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ABSTRACT 

Management of marine recreational fishing for Pacific halibut (Hippoglossus stenolepis) off 
Alaska has changed considerably in recent years due to concerns over stock declines and 
allocation issues. Since 2007, increasingly restrictive limits have been placed on Pacific halibut 
fishing of charter boat anglers, and a limited entry program was established in 2011 to curb the 
growth of the charter sector. In 2014, the Alaska Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP) was 
implemented. It formalized the process for both (a) determining allocation of halibut between the 
commercial and recreational charter sectors and (b) initiating changes to harvest restrictions on 
charter fishing. One provision in the CSP allows Alaska saltwater sport fishing charter 
businesses that hold charter halibut permits (CHP) to lease pounds of commercial individual 
fishing quota (IFQ), which get converted into guided angler fish (GAF). These GAF can be used 
by charter businesses to offer their clients harvesting opportunities that are less restrictive in 
terms of the number and size of fish they catch and keep on a charter fishing trip. 

This report describes and summarizes the results from a survey of CHP holders (charter 
businesses) conducted during 2015 that collected information on CHP holders’ attitudes and 
preferences toward Pacific halibut management in Alaska and preferences and behavior related 
to the GAF lease market, including values they place on GAF/leased IFQ under different sets of 
user or transactional restrictions. The mail survey was administered during 2015 to all CHP 
holders (565 charter businesses) and involved multiple mailings and a telephone contact. The 
survey response rate was 48% (271 completed surveys). 

The survey results suggest that CHP holders generally had a negative view of the CSP and the 
GAF leasing program, with the majority believing that the GAF leasing program negatively 
impacts their business. Only a small percentage of respondents had participated in the program 
during 2014. Among those who had not leased GAF, the costs to lease GAF and generally 
opposing the GAF leasing program were cited by the most CHP holders as the primary reason 
for not participating in the program. About 84% of respondents did not plan to lease GAF in 
2015 either. The majority of respondents also felt that relaxing restrictions on how GAF could be 
used (lease terms and transferability) were not likely to be helpful to their business. Respondents 
were also asked about their knowledge of, and attitudes toward, the Catch Accountability 
Through Compensated Halibut (CATCH) Proposal, which aims to create a recreational quota 
entity that can buy and sell commercial halibut IFQ. About 32% were not at all familiar with the 
CATCH Proposal, and over three-quarters of respondents indicated that they were not supportive 
of funding the proposal through a fee based on the number of endorsements held by CHP holders 
or a charter halibut tax per fish based on charter logbook records. Instead, the favored funding 
mechanism in terms of support was a charter halibut stamp, which would be purchased directly 
by charter anglers (70% were at least a little supportive). Respondents were split on whose 
responsibility (angler clients, charter businesses, or both) it was to fund the CATCH proposal, 
but the majority indicated that they did not feel the cost should be borne solely by charter 
businesses (about 68%). 

There were several differences between responses from CHP holders in International Pacific 
Halibut Commission (IPHC) regulatory Areas 2C (Southeast Alaska) and 3A (Southcentral 
Alaska). Specifically, Area 3A respondents viewed the CSP, the GAF leasing program, and how 
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the current CSP would affect their businesses more negatively than those in Area 2C. They also 
differed in terms of their support for the CATCH Proposal, with Area 3A respondents being less 
supportive on average than Area 2C respondents. Area 2C and 3A respondents also seemed to 
feel differently about how supportive they would be of alternative programs, such as a GAF 
ownership program (that would allow individual charter businesses to buy and sell commercial 
fishing quota as GAF) and GAF leasing programs that were more flexible than the current 
program. In general, Area 2C respondents were a little more supportive than Area 3A 
respondents of these alternative programs. However, Area 2C and 3A respondents were similar 
in their statements about whose responsibility they felt it was to pay for the CATCH Proposal (in 
terms of charter anglers, charter businesses, or both) and their beliefs about how effective it 
would be if implemented. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) is the agency responsible for collecting and 
analyzing scientific data on the United States’ (U.S.) living marine resources, including Pacific 
halibut (Hippoglossus stenolepis). Under the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act (see Section 303), Executive Order 12962 (Marine Recreational Fishery 
Statistics, Section 1(h)), and Executive Order 12866 (Section 1(b)(6)), NMFS is required to 
provide economic analyses of Federal management actions and policies to improve the Nation’s 
fisheries. This data collection project meets these statutory and administrative requirements by 
providing resource managers with the information necessary to understand the likely future 
impacts of management actions on the Alaska charter boat-based halibut sport fishery. 

Pacific halibut is a primary target sport fishery species in Alaska (Jennings et al. 2015). During 
2013, for instance, about 453,000 halibut were harvested by sport anglers in the state, a large 
proportion of which were caught by anglers on charter vessels.1 The Alaska charter boat sector 
has undergone significant change in recent years due, at least in part, to regulatory changes in the 
management of the Pacific halibut sport fishery. To control growth of the charter sector in the 
primary recreational charter boat fishing areas off Alaska, a limited entry program was 
implemented in 2011 (75 Federal Register 554) that requires charter businesses to have a valid 
charter halibut permit (CHP) aboard during every halibut charter fishing trip. In addition, since 
2007 charter vessel operators in Southeast Alaska (International Pacific Halibut Commission 
[IPHC] Area 2C) have been subject to harvest controls that impose both size and bag limits on 
the catch of Pacific halibut on guided fishing trips, with these limits being more restrictive than 
the regulations for non-guided trips (e.g., 78 Federal Register 16425).2 And in recent years, size 
limit restrictions have been added to the harvest controls (traditionally bag limits) used in IPHC 
Area 3A as well. Most recently, a Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP) was implemented during 
2014 that formalized the process (a) of allocating catch between the commercial and charter 
sector and (b) for evaluating changes to harvest restrictions (78 FR 75843) for Areas 2C and 3A 
only. Importantly, the CSP allows leasing of commercial halibut individual fishing quota (IFQ) 
by eligible charter businesses. The conversion of IFQ pounds to actual fish allowed to be caught 
in the charter sector, called guided angler fish or GAF, is based on a conversion factor 
determined by NMFS. During 2014, the number of IFQ pounds that would need to be leased per 
GAF in Area 2C was 26.4 lbs and in Area 3A was 12.8 lbs. In 2015, those conversion factors 
increased to 67.3 and 38.4 lbs in Areas 2C and 3A, respectively. Leased halibut IFQ converted 
and then used as GAF could then be used by charter businesses to relax harvest restrictions for 
their angler clients, since GAF fish would not be subject to the charter sector-specific size and 
bag limits. However, the non-charter sector size and bag limit restrictions (currently two fish of 
any size per day) would still apply to charter anglers individually. Thus, for instance, a charter 
business in Area 2C, where there currently is a bag limit of one halibut within a specific size 
range, can use a GAF to allow an angler client to catch an additional fish of any size (provided 
the other fish caught adheres to the size restrictions in place). 

1 From Alaska Department of Fish and Game’s Statewide Harvest Survey website: 
http://www.adfg.alaska.gov/sf/sportfishingsurvey/index.cfm?ADFG=region.home. Accessed December 10, 2015. 
2 The other main area of Alaska in which saltwater fishing for Pacific halibut occurs is Southcentral Alaska (IPHC 
Area 3A), an area that includes the Cook Inlet region, Kodiak Island, and the Prince William Sound. Similar harvest 
restrictions were implemented in this area during 2014 (79 FR 13906). 

http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/msa2005/docs/MSA_amended_msa%20_20070112_FINAL.pdf
http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/msa2005/docs/MSA_amended_msa%20_20070112_FINAL.pdf
http://water.epa.gov/lawsregs/guidance/wetlands/eo12962.cfm
http://www.archives.gov/federal-register/executive-orders/pdf/12866.pdf
http://www.adfg.alaska.gov/sf/sportfishingsurvey/index.cfm?ADFG=region.home


2 

This report describes and summarizes the results from a survey of CHP holders (charter 
businesses) conducted during 2015 that collected information on CHP holders’ attitudes and 
preferences toward Pacific halibut management in Alaska and preferences and behavior related 
to the GAF lease market, including values they place on GAF/leased IFQ under different sets of 
user or transactional restrictions that would introduce flexibility into the way GAF is used. This 
information could be useful to the NMFS, the North Pacific Fishery Management Council 
(NPFMC), and the IPHC in future deliberations about Pacific halibut management. The 
remainder of the report is as follows: the next section describes the general structure of the 
survey and the development and qualitative pretesting activities associated with its development. 
The subsequent section covers the protocols used to implement the survey and results of the 
implementation. Next, a summary of the results is provided for all respondents and by IPHC 
regulatory area. Finally, the report concludes with a summary of findings and a discussion of 
challenges and next steps. 

SURVEY DEVELOPMENT AND ORGANIZATION 

The survey was developed during 2014. It benefited from input provided by numerous experts on 
Pacific halibut management in the North Pacific (staff at the NMFS Alaska Regional Office and 
NPFMC), experts in the design of surveys, and charter business owners who hold CHPs (i.e., 
members of the target population). One-on-one interviews with CHP holders were used to test 
the information and presentation of the survey questions, and survey generally, and ensure key 
concepts and terms were understood, and key design issues were evaluated. The interviews were 
also used to ensure the survey instrument was a comfortable length and easy to complete. 

The survey instrument was organized into six sections (the survey instrument can be found in the 
Appendix). Section A was short and presents some basic information about the CSP, including 
the IFQ leasing (GAF) component of the program, while asking for information about general 
attitudes toward the CSP generally (A1), the GAF leasing program specifically (A2), and the 
expected effect the GAF leasing program will have on the individual’s business (A3). These 
introductory questions were comparatively easy to answer for respondents and thus served the 
dual purpose of enabling them to voice general opinions about the CSP and to get them thinking 
about specific aspects of the program relevant to the survey. 

Section B focused on gathering information about respondents’ behavior in the GAF leasing 
market during 2014. This section included questions on whether or not the respondent leased 
GAF during 2014 and, if not, their reasons for not leasing GAF (B1); the amount of GAF leased 
(B2), whether a broker was used to facilitate the leasing process (B3); the relationship between 
the respondent and the person/entity from whom GAF was leased (B4); and the level of 
difficulty of the leasing process to the respondent (B5). Respondents indicating they did not lease 
GAF during 2014 were directed to B10, which asks all respondents to indicate whether or not 
they plan to lease GAF in the following year (i.e., in 2015). In addition, respondents were given 
some information about the program rules regarding mandatory returns of unused GAF (B6). 
They were then asked whether they returned any GAF (B6) during 2014, and whether there were 
any provisions in their lease agreement that allowed them to get a refund (or partial refund) for 
GAF that was unused and returned (B7). For respondents who leased GAF, question B8 asked 
respondents to assess how positive or negative the impact of having GAF during 2014 was for 
their business, while B9 asked them to state their reasons for leasing GAF during 2014. The data 



3 

collected in this section supplement information on lease transactions from IFQ transfer/lease 
application forms that are required to be submitted to NMFS. 

Section C was a short section that presented information on two restrictions in the current GAF 
leasing program that are sometimes relaxed in other tradable permit programs (Call and Lew 
2015): single-season use and no transfers between CHP holders.3 Under the current rules for the 
GAF leasing program, several restrictions are placed on the use of GAF, including the following: 

1. Single-season use. GAF must be used before the end of the season for which it is leased,
with automatic returns if the GAF is unused by a certain date (15 days before the end of
the commercial fishing season).

2. No transfers. GAF can’t be transferred between CHP holders during the season.

In C1, they are asked how helpful, if at all, they believe being able to relax each of those 
restrictions would be for their business. This is followed by two questions that ask how their 
behavior in the GAF leasing market would change if the restrictions were relaxed in terms of 
how much GAF they would lease (C2 and C3). 

Section D extended the line of questioning in Section C by asking respondents several stated 
preference questions (Bateman et al. 2002, Louviere et al. 2000) in which they are asked to 
choose their preferred option between two programs: the current GAF leasing program (and all 
the associated restrictions and rules) and an alternative program that relaxes one or both of the 
restrictions discussed in Section C. Each alternative program would have a different associated 
market price that the respondent would have to pay. These three choice questions (D1, D3, and 
D5) provide information on how respondents trade off relaxed restrictions with price variations 
they would hypothetically see in the market (i.e., the prices presented are hypothetical, but based 
on amounts determined to be in a range of plausible values in testing activities). In addition to 
these choice questions, respondents are asked to identify the amount of GAF they would lease 
under each of the presented options in D2, D4, and D6. D7 identifies how confident individuals 
are about their answers to the stated preference questions. In combination with the stated 
preference choice questions (D1, D3, and D5), these questions can be used to estimate the 
demand for GAF under different GAF leasing programs, and can be used to assess trade-offs 
charter businesses make with respect to relaxing restrictions and higher costs. These data are 
summarized in this report but are not analyzed formally. The analysis of the stated preference 
choice experiment data is left to future research. 

Section E presented information about a proposed program that is being discussed at the Council 
presently. This program, the Catch Accountability through Compensated Halibut (CATCH) 
proposal (also referred to as the CATCH project herein), creates a recreational quota entity 
(RQE) that would be eligible for purchasing commercial halibut IFQ that would be added to the 
charter sector’s allocation that is determined under the CSP. By increasing the overall share of 
the allocation to the recreational charter sector, the proposal intends to reduce the risk of the 
Council imposing constraining harvest restrictions (e.g., setting maximum size limits on halibut 
that are very small fish or reducing the number of fish that may be caught to a single fish in 

3 Recent research has shown that the restrictions imposed on transfers within IFQ markets can have significant 
effects on economic efficiency and other non-efficiency goals (e.g., Kroetz et al. 2015). 
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combination with a size limit) due to concerns about the sustainability of the harvest across all 
sectors. Thus, it is a common pool approach to increasing the recreational charter sector’s 
allocation. Question E1 asked about the respondent’s familiarity with the proposal. In E2, 
respondents were provided information about several options for financing the proposal, and 
then were asked how supportive they would be of each of those funding mechanisms. E3 asked 
respondents if they would be willing to pay a specific amount of money that depends upon how 
many client anglers the respondent can take out fishing based upon the CHP they hold. Again, 
the presented amounts are hypothetical,4 but are based upon amounts viewed as plausible by 
respondents in pretesting activities. The section ended with a question that asks how much the 
respondent agrees or disagrees to several statements about the CATCH project (E4). These 
include statements regarding passing on higher fees to customers, supporting the CATCH project 
no matter how much it costs, how effective the CATCH project will be if implemented, and 
whose responsibility it is to fund it. 
 
