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ABSTRACT 
As reported by Clark et al. (2007), a review team met October 2004 through June 2005 to review the Statewide 
Harvest Survey program and make recommendations for the future. A series of changes to the program were 
recommended by the review team, including change to the survey questionnaires, with the goal of improving the 
program’s ability to meet the information needs of the Division of Sport Fish into the future. A redesign of the 
survey questionnaire was planned, with the goal of combining the two current survey questionnaire formats into a 
single-booklet questionnaire that would meet all the essential information needs of the existing two-booklet 
approach. It was hoped that the single-booklet survey could reduce the complexity and length of the survey 
questionnaire, improve response rates, and provide more accurate estimates of guided/nonguided 
(charter/noncharter) sport fishing trips. This report summarizes the pre-testing of the new hybrid survey 
questionnaire with focus groups and the results of a large-scale field test of the survey in 2009 concurrent with the 
standard two-booklet approach. 

Key words:  Alaska Statewide Harvest Survey, sport fishing effort, catch, harvest; questionnaire design, hybrid 
survey test. 

INTRODUCTION 
Since 1977, the Division of Sport Fish has relied on the Alaska Statewide Harvest Survey 
(SWHS) to produce annual estimates of sport fishing effort, catch, and harvest in Alaska waters 
to guide fisheries management decisions. Over the past three decades, the SWHS project has 
expanded in scope and complexity as demand for additional information from the survey project 
has increased. A program review of the SWHS that began in 2001 resulted in the formation of a 
SWHS Review Team in 2003. This team was tasked with the overall goal of strategically 
planning the SWHS to address the future needs of the division. The SWHS Review Team 
developed both short- and long-term recommendations for the program (Clark et al. 2007). The 
recommendations describe changes to the methodology of the survey and potential benefits of 
the proposed changes: 

• Improve angler recall;  
• Reduce complexity and length of the survey questionnaire(s); 
• Improve response rates;  
• Address issues related to measurement error from use of two-survey questionnaires; and 
• Modernize the survey delivery, data collection, and data management systems.  

The SWHS Review Team agreed that the Division should examine the possibility of using a 
single-booklet questionnaire for the annual SWHS. At the time of the review, the approach was 
to combine data from two different survey booklet formats (standard and supplementary)1 to 
produce sport fishing effort, catch, and harvest estimates (see Jennings et al. 2011 for a detailed 
description of the SWHS methodology). The SWHS Review Team recommended testing a 
single-booklet questionnaire approach with the following goals:  

1 The standard survey questionnaire lists common fishing sites by survey area. It is a 48-page booklet with included area maps that has been in 
use since 1977. The supplementary survey questionnaire (in use since 1992) does not list the sites by survey area. Instead, respondents are 
asked to write in their fishing locations by water type (saltwater/freshwater) and report their guided and unguided effort, catch and harvest in 
different tables. A separate mapsite booklet is provided with the supplementary questionnaire to aid the respondent in identifying their specific 
fishing locations. For our purposes in this report, the terms ‘standard’ and ‘supplementary’ will be used throughout. 
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• Improve guided/non-guided estimates; all respondents would report their guided and non-
guided (charter/non-charter) effort, catch, and harvest when responding to the survey (in 
the two-survey design only the supplementary questionnaire requested participants to 
report their guided and unguided effort, catch, and harvest); 

• Reduce potential bias and survey error in SWHS estimates that might have resulted from 
the process of combining data from two SWHS survey questionnaires that differed 
somewhat in how respondents were asked to report their sport fishing activity; 

• Improve the overall SWHS response rate by using a shorter, smaller booklet format that 
may be less complex for potential survey participants to navigate and complete; and 

• Reduce the total cost of the SWHS program (printing, postage, data processing, and 
contract services costs) by going from the current two-questionnaire approach to a single-
questionnaire approach. 

In January 2009, SWHS staff and the project biometrician conducted an analysis to compare 
select historical estimates of sportfishing harvest and effort generated by the supplementary 
SWHS survey (which provides both guided and unguided effort, catch, and harvest estimates) to 
estimates generated by the combined standard and supplementary survey data for the years 
2003–2007. This analysis showed that survey response rates were similar across the two survey 
types (supplementary and standard) within strata (anglers from Alaska and from the rest of the 
U.S.). The analysis also showed that point estimates of angler effort and harvest for select 
species were generally similar (i.e., the 95% confidence intervals of the estimates from 
supplementary survey and the combined supplementary and standard surveys overlapped). Based 
upon this analysis, SWHS project staff recommended that a single-questionnaire format that 
combines all of the key data elements of the current standard and supplementary SWHS booklets 
be developed and then field-tested alongside the existing SWHS for the 2009 survey year. The new 
single-questionnaire format (herein referred to as the “hybrid” booklet) was developed by SWHS 
project staff in the spring of 2009. This report summarizes the pre-testing of the new hybrid 
survey questionnaire and the results of a large-scale field test of the new hybrid survey in 2009 
that compared select estimates from the hybrid survey against those generated from the 2009 
SWHS (the two-questionnaire approach). 

OBJECTIVES 
The objectives of this project were as follows: 

1) Design a single-booklet SWHS questionnaire (hybrid) that combined the key data elements 
of the standard and supplementary SWHS questionnaires.  

2) Conduct a field test of the hybrid survey by mailing it to a sufficient sample of 2009 Alaska 
angler households using the same approach and timing as the 2009 SWHS, so that survey 
response metrics and select estimates could be compared. 

3) Compare angler effort, total harvest, and catch estimates generated by the hybrid survey 
questionnaire for select species to similar estimates generated by 2009 SWHS survey 
questionnaires, for similarity in point estimates and for 95% confidence intervals. 

4) Recommend whether to switch to a single-booklet questionnaire format for the 2011 
SWHS survey year based upon the results of the comparative analysis and a summary of 
the advantages and disadvantages of switching to the single-booklet format.  
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METHODS 
SURVEY DESIGN  
A draft single-booklet questionnaire was developed for the hybrid survey combining all of the key 
data elements from the existing standard and supplementary SWHS questionnaires. The hybrid 
survey questionnaire was developed by Research and Technical Services (RTS) staff and internally 
reviewed for completeness between April and June 2009. Following initial development and 
internal review of the draft questionnaire, RTS issued a request for proposals for survey 
questionnaire pre-testing by anglers. Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) entered into 
a contract awarded to Craciun Research Group LLC in June 2009 to conduct qualitative pre-tests 
of the draft hybrid survey using two focus groups of 2009 Anchorage resident anglers (composed 
of an avid2 angler group and a less-avid3 angler group) and personal interviews with 12 
nonresident anglers opportunistically selected at local businesses and points of entry to Alaska. A 
copy of the draft hybrid survey questionnaire and associated instructions, as well as reports from 
Craciun Research on the results of the draft hybrid survey pre-testing, are included in Appendix 
A. Based upon the input received from the focus group pre-tests of the hybrid survey package 
and from the contractor, revisions were made to the draft hybrid survey questionnaire and 
associated cover letters so a larger, mailed test of the hybrid survey could be conducted in the fall 
of 2009 alongside the 2009 SWHS administration.  

SURVEY TESTING 
The final version of the hybrid survey questionnaire (Appendix B) was field-tested by mailing it to 
a sample of 10,000 Alaska and Lower 49 (all other U.S. states) households who had at least one 
person who purchased a 2009 sport fishing license after July 1, 2009 (Alaska residents), and July 
17, 2009 (Lower 49 anglers). A complete side-by-side test of the hybrid survey against the current 
SWHS survey approach was not logistically or financially feasible given the scale of the SWHS 
data collection effort. A sample of 10,000 was chosen under the assumption that it would provide a 
sufficient response set to allow for the development of estimates at the region and SWHS survey 
area level that could be compared to a similar subset of responses from the 2009 SWHS survey. In 
addition, the hybrid survey pretesting phase was not totally complete until late September 2009, 
which was too late in the year to be conducted alongside the early mailing of the 2009 SWHS. For 
these reasons, the hybrid test survey was administered at the same time as the late4 mailing sample 
of the 2009 SWHS for comparison to only the late mailing 2009 SWHS results. The sample of 
10,000 Alaska and Lower 49 households for the hybrid survey was mutually exclusive of 
households that were selected to receive either the standard or supplementary survey in 2009. 

The same methodology that was used for administration of the late mailings of the 2009 SWHS 
(Jennings et al. 2011) was used for administration of the hybrid test survey. As is done with the 
supplementary SWHS questionnaire, two versions of the hybrid survey questionnaire were 
developed, one with the charter fishing effort and harvest appearing first in order on the detailed 
harvest reporting pages (pages 6–11) and the second with non-charter fishing information 
requested first (see Appendix B). This is done to avoid potential bias in survey estimates that might 

2 Anglers who fished 10 or more days in 2009. 
3 Anglers who fished less than 10 days in 2009. 
4  Licenses purchased after July 1 for Alaska residents and July 17 for nonresidents. 
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result from respondents possibly reporting charter and non-charter fishing activity in the first grid 
that they encounter in the questionnaire. As with the 2009 SWHS supplementary survey, the 
hybrid survey packet included a cover letter, a map booklet, and a survey booklet with a unique 
cover photo to aid internal survey processing. The mailing schedule for the hybrid survey mirrored 
that of the late SWHS survey mailing in 2009. Data handling (data entry, coding, verification, 
editing, etc.) for the hybrid survey employed the same techniques as the 2009 SWHS (Jennings et 
al. 2011) so that selected estimates from the hybrid survey could be compared to the late mailing 
estimates generated by the normal 2009 SWHS survey booklets. 

COMPARATIVE ANALYSES OF SURVEY ESTIMATES 
A preliminary matrix of possible comparative analyses was developed in the planning stages of 
the mailed hybrid survey test. Only a partial side-by-side test (comparing estimates generated 
from the late-mailing of the 2009 standard and supplementary surveys) could be done due to cost 
and logistical considerations. Survey metrics that were compared included the following: 

1. Overall survey response rate for each survey type (hybrid vs. standard, 
supplementary, and combined standard + supplementary) for the years 2006–2009.  

2. The survey response rate by strata (AK anglers and Lower 49 anglers) for each survey 
type (hybrid vs. standard, supplementary, and combined standard + supplementary) 
for the years 2006–2009.  

In addition to comparing survey response rates, point estimates and 95% confidence intervals of 
the following variables were compared across the different survey types: 

1. Total fishing effort (angler-days fished)  

a. statewide  

b. by management region (Figure 1; Table 1) and water type (freshwater, 
saltwater)  

c. by SWHS survey area (A–Z; Figure 1; Table 1) freshwater and saltwater 
combined 

2. Total harvest – for selected fresh and saltwater species commonly harvested by 
anglers as indicated in the SWHS  

a. statewide (by water type where harvest occurs in freshwater and saltwater) 

b. by management region and water type (freshwater, saltwater) 

c. by SWHS survey area (A–Z) freshwater and saltwater combined 

3. Total catch – for selected freshwater species that historically exhibit low harvest rates 
but are popular as catch-and-release species in many fisheries, including 
rainbow trout Oncorhynchus mykiss, Dolly Varden/Arctic char Salvelinus 
malma and S. alpinus, and Arctic grayling Thymallus arcticus 

a. by management region  

b. by SWHS survey area (A–Z), freshwater only 

The 2009 hybrid survey point estimates, standard errors, and 95% confidence intervals were 
generated using the same bootstrap estimation procedures used for the 2009 final SWHS 
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estimates (Jennings et al 2011). Because the hybrid survey estimates were based on a sample of 
10,000 Alaska and Lower 49 households selected from the 2009 late mailing list, the appropriate 
comparisons to determine if the hybrid survey produced similar survey metrics and estimates 
required generating 2009 SWHS estimates for a similar sample. Thus, the 2009 standard and 
supplementary SWHS estimates used for comparative analyses were generated from randomly 
selected 10,000 late license purchase Alaska and Lower 49 strata households in the same 
proportion as AK and Lower 49 strata households used in the mailed hybrid test (henceforth 
referred to as reduced-sample data sets). 

To make detailed comparisons between the hybrid survey and the normal SWHS estimates 
(standard, supplementary), three sets of bootstrapped 2009 SWHS estimates, each based on the 
reduced-sample data sets of 10,000 late mailing households, were generated:  

1. Combined standard and supplementary survey estimates  

2. Supplementary survey only 2009, and 

3. Standard survey only 2009. 

In addition, bootstrapped estimates of angler effort at the statewide level were generated from 
reduced-sample data sets for the combined SWHS late mailing households (Standard 
+Supplementary) for the years 2006–2008 (Jennings et al. 2009, 2010a-b), to examine whether 
the confidence intervals surrounding the point estimates for the hybrid survey were similar to the 
confidence intervals of similar estimates for the past four years of the SWHS (2006–2009; 
Tables 2–23; Figures 2–27). 

