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Measures to Improve Logbook - 2006

1. License number and catch by angler,

2. Weekly submission,

3. Increased outreach

a) Courtesy logbook inspections

b) Phone calls

4. Onsite counting to verify harvest (verification),

5. End-of-season survey of charter clients.
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Objective 1 - Logbook Errors
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Logbooks submitted late
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Frequency of License Numbers

0

20,000

40,000

60,000

80,000

100,000

120,000

140,000

1 2 3 4 5 6 7+

No. Trips Logged

176,427 license numbers logged



Objective 2 - End-of-Season Client Survey



End-of-Season Survey Results

• Random sample of 16,000 clients.
(12,164 “observed,” 3,836 “unobserved”)

• 6,512 useable questionnaires returned.
• 443 (6.8%) did not fish on a charter boat.

117 (7.9%)Unobserved

326 (6.5%)Observed



End-of-Season Survey Results

• Client-logbook harvest comparisons:
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Objective 3 - SWHS Comparison

Area 2C

0

50,000

100,000

150,000

200,000

250,000

300,000

Chinook Coho Halibut Rockfish Lingcod

N
o.

 F
is

h

Logbook
SWHS

+23%

Area 3A

0

50,000

100,000

150,000

200,000

250,000

300,000

Chinook Coho Halibut Rockfish Lingcod

N
o.

 F
is

h

Logbook
SWHS

+30%

Harvest in Numbers of Fish

Halibut:

+30%204,115265,817Area 3A

+23%90,471111,054Area 2C

Relative DiffSWHSLogbookArea



SWHS Comparison
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SWHS Comparison

• Bag limit edits
– Assume number of trips recalled 

more accurately.
– Some bag limit edits probably are 

appropriate.
– Halibut harvest without bag limits:

7.6% higher in Area 2C
7.4% higher in Area 3A

– Differences smaller but still 
substantial.
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SWHS Comparison

• Also looked at estimation of charter percentage
– Cook Inlet charter harvest estimated using both survey types.
– All other areas use % charter from supplemental.
– Re-estimation of Cook Inlet guided harvest similar.

0.2%135,776135,4752006
-3.0%129,606133,6732005
1.6%127,896125,8672004

DifferenceAlternatePublishedYear



Objective 4 – Interview Comparisons

• Southeast Alaska
– 3,929 interviews matched to logbooks (10.1% of trips)

• Halibut verified for 3,344 interviews (8.6% of trips)

• Southcentral Alaska
– 1,860 interviews matched to logbooks (7.0% of trips)

• Halibut verified for 899 interviews (3.4% of trips)



Southeast Comparisons
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Southeast Comparisons (cont.)
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Southcentral Comparisons
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Southcentral Comparisons (cont.)

Southcentral Alaska
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Objective 5 - Creel Survey Comparisons

• Ketchikan, Juneau, Sitka.
• Apr 24 – Sep 24.
• Logbook data for boats interviewed at least 

once.



Creel Survey Comparisons
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Creel Survey Comparisons
Sitka
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Creel Survey Comparisons
Sitka
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Summary

• 2006 logbook data relatively clean.
• Angler licenses allowed additional diagnostics.
• Unable to detect falsification of trips.
• Logbook harvest still higher than SWHS.
• Logbook and on-site interview data agree on 

average.
• Logbook and creel survey comparisons variable.



What Does It All Mean?

• Evaluation of 2006 logbook only, not an 
endorsement of earlier logbook data.

• Unable to find any systematic strategic bias in 
logbook data.

• Unable to find any major fault with SWHS.



• Logbook data has advantages over SWHS.
– Data intended to be a complete census.
– Data at daily, boat-trip, and vessel level.
– Data already used for 2C and 3A analyses of 

regulatory options.
– Potential for more timely numbers or projections

• 3-year timeline in EA/RIR/IRFA.

• Mismatch between allocations based on SWHS 
and harvest reported in logbooks.
– Regulatory measures implemented even if real 

harvest unchanged.
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Charter Harvest 2006 (by weight)

+28.0%4.6913.664Weight (M lb)

+16.12.0941.804Weight (M lb)

-1.7%17.617.9Mean Wt (lb)

+30.2%265,817204,115Number3A

-5.4%18.919.9Mean Wt (lb)

+22.8%111,05490,471Number2C

DifferenceLogbookSWHSMeasureArea



What’s the Plan?

• Continued logbook with outreach
– 2008 logbook includes angler name

• Evaluate 2007 and 2008 logbooks
– End-of-season survey 2007
– Compare to SWHS
– Compare to onsite interview data
– Compare to creel survey estimates

• Continue SWHS
– Evaluate SWHS for sources of bias and account for 

differences
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