The final section (Section F) contained questions aimed at another alternative to the GAF leasing 
program, a program in which CHP holders were eligible to own GAF (IFQ), putting them on 
level ground with commercial fishermen. After describing the program, respondents are asked 
how helpful they feel such a program would be (F1) and how likely they would be to purchase 
halibut IFQ (F2). The final survey question (F3) asked how supportive the respondent would be 
to each of the three types of programs asked about in the survey, programs that relax GAF 
leasing restrictions, the CATCH project, and the GAF ownership program described in  
Section F. 
 

SURVEY IMPLEMENTATION 
 
This section describes the sampling frame, survey protocols, and results of implementing the 
survey with respect to the survey returns, undeliverables, and response rates. 
 

Sampling Frame 
 
The population of interest was all charter businesses holding a valid charter halibut permit during 
2014 (referred to as CHP holders). The sampling frame for this population was the list of CHP 
holders according to the NMFS Alaska Regional Office. The updated list of this population is 
available on-line at https://alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/ram/charter/apps_permits.htm. The sampling 
frame excludes several types of CHP holders that were on the CHP holder list, specifically 
community quota entities (CQEs) that can hold CHPs. Therefore, all CQEs were removed from 
the list prior to finalizing the sampling frame. Numerous individuals and business entities held 
multiple CHPs, but the list was cleaned to only include unique names and businesses. The final 
list used as the sampling frame for this study consisted of 565 CHP holders. Among those on the 
final list, there were 304 with CHPs valid for charter fishing for halibut in IPHC Area 3A 
(Southcentral Alaska) and 261 with CHPs for IPHC Area 2C (Southeast Alaska). All individuals 
and businesses on the final list were included in the survey. That is, we conducted a full census 
of the population. 
 
 
                                                           
4 This is a contingent valuation question, which is another type of stated preference method for eliciting economic 
value (Bateman et al. 2002). 

https://alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/ram/charter/apps_permits.htm
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Survey Protocols 
 

The survey was administered by a survey research firm, Quantech, using a mixed mode 
approach. Our survey protocols followed a modified version of the Dillman Tailored Design 
Method (Dillman et al. 2009), which consists of multiple contacts. The specific set of contacts 
employed was the following: 

 
1. An advance letter notifying respondents about a week prior to the questionnaire arriving by 

mail. 
2. An initial mailing sent about a week after the advance letter. Each mailing contained a 

personalized cover letter, questionnaire, and a pre-addressed stamped return envelope. 
3. A postcard follow-up reminder mailed one week following the initial mailing. 
4. A second full mailing mailed about 2 weeks after the initial mailing. 
5. A follow-up telephone interview to encourage response. These interviews were conducted 

by trained, experienced interviewers and using computer-assisted telephone interviewing 
(CATI). 

6. A third mailing to individuals identified in the follow-up phone interview as needing a new 
survey in order to be able to complete and return it. This mailing was done on an as-needed 
basis and was sent out within one business day of the telephone interview in which the need 
was identified. 

 
Table 1 provides the dates each of the above contacts occurred. The survey implementation 
began in February 2015. The final mailing was sent in May 2015, and the final close date for 
receiving responses was 22 June 2015. 
 
Table 1. -- Timing of the survey contacts. 
Contact Date 
Advance Letter 25 February 2015 
Initial Mailing 4 March 2015 
Postcard Reminder 11 March 2015 
Second Mailing 25 March 2015 
Follow-Up Telephone Calling 7 May 2015 – 20 May 2015 
Third Mailing* Within 1 business day of telephone follow-up, 

upon request only 
*The last Third Mailing was sent on 19 May 2015. 
 

Survey Implementation Results 
 
As noted above, a total of 565 surveys were mailed in March 2015 to CHP holders. However, 38 
CHP holders had undeliverable addresses (including one deceased CHP holder), and 14 others 
were found to be ineligible (e.g., no longer in business). Moreover, two duplicate CHP holders 
were found and removed. In sum, this reduced the effective sample of CHP holders who received 
the survey to 511. 
 
Table 2 presents the number of completed surveys returned by week for the 20-week period 
following the initial mailing. A total of 271 completed surveys were received during that period 
with the majority of returns being received by the end of April (about 70% of total returns), 
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although the number of returns per week remained in double digits until Memorial Day weekend 
(23-25 May) after which it dropped off considerably. This is likely attributable to the fact that the 
unofficial start of the charter fishing season in Alaska is the Memorial Day weekend. After that 
date, it is unlikely that charter business owners will have the time or inclination to complete 
voluntary surveys like this one.5 
 
Table 2. -- Completed surveys by week. 
Time period Surveys received Cumulative percentage 

received 
Initial mailing - 03/15/2015 4 1.5% 
03/16/2015 - 03/22/2015 70 27.3% 
03/23/2015 - 03/29/2015 41 42.4% 
03/30/2015 - 04/05/2015 29 53.1% 
04/06/2015 - 04/12/2015 17 59.4% 
04/13/2015 - 04/19/2015 20 66.8% 
04/20/2015 - 04/26/2015 8 69.7% 
04/27/2015 - 05/03/2015 9 73.1% 
05/04/2015 - 05/10/2015 28 83.4% 
05/11/2015 - 05/17/2015 15 88.9% 
05/18/2015 - 05/24/2015 15 94.5% 
05/25/2015 - 05/31/2015 8 97.4% 
06/01/2015 - 06/07/2015 5 99.3% 
06/08/2015 - 06/14/2015 2 100.0% 
06/29/2015 - 07/05/2015 0 100.0% 
Total 271  
 
 
Beginning in May 2015, individuals who had not returned a completed survey were contacted 
over the telephone. The availability of valid phone numbers reduced the total number of 
individuals eligible for the phone interview to 211. Quantech called each of these CHP holders 
up to 10 times. Of these 211, 31 eventually returned a completed survey (and are included in the 
numbers in Table 2). Only 118 (21.9%) were successfully contacted and interviewed, though 
almost all (115) of those individuals agreed to complete and return the survey. These individuals 
were subsequently mailed a final mailing in late April. Despite this outcome, the majority of the 
people agreeing to fill out and return the survey subsequently did not do so (only 36 of these 
individuals returned completed surveys). The remaining unsuccessful phone interview cases 
were primarily due to non-working numbers (10.7%) and refusals (17.2%). 
 
The overall response rate based on the original sample size of 565 was 47.96% (271/565). 
However, using the adjusted sample size that removes ineligible, undeliverable, and duplicates, 
the overall response rate was 52.93% (271/511). 
 

                                                           
5 Note that 39 CHP holders who received the survey notified Quantech that they refused to complete the survey. For 
the purposes of calculating response rates, however, they are included among those who did not complete the survey 
(non-respondents). 
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SUMMARY OF SURVEY RESPONSES 

 
Responses to questions on the survey are reported in IPHC regulatory Areas 2C and 3A 
individually6 and in combination. For every close-ended response (multiple choice) question, the 
count of responses for each individual option is presented along with the count as a proportion of 
all respondents (% resp) and the count as a proportion of only item respondents (% item). For 
numeric open-ended response questions, descriptive statistics are presented (mean, median, 
standard deviation, minimum, and maximum). When appropriate, these statistics are also 
presented with and without outliers and/or zeros omitted. Second, the distribution of numeric 
responses is summarized similarly to the closed response questions detailed above. In some 
sections, the set of respondents who are eligible to respond to a question is restricted. Eligibility 
to respond to certain questions in Sections B and D is conditional upon responses to earlier 
questions in those sections. The specific eligibility criteria are explained as needed in the context 
of individual questions or sets of questions. In every case, if a respondent who is ineligible to 
answer a question chooses to answer that question their response is omitted in the calculations of 
summary statistics and/or tabulated response counts. 
 

Section A 
 
Section A of the survey collected information from respondents about their views of the Halibut 
Catch Sharing Plan (CSP). Three questions were asked to assess respondents’ views about the 
CSP: Question A1 asked respondents how positively or negatively they viewed the CSP as a 
whole. Similarly, Question A2 asked how positively or negatively respondents viewed the 
Guided Angler Fishing (GAF) component of the CSP, and Question A3 asked how positively or 
negatively they believed the ability to use GAF would affect their own businesses. In each of 
these questions, respondents were asked to choose between five responses (5-point scale): “very 
positively,” “somewhat positively,” “neither positively nor negatively,” “somewhat negatively,” 
and “very negatively.” 

                                                           
6 Differences in survey responses between respondents from Areas 2C and 3A are important to examine given the 
area-specific nature of fishing regulations and fishery conditions, as well as attitudinal, cultural, and economic 
differences between areas.  
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Table 3. -- How positively or negatively do you view the CSP as a whole? (Question A1). 
2C 3A All areas 

Count % resp % item Count % resp % item Count % resp % item 
Very positively 5 4.17 4.2 4 2.65 2.7 9 3.32 3.37 
Somewhat positively 15 12.5 12.61 10 6.62 6.76 25 9.23 9.36 
Neither positively nor 
negatively 

13 10.83 10.92 14 9.27 9.46 27 9.96 10.11 

Somewhat negatively 29 24.17 24.37 34 22.52 22.97 63 23.25 23.6 
Very negatively 57 47.5 47.9 86 56.95 58.11 143 52.77 53.56 
Blank 1 0.83 - 3 1.99 - 4 1.48 - 
Total 119 99.17 100 148 98.01 100 267 98.52 100 

Overall, respondents viewed the CSP negatively, with 77.2% of item respondents indicating they 
viewed the CSP “somewhat negatively” or “very negatively” (see Table 3). A Mann-Whitney U 
test assuming a null hypothesis of equal response distributions between respondents from Areas 
2C and 3A was rejected at the 90% confidence level (P = 0.055). This suggests views of the CSP 
as a whole tended to differ between Areas 2C and 3A. Item respondents in Area 3A tended to 
have more negative views about the CSP as a whole, compared to respondents in Area 2C.  In 
particular, a greater proportion of item respondents indicated they viewed the CSP “very 
negatively” in Area 3A as opposed to Area 2C.  

Table 4. -- How positively or negatively do you view the GAF component of the Catch Sharing 
Plan? (Question A2). 

2C 3A All areas 
Count % resp % item Count % resp % item Count % resp % item 

Very positively 6 5 5.04 6 3.97 4.03 12 4.43 4.48 
Somewhat positively 18 15 15.13 13 8.61 8.72 31 11.44 11.57 
Neither positively nor 
negatively 

16 13.33 13.45 12 7.95 8.05 28 10.33 10.45 

Somewhat negatively 16 13.33 13.45 25 16.56 16.78 41 15.13 15.3 
Very negatively 63 52.5 52.94 93 61.59 62.42 156 57.56 58.21 
Blank 1 0.83 - 2 1.32 - 3 1.11 - 
Total 119 99.17 100 149 98.68 100 268 98.89 100 

Respondents generally viewed the GAF component of the CSP negatively, with only a small 
proportion of respondents indicating they viewed it positively (see Table 4). In fact, only 16.1% 
of the total item respondents felt “somewhat positively” or "very positively” about the GAF 
component of the CSP. To test for response differences between Areas 2C and 3A, a Mann-
Whitney U test assuming a null hypothesis of equal response distributions was rejected at the 
90% confidence level (P = 0.057). This suggests views of the GAF component of the CSP tended 
to differ between respondents in Areas 2C and 3A. Again, respondents from Area 3A were more 
negative than respondents from Area 2C. In particular, 66.4% of item respondents in Area 2C 
viewed GAF “somewhat” or “very negatively,” while 79.2% of item respondents in Area 3A 
held these same views.  
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Table 5. --  How positively or negatively do you believe the ability to use GAF will affect your 
business? (Question A3). 

 2C 3A All areas 
 Count % resp % item Count % resp % item Count % resp % item 
Very positively 7 5.83 5.88 4 2.65 2.74 11 4.06 4.15 
Somewhat positively 13 10.83 10.92 9 5.96 6.16 22 8.12 8.3 
Neither positively nor 
negatively 

41 34.17 34.45 47 31.13 32.19 88 32.47 33.21 

Somewhat negatively 13 10.83 10.92 21 13.91 14.38 34 12.55 12.83 
Very negatively 45 37.5 37.82 65 43.05 44.52 110 40.59 41.51 
Blank 1 0.83 - 5 3.31 - 6 2.21 - 
Total 119 99.17 100 146 96.69 100 265 97.79 100 
 
Respondents also indicated they believed the ability to use GAF negatively affected their own 
businesses, though opinions were more measured than in the previous questions (see Table 5). 
Slightly over half (54.3%) of item respondents from both areas thought that the ability to use 
GAF would “somewhat negatively” or “very negatively” affect their businesses, while another 
33.2% indicated that the ability to use GAF would affect their own business “neither positively 
nor negatively.” A Mann-Whitney U test assuming a null hypothesis of equal response 
distributions was rejected at the 90% confidence level (P = 0.075), suggesting item respondents 
in Areas 2C and 3A differed in their beliefs about the effect of GAF on their own businesses. In 
line with responses to previous questions in this section, item respondents in Area 3A indicated 
the ability to use GAF would have a negative effect on their business—58.9% of item 
respondents in Area 3A thought that GAF leasing would affect their own business “somewhat 
negatively” or “very negatively,” compared to fewer than 48.7% of item respondents in Area 2C. 
Roughly equal proportions of respondents in both areas indicated a belief that the ability to use 
GAF would affect their businesses “neither positively nor negatively.” 
 

Section B 
 
Section B was intended to gather information about respondents’ participation in the GAF 
leasing market. Ten questions were asked about participation in the leasing market. First, in 
Question B1, all respondents were asked whether they participated in the 2014 GAF leasing 
market. Only 7.1% of item respondents and 7.01% of all survey respondents indicated they had 
participated in the GAF leasing market in 2014 (see Table 6). Slightly more respondents 
participated in the GAF leasing market in Area 2C than in Area 3A, however the difference was 
not statistically significant according to a two sample t-test for equality of proportions (P = 0.33). 
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Table 6. -- Did you lease GAF during 2014? (Question B1). 
2C 3A All areas 

Count % resp % item Count % resp % item Count % resp % item 
Yes 11 9.17 9.24 8 5.3 5.41 19 7.01 7.12 
No 108 90 90.76 140 92.72 94.59 248 91.51 92.88 
Blank 1 0.83 - 3 1.99 - 4 1.48 - 
Total 119 99.17 100 148 98.01 100 267 98.52 100 

Respondents who indicated they did not participate in the leasing market were subsequently 
asked their main reasons for not leasing GAF (Table 7). Respondents were asked to select all 
applicable responses from a list of seven and an option to select “other.” In the case a respondent 
selected “other,” they were prompted to specify the reason. For any differences reported, a two 
sample t-test for equality of proportions is computed and P-values are reported. 

