of rockfish harvest 
in the Anchor Point/Whiskey Gulch/Deep 
Creek/Ninilchik fishery have ranged from 225 
to 1,144 rockfish since 1994.  Lingcod harvest 
estimates for the same area ranged from 149 
to 774 since 1995.  Technicians working the 
Anchor Point and Deep Creek beaches since 
1994 as part of the Groundfish Harvest 
Assessment Program, chinook salmon creel 
surveys, and coded-wire tag recovery projects 
have documented the harvest of only one 
rockfish and zero lingcod.  Both species are 
reported caught in small numbers, particularly 

while trolling for salmon.  While angler 
confusion between Pacific cod and lingcod 
could explain the lingcod harvest estimates, 
none of the fishes usually misidentified as 
rockfish are harvested in this fishery either.  
Finally, there is no significant winter fishery 
in the area that could explain the discrepancy 
in reported harvest.   

Charter Logbook 
In September 1997 the North Pacific Fishery 
Management Council passed a motion 
implementing record keeping and reporting 
requirements for charter boat operators who 
fish for halibut.  In February 1998 the BOF 
adopted regulations requiring logbooks for all 
saltwater charter vessels statewide.  The 
Board took this action not only to satisfy the 
Council’s request for halibut information, but 
also to address other information needs, 
including:  (1) inseason estimation of 
Southeast Alaska sport chinook salmon 
Oncorhynchus tshawytscha harvest by charter 
anglers, (2) more complete charter fishery 
effort and harvest data than can be obtained 
through the SWHS or onsite creel sampling 
programs, and (3) individual vessel-based 
effort and harvest information.  This followed 
on the heels of a statewide charter business 
and guide registration program begun in 1995 
(Dean and Howe 1999).  The Division of 
Sport Fish informed the BOF and the North 
Pacific Council that it intended to evaluate the 
logbook program using independent SWHS 
estimates and onsite creel data after 3 years of 
data collection.  At that point the department 
would make a recommendation to the Board 
as to whether the logbook program should be 
continued.  That evaluation is ongoing, with 
the objective to provide enough information 
to decide whether to discontinue or modify 
the program. 

Logbook reporting was first required in May 
1998.  Results of the 1998 logbook program 
are published in Dean and Howe (1999).  
Required information has changed somewhat 
over the years, but has generally included 
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effort (number of rods and anglers) by clients 
and crew, harvest and release of primary 
species in the fishery (numbers of fish) by 
clients and crew, port of landing, and area or 
location of capture.  Several changes have 
been made over the years to the logbook 
questionnaire and instructions to minimize 
reporting errors and omissions.  Residency 
information was dropped in 1999 because the 
residency information with respect to halibut 
harvest was identical to that obtained through 
the SWHS.  No proprietary information is 
collected, and logbook reports are considered 
confidential per Alaska Statute 16.05.815. 

Halibut and groundfish management can 
potentially benefit from the charter fishery 
information provided in logbooks.  Logbook 
data provide separable estimates of charter 
effort for salmon and bottomfish that are not 
currently available from the SWHS.  
Complete logbook harvest data from the 
charter fleet is potentially more accurate and 
precise than estimates from the SWHS.  The 
entire charter rockfish harvest reported in the 
logbook is separable by pelagic and non-
pelagic assemblages, whereas estimates from 
onsite sampling have lower precision and 
estimates from the SWHS are not separable.  
Vessel-specific catch information can 
potentially be used by the North Pacific 
Fishery Management Council to allocate 
halibut harvest within the charter fleet.  In 
addition, vessel-specific daily information can 
potentially be used to evaluate temporal or 
spatial patterns in resource use that may give 
insights for local area fishery management 
planning efforts. 

Whether these potential benefits are realized 
depends on the accuracy of information 
recorded in logbooks.  To date there has been 
relatively little enforcement of logbook 
regulations in Southcentral Alaska.  
Enforcement efforts have primarily been 
directed at ensuring that charter operators 
have logbooks and turn reports in on time, 

with little onsite checking of recorded 
information. 

EFFORT TRENDS 
The SWHS is not designed to provide 
estimates of angler effort directed towards 
single species.  There is little doubt that the 
majority of marine effort in Southcentral 
Alaska is by anglers targeting halibut.  At 
certain times and in certain locations, most 
effort may also be targeted on chinook salmon 
or coho salmon O. kisutch.  Anglers also 
target primarily one species during a portion 
of the trip and then switch to another species 
if unsuccessful or if their bag limit of the 
primary target species is filled.  Anglers often 
rely on rockfish and lingcod as fallback 
species when unsuccessful at catching halibut.   

Apportionment of Effort 
Apportionment of effort among various target 
species is problematic and is not attempted in 
this report for at least three reasons.  First, 
there are no comprehensive data available to 
allocate this effort among species.  The 
Groundfish Harvest Assessment Program 
gathers information on target species, but only 
anglers targeting halibut or groundfish or 
anglers that catch halibut or groundfish while 
targeting other species are interviewed.  The 
charter logbook requests target information 
that is only separable between the general 
categories “salmon” and “bottomfish.” 
Second, if effort is apportioned among species 
based on arbitrarily selected fixed 
percentages, the trends in effort for each 
species merely reflect the trend in overall 
effort, and no real information is gained.  
Third, and perhaps most important, effort is 
not truly additive across species or species 
groupings.  Terminal tackle and baits used are 
not selective for single species, and anglers 
(and charter vessel operators) themselves 
exhibit varying degrees of selectivity in how 
they fish the gear and in how they decide 
what to retain and what to release.  For 
example, very few anglers target rockfish or 
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lingcod specifically for more than a small 
portion of their trip, and much of the rockfish 
and lingcod harvest is taken by anglers 
targeting halibut.  Anglers trolling or 
mooching for chinook or coho salmon often 
catch black rockfish Sebastes melanops and 
dusky rockfish S. ciliatus.  Anglers trolling 
for chinook salmon, particularly in the Central 
Cook Inlet fishery, often catch halibut. 

Alternate methods of using available harvest 
information to partition total effort have been 
explored.  One method is to divide the harvest 
of each species by the bag limit.  The 
resulting number of bag limits can be used as 
a basis for allocating effort assuming that 
anglers fishing for different species fill 
approximately the same portion of their bag 
limits on average.  A better method might be 
to divide the harvest of each species by the 
average observed harvest per angler-day.  The 
result would be the estimated number of 
angler-days expended for each species.  
Unfortunately, this information is not 
available for all species due to a widespread 
lack of onsite sampling programs.  Although 
either of these methods is arguably better than 
allocating a fixed percentage of the effort to 
any particular species, they still do not 
address the issue that effort is not additive 
across species.  These approaches will 
continue to be explored but no results are 
presented in this report. 

Marine Finfish Effort 
The SWHS estimates indicate that total effort 
for finfishes in marine waters increased from 
about 199,000 angler-days in 1980 to a peak 
of 562,000 angler-days in 1995 (Figure 3).  
Effort dropped off noticeably in 1996 then 
rose again to 486,000 angler-days by 2000.  
The majority of effort has been located in 
Cook Inlet fisheries, adjacent to the highway 
system and the most densely populated areas 
of the state.  Effort in the Cook Inlet subarea 
has made up 49%, on average, of the 
Southcentral Alaska marine effort.  Not 
surprisingly, the remote Alaska Peninsula 

subarea has accounted for only 3% of angling 
effort on average. 

Guided anglers account for a significant share 
of the annual effort expended in Southcentral 
Alaska marine recreational fisheries.  The 
SWHS standard questionnaire has provided 
explicit breakdowns of charter and non-
charter (private and shore) effort for the Kenai 
Peninsula reporting area since 1986.  These 
data can be further disaggregated into the 
North Gulf, Central Cook Inlet, and Lower 
Cook Inlet subareas.   

Charter effort for all species in the North Gulf 
Coast subarea grew somewhat through the 
early 1990s, but has leveled off at around 
25,000-30,000 angler-days during the past 5 
years (Table 1).  The charter contribution in 
this subarea has remained relatively stable, 
ranging from 21% to 33%.  Charter effort in 
the Central Cook Inlet marine fishery grew 
rapidly in the early 1990s, largely as a result 
of inseason chinook salmon restrictions on the 
Kenai River.  Many of the new guides also 
incorporated halibut fishing into their trips.  
Charter effort has been stable at around 
30,000 angler-days since 1996.  Charter effort 
in the Lower Cook Inlet fishery has been 
relatively stable throughout the 1990s at 
around 45,000 angler-days per year.  Charter 
anglers have made up a relatively stable 35%-
40% of the effort. 

The proportions of charter and private effort 
have also been estimated since 1996 for the 
Prince William Sound, West Cook Inlet, 
Kodiak, and Alaska Peninsula reporting areas 
from the SWHS Supplementary Question-
naire data.  These proportions have then been 
applied to the estimates of overall effort to 
obtain effort breakdowns by user group 
(Table 2).  In the Prince William Sound, 
Kodiak, and Alaska Peninsula reporting areas, 
total charter effort has generally increased, 
but the proportion of charter effort has been 
fairly consistent, averaging about 18%-21%.  
In the West Cook Inlet reporting area, charter 
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Source:  Mills 1979-1994, Howe et al. 1995, 1996, 2001a-d, Walker et al. In prep. 

Figure 3.-Estimated effort (angler-days), by subarea, for all marine 
finfishes in Southcentral Alaska, 1977-2000.  

 

effort has been variable, around an average of 
1,800 angler days per year.  Unguided effort 
increased in 1999 and again in 2000, causing 
the proportion of charter effort to drop from 
about 60% to about 37%-39%. 

Halibut and Groundfish Effort 
Breakdown 
As explained above, there are no estimates of 
effort specifically for halibut and groundfish.  
Effort within halibut and groundfish fisheries, 
however, can be broken down by user and 
target species using interview data from the 
annual Harvest Assessment Project.  Anglers 
are asked to classify effort by the following 
target categories:  halibut only, rockfish only, 
lingcod only, salmon shark only (since 2000), 
bottomfish (any combination of halibut or 
groundfishes), bottomfish and salmon (halibut 

or groundfish in combination with any 
salmon), or salmon (any species).  Anglers 
targeting only salmon were not interviewed 
unless they caught halibut or groundfish.  For 
purposes of summarizing bottomfishing 
effort, the salmon-only category was excluded 
and the proportion of effort in each of the 
remaining categories was averaged using the 
1998-2000 data.  Although there are 
differences among ports and user groups, it is 
clear that halibut are the primary target 
category, and that targeting of rockfish, 
lingcod, or salmon shark is relatively rare 
(Table 3).  Data also indicate that a substantial 
percentage of charters do combination trips 
targeting salmon and bottomfish, especially in 
the fisheries based in Kodiak (51%), Central 
Cook Inlet (26%) and Seward (14%).  
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Table 1.-Charter and non-charter effort (angler-days) for all marine species in the North 
Gulf Coast, Central Cook Inlet, and Lower Cook Inlet subareas, 1986-2000. 

 North Gulf Coast  Central Cook Inlet  Lower Cook Inlet 

Year Charter 
Non- 

charter % Charter  Charter 
Non- 

charter % Charter  Charter 
Non- 

charter % Charter 
            

1986 13,211 39,796 25%  1,662 65,143 2%  22,962 51,819 31% 
1987 12,423 31,115 29%  1,600 79,221 2%  35,599 69,003 34% 
1988 10,587 40,454 21%  2,197 52,729 4%  43,651 84,242 34% 
1989 10,759 39,080 22%  2,284 60,382 4%  38,092 60,830 39% 
1990 17,869 52,950 25%  4,406 79,105 5%  51,618 82,320 39% 
1991 20,976 51,879 29%  12,176 73,483 14%  50,892 67,123 43% 
1992 21,903 60,712 27%  29,465 66,205 31%  45,703 82,268 36% 
1993 22,901 66,643 26%  31,781 56,133 36%  51,990 88,409 37% 
1994 26,737 59,078 31%  46,401 69,263 40%  48,878 94,155 34% 
1995 31,881 67,632 32%  47,476 75,045 39%  54,109 101,885 35% 
1996 23,214 58,317 28%  29,886 43,667 41%  46,547 69,652 40% 
1997 24,052 65,634 27%  31,410 50,382 38%  46,679 68,364 41% 
1998 22,409 48,620 32%  28,936 40,329 42%  42,652 56,920 43% 
1999 22,962 61,675 27%  29,482 46,495 39%  38,637 69,052 36% 
2000 27,184 56,333 33%  37,271 47,613 44%  44,652 77,948 36% 

            
Source:  Mills 1987-1994; Howe et al. 1995, 1996, 2001a-d; Walker et al. In prep. 
 

Table 2.-Charter and non-charter effort (angler-days) for all marine species in the 
Alaska Peninsula, Kodiak, West Cook Inlet, and Prince William Sound subareas, 1996-
2000. 

         Alaska Peninsula  Kodiak 
Year Charter Non-charter % Charter  Charter Non-charter % Charter 
1996 1,302 5,790 18%  5,813 27,642 17% 
1997 1,665 7,367 18%  6,927 29,915 19% 
1998 1,046 6,158 15%  5,627 31,062 15% 
1999 1,880 9,110 17%  14,350 33,334 30% 
2000 2,527 8,007 24%  11,915 43,661 21% 

        
 West Cook Inlet  Prince William Sound 

Year Charter Non-charter % Charter  Charter Non-charter % Charter 
1996 1,895 1,747 52%  13,594 68,835 16% 
1997 2,386 1,337 64%  17,313 72,303 19% 
1998 1,747 1,212 59%  18,071 64,555 22% 
1999 1,236 1,948 39%  17,656 88,928 17% 
2000 1,720 2,968 37%  21,320 101,139 17% 

             
Source:  ADF&G, Research and Technical Services, unpublished data. 
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Table 3.-Composition of bottomfishing effort (percent of angler-days in each target 
species category) by port and user group for anglers interviewed in the harvest assessment 
program, 1998-2000.   

  Target Species Category 

Port User Bottomfish 

Bottomfish 
and 

Salmon Halibut Lingcod Rockfish 
Salmon 
shark 

        
Kodiak Charter 1.6 50.9 46.8 0.2 0.5 0.0 
 Private 1.2 24.0 73.1 0.8 0.9 0.0 
        
Central CI Charter 0.1 26.3 73.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 
 Private 0.4 21.2 78.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 
        
Homer Charter 0.5 2.0 97.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 
 Private 0.1 1.4 98.0 0.1 0.4 0.0 
        
Seward Charter 4.5 13.5 79.6 1.0 1.3 0.0 
 Military 14.1 6.8 78.5 0.0 0.5 0.0 
 Private 11.0 16.1 65.4 0.5 7.0 0.0 
        
Whittier Charter 3.4 2.8 92.1 0.0 1.8 0.0 
 Private 0.7 12.7 85.9 0.0 0.7 0.0 
        
Valdez Charter 0.1 1.4 98.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 
 Private 4.1 14.5 79.7 0.2 1.3 0.3 
        
Note:  Percentages sum to 100 for each port and user group combination. 

 

ECONOMIC VALUE 
The recreational fishery for groundfish is vital 
to the economy of the region and state.  
Halibut fishing draws vast numbers of tourists 
and local derbies raise money for community 
projects and organizations (Denny 1990).  In 
1986, guided and unguided anglers spent an 
estimated $18.5 million in Southcentral 
Alaska (excluding Kodiak area waters) in 
pursuit of halibut, and indicated a willingness 
to pay an additional $25 million to ensure the 
continued availability of halibut fishing 
opportunity (Jones and Stokes Associates, 
Inc. 1987).  Charter boats are in some cases 
the primary means of accessing the fishery for 
residents and nonresidents, and nearly all 
communities have charter fleets ranging from 
a dozen to more than 100 boats.  The Homer 
halibut charter fishery generated an estimated 
$9.1 million in gross income and the 

equivalent of 64 year-round jobs in the Homer 
economy in 1986 (Coughenower 1986).  The 
most recent estimates indicate that about 
$19.3 million was spent in Alaska by Cook 
Inlet charter boat clients in 1998, with $15 
million of that spent in the Cook Inlet area 
(NPFMC 2001, page 71).  The economic 
value of recreational groundfish fisheries has 
not been directly estimated.  As is the case 
with effort, economic benefits from 
groundfishes are not entirely separable from 
halibut because most of the harvest is 
incidental to halibut fishing. 

MANAGEMENT AUTHORITIES 
State of Alaska 
The State of Alaska regulates licensing of 
sport fishing for all species.  The legislature 
has charged the Department of Fish and Game 
with the responsibility to “manage, protect, 
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maintain, improve, and extend the fish, game, 
and aquatic plant resources of the state in the 
interest of the economy and general well-
being of the state” [Alaska Statute Sec. 
16.05.020(2)].  With respect to halibut and 
groundfish fisheries, responsibilities include 
(but are not limited to) conducting research on 
stock structure through tagging and other 
means, estimation of the characteristics and 
magnitude of harvest and catch, estimation of 
fishery performance indicators, and research 
on angler attitudes and opinions. 

State law also authorized creation of the 
Board of Fisheries (AS Sec. 16.05.221).  The 
BOF has seven members appointed by the 
governor, subject to confirmation by a 
majority of the legislature in joint session.  
Board members serve staggered terms of 3 
years.  The Board of Fisheries may adopt 
regulations to establish fish reserve areas or 
sanctuaries; establish open and closed 
seasons; set quotas, bag limits, harvest levels, 
and size and sex limitations; establish 
methods and means for taking fish; establish 
commercial, sport, guided sport, personal use, 
subsistence, and other fishery categories; 
regulate resident and nonresident fishermen as 
needed for conservation; and take a variety of 
other actions (AS Sec. 16.05.251).   

The State of Alaska does not have direct 
management authority for halibut (see below 
and section II).  The state does, however, have 
management authority for recreational 
fisheries for all other groundfish species. 

International Pacific Halibut 
Commission 
The IPHC was established in 1923 by a 
convention between Canada and the United 
States.  The current treaty, the 1953 Halibut 
Convention as amended by the 1979 Protocol, 
mandates that the IPHC manage the stock on 
the basis of optimum yield (McCaughran and 
Hoag 1992).  The IPHC established 10 
regulatory areas in the North Pacific, 
stretching from northern California to Alaska.  

The IPHC conducts research on halibut 
biology and population dynamics throughout 
the range of the stock, establishes a harvest 
strategy, and sets allowable levels of harvest 
in each of the 10 regulatory areas annually.  
Additional details on the makeup of the 
agency, management goals, and history of 
management are provided in IPHC (1987).  
Details of management of the halibut fishery 
are covered in the halibut chapter of this 
report. 

North Pacific Fishery Management 
Council 
The NPFMC was one of eight regional fishery 
councils created under the Magnuson 
Fisheries Conservation and Management Act 
of 1976.  The NPFMC is responsible for 
allocation of the halibut resource in state and 
federal waters among various, and often 
competing, users.  The NPFMC is also 
responsible, in coordination with the National 
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), for 
management and allocation of groundfish in 
federal waters of the Exclusive Economic 
Zone (EEZ), i.e., waters from 3-200 nautical 
miles off the coast of Alaska.  

The Council has 11 voting members:  6 from 
Alaska, 3 from Washington, 1 from Oregon, 
and the Alaska Regional Director of NMFS.  
The non-federal voting members represent 
state fisheries agencies, industry, fishing 
communities, and academia.  The Council 
also has four non-voting members 
representing the U.S. Coast Guard, U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service, the Pacific States 
Marine Fisheries Commission, and the U.S. 
Department of State.  The Council meets five 
to six times each year, four times in 
communities around Alaska, and once in 
Washington or Oregon.  The Council's staff of 
10 is based in Anchorage.  The Council 
receives advice each meeting from its 22 
member Advisory Panel (AP) representing 
user groups, environmentalists and consumer 
groups, and from its 12-member Scientific 
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and Statistical Committee (SSC) of scientists 
who review all information brought to the 
Council.  Additional NPFMC information is 
available online at 
http://www.fakr.noaa.gov/npfmc. 

STAKEHOLDER ORGANIZATIONS 
Advisory Committees (ACs) were created as 
part of the Boards of Fisheries and Game to 
provide local public input into the regulatory 
process.  There are approximately 10 ACs in 
Southcentral Alas ka that are likely to have 
significant input into management issues 
regarding marine recreational fishing for 
groundfish, including Kodiak, Homer, 
Seldovia, Central Peninsula (Ninilchik area), 
Kenai/Soldotna, Seward, Whittier, Valdez, 
Copper River/Prince William Sound, and 
Anchorage.  These committees provide a local 
forum on issues and regulatory proposals 
dealing with conservation and allocation, and 
report those opinions to the Board of Fisheries 
during their regular meetings.  The 
committees typically meet at least twice each 
year, usually in the spring before the deadline 
for submitting proposals, and in the fall and 
winter before the upcoming BOF meetings.  
Advisory Committee members and alternates 
are nominated and selected by the public.  
The public also has an opportunity at these 
meetings to discuss proposals, ask questions, 
and testify on specific proposals and issues. 

Numerous other stakeholder groups may 
become involved in halibut and groundfish 
fishery issues.  There are charter boat 
associations in Kodiak, Homer, Deep Creek, 
Seward, and Valdez.  Several sport fishing or 
sportsmen’s organizations are located around 
the HGMA.  Some of the chambers of 
commerce administer sport fishing derbies 
and are often interested and involved in 
management issues.  Marine conservation 
organizations, such as the Alaska Marine 
Conservation Council, may lobby the 
NPFMC and BOF on conservation issues 
such as habitat protection or fishery quotas. 

REGULATORY SCHEDULE 
Regulations governing recreational halibut 
and groundfish fisheries in Southcentral 
Alaska are in Title 5 of the Alaska 
Administrative Code, and chapters 55 (Prince 
William Sound), 58 (Cook Inlet-Resurrection 
Bay Saltwater), 64 (Kodiak), and 65 (Alaska 
Peninsula-Aleutian Islands).  Statewide 
regulations and provisions that apply to 
recreational halibut and groundfish fisheries 
are found in Chapter 75. 

The Board of Fisheries meeting cycle 
generally occurs between October and March 
each year, and thus overlaps calendar years.  
Each regulatory area or topic is considered on 
a 3-year cycle.  Groundfish regulatory 
proposals may be considered at area-specific 
or statewide meetings.  The Cook Inlet—
Resurrection Bay and Kodiak areas were 
considered during the 2001/2002 cycle, the 
Prince William Sound area will be considered 
during the 2002/2003 cycle, and statewide 
regulations will be considered during the 
2003/2004 cycle.  Proposals are generally due 
in early April of the first year of the cycle.  
For example, proposals for the 2002/2003 
PWS cycle will be due in April 2002. 

PUBLIC OUTREACH 
A wide variety of means are employed to 
disseminate information to the public on 
halibut and groundfish biology, research and 
management programs, and regulations.  
Since December of 2000, staff gave or 
assisted with presentations on halibut and 
groundfish for the Great Alaska Sportsmen’s 
Show, the Valdez Harbor Users Association, 
the South Peninsula Sportsmen’s Association, 
and the Anchor Point Chamber of Commerce 
(Table 4).  In addition, staff attended and 
provided information at the Valdez Chamber 
of Commerce “Pathways to Fishing” program 
for kids (July 2001), at charter association and 
advisory committee meetings in Ninilchik, 
Homer, and Kodiak, and at BOF hearings on 
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Table 4.-Recent and ongoing public outreach efforts by the halibut and groundfish 
management program in Southcentral Alaska. 

Description Forum/Location Date 

   

Presentations:   

Halibut, Rockfish, Lingcod, and Sharks Great Alaska Sportsmen's Show April 2001 

Halibut, Rockfish, Lingcod, and Sharks Valdez Harbor Users Association May 2001 

Rockfish Biology and Management South Peninsula Sportsmen's Assn. December 2000 

Halibut Management and Current Issues Anchor Point Chamber of Commerce April 2001 

   

Brochures:   

Fishing for Halibut in Alaska 
 

http://www.sf.adfg.state.ak.us/Region2/html/ 
pubs.stm 

 

Rockfishes of Prince William Sound 
 

http://www.sf.adfg.state.ak.us/Region2/html/ 
pubs.stm 

 

Help Conserve Rockfish (poster) Provided to Seward Military Resort  July 2001 

   

Online Information:   

Weekly and Monthly Fishing Reports 
 

http://www.sf.adfg.state.ak.us/Region2/html/ 
r2weekly.stm  

Halibut and Groundfish Program Home Page 
 

http://www.sf.adfg.state.ak.us/Region2/groundfish/ 
html/gfhome.stm  

Local Area Management Plans 
 

http://www.sf.adfg.state.ak.us/Region2/groundfish/ 
pdfs/lamps.pdf 

 

General Guidelines for Development of Local Area 
Management Plans 

http://www.sf.adfg.state.ak.us/Region2/groundfish/ 
pdfs/guidelines.pdf 

 

Wildlife Notebook Series (Pacific Halibut, Rockfish, Lingcod) http://www.state.ak.us/adfg/notebook/notehome.htm  

Sport Fish Division Reports 
 

http://www.sf.adfg.state.ak.us/statewide/divreports/ 
html/intersearch.cfm 

 

   

Newsletter Contributions:   

Groundfish Harvest Assessment in Southcentral Alaska  
 

The Charter Log (newsletter), Univ. of Alaska Sea 
Grant, Marine Advisory Program  

Illegal Guiding Activities (sharks, waste of fish) Deep Creek Charter Assn. Newsletter January 2001 

Central Cook Inlet Halibut Harvest Statistics, Illegal Charter 
Operator Activities (possession, molesting fish, assisting the 
client) 

Deep Creek Charter Assn. Newsletter March 2001 

Local Area Management Plans, Fish and Game-Homer Field 
Notes 

Deep Creek Charter Assn. Newsletter May 2001 

   

 

subsistence halibut and local area 
management plans in Cordova and Homer.   

