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To All Interested Government Agencies and Public Groups: 

Under the National Environmental Policy Act, an environmental 
review has been performed on the following action. 

TITLE: 	 Amendment 45 to the Fishery Management Plan for 
the Groundfish Fishery of the Bering Sea and 
Aleutian Islands Area (FMP) 

LOCATION: 	 Federal Waters of the Bering Sea and Aleutian 
Islands 

Amendment 45 will permanently extend the 
allocation of 7.5 percent of the pollack total 
allowable catch in the Bering Sea and Aleutian 
Islands to the Western Alaska C9mmunity 
Development Quota (CDQ) Program. In addition, 
Amendment 45 would remove the pollock CDQ Program 
from the inshore/offshore section of the FMP and 
reorganize three separate CDQ-related sections of 
the FMP into one section. 

RESPONSIBLE 	 James Balsiger 
OFFICIAL: 	 Acting Administrator 

Alaska Region 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
P.O. Box 21668 
Juneau, AK 99802 
Phone: 907-586-7221 

The environmental review process led us to conclude that this 
action will not have a significant impact on the environment. 
Therefore, an environmental impact statement was not prepared. 
A copy of the finding of no significant impact, including the 
environmental assessment, is enclosed for your information. 
Also, please send one copy of your comment to me in Room 5805, 
PSP, U.S. Department of Commerce, Washington, D.C. 20230. 

Sincerely, 

~~lYL>c~ 
Acting NEPA Coordinator 
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Executive Summary 

Section l l J(a) of the Sustainable Fisheries Act of 1996 added a new provision to the Magnuson-Stevens 
Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSFCMA) providing specific statutory authority for the CDQ 
programs for polloek, sablefish, halibut, groundfish, and crab, already approved by the North Pacific Council 
and the Secretary of Commerce. Section 305(i)(l) requires that the Council and Secretary establish a 
Western Alaska CDQ program that allocates a percentage of the Total Allowable Catch (TAC) of any Bering 
Sea fishery. It imposes a moratorium until October l, 2001, on submission to the Secretary of any CDQ 
program allocating a percentage ofTAC that ~as not approved by the Council before October 1; 1995, and 
allows an extension ofCDQ programs that expire during the period of the moratorium if they meet the other 
requirements of the section. It also provides that, for pending CDQ programs and proposed extensions of 
current programs, the Secretary cannot increase the percentage of TAC allocated to any CDQ program over 
the amount the Council approved as ofOctober 1, 1995. 

Under the above provisions establishing CDQ programs for nearly all BSAI fisheries, the MSFCMA requires 
the Council and Secretary to act such that a pollock CDQ program exists after its current sunset date. 
Further, the Council and Secretary are directed to include pollock in the multi-species CDQ program by 
1999. The Sustainable Fisheries Act ofOctober 1996 also clearly directs the Council and the Secretary that 
a pollock CDQ program at an amount up to the existing 7.5 percent of pollock TAC shall be included in a 
comprehensive multi-species CDQ program. 

The Council must act to recommend an FMP amendment to extend the pol lock CDQ program past 1998. 
While the Council could have chosen to lower the CDQ allocation to less than the current 7.5 percent, the 
Council chose to limit the alternatives in this analysis to: 

Alternative 1: No Action. 

Alternative 2: Pennancntly extend the pollock CDQ program at 7.5 percent of the TAC. (Preferred 
A /ternative) 

Only Alternative 2 appears to be consistent with Congressional intent to have a pollock CDQ program for 
Western Alaska. Without reauthorization of the pollock CDQ Program, the 56 affected communities, 
organized into six separate CDQ organizations, will no longer be given an exclusive share of the pollock 
resource. The 7.5% allocation yields an average of $2 million in wages, and $10.2 million net income on 
annual revenues of nearly $20 million to CDQ program recipients. These direct benefits likely understate 
total economic benefits to these communities, due to the indirect benefits generated from the development 
projects undertaken by the program. Additionally, the direct and indirect impacts of the monies generated 
by the program represent a differentially higher economic impact when compared to other regions of the 
State of Alaska and the United States in general. This is due to the relative absence of alternative economic 
bases in these communities. The social benefits attributable to this program are quite clear and have not been 
the subject of debate during the program or in consideration of extending the program. During its 
deliberations in June 1998, the Council chose Alternative 2 as its preferred alternative. 

None of the alternatives are expected to have a significant impact on endangered or threatened species, and 
none would have an affect on takes of marine mammals. 

None of the alternatives is expected to result in a "significant regulatory action" as defined in E.O. 12866, 
National Environmental Policy Act None of the alternatives would result in an action deemed to be 
"significant" under the Regulatory Flexibility Act. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

The groundfish fisheries in the Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) (3 to 200 miles offshore) off Alaska are 
managed under the Fishery Management Plan for the Groundfish Fisheries of the Gulf of Alaska and the 
Fishery Management Plan for the Groundfish Fisheries of the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands Area. Both 
fishery management plans (FMP) were developed by the North Pacific Fishery Management Council 
(Council) under the Magnuson Fishery Conservation and Management Act (Magnuson Act). The Gulf of 
Alaska (GOA) FMP was approved by the Secretary of Commerce and become effective in 1978 and the 
Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands Area (BSA!) FMP become effective in 1982. · 

Actions taken to amend FMPs or implement other regulations governing the ground fish fisheries must meet 
the requirements of Federal laws and regulations. In addition to the Magnuson Act, the most important of 
these are the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Endangered Species Act (ESA), the Marine 
Mammal Protection Act (MMPA), Executive Order (E.O.) 12866, and the Regulatory Flexibility Act (RF A). 

NEPA, E.O. 12866 and the RF A require a description of the purpose and need for the proposed action as well 
as a description of alternative actions which may address the problem. This information is included in 
Section 1 of this document. Section 2 contains information on the biological and environmental impacts of 
the alternatives as required by NEPA. Impacts on endangered species and marine mammals are also 
addressed in this section. Section 3 contains a Regulatory Impact Review (RIR) which addresses the 
requirements of both E.O. 12866 and the RFA that economic impacts of the alternatives be considered. 
Section 4 contains the Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis (!RF A) required by the RF A which specifically 
addresses the impacts of the proposed action on small businesses. 