Cost and effort to lease GAF were commonly-cited reasons respondents did not participate in the 
GAF market (see Table 7). In particular, 50.0% of item respondents indicated “leasing GAF was 
too expensive,” and 27.4% indicated “the leasing process was too difficult.” Item respondents 
who did not lease from Area 3A indicated in greater proportion that cost and effort related 
reasons were main reasons for not participating in the GAF lease market as compared to 2C. 
Two sample t-tests for equality of proportions in Areas 2C and 3A were rejected at the 90% 
confidence level (P = 0.068 “too expensive,” P = 0.097 “too difficult”).  

Support for the leasing program and willingness to work with the commercial fishing sector were 
also common reasons for deciding to not participate in the GAF leasing market. About half 
(49.2%) of item respondents indicated they did “not support the GAF leasing program,” while 
about the same percentage (50.0%) indicated leasing was too expensive. Almost a quarter 
(24.2%) of item respondents indicated they “did not want to conduct business with commercial 
fishing businesses.” A larger proportion of item respondents from Area 3A indicated that both 
the lack of support for the GAF program (P = 0.026) and willingness to work with commercial 
fishing (P = 0.087) were main reasons for not participating in the GAF lease market compared to 
those from Area 2C. 

Lack of a need for GAF was also important, but to a lesser degree. Almost 28% of item 
respondents who did not participate in the leasing market indicated their “business did not need 
any GAF.” Item respondents indicated this answer in roughly equal proportions across Areas 2C 
and 3A (P = 0.386).  

Reasons related to knowledge of and certainty about the GAF program were selected in the 
lowest proportion by item respondents. Nineteen percent of item respondents indicated “the 
program was too new and there was too much uncertainty,” while only 4.4% of item respondents 
indicated they “did not know about the GAF leasing program.” Item respondents from Area 2C 
indicated in greater proportion that reasons related to knowledge and certainty were important 
reasons for not leasing GAF. These differences were not significant at the 90% confidence level 
(P = 0.751, “too much uncertainty”, P = 0 .171 “did not know”). 
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Finally, 10.1% of item respondents suggested “other” reasons for not participating in the GAF 
leasing market.  
 
Table 7. -- Main reasons for not leasing GAF during 2014 (Question B1). 
 2C 3A All areas 
 Count % resp % item Count % resp % item Count % resp % item 
Leasing GAF was too 
expensive 

48 40 44.44 76 50.33 54.29 124 45.76 50.00 

The leasing process was 
too difficult 

24 20 22.22 44 29.14 31.43 68 25.09 27.42 

My business did not need 
any GAF 

27 22.5 25 42 27.81 30 69 25.46 27.82 

I do not support the GAF 
leasing program 

44 36.67 40.74 78 51.66 55.71 122 45.02 49.19 

I did not want to conduct 
business with commercial 
fishing businesses 

20 16.67 18.52 40 26.49 28.57 60 22.14 24.19 

The program was too new 
and there was too much 
uncertainty 

21 17.5 19.44 26 17.22 18.57 47 17.34 18.95 

I did not know about the 
GAF leasing program 

7 5.83 6.48 4 2.65 2.86 11 4.06 4.44 

Other 14 11.67 12.96 11 7.28 7.86 25 9.23 10.08 
Blank 12 10 0 11 7.28 0 23 8.49 0 
 
Respondents who indicated they did participate in the 2014 GAF lease market were asked a 
series of questions about their participation in the market. We refer to these respondents as 
“eligible respondents” for summaries of the responses to the remaining questions in Section B 
(i.e., the complement of the eligible respondents is “ineligible respondents”). 
 
Question B2 asked eligible respondents how many GAF they leased over the course of 2014. If 
an eligible respondent did not answer this question, we assume that they did not lease any GAF 
over the course of 2014 (hence assuming the response is 0 GAF). Similarly, respondents who 
were ineligible to answer this question, but responded, were omitted. On average, eligible 
respondents leased 49.6 GAF during 2014 (see Table 8). This estimate is sensitive to outliers. 
When we dropped observations more than two standard deviations from the mean (a total of two 
observations), average GAF leased fell to 30.1. Eligible respondents in Area 2C stated that they 
leased 27.7 GAF while respondents from 3A leased 79.6 GAF. However, after two outliers in 
Area 3A were dropped, the average GAF leased in that area fell to 34.5. By the outlier definition 
used here, Area 2C had no outliers. A two sample t-test with a null hypothesis of equal mean 
GAF purchases by eligible respondents in Area 2C and Area 3A is rejected at a 90% confidence 
level (P = 0.066). This suggests eligible item respondents from Areas 2C and 3A differed in the 
average number of GAF they indicated leasing in 2014. However, when outliers were dropped 
from Area 3A, the same test could not reject the null hypothesis at the 90% confidence level (P = 
0.512). 
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Table 8. -- How many GAF did you lease during 2014? (Question B2). 
 Descriptive Statistics   
 2C 3A All areas 
Respondents Eligible Positive 

Response 
Eligible Outliers 

dropped 
Positive 

Response 
Eligible Max 

dropped 
Positive 

Response 
Mean 27.73 30.5 79.62 34.5 79.62 49.58 30.12 52.33 
Std Dev 20.87 19.8 84.66 17.1 84.66 60.34 19.23 60.89 
Median 22 26.5 40 35 40 31 30 35.5 
Min 0 4 12 12 12 0 0 4 
Max 60 60 230 62 230 230 62 230 
n 11 10 8 6 8 19 17 18 
 Distribution (Eligible Respondents) 
 2C 3A All areas 
 Count % resp % item Count % resp % item Count % resp % item 
0 1 0.83 9.09 0 0 0 1 0.37 5.26 
1-9 1 0.83 9.09 0 0 0 1 0.37 5.26 
10-29 4 3.33 36.36 2 1.32 25 6 2.21 31.58 
30-99 5 4.17 45.45 4 2.65 50 9 3.32 47.37 
100-299 0 0 0 2 1.32 25 2 0.74 10.53 
300+ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Blank 109 90.83 - 143 94.7 - 252 92.99 - 
Total 11 9.17 100 8 5.3 100 19 7.01 100 
Eligible respondents are respondents who answered "Yes" to question B1. Respondents who did not answer B2, but 
answered "Yes"" to B1 were counted as zeros. “Outliers dropped” omits observations more than two standard 
deviations above the mean. “Positive Response” omits respondents who would be counted as zeros. Standard 
deviations are computed with finite population correction factor for a population size of 565, the number of CHP 
holders in the sampling frame. 
 
Question B3 asked eligible respondents whether they used a broker to facilitate the leasing of 
GAF (yes/no response). Very few eligible respondents reported using a broker to facilitate 
leasing GAF, with only three respondents, or 15.8% of eligible item respondents, reported doing 
so (see Table 9).  
 
Table 9. – Did you use a broker to facilitate the leasing of GAF? (Question B3). 
 2C 3A All areas 
 Count % resp % item Count % resp % item Count % resp % item 
Yes 1 0.83 9.09 2 1.32 25 3 1.11 15.79 
No 10 8.33 90.91 6 3.97 75 16 5.9 84.21 
Blank 109 90.83 - 143 94.7 - 252 92.99 - 
Total 11 9.17 100 8 5.3 100 19 7.01 100 
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Question B4 asked eligible respondents from whom they leased GAF. Respondents to this 
question were asked to select from three responses: “someone I knew personally who held 
halibut IFQ (friend or family),” “myself (you hold both commercial IFQ and a CHP and leased 
to yourself),” and “someone I did not know personally prior to leasing.” 
 
Table 10. -- From whom did you lease GAF? (Question B4). 
 2C 3A All areas 
 Count % resp % item Count % resp % item Count % resp % item 
Someone I knew personally 
who held halibut IFQ 

4 3.33 36.36 3 1.99 37.5 7 2.58 36.84 

Myself (you hold both 
commercial IFQ and a CHP 
and leased to yourself) 

5 4.17 45.45 4 2.65 50 9 3.32 47.37 

Someone I did not 
personally know prior to 
leasing 

4 3.33 36.36 2 1.32 25 6 2.21 31.58 

Blank 109 90.83 0 143 94.7 0 252 92.99 0 
 
In the (admittedly small) sample of those who had leased GAF, CHP holders tended to lease 
through personal connections or their own commercially-held IFQ (see Table 10). Almost half 
(47.4%) of eligible item respondent indicated that they leased GAF from themselves, which was 
the most popular response. The second most frequently selected response was IFQ holders who 
the respondent knew personally--IFQ holders not known personally was the least frequent 
response. Responses across Areas 2C and 3A were broadly similar. 
 
Question B5 asked eligible respondents how difficult the leasing process was in general. 
Respondents were asked to choose between five responses: “not at all difficult,” “somewhat 
difficult,” “difficult,” “very difficult,” and “extremely difficult.”  

Table 11. -- How difficult was the leasing process in general? (Question B5). 
 2C 3A All areas 
 Count % resp % item Count % resp % item Count % resp % item 
Not at all difficult 5 4.17 45.45 2 1.32 25 7 2.58 36.84 
Somewhat difficult 6 5 54.55 5 3.31 62.5 11 4.06 57.89 
Difficult 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Very difficult 0 0 0 1 0.66 12.5 1 0.37 5.26 
Extremely difficult 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Blank 109 90.83 - 143 94.7 - 252 92.99 - 
Total 11 9.17 100 8 5.3 100 19 7.01 100 
 
A combined 96.7% of eligible item respondents indicated that the leasing process was “not at all 
difficult” or “somewhat difficult,” with only one respondent indicating that the leasing process 
was of greater difficulty (see Table 11). A Mann-Whitney U test could not reject a null 
hypothesis of equal response distributions across Area 2C and 3A respondents at the 90%  
confidence level (P = 0.255). This suggests respondent views about the difficulty of the leasing 
process did not differ statistically between Areas 2C and 3A. 
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Question B6 asked respondents if they returned any unused GAF. Respondents were asked to 
select from the following: “yes, I voluntarily returned unused GAF before the end of the season,” 
“yes, my unused GAF was returned automatically,” and “no.” Because it is plausible that a 
respondent’s GAF could be returned “voluntarily” in part and “automatically” in part, 
respondents were allowed to select one or both of these responses. 
 
Table 12. -- During 2014, did you return any unused GAF? (Question B6). 
 2C 3A All areas 
 Count % resp % item Count % resp % item Count % resp % item 

Yes, I voluntarily returned 
unused GAF before the end 
of the season 

2 1.67 20 2 1.32 25 4 1.48 22.22 

Yes, my unused GAF was 
returned automatically 

6 5 60 6 3.97 75 12 4.43 66.67 

No 2 1.67 20 1 0.66 12.5 3 1.11 16.67 
Blank 110 91.67 0 143 94.7 0 253 93.36 0 
  
Respondents tended to need to return GAF at year end (i.e., automatically) -- only16.7% of 
eligible item respondents did not return GAF, presumably because it was fully utilized within the 
season (see Table 12). The modal response (i.e., the most selected response) among eligible item 
respondents was that they returned GAF automatically -- 66.7% of eligible item respondents. 
Responses were broadly similar across Areas 2C and 3A.  
  
Question B7 asked about eligible respondents’ lease agreements. In particular, the question asked 
whether or not a provision was included that allowed the respondent to get a refund (or partial 
refund) for GAF that were unused and returned. Few eligible respondents reported such a 
provision in their lease agreements (see Table 13). In particular, no respondents in Area 2C had 
such a provision, while two respondents reported such a provision in Area 3A. In total, 11.1% of 
respondents across areas indicated their lease agreement had a provision for a refund of unused 
GAF.  
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Table 13. -- In your lease agreement, was there a provision that allowed you to get a refund (or 
partial refund) for GAF that are unused and returned? (Question B7). 

Question B8 asked eligible respondents how much of an impact, positive or negative, they 
believed leasing GAF in 2014 had on their own businesses. Respondents were asked to choose 
one of five responses (5 point scale): “very positive,” “somewhat positive,” “neither positive nor 
negative,” “somewhat negative,” or “very negative.”  

Eligible respondents tended to have positive view about the impact of GAF on their businesses 
(see Table 14). In particular, no respondents in either area indicated that having GAF impacted 
their business “very negative” and no respondents from Area 2C indicated that having GAF 
impacted their businesses “somewhat negative.” A majority of respondents in both areas 
indicated that GAF somewhat positively affected their business, with 61.1% of eligible item 
respondents. A Mann-Whitney U test assuming a null hypothesis of equal response distributions 
across Areas 2C and 3A respondents failed to reject the null hypothesis at the 90% confidence 
level (P = 0.447). This suggests beliefs about the impact of GAF on respondents own businesses 
did not differ statistically between Areas 2C and 3A among those who had leased GAF. 

Table 14. -- How much of an impact, positive or negative, do you believe having GAF during 
2014 had on your business? (Question B8). 

2C 3A All areas 
Count % resp % item Count % resp % item Count % resp % item 

Very positive 1 0.83 10 1 0.66 12.5 2 0.74 11.11 
Somewhat positive 7 5.83 70 4 2.65 50 11 4.06 61.11 
Neither positive or negative 2 1.67 20 1 0.66 12.5 3 1.11 16.67 
Somewhat negative 0 0 0 2 1.32 25 2 0.74 11.11 
Very negative 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Blank 110 91.67 - 143 94.7 - 253 93.36 - 
Total 10 8.33 100 8 5.3 100 18 6.64 100 

Finally, in Question B10 all respondents were asked whether or not they plan to lease GAF 
during 2015. A majority of item respondents in Areas 2C and 3A indicate that they do not plan to 
lease GAF in 2015 (see Table 15). A greater proportion of item respondents in Area 2C indicated 
that they would lease GAF compared to those in Area 3A. However, the count of respondents 
indicating that they plan to lease GAF in 2015 was almost the same as leased GAF in 2014 (See 
Question B1). In particular, 12 respondents in Area 2C indicated they planned to lease GAF in 
2015, compared to 11 that leased during 2014. The same number of respondents from Area 3A 
planned to lease GAF in 2015 as had leased in 2014 (8).  