Several ADF&G publications provide 
information on halibut and groundfish biology 
and management.  Groundfish staff work with 
area management biologists to provide 
groundfish information for the Kodiak, 
Kachemak Bay, Seward area, and Prince 
William Sound information booklets.  Two 

brochures that provide information on halibut 
and rockfish are generously distributed in area 
offices and by port samplers.  A new poster 
was created and distributed to the Seward 
Military Resort to minimize the waste of 
rockfish.  The department applied for and was 
awarded an Alaska Coastal Waters Fund grant 
to develop a color brochure on rockfish 
biology and sport fishery management in 
Alaska.  The brochure will be co-produced 
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with University of Alaska Sea Grant and is 
scheduled to be completed by August 2002.   

Staff worked closely with the Sea Grant 
Marine Advisory Program agent in Homer 
and provided a description of the Harvest 
Assessment Program for the periodic 
newsletter “The Charter Log.” Staff also 
contributed to the January, March, and May 
newsletters of the Deep Creek Charter 
Association with summaries of halibut harvest 
information and articles regarding regulations 
and legal responsibilities of guides. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A substantial amount of information is 
provided online.  The Sport Fish Division 
web site provides downloadable brochures 
and reports as well as weekly and monthly 
fishing forecasts and reports.  In addition, the 
Halibut and Groundfish Program home page 
contains information on current research and 
management, species accounts and harvest 
history, and links to additional information 
online. 
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II. RECREATIONAL 
HALIBUT FISHERIES 

LIFE HISTORY 
Halibut are the largest of all flatfishes, 
reaching over 3 m (9 feet) in length and over 
318 kg (700 lb).  Maximum age recorded is 
42 years for females and 55 years for males.  
Halibut sampled from the Southcentral Alaska 
sport harvest between 1992 and 1999 ranged 
from 34 to 234 cm (13-92 in) and 3-26 years 
(Meyer 1993a, 1994, 1996, and In prep.).   

Pacific halibut are distributed along the 
continental shelf from California to the 
Bering Strait near Nome, Alaska (IPHC 
1987).  They are demersal, living on or near 
the bottom, and prefer water temperatures in 
the range 3-8 degrees C.  During the summer, 
adult halibut are found primarily on deep 
banks, on the edges of gullies, on the lower 
continental shelf and upper continental slope, 
at depths from 30 to 300 m (IPHC 1987, 
Trumble et al. 1993).  Some concentrations of 
halibut are beyond the typical reach of the 
recreational charter fleet, but sport anglers do 
take mature halibut from much shallower 
nearshore waters of the upper continental 
shelf where the density of fish is lower.  In 
winter, adult halibut move to deeper water on 
the upper continental slope in the 300-600 m 
depth range. 

Schmitt and Skud (1978) found that age of 
maturity and fecundity of female halibut 
change over time in the Gulf of Alaska.  
Growth also has changed markedly over time 
(Clark 1996).  Fifty percent of females now 
reach sexual maturity at about 11 years of 
age, or 88 cm (35 in), compared with 12-13 
years and 125 cm (49 in) during the 1980s 
(Parma 1997).  Once mature, halibut are 
believed to spawn every year (Trumble et al. 
1993).  

Mature halibut migration is limited mainly to 
movements from summer feeding areas to 
winter spawning areas and back again.  

Tagging data indicate that these movements 
can be quite extensive (Skud 1977).  Juvenile 
halibut between 2 and 6 years of age migrate 
mostly to the east and south, against the 
counter-clockwise flow of currents in the Gulf 
of Alaska.  This migration into the current 
counteracts the westward flow of eggs and 
larvae to maintain the distribution of the stock 
(Trumble et al. 1993). 

The natural mortality rate of halibut is 
unknown and probably varies with age, sex, 
location, and over time.  The IPHC used M = 
0.2 (18% annual mortality) as a working 
value in stock assessments up until 1998, 
when it was lowered to 0.15 (14% annual).   

FISHERY DESCRIPTION 
Regulatory Area 3A 
The Southcentral Alaska Region includes part 
or all of five IPHC Regulatory Areas:  3A, 
3B, 4A, 4B, and 4E (Figure 4).  Areas 4A, B, 
and E will be considered together as Area 4 
for this report.  Area 3A also includes the 
Yakutat area fishery, technically part of the 
Southeast Alaska region.  Throughout this 
report, tables presenting Area 3A halibut data 
will include the Yakutat subarea but a 
description of that fishery will not be 
presented.  Information on Yakutat area sport 
fisheries is available in Bentz et al. (1996).  

Regulatory Area 3A encompasses all of the 
major ports and the majority of recreational 
halibut harvest in Southcentral Alaska.  The 
estimated recreational halibut harvest in Area 
3A has grown from about 18,000 fish in 1977 
to 288,000 fish in 2000 (Figure 5; Mills 1979-
1994, Howe et al. 1995, 1996, 2001a-d, 
Walker et al. In prep.).  Area 3A has 
consistently accounted for about 70% of the 
statewide sport halibut harvest since the mid-
1980s.  In 1999 the Area 3A sport harvest 
made up 52% (by weight) of the entire 
recreational halibut harvest on the North 
American west coast (Blood 2001). 
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Figure 4.-International Pacific Halibut Commission regulatory areas in the 

northeast Pacific Ocean. 
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Source:  Mills 1979-1994, Howe et al.1995, 1996, 2001a-d, Walker et al. In prep. 

Figure 5.-Estimated number of halibut harvested by subarea in IPHC 
Regulatory Area 3A.  
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Area 3A anglers also released an estimated 
88,000 to 273,400 halibut during the period 
1990-2000, representing 32%-50% of their 
catch (Table 5).  The majority of these halibut 
are caught on circle hooks and played for a 
relatively short time.  Most released fish are 
believed to be small and are easily handled 
and released.  The mortality rate of sport-
caught fish has not been estimated but is 
likely quite low.  Results of tagging studies by 
the IPHC suggest that the mortality rate of 
setline-caught and tagged halibut ranges from 
2% to 5% (Peltonen 1969).  The IPHC 
currently assumes a mortality rate of 3.5% for 
halibut caught on longline gear using circle 
hooks and released in excellent condition 
(Kaimmer and Trumble 1998).  Assuming the 
same release mortality rate for sport-caught 
halibut, an estimated 3,100-9,600 more 
halibut died after release in Area 3A since 
1990.  Incorporation of release mortality 
would result in total sport removals (in 
numbers of fish) that are only about 3% 
higher than the harvest estimates (Table 5).  
These numbers may be biased a little high due 
to recall bias.  We believe that anglers have a 
natural tendency to exaggerate the number of 
halibut released. 

Halibut management agencies typically 
describe halibut fishery removals using net 
weight (headed and gutted) in pounds as the 
standard unit (net weight = 0.75 round 
weight).  Harvest in pounds, or harvest 
biomass, is estimated by multiplying numbers 
of fish by estimates of average weight for 
each user group and subarea that are obtained 
through sampling of the recreational harvest 
at major ports throughout Area 3A (Meyer 
1993a, 1994, 1996, and In prep.).   

Overall sport harvest biomass has been 
estimated for Area 3A since 1991.  Before 
that, the IPHC used estimated weights 
obtained through very limited sampling, 
usually from a restricted number of locations 
or range of dates.  While the estimates were 
not rigorous, they were the only data available 

for the sport fishery.  Since 1991 the Area 3A 
sport harvest biomass has ranged from 3.899 
million pounds in 1992 to 5.514 million 
pounds in 1997 (Table 6).  Average weight of 
harvested fish has ranged from 18.3 to 23.4 
pounds, with the lowest average weights 
recorded in 1999 and 2000. 

Most of the recreational halibut harvest in 
Area 3A occurs during the period May-
September.  Some charter services began 
offering charters during April and October 
during the early 1990s, but these months still 
represent a very small fraction of harvest.  
Cold and rough weather and lack of demand 
likely have prevented further development of 
this “shoulder season.”  

Regulatory Area 3A is composed of many 
regional and local recreational fisheries that 
are conducted in more or less separate 
geographic areas and possess distinctive 
patterns of harvest and use.  The vast majority 
of harvest is taken in five subareas:  Kodiak, 
Central Cook Inlet, Lower Cook Inlet, North 
Gulf Coast, and Prince William Sound 
(Figure 2).   

Kodiak 
Halibut are harvested from numerous 
locations surrounding the Kodiak archipelago, 
including Kodiak, Afognak, and Shuyak 
islands.  The majority of sport harvest is from 
Chiniak Bay, Marmot Bay, and other 
nearshore waters adjacent to the population 
center and port of Kodiak.  Most boats based 
in Kodiak fish north of Cape Chiniak and 
only occasionally venture farther west than 
Whale Island and as far north as the north side 
of Marmot Bay (Figure 6).  The most heavily 
fished waters are in the vicinity of Buoy 4, 
Spruce Cape, Woody Island, and Long Island, 
all less than 20 km from port. 

Although Kodiak is a hub of a thriving 
commercial longline fishery for halibut, the 
sport fishery is of much lower magnitude.  
Sport halibut harvest in the Kodiak subarea 
has grown from only about 1,000 fish in 1977
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Table 5.-Estimated number of halibut released, release mortality, and total removals 
(numbers of fish) in the Area 3A sport fishery, 1990-2000. 

Year Caught Kept Released 
Percent 

Released 
Release 

Mortalitya 

Total 
Sport 

Removals 
       

1990 334,931 179,482 155,449 46% 5,441 184,923 
1991 277,402 189,398 88,004 32% 3,080 192,478 
1992 335,338 192,265 143,073 43% 5,008 197,273 
1993 442,830 224,575 218,255 49% 7,639 232,214 
1994 390,245 237,784 152,461 39% 5,336 243,120 
1995 439,676 233,049 206,627 47% 7,232 240,281 
1996 494,581 251,769 242,812 49% 8,498 260,267 
1997 545,734 272,366 273,368 50% 9,568 281,934 
1998 475,845 249,244 226,601 48% 7,931 257,175 
1999 409,114 231,224 177,890 43% 6,226 237,450 
2000 525,647 288,036 237,611 45% 8,316 296,352 

       
Source: Catch and harvest from SWHS, Mills 1991-1994; Howe et al. 1995, 1996, 2001a-d; 

Walker et al. In prep. 
a Assumes a 3.5% mortality rate for released fish. 
 

 

Table 6.-Estimated harvest biomass and average net weight in the Area 3A recreational 
halibut fishery, 1991-2000. 

Year Biomass (million lb) Average Net Wt. (lb) 
   

1991 4.236 22.4 
1992 3.899 20.3 
1993 5.265 23.4 
1994 4.487 18.9 
1995 4.511 19.4 
1996 4.740 18.8 
1997 5.514 20.2 
1998 4.702 18.9 
1999 4.228 18.3 
2000 5.305a 18.4 

   
a Preliminary estimate as of November 2001. 
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Figure 6. Landmarks and waters fished for by the recreational halibut and 
 

Figure 6.-Landmarks and waters fished by the recreational halibut and groundfish 
fleet in the vicinity of the port of Kodiak. 

 

to 21,300 fish in 2000 (Table 7).  In 2000 the 
Chiniak Bay area accounted for about one-
half of the total Kodiak subarea harvest.  The 
2000 Kodiak subarea harvest made up only 
7% (in number) of the Southcentral Alaska or 
Area 3A sport harvest.  Growth of this fishery 
will likely be slowed by geographic isolation 
and the high cost of transportation to the area.   

The charter and non-charter components of 
the harvest have been estimated only recently 
through the SWHS (unpublished estimates).  
The charter portion of the harvest has ranged 
from 31% to 47% since 1995 (Table 7).  
Charter boats from Homer have been fishing 
the Shuyak Island area with increasing 
frequency in recent years.  Some are doing 

overnight or multi-day trips to save on fuel 
costs.  Whether the SWHS is capturing this 
harvest in the Cook Inlet or Kodiak areas 
depends on where survey respondents report 
the location of their harvest.  Most of the 
Homer vessels fishing in the Shuyak area are 
likely charter boats. 

Central and Lower Cook Inlet 
For purposes of describing the halibut fishery, 
Cook Inlet is divided into the Central Cook 
Inlet (CCI) and Lower Cook Inlet (LCI) 
subareas (Figure 2).  Primary access points in 
CCI include boat ramps and beach launch 
sites at Deep Creek, Ninilchik and Anchor 
Point.  The CCI fleet fishes primarily the east 
side and central portion of Cook Inlet as far
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Table 7.-Estimates of recreational halibut harvest (number of fish) in the Kodiak 
subarea, 1977-2000.   

Year Charter Non-charter Total % Charter 
     1977   994  

1978   1,721  
1979   3,013  
1980   3,651  
1981   6,858  
1982   9,180  
1983   8,545  
1984   8,179  
1985   7,303  
1986   10,960  
1987   9,869  
1988   7,749  
1989   10,435  
1990   9,134  
1991   12,089  
1992   10,860  
1993   14,169  
1994   14,910  
1995 6,512 7,477 13,989 47% 
1996 5,155 9,050 14,205 36% 
1997 5,814 11,418 17,232 34% 
1998 4,919 10,749 15,668 31% 
1999 8,022 10,573 18,595 43% 
2000 8,600 12,684 21,284 40% 

     Note: Estimates of charter and non-charter harvest are from the SWHS supplemental survey 
and are not available before 1995. 

 
 
south as the latitude of the Homer Spit.  
Harvest of halibut has been reported in the 
SWHS as far north as the mouth of the Kenai 
River and near Bishop Creek, but the numbers 
of fish are negligible.  The Homer harbor is 
the primary access point for the LCI fishery, 
with relatively small numbers of boats also 
originating from Seldovia and numerous 
private docks and clusters of homes on the 
south side of Kachemak Bay.  Boats based in 
Homer fish primarily in Kachemak Bay 

(mostly private boats), in the central waters of 
Cook Inlet sometimes overlapping with the 
CCI fleet, as far south as the Barren Islands 
and Shuyak Island, and as far east as Port 
Dick.  Vessels making overnight trips may 
venture farther to the east or south (Figure 7). 

Collectively, the Cook Inlet fisheries 
constitute the largest local recreational halibut 
fishery in North America.  Estimated harvest 
has increased from 13,500 fish in 1977 to 



 

 23

Deep Creek Beach
Ninilchik

Anchor Pt.

Kachemak Bay

Shuyak 
I.

Barren Is.

Port Dick

Gore Pt.

Homer

Seldovia

Chugach Is.

Chinitna Pt.

Augustine I.

Cape Douglas

0 20

KM

Cook Inlet

Gulf of Alaska

 
Figure 7.-Landmarks and waters fished by the recreational halibut and groundfish 

fleet in Central and Lower Cook Inlet. 

 
201,700 fish in 2000 (Table 8).  Cook Inlet 
fisheries have accounted for 67%-75% of the 
Area 3A sport halibut harvest and 47%-54% 
of the statewide sport harvest (in number of 
fish) since 1995.   

Growth in Cook Inlet fisheries has been 
relatively steady with the exception of the 

decline in harvest during 1998 and 1999 
(Table 8).  Harvest in the LCI fishery has 
consistently exceeded that of the CCI fishery, 
but growth in the CCI fishery has closed the 
gap somewhat since the mid-1990s. 
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Table 8.-Estimates of recreational halibut harvest (number of fish) in Cook Inlet, 1977-
2000.  

Year Central Cook Inlet Lower Cook Inlet West Cook Inlet Total 
     

1977 4,050 9,416 a 13,466 
1978 4,821 20,756 a 25,577 
1979 6,518 20,479 a 26,997 
1980 8,177 21,808 a 29,985 
1981 9,427 29,294 a 38,721 
1982 10,681 28,851 a 39,532 
1983 23,503 36,623 a 60,126 
1984 23,455 37,747 a 61,202 
1985 21,198 41,450 510 63,158 
1986 39,831 44,250 1,072 85,153 
1987 31,855 45,707 869 78,431 
1988 42,182 93,878 1,192 137,252 
1989 49,087 76,606 1,224 126,917 
1990 52,912 93,941 1,685 148,538 
1991 57,072 89,998 1,576 148,646 
1992 60,659 81,451 984 143,094 
1993 65,256 94,641 2,507 162,404 
1994 79,747 88,329 2,725 170,801 
1995 81,321 86,833 b 168,154 
1996 81,807 105,968 b 187,775 
1997 88,270 105,646 b 193,916 
1998 85,151 94,218 b 179,369 
1999 69,225 86,252 b 155,477 
2000 93,991 107,736 b 201,727 

     a Halibut information was not requested in the SWHS West Cook Inlet questionnaire before 
1985. 

b After 1994 the West Cook Inlet estimates were incorporated into the Central and Lower Cook 
Inlet subareas. 

 

Harvest by charter and non-charter anglers 
has been estimated explicitly through the 
SWHS since 1986 for the CCI and LCI 
fisheries, excluding a small component from 
the west side of Cook Inlet.  Since 1995, 
harvest estimates for the West Cook Inlet 
reporting area have been incorporated into the 
CCI and LCI subareas for halibut reporting.   

Growth in the CCI halibut fishery has been 
due largely to an increase in the guided 
component.  As of the late 1980s the CCI 
fishery was dominated by non-charter anglers 
(Table 9).  The charter harvest component 
increased from 6% to 50% during the period 
1989-1994 as many Kenai River guides 
moved to the Deep Creek-Ninilchik area to 
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Table 9.-Estimates of recreational halibut harvest (number of fish) by charter and non-
charter users in the Central (CCI) and Lower Cook Inlet (LCI) fisheries, 1986-2000.  

 CCI  LCI 
 

Year 
  

Charter 
Non-charter  

Total 
Percent 
Charter 

  
Charter 

Non-
charter 

 
Total 

Percent 
Charter 

           
1986 a 1,086 38,745 39,831 3%  22,293 21,957 44,250 50% 
1987 a 1,178 30,677 31,855 4%  22,963 22,744 45,707 50% 
1988 a 2,383 39,799 42,182 6%  48,750 45,128 93,878 52% 
1989 a 2,810 46,277 49,087 6%  46,153 30,453 76,606 60% 
1990 a 4,928 47,984 52,912 9%  61,036 32,905 93,941 65% 
1991 a 10,238 46,834 57,072 18%  60,837 29,161 89,998 68% 
1992 a 24,603 36,056 60,659 41%  49,014 32,437 81,451 60% 
1993 a 28,458 36,798 65,256 44%  59,011 35,630 94,641 62% 
1994 a 40,122 39,625 79,747 50%  52,284 36,045 88,329 59% 
1995  44,584 36,737 81,321 55%  56,114 30,719 86,833 65% 
1996  41,573 40,234 81,807 51%  67,997 37,971 105,968 64% 
1997  43,442 44,828 88,270 49%  67,923 37,723 105,646 64% 
1998  43,780 41,371 85,151 51%  60,823 33,395 94,218 65% 
1999  38,654 30,601 69,255 56%  53,321 32,931 86,252 62% 
2000  48,569 45,422 93,991 52%  65,189 42,547 107,736 61% 

           
a Estimates before 1995 do not include the relatively minor West Cook Inlet component but are 

included here to demonstrate growth in the charter sector. 
 

circumvent restrictions in the early-run Kenai 
River chinook salmon fishery.  In addition, 
the CCI saltwater fishery offered 
opportunities to harvest halibut as well as 
chinook salmon, and catch rates were 
reportedly high (Nelson 1995).  Ninilchik was 
about an hour less driving time than Homer 
from Anchorage, and the boat ride to the 
fishing grounds was often shorter or 
smoother.  Development of beach access 
during the early 1990s and use of tractors to 
launch boats on any tide also facilitated 
development of the guided fishery.   

In comparison, the LCI harvest has been 
variable but stable, around an average of 
about 90,000 fish since 1988 (Table 9).  The 
proportion of harvest by anglers on charter 
boats has also remained relatively stable at 
about 60%-65%.  The lack of growth in this 

fishery may have been due to a siphoning off 
of demand by the CCI and other fisheries. 

North Gulf Coast 
Although the port of Seward is the only 
access point, this fishery ranges over an 
extremely large geographic area.  Boats 
occasionally fish as far west as Nuka Bay and 
as far east as Cape Cleare and Patton Bay, up 
to 75 nautical miles (140 km) from Seward 
(Figure 8).  Most of the halibut effort and 
harvest in recent years has come from waters 
between Resurrection Bay and Cape Puget.  A 
net redistribution of effort outward from 
Seward has occurred in the last 20 years 
(Meyer 1992), but it is unknown to what 
extent the change is due to depletion of stocks 
by the fishery or increases in vessel 
technology. 
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Figure 8.-Landmarks and waters fished by the recreational halibut and groundfish fleet along the North Gulf Coast. 
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Estimated harvest in the North Gulf Coast 
fishery has grown substantially from about 
1,700 fish in 1977 to 29,100 fish in 2000 
(Table 10).  The most rapid period of growth 
was in the late 1980s and early 1990s.  The 
total harvest as well as the proportion taken 
by charter anglers has remained relatively 
stable since 1993, despite several harbor 
improvements during the mid- and late 1990s.   

Prince William Sound 
Recreational halibut effort in PWS originates 
mainly from the ports of Valdez, Whittier and 
Cordova.  In addition, there is a notable 
harvest of halibut in southwestern PWS by 
anglers originating and landing fish in 
Seward.  It is assumed that most of the PWS 
harvest landed at Seward is accounted for in 
the SWHS under the port of Seward and is 
therefore assigned to the North Gulf Coast 
fishery.   

Valdez-based boats generally fish a north-
south corridor between Valdez Arm and 
Hinchinbrook Entrance, on the eastern side of 
the sound (Meyer 1993a, 1994, 1996, and In 
prep.).  Popular sites for smaller boats include 
Valdez Arm, Glacier Island, Naked Island, 
Bligh Reef, Goose Island, and Knowles Head.  
Larger boats, including most charters, fish 
primarily waters from Knowles Head south to 
Hinchinbrook Entrance, Seal Rocks, and 
around Hinchinbrook Light (Figure 9).  Lately 
some of the charter boats have been fishing 
Wessels Reef.  Whittier-based boats roam the 
entire western sound and charter vessels 
occasionally venture all the way to 
Hinchinbrook Entrance.  As in Valdez, 
smaller boats remain relatively close to port, 
rarely venturing east of Perry Island.  The 
Cordova-based fleet fishes primarily in the 
eastern sound, mainly in Orca Inlet and 
associated bays. 

Estimated recreational halibut harvest in 
Prince William Sound has grown fairly 
steadily from about 1,200 fish in 1977 to 
31,200 fish in 2000 (Table 11).  The charter 

angler component of harvest has been steady 
at about 50% since 1995.  Estimates from the 
SWHS are not sufficiently precise to assign 
harvest to particular regions or ports of 
landing within the sound, but Valdez clearly 
accounts for more harvest than any other 
location.   

There is potential for growth in the PWS 
halibut fishery.  Harvest at Valdez or Cordova 
is not likely to grow significantly in the near 
future, but the Whittier fishery is poised for 
development and growth.  Valdez is relatively 
difficult to get to from Anchorage, being a 
longer drive than other popular halibut 
fisheries such as Seward or CCI.  Many of the 
Valdez anglers are locals, nonresident 
tourists, or residents of Fairbanks.  Growth in 
the Cordova fishery is limited by the lack of 
road access and is unlikely in the near future.  
The potential for growth in harvest at Whittier 
stems from opening of vehicle access through 
the Whittier tunnel in June 2000.  The lack of 
harbor space, public facilities, and other 
infrastructure has so far prevented growth in 
that fishery.  Improvements to the small boat 
harbor, construction of boat ramps, and other 
improvements are planned.  A possible 
limiting factor is that the deep waters of the 
northwestern part of the sound make halibut 
fishing difficult, especially for small boat 
anglers. 