The bootstrapped estimates of total angler effort (days fished), total harvest, and total catch for 
selected species from the hybrid survey and 2006–2009 reduced-sample SWHS data sets were 
compared for similarity in point estimate and degree of overlap in 95% confidence interval in 
graphical format. Estimates from the hybrid test survey were considered similar to other SWHS 
estimates when the hybrid survey point estimate fell within the 95% confidence interval of the 
comparable SWHS estimate or when 95% confidence intervals of the two point estimates 
overlapped. In cases where comparable estimates differed such that the 95% confidence intervals 
did not overlap, the differences were investigated further through finer-scale analysis to develop 
hypotheses about the possible source of the difference (i.e., a questionnaire effect caused by how 
participants were asked to fill out the survey, such as a differing page order or page position).  

The survey estimate comparisons for each variable and species were conducted at the statewide, 
regional, and SWHS survey area level, but not to individual location/fishery due to small 
response set sizes at this finer geographic scale. For the purposes of this analysis, a minimum of 
30 responses for the hybrid and combined SWHS surveys at the specified geographic level was 
considered necessary for comparative analysis and inclusion in this report. For a number of 
freshwater species there were an insufficient number of responses from the hybrid survey to 
generate reasonable estimates of total harvest for comparison to the 2009 SWHS. This is 
probably due to the fact that many freshwater species tend to have low harvest and high catch-
and-release rates, and the comparison test was only conducted between the late mailing SWHS—
not the entire annual survey. As a result, only the total catch estimate of selected freshwater 
species at the region and SWHS survey area levels were compared to those generated from the 
2009 SWHS for the purpose of this analysis. Species for which total catch estimates were 
compared included rainbow trout, Dolly Varden/Arctic char, and Arctic grayling. Total harvest 
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estimates for these and other freshwater species were not compared across survey types. Species 
for which comparisons of total harvest were possible at the statewide, regional, and SWHS 
survey area levels included the following: Pacific halibut Hippoglossus stenolepis, rockfish 
species Sebastes spp., coho salmon O. kisutch, sockeye salmon O. nerka, and pink salmon O. 
gorbuscha. Chinook salmon O. tshawytscha total harvest estimates could not be compared 
because most Chinook salmon sport fisheries occur primarily early in the summer season and the 
sample for this test was based on licenses purchased after July 1, 2009, resulting in a small 
response set for Chinook salmon estimates.  

Although comparisons of the hybrid survey estimates to independent ADF&G estimates of 
effort, catch, or harvest from guide logbooks (Sigurdsson and Powers 2010) or onsite creel 
surveys were considered, we were unable to make exact comparisons in this study because it was 
not possible to identify a sample of records from the Guide Logbook Database or onsite creel 
survey sources that reflected the hybrid survey sample frame (i.e., composed of only “late” 
license purchasing Alaska resident and Lower 49 households).  

RESULTS  
HYBRID SURVEY ESTIMATES COMPARED TO 2009 SWHS 
It is important to note that the combined SWHS estimates and associated 95% confidence limits 
reported in this comparative study are different from the final 2009 SWHS estimates reported in 
Jennings et al. (2011). The SWHS estimates in this report are based on a reduced-sample dataset 
of 10,000 records and include only the late mailing responses to the SWHS in order to be directly 
comparable to the hybrid survey estimates. 

SURVEY RESPONSE RATE COMPARISONS 
The overall response rate for the 2009 hybrid survey mailed test (40.2%) was similar to the 
comparable overall (late mailing) response rates for the standard and supplementary surveys in 
2009 (40.6% and 40.8% respectively), as well as the combined SWHS (late mailing) survey 
response rate (40.7%; Table 2). There was less than 0.6% difference in the 2009 survey response 
rates across hybrid, standard, supplementary, and combined standard and supplementary surveys 
(Figure 2).  

The hybrid survey questionnaire is most similar in format to the supplementary SWHS 
questionnaire, in which respondents are given a map site booklet and asked to fill in the locations 
and location codes where their angling effort occurred prior to reporting effort, catch, and 
harvest. Thus, the hybrid survey response rates for Alaska (residents) and Lower 49 
(nonresident) angler strata were also compared to the late mailing supplementary survey 
response rates for these primary strata. The Alaska resident strata response rate from the 2009 
hybrid survey was 37.2% and the 2009 late mailing supplementary survey Alaska strata response 
rate was 37.4% , a difference of less than 0.2% (Table 3). The Lower 49 strata response rate for 
the hybrid survey was 41.7% and the 2009 late mailing supplementary survey Lower 49 response 
rate was 42.5%, less than 0.8% different (Table 3).  

The late mailing overall response rate, and the response rate for key strata for both the standard 
and supplementary SWHS, was somewhat higher in 2009 than in the previous three years (2006–
2008). This increase in response rate was also reflected in the 2009 hybrid survey test response 
rate results (Figures 2 and 3). 
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COMPARISON OF ANGLER EFFORT ESTIMATES 
Statewide Angler Days 
Estimates of total angler-days fished statewide from the 2009 hybrid survey were compared to 
the late mailing combined (standard + supplementary) SWHS survey estimates for the years 
2006–2009. The point estimate and 95% confidence interval of total angler-days fished statewide 
from the hybrid survey were very similar to the 2009 combined SWHS survey estimate 
(Figure 4), with the point estimates differing by less than 0.7% (Table 4). In addition, the relative 
size of the 95% confidence interval for the hybrid survey statewide estimate of angler-days 
fished was similar to the combined SWHS for three of the past four years (2006, 2008, 2009; 
Figure 4). 

Angler-Days by Water Type Within Management Regions 
Point estimates and 95% confidence intervals of total angler-days fished by water type 
(freshwater, saltwater) within each sport fish management region (1 = Southeast, 2 = 
Southcentral, 3 = Arctic-Yukon-Kuskokwim) from the hybrid survey were also similar to those 
generated from the 2009 combined SWHS survey estimates (Table 5; Figures 5 and 6). The 
hybrid survey point estimates for freshwater and saltwater angler-days fished for Regions 1 and 2 
fell within the 2009 combined SWHS 95% confidence limits and had similar 95% confidence 
intervals (Table 5). Only in the Arctic-Yukon-Kuskokwim region was the hybrid survey point 
estimate slightly outside the 2009 combined survey 95% confidence interval, which is probably 
due to the fact that there is a very small amount of saltwater fishing and a smaller response set 
for Region 3 freshwater fishing activity within the hybrid survey dataset.  

Angler Days by SWHS Survey Area 
Point estimates and 95% confidence intervals of estimated total days fished by SWHS survey 
area (A–Z) from the hybrid survey were also found to compare similarly to the 2009 standard 
and supplementary survey estimates, with only one exception (survey area P–Cook Inlet/Kenai 
Peninsula). In 22 of the 25 survey areas, the 95% confidence interval of the hybrid survey 
estimate overlapped the 95% confidence interval of both the 2009 standard or supplementary 
estimate. In two additional survey areas, the 95% confidence interval of the hybrid survey 
estimate overlapped the 95% confidence interval of either the 2009 standard or supplementary 
estimate (Figure 7). In 18 of the 25 survey areas, the hybrid survey point estimate of total angler-
days fished fell within the 95% confidence interval of either the 2009 standard or supplementary 
survey estimate. For most SWHS survey areas, the hybrid survey 95% confidence interval was 
very similar in size to the 95% confidence interval for the standard and supplementary survey 
estimate, with the exception of area H where the hybrid survey 95% confidence interval was 
larger than both the standard and supplementary survey 95% confidence interval, or areas R and 
F where the 95% CI for the hybrid survey was much smaller for the hybrid survey (Figure 7; 
Table 6).  

In survey area P (Cook Inlet/Kenai Peninsula), the hybrid survey point estimate and 95% 
confidence interval was higher than both the standard and supplementary surveys (Figure 8). The 
project team hypothesized that this might be due to a page-order effect in the hybrid survey, 
because the Cook Inlet/Kenai Peninsula detailed harvest grid page appeared first in the hybrid 
survey. This possibility was investigated further and results are reported below (see section 
labeled Examination of Hybrid Survey Estimates that Differed from 2009 SWHS). 
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COMPARISON OF TOTAL HARVEST FOR SELECT SPECIES 
Pacific Halibut 

Pacific Halibut Statewide 
Estimates of total Pacific halibut harvested statewide from the 2009 hybrid survey were 
compared to the late mailing combined (standard + supplementary) SWHS survey estimates for 
the years 2006–2009. The point estimate and 95% confidence interval of total Pacific halibut 
harvest statewide from the hybrid survey were very similar to the 2009 combined SWHS survey 
estimate, with the point estimates differing by about 5% (Table 7). In addition, the relative size 
of the 95% confidence interval for the hybrid survey statewide estimate of total Pacific halibut 
harvest was similar to the combined SWHS 95% confidence intervals for the past four years 
(2006–2009; Figure 9). 

Pacific Halibut Harvest within Management Regions 
Point estimates and 95% confidence intervals of total Pacific halibut harvest within each sport 
fish management region (1 = Southeast, 2 = Southcentral) from the hybrid survey were also 
similar to those generated from the 2009 combined SWHS survey estimates (Figure 10). The 
Region 2 hybrid survey point estimate of total harvest was 2.5% higher than the 2009 combined 
survey estimate and the 95% confidence interval was of similar size, whereas the Region 1 
hybrid survey point estimate was 18% lower than the 2009 combined survey point estimate but 
the 95% confidence intervals overlapped (Table 8). No comparisons were made for Region 3 
(Arctic-Yukon-Kuskokwim region) because there is very little halibut fishing effort in this 
region.  

Pacific Halibut Harvest by SWHS Survey Area and SWHS Survey Type 
Point estimates and 95% confidence intervals of estimated total Pacific halibut harvested from 
the hybrid survey by SWHS survey area (A-J, P, Q, and R) were found to compare similarly to 
the 2009 standard and supplementary SWHS survey estimates. In 10 of the 12 survey areas 
where Pacific halibut were harvested, the hybrid survey point estimate of total Pacific halibut 
harvested fell within the 95% confidence interval of either the 2009 standard or supplementary 
survey estimate, whereas in 11 of the 12 survey areas, the 95% confidence interval of the hybrid 
survey estimate overlapped the 95% confidence interval of both the 2009 standard and 
supplementary estimate (Figure 11). In addition, for most SWHS survey areas, the hybrid survey 
95% confidence interval was very similar in size to the 95% confidence interval for the standard 
and supplementary survey estimate (Figure 11; Table 9). Differences in point estimates include 
area P, where the hybrid survey point estimate was higher than the 2009 standard and 
supplementary estimate; and areas E, J, and Q, where the point estimate was lower than the 2009 
standard and supplementary estimate (Figure 11). The project team hypothesized that the 
observed differences might be due to a possible page-order effect in the hybrid survey since the 
Cook Inlet/Kenai Peninsula (area P) detailed harvest questions appeared first in the hybrid 
survey questionnaire and some anglers may have reported their halibut harvest on these pages 
instead of on the appropriate pages that appear later in the booklet (which cover survey areas J 
and Q). This possibility was investigated further and results are reported below (see section 
labeled Examination of Hybrid Survey Estimates that Differed from 2009 SWHS). 
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Coho Salmon 
Coho Salmon Statewide Harvest 

Estimates of total coho salmon harvested statewide from the 2009 hybrid survey were compared 
to the late mailing combined (standard + supplementary) SWHS survey estimates for the years 
2006–2009. Both the point estimate and 95% confidence interval of total coho salmon harvest 
statewide from the hybrid survey were very similar to the 2009 combined SWHS survey 
estimate, with the point estimates differing by less than 1% (Table 10, Figure 12). In addition, 
the relative size of the 95% confidence interval for the hybrid survey statewide estimate of total 
coho salmon harvest was similar to the combined SWHS 95% confidence intervals for the years 
2006–2009 (Figure 12). 

Coho Salmon Harvest by Water Type within Management Regions 
Point estimates and 95% confidence intervals from the hybrid survey of total coho salmon 
harvested by water type (freshwater, saltwater) within each sport fish management region 
(1 = Southeast, 2 = Southcentral, 3 = Arctic-Yukon-Kuskokwim) were generally similar to those 
generated from the 2009 combined SWHS survey estimates. The hybrid survey point estimate of 
saltwater coho salmon harvest for Region 1 was about 1.2% lower than the 2009 combined 
SWHS survey point estimate and the 95% confidence intervals were nearly identical, whereas 
the hybrid survey estimate of saltwater coho salmon harvest within Region 2 was 16.8% lower 
than the 2009 combined survey point estimate, but their 95% confidence intervals overlapped 
(Table 11; Figure 13). Very few coho salmon are harvested in saltwater in Region 3, so no 
comparable point estimates were possible for saltwater. In freshwater, the total coho salmon 
harvest point estimates from the hybrid survey and 2009 combined SWHS survey  for Region 1 
and Region 2 were less than 3% different (2.9% and 1.2% respectively) and the 95% confidence 
intervals were of similar size (Table 11; Figure 14). In Region 2 (Southcentral), the hybrid 
survey estimate of total freshwater coho salmon harvested appeared slightly higher than the 2009 
combined survey estimate, but the 95% confidence intervals overlapped (Figure 14).  