2C 3A All areas 

Count % resp % item Count % resp % item Count % resp % item 
Yes 0 0 0 2 1.32 25 2 0.74 11.11 
No 10 8.33 100 6 3.97 75 16 5.9 88.89 
Blank 110 91.67 - 143 94.7 - 253 93.36 - 
Total 10 100 100 8 5.3 100 18 6.64 100 
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Table 15. -- Do you plan to lease GAF during 2015? (Question B10). 
2C 3A All areas 

Count % resp % item Count % resp % item Count % resp % item 
Yes 12 10 11.21 8 5.3 6.15 20 7.38 8.44 
No 85 70.83 79.44 114 75.5 87.69 199 73.43 83.97 
Don't Know 10 8.33 9.35 8 5.3 6.15 18 6.64 7.59 
Blank 13 10.83 - 21 13.91 - 34 12.55 - 
Total 107 89.17 100 130 86.09 100 237 87.45 100 

Section C 

Section C collected information about respondents’ opinions on potentially relaxing restrictions 
in the current GAF leasing program. Specifically, the current program restricts GAF leases to be 
valid for a single season and does not allow GAF lease holders to transfer the GAF to other CHP 
holders. Relaxing these use restrictions would introduce flexibility that could be valuable to 
charter businesses. Question C1 asked respondents how helpful, if at all, relaxing each of these 
two restrictions would be to them. Respondents were asked to choose between five responses (5 
point scale): “not helpful at all,” a little helpful,” “somewhat helpful,” “very helpful,” and 
“extremely helpful.” 

Table 16. -- How helpful, if at all, would relaxing the following restriction be to you: single-
season use? (Question C1). 

2C   3A   All areas 
Count % resp % item Count % resp % item Count % resp % item 

Not helpful at all 49 40.83 47.57 82 54.3 67.77 131 48.34 58.48 
A little helpful 11 9.17 10.68 8 5.3 6.61 19 7.01 8.48 
Somewhat helpful 19 15.83 18.45 16 10.6 13.22 35 12.92 15.62 
Very helpful 10 8.33 9.71 5 3.31 4.13 15 5.54 6.7 
Extremely helpful 14 11.67 13.59 10 6.62 8.26 24 8.86 10.71 
Blank 17 14.17 - 30 19.87 - 47 17.34 - 
Total 103 85.83 100 121 80.13 100 224 82.66 100 

Across the entire sample, a majority of item respondents indicated that relaxing the restriction on 
single-season use of CHP would be “not helpful at all” (see Table 16). A Mann-Whitney U test 
rejected a null hypothesis of equal response distributions at the 99% confidence level (P = 
0.003). This suggests Area 2C and Area 3A respondents differed statistically in how they tended 
to view relaxing the restriction in single-season use. Item respondents from Area 3A indicated 
that relaxing single-season use restrictions was “not helpful at all” at a higher frequency (by 
about 20 percentage points) as compared to Area 2C respondents. Almost half (47.6%) of item 
respondents from Area 2C indicated that relaxing single-season use was “not helpful at all,” 
compared to 67.8% of item respondents from Area 3A.  



 

 17 

Table 17. -- How helpful, if at all, would relaxing the following restriction be to you: No 
transfers between CHP holders? (Question C1). 

 2C 3A All areas 
 Count % resp % item Count % resp % item Count % resp % item 
Not 
helpful at 
all 

55 45.83 53.4 78 51.66 66.67 133 49.08 60.45 

A little 
helpful 

8 6.67 7.77 6 3.97 5.13 14 5.17 6.36 

Somewhat 
helpful 

14 11.67 13.59 10 6.62 8.55 24 8.86 10.91 

Very 
helpful 

10 8.33 9.71 10 6.62 8.55 20 7.38 9.09 

Extremely 
helpful 

16 13.33 15.53 13 8.61 11.11 29 10.7 13.18 

Blank 17 14.17 - 34 22.52 - 51 18.82 - 
Total 103 85.83 100 117 77.48 100 220 81.18 100 
 
As with the responses for the single-season use restrictions, a majority of item respondents from 
all areas indicated that relaxing restrictions on transfers between CHP holders would be “not 
helpful at all” (see Table 17). A Mann-Whitney U test of equal response distributions was 
rejected at the 90% confidence level (P = 0.063). This suggests item respondents from Areas 3A 
and 2C differed statistically in their views of relaxing transfer restrictions. A larger percentage of 
item respondents from Area 3A indicated that CHP transfers were “not helpful at all” as 
compared to those from Area 2C (66.7% and 53.4% of item respondents, respectively). 
 
Overall, respondents do not appear to believe relaxing either of the restrictions would be helpful: 
A Mann-Whitney U test for equal response distributions across responses to the different 
restrictions could not be rejected at the 90% confidence level (P = 0.962). However, opinions 
about relaxing transfers between CHP holders tended to be more strongly divided than opinions 
about relaxing single-season use restrictions in the sense that opinions were further from the 
center of the distribution (see Tables 16 and 17). Proportionally more item respondents indicated 
that transfers were “not helpful at all” as compared to single-season use. On the other hand, a 
higher proportion of item respondents also indicated that relaxation of transfers was “very 
helpful” or “extremely helpful” compared to single-season use.  
 
Question C2 asked respondents how their participation in the GAF leasing market would change 
if multi-year leases of GAF were allowed in the following year (i.e., 2015). Similarly, Question 
C3 asked respondents how their participation in the IFQ leasing market would change if they 
were allowed to transfer a limited amount of GAF to other CHP holders during the season 
starting in the next year. For these two questions, respondents were asked to choose one of three 
responses: “I would lease more GAF than I previously planned,” “I would lease the same amount 
of GAF that I currently planned (no change),” or “I don’t know” (in the text, “more,” “less,” “the 
same amount,” and “didn’t know,” respectively).  
 
In response to these two questions, a majority of item respondents indicated they “didn’t know” 
how their leasing behavior would change (see Tables 18 and 19). However, among the item  
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respondents who provided a non-“don’t know” response, there were more who would want to 
lease “the same amount,” or “more,” as opposed to leasing “less.” 
 
Table 18. -- If multi-year leases of GAF were allowed next year, how would your participation in 

the GAF leasing market change? (Question C2). 
 2C 3A All areas 
 Count % resp % item Count % resp % item Count % resp % item 
I would lease more 
GAF than I 
currently planned 

11 9.17 11.58 10 6.62 9.35 21 7.75 10.4 

I would lease the 
same amount of 
GAF that I currently 
planned (no change) 

23 19.17 24.21 20 13.25 18.69 43 15.87 21.29 

I would lease less 
GAF than I 
currently planned 

2 1.67 2.11 1 0.66 0.93 3 1.11 1.49 

I don’t know 59 49.17 62.11 76 50.33 71.03 135 49.82 66.83 
Blank 25 20.83 - 44 29.14 - 69 25.46 - 
Total 95 79.17 100 107 70.86 100 202 74.54 100 
 
When asked about relaxing the single-season GAF leasing restriction, 66.8% of item respondents 
indicated they “didn’t know” how their participation in the GAF market would change (see Table 
18). In particular, a higher proportion of item respondents from Area 3A reported not knowing 
how their leasing behavior would change relative to those in Area 2C. Of those who did know, 
the modal response was to keep leasing “the same amount” (21.3% of item respondents). About 
10% of item respondents answered that they would purchase “more” GAF, while only 1.5% 
answered that they would purchase “less” GAF under multi-year leasing. Differences in 
responses between Areas 2C and 3A were small, with a slightly greater proportion of item 
respondents from Area 2C indicating they would lease “more,” “the same amount,” and “less” 
compared to item respondents in Area 3A. 
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Table 19. -- If you were allowed to transfer a limited amount (up to a specific amount) of GAF to 
other CHP holders during the season starting next year, how would your 
participation in the IFQ leasing market change? (Question C3). 

2C 3A All areas 
Count % resp % item Count % resp % item Count % resp % item 

I would lease 
more GAF than I 
currently planned 

13 10.83 13.98 13 8.61 12.04 26 9.59 12.94 

I would lease the 
same amount of 
GAF that I 
currently planned 
(no change) 

23 19.17 24.73 24 15.89 22.22 47 17.34 23.38 

I would lease less 
GAF than I 
currently planned 

6 5 6.45 2 1.32 1.85 8 2.95 3.98 

I don’t know 51 42.5 54.84 69 45.7 63.89 120 44.28 59.7 
Blank 27 22.5 - 43 28.48 - 70 25.83 - 
Total 93 77.5 100 108 71.52 100 201 74.17 100 

When respondents were asked about relaxing restrictions on transfers of GAF between CHP 
holders, 59.7% of item respondents “didn’t know” how their leasing behavior would change (see 
Table 19). Almost a quarter (23.4%) of all item respondents indicated they would lease “the 
same amount,” 12.9% would lease “more”, and 3.98% suggested they would lease “less” GAF. 
A higher proportion of item respondents from Area 3A indicated they “didn’t know” how they 
would respond to this when compared to those from Area 2C. Differences in responses between 
Areas 2C and 3A were small. 

Section D 

Section D elicited respondents’ preferences for potential features of GAF leasing programs. At 
the beginning of this section, respondents were asked a series of questions involving choosing 
between several counterfactual options for relaxing restrictions in the GAF leasing program. 
These questions are examples of stated preference (SP) choice questions (e.g., Freeman et al. 
2014), which involve having respondents choose between alternatives that provide information 
about their underlying preferences and values for features of those alternatives. In our case, four 
programs were presented, including the present program (as of 2015) and three counterfactuals: 

• Single-season, no transfers (SSNT) program: The default program that is currently in
place does not allow transfers between CHP holders and only allows a single-season
lease length

• Single-season, transfers (SST) program: A program that allows for the ability to transfer
to other CHP holders within season, but maintains a lease length of a single season

• Multi-season, no transfers (MSNT) program: A program that allows for lease periods of
one or two seasons, but does not allow transfers to other CHP holders

• Multi-season, transfers (MST) program: A program that both allows lease periods of one
or two seasons and allows transfers between CHP holders
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In each choice experiment, respondents were asked to choose between the default program and 
one of the other programs described above. Each of the programs seen by the respondent has a 
different price per pound for GAF associated with them. The default program (SSNT) has a price 
that is based on prevailing prices per pound seen in each area during 2014, while the other 
programs (SST, MSNT, and MST) that relax one or more rules of the default program have 
prices per pound that are more expensive.7 This facilitates an evaluation of tradeoffs that 
respondents are willing to make between the current program and ones that have both benefits 
(relaxed rules) and costs (higher per pound prices). As noted earlier, a more formal analysis of 
these data are left for future research, but the basic responses are summarized here. Since 
different versions of the survey presented the programs in the SP choice questions in a different 
order, we present the responses by the program presented above instead of by question number. 
 
After each SP choice question, respondents were asked the number of GAF they would lease 
under that program. In the following, we focus on the reported responses for those respondents 
who answered the choice question directly preceding the number of GAF question. In addition, 
for the purposes of the following discussion if a respondent answered the SP choice question but 
left the number of GAF they would lease blank, the blank response was interpreted as zeros. 
Those respondents who answered the associated SP choice question are referred to as “eligible 
respondents.” 
 
In the tables summarizing responses to number of GAF questions, two sets of results are 
presented. First, descriptive statistics are presented with means, medians, standard deviations, 
minimums, and maximums. In certain cases, extreme values (outliers) are dropped from the 
calculation. In these cases, the descriptive statistics with extreme values dropped are presented in 
addition to the descriptive statistics for all eligible respondents that include the extreme values.8 
Second, the distribution of eligible responses is presented in a frequency table.  
 
We first summarize the responses to the SP choice question that asked respondents to choose 
which program they prefer between the SSNT program, which is the current (or default) 
program, and the SST program. Respondents tended to favor the current program; 65.6% of item 
respondents indicated that they prefer the SSNT program as opposed to the program with 
transfers allowed but with a higher per pound price per GAF (see Table 20). Differences were 
minimal across areas: item respondents from Area 2C indicated they would select the default 
program in slightly higher proportion, but the difference in proportions is not statistically 
significant (P = 0.8203). 

                                                           
7 The prices per pound for each program varied across survey versions from $4 to $11 per pound, a range 
determined to be plausible given ex-vessel prices and GAF transactions that had been completed during 2014. 
8 Observations considered outliers are almost two orders of magnitude higher than the mean GAF leased by eligible 
respondents, despite the same respondents indicating they had not leased GAF during 2014. 
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Table 20. -- Stated preference choice question: Single-season no transfer (SSNT) program versus 
single-season transfer (SST) program. 

  2C   3A   All areas  
Program Count % resp % item Count % resp % item Count % resp % item 
Single-season, no transfers 45 37.5 67.16 33 21.85 63.46 78 28.78 65.55 
Single-season, transfers 22 18.33 32.84 19 12.58 36.54 41 15.13 34.45 
Blank 53 44.17 - 99 65.56 - 152 56.09 - 
Total 67 55.83 100 52 34.44 100 119 43.91 100 
 
For the SP choice question asking respondents to choose between the SSNT program and MSNT 
program, respondents tended to prefer the current program (SSNT) with 62.4% of item 
respondents indicating they prefer the current program to the program with extended period 
leases and a higher per pound price per GAF (see Table 21). Again, item respondents from Area 
2C tended to prefer the current program slightly more than those from Area 3A, but the 
difference in proportions is not significant (P = 0.828). 
 
Table 21. -- Stated preference choice question: Single-season no transfer (SSNT) program versus 

multi-season no transfer (MSNT) program.  
 2C 3A All areas 
 Count % resp % item Count % resp % item Count % resp % item 
Single-season, no transfers 41 34.17 64.06 32 21.19 60.38 73 26.94 62.39 
Multi-season, no transfers 23 19.17 35.94 21 13.91 39.62 44 16.24 37.61 
Blank 56 46.67 - 98 64.9 - 154 56.83 - 
Total 64 53.33 100 53 35.1 100 117 43.17 100 
 
Another SP choice question asked respondents to choose their preferred program between the 
SSNT program and the MST program with a higher per GAF price. For this question, 73.9% of 
item respondents indicated they would prefer the single-season program with no transfers (the 
current program) to a program with multiple season leases and transfers (see Table 22). This is a 
similar qualitative result to the first two choice questions. A larger proportion of item 
respondents from Area 2C preferred the current program compared to those in Area 3A. 
However, this difference in proportions between IPHC areas was not statistically significant (P = 
0.609). 
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Table 22. -- Stated preference choice question: Single-season no transfer (SSNT) program versus 
multi-season transfer (MST) program. 

2C 3A All areas 
Count % 

resp 
% 

item 
Count % 

resp 
% 

item 
Count % 

resp 
% 

item 
Single-season, no 
transfers 

49 40.83 76.56 36 23.84 70.59 85 31.37 73.91 

Multi-season, transfers 15 12.5 23.44 15 9.93 29.41 30 11.07 26.09 
Blank 56 46.67 - 100 66.23 - 156 57.56 - 
Total 64 53.33 100 51 33.77 100 115 42.44 100 

Following Question D1, eligible respondents were asked how many GAF they would lease in the 
next year under the current program (no transfers and single year leases).9 In this case, “eligible 
respondents” were respondents who provided a response to Question D1. A total of 119 
respondents across both IPHC areas were eligible to answer this question. Positive values were 
indicated by 25 eligible respondents, or 21.0% of item respondents. Eligible respondents 
indicated that under the current program, they would lease an average of 17.85 GAF (see Table 
23). However, after dropping an extreme value, that number dropped to 5.29 GAF. Comparing 
stated lease behavior between eligible respondent in Areas 2C and 3A, we note that differences 
were small. A two sample t-test with a null hypothesis of equal means rejected the null 
hypothesis at the 90% confidence level (P = 0.937). Since estimates are sensitive to the presence 
of extreme values, one outlier is dropped in this test, though this does not affect the significance 
of the test at the 90% level. 