Regulatory Areas 3B and 4 
Area 3B stretches from the southwest end of 
Kodiak Island to Unimak Island, south of the 
Alaska Peninsula.  The area includes the 
communities of Chignik, Sand Point, King 
Cove, and Cold Bay.  Area 4 includes the 
Aleutian chain past Unimak Island, as well as 
all waters north of the Alaska Peninsula.  
Most recreational halibut fishing in Area 4 is 
in the vicinity of Dutch Harbor/Unalaska.  
The Adak Naval Base accounted for a 
significant share of harvest in Area 4 before 
phase-out and closure of the base during the 
period 1995-1997 (Schwarz 1997; page 50). 
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Table 10.-Estimates of recreational halibut harvest (number of fish) in the North Gulf 
Coast subarea, 1977-2000.  

Year Chartera Non-chartera Total % Chartera 
     1977   1,705  

1978   2,723  
1979   2,902  
1980   3,017  
1981   3,443  
1982   2,954  
1983   2,619  
1984   3,267  
1985   5,934  
1986 4,357 6,041 10,398 42% 
1987 2,717 4,454 7,171 38% 
1988 4,329 7,367 11,696 37% 
1989 2,590 4,661 7,251 36% 
1990 4,112 5,388 9,500 43% 
1991 7,589 6,229 13,818 55% 
1992 9,540 9,055 18,595 51% 
1993 11,722 13,812 25,534 46% 
1994 15,501 9,508 25,009 62% 
1995 16,331 7,348 23,679 69% 
1996 15,421 8,802 24,223 64% 
1997 17,633 10,203 27,836 63% 
1998 16,486 8,254 24,740 67% 
1999 15,088 10,789 25,877 58% 
2000 18,655 10,463 29,118 64% 

     a Estimates of charter and non-charter harvest are not available before 1986. 
 

Recreational halibut fishing effort is relatively 
light and harvest is very low in these areas 
compared with other regulatory areas.  The 
estimated harvest in Area 3B has ranged from 
about 500 to 1,100 fish, or only 14,000 to 
29,000 pounds (Table 12).  The Area 4 
harvest has ranged from about 1,600 to 4,700 
fish, or 43,000 to 127,000 pounds.  There is a 
small but developing charter boat fishery in 
Dutch Harbor, but significant increases in 
effort or harvest are not expected in the near 
future in these remote areas. 

No sampling of sport harvest has been done in 
either of these areas in recent years, so the 

average weight for the Kodiak fishery has 
been applied by the IPHC to estimate 
removals.  Based on anecdotal evidence, the 
average weight is probably higher than in 
Kodiak and sport harvest is slightly 
underestimated (Blood 2001). 

COMMERCIAL FISHERIES 
The setline (longline) halibut fishery began 
during the late 1800s and developed sharply 
with the advent of diesel-powered schooners 
in the 1920s (IPHC 1987).  Up until the last 
20 years or so, the recreational fishery had 
been an insignificant source of removals.  
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Figure 9.-Landmarks and waters fished by the recreational halibut and groundfish fleet in Prince William Sound. 
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Table 11.-Estimates of recreational halibut harvest (number of fish) in the Prince 
William Sound subarea, 1977-2000.  

Year Chartera Non-chartera Total % Chartera 
     1977   1,247  

1978   933  
1979   1,691  
1980   3,143  
1981   2,495  
1982   2,735  
1983   3,493  
1984   4,428  
1985   4,527  
1986   8,331  
1987   4,379  
1988   9,845  
1989   8,697  
1990   10,851  
1991   12,733  
1992   17,855  
1993   19,716  
1994   23,487  
1995 12,474 12,297 24,771 50% 
1996 9,897 12,433 22,330 44% 
1997 13,883 14,573 28,456 49% 
1998 13,086 11,215 24,301 54% 
1999 14,204 13,396 27,600 51% 
2000 14,690 16,490 31,180 47% 

     a Estimates of charter and non-charter harvest are not available before 1995. 
 

Although recreational harvests have 
increased in recent years, other sources of 
removals such as commercial harvest, waste, 
and bycatch mortality in longline and other 
fisheries together far outweigh recreational 
harvest in Areas 3A, 3B, and 4 (Clark and 
Hare 2001). 

Since 1974 the commercial catch has ranged 
from 8.19 to 37.86 million pounds in Area 
3A, 0.28 to 15.44 million pounds in Area 
3B, and 0.63 to 13.8 million pounds in Area 

4 (Clark and Hare 2001).  Waste of halibut 
on lost or abandoned gear in all three areas 
combined has ranged from nearly 1.8 
million pounds in the late 1980s to only 
about 0.2-0.3 million pounds since 
implementation of the IFQ fishery in 1995.  
The 1999 sport harvest of 4.23 million 
pounds accounted for about 18.2% of the 
total removals (excluding bycatch mortality 
of sublegal-size fish) in Area 3A, only 0.1% 
in Area 3B, and 0.6% of the removals in 
Area 4. 
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Table 12.-Estimated number of fish harvested and harvest biomass in the Area 3B and 
Area 4 recreational halibut fisheries, 1991-2000.  

 Area 3B  Area 4 
Year No. of Fish Biomass (million lb)  No. of Fish Biomass (million lb) 

      
1991 531 0.014  4,668 0.127 
1992 1,072 0.029  1,606 0.043 
1993 812 0.018  2,733 0.057 
1994 851 0.021  1,671 0.042 
1995 805 0.022  2,012 0.055 
1996 771 0.021  2,783 0.077 
1997 1,001 0.028  2,503 0.069 
1998 634 0.017  3,642 0.096 
1999 682 0.017  3,715 0.094 
2000 626 0.016a  2,978 0.103a 

      
Source: Estimates of the number of fish are from the SWHS (Mills 1992-1994; Howe et al. 

1995, 1996, 2001a-d; and Walker et al. In prep).  Biomass estimates are from Blood 
(2001). 

a Preliminary estimate. 
 

Bycatch mortality of sublegal-size fish is 
estimated using observer data on the 
condition of discards and estimates of discard 
mortality rates (Williams 2001).  In addition 
to the legal-size commercial removals, the 
sublegal bycatch mortality removals in 1999 
were about 1.5 million pounds in Area 3A, 
0.8 million pounds in Area 3B, and 4.3 
million pounds in Area 4. 

MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVE AND 
APPROACH 
Management Objective 
The State of Alaska does not have direct 
management authority over halibut in Alaska 
waters.  The IPHC manages the halibut 
fishery under the management goal of 
optimum yield, as specified in the treaty 
between the United States and Canada.  The 
term “optimum yield” is not explicitly defined 
in the Halibut Convention, but is commonly 

interpreted to imply consideration of food 
production, recreational opportunity, 
protection of the ecosystem, and other social 
and economic benefits.  In addition to the 
management goal of optimum yield, the IPHC 
strives to maintain high, stable yields with a 
low risk of stock collapse (IPHC 1987; page 
40). 

Although the NPFMC has authority to 
allocate the halibut resource among user 
groups in Alaska, thus far it has not done so.  
The NPFMC has passed two motions with 
regard to allocation in the guided sport 
fishery, but no regulations have been 
promulgated as of September 2001 (see 
section on Management Concerns and Issues 
below).  Although the State of Alaska does 
not have direct management authority for 
halibut, the state has an active role in the 
Council process.  Section 302 of the 
Magnuson-Stevens Act provides that the 
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Commissioner of ADF&G (or designee) is a 
voting member of the NPFMC.   

The ADF&G objective with respect to halibut 
management is to provide the agencies 
(IPHC, NPFMC, and BOF) with the best 
possible information regarding the 
recreational halibut fishery, so that 
management and allocation decisions can be 
made that optimize the social and economic 
benefits of the fishery. 

Management Approach 
The harvest strategy used by the IPHC to 
control removals is a fixed annual 
exploitation rate.  The target level for total 
removals of the stock (constant exploitation 
yield, or CEY) in each regulatory area each 
year is 20% of the exploitable biomass (Clark 
and Hare 2001).  This exploitation rate is 
believed to provide harvest that is close to the 
maximum yield under a range of stock-
recruitment scenarios as well as a high 
probability that the stock will remain within 
the observed range of historical abundance 
(Parma 1997). 

Establishment of annual quotas for the 
longline (setline) fishery proceeds in several 
steps.  First, the CEY is set at 20% of the 
exploitable biomass.  Second, the longline 
fishery CEY is calculated for each upcoming 
year by subtracting from the CEY the current 
year’s estimates of all other removals, 
including recreational harvest, bycatch of 
legal-size fish (81 cm and greater), wastage of 
legal-size fish in the longline halibut fishery, 
and fish taken for personal use.  Third, IPHC 
staff may recommend a setline quota that is 
lower or higher than the setline CEY 
depending on the amount of uncertainty in the 
stock assessment model and other factors.  
Finally, IPHC Commissioners may consider 
alternative proposals from industry 
representatives and others before voting on 
final quota recommendations at the IPHC 
annual meeting.  The final quota 
recommendations are sent to the Canadian 

and U.S. governments (Secretary of State and 
Secretary of Commerce) for approval.  
Although total removals usually end up 
varying from the calculated CEY, the use of a 
fixed exploitation rate as the basis for setting 
the setline quota results in annual catches that 
vary in proportion to stock abundance. 

Although there is no quota for the sport 
fishery, it is regulated throughout Alaska 
using daily bag limits, possession limits, a 
closed season, and other regulations.  The 
commercial fishery is controlled through an 
individual fishery quota (IFQ) system enacted 
by the NPFMC in 1995, management of 
which is the responsibility of the National 
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS).   

Regulatory Setting and History 
Until recently the sport harvest has made up a 
small percentage of total halibut removals.  
During the 1960s the IPHC characterized the  
sport fishery as “inconsequential and would 
not be a factor in the management of the 
Pacific halibut stocks” (Skud 1975).  The 
IPHC was asked in 1970 by NMFS and 
ADF&G to recognize the sport fishery and 
institute sport fishery regulations.  The IPHC 
deferred action but requested legal 
interpretations from Canada and the United 
States as to their authority to regulate the 
sport fishery.  The Canadian government 
replied that they felt the IPHC's authority was 
wide enough to do so.  The U. S. Department 
of State stated that the Halibut Convention 
vested the IPHC with the necessary authority, 
but did point out that there was some 
evidence that it was never intended that the 
sport fishing be regulated (Skud 1975). 

The IPHC adopted sport fishing regulations 
for the first time in 1973.  Coastwide 
regulations consisted of an open season from 
March 1 through October 31 and a daily bag 
limit of 3 halibut of any size.  In 1974 the 
IPHC reduced the bag limit to 1 fish, but the 
State of Alaska did not adopt the new 
regulation.  In 1975 the IPHC established a 
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2-fish daily bag and possession limit, open 
season from March 1-October 31, and gear 
requirement of a hook attached to handline or 
rod, or spear (Skud 1975).  The IPHC also 
prohibited possession of sport-caught halibut 
aboard a vessel if other fish or shellfish 
aboard were destined for commercial use. 

The BOF adopts sport fishery regulations 
established by the IPHC as an aid in 
enforcement.  The State of Alaska adopted the 
IPHC regulations for the sport fishery in 1975 
and every year since then.  The open season 
remained March 1–October 31 until 1985, 
when it was expanded to February 1–
December 31.  The halibut daily bag and 
possession limit remained at 2 fish through 
1987.  In 1988 the possession limit was raised 
to 4 fish (bag limit remained 2 fish), and the 
following special regulation was put in place 
by the IPHC to help enforce bag and 
possession limits:  

“No person shall fillet, mutilate, or 
otherwise disfigure a halibut in any 
manner that prevents the determination 
of the number of fish caught, 
possessed, or landed.”  

The state can adopt additional regulations for 
halibut as long as they do not conflict with 
IPHC regulations.  The State of Alaska 
adopted the IPHC special regulation in 1988 
in intent, but with slightly different wording:  

“Until brought to shore and offloaded, 
no person shall fillet, mutilate, or 
otherwise disfigure a halibut in any 
manner that prevents the determination 
of the number of fish caught or 
possessed. 

Neither the IPHC nor Alaska halibut sport 
fishing regulations have changed since 1988.  
The daily bag limit remains at 2 fish daily, the 
possession limit is 4 fish, there is no 
minimum size, and special regulations 
regarding commercial fish on board and 
cleaning remain in effect statewide.  Bag and 

possession limits are found in Title 5 area 
regulations.  Halibut special regulations apply 
statewide and are found in 5 AAC 75.070.  
State statutes regarding licensing for sport 
fishing (AS 16.05.340-430) also apply to the 
sport halibut fishery.  Rules governing charter 
logbooks are found in statewide sport fishing 
regulations, 5 AAC 75.076.   

STOCK STATUS 
Since 1982 the IPHC has been estimating 
stock size using an age-structured model.  
Before 1995 the model was fitted to catch-at-
age and catch per unit effort (CPUE) data 
from the commercial fishery.  Since then the 
model has incorporated catch-at-age and 
CPUE data from the commercial fishery and 
IPHC surveys.  Catch at age from the sport 
fishery has not been included because age 
data are not available for all regulatory areas.  
Since 1996 two models with alternative 
assumptions regarding survey selectivity have 
been used, with harvest recommendations 
generally based on the more conservative 
version (Clark and Parma 2000).  The model 
used at the end of the 2000 season was 
simplified by dropping a submodel dealing 
with growth and size at age, and changing the 
method for estimating selectivity (Clark and 
Hare 2001). 

As of January 2001, the halibut stock in Area 
3A was believed by the IPHC to be about 
average but continuing to drop gradually due 
to natural declines in recruitment.  Exploitable 
biomass was estimated at 111 million pounds, 
roughly halfway between the 1975 estimated 
level of 40 million pounds and the peak in 
1988 of about 175 million pounds.   

The IPHC does not estimate abundance of 
halibut in Areas 3B and 4 using an age 
structured assessment model.  Exploitation 
rates in that area are very low and no surveys 
were conducted before 1996.  Instead, 
exploitable biomass in those areas is 
estimated by extrapolating the Area 3A 
estimate to each area based on total bottom 
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area less than 500 fathoms and catch rates 
relative to Area 3A.  Exploitable biomass was 
estimated at 131 million pounds in Area 3B 
and 156 million pounds in Area 4, but there is 
great uncertainty in these estimates due to the 
lack of information (Clark and Hare 2001). 

MANAGEMENT CONCERNS AND ISSUES 
The primary management concerns and issues 
for the recreational halibut fishery are 
allocation between the longline and charter 
fleets, overcapitalization within the charter 
fleet, and local depletion or competition for 
resource among users in local areas. 

Allocation 
Responsibility for allocation of the halibut 
resource in state and federal waters adjacent 
to Alaska was delegated to the North Pacific 
Fishery Management Council (NPFMC) 
under the Magnuson Fishery Management 
Conservation Act of 1975 (superceded by the 
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Management 
Conservation Act of 1996).  The Council 
historically has not allocated between 
recreational and other users.  Instead, the 
quota for the directed longline fishery has 
been set after removals by all other sources 
(including the sport fishery) were deducted 
from the CEY, or allowable harvest.   

Prior to implementation of IFQs in the 
commercial fishery in 1995, the commercial 
harvest in Area 3A was controlled through the 
use of one or two short openings per year.  
Commercial fishermen competed with each 
other for fish, but some individual fishermen 
could conceivably do well even when stocks 
were low or weather was poor.  
Implementation of IFQs put allocation issues 
in the forefront, because setting the 
commercial quota after harvest by other users 
was deducted from the CEY amounted to a de 
facto allocation to sport and personal use 
users.  Any increases in sport harvest relative 
to the size of the stock had a direct effect on 
the value of each IFQ-holder’s shares.   

A proposal was introduced by the Sitka 
Longline Fishermen’s Association to the 
NPFMC in September 1993 to control 
recreational harvest of halibut in the charter 
boat fishery.  No action against the unguided 
sport fleet was proposed.  The Council 
developed and considered various alternatives 
for several years.  In February 2000, the 
Council approved a motion to implement a 
guideline harvest level (GHL) for the charter 
fishery in Areas 2C (Southeast Alaska) and 
3A.  They also established a matrix of 
management measures that would be 
implemented or lifted to adjust the GHL in 
response to changes in estimated abundance.  
The Area 3A GHL was set at 3.91 million 
pounds (net weight), which represented 125% 
of the average of the 1995-1999 halibut 
removals by the charter fishery.  The 
estimates for 1995-1998 were preliminary and 
the 1999 estimate was a projection based on 
1994-1998 estimates.  Estimates of removals 
were based on Statewide Harvest Survey 
(SWHS) estimates of the number of halibut 
harvested.   

The February 2000 GHL motion was intended 
to stop the open-ended allocation to the 
guided sport fishery, but the Council was still 
concerned with the possibility of further 
allocation conflicts and with 
overcapitalization of the guided sport fleet.  
Immediately following the GHL decision in 
February 2000, the NPFMC formed an 
industry committee to develop a list of 
elements and options to incorporate halibut 
charter operators into the existing commercial 
individual fishery quota (IFQ) program.  The 
committee developed a list of alternatives for 
defining qualification, transfer of quota share, 
basis and amount of initial issuance, 
mechanics of reporting and management, and 
other considerations.  The Council revised 
this list of elements and added an option to set 
aside quota shares for Gulf coastal 
communities to develop local charter 
businesses. 
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ADF&G and the BOF opposed incorporation 
of the sport charter fishery into the IFQ 
program for a variety of reasons.  Primary 
objections were that (1) IFQs were untested in 
recreational fisheries and that there was a 
great deal of uncertainty regarding impacts, 
(2) the public’s cost to access the fishery were 
likely to increase, (3) migration of quota share 
between fisheries could have economic 
impacts not addressed in the Council’s 
analysis, (4) reduced access to halibut would 
result in targeting of state-managed species 
with conservation concerns, such as rockfish 
and lingcod.  The state proposed a motion for 
implementation of a charter vessel 
moratorium, GHL as passed by the Council, 
and a commitment to dealing with local 
depletion issues through local fishery 
management plans. 

Despite the state’s objection, the NPFMC 
approved a motion in April 2001 to 
incorporate the Area 3A and 2C charter fleets 
into the existing halibut IFQ program.  The 
amount of initial issuance had the same basis 
as the GHL motion passed earlier (125% of 
the 1995-1999 average harvest), but was now 
based on updated harvest estimates from 
ADF&G.  The motion would allocate to the 
charter sector 13.05% of the Area 2C and 
14.11% of the Area 3A combined 
longline/charter quota.  The amount of shares 
issued to each operator would be based on 
70% of the 1998 and 1999 ADF&G logbook 
data with an additional 10% added for each 
year of operation during the period 1995-
1997.  In addition, up to 1% of the combined 
setline/charter quota share would be set aside 
initially for underdeveloped coastal 
communities to develop additional charter 
operations.  The Council intended to identify 
eligible communities and details of 
administration of the program in subsequent 
action.  If adopted by the Secretary of 
Commerce, the charter IFQ program would 
not likely be in place before 2003. 

Little progress was made on the original GHL 
motion during development of the IFQ 
motion.  Upon revision of the 1996-1998 
harvest estimates, the GHLs were updated to 
the same criteria as for IFQ initial issuance.  
If the GHL motion were to proceed, the GHLs 
would be set at 1.432 million pounds in Area 
2C and 3.650 million pounds in Area 3A. 

Localized Depletion 
Throughout the process of developing the 
GHL and IFQ motions, concern was 
expressed by halibut users and managers that 
abundance of halibut in heavily fished local 
areas was being depleted by sport and 
commercial users.  Some users noted declines 
in number and size of fish within a season; 
others noted similar declines from year to 
year.  In some areas, charter boat operators 
reported depletions that they believed were 
due to increased levels of commercial harvest 
in nearshore waters since implementation of 
the IFQ program in 1995.   

Establishment of a charter vessel moratorium 
has also been under consideration by the 
Council.  It was originally proposed as one of 
the possible alternatives to control charter 
harvest.  The NPFMC analysis of alternatives 
indicated that a moratorium would be 
ineffective at controlling harvest if the GHL 
were set at or near the current level of harvest 
because many boats were not harvesting at 
full capacity.  When the NPFMC passed the 
GHL motion, they left the possibility of a 
moratorium open, primarily to address 
overcapitalization. 

In February 1998 the BOF and the NPFMC 
adopted a joint protocol to guide the 
development of local area management plans 
(LAMPs) for halibut and related fisheries 
(Appendix A).  The LAMP process was 
designed around the successful development 
of a LAMP for the Sitka Sound halibut 
fishery, created to address the perceived 
problem of local depletion of halibut 
abundance (50 CFR [Code of Federal 
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Regulations] Part 300, effective October 29, 
1999).  The Council’s purview is for halibut 
and species covered under the federal fishery 
management plan.  The BOF asked for 
authority to screen LAMP proposals to ensure 
viability of state-managed fisheries that may 
be affected by halibut fishery regulations.  
Under the protocol, once proposals are 
approved by the Board they are forwarded to 
the Council for technical and legal analysis, 
public review, and final action. 

A number of LAMP proposals have been 
submitted in Southcentral Alaska.  Most 
proposals deal with moratoria on halibut 
charter vessels or perceived conflicts between 
sport and commercial users in nearshore 
halibut or rockfish fisheries.  Proposals were 
submitted soon after the joint NPFMC-BOF 
protocol was developed and the Board 
announced their first call for proposals in 
April 1998.  The Board recognized that 
insufficient time had elapsed for development 
of proposals that met the protocol criteria, but 
allowed undeveloped proposals as 
placeholders.   

Development of LAMP proposals has been 
slow.  In some cases problem statements have 
not been clearly defined or not all user groups 
support the problem statements and have been 
unwilling to participate.  In some cases it has 
been difficult to find participants representing 
all affected user groups, or get interested 
participants to meeting because of the high 
personal costs of travel.  As of November 
2001, the Board had not taken any action on 
any of the LAMP proposals.   

ADF&G staff has been involved with the 
halibut LAMP process since the first 
proposals were submitted in April 1998.  The 
Joint NPFMC-BOF Protocol states clearly 
that the LAMP process is user-generated.  
The department’s role has therefore been to 
provide fishery data and guidance, as well as 
advice on the potential impacts of local 
halibut management plans on state-managed 

fisheries such as rockfish, lingcod, and 
salmon.  Within those guidelines, the 
department has provided copies of (1) the 
Joint NPFMC-BOF Protocol, (2) guidelines 
for developing halibut LAMPs, and (3) 
summaries of historical commercial and 
recreational halibut catch statistics, to the 
Central Peninsula Fish and Game Advisory 
Committee (Ninilchik), the Kodiak Advisory 
Committee, the Kodiak Sportfishing 
Association, the Valdez Advisory Committee, 
the Cordova Advisory Committee, the Seward 
Charter Association, the Whittier Advisory 
Committee, and other individuals.  
Department staff has attended numerous 
advisory committee or other meetings 
involving discussion of LAMPs in 
Anchorage, Kodiak, Homer, Ninilchik, 
Seward, Valdez, Whittier, and Cordova since 
February 1998. 

Local depletion is a concern shared by 
resource users, the NPFMC, the BOF, and the 
department.  Unfortunately, the term “local 
depletion” is not well defined or well 
understood.  Two types of local depletion 
have been identified — depletion within a 
season, and depletion between seasons.  
Within-season depletion has been described 
by users as a decline in abundance, as 
indicated by catch rates, often accompanied 
by a decrease in average size.  Between-
season depletion is usually described the same 
way, but with changes happening on larger 
time scales. 

Charter and commercial IFQ users often hold 
each other responsible for both types of 
depletion.  There are numerous other factors, 
however, that could be wholly or partially 
responsible for local depletion, and these may 
not be well understood.  Within-season 
depletion is confounded with documented late 
summer and fall movement of halibut out of 
nearshore waters toward deeper spawning 
areas (Skud 1977).  Between-season depletion 
in recent years may be due to declines in 
halibut recruitment since 1996.  The Gulf of 
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Alaska climate has multi-decadal warm and 
cold cycles (Francis et al. 1998).  Warming of 
the Gulf of Alaska following the last regime 
shift in 1977 has caused dramatic changes in 
fish communities, including decreases in 
herring, capelin, shrimp, and crabs (Anderson 
and Piatt 1999).  These reductions in the prey 
base for halibut have possibly caused shifts in 
summer distribution.  Long-term trends in 
halibut abundance are now generally 
considered to be linked to environmental 
changes.  Long-term declines in halibut 
growth rate and recruitment have also been 
linked to the regime shift (Clark et al. 1999).  

RECOMMENDED RESEARCH AND 
MANAGEMENT 
The ADF&G, Sport Fish Division’s halibut 
and groundfish recreational harvest 
assessment program described in Section I 
provides valuable information for 
management of the stock by the IPHC and 
NPFMC.  Continuation of this program is 
recommended, including the current 
objectives of estimating average weight, 
harvest biomass, length and sex composition, 
and spatial distribution of effort and harvest in 
the guided and unguided sport fishery.  
Collection of otoliths should continue so the 
IPHC can build on the 1991-1998 time series 
of age composition estimates from the sport  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

fishery in Area 3A.  All estimates should be 
done by user group and by port so data are 
available to address future allocation issues 
and local area conflicts. 