Coho Salmon Harvest by SWHS Survey Area and SWHS Survey Type 
Point estimates and 95% confidence intervals of estimated total coho salmon harvest by SWHS 
survey area (A–Z) from the hybrid survey were also found to compare very favorably to the 2009 
standard and supplementary survey estimates. In all survey areas with coho salmon harvest 
reported (22 of 25), the 95% confidence interval of the hybrid survey estimate overlapped the 
95% confidence interval of either the 2009 standard or supplementary estimate, whereas in 18 of 
22 survey areas with coho harvest reported, the 95% confidence interval of the hybrid survey 
estimate overlapped the 95% confidence interval of both the 2009 standard and supplementary 
survey estimate (Figure 15; Table 12). In survey areas E, J, and K the hybrid survey point 
estimate for total coho harvest was lower than the corresponding point estimates from standard 
and supplementary survey and the 95% confidence interval of the hybrid survey estimate barely 
overlapped the corresponding 95% confidence intervals of the standard and supplementary 
estimates. In survey area P (Cook Inlet/Kenai Peninsula) the hybrid survey point estimate was 
higher than both the standard and supplementary surveys with some overlap in the 95% 
confidence interval with the standard survey (Figure 15). The differences observed in the 
estimates for survey areas J and P (from Region 2) were of most concern due to the larger 
number of total coho harvest (harvests in areas E and K are relatively small). The project team 
hypothesized that the differences observed across areas J and P might be due to a page-order 
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effect in the hybrid survey because the Cook Inlet/Kenai Peninsula detailed harvest questions 
appeared first in the hybrid survey and some anglers may have reported their coho harvest on 
these pages instead of on the appropriate pages that appear later in the booklet (which cover 
survey area J). This possibility was investigated further and results are reported below (see 
section labeled Examination of Hybrid Survey Estimates that Differed from 2009 SWHS).  

Sockeye Salmon 
Sockeye Salmon Statewide Harvest 

Estimates of total sockeye salmon harvested statewide from the 2009 hybrid survey were 
compared to the late mailing combined (standard + supplementary) SWHS survey estimates for 
the years 2006–2009. The point estimate and 95% confidence interval of total sockeye salmon 
harvest statewide from the hybrid survey were very similar to the 2009 combined SWHS survey 
estimate, with the point estimates differing by 8.1% (Figure 16; Table 13). In addition, the 
relative size of the 95% confidence interval for the hybrid survey statewide estimate of total 
sockeye salmon harvest was similar to the combined SWHS 95% confidence intervals for the 
past four years (2006–2009; Figure 16). 

Sockeye Salmon Harvest by Water Type within Management Regions 
Point estimates and 95% confidence intervals of total sockeye salmon harvested by water type 
(freshwater, saltwater) within each sport fish management region from the hybrid survey were 
similar to those generated from the 2009 combined SWHS survey estimates. The hybrid survey 
and 2009 combined SWHS survey point estimates of saltwater sockeye salmon harvest for 
Region 1 (Southeast) were nearly identical (about 1% different) and the 95% confidence 
intervals were similar. The hybrid survey estimate of saltwater coho salmon harvest within 
Region 2 (Southcentral) was substantially higher than the 2009 combined survey point estimate, 
but their 95% confidence intervals overlapped (Table 14; Figure 17). No sockeye salmon were 
reported as harvested in saltwater in Region 3, so no comparisons were possible.  

Regional estimates of freshwater total sockeye salmon harvest from the hybrid survey and 2009 
combined SWHS survey were also quite similar. The Region 1 (Southeast) and Region 3  
(Arctic-Yukon-Kuskokwim) freshwater harvests of sockeye salmon were quite small, but the 
hybrid survey and combined SWHS survey point estimates were of similar magnitude and the 
95% confidence intervals were of similar size and overlapped (Table 14). In Region 2 
(Southcentral) where the majority of freshwater sockeye salmon harvest occurs, the hybrid 
survey and combined SWHS point estimates were only 5% different and the 95% confidence 
intervals were of similar size and overlapping (Table 14; Figure 18). Because freshwater sockeye 
salmon harvest was concentrated in very few SWHS survey areas in Alaska located in Region 2 
(Southcentral), comparison of sockeye salmon harvest by SWHS area was not conducted. 
Instead, an analysis was conducted that compared the regional freshwater sockeye harvest 
estimates from the hybrid survey estimates to the 2009 standard and supplementary survey 
estimates (as opposed to the combined SWHS survey as a whole) with a breakdown for Kenai 
Peninsula within the region, finding that the hybrid survey point estimates were of the same 
magnitude and overlapped the 95% confidence intervals of both the 2009 standard and 
supplementary survey estimates (Table 15; Figure 19). 
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Rockfish 
Rockfish Harvest Statewide 

Estimates of total rockfish harvested statewide from the 2009 hybrid survey were compared to 
the late mailing combined (standard + supplementary) SWHS survey estimates for the years 
2006–2009. The point estimate and 95% confidence interval of total rockfish harvest statewide 
from the hybrid survey were very similar to the 2009 combined SWHS survey estimate, with the 
point estimates differing by less than 4% (Table 16). In addition, the relative size of the 95% 
confidence interval for the hybrid survey statewide estimate of total Pacific halibut harvest was 
similar to the combined SWHS 95% confidence intervals for the past four years (2006–2009) 
with the exception of 2008, which had a higher point estimate and wider 95% confidence interval 
(Figure 20). 

Rockfish Harvest within Management Regions 
Point estimates and 95% confidence intervals of total rockfish harvest within sport fish 
management regions 1 (Southeast) and 2 (Southcentral) from the hybrid survey were compared 
to those generated from the 2009 combined SWHS survey. The Region 1 (Southeast) hybrid 
survey point estimate of total rockfish harvest was approximately 15% lower than the 2009 
combined SWHS estimate but was within the 95% confidence interval of the combined survey 
(Table 17; Figure 21). The 95% confidence interval of the hybrid estimate was of similar size to 
the combined survey estimate. The Region 2 (Southcentral) hybrid survey point estimate of total 
rockfish harvest was approximately 13% higher than the 2009 combined survey estimate but also 
was within the 95% confidence interval of the combined survey (Table 17; Figure 21). No 
comparisons were made for Region 3 (Arctic-Yukon-Kuskokwim) because there is little to no 
rockfish fishing effort or catch in this region.  

Rockfish Harvest by SWHS Survey Area and SWHS Survey Type 
Hybrid survey point estimates and 95% confidence intervals of estimated total rockfish harvested 
by SWHS survey area where rockfish occur (A-H, J, P, Q, and R) were also compared to the 
2009 standard and supplementary SWHS survey estimates. Two survey areas (F and R) had very 
small response sets due to limited rockfish effort and harvest, so there were 10 SWHS survey 
areas with sufficient sample for comparisons (A-E, G-H, J, P, and Q). In 8 of the 10 survey areas 
where rockfish are harvested the hybrid survey point estimate fell within the 95% confidence 
interval of either the 2009 standard or supplementary survey estimate, whereas in all 10 survey 
areas, the 95% confidence interval of the hybrid survey estimate overlapped the 95% confidence 
interval of both the 2009 standard and supplementary estimate (Table 18; Figure 22). In addition, 
for most SWHS survey areas, the hybrid survey 95% confidence interval was generally of 
similar size or smaller than the 95% confidence interval for the standard and supplementary 
survey estimate with some exceptions (Figure 22).  

In survey area P (Cook Inlet/Kenai Peninsula) the hybrid survey point estimate was outside the 
95% confidence interval of the standard and supplementary surveys. However, the 95% 
confidence interval of the hybrid survey estimate did overlap with the 95% confidence interval of 
the standard and supplementary surveys (Figure 22). The hybrid survey estimate of rockfish 
harvest for Area C (Kake, Petersburg, Wrangell, and Stikine area) exhibited a similar pattern. 
The project team hypothesized that the difference observed for area P might be due to a page-
order effect in the hybrid survey, because the Cook Inlet/Kenai Peninsula detailed harvest 
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questions appeared first in the hybrid survey and some anglers may have reported their rockfish 
harvest on these pages instead of on the appropriate pages that appear later in the booklet (which 
cover survey areas J, Q, and R). This possibility was investigated further and results are reported 
below (see section labeled Examination of Hybrid Survey Estimates That Differed from 2009 
SWHS).  

COMPARISON OF TOTAL CATCH ESTIMATES FOR SELECT SPECIES 
For a number of freshwater species there were an insufficient number of responses from the 
hybrid survey to generate reasonable estimates of total harvest for comparison to the 2009 
SWHS late mailing estimates. This is probably due to the fact that the hybrid survey was only 
tested during the late mailing and many freshwater species tend to have high catch-and-release 
rates (i.e., less harvest). Thus, the total catch estimate of selected freshwater species at the region 
and SWHS survey area from the hybrid survey were compared to those generated from the 2009 
SWHS for the purpose of this analysis. Species for which there were sufficient survey responses 
from the late mailing sample to allow for comparison of total catch estimates included rainbow 
trout, Dolly Varden/Arctic char, and Arctic grayling. It is important to note that the total catch 
estimates for some survey areas and regions are based on relatively small numbers of actual 
survey responses. At the regional level, hybrid survey estimates of total catch of selected species 
were compared to the 2009 combined SWHS survey estimate of total catch (standard survey + 
supplementary survey sample), whereas at the SWHS survey area level, the hybrid survey 
estimate of total catch was compared to both standard and supplementary survey estimates for a 
more detailed comparison. Regional survey estimates that are based on smaller total survey 
responses (<75) are noted below, and the results of comparisons in total catch estimates should 
be interpreted with some caution. At the SWHS survey area level, comparisons of total catch 
estimates were included in this analysis only if the total number of responses to a given survey 
type for any SWHS survey area was greater than 10 total responses. 

Rainbow Trout  
Rainbow Trout Catch within Management Regions 

Point estimates and 95% confidence intervals of total rainbow trout catch within each sport fish 
management region (1 = Southeast, 2 = Southcentral, 3 =Arctic-Yukon-Kuskokwim) from the 
hybrid survey were very similar to those generated from the 2009 combined SWHS survey 
(Table 19; Figure 23). Although total catch of rainbow trout is relatively small in Region 1, the 
point estimate of total catch of rainbow trout was still within 13% of the 2009 combined survey 
point estimate and the 95% confidence interval was of similar size (Table 19). The Region 2 
hybrid survey point estimate of total catch was 8% higher than the 2009 combined survey 
estimate and the 95% confidence interval was of very similar size, whereas the Region 3 hybrid 
survey point estimate was about 1% different than the 2009 combined survey point estimate and 
the 95% confidence intervals were very similar (Table 19). It should be noted that both the 
hybrid and combined SWHS estimates of total rainbow trout catch in Regions 1 and 3 are based 
on relatively few total survey responses5 (<25 and <65 respectively), whereas the estimates for 
Region 2 are based on over 700 survey responses. 

5  A survey response in this context means a survey that was returned and that contained catch and harvest information for the specific species of 
interest. Not all survey responses will have reported catch or harvest for each species due to anglers fishing in different locations. 
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Rainbow Trout Catch by SWHS Survey Area 
Hybrid survey point estimates and 95% confidence intervals of estimated total rainbow trout 
catch by SWHS survey area where rainbow trout occur (areas A-V) were also compared to the 
2009 standard and supplementary SWHS survey estimates. Sixteen SWHS survey areas were 
removed from the analysis because they either do not contain rainbow trout (areas W-Z) or the 
late mailing estimates were based on a very small number of survey responses (<10), most likely 
due to the limited opportunities that exist for catching rainbow trout in those areas (areas A-J, 
and Q; Table 20). In all of the remaining 9 SWHS survey areas where the vast majority of 
rainbow trout catch in Alaska occurs, the hybrid survey point estimate fell within the 95% 
confidence interval of either the 2009 standard or supplementary survey estimate, whereas in 2 
of the 9 survey areas, the hybrid survey point estimate fell within 95% confidence interval of 
both the 2009 standard and supplementary survey (Figure 24; Table 20). The size of the 95% 
confidence intervals for the 2009 standard and supplementary survey estimates differ 
considerably for some of these survey areas, so this had an effect on the degree of overlap of the 
hybrid survey point estimates with both the 2009 standard and supplementary survey confidence 
intervals. With two exceptions (area P and S), the hybrid survey point estimates and 95% 
confidence intervals were generally more similar to the supplementary survey estimates and 
confidence intervals (Figure 24).  