9 Note that for this question, as well as those asking how many GAF would be leased in the next year under the 
single-season transfer (SST), multi-season transfer (MST), and multi-season no transfer (MSNT) programs, 
respondents are asked to assume the price per pound presented in the survey that is associated with the program in 
question would be the price they would pay. 
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Table 23. -- GAF that would be leased under a single-season no transfer program (SSNT 
program). 

Descriptive statistics 
2C 3A All areas 

Respondents Eligible Positive 
responses 

Eligible Outliers 
dropped 

Positive 
responses 

Eligible Outliers 
dropped 

Positive 
responses 

Mean 5.39 25.79 33.9 5.16 160.27 17.85 5.29 84.96 
Std Dev 16.31 29.16 198.11 12.89 424.15 122.64 14.02 263.16 
Median 0 16 0 0 30 0 0 25 
Min 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 
Max 104 104 1500 50 1500 1500 104 1500 
N 67 14 52 51 11 119 118 25 

Distribution of intended GAF leases 
2C 3A All areas 

No. of GAF Count % resp % item Count % resp % item Count % resp % item 
0 53 44.17 79.1 41 27.15 78.85 94 34.69 78.99 
1-9 6 5 8.96 3 1.99 5.77 9 3.32 7.56 
10-29 5 4.17 7.46 2 1.32 3.85 7 2.58 5.88 
30-59 0 0 0 5 3.31 9.62 5 1.85 4.2 
60-119 3 2.5 4.48 0 0 0 3 1.11 2.52 
120+ 0 0 0 1 0.66 1.92 1 0.37 0.84 
Blank 53 44.17 - 99 65.56 - 152 56.09 - 
Total 67 55.83 100 52 34.44 100 119 43.91 100 
Eligible respondents are those who responded to the number of GAF leased under the current single-season no 
transfer (SSNT) program. Respondents who did not answer this question are counted as zeros. “Positive response” 
omits respondents who would be counted as zeros. Standard deviations are computed with a finite population 
correction factor. 

Following each SP choice question, eligible respondents were asked how many GAF they would 
lease next year under the alternative (non-current) program. Responses to these questions are in 
Tables 24-26. For the SST program, eligible respondents indicated that they would lease, on 
average 4.79 GAF under a single season lease program with transfers (Table 24). The mean 
number of GAF that eligible respondents would lease under the MSNT was higher, 17.56 GAF 
(Table 25). However, after an extreme value was dropped, the average number of GAF dropped 
to nearly the same level as for SST, 4.78 GAF. Under the MST program, eligible respondents on 
average indicated they would lease 1.98 GAF in the next year (Table 26). There were no 
statistical differences between Area 2C and Area 3A in these responses according to t-test 
results. 
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Table 24. -- GAF that would be leased under a single season transfer program (SST program). 
 Descriptive statistics   
 2C 3A All areas 
Respondents Eligible Positive 

responses 
Eligible Positive 

responses 
Eligible Positive 

responses 
Mean 4.79 24.69 4.79 31.12 4.79 27.14 
Std Dev 15.21 28.32 16.46 33.51 14.75 27.94 
Median 0 10 0 17.5 0 10 
Min 0 1 0 1 0 1 
Max 104 104 100 100 104 104 
n 67 13 52 8 119 21 
 Distribution of intended GAF leases 
 2C 3A All areas 
 Count % resp % item Count % resp % item Count % resp % item 
0 54 45 80.6 44 29.14 84.62 98 36.16 82.35 
1-9 5 4.17 7.46 3 1.99 5.77 8 2.95 6.72 
10-29 4 3.33 5.97 2 1.32 3.85 6 2.21 5.04 
30-59 2 1.67 2.99 1 0.66 1.92 3 1.11 2.52 
60-119 2 1.67 2.99 2 1.32 3.85 4 1.48 3.36 
120+ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Blank 53 44.17 - 99 65.56 - 152 56.09 - 
Total 67 55.83 100 52 34.44 100 119 43.91 100 
Eligible respondents are those who responded to the number of GAF leased under the single-season 
transfer (SST) program. Respondents who did not answer this question are counted as zeros. “Positive 
response” omits respondents who would be counted as zeros. Standard deviations are computed with a 
finite population correction factor. 
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Table 25. -- GAF that would be leased under a multi-season no transfer program (MSNT 
program). 

 Descriptive statistics   
 2C 3A All areas 
Respondents Eligible Positive 

responses 
Eligible Outliers 

dropped 
Positive 

responses 
Eligible Outliers 

dropped 
Positive 

responses 
Mean 4.52 24.08 33.32 5.12 176.6 17.56 4.78 93.41 
Std Dev 13.24 23.38 196.29 16.15 443.96 123.95 13.69 281.01 
Median 0 15.5 0 0 25 0 0 22.5 
Min 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 
Max 70 70 1500 100 1500 1500 100 1500 
n 64 12 53 52 10 117 116 22 
 Distribution of intended GAF leases 
 2C 3A All areas 
 Count % resp % item Count % resp % item Count % resp % item 
0 52 43.33 81.25 43 28.48 81.13 95 35.06 81.2 
1-10 6 5 9.38 3 1.99 5.66 9 3.32 7.69 
10-29 1 0.83 1.56 2 1.32 3.77 3 1.11 2.56 
30-59 3 2.5 4.69 3 1.99 5.66 6 2.21 5.13 
60-119 2 1.67 3.12 1 0.66 1.89 3 1.11 2.56 
120+ 0 0 0 1 0.66 1.89 1 0.37 0.85 
Blank 56 46.67 - 98 64.9 - 154 56.83 - 
Total 64 53.33 100 53 35.1 100 117 43.17 100 
Eligible respondents are respondents who responded to the number of GAF leased under the MSNT program 
question. Respondents who did not answer this question are counted as zeros. “Positive response” omits respondents 
who would be counted as zeros. Standard deviations are computed with a finite population correction factor. 
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Table 26. -- GAF that would be leased under a multi-season transfers program (MST program). 

 Descriptive statistics   
 2C 3A All areas 
Respondents Eligible 

 
Positive 

responses 
Eligible 

 
Positive 

responses 
Eligible 

 
Positive 

responses 

Mean 1.47 11.75 2.63 16.75 1.98 14.25 

Std Dev 5.47 12.11 8.45 16.22 6.52 13.2 

Median 0 8 0 13 0 8 

Min 0 2 0 1 0 1 

Max 40 40 50 50 50 50 

n 64 8 51 8 115 16 
 GAF distribution   
 2C 3A All areas 
 Count % resp % item Count % resp % item Count % resp % item 
0 56 46.67 87.5 43 28.48 84.31 99 36.53 86.09 
1-10 4 3.33 6.25 4 2.65 7.84 8 2.95 6.96 
10-29 3 2.5 4.69 2 1.32 3.92 5 1.85 4.35 
30-59 1 0.83 1.56 2 1.32 3.92 3 1.11 2.61 
60-119 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
120+ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Blank 56 46.67 - 100 66.23 - 156 57.56 - 
Total 64 53.33 100 51 33.77 100 115 42.44 100 
Eligible respondents are respondents who responded to the number of GAF under the MST program question. 
Respondents who did not answer this question are counted as zeros. “Positive response” omits respondents who 
would be counted as zeros. Standard deviations are computed with a finite population correction factor. 

 

Finally, Question D6 asked all survey respondents how confident they were in their answers to 
the SP choice questions and the questions about how much GAF they would lease under the 
different programs. In particular, they were asked for the level of confidence about how 
accurately their answers reflect how they feel about the different programs for GAF use on a 5-
point scale from “not at all confident” to “extremely confident.” Overall, a slight majority 
(50.9% of item respondents) of item respondents indicated they were “very confident” or 
“extremely confident” in their answers (see Table 27). About 22% of item respondents indicated 
they were “not confident at all.” Item respondents from Area 3A tended to be more divided in 
their level of confidence compared to those from Area 2C. A higher proportion of Area 3A 
respondents indicated they were both “not at all confident” and “extremely confident” compared 
with respondents from Area 2C. A Mann-Whitney U test assuming a null hypothesis of equal 
response distributions could not be rejected at the 90% confidence level (P = 0.305). This 
suggests the distribution of responses to this question did not differ statistically between Areas 
2C and 3A. 
 
 



27 

Table 27. -- How confident are you that your answers in D1 through D6 accurately reflect how 
you feel about the different programs for GAF use? (Question D7). 

2C 3A All areas 
Count % 

resp 
% item Count % resp % item Count % resp % item 

Not at all 
confident 

20 16.67 20.62 29 19.21 23.58 49 18.08 22.27 

Slightly 
confident 

9 7.5 9.28 9 5.96 7.32 18 6.64 8.18 

Somewhat 
confident 

22 18.33 22.68 19 12.58 15.45 41 15.13 18.64 

Very confident 14 11.67 14.43 18 11.92 14.63 32 11.81 14.55 
Extremely 
confident 

32 26.67 32.99 48 31.79 39.02 80 29.52 36.36 

Blank 23 19.17 - 28 18.54 - 51 18.82 - 
Total 97 80.83 100 123 81.46 100 220 81.18 100 

Section E 

Section E of the survey collected information about respondents’ views on the CATCH Project 
and ways of funding it. We explore three funding options; a CHP fee, a charter halibut tax, and a 
halibut stamp. These options differ in who ends up bearing the responsibility of funding the 
CATCH Project. In particular, the CHP fee puts the responsibility of funding the CATCH 
program on the industry through a fee charged per angler endorsement in the charter halibut 
permits held by the business. The charter halibut tax would also require funding the CATCH 
Project to be the responsibility of recreational charter fishing businesses, who would pay via a 
tax levied on harvest. In this way, a business’ contribution towards funding the CATCH Project 
would be proportional to their clients’ harvest of halibut. And finally, the halibut stamp would be 
expected to be set up similarly to the king salmon stamp program (Yamada and Flumerfelt 2014, 
Davis et al. 2013). Thus, individual charter anglers planning to harvest halibut while charter boat 
fishing would purchase halibut stamps; in this way funding the CATCH Project would more 
directly fall on halibut anglers.  

In Question E1, respondents were asked about their level of familiarity with the CATCH Project 
in general. In particular, respondents were asked to select one of the following responses: “not at 
all familiar,” “somewhat familiar,” “familiar,” “very familiar,” or “extremely familiar.”  
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Table 28. -- How familiar are you, if at all, with the CATCH Project? (Question E1). 
2C 3A All areas 

Count % resp % item Count % resp % item Count % resp % item 
Not at all 
familiar 

34 28.33 30.36 42 27.81 32.06 76 28.04 31.28 

Somewhat 
familiar 

35 29.17 31.25 32 21.19 24.43 67 24.72 27.57 

Familiar 16 13.33 14.29 24 15.89 18.32 40 14.76 16.46 
Very 
familiar 

15 12.5 13.39 18 11.92 13.74 33 12.18 13.58 

Extremely 
familiar 

12 10 10.71 15 9.93 11.45 27 9.96 11.11 

Blank 8 6.67 - 20 13.25 - 28 10.33 - 
Total 112 93.33 100 131 86.75 100 243 89.67 100 

Familiarity with the CATCH Project was skewed towards item respondents being less familiar, 
but not strongly so. While 31.3% of item respondents were “not at all familiar” with the CATCH 
Project, 44.0% of respondents were either “somewhat familiar” or “familiar,” and another 24.7% 
were “very familiar” or “extremely familiar” (see Table 28). Familiarity in Areas 2C and 3A 
were broadly similar: A Mann-Whitney U test failed to reject a null hypothesis of equal response 
distributions at the 90% confidence level (P = 0.808). This suggests item respondents in Areas 
2C and 3A did not differ in their level of familiarity with the CATCH project.  

Question E2 asked about support for the three different funding mechanisms. In particular, 
respondents were asked if the CATCH project were adopted, how supportive, if at all, they 
would be of funding the project with a given mechanism on a 5-point scale: “not at all 
supportive,” “a little supportive,” “somewhat supportive,” “very supportive,” or “extremely 
supportive.” 

Seventy-seven percent of item respondents indicated that they were “not at all supportive” of 
funding the CATCH Project with a CHP fee (see Table 29). Of the remaining 23.0%, another 
16% were “a little supportive” or “somewhat supportive,” with the remaining 6.1% being “very 
supportive” or “extremely supportive.” Support for a CHP fee was broadly similar across Areas 
2C and 3A. A Mann-Whitney U test testing a null hypothesis of equal response distributions 
failed to reject at the 90% confidence level (P = 0.862). This suggests support (or lack thereof) 
for funding the CATCH Project with a CHP fee did not differ statistically in Areas 2C and 3A.  
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Table 29. -- If the CATCH Project were adopted, how supportive, if at all, would you be of 
funding the project with a CHP fee? (Question E2). 

2C 3A All areas 
Count % resp % item Count % resp % item Count % resp % item 

Not at all 
supportive 

79 65.83 75.96 98 64.9 77.78 177 65.31 76.96 

A little 
supportive 

11 9.17 10.58 12 7.95 9.52 23 8.49 10 

Somewhat 
supportive 

7 5.83 6.73 9 5.96 7.14 16 5.9 6.96 

Very 
supportive 

6 5 5.77 2 1.32 1.59 8 2.95 3.48 

Extremely 
supportive 

1 0.83 0.96 5 3.31 3.97 6 2.21 2.61 

Blank 16 13.33 - 25 16.56 - 41 15.13 - 
Total 104 86.67 100 126 83.44 100 230 84.87 100 

79.0% of item respondents report were “not at all supportive” of funding the CATCH Project 
with a charter halibut tax (see Table 30). Of the remaining 21.0%, another 16.7% were “a little 
supportive” or “somewhat supportive,” with the remaining 4.4% being “very supportive” or 
“extremely supportive.” Support for a charter halibut tax was broadly similar across item 
respondents from Areas 2C and 3A. A Mann-Whitney U test failed to reject the null hypothesis 
of equal response distributions at the 90% confidence level (P = 0.770), suggesting item 
respondents support for funding the CATCH Project with a charter halibut tax does not differ 
between Areas 2C and 3A.  