The IPHC has expressed interest in 
accounting for all removals, including release 
mortality in the sport fishery.  The survival 
rate of halibut taken on recreational hook and 
line gear has not been estimated, but 
reasonable estimates are available for halibut 
caught on longline gear using circle hooks.  
The percentage of harvest taken on circle 
versus other types of hooks (e.g., J and treble) 
and the size distribution of released halibut 
are unknown and could have large effects on 
estimates of removals from release mortality.  
Estimation of these parameters would likely 
result in more accurate estimates of release 
mortality and should be pursued as funding 
allows. 

The logbook program should continue to 
collect halibut catch and harvest information 
if comparisons show that the program is cost-
effective and results in reliable estimates for 
the charter fishery.  A big advantage of the 
logbook program is that data on effort, catch, 
and harvest are practically complete and 
therefore likely to be more accurate than 
estimates from surveys. 
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III. RECREATIONAL 
ROCKFISH FISHERIES 

LIFE HISTORY 
At least 30 species of rockfish, genera 
Sebastes and Sebastolobus, inhabit Gulf of 
Alaska waters.  Rockfishes are categorized for 
management into three assemblages based on 
habitat preferences (Table 13).  The pelagic 
shelf assemblage consists of species that 
inhabit waters of the continental shelf and 
typically exhibit midwater schooling 
behavior.  Black and dusky rockfish are the 
most common pelagic shelf species taken in 
the recreational fishery.  There are two forms 
of dusky rockfish, including a nearshore, 
typically smaller ‘dark’ form, and an offshore, 
deeper-dwelling ‘light’ form.  These forms 
are combined in this report.  The demersal 
shelf assemblage consists of species that 
inhabit the continental shelf and are typically 
associated closely with bottom habitat.  They 
are usually solitary or occur in small groups.  
Yelloweye rockfish are the most frequent 
demersal shelf species in the recreational 
catch, but quillback, copper, and China 
rockfish are also commonly taken.  Finally, 
the slope assemblage includes deeper-
dwelling species typically found in the 
deeper, offshore waters of the continental 
slope.  Although silvergray and shortraker 
rockfish commonly show up in the Seward 
and Whittier harvests respectively, slope 
species are not a major component of the 
sport harvest anywhere in the management 
area. 

Most rockfishes, especially demersal shelf 
species, are believed to have small home 
ranges and exhibit site fidelity.  Tagged 
yelloweye rockfish in Southeast Alaska were 
recaptured in the area tagged up to 3 years 
later (O’Connell 1991).  In another 
experiment, all recaptured copper and 
quillback rockfish and 63% of recaptured 
black rockfish were recovered at or near their  
 

tagging site up to 2.5 years after tagging 
(Mathews and Barker 1983).  Matthews et al. 
1987 noted that demersal species had small 
home ranges and were more likely to return to 
high-relief rocky areas than low-relief areas.  
Nearly 1,900 tagged black rockfish were 
recaptured out of over 52,000 fish tagged off 
the Washington coast.  Of these, 62% were 
recaptured at or near their release site, and 
79% within 10 miles of their release site (F. 
Wallace, Washington Department Fish and 
Wildlife, 1996, personal communication).  In 
a Southeast Alaska study, displaced yellowtail 
rockfish returned to their capture site from as 
far away as 22.5 km, some after displacement 
to other schools of the same species and some 
after 3 months in captivity (Carlson and 
Haight 1972).   

Maximum observed ages and lengths in the 
sport fishery vary considerably among species 
(Table 13).  No rockfish in excess of 1 m in 
length have been recorded.  The oldest fish 
observed in the sport harvest since 1991 was a 
112-year-old shortraker rockfish.  Most black 
rockfish taken in the sport fishery are 8-20 
years old, compared with 15-45 years for 
yelloweye rockfish (Meyer 2000).  The oldest 
documented rockfish is a rougheye rockfish 
from Southeast Alaska assigned an age of 205 
years (Munk 2001).  Although slope 
rockfishes are typically characterized by 
extreme longevity, most slope species taken 
in the sport fishery are relatively young.  This 
is probably a function of low sample size and 
the relatively shallow nearshore distribution 
of sport fishing effort. 

Low rates of natural mortality are consistent 
with extreme longevity and indicate low 
productivity relative to other species.  Natural 
mortality estimates are available only for 
selected species:  O’Connell et al. (1999) 
estimated instantaneous natural mortality (M) 
at 0.02 for yelloweye rockfish.  Estimates of 
M for black rockfish range from 0.10 to 0.26 
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Table 13.-Management assemblage classification, maximum assigned ages, and 
maximum ages and lengths of rockfishes Sebastes sampled from the Gulf of Alaska 
recreational fishery, 1991-1999. 

Sport Harvest Data 

Assemblage and 
Common Name Scientific Name 

 
Max. 

Assigned 
Age 

Max. 
Age 

No. 
Aged 

Max. 
Length 
(cm) 

No. 
Measured 

       
Pelagic Shelf       

Black S. melanops 50 50 8,612 69 10,913 
Dusky S. ciliatus 67 67 1,641 58 1,798 
Yellowtail S. flavidus 64 42 67 56 67 

       
Demersal Shelf       

Canary S. pinniger 84 24 148 59 144 
China S. nebulosus 78 56 214 42 210 
Copper S. caurinus 50 50 331 55 378 
Quillback S. maliger 90 74 879 56 882 
Rosethorn S. helvomaculatus 87 71 7 51 7 
Tiger S. nigrocinctus 116 84 109 52 113 
Yelloweye S. ruberrimus 118 103 4,739 90 5,332 

       
Slope       

Bocaccio S. paucispinis 46 46 35 90 34 
Harlequin S. variegatus 43 21 3 33 3 
Northern S. polyspinis 57 13 3 38 3 
Pacific ocean perch S. alutus 98 31 2 47 2 
Redstripe S. proriger 55 38 15 46 15 
Rougheye S. aleutianus 205 30 21 71 24 
Sharpchin S. zacentrus 58 24 1 27 1 
Shortraker S. borealis 157 112 10 97 9 
Silvergray S. brevispinis 81 52 295 71 301 
Splitnose S. diploproa 86 16 4 30 4 

       
Source:  Munk 2001, Meyer 1992, Meyer 2000, and ADF&G unpublished data for 1996-1999 

available in Homer. 
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in Washington, depending on the method 
used (Wallace and Tagart 1994).  These 
instantaneous rates translate to annual rates 
of 2% for yelloweye and 10%-23% for black 
rockfish. 

Rockfishes Sebastes fertilize eggs internally.  
Eggs incubate and hatch within the ovaries, 
and larvae are extruded when only a few 
millimeters long.  Most female rockfishes in 
Southcentral Alaska are believed to release a 
single brood annually.  Age at maturity has 
not been rigorously estimated in any species 
in the northern Gulf of Alaska.  Age at 50% 
maturity has been estimated for yelloweye 
rockfish in Southeast Alaska at 21 years for 
females and 23 years for males.   

All Sebastes are pysoclistous (having 
unvented swim bladders) and sustain 
embolism and other decompression trauma 
injuries when brought to the surface from 
depths greater than 20 m.  This life history 
trait results in high bycatch mortality in 
sport and commercial fisheries, complicates 
management, and is an obstacle to efficient 
stock assessment. 

FISHERY DESCRIPTION 
The recreational rockfish fishery occurs 
mostly in state waters (within 3 nautical 
miles of shore).  Harvest of all rockfish 
species in Southcentral Alaska has ranged 
from 22,000 fish in 1977 to 71,000 fish in 
1988 (Figure 10).  Harvest has averaged 
49,100 fish over the last 10 years (1991-
2000).  The Southcentral Alaska harvest has 
made up 39% to 71% of the statewide 
recreational rockfish harvest (in number of 
fish).  No information is available to 
estimate the economic value of the 
Southcentral Alaska recreational rockfish 
fishery.   

Recreational harvest biomass (pounds round 
weight) has also been estimated since 1991 
by integrating SWHS estimates of the 
number of fish taken and estimates of 

species composition and average weight 
from port sampling (Table 14).  No estimate 
is available for Kodiak in 1991 because 
there was no sampling for species 
composition or average weight.  Valdez data 
alone were available for the 1991-1998 
Prince William Sound estimates.  Methods 
used for the period 1991-1995 are 
documented in Meyer (2000).  Estimates 
since 1996 are preliminary and computed as 
the product of assemblage composition, 
average weight by assemblage, and the 
number of fish harvested.  These will be 
updated when the 1996-2000 data are 
summarized in reports.   

Most rockfish are taken incidentally to 
fishing for other species, or while targeting 
rockfish for only a portion of the trip.  Few 
anglers make trips targeting only rockfish 
(Table 3).  At Homer, Valdez, and Whittier, 
78%-84% of rockfish were harvested by 
anglers targeting halibut during the period 
1995-2000 (Table 15).  In Seward and 
Kodiak, 32%-55% were taken by anglers 
targeting halibut, with most of the remainder 
taken by anglers targeting bottomfish in 
general or bottomfish and salmon.  Among 
these ports, only 1%-11% of rockfish were 
harvested by anglers targeting rockfish 
exclusively. 

Because rockfish are typically caught as 
bycatch, many of them are released.  
Estimates of rockfish catch (numbers kept 
plus released) have been estimated through 
the SWHS, and the release component is 
estimated by subtracting the harvest.  Since 
1997 the number of rockfish released has 
exceeded the number harvested on a 
regionwide basis (Figure 10).  On an 
areawide basis the release component is 
generally greater than the harvest from Cook 
Inlet westward, these being fisheries 
dominated by pelagic species.  The 
assemblage composition of the release 
component is estimated through port  
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Source: Mills 1979-1994, Howe et al. 1995, 1996, 2001a-d, Walker et al. In 

prep.  Estimates of released fish are only available since 1990. 

Figure 10.-Estimated number of rockfish (all species combined) harvested 
and released, by subarea, in the Southcentral Alaska sport fishery.   
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Table 14.-Estimated recreational harvest (nearest 100 lb round weight), by subarea, of 
all rockfishes in Southcentral Alaska during the period 1991-2000.   

Year Kodiak Cook Inlet North Gulf Coast 
Prince William 

Sound 
     

1991 --a 19,100 98,300 38,200 
1992 20,600 20,600 125,200 80,700 
1993 27,500 32,300 106,500 69,700 
1994 19,500 28,100 126,300 80,700 
1995 16,400 27,400 78,000 86,800 
1996 27,800 35,300 105,900 61,200 
1997 26,800 32,600 106,400 85,200 
1998 21,400 23,100 96,200 89,700 
1999 20,300 31,700 106,600 70,300 
2000 29,300 43,600 134,600 123,000 

     
Source: Estimates for the period 1991-1995 are from Meyer (2000), and estimates for 1996-

2000 are preliminary. 
a There was no sampling for species composition or average weight in Kodiak in 1991.  
 

 

 

 

Table 15.-Average percent of recreational rockfish harvest (percent of fish) by target 
category, 1995-2000.   

 Percent of Rockfish Harvest by Target Species Category 

Port Bottomfish 

Bottomfish 
and 

Salmon Halibut Lingcod Rockfish Salmon 
Salmon 
Shark 

        
Homer 0 4 84 0 6 6 0 
Kodiak 14 36 32 3 11 3 0 
Seward 19 10 55 1 4 11 0 
Valdez 10 6 81 0 1 2 0 
Whittier 7 6 78 0 5 4 0 

        
Source:  Data are from angler interviews. 
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sampling interviews.  From 1995 to 2000 
pelagic species made up the majority of 
rockfish released at Homer (97%), Kodiak 
(97%), and Seward (94%), and a minority of 
releases in Prince William Sound (23% at 
Whittier and 30% at Valdez).  Mortality of 
released rockfish has not been estimated but is 
believed to be higher for demersal shelf and 
slope species rockfishes than for pelagic 
species, primarily because pelagic species are 
often found higher in the water column.   

Estimates of numbers of rockfish harvested 
and released from the SWHS are believed to 
be biased high due to misidentification or 
misreporting.  Harvest survey personnel 
occasionally interview anglers that refer to 
sculpins and greenling as rockfish.  This 
doesn’t explain discrepancies in estimated 
harvest, however, because few sculpins or 
greenlings are retained.  The department is 
not aware of any rockfish harvest in Cook 
Inlet north of Anchor Point, yet SWHS 
rockfish harvest estimates in the Cook Inlet 
fishery north of Anchor Point have ranged 
from 240 to 1,038 fish since 1991.  This area 
contains little rockfish habitat and only two 
rockfish have ever been reported landed in the 
Central Cook Inlet fishery in thousands of 
vessel-trip interviews during the May-August 
fishery since 1994.  This area has accounted 
for 5%-20% of the estimated Cook Inlet 
rockfish harvest, suggesting Cook Inlet 
estimates may be biased high by that amount. 

Alaska Peninsula 
The Alaska Peninsula area has consis tently 
accounted for the smallest percentage of 
recreational rockfish harvest in the HGMA.  
Since 1981 annual harvest estimates from the 
SWHS have been highly variable from year to 
year, ranging from 62 to 2,700 fish (Table 
16).  Harvest biomass has not been estimated 
for this area because there is no port sampling 
for species composition or average weight.  
Estimates of the guided fishery component 
have also been highly variable, ranging from 
0% to 39% (in number) since 1996 

(Table 16).  Harvest in recent years has been 
concentrated around Adak Island and 
Unalaska Island.  There is no sampling of the 
recreational fishery and no information is 
available on species, size, or age composition 
of the harvest.   

Kodiak 
Recreational rockfish harvest in the Kodiak 
area has been relatively stable over the long 
term, ranging from 1,500 fish in 1980 to 
11,400 fish in 1988 (Table 17).  Since 1991 
harvest has been in the range 4,200 to 8,000 
fish, or 16,400 to 29,300 pounds, with no 
clear trend (Table 14).  The guided 
component of harvest has made up 18%-36% 
(in number) of the harvest since 1996 (Table 
17).  The Chiniak Bay area typically accounts 
for the largest portion of the recreational 
harvest (52% in 2000).  Data from the harvest 
assessment program show that black rockfish 
have made up 71%-87% of the sport rockfish 
harvest sampled in Kodiak city harbors since 
1995.   

Cook Inlet 
Sport harvest in the Cook Inlet area has 
gradually risen, with variable estimates of 
annual harvest ranging from 1,860 fish in 
1977 to 9,639 fish in 1988 (Table 18).  Since 
1991 annual harvest has been in the range 
2,800 to 6,200 fish, or 19,100 to 43,600 lb 
(Table 14).  The guided component has made 
up 26% to 54% of the harvest in number since 
1986.  Harvest estimates are believed to be 
biased high due to misidentification or 
misreporting as described above.  Pelagic 
species made up 46%-84% of the harvest 
since 1995.  Black rockfish are the primary 
pelagic species and yelloweye rockfish are the 
primary non-pelagic species in the harvest.  
Black and dusky rockfish are regularly caught 
in outer Kachemak Bay (west of the Homer 
Spit), either as a target species or incidental to 
halibut or salmon fishing.  All species are 
taken along the outer Kenai Peninsula coast 
and around the Chugach Islands (Figure 7).   
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Table 16.-Estimates of recreational rockfish harvest (number of fish) in the Alaska 
Peninsula subarea, 1977-2000.  

Year Chartera Non-chartera Total % Chartera 
     1977   0  

1978   0  
1979   0  
1980   0  
1981   421  
1982   178  
1983   62  
1984   1,116  
1985   199  
1986   686  
1987   2,046  
1988   1,875  
1989   255  
1990   2,677  
1991   1,044  
1992   914  
1993   781  
1994   724  
1995   559  
1996 0 582 582 0% 
1997 639 1,050 1,689 38% 
1998 171 266 437 39% 
1999 6 132 138 4% 
2000 0 1,430 1,430 0% 

     a Estimates of charter and non-charter harvest are not available before 1996. 
 

North Gulf Coast 
The North Gulf Coast fishery has consistently 
accounted for the largest share of rockfish 
harvest in Southcentral Alaska.  This fishery 
is accessed almost exclusively from the port 
of Seward.  Estimated harvest of all 
rockfishes rose from about 13,000 fish in 
1977 to a high of 39,000 fish in 1986 (Table 
19).  Annual harvests have varied widely 
around a long-term average of about 23,000 
fish.  In terms of weight, harvest has ranged  
 

 
from 78,000-134,600 pounds (Table 14).  
Guided anglers have accounted for 32%-60% 
of the harvest in number since 1986 (Table 
19).  Black rockfish have made up 70%-80% 
of the harvest (Meyer 1992, 2000).  
Yelloweye rockfish are the next largest 
component of the harvest and the primary 
demersal species harvested, and have 
typically made up about 15%-20% of the 
harvest.  Rockfish have historically been 



 

 45

Table 17.-Estimates of recreational rockfish harvest (number of fish) in the Kodiak 
subarea, 1977-2000.  

Year Chartera Non-chartera Total % Chartera 
     1977   2,810  

1978   1,907  
1979   3,599  
1980   1,489  
1981   6,242  
1982   3,992  
1983   3,252  
1984   8,231  
1985   4,691  
1986   4,479  
1987   6,501  
1988   11,369  
1989   5,070  
1990   3,842  
1991   8,036  
1992   5,652  
1993   7,569  
1994   5,019  
1995   4,247  
1996 1,279 5,272 6,551 20% 
1997 1,115 5,049 6,164 18% 
1998 1,157 3,390 4,547 25% 
1999 1,951 3,529 5,480 36% 
2000 1,967 5,158 7,125 28% 

     a Estimates of charter and non-charter harvest are not available before 1996. 
 

taken from waters between Nuka Bay 
(southwest of Resurrection Bay) and Cape 
Cleare at the west end of Montague Island 
(Figure 8).  Waters around the Chiswell 
Islands, Aialik Cape, and the southern portion 
of Resurrection Bay have accounted for most 
of the rockfish harvest in this subarea (Meyer 
2000). 

Prince William Sound 
The Prince William Sound (PWS) fishery 
accounts for the second largest sport rockfish 

harvests in the HGMA.  Harvest has been 
variable but the overall trend has been 
increasing from about 4,400 fish in 1977 to a 
high of 17,500 fish in 2000 (Table 20).  The 
guided fishery has been responsible for 24%-
33% of the harvest since 1996.  Harvest 
biomass during the period 1991-2000 has 
ranged from 38,000 to 123,000 pounds (Table 
14).  The primary access points are the ports 
of Whittier, Valdez, and Cordova.  Rockfish 
are also taken from the southwest part of the
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Table 18.-Estimates of recreational rockfish harvest (number of fish) in the Cook Inlet 
subarea, 1977-2000.  

Year Chartera Non-chartera Total % Chartera 
     

1977   1,860  
1978   4,332  
1979   2,989  
1980   1,995  
1981   3,575  
1982   2,473  
1983   4,361  
1984   3,603  
1985   2,723  
1986 1,667 4,436 6,103 27% 
1987 996 2,390 3,386 29% 
1988 2,509 7,130 9,639 26% 
1989 1,386 2,754 4,140 33% 
1990 1,486 1,722 3,208 46% 
1991 935 1,884 2,819 33% 
1992 1,441 3,096 4,537 32% 
1993 2,400 2,593 4,993 48% 
1994 2,765 2,419 5,184 53% 
1995 2,295 2,104 4,399 52% 
1996 2,491 2,704 5,195 48% 
1997 1,910 2,581 4,491 43% 
1998 1,763 2,243 4,006 44% 
1999 2,380 3,778 6,158 39% 
2000 3,291 2,833 6,124 54% 

     
a Estimates of charter and non-charter harvest are not available before 1986. 
 

sound by anglers from Seward, but most of 
that harvest is believed to be accounted for in 
the North Gulf estimates.  Demersal species, 
namely yelloweye, copper, and quillback 
rockfish, dominate the harvest in internal 
waters of the sound, while the pelagic black 
rockfish are found mostly around the 
entrances and outer waters of Hinchinbrook 
and Montague islands (Figure 9).  An 
exception is that a significant portion of the 

pelagic rockfish harvest in some years has 
been taken in the northwestern part of the 
sound in Port Wells and around Perry Island 
(Meyer 1999).  The recreational fleet ranges 
over much of the sound in pursuit of halibut 
and groundfish.  Rockfish harvest by private 
anglers is generally located near the ports of 
origin, while the charter rockfish harvest is 
generally located in the southcentral portion 
of the sound. 
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Table 19.-Estimates of recreational rockfish harvest (number of fish) in the North Gulf 
Coast subarea, 1977-2000.  

Year Chartera Non-chartera Total % Chartera 
     

1977   13,021  
1978   18,087  
1979   22,281  
1980   27,967  
1981   19,526  
1982   23,032  
1983   18,339  
1984   22,882  
1985   17,105  
1986 12,187 26,473 38,660 32% 
1987 6,483 6,285 12,768 51% 
1988 16,662 19,026 35,688 47% 
1989 8,464 16,424 24,888 34% 
1990 8,901 9,828 18,729 48% 
1991 10,572 9,231 19,803 53% 
1992 14,131 14,598 28,729 49% 
1993 10,860 14,118 24,978 43% 
1994 14,577 13,679 28,256 52% 
1995 10,357 7,003 17,360 60% 
1996 9,643 11,818 21,461 45% 
1997 9,033 11,352 20,385 44% 
1998 9,423 11,452 20,875 45% 
1999 9,453 14,514 23,967 39% 
2000 14,494 15,860 30,354 48% 

     
a Estimates of charter and non-charter harvest are not available before 1986. 
 

COMMERCIAL FISHERIES 
Commercial fisheries for rockfish in 
Southcentral Alaska occur in state and federal 
waters.  The state has management authority 
for commercial fisheries in state waters and 
has managed black rockfish in federal waters 
since 1998.  Up until 1993, the ADF&G 
Commercial Fisheries Division (CFD) lacked 
specific strategies for the management of  
 

commercial rockfish fisheries in state waters, 
thus state waters were opened and closed in 
concert with inseason actions in federal 
waters (Bechtol 1992).  Since 1993 the BOF 
has established and updated rockfish 
management plans that employ management 
measures such as annual guideline harvest 
levels (GHLs), trip limits, and bycatch limits. 
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Table 20.-Estimates of recreational rockfish harvest (number of fish) in the Prince 
William Sound subarea, 1977-2000.  

Year Chartera Non-chartera Total % Chartera 
     

1977   4,401  
1978   5,035  
1979   11,018  
1980   6,174  
1981   11,610  
1982   5,608  
1983   6,514  
1984   7,993  
1985   8,853  
1986   9,762  
1987   6,563  
1988   12,711  
1989   12,919  
1990   8,157  
1991   8,733  
1992   15,478  
1993   12,274  
1994   15,382  
1995   14,701  
1996 3,607 8,768 12,375 29% 
1997 3,710 11,693 15,403 24% 
1998 3,317 10,134 13,451 25% 
1999 4,283 8,713 12,996 33% 
2000 5,080 12,396 17,476 29% 

     
a Estimates of charter and non-charter harvest are not available before 1996. 
 

Commercial rockfish fisheries north and east 
of Cape Douglas are managed by Central 
Region CFD staff based in Homer.  The 
region includes two management areas:  the 
Cook Inlet Area west of Cape Fairfield and 
the Prince William Sound Area east of Cape 
Fairfield.  The Cook Inlet Rockfish 
Management Plan currently stipulates a GHL 
of 150,000 pounds (round weight) for all 
species combined, with trip limits of 1,000 

pounds (in any 5 consecutive days) in the 
Cook Inlet District and 4,000 pounds in the 
North Gulf District.  The directed fishery for 
rockfish opens July 1 and is closed by 
emergency order.  Mechanical jigging 
machines and hand troll are the only legal 
gear.  The Prince William Sound Rockfish 
Management Plan includes a 150,000-pound 
GHL and 3,000 pound trip limit.  Despite the 
GHL, there is no directed fishery and all 



 

 49

rockfish caught must be retained.  Proceeds 
on the sale of rockfish in excess of bycatch 
allowances are surrendered to the state.  
Central Region commercial rockfish fisheries 
are summarized in Trowbridge et al. (2001). 

Commercial rockfish fisheries south and west 
of Cape Douglas are managed by Westward 
Region CFD staff based in Kodiak.  Although 
there are no management plans in regulation, 
the department established GHLs for black 
rockfish in seven districts of the Kodiak Area, 
and in the Chignik and South Alaska 
Peninsula Area in 1998.  The directed fishery 
for black rockfish opens January 1 in all 
districts and each district is closed by 
emergency order when the harvest reaches the 
GHL.  Westward Region commercial rockfish 
fisheries are summarized in Jackson and 
Ruccio (2001). 