Dolly Varden/Arctic Char 
Dolly Varden/Arctic Char Catch within Management Regions 

Point estimates and 95% confidence intervals of total Dolly Varden/Arctic char catch within 
each sport fish management region (1 = Southeast, 2 = Southcentral, 3 =Arctic-Yukon-
Kuskokwim) from the hybrid survey were generally similar to those generated from the 2009 
combined SWHS survey (Table 21; Figure 25). In Regions 1 and 2, the point estimate of total 
catch of Dolly Varden/Arctic char from the hybrid survey was within the 95% confidence 
interval of the 2009 combined SWHS estimate and the hybrid survey 95% confidence interval 
was of similar size. The difference in the point estimates across the two survey types was 36% in 
Region 1 and 2% for Region 2 (Table 21). It should be noted that both the hybrid and combined 
SWHS estimates of total Dolly Varden/Arctic char catch in Regions 1 and 3 are based on 
relatively few survey responses (<75 responses). 

Dolly Varden/Arctic Char Catch by SWHS Survey Area 
Hybrid survey point estimates and 95% confidence intervals of estimated total Dolly 
Varden/Arctic char catch by SWHS survey area were also compared to the 2009 standard and 
supplementary SWHS survey estimates. Fourteen of the 25 SWHS survey areas were removed 
from the analysis because one or more of the survey types had less than 10 total survey 
responses. In all of the remaining 11 SWHS survey areas where there were sufficient responses 
(and where a large percentage of Dolly Varden/Arctic char catch occurs), the hybrid survey point 
estimate fell within the 95% confidence interval of either the 2009 standard or supplementary 
survey estimate, whereas in 5 of the 11 survey areas, the hybrid survey point estimate fell within 
95% confidence interval of both the 2009 standard and supplementary survey (Table 22; Figure 
26).  
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Arctic Grayling 
Arctic Grayling Catch within Management Regions 

Comparison of total Arctic grayling catch estimates were only possible for Regions 2 and 3 
(2 = Southcentral, 3 = Arctic-Yukon-Kuskokwim) because Arctic grayling generally do not 
occur in southeast Alaska. The point estimates and 95% confidence intervals of total Arctic 
grayling catch within Regions 2 and 3 from the hybrid survey were generally lower than those 
generated from the 2009 combined SWHS survey but the 95% confidence intervals of the two 
estimates overlapped (Table 23; Figure 27). In Region 2, the point estimate of total catch of 
Arctic grayling from the hybrid survey was 36% lower than the 2009 combined SWHS estimate, 
whereas in Region 3, the hybrid survey estimate was 23% lower than the combined SWHS 
estimate (Table 23).  

Arctic Grayling Catch by SWHS Survey Area and SWHS Survey Type 
Hybrid survey point estimates and 95% confidence intervals of estimated total Arctic grayling 
catch by SWHS survey area were also compared to the 2009 standard and supplementary SWHS 
survey estimates. Eighteen of the 25 SWHS survey areas were removed from the analysis 
because Arctic grayling do not occur in southeast Alaska (areas A-H) or one or more of the 
survey types had fewer than 10 total survey responses for a given survey area. In all of the 
remaining 7 SWHS survey areas where there were sufficient responses (and where a large 
percentage of Arctic grayling catch occurs), the hybrid survey point estimate fell within the 95% 
confidence interval of either the 2009 standard or supplementary survey estimate, while in 5 of 
the 7 survey areas, the hybrid survey point estimate fell within 95% confidence interval of both 
the 2009 standard and supplementary survey (Table 24; Figure 28).  

EXAMINATION OF HYBRID SURVEY ESTIMATES THAT DIFFERED FROM 
2009 SWHS 
For some comparisons of total harvest (Pacific halibut, rockfish, and coho salmon) across survey 
areas, the project team noticed that the harvest estimates from the hybrid survey were often 
higher for survey area P (Cook Inlet/Kenai Peninsula) and lower for survey area J (Seward/North 
Gulf Coast) and Q (Kodiak) than similar estimates from the 2009 standard and supplementary 
surveys, suggesting a possible page-order effect in the hybrid survey; i.e., respondents potentially 
reporting all of their Region 2 harvest on the first page they come to in the booklet (the Cook 
Inlet/Kenai Peninsula detailed grid pages), rather than reporting harvest in the appropriate survey 
area (e.g., survey areas J and Q, which appear on a later pager in the hybrid survey booklet). To 
investigate this concern, the project team compared the ratios of Cook Inlet/Kenai Peninsula 
guided harvest to the total guided Region II harvest for these species (Pacific halibut, rockfish, 
and coho salmon) from the supplementary and hybrid surveys to similar ratios from the 2009 
Guide Logbook database (Sigurdsson and Powers 2010). It was assumed that the most valid 
comparison of these ratios would be Pacific halibut and coho salmon because these are targeted 
species for charter operations and the guided fishery for these fisheries coincides with the time of 
the late license sales. The hybrid survey was sent to a sample that purchased their sport fishing 
license after a substantial portion of guided Chinook and sockeye salmon had already occurred, 
so comparisons for those species were not considered to be as useful. 

For Pacific halibut, the hybrid survey had a higher ratio of Cook Inlet/Kenai Peninsula guided 
harvest to all Region 2 guided harvest than both the supplementary survey and the 2009 Guide 
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Logbook data and the 95% confidence intervals of the hybrid and supplementary estimates did 
not overlap (Figure 29). Similarly, the hybrid survey ratio of Cook Inlet/Kenai Peninsula guided 
rockfish harvest to all Region 2 guided rockfish harvest was higher than both the supplementary 
survey and the 2009 Guide Logbook data although with some overlap in the 95% confidence 
intervals of the hybrid and supplementary estimates (Figure 30). For coho salmon, the 
comparison of guided harvest ratios was made within water type (freshwater, saltwater) because 
guided effort and harvest occurs within both water types in Region 2. Results indicated that in 
saltwater the hybrid survey had a higher ratio of Cook Inlet/Kenai Peninsula guided coho salmon 
harvest to all Region 2 guided coho salmon harvest than both the supplementary survey and the 
2009 Guide Logbook data (Figure 31). However, in freshwater, the hybrid and supplementary 
survey ratios of guided coho harvest in Cook Inlet/Kenai Peninsula to all Region 2 were similar 
but higher than the 2009 Guide Logbook ratio (Figure 31). The fact that this higher ratio effect 
was only seen in saltwater guided fishing for coho salmon is consistent with the results for 
Pacific halibut and rockfish. These results suggest that there was probably a page-order effect in 
the hybrid survey (i.e., the layout of the booklet caused some respondents to incorrectly report 
their harvest in area P—the first page where harvest could be reported—when in fact some of 
their harvest may have been in another survey area within Region 2).  

DISCUSSION  
The primary highlights of the detailed comparisons of the single-booklet hybrid survey metrics 
and selected estimates with similar metrics and estimates from the current SWHS approach are 
as follows:  

• Survey response rates for the hybrid survey and the current survey questionnaires were 
essentially the same. There was no significant increase in response rate to the hybrid 
survey format, but no measurable drop in response rate either. Based upon the mailed 
test, it is expected that a full implementation of the hybrid survey would exhibit similar 
response rates to the 2009 supplementary survey given the similar response format.  

• Point estimates and 95% confidence intervals of total days fished statewide, by region 
within water type (freshwater, saltwater), and by survey area (A-Z) were very similar, 
with only a few exceptions.  

• Point estimates and 95% confidence intervals of total harvest and total catch for key 
species were generally similar at the regional and survey area levels where there were 
sufficient numbers of survey responses to make effective comparisons. Total harvest 
estimates and 95% confidence intervals from the hybrid survey were more similar to 
2009 SWHS estimates than total catch estimates for the species examined, possibly due 
to the fact that catch estimates have more variation—it is more difficult for anglers to 
recall total catch and responses on catch exhibit more digit preference (rounding to 5, 10, 
etc.) than harvest estimates.  

• Those differences in estimates of harvest and catch for select species at the regional and 
survey area level that were observed between the hybrid and combined 2009 SWHS 
appear to be due to the following factors: 

a)  Relatively small numbers of survey responses for some regions and survey areas 
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b)  a possible page-order effect in the hybrid survey for Region 2 estimates, where 
Cook Inlet-Kenai Peninsula detailed page grids appeared first in the hybrid survey 
booklet. To prevent the potential for bias in the estimates due to page order effects, 
adjustments to hybrid survey layout and administration could be made, such as 
distributing multiple survey booklet types within the sample that have different 
page order arrangements—similar to what is currently done with the 2009 
supplementary survey.  

After reviewing the generally favorable results of the hybrid survey comparisons to 2009 SWHS 
estimates, the SWHS project team met to outline and discuss the potential advantages and 
disadvantages of switching from the current two-booklet (standard and supplementary) approach 
to a single-booklet (hybrid) approach to conducting the annual Alaska statewide harvest survey. 
The major advantages of making the switch to the single-booklet (hybrid) approach outlined by 
the project team included the following: 

• Improvement in the precision and accuracy of guided catch and harvest estimates because 
all SWHS sampled households will now be asked to report guided and unguided trip 
information (effort, catch, and harvest) separately in the questionnaire. Under the current 
SWHS two-booklet approach, 50% of sampled households receive the standard survey 
booklet, which asks anglers to report all household sport fishing activity but does not 
require them to differentiate guided and unguided sport fishing activity. The other 50% of 
the sampled households receive the supplemental survey format, which does ask anglers 
to report guided and unguided sport fishing activity in separate sections. As a result, 
estimates of total guided sport fishing effort, catch, and harvest were based on a subset of 
the total sampled households. With the change to the hybrid survey format, all sample 
households would be asked to differentiate their household sport fishing activity as 
guided or unguided, significantly increasing the total number of sport fishing trips and 
trip data (days, catch, and harvest) that are differentiated as guided across the entire 
SWHS sample. This significant increase in the response set of guided trips via the hybrid 
survey should 1) allow for a more direct estimation procedure for guided sport fishing 
estimates, 2) improve the precision and accuracy of the estimates at statewide, regional, 
and area levels, and 3) allow more direct comparisons to independent estimates of fishing 
effort, catch, and harvest generated from the ADF&G guide logbook program and onsite 
creel surveys for the purpose of evaluating the future accuracy of the SWHS estimates. 

• Switching to the hybrid booklet format may provide more accurate estimates of effort, 
catch, and harvest for specific fishing locations and some species because the hybrid 
booklet format allows sampled households more space to report their fishing activity with 
more opportunity for specificity. The hybrid booklet format (Appendix B) was designed 
to be similar to the supplemental survey, which uses an open grid format that asks anglers 
to write in all the locations fished (using a map booklet enclosed with the survey as a 
reference guide) then record number of trips, days fished, and number of each species 
caught and kept at that location. This general format has been used since 1992 in 
conjunction with the standard (original) survey booklet that is organized by geographic 
survey area and provides a pre-defined list of common fishing sites within each survey 
area for anglers to report their household sport fishing activity and then a few additional 
blank lines to write in additional locations fished with limited room to specify location 
name (Appendix C). Project staff have observed over the years that the open-grid format 
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tended to capture a wider diversity of specific fishing locations and household angling 
activity than the pre-defined list of sites in the standard survey format. The prediction is 
that switching to the hybrid format would result in less sport fishing trip information 
being recorded as aggregated categories (e.g., “other saltwater sites in area A, 
unspecified”), because the open grid format requires the angler to specify (even if only by 
name) a location for all data reported. 

 Moving to a single-booklet hybrid format greatly simplifies the sampling and statistical 
estimation procedures used to produce the final SWHS estimates, resulting in less 
potential for errors in generation of the final estimates and reduced potential for sampling 
and measurement biases to influence the resulting estimates. When the supplemental 
survey was added to the SWHS program in 1992 to address the management need for 
guided and unguided sport fishing activity estimates, the estimation procedures became 
considerably more complex and relied on a number of primary assumptions (only some 
of which could be assessed with additional analyses). Although the estimation procedures 
from 1992-2009 were based on sound statistical methods and the estimates were found to 
compare favorably to available independent estimates of effort, catch, and harvest for 
specific fisheries (Clark 2009), simplifying the estimation procedure through use of a 
single-booklet format and a less complex stratified sampling procedure was considered 
desirable and was recommended during a programmatic review of the SWHS program in 
2005 (Clark et al. 2007).  