Table 30. -- If the CATCH Project were adopted, how supportive, if at all, would you be of 
funding it with a charter halibut tax? (Question E2). 

2C 3A All areas 
Count % resp % item Count % resp % item Count % resp % item 

Not at all 
supportive 

81 67.5 78.64 99 65.56 79.2 180 66.42 78.95 

A little 
supportive 

8 6.67 7.77 12 7.95 9.6 20 7.38 8.77 

Somewhat 
supportive 

9 7.5 8.74 9 5.96 7.2 18 6.64 7.89 

Very 
supportive 

3 2.5 2.91 2 1.32 1.6 5 1.85 2.19 

Extremely 
supportive 

2 1.67 1.94 3 1.99 2.4 5 1.85 2.19 

Blank 17 14.17 - 26 17.22 - 43 15.87 - 
Total 103 85.83 100 125 82.78 100 228 84.13 100 
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In general, there was support for the halibut stamp as a means of funding the CATCH Proposal. 
Among item respondents, only 30.1% were “not at all supportive”, while about 48% were “very” 
or “extremely” supportive of a halibut stamp (Table 31). The results from a Mann-Whitney U 
test also suggest that Area 3A responses were different from Area 2C responses. Item 
respondents from Area 3A tend to be less supportive than those from Area 2C. This appears at 
both ends of the distribution. The proportion of item respondents indicating they were “not at all 
supportive” is 12.7 percentage points higher in Area 3A than Area 2C (35.9% and 23.15%, 
respectively). Additionally, the proportion of item respondent indicates they were “extremely 
supportive” is 7.9 percentage points lower in Area 3A as compared to Area 2C (32.8% and 
40.7%, respectively). 
 
There was also evidence that item respondents were generally more supportive of the halibut 
stamp compared to the other two funding mechanisms. Pairwise Mann-Whitney U tests of equal 
response distributions rejected at the 99% confidence level (p < 0.001) that the distribution of 
support for a charter halibut tax and a halibut stamp were the same. A similar test comparing the 
responses indicating level of support for the halibut stamp and CHP fee were statistically 
different (p < 0.001).  
 
 
Table 31. -- If the CATCH Project were adopted, how supportive, if at all, would you be of 

funding it with a halibut stamp? (Question E2). 
 2C 3A All areas 
 Count % resp % item Count % resp % item Count % resp % item 
Not at all 
supportive 

25 20.83 23.15 47 31.13 35.88 72 26.57 30.13 

A little 
supportive 

9 7.5 8.33 6 3.97 4.58 15 5.54 6.28 

Somewhat 
supportive 

15 12.5 13.89 21 13.91 16.03 36 13.28 15.06 

Very 
supportive 

15 12.5 13.89 14 9.27 10.69 29 10.7 12.13 

Extremely 
supportive 

44 36.67 40.74 43 28.48 32.82 87 32.1 36.4 

Blank 12 10 - 20 13.25 - 32 11.81 - 
Total 108 90 100 131 86.75 100 239 88.19 100 
 
Question E3 asked respondents whether they would vote in favor of the CATCH Project if it 
meant paying a specific CHP fee level per angler endorsement, which varied across survey 
versions (yes/no response).  Different survey versions presented different cost levels ranging 
from $300 to $1,800 per endorsement.  The range was chosen based on the total funds that would 
be raised given the total number of endorsements across all CHPs and the funds that are likely to 
be needed to fund the CATCH Project according to Yamada and Flumerfelt (2014) and Davis  
et al. (2013). 
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92.3% of item respondents in all areas indicated that they would not be willing to vote in favor of 
the CATCH project if it meant paying the CHP fee per angler endorsement presented to them 
(see Table 32).  The difference in the proportion of item respondents who answered “no” was not 
statistically significant across Area 2C and Area 3A (P = 0.789).10 
 
Table 32. -- Would you vote in favor of the CATCH Project if it required you to pay a CHP fee 

of $[X]a per angler endorsement you have each year? (Question E3). 
 2C 3A All areas 
 Count % resp % item Count % resp % item Count % resp % item 
Yes 7 5.83 6.67 11 7.28 8.46 18 6.64 7.66 
No 98 81.67 93.33 119 78.81 91.54 217 80.07 92.34 
Blank 15 12.5 - 21 13.91 - 36 13.28 - 
Total 105 87.5 100 130 86.09 100 235 86.72 100 
a X ranged from $300 to $1,800.  Values were randomly assigned to surveys. 
 
 
Question E4 gathered information about a number of items related to the funding mechanisms 
discussed above.  In particular, respondents were asked the extent to which they agreed or 
disagreed (on a 5 point scale ranging from “strongly agree” to “strongly disagree”) with the 
statements.  The statements related to whether they expected to pass CHP fees on to customers, 
whether they unconditionally support the CATCH Project, whether they believed the CATCH 
Project would be effective (if passed), and whose responsibility it is to fund the project. 
 
When asked if they expected to pass the CHP fee on to their customers, 49.6% of item 
respondents indicated that they “somewhat agree” or “strongly agree” that they would (see Table 
33).  However, item respondents tended to be split in their expectations, as another 28.1% of 
item respondents “strongly disagree” that they would pass on fees to the customer.  A Mann-
Whitney U test of equal response distributions failed to reject at the 90% confidence level (P = 
0.113) that there were differences in response distributions between Areas 2C and 3A. 

                                                           
10 Additional analysis of these data will be conducted in the future. 
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Table 33. -- I expect to pass on any fee to the customer (Question E4). 
 2C 3A All areas 
 Count % resp % item Count % resp % item Count % resp % item 
Strongly 
disagree 

27 22.5 25.96 36 23.84 30 63 23.25 28.12 

Somewhat 
disagree 

4 3.33 3.85 5 3.31 4.17 9 3.32 4.02 

Neither agree 
nor disagree 

17 14.17 16.35 24 15.89 20 41 15.13 18.3 

Somewhat 
agree 

21 17.5 20.19 30 19.87 25 51 18.82 22.77 

Strongly agree 35 29.17 33.65 25 16.56 20.83 60 22.14 26.79 
Blank 16 13.33 - 31 20.53 - 47 17.34 - 
Total 104 86.67 100 120 79.47 100 224 82.66 100 
 
Respondents were asked to indicate their agreement with a statement that indicates they would 
support the CATCH project no matter what the CHP fee was (Table 34). Respondents tended to 
disagree with this statement: 72.1% of item respondents across all areas “strongly disagree” with 
the statement. A Mann-Whitney U test could not reject the null hypothesis of equal response 
distributions (P = 0.195) between Area 3A and Area 2C respondents.  
 
Table 34. -- I would support the CATCH Project no matter what the fee was (Question E4). 
 2C 3A All areas 
 Count % resp % item Count % resp % item Count % resp % item 
Strongly 
disagree 

70 58.33 66.67 95 62.91 74.8 165 60.89 71.12 

Somewhat 
disagree 

17 14.17 16.19 15 9.93 11.81 32 11.81 13.79 

Neither agree 
nor disagree 

11 9.17 10.48 9 5.96 7.09 20 7.38 8.62 

Somewhat 
agree 

2 1.67 1.9 4 2.65 3.15 6 2.21 2.59 

Strongly agree 5 4.17 4.76 4 2.65 3.15 9 3.32 3.88 
Blank 15 12.5 - 24 15.89 - 39 14.39 - 
Total 105 87.5 100 127 84.11 100 232 85.61 100 
 
Next, respondents were asked for their level of agreement with a statement that the CATCH 
Project will be effective if adopted. While 53.5% of item respondents “somewhat disagree” or 
“strongly disagree” the CATCH Project will be effective, another 27.4% “somewhat agree” or 
“strongly agree” the CATCH Project will be effective (see Table 35). Responses were broadly 
similar across IPHC areas, which was confirmed with a Mann-Whitney U test (P = 0.386).  
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Table 35. -- If adopted, I believe the CATCH Project will be effective (Question E4). 
2C 3A All areas 

Count % resp % item Count % resp % item Count % resp % item 
Strongly disagree 46 38.33 44.23 62 41.06 49.21 108 39.85 46.96 
Somewhat disagree 6 5 5.77 9 5.96 7.14 15 5.54 6.52 
Neither agree nor 
disagree 

21 17.5 20.19 23 15.23 18.25 44 16.24 19.13 

Somewhat agree 13 10.83 12.5 13 8.61 10.32 26 9.59 11.3 
Strongly agree 18 15 17.31 19 12.58 15.08 37 13.65 16.09 
Blank 16 13.33 - 25 16.56 - 41 15.13 - 
Total 104 86.67 100 126 83.44 100 230 84.87 100 

Three statements were then presented that differ on whom the responsibility for funding the 
CATCH Project should be placed. Levels of agreement tend to be consistent with respondents’ 
support levels for various funding mechanisms, which reflect a proclivity towards placing 
responsibility on angler clients. The first of these statements asked if funding the CATCH 
Project should be the angler’s (customer’s) responsibility alone. Respondents tended to favor this 
view: 42.4% of item respondents across all areas “somewhat agree” or “strongly agree” that 
funding the CATCH Project should be the angler’s responsibility, while 31.3% “somewhat 
disagree” or “strongly disagree” (see Table 36). A Mann-Whitney U test suggests similar 
response distributions across Area 2C and 3A respondents (P = 0.185).  

Table 36. -- I should not have to fund the CATCH Project at all (it is the angler’s responsibility) 
(Question E4). 

2C 3A All areas 
Count % resp % item Count % resp % item Count % resp % item 

Strongly 
disagree 

16 13.33 16.16 32 21.19 25.6 48 17.71 21.43 

Somewhat 
disagree 

9 7.5 9.09 13 8.61 10.4 22 8.12 9.82 

Neither agree 
nor disagree 

29 24.17 29.29 30 19.87 24 59 21.77 26.34 

Somewhat agree 11 9.17 11.11 13 8.61 10.4 24 8.86 10.71 
Strongly agree 34 28.33 34.34 37 24.5 29.6 71 26.2 31.7 
Blank 21 17.5 - 26 17.22 - 47 17.34 - 
Total 99 82.5 100 125 82.78 100 224 82.66 100 

The second statement about funding responsibility stated that charter businesses should fund the 
CATCH project (or that funding the CATCH project was the industry’s responsibility). 
Respondents tended not to agree that it was the industry’s responsibility to fund the CATCH 
Project. In particular, 78.4% of the item respondents “somewhat disagree” or “strongly disagree” 
with the statement, while 12.1% “somewhat” or “strongly agree” with it (see Table 37). In this 
case, using a Mann-Whitney U test the response distributions across IPHC regions were found to 
be statistically different at the 10% level (P = 0.070), with a higher proportion of item 
respondents from Area 3A who “strongly disagreed” (by 12.1 percentage points) compared with 
Area 2C item respondents (73.0% to 60.95%, respectively). 
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Table 37. -- Charter businesses, like mine, should have to fund the CATCH Project (it is the 
industry’s responsibility) (Question E4). 

2C 3A All areas 
Count % resp % item Count % resp % item Count % resp % item 

Strongly 
disagree 

64 53.33 60.95 92 60.93 73.02 156 57.56 67.53 

Somewhat 
disagree 

13 10.83 12.38 12 7.95 9.52 25 9.23 10.82 

Neither agree 
nor disagree 

15 12.5 14.29 7 4.64 5.56 22 8.12 9.52 

Somewhat 
agree 

8 6.67 7.62 10 6.62 7.94 18 6.64 7.79 

Strongly agree 5 4.17 4.76 5 3.31 3.97 10 3.69 4.33 
Blank 15 12.5 - 25 16.56 - 40 14.76 - 
Total 105 87.5 100 126 83.44 100 231 85.24 100 

Finally, respondents were presented with a statement that said funding the CATCH Project is a 
responsibility that should be shared between charter businesses (like theirs) and anglers. A 
majority of respondents disagreed with this statement: 53.7% of item respondents from all areas 
either “somewhat disagree” or “strongly disagree,” while 26.0% of respondents either 
“somewhat agree” or “strongly agree” (see Table 38). Item respondents in Areas 2C and 3A did 
not appear to differ statistically with respect to this question (Mann-Whitney U test with a P = 
0.189).  

Table 38. -- Funding the CATCH Project is a responsibility that should be shared between 
charter businesses and anglers (Question E4). 

2C 3A All areas 
Count % resp % item Count % resp % item Count % resp % item 

Strongly 
disagree 

43 35.83 40.95 57 37.75 45.24 100 36.9 43.29 

Somewhat 
disagree 

11 9.17 10.48 13 8.61 10.32 24 8.86 10.39 

Neither agree 
nor disagree 

16 13.33 15.24 31 20.53 24.6 47 17.34 20.35 

Somewhat 
agree 

21 17.5 20 14 9.27 11.11 35 12.92 15.15 

Strongly agree 14 11.67 13.33 11 7.28 8.73 25 9.23 10.82 
Blank 15 12.5 - 25 16.56 - 40 14.76 - 
Total 105 87.5 100 126 83.44 100 231 85.24 100 
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Section F 
 
Section F of the survey collected information about respondents’ views of potentially owning (as 
opposed to leasing) GAF. Question F1 asked respondents how helpful a program in which 
individual charter businesses would be able to purchase halibut quota share and use it as GAF (a 
GAF ownership program) would be to them. Respondents were asked to choose among the 
following five responses: “not helpful at all,” “a little helpful,” “somewhat helpful,” “very 
helpful,” or “extremely helpful.” Question F2 asked respondents about their likelihood of 
purchasing IFQ were a GAF ownership program put into place. Respondents were asked to 
choose among the following five responses: “not at all likely,” “a little likely,” “somewhat 
likely,” “very likely,” and “extremely likely.” The final question in this section, F3, asked 
respondents about their level of support for the three proposals introduced in the survey; 
relaxation of GAF restrictions, the CATCH project, and the GAF ownership program. 
Respondents were asked to choose from the following five responses: “not at all supportive” “a 
little supportive,” “somewhat supportive,” “very supportive,” “extremely supportive.”  
 