During the period 1990-2000, commercial 
harvests ranged from about 31,000 to 502,000 
pounds in the Cook Inlet Management Area 
and from 71,000 to 507,000 pounds in the 
Prince William Sound Management Area 
(Table 21).  These totals include black 
rockfish harvest from federal waters.  Black 
rockfish harvests in the Kodiak Management 
Area ranged from about 66,700 to 874,700 
pounds during the same period, but with 
lower harvests of about 136,000 to 256,000 
pounds since GHLs were implemented in 
1998 (Table 22).  Black rockfish harvests in 
the Chignik and South Alaska Peninsula have 
been relatively lower, under 100,000 pounds 
during the last 3 years.   

Recreational rockfish harvests are generally 
less than commercial harvests, but 
comparisons are complicated by differences 
in management area boundaries.  In some 
years, however, the sport harvest has 
constituted a substantial percentage of total 
removals. 

MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVE AND 
APPROACH 
Management Objective 
Due to the lack of a comprehensive stock 
assessment for rockfish, no specific fishery 
objectives have been formally established for 
recreational rockfish fisheries in Southcentral 
Alaska.  The department has a constitutional 
mandate to manage on the sustained yield 
principle.  Within the sustained yield 
principle, the Division of Sport Fish goals 
seek to optimize social and economic 
benefits, and where possible, expanded 
opportunity to participate in diverse fisheries 
on these stocks. 

Management Approach 
The department and the BOF have attempted 
to take a conservative approach to 
management of rockfish fisheries in the 
HGMA.  Sport bag limits have been reduced 
during the last decade in recognition of the 
failure of other Pacific rockfish fisheries (see 
below) and the life history variables that make 
rockfish susceptible to overharvest.  The 
department favors setting low bag limits for 
the longer- lived and less productive demersal 
and slope species to discourage targeted 
harvest, while still allowing for retention of 
incidental catch.  Seasons or size limits for 
rockfish have not been attempted anywhere in 
the HGMA because most rockfish are taken 
incidentally to fishing for other species and 
are often fatally injured by decompression 
trauma.  Along with regulation changes, 
efforts are being made to educate the angling 
public regarding the risks and consequences 
of rockfish overharvest, and to foster fishing 
practices that avoid bycatch and waste in the 
sport fishery.  The number of management 
options for rockfish fisheries is limited.  
Marine protected areas or harvest refugia are 
gaining popularity as an additional 
management tool to provide for sustained 
yield of long-lived marine fishes such as 
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Table 21.-Commercial harvest (pounds round weight) of all rockfishes in the Cook Inlet 
and Prince William Sound Management Areas, including black rockfish in federal waters, 
1988-2000. 

 Cook Inlet Management Area  Prince William Sound Management Area 
Year State Federal Total  State Federal Total 

        1988 151,030 62,213 213,242  145,058 279,573 424,631 
1989 22,744 58,298 81,042  118,121 311 118,431 
1990 30,209 371 30,580  506,367 102 506,468 
1991 223,238 557 223,795  156,373 0 156,373 
1992 333,927 23,699 357,626  190,485 0 190,485 
1993 70,817 118,579 189,396  90,164 18,409 108,573 
1994 205,485 196,480 401,965  113,871 87,078 200,949 
1995 274,185 227,494 501,679  187,891 121,704 309,596 
1996 115,987 75,101 191,087  131,726 49,637 181,362 
1997 183,032 34,332 217,364  158,129 7,354 165,483 
1998 69,225 7,423 76,648  106,316 1,649 107,965 
1999 86,007 1,645 87,652  70,526 212 70,739 
2000 132,595 25,978 158,573  121,326 0 121,326 

        
Source:  Trowbridge et al. 2001. 
 

Table 22.-Commercial harvest (pounds round weight) of black rockfish in the Kodiak, 
Chignik, and South Alaska Peninsula Management Areas and adjacent federal waters, 
1990-2000. 

Year South Alaska Peninsula Chignik Kodiak 
    1990 a 0 66,709 

1991 145a 0 874,718 
1992 0 0 487,208 
1993 b 357 107,825 
1994 2,118b 0 128,507 
1995 120,971 28,668 320,899 
1996 165,496 201,828 311,992 
1997 184,697 80,742 224,237 
1998 90,267 87,912 201,318 
1999 71,241 11,437 135,589 
2000 95,605 95,747 256,266 

    
Source:  Jackson and Ruccio 2001. 
a South Alaska Peninsula data from 1990 and 1991 were combined to maintain confidentiality. 
b South Alaska Peninsula data from 1993 and 1994 were combined to maintain confidentiality. 
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rockfish (Pitcher 1997, Yoklavich 1998).  Use 
of this approach in Alaska has been suggested 
for rockfish in Southeast (Bracken 
Unpublished) and Southcentral (Vincent-Lang 
1995a).  The American Fisheries Society 
recommends establishment of marine 
protected areas for rockfish to buffer against 
recruitment variability and unforeseen fishery 
mortality effects (Parker et al. 2000).  Recent 
BOF proposals from the public calling for 
establishment of marine reserves to protect 
rockfish and other long-lived marine species 
have heightened interest in this management 
approach. 

Regulatory Setting and History 
The sport rockfish fishery in Southcentral 
Alaska was unregulated before 1973.  In 
1973, the BOF adopted limits of 10 fish daily 
and 10 in possession in the Cook Inlet-
Resurrection Bay Saltwater Area.  The BOF 
did not adopt any other sport rockfish 
regulations until 1989, when it revised the 
Cook Inlet-Resurrection Bay Area bag limit 
and established bag and possession limits in 
the Prince William Sound fishery (Table 23).  
Since 1989 the BOF has established or 
adjusted bag limits throughout the HGMA 
seven times.  No emergency orders have been 
issued by ADF&G for sport rockfish fisheries. 

The BOF has adopted regulations proposed 
by ADF&G to restrict harvest of demersal and 
slope rockfish, recognizing the relative 
difference in productivity between these 
assemblages and the pelagic shelf 
assemblage.  This has been reflected in 
restrictions on “red rockfish” in Prince 
William Sound before 1987 and restrictions 
on non-pelagic species (any species not in the 
pelagic assemblage) since then.  The non-
pelagic restrictions in the sound have been 
revised and fine-tuned several times in an 
effort to reduce waste of incidentally caught 
fish that would not survive release.  Along 
with these species provisions, special  
 

restrictions forcing anglers to retain rockfish 
removed from the water or the first two non-
pelagic rockfish caught have been 
implemented in Prince William Sound to 
discourage waste resulting from selective 
retention of large fish or particular species.   

Current regulations in the Kodiak and Alaska 
Peninsula-Aleutian Islands Regulatory Area 
are a bag limit of 10 rockfish (any species) 
per day and 20 in possession year-round.  In 
the Cook Inlet-Resurrection Bay Saltwater 
Area, the limits are 5 fish per day, 10 in 
possession year-round, of which no more than 
1 daily and 2 in possession may be non-
pelagic rockfish.  In Prince William Sound 
the limits are 5 fish per day, 10 in possession 
from May 1 through September 15; and 10 
per day and 10 in possession from September 
16 through April 30; of which no more than 2 
rockfish per day and 2 in possession may be 
non-pelagic rockfish year-round.  Anglers are 
also required to retain the first two non-
pelagic rockfish they catch.  All area 
regulations apply in the EEZ because the 
NPFMC’s Gulf of Alaska Fishery 
Management Plan does not address any 
recreational groundfish fisheries.  Section 306 
of the Magnuson-Stevens Fisheries Conserva-
tion and Management Act, amended 1996, 
allows the state to regulate sport vessels in 
federal waters in the absence of a plan for the 
sport fishery. 

Bag and possession limits, special restrictions, 
and state authority in the EEZ are found in 
area regulations in Title 5, chapters 55, 58, 
64, and 65.  The terms “rockfish,” “non-
pelagic rockfish,” and “pelagic rockfish” are 
defined in statewide regulations, 5 AAC 
75.995.  Charter operators are required to 
report the numbers of pelagic and non-pelagic 
rockfish kept and released daily in logbooks, 
and those regulations are outlined in 5 AAC 
75.076. 

 

 



 

 52

Table 23.-History of Board of Fisheries regulatory changes in the Southcentral Alaska 
recreational rockfish fishery, 1973-2000. 

Regulatory Area Effective Year Bag/Possession Limit Special Restrictions 

    

Cook Inlet-Resurrection Bay 1973 10/10 None 

Cook Inlet-Resurrection Bay 1989 5/10 None 

Cook Inlet-Resurrection Bay 1995 5/10 No more than 1 fish daily and 2 in 
possession may be non-pelagic rockfish. 

    

Prince William Sound 1989 20/20 No more than 5 may be "red rockfish." 

Prince William Sound 1991 5/10   May 1-Sep 15 
10/10  Sep 16-Apr 30 

No more than 5 may be "red rockfish," 
and rockfish removed from the water 
shall be retained, and become part of the 
bag limit of the person originally 
hooking it. 

Prince William Sound 1997 5/10   May 1-Sep 15 
10/10  Sep 16-Apr 30 

No more than 2 fish daily and 2 in 
possession may be non-pelagic rockfish, 
and rockfish removed from the water 
shall be retained, and become part of the 
bag limit of the person originally 
hooking it. 

Prince William Sound 1998 5/10   May 1-Sep 15 
10/10  Sep 16-Apr 30 

No more than 1 fish daily and 2 in 
possession may be non-pelagic rockfish 
during the period May 1-Sep 15, no 
more than 2 fish daily and 2 in 
possession may be non-pelagic during 
the period Sep 16-Apr 30, and rockfish 
removed from the water shall be 
retained, and become part of the bag 
limit of the person originally hooking it. 

Prince William Sound 2000 5/10   May 1-Sep 15 
10/10  Sep 16-Apr 30 

No more than 2 fish daily and 2 in 
possession may be non-pelagic rockfish 
(entire year), and the first two non-
pelagic species caught must be retained. 

    

Kodiak 1993 10/20 None 

    

Alaska Peninsula and Aleutian 
Islands 

1995 10/20 None 
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STOCK STATUS 
The status of rockfish stocks is essentially 
unknown.  Not only is the historical time 
series of fishery information not long enough, 
but there are data issues such as likely bias in 
harvest estimates, unknown bycatch 
mortality, and no estimates of effective effort.  
There is also a lack of fishery- independent 
information on habitat quantity, spatial or 
depth distribution, stock structure, or survey 
catch rates with which to evaluate stock size 
or status.  Age composition information from 
sport and commercial fisheries indicate 
extreme longevity, suggesting low rates of 
exploitation are required to sustain harvests, 
but it has not been possible to estimate current 
or past rates of exploitation from these data 
alone.  Even though the BOF and ADF&G 
have taken increasingly conservative steps to 
curtail harvest and manage bycatch and waste, 
it is unknown whether these efforts are 
providing optimum yield or adequately 
protecting the stock(s).   

The available time series of harvest 
information, however, suggests that if the past 
levels of harvest have exceeded surplus 
production, they have not done so by a large 
degree.  The stocks have sustained variable 
but stable (no clear trend) harvests for at least 
20 years.  Much of the variation in sport 
harvest has presumably been the result of 
regulatory changes.   

The only other available information with 
which to infer changes in stock status are age 
and size composition in the sport and 
commercial fisheries.  Age composition of the 
sport harvest varies by port, but gross 
differences are not apparent between areas 
with relatively different exploitation histories 
(Meyer 2000).  Strong recruitment has been 
noticed in recent years.  The 1989 or 1990 
year class (or both) of black rockfish appears 
to be very strong in preliminary age 
composition estimates.  Age 10 and 11 fish 
made up 63% of the 2000 black rockfish sport 

harvest in Kodiak, 18% in Homer, 59% in 
Seward, and 22% in Valdez. 

The Division of Sport Fish conducted a 
feasibility study in 1997 aimed at assessment 
of stock structure and status of black rockfish 
near Seward.  Initial efforts were focused on 
evaluating tag types, developing study 
methods, and assessing stock structure and 
migration.  It was envisioned that tagged fish 
would be recaptured in recreational and 
commercial fisheries to provide movement 
data.  In combination with port sampling data, 
it was hoped this information could be used to 
describe selected life history characteristics 
and evaluate stock status and validity of 
current management strategies.  The primary 
findings were that: 

§ Mechanical jigging machines were most 
effective for catching black rockfish 
when they were concentrated, but 
individual hook-and- line gear was more 
efficient for small concentrations of fish. 

§ Short-term mortality of released fish 
was practically zero when depth of 
capture was less than 10 fathoms, but 
increased rapidly beyond 10 fathoms. 

§ With an effective working depth of less 
than 10 fathoms, most of the available 
black rockfish were located within a few 
boat-lengths of shore.  This made work 
on large boats especially dangerous in 
all but calm conditions, and lowered the 
probability that sampling was 
representative of all ages and sizes in 
the fishery. 

§ Because of limited program funds, 
fishing power was too small relative to 
the size of the area and proportion of 
fish that needed to be tagged to 
successfully achieve the study 
objectives. 

Survey program funds were redirected to a 
lingcod survey the next year, and the program 
was terminated in 1999. 
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MANAGEMENT CONCERNS AND ISSUES 
Overfishing is by far the primary management 
concern for rockfish.  These concerns are 
largely the result of rockfish life history 
parameters such as extreme longevity, 
relatively late maturity, high recruitment 
variability, and susceptibility to mortality 
from decompression trauma (Leaman and 
Beamish 1984, Munk 2001, Parker et al. 
2000).  Many species recruit to the fishery 
before reaching sexual maturity, and fisheries 
develop on the standing stock rather than on 
the surplus production.  Removal of the older 
spawning stock reduces spawning biomass, 
further inhibiting population recovery. 

Substantial declines in rockfish abundance 
have been documented from California to 
Alaska in recent years.  Four rockfishes on the 
American west coast under federal 
jurisdiction have been declared overfished 
(below 25% of unfished biomass) and 
fisheries for three other species (including 
yelloweye rockfish off Washington, Oregon, 
and California) have exploitation rates 
exceeding the overfishing thresholds (NMFS 
2001).  The copper rockfish population in the 
main basin of Puget Sound has declined over 
the last four decades with overharvesting 
considered a major factor (NMFS 2001).  
Foreign fleets overfished Pacific Ocean perch 
in the Gulf of Alaska during the 1960s 
(Bracken 1986) and off the coast of British 
Columbia during the period 1965-1974 
(Archibald et al. 1983).  

Given the difficulties and failures of rockfish 
management elsewhere, it is conceivable that 
Alaska rockfish stocks are at risk of 
overexploitation.  Despite the restrictions that 
have been progressively placed on sport and 
commercial rockfish fisheries in Southcentral 
Alaska, the department still lacks funding and 
tools to assess the status of stocks and the 
effectiveness of these management measures. 

Because rockfish are taken as bycatch in other 
directed fisheries and suffer high mortality 

from decompression trauma, management 
actions taken in other fisheries can directly 
affect rockfish management.  With 
implementation of the commercial IFQ 
fishery for halibut in 1995, it was suspected 
that many boats would fish halibut closer to 
port, raising harvest and unreported discards 
of nearshore rockfishes.  Whether this has 
occurred is still under eva luation. 

Additional pressure on rockfish stocks may 
result from restrictions placed on other marine 
recreational fisheries.  Incorporation of the 
sport charter fleet into the existing IFQ 
program is expected to result in increased 
levels of targeting of rockfish.  Charter 
vessels that don’t qualify for adequate halibut 
quota share and those that wish to maximize 
the value of their halibut quota are expected 
to satisfy customer demand with rockfish and 
other state-managed species.  Recent 
widespread decreases in coho salmon bag 
limits in salt water are also expected to result 
in increased targeting and increased retention 
of rockfish.   

Alaska is a relatively young state and is 
continuing to develop its transportation 
infrastructure.  There has been substantial 
growth in tourism, especially in Homer and 
Seward, bringing additional anglers and more 
pressure on rockfish stocks.  In 2000 the state 
completed improvements on the Whittier 
tunnel allowing vehicular traffic in addition to 
the existing rail access.  While some amount 
of growth in the sport fishery has probably 
resulted from the improved access, much 
more is expected in the next few years.  
Additional sport fishing effort in Whittier is 
expected to result in increased rockfish 
harvest because the northwestern part of 
Prince William Sound contains abundant 
rockfish habitat and the deep water makes 
halibut fishing difficult.  Potential road access 
to Cordova would also be expected to 
increase marine angling effort and put more 
pressure on rockfish in eastern Prince William 
Sound.   
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While these pressures on the rockfish 
resource are growing, the management 
options available to further restrict rockfish 
harvest are limited.  Marine reserves are 
gaining interest as a viable and necessary 
management tool to manage rockfish fisheries 
for sustained yield.  If large enough to be 
effective, no-take reserves can significantly 
reduce fishing opportunity for other species 
and therefore must be carefully designed and 
located.  Creation of harvest refugia in other 
areas has faced stiff opposition by some user 
groups (Bee 2000, Crow 2000), and Alaska 
should not expect a smooth transition to this 
strategy.  Several Stellar sea lion rookeries in 
the Gulf of Alaska have been closed to all 
fishing since 1990, serving as de facto no-take 
reserves.  These areas were not located with 
the goal of sustaining rockfish fisheries, and 
have not been evaluated in terms of benefits 
to fish production or biodiversity.  One often 
overlooked aspect of implementing a reserve 
system is that harvest in the remaining open 
waters also needs to be lowered to maintain 
exploitation rates at current levels.   

Recommended Research and 
Management 
The existing harvest assessment program is 
effective at describing recreational rockfish 
harvest and the objectives of estimating 
species, age, sex, and length composition are 
appropriate.  The department should also 
continue to estimate the spatial distribution 
and continue to collect information on target 
species for development of CPUE indices.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Because of the high risk of overexploitation, 
expansion of the existing research program is 
highly recommended.  A comprehensive 
estimate of rockfish habitat area would be 
invaluable for structuring future research, 
assisting with design of marine reserves, and 
estimating abundance.  Compilation of 
existing or new bathymetric data would be a 
good first step to estimating relative density 
of rockfish habitat across the management 
area.  A standardized survey tool should be 
developed, at least for black rockfish, that 
would allow estimation of a relative 
abundance between broad areas.  The 
department should also initiate a study to 
evaluate potential benefits that may have 
accrued in the existing Stellar sea lion 
rookeries closed to all fishing.  This 
information could potentially guide 
evaluation and development of no-take 
marine reserves. 

A substantial amount of information has been 
collected on sport and commercial rockfish 
fisheries in the HGMA since the early 1970s.  
Since these fisheries share the same stocks, 
this information should be compiled into 
comprehensive stock assessment documents 
for the primary rockfish species in the harvest 
(black and yelloweye).  The stock assessment 
document should include sport and 
commercial removal histories by ADF&G 
statistical area, any possible fishery or survey 
indices such as CPUE, age composition of 
sport and commercial harvests, estimates of 
growth and maturity, and at least exploratory 
modeling of abundance and sustainable 
harvest strategies.   
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IV. RECREATIONAL 
LINGCOD FISHERIES 

LIFE HISTORY 
Lingcod are distributed from the Alaska 
Peninsula south to Baja California (Cass et al. 
1990).  In Southcentral Alaska, they are 
common along the outer Kenai Peninsula 
from the Chugach Islands to Cape Puget, 
Kodiak and the Barren Islands, and in the 
outer waters of Prince William Sound.  While 
lingcod can be found to depths of 400 m, they 
more typically inhabit nearshore rocky reefs 
from 10-100 m (Cass et al. 1990). 

Results of tagging studies have indicated the 
majority of lingcod are fairly sedentary and 
do not wander far from their home reef (Barss 
and Demory 1989, Jagielo 1990).  Some 
tagged individuals do appear to move 
considerable distances however, and have 
been recovered over 50 kilometers from their 
original tagging location (Mathews and 
LaRiviere 1987, Jagielo 1990).  Some studies 
have indicated there is a general seaward 
pattern to these movements, perhaps in 
association with the end of the spawning and 
nesting period. 

Lingcod are moderately long-lived, although 
they are considered to be a relatively fast 
growing, productive species.  Lingcod in 
Alaska commonly reach lengths of 130 cm 
and weights of 23 kg (50 pounds).  Maximum 
age is 25 years (Munk 2001) but most lingcod 
taken in the Southcentral Alaska sport fishery 
are 7–16 years old (Vincent-Lang 1991, 
Meyer 1992, 1993b).  Growth is relatively 
rapid, with males and females reaching 
lengths of 50-60 cm by age 4 (Meyer 1992).  
Natural mortality has not been rigorously 
estimated for Southcentral Alaska lingcod, 
but methods based on life history parameters 
(Alverson-Carney 1975, Pauly 1980, and 
Hoenig 1983)) provide estimates of annual 
natural mortality in the range 14%-20%.   

Age and length at maturity are not well 
documented in Alaska.  In a study in 
Southeast Alaska, 50% of females were 
mature at about 83 cm (Gordon 1994).  Age 
and length at maturity in British Columbia 
lingcod ranges from 3-5 years or 61-75 cm for 
females and 2 years and 50 cm for males 
(Cass et al. 1990).  Fecundity increases with 
both size and age. 

The exact timing of lingcod spawning and egg 
development in Southcentral Alaska is 
unknown.  Late April through early May is 
the end of the nesting period on the outer 
Kruzof Island coast and the middle of the 
nesting period in inside waters of Southeast 
Alaska (O’Connell 1993).  Females choose 
nest sites between 2 and 97 m (Cass et al. 
1990, O’Connell 1993) and deposit their eggs 
in crevices in rocky areas with strong tidal 
currents or wave action.  After spawning, 
females return to deeper water leaving the 
male to guard the nest for the next 5 to 11 
weeks.  Nest guarding is essential to protect 
the eggs from predatory invertebrates and fish 
(Low and Beamish 1978), and aggressive 
males are especially vulnerable to capture 
during the nest-guarding period.  Newly 
hatched larvae are approximately 7–10 mm 
long (Cass et al. 1990).  Initially, they are 
relatively passive and move with surface 
ocean currents, but eventually sink to the 
bottom in kelp or eelgrass beds.  As the fish 
grow they move from nearshore habitats to 
flat-bottomed areas, and finally to rocky 
habitats similar to those preferred by adults. 

Unlike rockfish, lingcod do not have a swim 
bladder and can be released with a high 
expectation of survival when caught on sport 
gear.   

FISHERY DESCRIPTION 
The sport fishery is the primary source of 
removals in Southcentral Alaska, and most 
harvest is from state waters.  Before 1993 the 
majority of sport harvest occurred between  
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late May and mid-September.  In 1993 an 
open season of July 1–December 31 was 
established, but most lingcod are still 
harvested before mid-September.  Sport 
lingcod harvest in the HGMA has ranged 
between 7,100 and 15,600 fish since 1991 
(Figure 11), with the peak harvest in 1992.  
The wide fluctuation in harvest is probably 
due to the combination of regulatory changes, 
changes in availability of other target species 
such as salmon and halibut, expansion of the 
fleet into new waters, and recruitment 
variability.  The North Gulf Coast subarea 
accounted for the largest harvests in the 
HGMA most years, followed by the Prince 
William Sound subarea.  With the exception 
of 1997 and 2000, lingcod harvest in the 
HGMA has been at or under 8,000 fish per 
year since 1992.   

Recreational anglers in the Southcentral area 
have also released an average of 17,300 
lingcod annually from 1991-2000 (Figure 11).  
The release component represented 41%-73% 
of the catch.  Most lingcod released during the 
open season are likely smaller than the 35 in 
(89 cm) minimum size limit.  Release 
mortality is believed to be low as prohibitions 
against the use of gaffs have been in place 
since 1993, and the mortality rate for released 
lingcod caught on rod and reel has been 
estimated at only 4.3% (Albin and Karpov 
1998). 

As with rockfish, estimates of recreational 
lingcod harvest from the SWHS are believed 
to be biased high due to misidentification or 
misreporting by respondents.  For example, 
lingcod harvest estimates in the Central Cook 
Inlet fishery have averaged 409 fish per year, 
with a maximum of 1,100 fish since 1991.  In 
onsite interviews conducted mid-May through 
August every year since 1994, no lingcod 
have been observed kept and only two were 
reportedly released.  It is suspected that 
anglers are reporting Pacific cod or other fish 
as lingcod in the SWHS questionnaire. 

Sport harvest biomass (pounds round weight) 
of lingcod has also been estimated since 1987 
for the North Gulf Coast subarea and since 
1992 for other areas as the product of average 
weight and the number of fish harvested 
(Table 24).  All estimates are preliminary and 
will be updated when the 1993-2000 data are 
reported.  No estimates are available for the 
Alaska Peninsula area because there has been 
no sampling of the sport harvest for average 
weight.   