Additional advantages to adoption of the hybrid survey format for the SWHS discussed by 
project staff included the following: 

 Improved data quality and accuracy resulting from the need to manually review and code 
returned survey forms prior to data entry. The open-grid format of the hybrid survey 
(modeled after the supplemental survey) requires detailed review of each survey booklet 
by project staff to ensure that reported information is properly coded as guided or 
unguided fishing activity and coded to the correct fishing location code, species, etc. prior 
to data entry. This process, although tedious, greatly improves the quality of the dataset 
from which estimates are generated.  

 A small reduction in the total cost of paper stock, printing, and mailing, assuming that 
response rates continue to be similar to those observed in past SWHS years and under the 
2009 hybrid survey test. Under the current SWHS program, 50% of the sample is sent the 
standard survey booklet, which is a 48-page survey book (Appendix C). This booklet 
format costs more to print and (due to heavier total weight) has higher bulk mailout and 
business reply mail costs than the shorter, supplemental survey booklet even when 
including a mapsite (which is not returned in a business reply envelope).  

The project team also discussed potential disadvantages of making the switch to the single-
booklet (hybrid) approach, including the following:  

 There is potential for differences in the relative precision of estimates of effort, catch, and 
harvest for specific fishing locations and species from those estimates generated in 
previous years due to the change. This could affect trend interpretation and utility of the 
estimates by management staff. Any time there is a change in sampling, survey 
questionnaires, or estimation procedures in an established survey, there is the potential 
for the estimates generated to vary from those generated under previous procedures. The 
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main purpose of a large-scale mailed test of the hybrid survey conducted under similar 
sampling, mailing, and estimation procedures was to assess the potential for significant 
effects on the resulting estimates by a shift to a revised survey booklet. Based upon the 
results presented in this analysis, the project team agreed that the potential for 
significantly different estimates at the statewide, region, and area levels was relatively 
low and the relative precision observed of key species at various geographic scales was 
similar to what was generated by the current SWHS approach. Comparison of estimates 
for specific locations or specific fisheries was outside the scope of this particular test due 
to time and budget constraints. However, based upon the results at the area level, the 
project team agreed that although there was potential for some changes in the estimates of 
effort, catch, and harvest at the fishery location level, particularly for certain locations 
with lower levels of effort or certain species, such changes would probably be within the 
range of variation seen over time due to the larger standard errors that normally exist for 
estimates at the fishery location level.  

 A switch to the hybrid survey questionnaire would require data entry staff to revise and 
test a number of survey administration, return processing, data entry, and estimation 
procedures, resulting in additional staff time and effort during in the next survey cycle. 
Some of the known changes include the following: slight modifications to the hybrid 
survey questionnaire; changes to the sampling procedures; preparation and testing of new 
data entry screens and associated database; revision of data coding, checking, and 
statistical estimation procedures; and incorporation of these changes in the project 
operational plan. An increase in the amount of coding effort and time with a switch to the 
hybrid survey was also noted. It was acknowledged that such changes would take some 
time to implement but all were considered achievable in time for the project planning for 
the 2011 survey. 

RECOMMENDATION 
Based upon the positive results of the survey estimate comparisons from the mailed test and a 
thorough weighing of the advantages and disadvantages noted above, SWHS project staff 
recommend that the SWHS program switch to a single-booklet format using a slightly 
modified version of the hybrid survey questionnaire. The single-booklet hybrid survey 
questionnaire would replace both the current SWHS standard and supplementary survey booklets 
and would be implemented starting with the 2011 survey year. The project would continue to use 
the same SWHS mapsite booklet, and general administration methods for the supplementary 
survey to be outlined in a revised operational plan. The project team concluded that with some 
slight modifications to the hybrid survey layout and the use of four different page-order versions 
of the booklet to minimize the potential for page order bias and charter/non-charter reporting bias 
(Figure 32), the hybrid survey format will produce effort, catch, and harvest estimates that are 
reasonably similar to estimates obtained from the two-booklet approach that has been used since 
1992. With this change it is expected that the SWHS will provide estimates of guided and non-
guided harvest on a statewide level with greater precision than is currently available, and provide 
overall estimates of fishery specific participation, catch, and harvest that are more accurate than 
current survey questionnaires provide.  

The recommendation to implement the hybrid survey format starting in 2011 comes with some 
one-time costs (survey coding and reprogramming costs), which can be handled within current 
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staffing levels and budgetary constraints. The project staff and consulting biometrician have 
determined that the potential benefits of this change outweigh any such costs and are consistent 
with the long-term recommendations outlined in Phase 1 of the SWHS Review Team (Clark et 
al. 2007). Following this change, the SWHS project team will continue to assess the accuracy 
and precision of SWHS estimates over time using staff review and periodic comparisons of 
SWHS estimates to independent estimates of participation, effort, catch, and harvest available 
from other division data collection efforts, specifically the annual guide logbook estimates and 
onsite creel survey estimates. 
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Figure 1.–Map of Alaska sport fishing regions and areas. 
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Table 1.–List of Alaska sport fishing regions and areas. 

 

 

 

Regions 
I Southeast Alaska 
II Southcentral Alaska 
III Arctic-Yukon-Kuskokwim 
  

Areas 
Southeast Alaska 
A Ketchikan 
B Prince of Wales Island 
C Kake, Petersburg, Wrangell, Stikine 
D Sitka 
E Juneau 
F Haines/Skagway 
G Glacier Bay 
H Yakutat 
  
Southcentral Alaska 
J Prince William Sound/North Gulf Coast 
K Knik Arm  
L Anchorage 
M Susitna River drainage 
N West Cook Inlet drainages 
P Kenai Peninsula/Cook Inlet 
Q Kodiak 
R Naknek River/Alaska Peninsula 
S Kvichak River drainage 
T Nushagak, Wood River and Togiak 
  
Arctic-Yukon-Kuskokwim 
I Upper Copper River drainage 
U Tanana River drainage 
V Kuskokwim River/Kuskokwim Bay drainages 
W Norton Sound/Seward Peninsula 
X Northwest Alaska  
Y Yukon River drainage 
Z North Slope/Brooks Range 
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Table 3.–Late mailing survey response rates by strata (AK resident, Lower 49 residents) for the 
supplementary SWHS 2006–2009 and 2009 SWHS hybrid survey. 

  Percent response rate 

STRATA 
Supplementary 

2006 
Supplementary 

2007 
Supplementary 

2008 
Supplementary 

2009 
Hybrid 
2009 

AK  34.05 34.21 35.41 37.37 37.17 
L49 39.62 39.30 40.65 42.47 41.74 
Total 37.82 37.46 38.78 40.76 40.19 
Note:  AK = Alaska resident households. 

L49 = Lower 49 US households. 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 3.–Late mailing survey response rates by strata (AK resident, Lower 49 residents) for the 

supplementary SWHS 2006–2009 and 2009 SWHS hybrid survey. 
Note: Sup = Supplementary survey. 
  AK = Alaska Resident households. 
  L49 = Lower 49 US households. 
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Table 4.–Estimated statewide angler-days fished and 95% confidence limits from the 2009 hybrid 
survey and the combined SWHS (late mailing sample), 2006–2009. 

Angler-days fished 
Combined 

2006 
Combined 

2007 
Combined 

2008 
Combined 

2009 
Hybrid 
2009 

Estimate 620,268 798,992 708,717 619,090 614,872 
LCLa 601,233 740,262 686,055 595,348 589,675 
UCLb 642,050 863,119 734,382 643,569 643,467 

Note: Combined = estimate from the combined standard and supplementary SWHS data. 
a LCL = lower 95% confidence limit. 
b UCL = upper 95% confidence limit. 

 
 
 
 

 

Figure 4.–Estimated statewide angler-days fished and 95% confidence intervals from the 2009 hybrid 
survey and the combined SWHS (late mailing sample), 2006–2009. 
Note: Combined = estimate from the combined standard and supplementary SWHS data. 
 

  

26 



 

Table 5.–Estimated angler-days fished and 95% confidence limits from the 2009 hybrid survey and the 
combined SWHS (late mailing sample) by management region and water type. 

Water type Regiona Survey 
Angler-days 

fished LCLb UCLc 
Saltwater 1 Combined 119,586 110,095 128,328 
  Hybrid 110,935 101,134 121,943 
  2 Combined 144,094 129,998 158,785 
  Hybrid 147,599 133,474 163,640 
  3 Combined 870 124 1,926 
  Hybrid 36 0 108 
Freshwater 1 Combined 28,945 24,781 33,018 
  Hybrid 26,695 22,212 32,036 
  2 Combined 281,211 263,095 301,944 
  Hybrid 294,739 275,841 317,156 
  3 Combined 44,384 36,566 53,453 
  Hybrid 34,868 27,132 44,512 

Note: Combined = estimate from the combined standard and supplementary SWHS data. 
 a  Region 1 = Southeast Alaska, Region 2 = Southcentral Alaska, Region 3 = Arctic-Yukon-Kuskokwim.  
 b LCL = lower 95% confidence limit. 
 c UCL = upper 95% confidence limit. 

 

 
Figure 5.–Estimated saltwater angler-days fished and 95% confidence intervals from the 

2009 hybrid survey and the combined SWHS (late mailing sample) by management region. 
Note: Combined = estimate from the combined standard and supplementary SWHS data.  
Note: See Figure 1 and Table 1 for a list of sport fishing regions. Region 1 = Southeast Alaska, Region 2 = 

Southcentral Alaska, Region 3 = Arctic-Yukon-Kuskokwim. 
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Figure 6.–Estimated freshwater angler-days fished and 95% confidence intervals from the 2009 hybrid 

survey and the combined SWHS (late mailing sample) by management region. 
Note: Combined = estimate from the combined Standard and Supplementary SWHS data. 
Note: See Figure 1 and Table 1 for a list of sport fishing regions. Region 1 = Southeast Alaska,  

Region 2 = Southcentral Alaska, Region 3 = Arctic-Yukon-Kuskokwim. 
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Table 6.–Estimated total angler-days fished and 95% confidence limits from the 2009 hybrid survey and the standard and supplementary 
surveys (late mailing sample) by SWHS survey area (A-Z). 
  Supplementary Hybrid Standard 

Regiona SWHS areaa 
Angler-days 

fished LCLb UCLc 
Angler-days 

fished LCLb UCLc 
Angler-days 

fished LCLb UCLc 
Region 1 A 26,629 22,267 31,581 27,443 23,750 32,181 34,193 28,972 40,266 

B 26,246 21,411 31,391 26,459 22,085 31,409 22,779 19,023 27,031 
C 14,272 10,905 18,227 10,415 6,780 15,232 9,874 6,918 13,654 
D 20,445 17,015 24,388 22,282 18,766 26,336 20,956 17,948 24,430 
E 30,495 24,648 37,209 17,099 13,356 21,561 20,576 16,997 24,846 
F 7,325 2,787 14,050 3,140 2,168 4,103 5,269 3,568 7,313 
G 13,883 11,146 17,019 14,209 11,386 17,468 20,586 14,992 27,251 
H 13,293 10,293 16,628 16,942 11,266 24,283 12,773 10,475 15,374 

Region 2 J 85,145 73,789 98,266 68,872 59,210 80,670 76,615 69,001 85,345 
K 24,671 19,633 30,403 17,241 13,735 21,188 36,095 30,032 42,688 
L 16,436 12,393 20,347 15,026 11,381 19,132 19,331 15,680 23,788 
M 32,091 26,862 38,524 33,202 28,168 39,079 33,757 28,851 38,889 
N 4,891 3,698 6,244 4,518 3,090 6,639 8,041 5,176 11,983 
P 187,547 170,647 204,694 232,777 215,878 251,805 195,151 181,209 210,162 
Q 41,334 32,825 53,999 41,098 32,157 51,314 35,170 30,404 40,251 
R 19,375 9,855 34,764 9,208 7,142 11,485 13,572 9,917 18,279 
S 9,915 8,017 12,199 10,401 8,151 12,923 10,137 7,891 12,720 
T 5,964 4,512 7,848 10,325 4,215 20,702 10,349 7,599 13,342 

Region 3 I 5,547 3,828 7,453 4,450 3,015 5,988 4,996 3,243 7,191 
U 25,494 18,308 33,154 15,775 10,396 23,881 21,543 15,594 28,079 
V 5,928 3,814 8,305 7,134 4,849 9,466 8,722 6,044 11,722 
W 3,072 1,739 4,601 4,435 1,532 8,360 5,776 3,711 8,184 
X 2,426 1,073 3,994 1,155 154 2,459 3,572 625 8,186 
Y 5,377 2,274 10,544 1,314 510 2,298 3,691 2,067 5,490 
Z 1,360 559 2,257 667 166 1,409 801 273 1,495 

a See Figure 1 and Table 1 for a list of sport fishing regions and areas. Region 1 = Southeast Alaska, Region 2 = Southcentral Alaska, Region 3 = Arctic-Yukon-Kuskokwim. 
b LCL = lower 95% confidence limit. 
c UCL = upper 95% confidence limit. 
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Figure 7.–Estimated total angler-days fished and 95% confidence intervals from the 2009 hybrid survey and the standard and 
supplementary surveys (late mailing sample) by SWHS survey area (A–Z). 