This Environmental Assessment/Regulatory Impact Review/Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis 
(EA/RIR/JRF A) addresses the need to reauthorize the pollack community development quota program (CDQ) 
for Western Alaska. The pollack CDQ program will sunset on December 31, 1998 unless reauthorized by 
the Secretary of Commerce. This program has been separated from the current inshore-offshor,e processor 
allocations for pollack, which is also scheduled for action in 1998. The Council must act to recommend this 
amendment if it wishes to extend the pollack CDQ program. 

1.1 Purpose of and Need for the Action 

In the past, the Council has maintained the linkage between the allocation ofpol lock to the CDQ reserve and 
the allocation of pollack between inshore and offshore components of the industry. Recent amendments to 
the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSFCMA), however, indicate that 
extension of the pollack CDQ program should not be temporary and that it should be combined with the 
multi-species CDQ program. The Council must act to recommend an FMP amendment to this effect if the 
Council wants to extend the pollack CDQ program past 1998. 

The pollack CDQ program for 1992 through 1995 was part of Amendment 18 to the Fishery Management 
Plan for .the Groundfish Fishery in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands. It was approved by the Council in 
June 1991 and by the Secretary on March 4, 1992. The pollack CDQ program was extended through 
December 31, 1998, as part of Amendment 38. Amendment 38 was approved by the Council in June 1995 
and by the Secretary on November 28, 1995. The multispecies groundfish and crab CDQ program was 
approved by the Council in June 1995 as part ofAmendment 39 and by the Secretary on September 12, 1997. 
The proposed rule to establish a License Limitation Program (LLP) and expand the Community Development 
Quota (CDQ} Program was published in the Federal register on August 15, 1997. The CDQ program would 
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be expanded to include a percentage of the total allowabl~ catch (TAC) of BSAI groundfish and cra'b'Si}ecies 
in the CDQ allocations. The draft final rule was sent to NMFS HQ for review on March 16, 1998. Numerous 
changes have been made to the final rule in response to 87 comments received on the proposed rule. The 
current target date for publication of the final rule is the week of the April 1998 Council meeting. 

Section 111 (a) ofthe Sustainable Fisheries Act of 1996 added a new provision to the MSFCMA providing 
specific statutory authority for the CDQ programs for pollock, sablefish, halibut, groundfish, and crab, 
already approved by the North.Pacific Council and the Secretary of Commerce. Section 305(i)(l) requires 
that the Council and Secretary establish a Wesiern Alaska CDQ ·program that allocates a percentage of the 
Total Allowable Catch (TAC) of any Bering Sea fishery. It imposes a moratorium until October l, 2001, on 
submission to tl1e Secretary of any CDQ program allocating a percentage of TAC that was not approved by 
the Council before October I, l 995, and allows an extension ofCDQ programs that expire during the period 
of the moratorium if they meet the other requirements of the section. It also provides that, for pending CDQ 
programs and proposed extensions ofcurrent programs, the Secretary cannot increase the percentage ofTAC 
allocated to any CDQ program over the amount the Council approved as of October 1, 1995 (NOAA 1996). 

Section l 11 (a) Harold Sparck Memorial Community Development Ouota Program is the result of strong 
support for the Western Alaska CDQ program. According to the Senate report and statements on the floor, 
the intent is for the National Marine Fisheries Service to combine all the existing and proposed Bering Sea 
CDQ programs into a single, more efficient Western Alaska CDQ program. 

NOAA General Counsel (GC) opined that Section 30S(i) requires that an FMP amendment be submitted by 
the Council and approved by the Secretary in order to extend the pollock CDQ program beyond December 
31, 1998. The NOAA GC legal opinion on the interpretation of Section 305(i) is included as Appendix I. 
Section 305(i)(l)(C)(ii) states, "With respect to a fishery management plan, plan amendment, or regulation 
for a Bering Sea fishery that--(!) allocated to the Western Alaska community development quota program 
a percentage of the total allowable catch ofsuch fishery; and (II) was approved by the North Pacific Fishery 
Management Council prior to October I, 1995; the Secretary shall, except as provided in clause (iii) and after 
approval ofsuch plan, amendment, or regulation, under section 304, allocate to the program the percentage 
of the total allowable catch described in such plan, amendment,.or regulation." 

The primary application of section 30S(i)(I )(C)(ii) is to tl1e multispecies and crab program, because that is 
the only one that had been approved by the North Pacific Council prior fo October I, 1995, but had not yet 
been approved by the Secretary ofCommerce on October 11, 1996. The current pollock CDQ program had 
already been approved by the Secretary in 1995. TI1is sentence cannot be read as mandating continuation 
of the pollock CDQ program past its expiration date, because Amendment 38 does not describe any 
allocation of TAC to the CDQ program for any year after 1998. 

As stated above, the MSFCMA requires the Council and Secretary to act such that a pollock CDQ program 
will exist after its current sunset date. Further, the Council and Secretary are directed to include pollock in 
the multi-species CDQ program by 1999. The Sustainable Fisheries Act of October 1996, also clearly directs 
the Council and the Secretary that a pollock CDQ program at an amount up to the existing 7.5 percent of 
pollack TAC shall be included in a comprehensive multi-species CDQ program. 

Congressman Young claimed that it was the intent of both houses that CDQ allocations "shall be large 
enough to enable communities participating in the program to accomplish the program's objectives, and 
particularly the objective of establishing a sustainable local economy in each participating community." 
Section 305(i)( 1) has been interpreted to require the Council and the Secretary to establish a single western 
Alaska CDQ program. Section 305(i)(1)(C)(ii) has been interpreted to cap all CDQ programs at 7.5 percent, 
the highest percentage recommended for any of the programs prior to October l, 1995. The Council directed 
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that this analysis only address reauthorizing the pollock CDQ program at the current level of 7.5 percent of 
the BSA! pollock TAC. . 