Most lingcod are taken by anglers targeting 
halibut or by anglers that targeted lingcod 
along with other bottomfish (Table 25).  Not 
only is targeting of lingcod rare (Table 3), but 
no more than 6% of lingcod were taken by 
anglers targeting lingcod specifically at any 
port.   

Alaska Peninsula 
The Alaska Peninsula area has consistently 
accounted for the smallest percentage of 
recreational lingcod harvest in the HGMA.  
Since 1991 annual harvest estimates from the 
SWHS have been highly variable from year to 
year, ranging from about 10 to a high of 
nearly 1,000 fish (Table 26).  There was a 
substantial drop in harvest following phase-
out of the Adak Naval Base during the period 
1995-1997.  Although harvest estimates of 
this magnitude are unreliable, they do indicate 
that recreational harvest is extremely low in 
this area.  There is no sampling of the 
recreational fishery and no information is 
available on size, sex, or age composition of 
the harvest.   

Kodiak 
Since 1991, recreational lingcod harvest in the 
Kodiak area has ranged from 900 fish in 1993 
to just under 2,000 fish in 2000, with no clear 
trend (Table 27).  The guided component of 
harvest has made up 27% to 53% of the 
harvest since 1996.  Harvest biomass has 
ranged from about 13,000 to 42,000 pounds 
since 1992 (Table 24).  The average round 
weight in the sport harvest has ranged from 
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Source: Mills 1992-1994, Howe et al. 1995, 1996, 2001a-d, Walker et al. In prep.  The 1987-

1989 harvests for the North Gulf Coast subarea were estimated from creel surveys 
conducted at Seward (Vincent-Lang et al. 1988, Carlon and Vincent-Lang 1989, Carlon 
and Vincent-Lang 1990).  The 1990 harvests are from Sport Fish Research and 
Technical Services (unpublished data). 

Figure 11.-Estimated number of lingcod harvested and released, by subarea, in the 
Southcentral Alaska sport fishery. 
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Table 24.-Estimated recreational harvest (nearest 100 lb round weight) of lingcod, by 
subarea, in Southcentral Alaska during the period 1987-2000.  

Year Kodiak Cook Inlet North Gulf Coast 
Prince William 

Sound 
     

1987   31,000  
1988   74,000  
1989   82,000  
1990   118,000  
1991   122,000  
1992 25,000 35,000 185,000 47,000 
1993 13,000 39,000 75,000 46,000 
1994 17,000 34,000 100,000 39,000 
1995 19,000 29,000 66,000 59,000 
1996 23,000 59,000 69,000 48,000 
1997 33,000 60,000 77,000 97,000 
1998 32,000 43,000 60,000 64,000 
1999 34,000 36,000 98,000 52,000 
2000 42,000 54,000 155,000 96,000 

     
Note: All estimates are preliminary.  No estimates are available for the Alaska Peninsula 

subarea because there has been no sampling of the harvest. 
 

 

 

Table 25.-Composition of the recreational lingcod harvest (percent of fish) by target 
category, 1995-2000.   

 Percent of Lingcod Harvest by Target Species Category 

Port Bottomfish 

Bottomfish 
and 

Salmon Halibut Lingcod Rockfish Salmon 
Salmon 
shark 

        
Homer 29 1 67 2 0 2 0 
Kodiak 9 57 21 4 4 5 0 
Seward 17 13 59 6 1 4 0 
Valdez 6 1 93 1 0 0 0 
Whittier 0 0 100 0 0 0 0 

               
Source:  Data are from angler interviews. 
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Table 26.-Estimates of recreational lingcod harvest (number of fish) in the Alaska 
Peninsula subarea, 1991-2000.  

Year Chartera Non-chartera Total % Chartera 
     

1991   993  
1992   299  
1993   198  
1994   185  
1995   75  
1996 0 9 9 0% 
1997 31 396 427 7% 
1998 11 34 45 24% 
1999 0 27 27 0% 
2000 54 61 115 47% 

     
a Estimates of charter and non-charter harvest are not available before 1996. 
 

 

 

 

Table 27.-Estimates of recreational lingcod harvest (number of fish) in the Kodiak 
subarea, 1991-2000.  

Year Chartera Non-chartera Total % Chartera 
     

1991   1,352  
1992   1,454  
1993   922  
1994   1,014  
1995   932  
1996 558 516 1,074 52% 
1997 343 934 1,277 27% 
1998 636 686 1,322 48% 
1999 912 814 1,726 53% 
2000 717 1,249 1,966 36% 

     
a Estimates of charter and non-charter harvest are not available before 1996. 
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about 14 to 26 pounds (preliminary 
estimates).  These fish are smaller than 
lingcod taken at other ports, primarily because 
there is no minimum size limit in the Kodiak 
fishery.  Most of the recreational harvest is 
from waters of Chiniak Bay and around Cape 
Chiniak.   

Cook Inlet 
Sport harvest of lingcod in the Cook Inlet 
subarea has been variable with estimates of 
annual harvest ranging from a low of about 
1,100 fish in 1995 to a high of just over 2,800 
fish in 1991 (Table 28).  Guided anglers have 
accounted for 57% to 72% of the harvest 
since 1996.  Harvest biomass has ranged from 
29,000 to 60,000 pounds since 1992 (Table 
24).  Preliminary estimates of average weight 
have increased nearly every year from about 
18 pounds in 1992 to 33 pounds in 2000.  As 
noted previously, it is likely that harvest 
estimates are biased high due to 
misidentification or misreporting of lingcod 
by SWHS respondents.  Most lingcod are 
taken along the outer Kenai Peninsula coast 
and around the Chugach Islands.   

Over the past several years anglers trolling for 
salmon in outer Kachemak Bay have also 
reported catching unusually high numbers of 
juvenile lingcod in the 30-60 cm range.  The 
frequency of reports suggests that there may 
be at least one strong recruiting year class of 
lingcod in lower Cook Inlet. 

North Gulf Coast 
The North Gulf Coast fishery has generally 
accounted for the largest share of lingcod 
harvest in Southcentral Alaska.  This fishery 
is accessed almost exclusively from the port 
of Seward.  Estimated harvest rose from 2,100 
fish in 1987 to 9,100 fish in 1992, then 
dropped in 1993 in response to regulatory 
changes (Table 29).  Harvest stayed in the 
range 2,000-4,000 fish through 1999 then shot 
up to 5,300 fish in 2000.  The guided fishery 
has accounted for 46%-63% of the harvest 
with the exception of 1993.  Harvest biomass 

has followed the same general trend as 
numbers, increasing to a peak of 185,000 
pounds in 1992, leveling off around 70,000 
pounds for a few years, then increasing 
sharply in 1999 and 2000 (Table 24).  The 
average weight has generally increased from 
about 15 pounds in 1987 to nearly 30 pounds 
in 2000.  Data from the harvest assessment 
program show that lingcod harvest is 
concentrated around the Chiswell Islands, 
Aialik Cape, Granite Island, and from Cape 
Fairfield to Cape Cleare (Meyer 1993b and 
unpublished data). 

Prince William Sound 
The Prince William Sound (PWS) fishery has 
produced the second largest lingcod harvests 
in the HGMA.  Harvest has been highly 
variable, bouncing in the range 1,700-3,600 
fish annually (Table 30).  The charter fishery 
has made up 40% to 72% of the harvest since 
1996.  Harvest biomass has increased from 
around 40,000-45,000 pounds in the early 
1990s to nearly 100,000 pounds in 2 of the 
last 4 years (Table 24).  The average weight 
has increased significantly from about 18 
pounds in 1992 to nearly 32 pounds in 2000.  
The ports of Whittier, Valdez, and Cordova 
are primary access points.  Most of the 
lingcod harvest is from the outside waters of 
Montague and Hinchinbrook islands, Seal 
Rocks, and Hinchinbrook Entrance.  Smaller 
numbers of fish are taken within the sound, 
primarily between Knight Island and 
Hinchinbrook Island. 

COMMERCIAL FISHERIES 
Commercial fisheries for lingcod also occur 
in state and federal waters of Southcentral 
Alaska.  As with black rockfish and all 
recreational fisheries, state management 
authority extends into federal waters because 
the NPFMC has no management plan for 
lingcod. 

The fishery north and east of Cape Douglas is 
managed by the Commercial Fisheries 
Division (CFD) Central Region office in 
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Table 28.-Estimates of recreational lingcod harvest (number of fish) in the Cook Inlet 
subarea, 1991-2000.  

Year Chartera Non-chartera Unknowna Total % Charter 
      

1991 925 1,881 35 2,841  
1992 627 1,599 0 2,226  
1993 993 643 45 1,681  
1994 766 418 56 1,240  
1995 843 276 28 1,147  
1996 1,247 958  2,205 57% 
1997 1,415 820  2,235 63% 
1998 953 503  1,456 65% 
1999 728 543  1,271 57% 
2000 1,300 514  1,814 72% 

      
a The unknown component represents harvest in the SWHS West Cook Inlet reporting area 

which was not broken down by user before 1996.  
 

 

Homer.  The directed lingcod fisheries in the 
Cook Inlet and PWS Management Areas, 
separated by Cape Fairfield, are open to jig 
and hand troll gear only from July 1-
December 31, and bycatch retention of 
lingcod in other fisheries is prohibited.  The 
Cook Inlet lingcod fishery is managed under a 
35,000 lb department-specified GHL.  The 
department has also established GHLs of 
19,000 lb for the PWS Outside District and 
5,500 lb for the PWS Inside District.  The 
minimum size limit is 35 inches regionwide, 
and Resurrection Bay is closed year-round. 

Lingcod fisheries south and west of Cape 
Douglas are managed by the CFD Westward 
Region based in Kodiak.  The directed 
fisheries in the Kodiak and Chignik areas are 
open to all gears July 1-December 31 with a 
minimum size limit of 35 inches, and there 
are no GHLs.  The South Alaska Peninsula 
Area is open year round to all gears, with no 
minimum size limit or GHL.   

Commercial lingcod harvest has fluctuated 
greatly from year to year in the Central and 
Westward regions in response to markets and 
other factors.  Most of the lingcod harvest in 
Westward region has been bycatch in other 
fisheries (Jackson and Ruccio 2001).  
Harvests in Cook Inlet ranged from 2,900 to 
87,400 lb during the period 1988-2000 (Table 
31), with almost all of that taken in the North 
Gulf District east of Point Adam (Trowbridge 
et al. 2001).  Prince William Sound 
commercial lingcod harvest ranged between 
9,300 and 65,900 lb during the same period.  
The highest harvests were during the mid-
1990s.  Sport harvests in the Central Region 
exceeded commercial harvests every year 
since 1992.  Commercial harvest in the 
Westward Region has varied annually 
between 5,900 and 136,300 lb since 1988, 
with most of it coming from the Kodiak 
Management Area (Table 32).  Sport harvest 
of lingcod has exceeded commercial harvest 
in the Kodiak Area every year except 1995.   
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Table 29.-Estimates of recreational lingcod harvest (number of fish) in the North Gulf 
Coast subarea, 1987-2000.  

Year Chartera Non-chartera Total % Chartera 
     1987   2,142b  

1988   4,189c  
1989   5,505d  
1990   6,955e  
1991 3,104 3,109 6,213 50% 
1992 4,123 4,931 9,054 46% 
1993 875 2,204 3,079 28% 
1994 1,891 1,821 3,712 51% 
1995 1,643 976 2,619 63% 
1996 1,296 1,334 2,630 49% 
1997 1,631 1,115 2,746 59% 
1998 1,179 1,009 2,188 54% 
1999 1,597 1,779 3,376 47% 
2000 2,559 2,711 5,270 49% 

     a Estimates of charter and non-charter harvest are not available before 1991. 
b Creel survey estimate (Vincent-Lang et al. 1988). 
c Creel survey estimate (Carlon and Vincent-Lang 1989). 
d Creel survey estimate (Carlon and Vincent-Lang et al. 1990). 
e Estimated by SWHS, unpublished estimate. 
 
 

Table 30.-Estimates of recreational lingcod harvest (number of fish) in the Prince 
William Sound subarea, 1991-2000.  

Year Chartera Non-chartera Total % Chartera 
     1991   1,979  

1992   2,575  
1993   2,008  
1994   1,658  
1995   2,316  
1996 966 1,069 2,035 47% 
1997 1,431 2,157 3,588 40% 
1998 1,637 623 2,260 72% 
1999 1,052 861 1,913 55% 
2000 1,536 1,508 3,044 50% 

     a Estimates of charter and non-charter harvest are not available before 1996. 
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Table 31.-Commercial harvest (pounds round weight) of lingcod in the Cook Inlet and 
Prince William Sound Management Areas, including federal waters.  

 Cook Inlet Management Area  Prince William Sound Management Areaa 
Year State Federal Total  State Federala Total 

        
1988 18,362 6,585 24,947  8,444 17,592 26,035 
1989 1,833 1,060 2,893  6,614 8,793 15,408 
1990 2,497 4,272 6,769  11,272 10,006 21,278 
1991 59,196 2,987 62,183  24,286 2,143 26,429 
1992 24,660 17,558 42,218  6,135 10,342 16,477 
1993 7,627 79,742 87,369  7,708 42,886 50,594 
1994 21,782 35,054 56,836  10,372 29,346 39,719 
1995 44,314 32,862 77,176  2,889 63,007 65,896 
1996 29,461 29,835 59,296  6,589 19,086 25,676 
1997 30,948 1,199 32,147  25,823 3,676 29,499 
1998 39,781 1,458 41,239  4,867 6,229 11,096 
1999 19,841 8,320 28,161  6,835 2,509 9,344 
2000 26,524 6,992 33,516  17,287 6,568 23,855 

        
Source:  Trowbridge et al. 2001. 
a Does not include harvest reported in old Area 640. 
 

MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVE AND 
APPROACH 
Management Objective 
No specific fishery objectives have been 
established due to the lack of a 
comprehensive stock assessment for lingcod 
in Southcentral Alaska.  The department 
manages lingcod in state waters as well as the 
EEZ on the constitutionally mandated 
sustained yield principle.  Within this 
principle, the Division of Sport Fish goals 
seek to optimize social and economic 
benefits, and where possible, expand 
opportunities to participate in diverse fisheries 
on these stocks. 

Management Approach 
Lacking a comprehensive stock assessment, 
ADF&G and the BOF have adopted a 
precautionary approach for management of 
the HGMA sport lingcod fishery.  The 

approach includes closures to rebuild 
overfished areas, conservative bag limits, and 
size limits and closed seasons to maximize 
spawning and recruitment.  Resurrection Bay 
was closed to sport and commercial fishing by 
emergency order in 1992 and by BOF 
regulation in 1993.  Bag limits have been set 
at 1 or 2 fish daily throughout the HGMA.  A 
minimum size limit of 35 inches (89 cm) was 
adopted to allow fish at least 2 years of 
spawning prior to being harvested, and the 
use of gaffs was prohibited.  Fishing for 
lingcod is prohibited from January 1 through 
June 30 to protect spawners and nest-guarding 
males.  Harvest composition data have been 
collected from recreational lingcod fisheries 
in the HGMA since 1991 and are important 
for evaluating the effects of regulatory 
proposals and for monitoring relative changes 
in abundance and recruitment.   
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Table 32.-Commercial lingcod harvest from the Kodiak, Chignik, and South Alaska 
Peninsula areas, 1988-2000.  

 Management Area  

Year 
South Alaska 

Peninsula Chignik Kodiak Total 
     1988 0 0 136,290 136,290 

1989 a a a 12,194 
1990 0 0 9,144 9,144 
1991 a a a 10,028 
1992 a a a 37,704 
1993 a a a 6,143 
1994 0 0 5,949 5,949 
1995 4,638 2,811 35,949 43,398 
1996 a a a 62,197 
1997 a a a 28,635 
1998 a a a 9,091 
1999 a a 21,560 21,869 
2000 b 3,170b 17,013 20,183 

     
Source:  Jackson and Ruccio 2001. 
a Harvest from management areas combined for confidentiality. 
b Harvest from the South Alaska Peninsula and Chignik areas combined for confidentiality. 
 

The department intends to work toward 
comprehensive stock assessments for lingcod 
that incorporate the available time series of 
harvest information from sport and 
commercial fisheries, including age and size 
data, and provide estimates and strategies for 
optimizing harvest. 

Regulatory Setting and History 
Recreational fisheries for lingcod were 
unregulated before 1987 in Southcentral 
Alaska.  In 1987 the BOF adopted a 2 fish 
daily, 2 fish possession limit for the Cook 
Inlet-Resurrection Bay Saltwater Regulatory 
Area in response to concerns over increased 
harvest (Table 33).  By 1991, that concern 
was extended to Prince William Sound and 
the BOF adopted a 2 fish daily, 4 fish 
possession limit for PWS.   

In 1993 the BOF adopted a suite of regulatory 
measures for the Cook Inlet-Resurrection Bay 
area in response to declining recruitment of 
lingcod in the North Gulf Coast lingcod 
fishery (Meyer 1992, Vincent-Lang and 
Bechtol 1992).  During the late 1980s and 
early 1990s the Seward sport fishery relied on 
a few age classes.  From 1987 to 1992 the 
proportions of fish in the sport harvest under 
age 6 and under 70 cm in length declined 
from 19 to 1% (Vincent-Lang and Bechtol 
1992).  In addition, there were reports of 
declining abundance in Resurrection Bay that 
were substantiated with a department survey 
in 1992.  In early 1992 the department issued 
an emergency order prohibiting retention of 
lingcod before July 1 in sport and commercial 
fisheries in the Gulf of Alaska between Cape 
Douglas and Cape Suckling.  Department 
staff resolved to propose sport and 
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commercial regulations that would provide 
for sustained yield and prevent the fishery 
from compounding the effects of poor 
recruitments.  Reduced bag limits, a minimum 
size limit, closed seasons, and closed waters 
were adopted by the BOF in 1993.  Following  
 

this change, sport harvests in the Seward area 
dropped to 2,300-3,700 fish during the period 
1993-1999.  This drop in harvest was on 
target with management objectives and 
resulted in a higher percentage of released 
fish (Figure 11).   

 
 

Table 33.-History of Board of Fisheries regulatory changes in the Southcentral Alaska 
recreational lingcod fishery, 1987-2000. 

Regulatory Area Effective Year Bag/Possession Limit Special Restrictions 
    
Cook Inlet-Resurrection Bay 1987 2/2 None 

Cook Inlet-Resurrection Bay 1993 Resurrection Bay-closed 
year-round 

1/1-Cape Puget to Gore 
Point 

2/2-All other waters 

Lingcod may only be taken from July 1 
through December 31 

Minimum size limit for lingcod is 35 
inches total length (28 inches w/head off) 

Lingcod may be landed only by hand or 
with a landing net 

Prince William Sound 1991 2/4 None 

Prince William Sound 1993  Lingcod may only be taken from July 1 
through December 31 

Minimum size limit for lingcod is 35 
inches total length (28 inches w/head off) 

Lingcod may be landed only by hand or 
with a landing net 

Kodiak 1993 2/4 Lingcod may be landed only by hand or 
with a landing net  

Lingcod may only be taken from July 1 
through December 31 

Kodiak 1999  Lingcod may be landed only by hand, gaff, 
or with a landing net, except during closed 
season gaffs may not be used. During the 
open season, a person who lands a lingcod 
with a gaff must retain that fish a part of 
their daily bag and possession limit. 

Alaska Peninsula 
and Aleutian Islands 

1995 2/4 Lingcod may only be taken from July 1 
through December 31 
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In 1995, the state extended its regulatory 
authority for both commercial and sport 
fisheries into federal waters of the EEZ off 
Alaska through an emergency regulation.  
This step was taken as there was a need for 
conservation measures to be extended for 
lingcod beyond the 3-mile limit.  Section 306 
of the Magnuson-Stevens Fisheries 
Conservation and Management Act, amended 
1996, allows the state to regulate sport vessels 
in federal waters in the absence of a plan for 
the sport fishery.  Aside from a minor change 
regarding the use of gaffs for lingcod in the 
Kodiak area in 1999, regulations have 
remained unchanged since 1995. 

Bag and possession limits, special restrictions, 
and state authority in the EEZ are found in 
area regulations in Title 5, chapters 55, 58, 
64, and 65.  Lingcod harvest and release 
information is currently collected through the 
charter logbook program, and those 
regulations are outlined in 5 AAC 75.076. 

STOCK STATUS 
The status of lingcod stocks in the HGMA is 
unknown.  Total catch (numbers kept and 
released) and average weight are generally 
increasing at all ports, but there are no 
estimates of effective effort for lingcod.  It is 
unknown whether increases in average weight 
in the harvest are due to a buildup of the older 
and larger component of the stock, to a lack 
of recruitment and loss of younger fish, or to 
a change in selectivity by the recreational 
fleet for large “trophy” lingcod. 

The department conducted surveys of the 
lingcod population in waters near Seward in 
1993-94 and again in 1998 to evaluate 
changes in the relative size composition of the 
population.  It was hoped that changes in 
population size structure would provide 
information about recruitment.  Catch rate 
information from the fishery- independent 
sampling efforts in 1993 and 1994 (Vincent-
Lang 1995b) and in 1998 (Bethe In prep) 
indicate that the abundance of lingcod within 

Resurrection Bay remains extremely low.  
Consequently, the area north of a line 
between Cape  Aialik and Cape Resurrection 
remains closed.  Survey results did provide 
evidence that since 1993 there has been a 
slight shift in size toward relatively smaller 
fish in waters just outside Resurrection Bay 
(Chiswell Islands, Seal Rocks area).  It is 
unclear, however, whether the shift is due to 
increased recruitment or attrition of older, 
larger fish.  Additional fishery- independent 
surveys are needed to understand changes in 
lingcod abundance and age structure. 

MANAGEMENT CONCERNS AND ISSUES 
Given the lack of stock status information, 
management concerns center around the lack 
of information on whether current levels of 
harvest are sustainable, whether the current 
regulations represent an optimal harvesting 
policy, and potential effects of other fishery 
changes on future lingcod harvest. 

Although there are no clear signs of 
overfishing in Southcentral Alaska, lingcod 
stocks in other areas have been overfished.  
Lingcod in Washington, Oregon, and 
California are considered overfished, and the 
fishery is in the first year of a 10-year 
rebuilding program (NMFS 2001).  Lingcod 
in the Strait of Georgia, British Columbia, are 
at levels that warrant a conservation concern 
and a strategy of rebuilding.  The commercial 
fishery there has been closed since the early 
1990s (DFO 2001).   

The current regulatory package was put into 
place during the 1990s as a precautionary 
approach.  It is not known whether the 
measures put into place were restrictive 
enough or possibly too restrictive.  Relatively 
little data were available to describe the 
spawning and nest-guarding season or to 
analyze the effectiveness of the minimum size 
limit.  Analyses of the current management 
approach are needed to help determine 
whether the current regulatory package is 
appropriate for this fishery. 
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Future increases in sport harvest of lingcod 
are expected and raise concerns for 
overfishing.  These increases are expected as 
a result of changes in related fisheries and 
improved access and development in 
Southcentral Alaska.  First, incorporation of 
the Area 3A charter fleet into the existing 
halibut IFQ program is likely to increase 
lingcod harvest by charter vessels that are 
ineligible to participate in the IFQ program, 
or that want to “stretch” their halibut quota 
shares.  Another potential cause for increased 
lingcod harvest is anticipated restrictions on 
coho salmon harvest in the North Gulf Coast 
fishery.  Salmon anglers may target lingcod in 
addition to coho salmon to fill their creels.  
Finally, improved access at Whittier is likely 
to result in increased lingcod harvest, 
especially by the far-ranging Whittier charter 
fleet. 

RECOMMENDED RESEARCH AND 
MANAGEMENT 
The harvest assessment program is effective 
at characterizing the lingcod harvest in the 
recreational fishery and has provided a good 
basis for evaluating the effects of regulatory 
proposals in the HGMA.  Continued 
estimation of age, length, and sex 
composition, as well as spatial distribution of 
effort and harvest, is recommended.  
Preparation of a report summarizing fishery 
data from the period 1993-2000 is a high 
priority. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Recent increases in sport harvest, especially 
in the North Gulf Coast, Cook Inlet, and 
Prince William Sound areas, underscore the 
need to develop abundance-based fishery 
objectives and an optimal harvesting strategy.  
With the implementation of minimum size 
limits in 1993, the ability to assess 
recruitment to these stocks through fishery 
dependent sampling was lost.  The occasional 
surveys conducted since 1993 have not been 
comprehensive enough to make definitive 
statements regarding stock status. 