Note: See Figure 1 and Table 1 for a list of sport fishing regions and areas. Region 1 = Southeast Alaska, Region 2 = Southcentral Alaska, 
Region 3 = Arctic-Yukon-Kuskokwim. 
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Figure 8.–Estimated total angler-days fished and 95% confidence intervals from the 2009 hybrid survey and the standard and supplementary 
surveys (late mailing sample) by SWHS survey area (A-Z), showing Area P (Kenai Peninsula). 
Note:  See Figure 1 and Table 1 for a list of sport fishing regions and areas. Region 1 = Southeast Alaska, Region 2 = Southcentral Alaska, 

Region 3 = Arctic-Yukon-Kuskokwim. 



 

Table 7.–Estimated total Pacific halibut harvest and 95% confidence limits from the 2009 hybrid 
survey and the combined SWHS (late mailing sample), 2006–2009. 

Harvest 
Combined 

2006 
Combined 

2007 
Combined 

2008 
Combined 

2009 
Hybrid    
2009 

Estimate 150,640 194,873 206,090 146,592 139,147 
LCLa 141,945 182,403 192,019 136,726 130,507 
UCLb 158,968 206,957 224,022 157,310 147,943 

Note: Combined = estimate from the combined standard and supplementary SWHS data. 
a LCL = lower 95% confidence limit. 
b UCL = upper 95% confidence limit. 

 

 
Figure 9.–Estimated total Pacific halibut harvest and 95% confidence intervals from the 2009 hybrid 

survey and the combined SWHS (late mailing sample), 2006–2009.  
Note: Combined = estimate from the combined standard and supplementary SWHS data. 
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Table 8.–Estimated total Pacific halibut harvest and 95% confidence limits from the 2009 hybrid 
survey and the combined SWHS (late mailing sample) by management region. 

Region Survey Harvest LCLa UCLb 
1 Combined 53,894 47,980 59,993 

 
Hybrid 44,182 39,137 49,262 

2 Combined 92,698 84,804 101,845 

 
Hybrid 94,965 87,407 102,176 

3c Combined       

 
Hybrid       

Note: Combined = estimate from the combined standard and supplementary SWHS data. 
Note: See Figure 1 and Table 1 for a list of sport fishing regions. Region 1 = Southeast Alaska,  

Region 2 = Southcentral Alaska, Region 3 = Arctic-Yukon-Kuskokwim. 
a LCL = lower 95% confidence limit. 
b UCL = upper 95% confidence limit. 
c  No Pacific halibut harvest was recorded in Region 3. 

 

 
Figure 10.–Estimated total Pacific halibut harvest and 95% confidence intervals from the 2009 hybrid 

survey and the combined SWHS (late mailing sample), 2006–2009. 
Note: Combined = estimate from the combined standard and supplementary SWHS data. See Figure 1 and Table 

1 for a list of sport fishing regions. Region 1 = Southeast Alaska, Region 2 = Southcentral Alaska. 
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Table 9.–Estimated total Pacific halibut harvest and 95% confidence limits from the 2009 hybrid survey and the standard and supplementary 
surveys (late mailing sample) by SWHS survey area (A-R). 

  Supplementary Hybrid Standard 

Regiona SWHS area Harvest LCLb UCLc Harvest LCLb UCLc Harvest LCLb UCLc 

Region 1 A 5,062 3,560 6,755 4,485 3,089 6,075 6,152 4,446 8,027 

B 13,147 10,045 16,436 11,601 9,472 14,267 9,290 7,155 11,704 

C 3,966 2,708 5,318 3,917 2,326 5,837 4,310 2,633 6,461 

D 9,092 7,054 11,422 10,087 7,463 13,206 8,492 6,619 10,462 

E 8,165 5,797 10,800 4,156 2,743 5,924 7,001 4,807 9,949 

F 248 0 694 79 0 210 209 26 495 

G 10,866 8,261 13,957 8,470 6,406 10,739 11,288 8,102 14,898 

H 1,833 966 2,824 1,385 524 2,579 912 417 1,512 

Region 2 J 28,131 24,277 31,937 20,430 17,213 23,738 23,935 20,506 28,258 

P 52,204 46,423 58,639 63,635 57,661 70,096 56,954 49,690 64,846 

Q 16,587 12,735 21,163 9,955 7,307 13,094 12,256 9,408 15,495 

R 913 293 1,671 941 341 1,774 1,901 735 3,353 

Note: See Figure 1 and Table 1 for a list of sport fishing regions and areas. Region 1 = Southeast Alaska, Region 2 = Southcentral Alaska,  
Region 3 = Arctic-Yukon-Kuskokwim. 

a No Region 3 estimates were generated due to limited Pacific halibut fishing in Region 3. 
b LCL = lower 95% confidence limit. 
c UCL = upper 95% confidence limit. 
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Figure 11.–Estimated total Pacific halibut harvest and 95% confidence intervals from the 2009 hybrid survey and the combined SWHS (late 

mailing sample) by survey area (A–R). 
Note: See Figure 1 and Table 1 for a list of sport fishing regions and areas. Region 1 = Southeast Alaska, Region 2 = Southcentral Alaska, Region 3 = Arctic-

Yukon-Kuskokwim. 

 



 

Table 10.–Estimated total coho salmon harvest and 95% confidence limits from the 2009 hybrid 
survey and the combined SWHS (late mailing sample), 2006–2009. 

Harvest 
Combined 

2006 
Combined 

2007 
Combined 

2008 
Combined 

2009 
Hybrid    
2009 

Estimate 254,902 293,907 308,113 273,238 275,779 
LCLa 237,448 275,652 288,991 256,161 257,971 
UCLb 271,775 313,720 328,100 288,545 292,987 

Note: Combined = estimate from the combined standard and supplementary SWHS data. 
 a LCL = lower 95% confidence limit. 
 b UCL = upper 95% confidence limit. 

 
 

 

 
Figure 12.–Estimated total coho salmon harvest and 95% confidence intervals from the 2009 hybrid 

survey and the combined SWHS (late mailing sample), 2006–2009. 
Note: Combined = estimate from the combined standard and supplementary SWHS data. 
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Table 11.–Estimated total coho salmon harvest and 95% confidence limits from the 2009 hybrid 
survey and the combined SWHS (late mailing sample) by management region and water type. 

Water type Regiona Survey Harvest LCLb UCLc 
Saltwater 1 Combined 109,475 98,300 121,275 
  Hybrid 108,141 95,362 120,451 
  2 Combined 67,334 59,469 75,750 
  Hybrid 56,061 50,052 63,159 
  3 Combined 94 0 281 
  Hybrid 0 0 0 
Freshwater 1 Combined 16,756 13,153 20,748 
  Hybrid 16,278 12,087 20,595 
  2 Combined 73,236 65,784 80,563 
  Hybrid 89,030 78,830 101,506 
  3 Combined 6,343 3,773 9,266 
  Hybrid 6,269 3,247 10,094 

Note:  Combined = estimate from the combined standard and supplementary SWHS data. 
 a  Region 1 = Southeast Alaska, Region 2 = Southcentral Alaska, Region 3 = Arctic-Yukon-Kuskokwim. 
 b LCL = lower 95% confidence limit. 
 c UCL = upper 95% confidence limit. 

 
Figure 13.–Estimated saltwater total coho salmon harvest and 95% confidence intervals from the 2009 

Hybrid survey and the combined SWHS (late mailing sample) by management region.  
Note: Combined = estimate from the combined standard and supplementary SWHS data. See Figure 1 and 

Table 1 for a list of sport fishing regions and areas. 

37 



 

 
Figure 14.–Estimated freshwater total coho salmon harvest and 95% confidence intervals from the 

2009 hybrid survey and the combined SWHS (late mailing sample) by management region. 
Note: Combined = estimate from the combined standard and supplementary SWHS data. See Figure 1 and 

Table 1 for a list of sport fishing regions and areas. 
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Table 12.–Estimated total coho salmon harvest and 95% confidence limits from the 2009 hybrid survey and the standard and supplementary 
surveys (late mailing sample) by SWHS survey area (A–Z). 

  Supplementary Hybrid Standard 
Regiona SWHS areaa Estimate LCLb UCLc Estimate LCLb UCLc Estimate LCLb UCLc 
Region 1 A 27,490 21,884 33,678 34,736 27,998 42,558 38,268 30,340 46,922 

B 32,426 25,645 39,845 33,791 26,830 41,449 29,643 22,953 37,006 
C 4,941 3,238 6,823 2,706 1,395 4,266 4,563 2,738 6,682 
D 20,464 16,726 24,789 26,932 21,913 32,217 28,212 22,619 33,910 
E 9,611 6,654 12,920 4,265 2,883 6,043 7,847 5,457 10,510 
F 100 0 286 561 144 1,029 742 84 1,609 
G 6,171 4,083 8,505 6,447 4,427 8,709 7,985 5,025 12,040 
H 13,948 10,127 18,219 14,981 9,961 20,418 13,948 10,605 17,970 

Region 2 J 60,656 53,219 69,392 48,211 41,882 54,859 64,799 56,460 73,487 
K 6,890 4,696 9,383 4,439 3,023 6,181 14,205 10,453 18,932 
L 2,076 1,082 3,305 2,598 1,303 4,460 2,765 1,771 3,916 
M 11,740 8,372 15,531 15,229 11,834 19,082 12,516 9,700 15,978 
N 4,424 3,256 5,771 4,302 2,833 6,257 5,389 3,799 7,237 
P 28,330 24,506 32,391 43,705 35,914 53,516 34,309 29,474 39,590 
Q 16,339 12,894 19,757 17,263 13,302 21,693 16,373 12,865 20,058 
R 9,003 3,623 18,721 5,066 3,087 7,168 6,135 3,807 9,150 
S 887 358 1,576 762 281 1,381 917 374 1,570 
T 2,712 1,074 5,100 3,514 1,736 5,567 3,847 2,324 5,721 

Region 3 I 0 0 0 16 0 48 0 0 0 
U 107 0 313 0 0 0 65 0 196 
V 792 255 1,687 2,794 802 5,819 2,646 1,026 4,529 
W 1,866 859 3,070 2,703 1,037 4,708 3,752 1,972 5,682 
X 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Y 0 0 0 756 16 1,949 1,126 0 2,770 
Z 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

a See Figure 1 and Table 1 for a list of sport fishing regions and areas. Region 1 = Southeast Alaska, Region 2 = Southcentral Alaska, Region 3 = Arctic-Yukon-
Kuskokwim. 

b LCL = lower 95% confidence limit. 
c UCL = upper 95% confidence limit. 
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Figure 15.–Estimated total coho salmon harvest and 95% confidence intervals from the 2009 hybrid survey and the standard and supplementary 

surveys (late mailing sample) by SWHS survey area (A–Z). 
Note:  See Figure 1 and Table 1 for a list of sport fishing regions and areas. Region 1 = Southeast Alaska, Region 2 = Southcentral Alaska,  

Region 3 = Arctic-Yukon-Kuskokwim. 

 



 

Table 13.–Estimated total sockeye salmon harvest and 95% confidence limits from the 2009 hybrid 
survey and the combined SWHS (late mailing sample), 2006–2009. 

Harvest 
Combined 

2006 
Combined 

2007 
Combined 

2008 
Combined 

2009 
Hybrid    
2009 

Estimate 94,885 148,991 107,282 105,216 113,756 
LCLa 80,388 128,966 94,462 91,660 99,987 
UCLb 111,243 167,996 120,162 118,483 131,029 

Note:  Combined = estimate from the combined standard and supplementary SWHS data. 
a LCL = lower 95% confidence limit. 
b UCL = upper 95% confidence limit. 

 

 
Figure 16.–Estimated total sockeye salmon harvest and 95% confidence intervals from the 2009 

hybrid survey and the combined SWHS (late mailing sample), 2006–2009. 
Note: Combined = estimate from the combined standard and supplementary SWHS data. 
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Table 14.–Estimated total sockeye salmon harvest and 95% confidence limits from the 2009 hybrid 
survey and the combined SWHS (late mailing sample) by management region. 

Water type Regiona Survey Harvest LCLb UCLc 
Saltwater 1 Combined 2,086 525 4,728 
  Hybrid 2,106 805 3,717 
  2 Combined 4,197 2,429 6,380 
  Hybrid 7,201 4,532 10,082 
  3 Combined 0 0 0 
  Hybrid 0 0 0 
Freshwater 1 Combined 754 250 1,440 
  Hybrid 1,529 592 2,811 
  2 Combined 96,361 83,647 108,791 
  Hybrid 101,836 88,523 118,877 
  3 Combined 1,818 719 3,077 
  Hybrid 1,084 273 2,052 

Note:  Combined = estimate from the combined standard and supplementary SWHS data. 
a  Region 1 = Southeast Alaska, Region 2 = Southcentral Alaska, Region 3 = Arctic-Yukon-Kuskokwim. 
b LCL = lower 95% confidence limit. 
c UCL = upper 95% confidence limit. 