In June 1995, the Council approved the first reauthorization of inshore/offshore (II). At the same meeting, 
the Council also approved the license limitation program and multi-species CDQ program for groundfish and 
crab. The Council explicitly included the pollock CDQ allocation as part of the pollock inshore/offshore 
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amendment package, and did not include it in the multi-species CDQ allocation. Its action mandated that 
the pollock CDQ program would need to be reauthorized along with inshore/offshore {II), or expire at the 
end of 1998. Since that time significant events have transpired which may affect the context in which the 
pollock CDQ program is considered. The recent Magnuson-Stevens Act includes very specific language 
pertaining to Western Alaska CDQ allocations. The language from Section 305 is shown in Appendix JI. 

The language in the Act appears to be non-discretionary in nature: i.e., it requires the North Pacific Council, 
and the Secretary of Commerce, to allocate a percentage ofthe TAC of any Bering Sea fishery under Council 
jurisdiction to the CDQ program. Further, the language under Section (C)(ii)(II) appears to dictate the 
percentage of such allocation ... "with respect to any plan ...tha.t was approved by the Council prior to October 
I, 1995; the Secretary shall...allocate to the program the percentage of the TAC described in such plan ... " 

The Congressional record (Report on the Sustainable Fisheries Act, Senate Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation) further illustrates the intent of Congress with regard to the CDQ allocations 
where it states, "this bill legislatively mandates both current and proposed Bering Sea CDQ programs, and 
authorizes similar programs in the western Pacific." 

To clarify congressional intent, staff researched the congressional record of the legislation. The Senate 
Commerce Committee report on S.39, dated May 23, 1996, states on the pages shown in p·arentheses: 

"The North Pacific Council has implemented CDQ programs that set aside about 7 .5 percent of the 
Bering Sea harvests of pollock, halibut, and sablefish for 55 villages in western Alaska. In addition 
that Council has recommended CDQs in several other major Bering Sea fisheries, including crab. 
The bill legislatively mandates both current and proposed Bering Sea CDQ programs and authorizes 
similar programs in the western Pacific (p.6) 

In June of 1995, the North Pacific Council renewed the pollock CDQ program by unanimous consent 
(with one abstention) (p. 27) ... New section 305(i) of the Magnuson Act would explicitly provide 
for the western Alaska CDQ programs and combine them in a single program for regulatory 
efficiency ... 
(p. 28) 

New subsection (i) of section 305 of the Magnuson Act would require the North Pacific Council and 
the Secretary to establish a western Alaska community development program under which a 
percentage of the total allowable catch of each Bering Sea fishery is allocated to the program. 
Bering Sea CDQ programs already recommended or submitted by the North Pacific Council would 
be combined into a single, more efficient western Alaska CDQ program ... (p. 28) 

This subsection would establish a moratorium through FY 2000 on the submission by the North 
Pacific Council of a ... western Alaska CDQ program unless the Council had recommended a CDQ 
allocation in the fishery prior to October 1, 1995. The moratorium therefore would limit the new 
combined western Alaska CDQ program to the pollock, halibut, sablefish, crab and groundfish 
fish.eries until September 30, 2000. In addition the Secretary would be prohibited during that period 
from approving or implementing a greater percentage of the total allowable catch of the Bering Sea 
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po!lock, ... for the western. Alaska CDQ program than the North Pacific Council had al;e . .lily 
recommended as of September 30, 1995 in those fisheries. The effect of this restriction with respect 
to po!lock would be that North Pacific Council and Secretary would be required to continue to 
allocate a percentage of pol!ock to the western Alaska CDQ program, notwithstanding the current 
expiration date for pollack CDQs, but the Secretary would not be allowed to approve a percentage 
higher than 7.5 percent for pollock CDQs prior to October I, 2000. (pp.28-29) 

Senator Stevens' comments on the Senate floor on September 19, J996, concerning manager's amendments 
to S. 39, echo the committee report: · · · · · · · 

Pacific Communitv Fisheries. The amendment requires the North Pacific Council and Secretary to 
establish a western Alaska community development quota (CDQ) program under which a percentage 
of the total allowable catch of each Bering Sea fishery is allocated to western Alaska communities 
that participate in the program. The amendment prevents the North Pacific Council from increasing 
the percentage of any CDQ allocation approved by the Council prior to October I, 1995 until after 
September 30, 2001. The amendment includes a sentence at the end of a new section 305(i){I )(C){i) 
making clear that this cap through September 30, 2001 does not prevent the extension of the pollock 
CDQ allocation beyond 1996. In complying with the western Alaska CDQ requirement, a 
percentage of the pollock fishery (and each Bering Sea fishery) must be allocated to the program· 
every year. In the event that the North Pacific Council fails to submit an extension of the pollock 
CDQ in 1998, it is the intent that the Secretary continue to allocate to the western Alaska CDQ 
program the percentage of pollock approved by the Council for previous years until the Council 
submits an extension. 

The Council retains the ability to revise CDQ allocations, except as provided in the amendment 
for crab fisheries, provided that the allocations not exceed the levels approved by the Council prior 
to October I, 1995 {after September 30, 2001, the Council retains the full ability to revise CDQ 
allocations). The Secretary is required to phase in the CDQ percentage already approved by the 
North Pacific Council for the Bering crab fisheries, allocating 3.5 percent in 1998, 5 percent in 1999 
and 7.5 percent for 2001 or any other percentage on or after October l, 2001: CDQ allocations 
already approved by the Council (pollock, halibut, sablefish, crab and groundfish) do not need to be 
resubmitted by the Council or reapproved (if already approved) by the Secretary. 

The legislative history indicates strong Congressional intent that the pollock CDQ program continue, 
although the Council might be able to consider a reduced percentage. In summary, NOAA GC asserts, 
"When section 305(i) is read in its entirety, we believe that it requires an FMP amendment to be submitted 
by the Council and approved by the Secretary to extend the pollock CDQ program beyond December 31, 
1998." 

1.2 Alternatives Considered 

This analysis is based on the description of the CDQ program as it was described in the proposed rule, 
published in the Federal register on August 15, 1997. The analysis will be revised upon publication of the 
final rule. 