The department needs to begin the process of 
building a comprehensive stock assessment 
for lingcod.  This assessment should include 
summaries of existing harvest history, an 
inventory of lingcod habitat using existing 
bathymetric data, summaries of harvest 
composition, and modeling of stock dynamics 
and harvesting strategies.  Critical 
information needs include estimation of 
growth, natural mortality, and age- and size-
at-maturity schedules for lingcod in the 
northern Gulf of Alaska.  Modeling should 
include an analysis of the effectiveness of the 
current 35- inch minimum size limit.  It was 
implemented without a thorough analysis of 
long-term effect on population dynamics.  
Concern has been expressed about whether 
the minimum size limit is appropriate for the 
goal of maximizing spawning potential 
because it concentrates harvest on mature 
females and the largest males.   
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V. RECREATIONAL 
SHARK FISHERIES 

Three species of sharks are occasionally 
caught in the HGMA sport fishery:  the 
salmon shark, spiny dogfish, and Pacific 
sleeper shark.  Sleeper sharks are rarely 
caught and even more rarely kept by anglers.  
Their flesh is believed to be poisonous like 
that of the Greenland shark Somniosus 
microcephalus (Castro 1983).  Therefore, this 
section will focus on salmon sharks and spiny 
dogfish only.  Both species exhibit typical 
shark life history characteristics that make 
them vulnerable to overfishing. 

LIFE HISTORY 
Salmon Shark 
Salmon sharks inhabit the subarctic waters of 
the Bering Sea, the Sea of Japan, and the  
eastern Pacific south to about 30º-35º N. 
latitude (Castro 1983, Compagno 1984).  In 
the HGMA they are commonly sighted during 
the summer months along the outer coast of 
the Kenai Peninsula and in Prince William 
Sound where they have a tendency to 
congregate in association with inshore returns 
of salmon.  Infrequent observations of salmon 
sharks in the Gulf of Alaska during the winter 
months as well as the presence of beached 
young of the year off Oregon and California 
in the spring, and limited tag return data 
suggest a north-south seasonal migration 
pattern (Goldman and Human In press).  
Sexual segregation is apparent across the 
North Pacific with males more common in the 
western Pacific and females more common in 
the eastern Pacific, with this tendency 
increasing with latitude (Goldman and 
Musick In press).   

Maximum age is about 25 years (Tanaka 
1980).  Maximum total length has been 
reported to be 305 cm total length, but no 
specimens over 260 cm have been 
documented (Goldman and Musick In press).  
The average total length of 72 salmon sharks 
sampled from the HGMA sport harvest since 

1987 was 223 cm (88 in).  Female salmon 
sharks in Southcentral Alaska become mature 
between the ages of 6 and 10, and the 
gestation period is believed to be about 9 
months (K. Goldman, Virginia Institute of 
Marine Science, personal communication, 
10/01).  Females are ovoviviparous with litter 
sizes for the western Pacific stocks of up to 
five pups and an average length of about 60-
65 cm PCL (pre-caudal length) (Tanaka 
1980).  Salmon sharks are apex predators 
occupying the highest trophic levels in the 
food web in subarctic waters and are 
documented predators of Pacific salmon 
(Nagasawa 1998).  Salmon sharks are 
opportunistic predators, consuming a wide 
variety of fishes and invertebrates. 

Spiny Dogfish 
Spiny dogfish are distributed in temperate and 
subtropical waters worldwide.  In the eastern 
Pacific Ocean they are found from the Bering 
Sea to Baja California.  They are highly 
gregarious fish, often forming large, highly 
localized schools of fairly uniform size or sex 
(Castro 1983).  They are not a target species 
in recreational or commercial fisheries in the 
HGMA, and more often represent a nuisance 
when caught in high numbers in gillnet, 
longline, or sport fisheries.  Average size is 
reported as 75-100 cm TL and 3.1-4.5 kg with 
a maximum size of about 130 cm and 9.1 kg 
(Castro 1983).  They are long-lived, slow 
growing, and extremely slow to mature.  
Estimates of the age at which 50% of dogfish 
are mature range from 20 years in the 
northwest Atlantic Ocean to 35.5 years in the 
northeast Pacific (Saunders and McFarlane 
1993).  The maximum published age is 66 
years (Munk 2001), but 88 years was 
recorded in British Columbia waters (Mark 
Saunders, Canada Department of Fisheries 
and Oceans, personal communication, 
October 2001).  Spiny dogfish reproduction is 
ovoviviparous and fertilization is internal.  
Females give birth to an average of seven 
pups that are 20–30 cm long, and the 
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gestation period is 21–25 months, the longest 
of any known vertebrate (Castro et al. 1999).  
Dogfish prey on capelin, herring, sand lance, 
smelts, euphausiids, and juvenile salmon. 

FISHERY DESCRIPTION 
The recreational fishery for sharks occurs 
primarily in state waters.  There are three 
sources of shark harvest information for the 
HGMA:  (1) The SWHS has provided harvest 
estimates of all shark species combined since 
1997 for the Kodiak, Cook Inlet, North Gulf 
Coast, and Prince William Sound areas only, 
(2) the charter logbook program required 
recording of salmon sharks kept and released 
statewide in 1998, 2000, and 2001, and (3) the 
harvest assessment (port sampling) program 
collects information on numbers of salmon 
sharks, spiny dogfish, and Pacific sleeper 
sharks kept and released by vessel-trip.  All 
three types of information must be integrated 
to describe the fishery. 

Harvest of all shark species combined from 
Kodiak to Prince William Sound has 
decreased from 1,400 fish in 1997 to 450 fish 
in 2000 (Figure 12).  The decrease may be 
attributable to the imposition of a bag limit in 
1998:  no sport-caught fish regulated under a 
bag limit may be used for bait.  The current 
bag limit is not felt to be an effective harvest 
control because fishing effort far exceeds 
demand for sharks.  Either the Cook Inlet or 
North Gulf Coast subareas have accounted for 
most harvest each year.   

The total shark catch (including released fish) 
has not showed a clear trend, varying between 
5,900 and 11,900 fish since 1997 (Figure 12).  
Spiny dogfish made up 93%-99% of the shark 
catch reported by anglers interviewed in 1998, 
1999, and 2000.  Dogfish are typically 
encountered by anglers targeting halibut or 
other groundfish.  Extremely few, if any, 
anglers target spiny dogfish, and only 1.6% of 
dogfish caught were retained by interviewed  
 

anglers during the period 1998-2000.  
Because spiny dogfish steal bait and tangle 
lines, some anglers handle them roughly or 
kill or injure them prior to release in the hope 
that they will decrease the “dogfish problem.” 
This is, of course, illegal under the statewide 
regulation governing waste of sport-caught 
fish. 

Salmon sharks make up a much smaller 
portion of the catch, but are a target species 
for a select portion of the recreational fleet.  
There are only a handful of charter vessels in 
the HGMA that regularly target salmon 
sharks, though more than that mention salmon 
shark as an available species in their 
advertisements.  More charter operators 
contact staff each year expressing interest in 
getting involved in the salmon shark fishery, 
but few take the plunge.  Salmon shark 
fishing requires special knowledge and 
equipment in order to run a smooth operation 
with minimal loss of fish.  Salmon sharks are 
also taken on an opportunistic basis by 
anglers targeting halibut, and this bycatch 
may represent a substantial portion of the 
harvest. 

Logbook data indicate that charter boats in the 
HGMA kept 101 salmon sharks in 1998 and 
136 fish in 2000 (Table 34).  Numbers 
released were 260 in 1998 and 569 in 2000.  
The North Gulf Coast and Prince William 
Sound subareas have accounted for most of 
the salmon shark harvest.  High numbers of 
released fish in Cook Inlet may reflect 
incorrect reporting of salmon sharks hooked 
and lost in the charter halibut fishery.  
Although logbooks only provide the charter 
component of the salmon shark catch, 
interview data show that few unguided 
anglers target salmon sharks.  Because this 
level of catch is from such a small number of 
charter operators, addition or subtraction of a 
few charter operators targeting salmon sharks 
can have a relatively large effect on harvest.   
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Source:  Howe et al. 2001b-d, Walker et al. In prep.   

Figure 12.-Estimated number of sharks of all species harvested and released 
in Southcentral Alaska, 1997-2000.  The upper graph shows shark harvest by 
subarea, the lower graph shows the relative numbers of sharks kept and 
released regionwide. 



 

 72

Table 34.-Harvest and release of salmon sharks by charter vessels in Southcentral 
Alaska in 1998 and 2000.  

 1998  2000 

Subarea 
No. 
Kept 

No. 
Released 

Percent 
Released  

No. 
Kept 

No. 
Released 

Percent 
Released 

        
Prince William Sound 17 68 80%  38 92 71% 
Cook Inlet 16 114 88%  9 153 94% 
North Gulf Coast 66 63 49%  84 315 79% 
Kodiak, Alaska Peninsula 2 15 88%  5 9 64% 
Total 101 260 72%  136 569 81% 
        
Source: Data are from statewide mandatory charter logbooks.  Logbooks did not request salmon 

shark information in 1999. 
 

 

COMMERCIAL FISHERIES 
There is currently no commercial fishery for 
any species of shark in Alaska waters.  Citing 
a need for more diversification and greater 
stability in the fishing industry, as well as new 
sources of protein, the Alaska Sea Grant 
College Program published a report outlining 
development of a commercial salmon shark 
fishery in the North Pacific (Paust and Smith 
1989).  An exploratory seine and floating 
longline fishery targeting salmon sharks in 
Prince William Sound harvested just less than 
50,000 pounds in 1996.  Since then the 
commercial industry has expressed interest in 
establishing a permanent salmon shark 
fishery.  Recognizing the lack of information 
and potential for overfishing, ADF&G CFD 
submitted an agenda change request (ACR) to 
establish a permit-only commercial shark 
fishery that would have provided some of the 
needed information in 1998.  That ACR was 
amended by the BOF to close the directed 
fishery for sharks, primarily because of 
incomplete reporting of existing levels of 
shark bycatch mortality.  Recent proposals to 
rescind this prohibition are directly related to 
perceived increases in shark populations in 

the Gulf of Alaska.  Proponents of targeted 
shark fisheries often cite the abundance of an 
underutilized resource, the damage to nets and 
setline gear in other fisheries, as well as 
economic benefits.  While there is at present 
no directed commercial fishery for sharks, 
bycatch landed in Cook Inlet and Prince 
William Sound Management Areas has 
ranged from a few hundred to 32,000 pounds 
over the last few years (Table 35).   

MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVE AND 
APPROACH 
Management Objective 
Due to the lack of a comprehensive stock 
assessment for sharks, no specific fishery 
objectives have been established for 
recreational shark fisheries.  The statewide 
Sport Shark Fishery Management Plan states 
that the department shall manage sport shark 
fisheries for sustained yield.  Within the 
sustained yield principle, the Division of 
Sport Fish seeks to optimize social and 
economic benefits and expand opportunity to 
participate in diverse fisheries on these stocks 
where possible. 
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Table 35.-Commercial harvest (pounds round weight) of sharks in groundfish fisheries 
of the Cook Inlet and Prince William Sound Management Areas, 1988-2000 

Year Cook Inlet Prince William Sound 
   

1988 101 34 
1989 234 0 
1990 20 0 
1991 0 0 
1992 1,009 41 
1993 0 0 
1994 112 0 
1995 100 350 
1996 408 31,652 
1997 394 4,590 
1998 268 7,392 
1999 6,594 13,317 
2000 0 1,117 

   
Source:  Trowbridge et al. 2001. 

Note: Includes only fish landed whether sold or discarded at the dock, and does not include at-
sea discards. 

 

Management Approach 
The department and the BOF have taken a 
conservative stance to management of shark 
fisheries in light of shark life history 
characteristics and the lack of stock status 
information.  Restrictive bag and possession 
limits and an annual limit of 2 sharks of any 
species are the primary management tools 
currently being used to restrict harvest.  
Efforts to obtain a better understanding of 
basic life history parameters of sharks in 
Alaskan waters is deemed essential, and 
cooperative projects toward this end are 
ongoing.  The department is cooperating with 
researchers from the National Marine 
Fisheries Service and Virginia Institute of 
Marine Science to obtain information on age 
and growth, as well as migration patterns.  
Length, age, and sex data are collected from 
the sport shark harvest at all ports.  In 

addition, the Division of Sport Fish initiated a 
limited cooperative salmon shark tagging 
program in 1998 with selected charter 
operators in Southcentral Alaska.  Funding for 
this program was eliminated but some tagging 
efforts have continued with a few operators.  
The current level of data collection is useful 
for monitoring growth in the sport fishery and 
for understanding basic shark biology.  
Additional studies focused on assessment of 
abundance are needed to assess the 
effectiveness of current regulations or alter 
the regulations to achieve specific levels of 
sustained yield. 

Regulatory Setting and History 
Prior to 1998, shark fishing was unregulated 
in Alaskan waters.  Due to concerns over the 
potential for rapid development of fisheries 
targeting sharks, and the history of 
overexploitation and collapse of stocks 
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elsewhere, ADF&G submitted several agenda 
change requests (ACRs) to the BOF in the 
spring of 1998.  The Board took the following 
actions affecting shark fisheries statewide: 

Extended state sport fish authority to the 
exclusive economic zone (EEZ). 

Amended the ADF&G proposal for a 
pelagic shark management plan and 
established a sport salmon shark fishery 
management plan for all species. 

Amended an ADF&G proposal for a 
permit-only commercial fishery to close 
the directed commercial shark fishery 
(bycatch still allowed). 

The Sport Shark Fishery Management Plan 
set bag limits of 1 fish daily and 1 in 
possession, as well as an annual limit of 2 
sharks of any species.  Anglers are also 
required to record their harvest on the back of 
their license or on a harvest card immediately 
upon landing a shark under these regulations.   

At the November 2001 meeting the Board 
rejected a proposal to allow hooking of sharks 
by a second party in sport fisheries.  The 
Board also tabled a proposal to create a 
directed commercial hook and line fishery for 
spiny dogfish pending discussions with the 
North Pacific Fishery Management Council in 
March 2002.  Although the original proposal 
was to create a directed commercial shark 
fishery and increase sport bag limits, the 
Board amended the proposal to include only a 
commercial spiny dogfish fishery. 

Bag and possession limits, special restrictions, 
and state authority in the EEZ are found in the 
Sport Shark Fishery Management Plan (5 
AAC 75.012).  Salmon shark harvest and 
release information is currently collected 
through the charter logbook program, and 
those regulations are outlined in 5 AAC 
75.076. 

STOCK STATUS 
Currently there are no reliable estimates 
available which document the abundance of 
any shark species in Alaskan waters.  There 
have been numerous anecdotal reports in the 
last 3 years of increased numbers of sharks, 
but documentation of shark abundance for 
any species is critically lacking.  Most 
researchers have noted that shark life history 
characteristics such as moderate to extreme 
longevity and low reproductive output suggest 
a shift in distribution rather than a dramatic 
increase in abundance.  Little information 
exists on the current or previous distribution 
of sharks, or on the composition of the stocks.  
Current research on salmon sharks, most of it 
yet unpublished, is focused on age and 
growth, thermal biology, and seasonal 
movement in Prince William Sound and the 
North Gulf Coast subareas.  Very little work 
has been done on spiny dogfish.  Cooperative 
efforts to determine basic life history 
parameters are beginning to yield results, and 
these results will eventually help lead to a 
more complete picture of shark stocks.  Time 
series of bycatch from other targeted fisheries 
has provided some basis for changes in 
relative abundance (Goldman In prep).  These 
bycatch data are incomplete and must be used 
with caution when making inferences about 
changes in abundance. 

MANAGEMENT CONCERNS AND ISSUES 
The tendency for salmon sharks to congregate 
in near-coastal areas during the summer 
months in areas frequented by recreational 
anglers makes them particularly visible and 
vulnerable to harvest.  Increasing media 
attention and staff observations suggest that 
interest in participating in salmon shark 
fisheries has increased substantially in the 
past few years.  Improved vehicle access 
through the Whittier tunnel could lead to 
increased shark harvest in western Prince 
William Sound.  Implementation of an IFQ  
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charter halibut fishery would also be likely to 
cause some increase in directed sport fishing 
for salmon sharks by charter operators that 
don’t qualify for halibut quota share or don’t 
get enough to make a season.   

Along with the general increasing popularity 
of directed sport fishing for salmon sharks, 
hook-and-release mortality is a growing 
concern.  A large percentage of salmon sharks 
hooked on sport gear are either lost or 
released.  There are no estimates of hook-and-
release mortality rates in sport fisheries. 

Actions taken by the BOF in 1998 effectively 
closed all targeted commercial shark fisheries 
in Alaska and put restrictions on the sport 
fishery.  These measures provide some 
assurance that sharks will not be exploited at 
unsustainable levels in the short term.  Long-
term sustainability is less certain, however.  
There have been several proposals to the BOF 
to allow directed shark fisheries and increase 
bycatch retention allowances.  Proponents of 
expanded shark fisheries cite as reasons for 
their efforts everything from stemming the 
decline in marine mammal populations to 
getting rid of nuisance fish problems in sport 
fisheries.  The sport fishery bag limit of 1 
salmon shark per day or 2 per year may not 
provide for optimum levels of sustained 
harvest if directed effort for salmon sharks 
increases significantly.  The state may have to 
consider permit drawings or other techniques 
to limit harvest. 

RECOMMENDED RESEARCH AND 
MANAGEMENT 
The vulnerability of sharks to 
overexploitation is well documented (Walker 
1998).  A better understanding of sharks in  
 

Alaskan waters is needed for achievement of 
management objectives.  ADF&G is 
cooperating with other shark researchers to 
learn about age and growth, migration, and 
thermal biology of salmon sharks, and 
migration and diet of Pacific sleeper sharks.  
The Sport Fish Division should continue 
collection of length, sex, and location data as 
well as age structures through the groundfish 
harvest assessment project.  Cooperative 
efforts with other researchers studying 
migration, growth rates, age at maturity, age 
composition, fecundity and other aspects of 
basic shark life history parameters should also 
continue.   

Continued collection of shark harvest 
information from the SWHS and charter 
logbooks is recommended.  This information, 
along with data on age and size composition 
and spatial distribution of harvest collected 
through onsite sampling should be reviewed 
periodically to monitor changes in harvest 
patterns.   

An assessment of hook-and-release mortality 
is needed for the salmon shark sport fishery, 
especially considering the apparent increasing 
interest in this fishery.  This project might 
best be approached through cooperation in a 
graduate research program. 

To address public perception issues regarding 
sharks, the production of educationa l and 
conservation materials for distribution should 
be a priority. 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 76

LITERATURE CITED 
Albin, D. and K. A. Karpov.  1998.  Mortality of 

lingcod, Ophiodon elongatus, related to  capture by 
hook and line. Marine Fisheries Review 60(3):29-
34. 

Alverson, D. L. and M. J. Carney.  1975.  A graphic 
review of the growth and decay of population 
cohorts.  Journal du Conseil International pour 
l’Exploration de la Mer 36:133-143. 

Anderson, P. J. and J. F. Piatt.  1999.  Community 
reorganization in the Gulf of Alaska following 
ocean climate regime shift.  Marine Ecology 
Progress Series 189:117-123. 

Archibald, C. P., D. Fournier, and B. M. Leaman.  
1983.  Reconstruction of stock history and 
development of rehabilitation strategies for Pacific 
Ocean Perch in Queen Charlotte Sound, Canada.  
North American Journal of Fisheries Management 
3:283-294. 

Barss, W. H. and R. L. Demory.  1989.  Movement of 
lingcod tagged off the central Oregon coast.  
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, Fish 
Division, Information Report No. 89-8. 

Bechtol, W. R.  1992.  Review of the 1987-1992 
Central Region rockfish fisheries.  Report to the 
Alaska Board of Fisheries.  Alaska Department of 
Fish and Game, Division of Commercial Fisheries, 
RIR No. 2A92-22, Anchorage. 

Bee, S.  2000.  California grapples with where to put 
‘no-take’ fishing areas.  World Catch 
(www.worldcatch.com), October 4. 

Bethe, M.  In prep.  Recruitment of lingcod 
populations in Resurrection Bay and the Chiswell 
Islands, Gulf of Alaska, 1998.  Alaska Department 
of Fish and Game, Fishery Data Series, Anchorage. 

Bentz, R., P. Suchanek, M. Bethers, S. Hoffman, A. 
Schmidt, M. Dean, and R. Johnson.  1996.  Area 
management report for the sport fisheries of 
Southeast Alaska, 1994.  Alaska Department of 
Fish and Game, Fishery Management Report No. 
96-1, Anchorage.  

Blood, C. L.  2001.  2000 sport fishery. Report of 
Assessment and Research Activities 1995, pages 
51-57. International Pacific Halibut Commission, 
Seattle. 

Bracken, B.  1986.  The his tory of the rockfish fisheries 
in Alaskan waters.  Proceedings of the International 
Rockfish Symposium, Anchorage.  Alaska Sea 
Grant Report. 

Bracken, B. E.  Unpublished.  Commercial fisheries for 
demersal shelf rockfish in Southeast Alaska:  a 
review of management options and proposal for 
management action.  1988.  Alaska Department of 
Fish and Game, Petersburg. 

Carlon, J. and D. Vincent-Lang.  1989.  Sport efforts 
for and harvests of coho salmon and chinook 
salmon, halibut, and lingcod in Resurrection Bay 
sport fisheries, Alaska, during 1988.  Alaska 
Department of Fish and Game, Fishery Data Series 
No. 83, Anchorage.  

Carlon, J. and D. Vincent-Lang.  1990.  Sport efforts 
for and harvest of coho salmon, halibut, rockfish, 
and lingcod in Resurrection Bay sport fisheries, 
Alaska, during 1989.  Alaska Department of Fish 
and Game, Fishery Data Series No. 90-6, 
Anchorage.  

Carlson, H. R. and R. E. Haight.  1972.  Evidence for a 
home site and homing of adult yellowtail rockfish, 
Sebastes flavidus.  Journal Fisheries Research 
Board of Canada 29:1011-1014. 

Cass, A. J., R. J. Beamish, G. A. McFarlane.  1990.  
Lingcod (Ophiodon elongatus).  Canadian Special 
Publication of Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences 109, 
Ottawa. 

Castro, J. I.  1983.  The sharks of North American 
waters.  Texas A&M University Press, College 
Station. 

Castro, J. I., C. M. Woodley, and R. L. Brudek.  1999.  
A preliminary evaluation of the status of shark 
species.  Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) 
of the United Nations, Fisheries Technical Paper 
No. 380.  FAO, Rome, Italy. 

Clark, W. G.  1996.  Long-term changes in halibut size 
at age.  Report of Assessment and Research 
Activities 1995, pages 55-62.  International Pacific 
Halibut Commission, Seattle. 

Clark, W. G. and S. R. Hare.  2001.  Assessment of the 
Pacific halibut stock in 2000.  Report of 
Assessment and Research Activities 2000: pp 85-
118.  International Pacific Halibut Commission, 
Seattle. 

Clark, W. G., S. R. Hare, A. M. Parma, P. J. Sullivan, 
and R. J. Trumble.  1999.  Decadal changes in 
growth and recruitment of Pacific halibut 
(Hippoglossus stenolepis).  Canadian Journal 
Fisheries and Aquatic Science 56:242-252. 



LITERATURE CITED 

 77

Clark, W. G. and A M. Parma.  2000.  Assessment of 
the Pacific halibut stock in 1999.  Report of 
Assessment and Research Activities 1999: pp 
109-137.  International Pacific Halibut 
Commission, Seattle. 

Compagno, L. J. V.  1984.  FAO species catalogue, 
Vol. 4, Part2 - Sharks of the world.  An annotated 
and illustrated catalogue of shark species known 
to date, Hexanchiformes to Lamniformes.  FAO 
(Food and Agriculture Organization of the United 
Nations) Fisheries Synopsis Number 125. 

Coughenower, D.  1986.  Homer, Alaska charter 
fishing industry study.  University of Alaska, 
Marine Advisory Program, Bulletin No. 22.  
Anchorage. 

Crow, V.  2000.  No-take zones, fishing cuts draw 
fire.  Pacific Fishing, June 2000. 

Dean, M. R. and A. L. Howe.  1999.  Alaska 
Department of Fish and Game sportfishing guide 
and business registration and saltwater 
sportfishing charter vessel logbook program, 
1998.  Alaska Department of Fish and Game, 
Special Publication No. 99-1, Anchorage. 

Denny, C.  1990.  Derby days.  Alaska Business 
Monthly 6:47-53. 

DFO (Department of Fisheries and Oceans).  2001.  
Lingcod.  DFO Science Stock Status Report A6-
18, Nanaimo. 

Francis, R. C., S. R. Hare, A. B. Hollowed, and W. S. 
Wooster.  1998.  Effects of interdecadal climate 
variability on the oceanic ecosystems of the NE 
Pacific.  Fisheries Oceanography 7(1):1-21. 

Goldman, K. J.  In prep.  Sharks and shark bycatch in 
Alaska state and federal waters.  Draft document 
for inclusion in the Ecosystem Considerations 
chapter of the 2001 NPFMC Stock Assessment 
and Fishery Evaluation report, North Pacific 
Fishery Management Council, Anchorage. 