 

 
Figure 17.–Estimated saltwater total sockeye salmon harvest and 95% confidence intervals from the 

2009 Hybrid survey and the combined SWHS (late mailing sample) by management region.  
Note: Combined = estimate from the combined standard and supplementary SWHS data. See Figure 1 and Table 1 

for a list of sport fishing regions.  
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Figure 18.–Estimated freshwater total sockeye salmon harvest and 95% confidence intervals from the 

2009 hybrid survey and the combined SWHS (late mailing sample) by management region. 
Note: Combined = estimate from the combined standard and supplementary SWHS data. See Figure 1 and Table 1 

for a list of sport fishing regions. 
 

  

0

20,000

40,000

60,000

80,000

100,000

120,000

140,000

Combined Hybrid Combined Hybrid Combined Hybrid

Region 1 Region 2 Region 3

H
ar

ve
st

 

Freshwater 

43 



 

Table 15.–Comparison of sockeye freshwater salmon harvest estimates from hybrid, supplementary 
and standard surveys by region and water type, with Region 2 breakdown into Kenai Peninsula vs. other 
Region 2 areas. 

Regiona Survey Harvest LCLb UCLc 
Region 1 Supplementary 1,129 370 2,153 
  Hybrid 1,529 568 2,750 

  Standard 3,031 1,236 5,208 
Kenai Peninsula Supplementary 74,897 61,155 90,734 
  Hybrid 78,520 65,856 92,682 

  Standard 81,395 69,645 94,401 
Remainder of Region 2 Supplementary 17,077 13,196 21,361 
  Hybrid 23,314 17,378 30,417 

  Standard 29,671 22,325 39,172 
Region 3 Supplementary 2,059 718 3,627 
  Hybrid 1,084 350 2,116 
  Standard 1,392 617 2,356 

 a  Region 1 = Southeast Alaska, Region 2 = Southcentral Alaska, Region 3 = Arctic-Yukon-Kuskokwim. 
 b LCL = lower 95% confidence limit. 
 c UCL = upper 95% confidence limit. 

 

 
Figure 19.–Estimated freshwater total sockeye salmon harvest and 95% confidence intervals from the 

2009 hybrid survey and 2009 supplemental and standard SWHS (late mailing sample) by management 
region (with Kenai Peninsula breakout). 
Note: See Figure 1 and Table 1 for a list of sport fishing regions and areas. 
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Table 16.–Estimated total rockfish harvest and 95% confidence limits from the 2009 hybrid survey 
and the combined SWHS (late mailing sample), 2006–2009. 

Rockfish harvest 
Combined 

2006 
Combined 

2007 
Combined 

2008 
Combined 

2009 
Hybrid 
2009 

Harvest 59,857 65,996 95,748 71,122 68,354 
LCLa 51,111 58,101 79,921 62,961 60,575 
UCLb 68,657 75,250 118,084 79,628 76,357 

Note:  Combined = estimate from the combined standard and supplementary SWHS data. 
a LCL =lower 95% confidence limit. 
b UCL = upper 95% confidence limit. 

Figure 20.–Estimated total rockfish harvest and 95% confidence intervals from the 2009 hybrid survey 
and the combined SWHS (late mailing sample) 2006–2009. 
Note: Combined = estimate from the combined standard and supplementary SWHS data. 
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Table 18.–Estimated total rockfish harvest and 95% confidence limits from the 2009 hybrid survey and the standard and supplementary surveys 
(late mailing sample) by SWHS survey area (A-Z) where rockfish are harvested. 

 
 Supplementary Hybrid Standard 

Regiona SWHS Area Harvest LCLb UCLc Harvest LCLb UCLc Harvest LCLb UCLc 
Region 1 A 3,586 2,429 5,209 4,305 2,855 6,007 5,789 4,148 7,720 

 B 14,538 10,049 19,563 10,492 7,282 14,104 7,428 4,905 10,831 

 C 1,957 652 3,552 4,039 1,612 7,030 905 357 1,636 

 D 15,076 11,389 19,370 13,715 10,105 17,711 11,661 8,817 14,616 

 

E 4,294 1,632 7,457 1,607 537 3,308 2,500 1,341 4,039 
F 24 0 72 47 0 140 0 0 0 
G 2,422 1,216 3,940 2,262 745 4,507 1,785 962 2,730 
H 531 72 1,184 348 44 766 861 147 2,204 

Region 2 J 21,334 17,471 25,311 17,784 14,379 21,002 16,248 13,025 19,679 

 P 4,279 2,555 6,452 7,139 4,909 9,673 3,697 2,338 5,204 

 Q 9,897 6,408 13,695 6,619 4,149 9,848 4,399 2,820 6,141 

 R 0 0 0 0 0 0 265 13 622 
Note:  See Figure 1 and Table 1 for a list of sport fishing regions and areas. Region 1 = Southeast Alaska, Region 2 = Southcentral Alaska,  

Region 3 = Arctic-Yukon-Kuskokwim. 
a No Region 3 estimates were generated due to limited rockfish fishing in Region 3. 
b LCL = lower 95% confidence limit. 
c UCL = upper 95% confidence limit. 
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Figure 22.–Estimated total rockfish harvest and 95% confidence intervals from the 2009 hybrid survey and the standard and supplementary 
surveys (late mailing sample) by SWHS survey area (A-Z) with rockfish harvest. 
Note:  See Figure 1 and Table 1 for a list of sport fishing regions and areas. Region 1 = Southeast Alaska, Region 2 = Southcentral Alaska,  

Region 3 = Arctic-Yukon-Kuskokwim. 
 

 



 

Table 19.–Estimated total rainbow trout catch and 95% confidence limits from the 2009 hybrid survey 
and the combined SWHS (late mailing sample) by management region. 

Regiona Survey Catch LCLb UCLc 

1 Combined 1,596 728 2,495 
Hybrid 1,384 571 2,355 

2 Combined 202,058 177,537 231,783 
Hybrid 218,094 187,560 252,486 

3 Combined 29,582 18,238 43,445 
Hybrid 29,863 17,084 44,504 

Note:  Combined = estimate from the combined standard and supplementary SWHS data. 
a  Region 1 = Southeast Alaska, Region 2 = Southcentral Alaska, Region 3 = Arctic-Yukon-Kuskokwim. 
b LCL = lower 95% confidence limit. 
c UCL = upper 95% confidence limit. 

 

 
Figure 23.–Estimated total rainbow trout catch and 95% confidence intervals from the 2009 hybrid 

survey and the combined SWHS (late mailing sample) by management area. 
Note:  Combined = estimate from the combined standard and supplementary SWHS data.  
Note: See Figure 1 and Table 1 for a list of sport fishing regions. 
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Table 20.–Estimated total rainbow trout catch and 95% confidence limits from the 2009 hybrid survey and the standard and supplementary 
surveys (late mailing sample) by SWHS survey area (A-Z). 

 
 Supplementary Hybrid Standard 

Regiona SWHS area Catch LCLb UCLc Catch LCLb UCLc Catch LCLb UCLc 
Region 1 A 416 0 993 15 0 44 1,119 0 2,707 

 B 471 144 875 1,006 236 1,948 1,184 463 2,056 

 C 414 72 848 43 0 128 0 0 0 

 D 79 0 236 107 0 321 52 0 156 

 E 105 0 314 21 0 64 0 0 0 

 F 0 0 0 21 0 64 0 0 0 

 G 18 0 54 64 0 193 78 0 234 

 H 108 0 289 107 0 321 130 0 286 
Region 2 J 289 0 830 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 K 3,753 1,430 7,295 4,560 1,670 9,313 10,190 6,996 13,715 

 L 1,401 644 2,336 1,726 515 3,215 6,105 2,439 10,970 

 M 9,841 6,137 14,478 12,637 7,269 18,676 29,079 17,283 42,628 

 N 397 18 1,137 58 0 174 249 15 587 

 P 57,332 46,060 69,066 86,007 67,917 108,206 81,573 65,068 100,797 

 Q 108 0 289 5,209 193 14,896 348 0 814 

 R 17,072 9,453 27,688 21,902 13,489 32,888 29,733 19,365 41,894 

 S 59,726 46,270 74,930 75,721 57,437 96,657 64,673 45,727 88,176 

 T 10,566 6,563 14,942 10,274 5,309 16,244 21,872 14,497 31,041 
Region 3 I 270 54 544 902 87 2,383 1,156 115 2,952 

 U 3,536 1,895 5,387 2,175 937 3,774 7,420 3,593 12,398 

 V 18,345 10,000 27,611 26,786 14,710 41,346 34,000 18,179 54,360 

 W 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 X 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 Y 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 Z 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Note: Combined = estimate from the combined standard and supplementary SWHS data. See Figure 1 and Table 1 for a list of sport fishing regions and areas. 
a  Region 1 = Southeast Alaska, Region 2 = Southcentral Alaska, Region 3 = Arctic-Yukon-Kuskokwim. 
b  LCL = lower 95% confidence limit. 
c  UCL = upper 95% confidence limit.  
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Figure 24.–Estimated total rainbow trout catch and 95% confidence intervals from the 2009 hybrid survey and the standard and supplementary 
surveys (late mailing sample) by SWHS survey area (A-Z). 
Note:  See Figure 1 and Table 1 for a list of sport fishing regions and areas. Region 1 = Southeast Alaska, Region 2 = Southcentral Alaska, Region 3 = Arctic-

Yukon-Kuskokwim. 

 



 

Table 21.–Estimated total Dolly Varden/Arctic char catch and 95% confidence limits from the 2009 
hybrid survey and the combined SWHS (late mailing sample) by management region. 

Regiona Survey Catch LCLb UCLc 

1 Combined 17,024 10,100 26,599 
Hybrid 10,894 4,759 18,625 

2 Combined 161,894 134,313 190,173 
Hybrid 158,143 131,481 189,022 

3 Combined 48,341 30,241 67,097 
Hybrid 26,317 14,015 40,231 

Note:  Combined = estimate from the combined standard and supplementary SWHS data. 
a  Region 1 = Southeast Alaska, Region 2 = Southcentral Alaska, Region 3 = Arctic-Yukon-Kuskokwim. 
b LCL = lower 95% confidence limit. 
c UCL = upper 95% confidence limit. 

 

 
Figure 25.–Estimated total Dolly Varden/Arctic char catch and 95% confidence intervals from the 

2009 hybrid survey and the combined SWHS (late mailing sample) by management region. 
Note: Combined = estimate from the combined standard and supplementary SWHS data. See Figure 1 and 

Table 1 for a list of sport fishing regions and areas.  
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Table 22.–Estimated total Dolly Varden/Arctic char catch and 95% confidence limits from the 2009 Hybrid survey and the Standard and 
Supplementary surveys (late mailing sample) by SWHS survey area (A-Z). 

 
 Supplementary Hybrid Standard 

Regiona SWHS area Catch LCLb UCLc Catch LCLb UCLc Catch LCLb UCLc 
Region 1 A 630 43 1,501 47 0 142 1,077 154 2,592 

 B 1,437 674 2,419 2,534 426 5,824 3,977 1,350 7,426 

 C 2,027 440 3,974 101 0 271 446 0 1,183 

 D 6,788 43 16,834 713 0 2,087 438 0 1,166 

 E 2,952 1,479 4,559 5,107 846 12,398 4,522 1,749 8,076 

 F 369 87 762 379 142 687 2,784 691 5,257 

 G 434 43 1,000 663 0 1,918 1,107 194 2,325 

 H 1,216 391 2,284 1,350 237 3,315 777 146 1,676 
Region 2 J 3,940 1,776 6,522 1,681 497 3,196 1,466 308 3,239 

 K 3,866 270 10,364 54 0 162 1,573 613 2,800 

 L 1,005 152 2,254 501 0 1,211 1,199 231 2,542 

 M 2,411 1,210 3,856 4,623 2,269 7,376 3,562 1,670 5,980 

 N 1,164 470 2,079 1,088 284 2,202 1,051 343 2,093 

 P 60,755 46,576 75,786 91,266 72,693 112,484 85,953 66,273 106,729 

 Q 15,501 4,859 29,257 19,460 9,723 31,416 7,934 3,760 14,198 

 R 17,880 9,639 28,606 18,664 7,670 33,069 25,221 16,574 35,334 

 S 5,850 2,893 9,439 8,386 1,894 16,783 7,903 3,651 12,858 

 T 17,933 7,564 31,514 12,420 6,629 19,446 15,364 9,811 21,395 
Region 3 I 83 0 226 0 0 0 173 0 391 

 U 957 287 1,855 240 0 697 1,629 231 3,721 

 V 28,064 15,529 41,949 22,196 10,724 35,676 36,785 20,609 56,538 

 W 6,346 2,214 12,498 3,544 216 7,475 11,041 3,725 19,699 

 X 3,192 287 8,001 94 0 237 178 0 511 

 Y 1,414 0 4,177 118 0 355 391 49 904 

 Z 1,531 304 3,115 125 0 321 611 73 1,490 
Note: See Figure 1 and Table 1 for a list of sport fishing regions and areas.  

 a  Region 1 = Southeast Alaska, Region 2 = Southcentral Alaska, Region 3 = Arctic-Yukon-Kuskokwim. 
 b LCL = lower 95% confidence limit. 
 c UCL = upper 95% confidence limit.  
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Figure 26.–Estimated total Dolly Varden/Arctic char catch and 95% confidence intervals from the 2009 hybrid survey and the standard and 
supplementary surveys (late mailing sample) by SWHS survey area (A-Z). 
Note:  See Figure 1 and Table 1 for a list of sport fishing regions and areas. Region 1 = Southeast Alaska, Region 2 = Southcentral Alaska,  

Region 3 = Arctic-Yukon-Kuskokwim. 