1.2.1 Alternative 1: No Action. 

Under Alternative I, the pollock CDQ program would sunset on December 31, 1998. The legislative history 
indicates Congressional intent for the CDQ program not to expire. NOAA GC has 

4 



concluded that the Council is not required to submit a revision or extension of the pollack CDQ program and 
may choose to allow the program tb expire (Appendix I). 

l.2.2 Alt.ernative 2: Permanently extend the pollock CDQ program at 7.5 percent of the TAC. 

Alternative 2 would recommend that the. Secretary extend the pollack CDQ program at the existing level of 
7.5 percent of the pollack TAC, allocated to the CDQ reserve, without a sunset date. The intent is to include 
pollock in the multi-species CDQ program to be implemented in mid-1998. Note that the pollock CDQ 
program extends through December 31, 1998~ regardless of the date of initial impiementation of the multi
species CDQ program. 

The MSFCMA limits the amount ofTAC that may be allocated to a pollack CDQ reserve to not more than 
7.5 percent ofthe TAC tl1rough October 1, 2001. The Council may choose an allocation less than 7.5 percent, 
but may not recommend an allocation greater than 7.5 percent until after October 1, 2001. In September 
J997, the Council decided to li_mit the alternatives in the reauthorization of the pollock CDQ program to: (I) 
the "no action" alternative and (2) continuation of the pollock CDQ program, without a sunset date, at 7.5 
percent. 

2.0 NEPA REQUIREMENTS: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES 

An environmental assessment (EA) is required by the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) 
to determine whether the action considered will result in significant impact on the human environment If 
the action is determined not to be significant based on an analysis ofrelevant considerations, the EA and 
resulting finding of no significant impact (FONS!) would be the final environmental documents required by 
NEPA. An environmental impact statement (EIS) must be-prepared for major federal actions significantly 
affecting the human environment. 

An EA must include a brief discussion of the need for the proposal, the alternatives considered, the 
environmental impacts of the proposed action and the alternatives, and a list of document preparers. The 
purpose and alternatives were discussed in Sections 1.1 and 1.2, and the list ofpreparers is in Section 8. This 
section contains the discussion of the environmental impacts of the alternatives including impacts on 
threatened and endangered species and marine mammals. 

2.1 Environmental Impacts of the Alternatives 

TI1e environmental impacts generally associated with fishery management actions are effects resulting from 
(I) harvest of fish stocks which may result in changes in food availability to predators and scavengers, 
changes in the population structure of target fish stocks, and changes in the marine ecosystem community 
structure; (2) changes in the physical and biological structure of the marine environment as a result of fishing 
practices, e.g., effects of gear use and fish processing discards; and (3) entanglement/entrapment of non
target organisms in active or inactive fishing gear. 

A summary of the effects of the annual groundfish harvests on the biological environment and associated 
impacts on marine mammals, seabirds, and other threatened or endangered species are discussed in the final 
environmental assessment for the annual groundfish total allowable catch specifications (NMFS 1998). In 
addition, the RJR in Section 3.0 of this document and appendices provides analysis of the socioeconomic 
impacts of the alternatives considered under Amendment 45. 
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2.2 Impacts on Endangered or Threatened Species 

Background. The ESA provides for the conservation of endangered and threatened species of fish, wildlife, 
and plants. The program is administered jointly by NMFS for most marine species, and the US Fish and 
Wildlife Service (FWS) for terrestrial and freshwater species. 

The ESA procedure for identifying or listing imperiled species involves a two-tiered process, classifying 
species as either threatened or endangered, based on the biological health of a species. Threatened species 
are those likely to become endangered in the foreseeable future [16 U.S.C. § 1532(20)]. Endangered species · 
are those in danger of becoming extinct throughout all or a significant portion of their range. [ 16 U.S.C. 
§1532(20)]. The Secretary of Commerce, acting through NMFS, is authorized to list marine mammal and 
fish species. The Secretary of the Interior, acting through the FWS, is authorized to list all other organisms. 

In addition to listing species under the ESA, the critical habitat of a newly listed species must be designated 
concurrent with its listing to the" maximum extent prudent and determinable" [I 6 U.S.C. § 1533(b)(1 )(A)]. 
The ESA defines critical habitat as those specific areas that are essential to the conservation of a listed 
species and that may be in need of special consideration. The primary benefit of critical habitat designation 
is that it informs Federal agencies that listed species are dependent upon these areas for their continued 
existence, and that consultation with NMFS on any Federal action that may affect these areas is required. 
Some species, primarily the cetaceans, listed in 1969 under the Endangered Species Conservation Act and 
carried forward as endangered under the ESA, have not received critical habitat designations. 

Listed Species. The following species are currently listed as endangered or threatened under the ESA and 
occur in the GOA and/or BSA!: 

Endangered 

Northern Right Whale Balaena glacial is 
Bowhead Whale' Balaena mysticetus 
Sei Whale Balaenoptera borealis . 
Blue Whale Balaenoptera musculus 
Fin Whale Balaenoptera physalus 
Humpback Whale Megaptera novaeangliae 
Sperm Whale Physeter macrocephalus 
Snake River Sockeye Salmon Oncorhynchus nerka 
Short-tailed Albatross Diomedia albatrus 
Steller Sea Lion' Eumetopias jubatus 

Threatened 

Snake River Fall Chinook Salmon Oncorhynchus tshawytscha 
Snake River Spring/Summer Chinook Salmon Oncorhynchus tshawytscha 
Steller Sea Lion' Eumetopias jubatus 
Spectacled Eider Somateria fishcheri 

1specieS is present in Bering Sea area only. 

21isted as endangered west of Cape Suckling. 