Goldman, K. J. and B. Human.  In press.  Salmon 
shark Lamna  ditropis.  In S. L. Fowler, M. Camhi, 
G. Burgess, S. Fordham, and J. Musick.  Sharks, 
rays, and chimeras:  the status of the 
chondrichthyan fishes.  International Union for 
Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources 
(IUCN)/Species Survival Commission (SSC) 
Shark Specialist Group.  IUCN, Gland, 
Switzerland and Cambridge, UK. 

Goldman, K. J. and J. A. Musick.  In press.   Biology of 
the salmon shark, Lamna ditropis.  In E. K. Pikitch 
and M. Camhi, editors.  Sharks of the open ocean.  
Blackwell Publishing. 

Gordon, D. A.  1994.  Lingcod fishery and fishery 
monitoring in Southeast Alaska.  Alaska Fishery 
Research Bulletin, 1(2):140-152. 

Hoenig, J. M.  1983.  Empirical use of longevity data to 
estimate mortality rates.  Fishery Bulletin 82:898-
903. 

Howe, A. L., G. Fidler, and M. J. Mills.  1995.  Harvest, 
catch, and participation in Alaska sport fisheries 
during 1994.  Alaska Department of Fish and Game, 
Fishery Data Series No. 95-24, Anchorage. 

Howe, A. L., G. Fidler, A. E. Bingham, and M. J. Mills.  
1996.  Harvest, catch, and participation in Alaska 
sport fisheries during 1995.  Alaska Department of 
Fish and Game, Fishery Data Series No. 96-32, 
Anchorage. 

Howe, A. L., R. J. Walker, C. Olnes, K. Sundet, and A. 
E. Bingham.  2001a.  Revised Edition:  Harvest, 
catch, and participation in Alaska sport fisheries 
during 1996.  Alaska Department of Fish and Game, 
Fishery Data Series No. 97-29 (revised), Anchorage. 

Howe, A. L., R. J. Walker, C. Olnes, K. Sundet, and A. 
E. Bingham.  2001b.  Revised Edition:  Harvest, 
catch, and participation in Alaska sport fisheries 
during 1997.  Alaska Department of Fish and Game, 
Fishery Data Series No. 98-25 (revised), Anchorage. 

Howe, A. L., R. J. Walker, C. Olnes, K. Sundet, and A. 
E. Bingham.  2001c.  Revised Edition:  Participation, 
catch, and harvest in Alaska sport fisheries during 
1998.  Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Fishery 
Data Series No. 99-41 (revised), Anchorage.  

Howe, A. L., R. J. Walker, C. Olnes, K. Sundet, and A. 
E. Bingham.  2001d.  Participation, catch, and harvest 
in Alaska sport fisheries during 1999.  Alaska 
Department of Fish and Game, Fishery Data Series 
No. 01-8, Anchorage. 

IPHC (International Pacific Halibut Commission).  1987.  
The Pacific halibut:  biology, fishery, and 
management.  International Pacific Halibut 
Commission, Technical Report No. 22, Seattle. 



LITERATURE CITED (Continued) 

 78

Jackson, D. R. and M. P. Ruccio.  2001.  Annual 
Management Report for the Kodiak, Chignik, and 
South Alaska Peninsula Area Groundfish 
Fisheries, 2000.  Regional Information Report 
No. 4K01-44.  Alaska Department of Fish and 
Game, Division of Commercial Fisheries, 
Kodiak. 

Jagielo, T. H.  1990.  Movement of tagged lingcod 
Ophiodon elongatus at Neah Bay, Washington.  
Fishery Bulletin 88:815-820. 

Jones and Stokes Associates, Inc.  1987.  
Southcentral Alaska sport fishing economic 
study.  Final research report, November 1987 
(JSA86-0413), Sacramento, CA.  Prepared for the 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game,  Sport Fish 
Division, Research and Technical Services 
Section, Anchorage. 

Kaimmer, S. M. and R. J. Trumble.  1998.  Injury, 
condition, and mortality of Pacific halibut bycatch 
following careful release by Pacific cod and 
sablefish longline fisheries.  Fisheries Research 
38:131-144. 

Leaman, B. M. and R. J. Beamish.  1984.  Ecological 
and management implications of longevity in 
some Northeast Pacific groundfishes.  
International North Pacific Fisheries Commission 
Bulletin 42:85-97. 

Low, C. J. and R. J. Beamish.  1978.  A study of the 
nesting behaviour of lingcod (Ophiodon 
elongatus) in the Strait of Georgia, British 
Columbia.  Department of Fisheries and the 
Environment, Fisheries and Marine Service 
Technical Report No. 843, Nanaimo. 

Mathews, S. B. and M. W. Barker.  1983.  
Movements of rockfish (Sebastes) tagged in 
northern Puget Sound, Washington. Fishery 
Bulletin 82:916-922. 

Mathews, S. B. and M. LaRiviere.  1987.  Movement 
of tagged lingcod, Ophiodon elongatus, in the 
Pacific northwest.  Fishery Bulletin 85:153-159. 

Matthews, K. R., B. S. Miller, and T. P. Quinn.  
1987.  Movement studies of nearshore demersal 
rockfishes in Puget Sound, Washington.  Pages 
63-72 in Proceedings of the International 
Rockfish Symposium, University of Alaska, 
Alaska Sea Grant Report No. 87-2. 

McCaughran, Donald A. and Stephen H. Hoag.  1992.  
The 1979 Protocol to the convention and related 
legislation. International Pacific Halibut 
Commission, Technical Report No. 26, Seattle. 

Meyer, S. C.  1992.  Biological characteristics of the 
sport harvest of marine groundfishes in Southcentral 
Alaska, 1991.  Alaska Department of Fish and Game, 
Fishery Data Series No. 92-41, Anchorage. 

Meyer, S. C.  1993a.  Biological characteristics of the 
sport harvest of Pacific halibut in Southcentral 
Alaska, 1992.  Alaska Department of Fish and Game, 
Fishery Data Series No. 93-18, Anchorage. 

Meyer, S. C.  1993b.  Assessment of the recreational 
harvest and fishery for lingcod in Southcentral 
Alaska.  Alaska Department of Fish and Game, 
Fishery Data Series No. 93-33, Anchorage. 

Meyer, S. C.  1994.  The recreational halibut fishery in 
Southcentral Alaska (Area 3A) with 1993 harvest 
composition.  A report to the International Pacific 
Halibut Commission.  Alaska Department of Fish and 
Game, Special Publication No. 94-1, Anchorage. 

Meyer, S. C.  1996.  Recreational halibut fishery 
statistics for Southcentral Alaska (Area 3A),  1994.  
A report to the International Pacific Halibut 
Commission.  Alaska Department of Fish and Game, 
Special Publication No. 96-1, Anchorage. 

Meyer, S. C.  1999.  The Prince William Sound 
recreational rockfish fishery.  A report to the Alaska 
Board of Fisheries, November 1999.  Alaska 
Department of Fish and Game, Anchorage. 

Meyer, S. C.  2000.  Composition and biomass of the 
recreational rockfish Sebastes harvest in Southcentral 
Alaska, 1992-1995.  Alaska Department of Fish and 
Game, Fishery Data Series No. 00-6. Anchorage. 

Meyer, S. C.  In prep.  Recreational halibut fishery 
statistics for Southcentral Alaska (Regulatory Area 
3A), 1995-1998.  A report to the International Pacific 
Halibut Commission.  Alaska Department of Fish and 
Game, Special Publication, Anchorage. 

Mills, M. J.  1979.  Alaska statewide sport fish harvest 
studies.  Alaska Department of Fish and Game.  
Federal Aid in Fish Restoration, Annual Performance 
Report, 1978-1979, Project F-9-11, 20 (SW-1), 
Juneau. 



LITERATURE CITED (Continued) 

 79

Mills, M. J.  1980.  Alaska statewide sport fish 
harvest studies.  Alaska Department of Fish and 
Game.  Federal Aid in Fish Restoration, Annual 
Performance Report, 1979-1980, Project F-9-12, 
21 (SW-1), Juneau. 

Mills, M. J.  1981a.  Alaska statewide sport fish 
harvest studies (1979).  Alaska Department of 
Fish and Game.  Federal Aid in Fish Restoration, 
Annual Performance Report, 1980-1981, Project 
F-9-13, 22 (SW-I-A), Juneau. 

Mills, M. J.  1981b.  Alaska statewide sport fish 
harvest studies (1980).  Alaska Department of 
Fish and Game.  Federal Aid in Fish Restoration, 
Annual Performance Report, 1980-1981, Project 
F-9-13, 22 (SW-I-A), Juneau.  

Mills, M. J.  1982.  Alaska statewide sport fish 
harvest studies (1981).  Alaska Department of 
Fish and Game.  Federal Aid in Fish Restoration, 
Annual Performance Report, 1981-1982, Project 
F-9-14, 23 (SW-I-A), Juneau. 

Mills, M. J.  1983.  Alaska statewide sport fish 
harvest studies (1982).  Alaska Department of 
Fish and Game.  Federal Aid in Fish Restoration, 
Annual Performance Report, 1982-1983, Project 
F-9-15, 24 (SW-I-A), Juneau. 

Mills, M. J.  1984.  Alaska statewide sport fish 
harvest studies (1983).  Alaska Department of 
Fish and Game.  Federal Aid in Fish Restoration, 
Annual Performance Report, 1983-1984, Project 
F-9-16, 25 (SW-I-A), Juneau. 

Mills, M. J.  1985.  Alaska statewide sport fish 
harvest studies (1984).  Alaska Department of 
Fish and Game.  Federal Aid in Fish Restoration, 
Annual Performance Report, 1984-1985, Project 
F-9-17, 26 (SW-I-A), Juneau. 

Mills, M. J.  1986.  Alaska statewide sport fish 
harvest studies (1985).  Alaska Department of 
Fish and Game.  Federal Aid in Fish Restoration, 
Annual Performance Report, 1985-1986, Project 
F-10-1, 27 (RT -2), Juneau. 

Mills, M. J.  1987.  Alaska statewide sport fisheries 
harvest report.  Alaska Department of Fish and 
Game, Fishery Data Series No. 2, Juneau. 

Mills, M. J.  1988.  Alaska statewide sport fisheries 
harvest report.  Alaska Department of Fish and 
Game, Fishery Data Series No. 52, Juneau. 

Mills, M. J.  1989.  Alaska statewide sport fisheries 
harvest report.  Alaska Department of Fish and 
Game, Fishery Data Series No. 122, Juneau. 

Mills, M. J.  1990.  Harvest and participation in Alaska 
sport fisheries during 1989.  Alaska Department of 
Fish and Game, Fishery Data Series No. 90-44, 
Anchorage. 

Mills, M. J.  1991.  Harvest, catch, and participation in 
Alaska sport fisheries during 1990.  Alaska 
Department of Fish and Game, Fishery Data Series 
No. 91-58, Anchorage. 

Mills, M. J.  1992.  Harvest, catch, and participation in 
Alaska sport fisheries during 1991.  Alaska 
Department of Fish and Game, Fishery Data Series 
No. 92-40, Anchorage. 

Mills, M. J.  1993.  Harvest, catch, and participation in 
Alaska sport fisheries during 1992.  Alaska 
Department of Fish and Game, Fishery Data Series 
No. 93-42, Anchorage. 

Mills, M. J.  1994.  Harvest, catch, and participation in 
Alaska sport fisheries during 1993.  Alaska 
Department of Fish and Game, Fishery Data Series 
No. 94-28, Anchorage. 

Mills, M. J. and A. L. Howe.  1992.  An evaluation of 
estimates of sport fish harvest from the Alaska 
statewide mail survey.  Alaska Department of Fish 
and Game, Special Publication No. 92-2, Anchorage. 

Munk, K. M.  2001.  Maximum ages of groundfishes in 
waters off Alaska and British Columbia and 
considerations of age determination.  Alaska Fishery 
Research Bulletin 8(1):12-21. 

Nagasawa, K.  1998.  Predation by salmon sharks 
(Lamna ditropis) on Pacific salmon (Oncorhynchus 
spp.) in the North Pacific Ocean.  Bulletin of the 
North Pacific Anadromous Fish Commis sion, No. 1, 
419-433. 

Nelson, D. C.  1995.  Area management report for the 
recreational fisheries of the Kenai Peninsula, 1994.  
Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Fishery 
Management Report No. 95-4, Anchorage. 

NMFS (National Marine Fisheries Service).  2001.  
Endangered and threatened species:  Puget Sound 
populations of copper rockfish, quillback rockfish, 
brown rockfish, and Pacific herring:  Notice of 
determination of status review.  Federal Register 
66(64):17659-17668.  National Archives and Records 
Administration, Washington, DC. 



LITERATURE CITED (Continued) 

 80

NMFS (National Marine Fisheries Service).  2001.  
Report to congress:  status of fisheries of the 
United States.  NOAA Fisheries, Silver Spring, 
MD (http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/sfa/reports.html). 

NPFMC (North Pacific Fishery Management 
Council).  2001.  Environmental assessment/ 
regulatory impact review/initial regulatory 
flexibility analysis for a regulatory amendment to 
incorporate the halibut charter sector into the 
halibut individual fishing quota program or 
implement a moratorium on entry into the charter 
fleet for Pacific halibut in Areas 2C and 3A 
(March 12, 2001 public review draft).  North 
Pacific Fishery Management Council, Anchorage, 
Alaska. 

O’Connell, V.  1991.  A preliminary examination of 
breakaway tagging for demersal rockfishes.  
Fishery Research Bulletin No. 91-06.  Alaska 
Department of Fish and Game, Juneau. 

O’Connell, V.  1993.  Submersible observations on 
lingcod, Ophiodon elongatus, nesting below 30 m 
off Sitka, Alaska.  Marine Fisheries Review 
55:19-24. 

O’Connell, V., D. Carlile, and C. Brylinsky.  1999.  
Demersal shelf rockfish.  Pages 8-2 – 8-38 in 
Stock assessment and fishery evaluation report 
for the 2000 Gulf of Alaska groundfish fishery.  
North Pacific Fishery Management Council, 
Anchorage. 

Parker, S. J., S. A. Berkeley, J. T. Golden, D. R. 
Gunderson, J. Heifetz, M. A. Hixon, R. Larson, 
B. M. Leaman, M. S. Love, J. A. Musick, V. M. 
O’Connell, S. Ralston, H. J. Weeks, and M. M. 
Yoklavich.  2000.  Management of Pacific 
rockfish.  AFS Policy Statement.  Fisheries 
25(3):22-30. 

Parma, A. M.  1997.  Evaluation of alternative 
harvest rates for Pacific halibut.  Report of 
Assessment and Research Activities 1996, pages 
153-166.  International Pacific Halibut 
Commission, Seattle. 

Pauly, D.  1980.  On the interrelationships between 
natural mortality, growth parameters, and mean 
environmental temperature in 175 fish stocks.  
Journal du Conseil International pour 
l’Exploration de la Mer 39:175-192. 

Paust, B. and R. Smith.  1989.  Salmon shark manual:  
the development of a commercial salmon shark, 
Lamna ditropis, fishery in the North Pacific.  
University of Alaska, Sea Grant College Program, 
Alaska Sea Grant Report No. 86-01, Revised 1989. 

Peltonen, G. J.  1969.  Viability of tagged Pacific halibut.  
International Pacific Halibut Commission, Report 
No. 52, Seattle. 

Pitcher, T. J.  1997.  The design and monitoring of 
marine reserves.  Fisheries Centre Research Report 
5:1, University of British Columbia, Vancouver. 

Saunders, M. W. and G. A. McFarlane.  1993.  Age and 
length at maturity of the female spiny dogfish, 
Squalus acanthias, in the Strait of Georgia, British 
Columbia, Canada.  Environmental Biology of Fishes 
38:49-57. 

Schmitt, C. C. and B. A. Skud.  1978.  Relation of 
fecundity to long-term changes in growth, 
abundance, and recruitment.  International Pacific 
Halibut Commission, Scientific Report No. 66, 
Seattle. 

Schwarz, L.  1997.  Area management report for the 
recreational fisheries of the Kodiak and Alaska 
Peninsula/Aleutian Islands regulatory areas, 1996.  
Alaska Dept. of Fish and Game, Fishery Management 
Report No. 97-2, Anchorage. 

Skud, B. E.  1975.  The sport fishery for halibut:  
development, recognition, and regulation.  
International Pacific Halibut Commission, Technical 
Report No. 13, Seattle. 

Skud, B. E.  1977.  Drift, migration, and intermingling of 
Pacific halibut stocks.  International Pacific Halibut 
Commission, Scientific Report No. 63, Seattle. 

Tanaka, S.  1980.  Biological investigation of Lamna 
ditropis in the north-western waters of the North 
Pacific.  In Report of investigation on sharks as a new 
marine resource (1979).  Japan Fishery Resource 
Research Center, Tokyo (English abstract, translation 
by Nakaya). 

 Trowbridge, C. T., W. R. Bechtol, M. A. Lambdin, and 
W. Dunne.  2001.  Cook Inlet Area groundfish report 
to the Alaska Board of Fisheries 2001.  Regional 
Information Report No. 2A01-18.  Alaska 
Department of Fish and Game, Division of 
Commercial Fisheries, Anchorage. 



LITERATURE CITED (Continued) 

 81

Trumble, R. J., J. D. Nielson, W. R. Bowering, and 
D. A. McCaughran.  1993.  Atlantic halibut 
(Hippoglossus  hippoglossus) and Pacific halibut 
(Hippoglossus  stenolepis) and their North 
American fisheries.  National Research Council 
of Canada, Canadian Bulletin of Fisheries and 
Aquatic Sciences 227. 

Vincent-Lang, D.  1991.  Age, length, and species 
compositions of groundfish harvested in the 
marine sport fisheries of Resurrection Bay, 
Alaska, 1988-1990.  Alaska Department of Fish 
and Game, Fishery Data Series No. 91-28, 
Anchorage. 

Vincent-Lang, D.  1995a.  Area management report  
for the North Gulf of Alaska recreational 
groundfish fisheries.  Alaska Department of Fish 
and Game, Division of Sport Fish, Fishery 
Management Report No. 95-1, Anchorage. 

Vincent-Lang, D.  1995b.  Recruitment to lingcod 
populations near Seward, Alaska, during 1993 
and 1994.  Alaska Department of Fish and Game, 
Division of Sport Fish, Fishery Manuscript 
Report No. 95-1, Anchorage. 

Vincent-Lang, D. and W. Bechtol.  1992.  Current 
status and recommendations for the future 
management of the lingcod stocks of the central 
Gulf of Alaska.  A report to the Alaska Board of 
Fisheries, October 1992.  Alaska Department of 
Fish and Game, Anchorage. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Vincent-Lang, D., R. H. Conrad, and E. T. McHenry.  
1988.  Sport harvests of coho Oncorhynchus  kisutch 
and chinook O. tshawytscha salmon in Resurrection 
Bay, Alaska during 1987.  Alaska Department of Fish 
and Game, Fishery Data Series No. 39, Anchorage.  

Walker, T. I.  1998.  Can shark resources be harvested 
sustainably?  A question revisited with a review of 
shark fisheries.  Marine and Freshwater Research 
49:553-572. 

Walker, R. J., C. Olnes, K. Sundet, A. L. Howe, and A. 
E. Bingham.  In prep.  Participation, catch, and 
harvest in Alaska sport fisheries during 2000.  Alaska 
Department of Fish and Game, Fishery Data Series, 
Anchorage. 

Wallace, F. R. and J. V. Tagart.  1994.  Status of the 
coastal black rockfish stocks in Washington and 
northern Oregon in 1994.  Appendix F in Status of 
the Pacific coast groundfish fishery through 1994 and 
recommended acceptable biological catches for 1995.  
Pacific Fisheries Management Council, Portland, OR. 

Williams, G. H.  2001.  Incidental catch and mortality of 
Pacific halibut, 1962-2000.  Report of Assessment 
and Research Activities 2000: pp 205-215.  
International Pacific Halibut Commission, Seattle. 

Yoklavich, M. M.  1998.  Marine harvest refugia for 
West Coast rockfish:  a workshop.  NOAA-TM-
NMFS-SWFSC-255, La Jolla, CA. 



 

 82

 



 

 83

 

APPENDIX A:  JOINT ALASKA BOARD OF FISHERIES—
NORTH PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL 
PROTOCOL FOR DEVELOPMENT OF LOCAL AREA 

MANAGEMENT PLANS. 
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Appendix A1.-Joint Alaska Board of Fisheries—North Pacific Fishery Management 
Council Protocol for development of Local Area Management Plans. 

 

 
Board/Council Protocol on Local Area Management Plans 

 

 

In February 1998, the Alaska Board of Fisheries and the North Pacific Fishery Management Council adopted the following 
protocol to guide the successful development, processing, and implementation of local area fisheries management plans. Though 
the protocol covers development of local area management plans for all species of interest in a local area, the Council’s main 
purview will be over halibut and those species covered by one of the Council’s fishery management plans. 

 

Scope and Content of Proposals 

 

It is the expectation of the Board and Council that any proposals submitted for review will be well thought out and reflect the 
efforts and a high degree of consensus of representatives of all users of the fish species in the local area covered by the proposed 
plan. Local commercial, sport, charter and subsistence representatives, and others as appropriate should be involved in the 
development of proposals, preferably using a local advisory committee or task force approach. When submitting a proposal, users 
should be identified and their involvement in the process documented. During development, appropriate agency staff (NMFS, 
ADF&G, Council, Board, IPHC. etc.) should be contacted to provide guidance and legal limitations so that the proposal has a 
much higher likelihood of not facing difficulties in the review process. Proposals should encompass all shared fish stocks in the 
local area and should address as appropriate, catch and possession limits, gear types, effort limitation, closed areas, seasons and 
overall boundaries of the local area plan. Proposers should anticipate that the local plan, if approved, likely will be implemented 
for no less than three years before there will be another opportunity to revise it. They should also be aware that the schedule 
below spans over a year from the April deadline for proposals to implementation sometime in the spring or summer of the 
following year or longer. 

 

Schedule for Proposal Review and Implementation 

 

The following schedule is an example of the procedural steps through which a proposal will go. The schedule of activities after 
the July mailing of proposals to the ADF&G advisory committees and public will depend on the complexity of the proposal, the 
scope of the required analysis, availability of data and staff to complete an adequate analysis, and other issues before the Board or 
Council. 

 

November: Board of Fisheries calls for proposals (each area is on a specific three-year cycle). The Board will identify its interests 
in the call for proposals, including a paragraph on how halibut fisheries are handled, and other legal requirements. (Alternatively, 
the call for proposals could be statewide, but still on a three-year cycle.)  

 

April: Deadline for proposals (e.g. April 10, 1998). Staff would screen proposals to evaluate if they meet the Board’s call for 
proposals. 
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July: In early July, all proposals for a specific area would be grouped together, and along with all other proposals, sent out to the 
Board’s mailing list for comment. ADF&G advisory committees and public would have the opportunity to comment by the 
prescribed deadline. Their comments would be numbered and made available to the Board for their deliberation. Agency staffs 
would meet and develop concerns for consideration by the joint Board/Council committee at its July meeting. They would weigh 
management, enforcement and legal issues and whether the proposal violates any of the provisions of the North Pacific Halibut 
Act of 1982, the Magnuson-Stevens Act national standards, or other applicable law. 

 

After July, any local area management plan proposal would go through the following sequence: 

 

1.Agency staffs would work together to develop information needed for the Board to make its decision. This would include 
economic, biological impact information, as well as legal guidance on the ultimate viability of the proposed course of 
action. The goal is to have sufficient information available to meet the Board’s needs and to allow for timely development 
of an environmental and regulatory assessment that would meet federal requirements once the halibut portion of the plan is 
forwarded to Council and NMFS review.  

 

2.Joint Board/Council committee meets to review proposal and supporting information. (Most likely in September)  

3.Joint Board/Council committee reports to the Council and the Council develops preliminary comments for November 
Board meeting. (Most likely at Council’s October meeting)  

4.At its fall or winter meeting, Board considers proposals, public, agency, and Council comments, and deliberates proposal, 
possibly using a Board committee to work with interested parties during the meeting to develop a unified plan. If the 
committee successfully resolves outstanding issues, the Board could take final action. If, however, major issues remain 
unresolved, the Board has the option of sending the proposed plan out for further public involvement and development, 
perhaps via a task force or other working group. Final action then would be postponed until rescheduled by the Board.  

5.Council would receive the Board’s proposal along with available analyses and identification of any legal issues. The 
Council will then send the proposal out for public review. (Timing of this step would depend on staff availability to 
perform analysis and other issues on Council’s agenda.)  

6.Council schedules final action on proposed area plan. Final plan would then be submitted to NMFS for review and approval 
of the halibut portion.  

7.Final local area management plan approved by NMFS and implemented as soon as possible, for a minimum of three years.  

 

(Approved by North Pacific Council on February 4, 1998, and by the Alaska Board of Fisheries on February 8, 1998.) 
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