Table 39. -- How helpful, if at all, would this GAF ownership program be to you? (Question F1). 
 2C 3A All areas 
 Count % resp % item Count % resp % item Count % resp % item 
Not 
helpful at 
all 

51 42.5 47.66 80 52.98 59.7 131 48.34 54.36 

A little 
helpful 

9 7.5 8.41 11 7.28 8.21 20 7.38 8.3 

Somewhat 
helpful 

22 18.33 20.56 22 14.57 16.42 44 16.24 18.26 

Very 
helpful 

12 10 11.21 9 5.96 6.72 21 7.75 8.71 

Extremely 
helpful 

13 10.83 12.15 12 7.95 8.96 25 9.23 10.37 

Blank 13 10.83 - 17 11.26 - 30 11.07 - 
Total 107 89.17 100 134 88.74 100 241 88.93 100 
 
When asked how helpful a GAF ownership program would be in question F1, 54.4% of item 
respondents indicated the program was “not helpful at all” (Table 39). However, while the 
majority indicated they viewed the potential to own GAF unhelpful, a combined 37.3% of item 
respondents indicated a GAF ownership program would be either “extremely helpful,” “very 
helpful,” or “somewhat helpful.” Item respondents from Area 2C found the potential to own 
GAF more helpful than those from Area 3A. A Mann-Whitney U test of equal response 
distributions was rejected at the 90% confidence level (P = 0.051). This result suggests item 
respondents’ views about how helpful the CATCH Project differ statistically between Area 2C 
and Area 3A. Item respondents from Area 3A more frequently indicated (by about 12 percentage 
points) that GAF ownership would be “not helpful at all” compared to Area 2C item respondents. 
Conversely, more Area 2C item respondents indicated they believed the GAF ownership 
program was either “extremely helpful,” “very helpful” or “somewhat helpful” when compared 
to those from Area 3A (a difference of 12 percentage points).  
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Table 40. -- If this GAF ownership program were put into place, how likely are you to purchase 
halibut IFQ? (Question F2). 

 2C 3A All areas 
 Count % resp % item Count % resp % item Count % resp % item 
Not at all 
likely 

55 45.83 51.89 83 54.97 61.94 138 50.92 57.5 

A little 
likely 

9 7.5 8.49 18 11.92 13.43 27 9.96 11.25 

Somewhat 
likely 

22 18.33 20.75 13 8.61 9.7 35 12.92 14.58 

Very 
likely 

11 9.17 10.38 8 5.3 5.97 19 7.01 7.92 

Extremely 
likely 

9 7.5 8.49 12 7.95 8.96 21 7.75 8.75 

Blank 14 11.67 - 17 11.26 - 31 11.44 - 
Total 106 88.33 100 134 88.74 100 240 88.56 100 
 
In all areas, only 16.67% of item respondents indicated they were “extremely likely” or “very 
likely” to purchase halibut IFQ (see summary of question F2 responses in Table 40). Another 
25.8% indicated they were as “a little likely” or “somewhat likely,” while 57.5% indicated they 
were “not at all likely” to purchase halibut IFQ. A Mann-Whitney U test of equal response 
distributions was rejected at the 90% confidence level (P = 0.086), suggesting item respondents’ 
likeliness to purchase halibut IFQ differed statistically between Areas 2C and 3A. Item 
respondents from Area 2C tended to indicate that they were more likely to purchase IFQ as 
compared to those from Area 3A. In particular, item respondents from Area 2C indicated they 
were “not at all likely” or “a little likely” to purchase IFQ in lower proportion than those from 
Area 3A. Similarly, a greater proportion of item respondents from Area 2C indicated that they 
were “somewhat likely” or “very likely” to purchase IFQ compared to those in Area 3A. 
 
Table 41. -- How supportive, if at all, are you of the CATCH Project? (Question F3). 
 2C 3A All areas 
 Count % resp % item Count % resp % item Count % resp % item 
Not at all 
supportive 

40 33.33 40.00 66 43.71 50.38 106 39.11 45.89 

A little 
supportive 

17 14.17 17.00 18 11.92 13.74 35 12.92 15.15 

Somewhat 
supportive 

14 11.67 14.00 25 16.56 19.08 39 14.39 16.88 

Very 
supportive 

7 5.83 7.00 5 3.31 3.82 12 4.43 5.19 

Extremely 
supportive 

22 18.33 22.00 17 11.26 12.98 39 14.39 16.88 

Blank 20 16.67 - 20 13.25 - 40 14.76 - 
Total 100 83.33 100 131 86.75 100 231 85.24 100 
 
Question F3 asks the respondent to indicate how supportive they are of the CATCH Project, with 
54.1% of item respondents in all areas being at least “a little supportive” of the CATCH project 
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compared to 45.9% that were “not at all supportive” (see Table 41). 16.9% of item respondents 
were “extremely supportive,” In particular, 5.19% of item respondents were “very supportive,” 
16.9% were “somewhat supportive” and 15.15% were “a little supportive.” A Mann-Whitney U 
test of equal response distributions was rejected at the 90% confidence level (P = 0.066). This 
suggests item respondents’ support for the CATCH Project differed statistically between Areas 
2C and 3A. Item respondents in Area 3A tended to be less supportive than those in Area 2C. In 
particular, a larger proportion of respondents in Area 3A indicated they were “not at all 
supportive” of the CATCH Project compared to those from Area 2C. Similarly, item respondents 
from Area 3A indicated they were “extremely supportive” in lower proportions compared to 
those from Area 2C.  
 
Table 42. -- How supportive, if at all, are you of relaxing restrictions in GAF leasing program? 

(Question F3). 
 2C 3A All areas 
 Count % resp % item Count % resp % item Count % resp % item 
Not at all 
supportive 

48 40.00 48.00 74 49.01 56.92 122 45.02 53.04 

A little 
supportive 

18 15.00 18.00 21 13.91 16.15 39 14.39 16.96 

Somewhat 
supportive 

19 15.83 19.00 17 11.26 13.08 36 13.28 15.65 

Very 
supportive 

9 7.50 9.00 8 5.3 6.15 17 6.27 7.39 

Extremely 
supportive 

6 5.00 6.00 10 6.62 7.69 16 5.9 6.96 

Blank 20 16.67 - 21 13.91 - 41 15.13 - 
Total 100 83.33 100 130 86.09 100 230 84.87 100 
 
Question F3 also asked respondents for their level of support for relaxing restrictions in the GAF 
leasing program. A majority of item respondents (53.0%,) were “not at all supportive” of a GAF 
leasing program with relaxed restrictions, the highest percentage in this category for all three 
programs (see Table 42). Another 17.0% of item respondents were “a little supportive,” also the 
highest percentage in this category across all three programs. A total of 30% of item respondents 
were either “somewhat supportive,” “very supportive” or “extremely supportive.” A Mann-
Whitney U test rejected a null hypothesis of equal distributions at the 90% confidence level (P = 
0.224), suggesting that item respondents’ support of a halibut leasing program with relaxed 
restrictions does not differ statistically across Areas 2C and 3A. Despite this, we note that a 
higher proportion of item respondents from 3A indicated being “not at all supportive” compared 
to those in 2C. A greater proportion of item respondents from 3A also indicated they were 
“extremely supportive” of such halibut leasing programs compared to item respondents from 3A. 
In this sense, item respondents from Area 2C tended to indicate less strong opinions about 
halibut leasing programs with relaxed restrictions than those from Area 3A. 
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Table 43. -- How supportive, if at all, are you of a GAF ownership program? (Question F3). 
2C 3A All areas 

Count % resp % item Count % resp % item Count % resp % item 
Not at all 
supportive 

51 42.5 49.51 67 44.37 51.15 118 43.54 50.43 

A little 
supportive 

10 8.33 9.71 21 13.91 16.03 31 11.44 13.25 

Somewhat 
supportive 

22 18.33 21.36 25 16.56 19.08 47 17.34 20.09 

Very 
supportive 

10 8.33 9.71 6 3.97 4.58 16 5.9 6.84 

Extremely 
supportive 

10 8.33 9.71 12 7.95 9.16 22 8.12 9.4 

Blank 17 14.17 - 20 13.25 - 37 13.65 - 
Total 103 85.83 100 131 86.75 100 234 86.35 100 

The final program asked about in F3 is the GAF ownership program. A slight majority of item 
respondents were “not at all supportive” (50.4%) of the GAF ownership program (see Table 43), 
while 13.3% were “a little supportive,” 20.1% were “somewhat supportive,” 6.9% were “very 
supportive” and 9.4% were “extremely supportive.” A Mann-Whitney U test of equal response 
distributions between Area 2C and Area 3A respondents could not be rejected at the 90% 
confidence level (P = 0.453). This result suggests item respondents’ level of support for a GAF 
ownership program did not differ between Areas 3A and 2C, although a slightly higher 
proportion of item respondents from Area 3A indicated being “a little” or “not supportive” 
compared to those from Area 2C. 

While these questions did not pose a direct comparison of the programs to respondents, the fact 
they are evaluated on the same scale allows for basic comparisons in item respondents’ support 
for the programs. Of the three programs, the CATCH project tended to garner the highest level of 
support, the relaxed GAF leasing program garnered the lowest level, with the level of support for 
the GAF ownership program falling in between (see Tables 41-43). Comparing the response 
distribution of support for the CATCH project and the leasing program, a Mann-Whitney U test 
of equal response distributions is rejected at the 95% confidence level (P = 0.026). This suggests 
a statistical difference in support among item respondents for the CATCH Project as opposed to 
the leasing program. However, similar tests comparing the response distributions of support for 
the CATCH project and the GAF ownership program, and the GAF ownership program to the 
GAF leasing program, were not rejected at the 90% level (P = 0.191 and P = 0.345, 
respectively). 

DISCUSSION 

The survey results suggest that CHP holders generally had a negative view of the CSP and the 
GAF leasing program, with the majority believing that the GAF leasing program negatively 
impacts their business. However, only a small percentage of respondents had participated in the 
program during 2014. In the survey 7% of item respondents indicated they leased GAF during 
2014, which matches up well with the actual percentage of CHP holders who leased GAF. 
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According to Scheurer and Kotlarov (2014), 43 CHP holders (7.6%) actually leased GAF during 
2014. Among those who indicated they had not leased GAF in 2014, the costs to lease GAF and 
generally opposing the GAF leasing program were cited by the most CHP holders as the primary 
reason for not participating in the program. Only about 8% of respondents planned on leasing 
GAF in 2015, which lines up fairly well with the estimate of 40 CHP holders (about 7%) who 
actually leased GAF during 2015 (Scheurer 2015). 

The majority of respondents felt that relaxing restrictions on how GAF could be used (lease 
terms and transferability) was not likely to be helpful to their business. When asked about their 
knowledge of, and attitudes toward, the CATCH Proposal, which aims to create a recreational 
quota entity that can buy and sell commercial halibut IFQ, about 32% indicated they were not at 
all familiar with it, and over three-quarters of respondents indicated that they were not supportive 
of funding the proposal through a fee based on the number of endorsements held by CHP holders 
or a charter halibut tax per fish based on charter logbook records. Instead, the favored funding 
mechanism in terms of support was a charter halibut stamp, which would be purchased directly 
by charter anglers (70% were at least a little supportive). Respondents were split on whose 
responsibility (angler clients, charter businesses, or both) it was to fund the CATCH Proposal, 
but the majority indicated that they did not feel the cost should be borne solely by charter 
businesses (about 68%). 

There were several differences between responses from CHP holders in International Pacific 
Halibut Commission (IPHC) regulatory Areas 2C and 3A. Specifically, Area 3A respondents 
viewed the CSP, the GAF leasing program, and how the current CSP would affect their 
businesses more negatively than those in Area 2C. They also differed in terms of their support 
for the CATCH Proposal, with Area 3A respondents being less supportive on average than Area 
2C respondents. Area 2C and 3A respondents also seemed to feel differently about how 
supportive they would be of alternative programs, such as a GAF ownership program (that would 
allow individual charter businesses to buy and sell commercial fishing quota as GAF) and GAF 
leasing programs that were more flexible than the current program. In general, Area 2C 
respondents were a little more supportive than 3A respondents of these alternative programs. 
However, Area 2C and 3A respondents were similar in their statements about whose 
responsibility they felt it was to pay for the CATCH Proposal (charter anglers, charter 
businesses, or shared by both charter anglers and businesses) and their beliefs about how 
effective it would be if implemented. 

As a whole, the survey results suggest most CHP holders have a negative view of both the CSP 
and GAF leasing programs and are not very supportive of alternatives to the current GAF leasing 
program, specifically modified GAF leasing programs that provide additional flexibility to how 
the GAF can be used and transferred, an individual GAF ownership program, and the CATCH 
Proposal. 

We close with a few caveats. First, the data for the analysis was based on a census of all CHP 
holders in Alaska, which is the population eligible to offer halibut fishing trips to clients and that 
can lease GAF. The response rate of 52% is considered reasonable, particularly for this 
specialized population of primarily small businesses. Compared to other recent surveys of 
similar populations in Alaska (e.g., Lew et al. 2015b), this response rate is quite good. However, 
whenever response rates are less than 100 percent, there is the possibility of sampling biases, in 
particular non-response bias (see Lew et al. 2015a). The data analyzed here have not been 
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adjusted for potential non-response bias, so the conclusions may not be fully generalizable to the 
population to the extent non-response bias is present.11  

Second, this survey serves as a snapshot of the attitudes and preferences that CHP holders have 
towards the CSP, GAF leasing program, CATCH Proposal, and other alternative programs. 
However, we note that the CSP has not been in place long and the survey was conducted during 
the second year that the CSP had been in place. As CHP holders become more familiar and used 
to the various components of the CSP, including the GAF leasing program, some may change 
their opinions about the program. In addition, CHPs can be transferred, meaning the population 
may change over time. Whether or not attitudes and preferences change over time is an empirical 
question and one that will require additional data be collected in the future. 

And finally, this report does not include a formal analysis of the stated preference questions in 
Sections D and E. However, the pattern of responses to the stated preference question about 
funding the CATCH Proposal through a charter halibut fee paid by charter businesses on 
endorsements suggests it would have little financial support (over 92% indicated they would not 
pay the halibut CHP fee to fund the CATCH Proposal in question E3), although more rigorous 
econometric analysis will be conducted to confirm this in future work. Additionally, stated 
preference questions related to the alternative GAF leasing programs (questions D1, D3, and D5) 
will be examined in an econometric framework to determine charter businesses’ willingness to 
pay for GAF with fewer restrictions. 

11 To evaluate non-response bias, auxiliary data on the entire population are needed. Such data would enable an 
assessment of respondents’ characteristics and non-respondents’ characteristics with respect to one or more variables 
within the auxiliary data. At this time, we have been unable to link the survey data to an external data source that 
would allow for this analysis. 
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APPENDIX 

Survey Instrument 
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This survey is funded by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, a U.S. government agency charged with management of 
federal fisheries. 

Your Opinions About GAF 
in the Halibut Catch Sharing Plan 

    Photo credit:  R. Yamada 

Public reporting burden for this collection of information is estimated at 30 minutes, including time for reviewing instructions, reviewing existing data 
sources, gathering and maintaining the data needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of information.  Send comments regarding this burden 
estimate or any other suggestions for reducing this burden to Dan Lew, NOAA Fisheries, Alaska Fisheries Science Center, Dan.Lew@noaa.gov. 
Notwithstanding any other provision of the law, no person is required to respond to, nor shall any person be subject to a penalty for failure to comply with, a 
collection of information subject to the requirements of the Paperwork Reduction Act, unless that collection of information displays a currently valid OMB 
Control Number. 