3listed as threatened east of Cape Suckling. 
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Section 7 Consultations. Because both groundfish fisheries are federally regulated activities, any.negative 
effects of the fisheries on listed species or critical habitat and any takings' that may occur are subject to ESA 
section 7 consultation. NMFS initiates the consultation and the resulting biological opinions are issued to 
NMFS. The Council inay be invited to participate in the compilation, review, and analysis of data used in 
the consultations. The determination of whether the action "is likely to jeopardize the continued existence 
of' endangered or threatened species or _to result in the destruction or modification of critical habitat, 
however, is the responsibility of the appropriate agency (NMFS or FWS). lfthe action is determined to 
result in jeopardy, the opinion includes reasonable and prudent measures that are necessary to alter the action 
so that jeopardy is avoided. If an incidentai take of a listed species is expected to occur under normal . 
promulgation of the action, an incidental take statement is appended to the biological opinion. 

Section 7 consultations have been done for all the above listed species, some individually and some as 
groups. Below are summaries of the consultations. 

Endangered Cetaceans. NMFS concluded a formal section 7 consultation on the effects of the BSAI and 
GOA groundfish fisheries on endangered cetaceans within the BSA! and GOA on December 14, 1979, and 
April 19, 1991, respectively. These opinions concluded that the fisheries are unlikely to jeopardize the 
continued existence or recovery ofendangered whales. Consideration of the bowhead whale as one of the 
listed species present within the area of the Bering Sea fishery was not recognized in the 1979 opinion, 
however, its range and status are not known to have changed. No new information exists that would cause 
NMFS to alter the conclusion of the 1979 or 199 l opinions. NMFS has no plan to reopen Section 7 
consultations on the listed cetaceans for this action. Of note, however, are observations ofNorthern Right 
Whales during Bering Sea stock assessment c.ruises in the summer of 1997 (NMFS per. com). Prior to these 
sightings, and one observation of a group of two whales in 1996, confirmed sightings had not occurred. 

Steller sea lion. The Steller sea lion range extends from California and associated waters to Alaska, 
including the Gulf of Alaska and Aleutian Islands, and into the Bering Sea and North Pacific and into 
Russian waters and territory. In 1997, based on biological information collected since the species was listed 
as threatened in 1990 ( 60 FR 51968), NMFS reclassified Steller sea lions as two distinct population segments 
under the ESA (62 FR 24345). The Steller sea lion population segment west of 144°W. longitude (a line 
near Cape Suckling, Alaska) is listed as endangered; the remainder of the U.S. Steller sea lion population 
remains listed as threatened. 

NMFS designated critical habitat in 1993 (58 FR 45278) for the Steller sea lion based on the Recovery 
Team's determination·of habitat sites essential to reproduction, rest, refuge, and feeding. Listed critical 
habitats in Alaska include all rookeries, major haul-outs, and specific aquatic foraging habitats of the BSA! 
and GOA. The designation does not place any additional restrictions on human activities within designated 
areas. No changes in critical habitat designation were made as result of the 1997 re-listing. 

Beginning in 1990 when Steller sea lions were first listed under the ESA, NMFS determined that both 
groundfish fisheries may adversely affect Steller sea lions, and therefore conducted Section 7 consultation 
on the overall fisheries (NMFS 1991 ), and subsequent changes in the fisheries (NMFS 1992). The biological 
opinion on the BSAI and GOA fisheries effects on Steller sea lions issued by NMFS on January 26, 1996 
concluded that these fisheries and harvest levels are unlikely to jeopardize the continued existence and 
recovery of the Steller sea lion or adversely modify critical habitat. NMFS conducted an informal Section 
7 consultation on Steller sea lions for this action in 1997 and concluded that the GOA groundfish fishery and 
the 1997 TAC amounts were not likely to affect Steller sea lions in a way or to an extent not already 

4 the term "take" under the ESA means "harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture or collect, 
or anempt to engage in any such conduct" (16 U.S.C. §1538(a)(l)(B}. 
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considered in previous Section 7 consultations (NMFS, January 17, 1997). Reinitiation offonnal 
consultation was not required at that time. NMFS has reopened formal consultation on the I 998 fishery to 
evaluate new information specific to the 60 percent increase of pollock TAC in the combined W/C 
Regulatory Area. The 1998 biological opinion concluded that the 1998 fishery was not likely to jeopardize 
the continued existence and recovery of Steller sea lions or to adversely modify critical habitat. 

Pacific Salmon. No species of Pacific salmon originating from freshwater habitat in Alaska are listed under 
the ESA. These listed species originate in freshwater habitat in the headwaters of the Columbia (Snake) 
River. During ocean migration to the Pacific marine waters a small (undetermined) portion of the stock 
extend into the Gulf of Alaska as far east as the Aleutian Islands. In that habitat they are mixed with 
hundreds to thousands ofother stocks originating from the Columbia River, British Columbia, Alaska, and 
Asia. The listed fish are not visually distinguishable from the other, unlisted, stocks. Mortal take of them 
in the chinook salmon bycatch portion of the fisheries is assumed based on sketchy information on 
abundance, timing, and migration patterns. 

NMFS designated critical habitat in l 992 (57 FR 5705 l) for the Snake River sockeye, Snake River 
spring/summer chinook, and Snake River fall chinook salmon. The designations did not include any marine 
waters and, therefore, does not include any of the habitat where the groundfish fisheries are promulgated. 

NMFS has issued two biological opinions and no-jeopardy determinations for listed Pacific salmon in the 
Alaska groundfish fisheries (NMFS 1994, NMFS 1995). Conservation measures were recommended to 
reduce salmon bycatch and improve the level of information about the salm~n bycatch. The no jeopardy 
determination was based on the assumption that if total salmon bycatch is controlled, the impacts to listed 
salmon are also controlled. The incidental take statement appended to the second biological opinion allowed 
for take ofone Snake River fall chinook and zero take ofeither Snake River spring/summer chinook or Snake 
River sockeye, per year. As explained above, it is not technically possible to know if any have been taken. 
Compliance with the biological opinion is stated in tenns of limiting salmon bycatch per year to under 55,000 
and 40,000 for chinook salmon, and 200 and l 00 sockeye salmon in the BSA! and GOA fisheries, 
respectively. 