 



 

Table 23.–Estimated total Arctic grayling catch and 95% confidence limits from the 2009 hybrid 
survey and the combined SWHS (late mailing sample) by management region. 

Region Survey Catch LCL UCL 

1 Combined 179 0 538 
Hybrid 0 0 0 

2 Combined 41,206 29,083 56,728 
Hybrid 26,176 17,205 36,180 

3 Combined 81,351 60,290 106,943 
Hybrid 62,587 42,217 86,406 

Note:  Combined = estimate from the combined standard and supplementary SWHS data. 
a  Region 1 = Southeast Alaska, Region 2 = Southcentral Alaska, Region 3 = Arctic-Yukon-Kuskokwim. 
b LCL = lower 95% confidence limit. 
c UCL = upper 95% confidence limit. 

 

 
Figure 27.–Estimated total Arctic grayling catch and 95% confidence intervals from the 2009 hybrid 

survey and the combined SWHS (late mailing sample) by management region. 
Note:  Combined = estimate from the combined standard and supplementary SWHS data. See Figure 1 and 

Table 1 for a list of sport fishing regions. 
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Table 24.–Estimated total Arctic grayling catch and 95% confidence limits from the 2009 hybrid survey and the standard and supplementary 
surveys (late mailing sample) by SWHS survey area (A-Z). 

 
 Supplementary Hybrid Standard 

Regiona SWHS area Catch LCLb UCLc Catch LCLb UCLc Catch LCLb UCLc 
Region 2 J 145 0 386 237 0 710 0 0 0 

 K 592 24 1,416 250 0 561 165 0 377 

 L 0 0 0 0 0 0 637 0 1,698 

 M 9,361 3,446 17,886 6,764 3,071 12,416 5,496 2,051 11,867 

 N 0 0 0 0 0 0 24 0 73 

 P 4,485 828 8,697 1,759 135 4,258 5,032 1,710 9,379 

 Q 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 R 290 48 642 2,722 284 6,605 2,501 971 4,324 

 S 5,599 2,943 9,307 6,964 2,604 13,167 8,814 4,186 14,761 

 T 4,494 1,743 7,885 7,480 3,365 12,764 17,396 9,025 28,894 
Region 3 I 3,551 991 8,117 6,609 2,077 12,517 6,748 2,302 12,545 

 U 25,759 15,282 37,641 27,071 14,838 41,360 23,340 15,672 30,762 

 V 9,579 4,479 15,447 21,383 8,347 39,826 16,930 8,187 27,330 

 W 1,990 725 3,795 2,034 172 5,090 6,437 2,745 10,894 

 X 1,480 177 3,282 473 0 1,420 1,327 47 3,700 

 Y 4,753 1,499 8,802 3,492 298 8,803 16,332 2,370 38,891 

 Z 5,037 482 12,919 1,525 54 3,511 871 194 1,738 
a  Region 1 = Southeast Alaska, Region 2 = Southcentral Alaska, Region 3 = Arctic-Yukon-Kuskokwim. No catch was recorded for Region 1. 
b LCL = lower 95% confidence limit. 
 c UCL = upper 95% confidence limit. 
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Figure 28.–Estimated total Arctic grayling catch and 95% confidence intervals from the 2009 hybrid survey and the standard and 

supplementary surveys (late mailing sample) by SWHS survey area (A-Z). 
Note:  See Figure 1 and Table 1 for a list of sport fishing regions and areas. Region 1 = Southeast Alaska, Region 2 = Southcentral Alaska,  

Region 3 = Arctic-Yukon-Kuskokwim. 

 



 

 
Figure 29.–Estimated ratios and 95% confidence intervals of guided halibut harvest for Cook Inlet 

versus all Region 2 waters from the 2009 Supplementary SWHS, Hybrid survey, and the 2009 Guide 
Logbook database. 
Note:  Logbook value is considered a census count and is not a survey-based estimate having a confidence 

interval. 
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Figure 30.–Estimated ratios and 95% confidence intervals of guided rockfish harvest for Cook Inlet 

versus all Region 2 waters from the 2009 supplementary SWHS, hybrid survey, and the 2009 Guide 
Logbook database. 
Note:  Logbook value is considered a census count and is not a survey-based estimate having a confidence 

interval. 
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Figure 31.–Estimated ratios and 95% confidence intervals of guided coho salmon harvest by water 

type for Cook Inlet versus all Region 2 from the 2009 supplementary SWHS, hybrid survey, and the 2009 
Guide Logbook database. 
Note:  Logbook value is considered a census count and is not a survey-based estimate having a confidence 

interval. 
  

0.000

0.050

0.100

0.150

0.200

0.250

0.300

0.350

0.400

0.450

0.500

Supplementary Hybrid Logbook Supplementary Hybrid Logbook

Saltwater Freshwater

Ra
tio

 

60 



 

 
Figure 32.–Proposed page order/page layout for the modified hybrid booklet for 2011. 
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Appendix A1.–Draft of hybrid survey for pretest by Craciun Research, July 2009. 
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Appendix A1.–Page 12 of 12. 

 

 



 

Appendix A2.–Statewide Harvest Survey hybrid survey format pretest; Craciun Research focus group 
research report. 
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Appendix A3.–Statewide Harvest Survey hybrid survey format Craciun Research pretest; personal 
interviews. 
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Appendix B1.–Final Hybrid survey questionnaire for mailed test, 2009. 
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Appendix B2.–Cover letter for the first mailing of hybrid test survey, 2009. 
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Appendix B3.–Second reminder letter for hybrid test survey, 2009. 
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Appendix B4.–Third reminder letter for hybrid test survey, 2009. 
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Appendix C1.–Sport fish standard survey questionnaire, 2009. 
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Appendix C2.–Cover letter for first mailing of standard and supplementary surveys, 2008. 

 
 

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 

 

DIVISION OF SPORT FISH 
 

  

SEAN PARNELL, GOVERNOR 
 

 

 

Research & Technical Services  

333 Raspberry Road. 

Anchorage, AK 99518-1599 

PHONE: (907) 267-2280 

FAX: (907) 267-2422 

 Dear Alaska Angler, 

You have been selected to receive a 2009 Sport Fish Survey. We conduct this survey every year 
to measure how much fishing occurs and how many fish are caught and kept by sport anglers in 
Alaska. This information is essential to our ongoing efforts to maintain and improve Alaska’s 
sport fisheries. 

Please help us by doing your best to remember your household’s 2009 sport fishing activity, 
record it in the enclosed survey booklet, and return the booklet using the postage-paid envelope. 
Your voluntary participation is extremely important. The information provided will be treated 
confidentially and will not be used for enforcement purposes. 
While the tables and maps may make the survey look a bit complicated, for most people there are 
only a few pages that must be completed to report a household’s sport fishing information.  

If you and other members of your household did not get a chance to go fishing in 2009, we 
ask that you please complete the General Questions on page 3 of the questionnaire, and 
return the survey to us. We mail reminders when the survey is not returned, so returning the 
booklet in a timely fashion will help ensure that we do not send you the survey again. 

Please accept the full-color index of Alaska fresh and salt water species as a small token of 
thanks for your effort.  

The results of the 2009 Alaska Sport Fish Survey will be available in fall of 2010. If you are 
interested in seeing the results of previous years’ surveys, visit the Alaska Division of Sport 
Fish website at: http://www.sf.adfg.state.ak.us/statewide/sf_home.cfm  
Thank you for your willingness to help us maintain and improve Alaska’s sport fisheries. 

 

Sincerely,  

 

Charles O Swanton, Director 
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Appendix C3.–Second reminder for standard and supplementary surveys, 2008. 
 

 
 

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 

 

DIVISION OF SPORT FISH 
 

 

  

SEAN PARNELL, GOVERNOR 
 

 

 

Research & Technical Services  

333 Raspberry Road. 

Anchorage, AK 99518-1599 

PHONE: (907) 267-2280 

FAX: (907) 267-2422 

 Dear Alaska Angler, 

A few weeks ago we sent you a 2009 Sport Fishing Survey. We conduct this survey every year to 
measure how much fishing occurs and how many fish are caught and kept by sport anglers in Alaska. 
This information is essential to our ongoing efforts to maintain and improve Alaska’s sport fisheries. 

Information about your 2009 sport fishing is very valuable to this study because you have been chosen to 
represent many other sport anglers in Alaska. However, we have yet to receive your completed survey. 

Please take a few minutes and recollect your household’s 2009 sport fishing activity, record it in the 
enclosed survey booklet, and return the booklet using the postage-paid envelope. The information 
provided will be treated confidentially and will not be used for enforcement purposes. 

While the tables and maps may make the survey look a bit complicated, for most people there are only a 
few pages that must be completed to report a household’s sport fishing information.  

If you and other members of your household did not get a chance to go fishing in 2009, we ask that 
you please complete the General Questions on page 3 of the questionnaire, and return the survey to 
us. We mail reminders when the survey is not returned, so returning the booklet in a timely fashion will 
help ensure that we do not send you the survey again. 

Please accept the full-color index of Alaska fresh and salt water species as a small token of thanks for 
your effort.  

This is the 33rd year that the Alaska Sport Fishing Survey has been conducted, and we thank all 
participants for the success of this project. The results of the 2009 Alaska Sport Fishing Survey will be 
available in fall of 2010. If you are interested in seeing the results of previous years’ surveys, visit the 
Alaska Division of Sport Fish website: http://www.sf.adfg.state.ak.us/statewide/sf_home.cfm. 

Thank you for your willingness to help us maintain and improve Alaska’s sport fisheries. 

Sincerely,  

 
Charles O Swanton, Director 
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Appendix C4.–Third reminder for standard and supplementary surveys, 2008. 
 

 
 

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 

 

DIVISION OF SPORT FISH 
 

  

 

SEAN PARNELL, GOVERNOR 
 

 

Research & Technical Services  

333 Raspberry Road. 

Anchorage, AK 99518-1599 

PHONE: (907) 267-2280 

FAX: (907) 267-2422 

 Dear Angler, 

Re: Sport Fishing in Alaska, 2009 

At this time of year, we realize that your 2009 fishing experience is becoming a distant memory. 
We are, however, requesting your help by asking that you complete the Alaska 2009 Sport 
Fishing Survey. We appreciate your willingness to consider our request by supplying your best 
recollection of your household’s sport fishing participation, catch, and harvest. Your response 
will help guide decisions that protect and enhance Alaska's excellent sport fishing opportunities. 

This survey is mailed annually to about 10% of Alaska sportfishing license holders. The 
information gained helps Alaska Department of Fish and Game determine where anglers fished 
and how many fish they caught and kept within Alaska's sport fisheries. The results are used for 
sport fisheries planning and management purposes, and by anglers planning for the best sport 
fishing experience.  

The study is drawing to a close, and this is the last contact that will be made in this year's survey. 
Hearing from everyone who was mailed a survey helps assure that the results are as accurate as 
possible. Even if you or other household members didn’t fish in 2009, we ask that you complete 
the General Questions on page 3 and mail the survey back to us in the envelope provided. 

If you have already returned your completed form, please disregard this letter and accept my 
thanks. 

Sincerely, 

 
Charles O. Swanton, 

Director 

 

 

 

 176 



 

177 

Appendix C5.–Sport fish supplementary survey questionnaire, 2006. 

 

 



 

178 
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Appendix C6.–Sport fish supplementary mapsite booklet, 2008. 
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