OMB Control #:  0648-0705 
Expiration Date:  11/30/2017 
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We are seeking your opinions about the recently implemented Halibut Catch Sharing Plan 
(http://alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/frules/78fr75844.pdf).  Please answer all questions as best as you 
can. 

SECTION A:  Your Views on the Catch Sharing Plan 

A1 A main purpose of the Catch Sharing Plan (CSP) is to establish how much of the total allowable 
catch of Pacific halibut is allocated between the recreational charter and commercial fisheries.  In 
general, how positively or negatively do you view the CSP as a whole? 

 Very positively
 Somewhat positively
 Neither positively nor negatively
 Somewhat negatively
 Very negatively

A2 The CSP allows charter halibut permit (CHP) holders to lease Individual Fishing Quota 
(IFQ) from commercial fishermen holding quota shares for Pacific halibut.  When leased, the 
IFQ, which are measured in pounds, are converted to guided angler fish (GAF) using an area-
specific conversion factor based on the previous year’s average weight of GAF.  (CHP holders 
owning commercial IFQ may convert a portion of their IFQ into GAF as well.) GAF can be used 
by charter clients to harvest up to two fish of any size per person per day, regardless of charter-
specific bag and size limits. 

In general, how positively or negatively do you view the GAF component of the Catch Sharing 
Plan? 

 Very positively
 Somewhat positively
 Neither positively nor negatively
 Somewhat negatively
 Very negatively

A3 How positively or negatively do you believe the ability to use GAF will affect your business? 

 Very positively
 Somewhat positively
 Neither positively nor negatively
 Somewhat negatively
 Very negatively

Please explain your answer: ________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________ 
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SECTION B:  Your Participation in the GAF Lease Market 

B1 Did you lease GAF during 2014? 

 Yes  Continue to the next question (B2)
 No   What were your main reasons for not leasing GAF during 2014?  Please check all

that apply.   
 Leasing GAF was too expensive
 The leasing process was too difficult
 My business did not need any GAF
 I do not support the GAF leasing program
 I did not want to conduct business with commercial fishing businesses
 The program was too new and there was too much uncertainty
 I did not know about the GAF leasing program
 Other (please specify): _____________________________________

Skip to question B10 

B2 How many GAF did you lease during 2014? 

_______ guided angler fish (GAF) during 2014 

B3 Did you use a broker to facilitate the leasing of GAF? 

 Yes
 No

B4 From whom did you lease GAF?  Please check all that apply. 

 Someone I did not know personally prior to leasing
 Someone I knew personally who held halibut IFQ (friend or family)
 Myself (you hold both commercial IFQ and a CHP and leased to yourself)
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B5 How difficult was the leasing process in general? 

 Not at all difficult
 Somewhat difficult
 Difficult
 Very difficult
 Extremely difficult

B6 Returns of unused GAF occur automatically 15 days before the end of the commercial fishing 
season or voluntarily before then (on or after September 1).  During 2014, did you return any 
unused GAF? 

 Yes, I voluntarily returned unused GAF before the end of the season
 Yes, my unused GAF was returned automatically
 No

B7 In your lease agreement, was there a provision that allowed you to get a refund (or partial refund) 
for GAF that are unused and returned? 

 Yes
 No

B8 How much of an impact, positive or negative, do you believe having GAF during 2014 had on 
your business? 

 Very positive
 Somewhat positive
 Neither positive nor negative
 Somewhat negative
 Very negative

B9 What were the main reasons you decided to lease GAF during 2014? 

________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

B10 Do you plan to lease GAF during 2015? 

 Yes
 No
 Don’t know
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SECTION C:  Guided Angler Fish (GAF) Restrictions 

Under the current GAF leasing program, there are several restrictions on the use of GAF, including: 

1. Single-season use.  GAF must be used before the end of the season for which it is leased, with
automatic returns if the GAF is unused by a certain date (15 days before the end of the
commercial fishing season).

2. No transfers.  GAF can’t be transferred between CHP holders during the season.

The restrictions listed above are features that are sometimes relaxed in other IFQ (or tradable permit) 
programs to increase flexibility for participants. 

C1 How helpful, if at all, would relaxing each of the restrictions listed above be to you?  Note that 
there are no proposals being considered currently for relaxing these restrictions, which may be 
administratively or politically infeasible under current laws and regulations. Even so, such 
changes could possibly occur in the future, and your opinion about them is valuable. 

Restriction 

Not helpful 
at all 

 

A little 
helpful 

 

Somewhat 
helpful 

 

Very 
helpful 

 

Extremely 
helpful 

 

Single-season use…………………….........      

No transfers between CHP holders………..      

C2 Relaxing single-season use.  Multi-year leases would specify more than one year the GAF could 
be used (e.g., a two year lease would allow the GAF to be used in either the year it was leased or 
the following year). If multi-year leases of GAF were allowed next year, how would your 
participation in the GAF leasing market change?  Assume all other program features remain the 
same. 

 I would lease more GAF than I currently planned
 I would lease the same amount of GAF that I currently planned (no change)
 I would lease less GAF than I currently planned
 I don’t know
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C3 Allowing transfers between CHP holders.  If you were allowed to transfer a limited amount 
(up to a specific amount) of GAF to other CHP holders during the season starting next year, how 
would your participation in the IFQ leasing market change?  Assume all other program features 
remain the same. 

 I would lease more GAF than I currently planned
 I would lease the same amount of GAF that I currently planned (no change)
 I would lease less GAF than I currently planned
 I don’t know
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SECTION D:  What Programs Do You Prefer? 
 
In the questions below, choose the program you prefer.  Each question compares the current leasing 
program (Program A) to a different program (Programs B, C, and D) that relaxes one or more current 
GAF restrictions but have a higher GAF price.  The prices listed for all programs use the 2015 
conversion rate between commercial IFQ pounds and GAF.  Some of the GAF prices may be more or 
less than those you have seen, but please use the ones listed in making your decision.  Your opinion 
about how these programs compare is important, even if some of their features may be administratively 
or politically infeasible currently. 
 
D1 Consider Programs A and B below for the International Pacific Halibut Commission (IPHC) area 

(Area 2C or 3A, or both) in which you operate.  Which program do you prefer?  Please indicate 
your response below the table. 

 

 Program A 
Current program 

 Program B  

 
Length of lease period.………................ 
 

 
1 season only 

  
1 season only 

 

Ability to transfer to other CHP holders 
in-season………………………………… 

None  Yes  

     

 

Price per pound of GAF……………....... 
 
 
Price per GAF by IPHC Area…………... 

 
$4 
 

$154 in 3A 
$269 in 2C 

  
$5 
 

$192 in 3A 
$337 in 2C 

 

 
 
 
Which program do you prefer? 
    Check one box---------------------------> 

 
Program A 

 

 

  
Program B 

 

 

 

 
D2 For each program in D1, how many GAF would you lease if the regulations for only that 

program were in place next year?  Assume that other regulations, such as angler bag and size 
limits and the GAF conversion rate, remain at current levels.  If none, write “0”. 

 
 
 

Number of GAF I would lease 
under this program…………….... 

 
Program A 

_____ 

  
Program B 

_____ 
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D3 Here is a second comparison between the current leasing program and a different program.  As 

before, consider the programs for the IPHC area in which you operate.  Which do you prefer?  
Please indicate your response below the table. 

 

 Program A 
Current program 

 Program C  

 
Length of lease period.………................ 
 

 
1 season only 

  
1 or 2 seasons 

 

Ability to transfer to other CHP holders 
in-season………………………………… 

None  None  

     

 

Price per pound of GAF……………....... 
 
 
Price per GAF by IPHC Area…………... 

 
$4 
 

$154 in 3A 
$269 in 2C 

  
$5 
 

$192 in 3A 
$337 in 2C 

 

 
 
 
Which program do you prefer? 
    Check one box---------------------------> 

 
Program A 

 

 

  
Program C 

 

 

 

 
 

D4 Regardless of your answer in D3, how many GAF would you lease under Program C if its 
regulations were in place next year?  Assume that other regulations, such as angler bag and size 
limits and the GAF conversion rate, remain at current levels.  If none, write “0”. 

 
 _______  Number of GAF I’d lease under Program C   
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D5 Again, here is the current leasing program and a different program that relaxes the restrictions on 

GAF use, but results in a higher price for GAF in each IPHC area.  Which do you prefer?  Please 
indicate your response below the table. 

 

 Program A 
Current program 

 Program D  

 
Length of lease period.………................ 
 

 
1 season only 

  
1 or 2 seasons 

 

Ability to transfer to other CHP holders 
in-season………………………………… 

None  Yes  

     

 

Price per pound of GAF……………....... 
 
 
Price per GAF by IPHC Area…………... 

 
$4 
 

$154 in 3A 
$269 in 2C 

  
$6 
 

$230 in 3A 
$404 in 2C 

 

 
 
 
Which program do you prefer? 
    Check one box---------------------------> 

 
Program A 

 

 

  
Program D 

 

 

 

 
D6 Again, regardless of your answer to D5, how many GAF would you lease under Program D if 

the regulations for that program were in place next year?  Assume the angler bag and size limits, 
as well as the GAF conversion rate, remain at current levels.  If none, write “0”. 

 
_______  Number of GAF I’d lease under Program D 

 

D7 These questions were asked to obtain the opinion of industry members like you for decision 
makers to consider along with information from scientists and planners.  How confident are you 
that your answers in D1 through D6 accurately reflect how you feel about the different programs 
for GAF use?  Please check only one box. 

Not at all 
confident 

Slightly 
confident 

Somewhat 
confident 

Very 
confident 

Extremely 
confident 
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SECTION E:  The Catch Accountability Through Compensated Halibut (CATCH) Proposal 
 
A recent proposal, called the Catch Accountability Through Compensated Halibut (CATCH) 
Project, proposes the creation of a recreational quota entity (RQE) that would be eligible to purchase 
commercial halibut IFQ that would be added to the charter sector’s allocation that is determined 
annually under the CSP.  The RQE would purchase IFQ with the goal of eventually accumulating 
enough to ensure that the charter boat sector would not have overly restrictive size and bag limits 
imposed upon it, thus benefiting all charter boat businesses who have clients fishing for halibut. 
 
E1 How familiar are you, if at all, with the CATCH Project? 
 

  Not at all familiar 
  Somewhat familiar 
  Familiar 
  Very familiar 
  Extremely familiar 

 
E2 How the purchase of IFQ would be funded by the CATCH Project has not yet been determined.  

One way to fund the CATCH Project would be to assess a mandatory fee on CHPs that would be 
paid by all CHP holders and be based on the number of angler endorsements (CHP fee).  
Another is to fund it with a tax charged on each halibut harvested by levying a fee per halibut 
harvested according to charter logbook records (charter halibut tax).  A third way to fund it is 
with a halibut stamp program that would be similar to the Alaska king salmon stamp program, 
where all anglers would be required to purchase a halibut stamp to be able to catch and keep 
halibut. 

 

The CHP fee and charter halibut tax funding mechanisms would cost your business money.  The 
halibut stamp would be paid directly by anglers, which would make it more expensive for 
anglers to fish for halibut.  Any of these funding mechanisms would be expected to minimize 
overly-restrictive fishing regulations on charter fishing clients. 

 

If the CATCH Project were adopted, how supportive, if at all, would you be of each funding 
mechanism? 

 

 
Not at all 

supportive 

 

 
A little 

supportive 

 

Somewhat 
supportive 

 

Very 
supportive 

 

 
Extremely 
supportive 

 

CHP fee…………………………………      
Charter halibut tax…………..…………..      
Halibut stamp……………………………      
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E3 Suppose you were asked to vote for or against the CATCH Project, and it would require an 

annual CHP fee.  If a majority of CHP holders voted in favor of it, then you and all other CHP 
holders would be required to pay the fee if adopted by fishery managers.  If the majority voted 
against it, it would not be proposed to fishery managers.  Would you vote in favor of the CATCH 
Project if it required you to pay a CHP fee of $450 per angler endorsement you have each 
year? 

 
  Yes 
  No 

 
Please explain your answer: ________________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 

 
E4 For each statement below, check the one box that best represents your opinion.  
 

 

 
Strongly 
disagree 

 

 
Somewhat 
disagree 

 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

 

 
Somewhat 

agree 

 

 
Strongly 

agree 

 

I expect to pass on any fee to the customer…      
I would support the CATCH Project no 
matter what the fee was………………..……      

If adopted, I believe the CATCH Project will 
be effective ………………………………… 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

I should not have to fund the CATCH Project 
at all (it is the angler’s responsibility)……… 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Charter businesses, like mine, should have to 
fund the CATCH Project (it is the industry’s 
responsibility)………………………………. 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Funding the CATCH Project is a 
responsibility that should be shared between 
charter businesses and anglers……………… 
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SECTION F:  Owning GAF Instead of Leasing GAF 
 
As an alternative to the GAF leasing program, consider a program in which all CHP holders were 
allowed to own commercial halibut IFQ (quota share).  Under this GAF ownership program: 
 

• You could buy, sell, and own commercial halibut IFQ 
• Each year, any halibut IFQ you own (in pounds) would be converted to GAF using the area-

specific conversion factor based on the previous year’s average weight of GAF 
• There would be no initial allocation of IFQ to CHP holders (no IFQ would be allocated to you, 

so you would have to purchase IFQ to own GAF) 
 
 
 

 
 

F1 How helpful, if at all, would this GAF ownership program be to you? 
 

Not helpful at all A little helpful Somewhat helpful Very helpful Extremely helpful 

     
 
F2 If this GAF ownership program were put into place, how likely are you to purchase halibut IFQ?  

Check the box of the best answer. 
 

Not at all likely A little likely Somewhat likely Very likely Extremely likely 

     
 
F3 We have asked you about programs to relax the GAF leasing program restrictions, the CATCH 

Project, and a GAF ownership program.  How supportive, if at all, are you of each of these 
potential program changes? 

 

Not at all 
supportive 

 

A little 
supportive 

 

Somewhat 
supportive 

 

Very 
supportive 

 

Extremely 
supportive 

 

Relaxing GAF leasing restrictions………      
CATCH Project proposal………………..      
GAF ownership program………………..      

 
YOUR PARTICIPATION IS GREATLY APPRECIATED! 

Please feel free to provide us with any additional comments you may have.  Thank you! 

Note:  There are no proposals like this program being considered currently, and it may be 
administratively or politically infeasible under current laws and regulations.  Nevertheless, your 
opinions about it are important to share with fishery managers. 
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