Short-tailed albatross. The entire world population in 1995 was estimated as 800 birds; 350 adults breed 
on two small islands near Japan (H. Hasegawa, per. com.). The population is growing but is still critically 
endangered because of its small size and restricted breeding range. Past observations indicate that older 
short-tailed albatrosses are present in Alaska primarily during the summer and fall months along the shelf 
break from the Alaska Peninsula to the GOA, although 1- and 2-year old juveniles may be present at other 
times of the year (FWS 1993 ). Consequently, these albatrosses generally would be exposed to fishery 
interactions most often during the summer and fall--during the latter part of the second and the whole of the 
third fishing quarters. 

Short-tailed albatrosses reported caught in the longline fishery include two in 1995, one in October 1996, 
and none in 1997. Both 1995 birds were caught in the vicinity ofUnimak Pass and were taken outside the 
observers' statistical samples. 

Formal consultation on the effects of the groundfish fisheries on the short-tailed albatross under the 
jurisdiction of the FWS concluded that BSAI and GOA groundfish fisheries would adversely affect the short
tailed albatross and would result in the incidental take of up to two birds per year, but would not jeopardize 
the continued existence of that species (FWS 1989). Subsequent consultations for changes to the fishery that 
might affect the short-tailed albatross also concluded no jeopardy (FWS 1995, FWS 1997). The US Fish and 
Wildlife Service does not intend to renew consultation for this action .. 
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Date 

NOV 4 1998 


\ 

2.3 Impacts on Marine Mammals Not Listed Under the ESA 

Marine mammals not listed undcf the ESA that may be present in the GOA and BSA! include cetaceans, [minke 

whale (Balaenoptera acutorostrata), killer whale (Orcinus orca), Dall's porpoise (Phocoenoides dalli), harbor 

porpoise (Phocoena phocoena), Pacific white-sided dolphin (Lagenorhynchus obliquidens), and the beaked 


. whales (e.g., Be.rardlus bairdii andMesoplodon spp.)J as well as pinnipeds [northern fur seals (Callorhinus 

urslnus), and Pacific harbor seals (Phoca vilUlina)] and the sea otter (&hydra luiris). . 

None of the alternatives will affect takes of other marine mammals not listed under the ESA. Therefore, none 
ofthe alternatives are expected to have a significant impact on marine mammals not listed under the BSA. 

2.4 Coastal Zone Management Act 

Implementation ofeach ofthe alternatives wmtld be conducted in a manner consistent, to the maximum extent 
practicable, with the Alaska Coastal Managanent Program within the meaning of Section 30( c )(I) ofthe Coastal 
Zone Management Act of 1972 and its implementing regulations. 

2.5 Conclusions or Fmding of No Significant Impact 

The alternatives simply determine whether 7.5 percent ofthe BSAI pollock TAC will continue to be allocated 
to the CDQ program. Neither altemarive will alter the total amount ofpollock harvested in the fisheries, nor will 
either alternative significantly affect the timing or nature ofharvest Therefore, none of the alternatives are likely 
to significantly affect the quality of the human environment, and the preparation of an environmental impact 
statement for the proposed action is not required by Section l02(2)(C) of the National Environmental Policy Act 
or its implementing regulations. 



3.0 REGULATORY IMPACT REVIEW: 	 ECONOMIC AND SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACTS OF 
THE ALTERNATIVES 

This section examines the pollack CDQ program, including discussions of the likely impacts of either 
continuing or discontinuing the program. It provides information about the economic and socioeconomic 
impacts of the alternatives including identification of the individuals or groups that may be affected by the 
action, the nature of these impacts, quantification of the economic impacts if possible, and discussion of the 
trade offs between qualitative and quantitative benefits and costs. 

The requirements for all regulatory actions specified in E.O. 12866 are. summarized in the following 
statement from the order: 

In deciding whether and how to regulate, agencies should assess all costs and benefits of available 
regulatory alternatives, including the alternative of not regulating. Costs and benefits shall be 
understood to include both quantifiable measures (to the fullest extent that these can be usefully 
estimated) and qualitative measures of costs and benefits that are difficult to quantify, but 
nevertheless essential to consider. Further, in choosing among alternative regulatory approaches, . 
agencies should select those approaches that maximize net benefits (including potential economic, 
environment, public health and safety, and other advantages; distributive impacts; and equity), unless 
a statute requires another regulatory approach. 

This section also addresses the requirements of both E.O. 12866 and the Regulatory Flexibility Act to 
provide adequate information to determine whether an action is "significant" under E.O. 12866 or will result 
in "significant" impacts on small entities under the RF A. 

E. 0. 12866 requires that the Office of Management and Budget review proposed regulatory programs that 
are considered to be "significant". A "significant regulatory action" is one that is likely to: 

(1) Have an annual effect on the economy of$100 million or more or adversely affect in a material way 
the economy, a sector of the economy, productivity, competition, jobs, the environment, public health 
or safety, or State, local, or tribal governments or communities; 

(2) Create a serious inconsistency or otherwise interfere with an action taken or planned by another 
agency; 

(3) Materially alter the budgetary impact of entitlements, grants, user fees, or loan programs or the 
rights and obligations of recipients thereof; or 

(4) Raise novel legal or policy issues arising out of legal mandates, the President's priorities, or the 
principles set forth in this Executive Order. 

A regulatory program is "economically significant" if it is likely to result in the effects described above. The 
RIR is designed to provide information to determine whether the proposed regulation is likely to be 
"economically significant." 

Major topics included in this regulatory impact review are summarized from a report prepared by the State 
of Alaska Department of Community and Regional Affairs and attached to this analysis as Appendix III: 

• 	 Background on the development of the program; a description of the regulatory and operating 
environment of the communities involved, with a focus on the 56 communities and six CDQ groups 
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involved, including basic demographic, employment, and physical descriptive information; the 
incorporation of the pollock CDQ program into the multi-species CDQ program; and some of the 
adjustments made tci program administration since its inception. A comparison of this region as it existed 
in 1990, prior to implementation of the CDQ program, and the program through 1998 is provided to 
assess whether the program has attained its goals and objectives. (Section 3.2) 

• 	 Program administration by the State ofAlaska. It provides a summary of CDQ groups and activities for 
1992-98 and those projected into the multi-species CDQ program. Detailed descriptions of the process 
developed for application and allocation of the CDQ reserve to the six eligible CDQ organizations are 
described in Appendix III. (Section 3.3) · 

• 	 Descriptions of the basic organizations of the six groups, their respective allocations and business 
partnerships, and the primary goals and objectives of each group. Specific projects, and the level of 
progress on each project for each ofthe six groups, their management structures and detailed statements 
of objectives are described in Appendix Ill. (Section 3.4) 

• 	 Employment and direct income impacts ofthe CDQ program are described, with comparisons provided 
to the "pre-CDQ" status. Indirect effects are also estimated. (Section 3.5) 

• · 	 Projections, primarily qualitative, of the impacts of allowing the program to sunset at the end of 1998, 
or reauthorizing the program indefinitely. (Section 3.6) 

3.1 Alternatives to be considered 

At its September 1997 meeting, the Council decided to limit the alternatives for reauthorization of the 
pollock CDQ program to the "no action" alternative and continuation of the pollack CDQ program, without 
a sunset date, at 7.S percent. 

3.l.l Alternative 1: Status Quo. 

Under the status quo alternative, the pollock CDQ program would sunset on December 31, 1998. The 
current MSFCMA requires that a pollock CDQ program exist ·after its current sunset date and shall be 
included in the multi-species CDQ program by 1999. The Sustainable Fisheries Act of October 1996, clearly 
directs the Council and the Secretary that a pollock CDQ program at an amount up to the existing 7.5 percent 
ofpollack TAC shall be included in a comprehensive multi-species CDQ program, which would also include 
the existing halibut and sablefish CDQ program and the recently approved CDQ programs for groundfish 
and crab. 

3.1.2 Alternative 2: Permanently extend the pollock CDQ program at 7.5 percent of the TAC. 

Alternative 2 would recommend that the Secretary extend the pollack CDQ program at the existing level of 
7.5 percent of the pollock TAC, allocated to the CDQ reserve, without a sunset date. ine intent is to include 
pollock in the multi-species CDQ program to be implemented in mid-1998. Note that the pollock CDQ 
program extends through December 31, 1998, regardless of the date of initial implementation of the multi
species CDQ program. 

The MSFCMA limits the amount ofTAC that may be allocated to a pollock CDQ reserve to not more than 
7.5 percent of the TAC through October 1, 2001. The Council may choose an allocation less than 7.5 percent, 
but may not recommend an allocation greater than 7.5 percent until after October l, 2001. 
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3.2 Summary of Development and Regulatory Environment 

3.2.l Development of the Pollock CDQ Program 

In 1991, in response to the Council's inclusion of the 7.5% pollock CDQ reserve as part of Amendment 
18/23, the State of Alaska developed a CDQ task force composed of members from the Department of 
Commerce and Economic Development, Department of Fish and Game, and the Department of Community 
and Regional Affairs. This task force, in consultation with NMFS, authored a paper titled, "Western Alaska 
Community Development Quota Program Criteria and Procedures" (CDQ Criteria). 111is paper was the blue 
print for the CDQ program, describing its purpose and goals and the procedures by which it would be 
implemented and administered. The State contracted with a private consultant for completion of the 
Environmental Assessment/Regulatory lnipact Reviewllnitial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis to which the 

· CDQ Criteria was attached as Appendix I. The final rule implementing Amendment 18 (57 FR 23321, June 
3, 1992), or the "inshore-offshore" amendment, approved the CDQ program in concept for a temporary 
period from 1992 through 1995. Amendment 18 provided only for the basic allocation ofpollock for the 
CDQ program. The CDQ allocation provides for 7.5% of the pollock total allowable catch (TAC), or one
half of the non-specific reserve for each BSAI subarea to be set aside in a "CDQ reserve." 

A regulatory amendment separate from Amendment 18 implemented the CDQ program by providing 
regulations specifying the contents of Community Development Plans (CDPs) and the procedures for their 
approval by the Secretary. Approval ofa CDP by th.:: Secretary would result in the allocation ofa portion 
of the "CDQ reserve" to a group of eligible western Alaska communities. The Council was interested in a 
1992 implementation of the CDQ program because Amendment 18 authorized the CDQ program for only 
four years (1992-1995). NMFS quickly completed the implementing regulations in time for the successful 
CDQ applicants to harvest the available 1992 CDQ pollock quota. The proposed implementing regulations 
were published in the Federal Register in October (57 FR 46139, October 7, 1992). As a time-saving 
measure, the final rule only included the years l 992 and 1993 (57 FR 54936, November 23, 1992). A second 
final rule for 1994 and 1995 was published later (58 FR 32874, June 14, 1993). Immediately upon publishing 
the )992/1993 CDQ final rule, the State initiated the CDQ application process, consultation with the Council 
on the Governor's recommendations for approved CDPs, and forwarding the recommended CDPs to the 
Secretary of Commerce for final approval after review and concurrence of the NPFMC. The Secretary of 
Commerce published the approval of the Governor's recommendations for CDPs on December 9 (57 FR 
58 I57, December 9, 1992), and pollack CDQ fishing began. 

A pollack CDQ proposed regulatory amendment (58 FR 68386, December 27, 1993) and a final regulatory 
amendment were completed in 1994 (59 FR 25346, May 16, 1994). This amendment required JOO percent 
observer coverage on CDQ catcher vessels, observer coverage of all CDQ landings at shoreside processors, 
and two observers on each pollock CDQ processing vessel. The use of volumetric or scale weight 
measurements of total catch is also required. 

3.2.2 Development of the Halibut/Sablefisb CDQ Program 

The Council proposed the Halibut/Sablefish CDQ program in conjunction with the Individual Fishing Quota 
(JFQ) program to provide expanded CDQ benefits to eligible western Alaska communities to help achieve 
the goals and purpose of the CDQ program. 111e IFQ proposed rule was published in the Federal Register 
on December 3, l 992 (57 FR 57130, December 3, 1992), and the IFQ final rule was published on November 
9, 1993 (58 FR 59375, November 9, 1993). Over a dozen plan and regulatory amendments to the 
Halibut/Sablefish CDQ program have been implemented since the program became effective in 1995, 
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3.2.3. Development of the Multi-species CDQ Program 

At its meeting in June 1995, the Council recommended a further expansion of the CDQ program. The 
Council recommended that 7.5 percent of all BSA! ground fish TA Cs not already covered by a CDQ program 
along with a pro-rata share of the prohibited species catch (PSC) limit, and 7.5 percent of the BSA! crab be 
allocated to CDQ communities as defined in the regulations implementing the current CDQ program. The 
Council recommended that the expanded program be designed similarly to the current pollack CDQ program. 
Further, the Council did not recommend a termination date as currently exists for the pollock CDQ program. 

Description of CPO Species 

Amendment 39 to the BSA! Groundfish FMP and Amendment 5 to the BSA! Crab FMP, which included the 
multi-species CDQ program, were approved by the Secretary of Commerce on September 12, 1997. Final 
regulations implementing the MS CDQ program was published on June 4, 1998. The multispecies CDQ 
program now includes po!lock, fixed-gear sablefish and halibut, as well as the remaining groundfish species, 
crab, and PSQ species approved under Amendments 39/5. 

3.2.4 Overall Goals and Objectives of the CDQ Programs 

The goals and purpose of the CDQ program are to allocate 
CDQ to eligible Western Alaska communities to provide 
the means for starting or supporting commercial fishery 
activities that will result in ongoing, regionally based, 
commercial fishery or related businesses (Figure I). The 
CDQ programs were developed to address certain long
standing problems in the predominantly Alaska Native 
communities. These communities are isolated and have 
few natural resources with which to develop a solid, 
diversified . economic base and stable, long-term 
employment. Unemployment rates are high, resulting in 
substantial social problems. The fisheries resources ofthe 
BSA! are adjacent to these communities, and could 
provide a means to develop the local economies, but the 
ability to participate in these fisheries is difficult because 
of the high capital investment needed for entry. 

3.2.5 Western Alaska Communities and Organizations in the CDQ Program 

111ere are 56 communities in the CDQ region ofwestern Alaska (Table I). The State ofAlaska has reviewed 
and the Council has approved six CDQ organizations for managing these fisheries allocations: Aleutian 
Pribilof Island Development Association (APICDA), Bristol Bay Economic Development Corporation 
{BBEDC), Central Bering Sea'Fishermen's Association (CBSFA), Coastal Villages Region Fund (CVRF), 
Norton Sound Economic Development Corporation (NSEDC), and Yukon Delta Fisheries Development 
Association (YDFDA). Membership of each CDQ group is composed of at least one representative from 
each member community. An appropriate governing body from each community joins a CDQ group by 
electing a representative from the community to the CDQ organization's Board ofDirectors. Three-quarters 
of the members of each Board are required to be either commercial or subsistence fishermen. 

Figure l. Western Alaska communities. 
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Table 1. List of CDQ Communities by Group 

Aleutian Pribilof Island Community Development Association 
(APICDA) 
1. Akutan 3. False Pass 5. Nikolsld 
2. Atka 4. Nelson Lagoon 6. SL George 

Bristol Bay Economic Development Corporation 
(BBEDq 
1. A!ek:nagik. 6. Manokotak 10. Port Heiden 
2. Cl.arlc's Point 7. Naknek 11. South Naknek 
3. Dillingham 8. King Salmon 12. Togiak 
4. Egegik /Savonoski 13. Twin Hills 
5. Ekuk 9. Pilot Point/Ugashik 

Central Bering Sea Fishermen's Association 
(CBSFA) 

1. SL Paul 

Coastal Villages Region Fund 
(CVRF) 

1. Cbcrfornak 7. Kongiganak 13. Quinhagak 
2. Chevak 8. Kwigillingok 14. Scammon Bay 
3. Eck 9. Mekoryuk 15. Tooksok Bay 
4. Goodnews Bay 10. Newtok 16. Tunturuliak 
5. Hooper Bay 11. NightmU1e 17. Tununak 
6. Kipnuk 12. Platinum 

Norton Sonnd Economic Development Corporation 
(NSEDq 

1. Brevig M;ssion 7. Nome 13. Unalakleet 
2. Diomcdc/Inalik 8. Savoonga 14. Wales 
3. Elim 9. Shaktoolik 15. White Mountain 
4. Gambell 10. SL Michael 
5. Golovin 11. Stebbins 
6. Koyuk 12. Teller 

Yukon Delta Economic Development Association 
(YDFDA) 

1. Alakanuk 
2. E=onak 
3. Kotlik 
4. Sheldon Point 



Table 2. Characteristics of the 56 CDQ Communities in 1989 

Total population 21,03 7 

Average community population . 390 

Native Americans as% of \he population 78% 

Houses with no plumbing 37% 

Houses with no phone 29% 
25%Persons below poverty level 

Source: 1990 U.S. Census 

Population Growth in Western Alaska, 1992 - 97 
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Figure 2. Populationi;rowth in Western Alaska, 1992-97. 

These 56 CDQ communities bordering the Bering Sea ·make up one of the most economically depressed 
regions of the United States. A major goal of the program is to allow these communities to· accumulate · 
sufficient capital so they can invest in the fishery, thus bringing sustainable economic development to the 
region. This report examines the economic impacts of the first six years of the Bering Sea pollack CDQ 
program on the western Alaska region. 

Sound Economic Development~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Corporation (NSEDC). Seventy-eight percent of the residents ofthe CDQ area were Alaska Natives. All of 
the groups have a majority Alaska Native population. For three of the groups (APICDA, Coastal Villages 
Region Fund (CVRF), and Yukon Delta Fisheries Development Association (YDFDA) the Alaska Native 
population was over ninety percent of the total. 

The proposed multispecies CDQ program would be a Federal program in which the fishing privileges for 
CDQs are temporarily allocated by NMFS to the CDQ groups. In return, the CDQ groups would be 
responsible for managing the CDQ harvests and the CDQ projects as outlined in the CDPs on behalf of the 
member communities. NMFS would have no obligation to allocate future CDQ or PSQ based on past 
allocations, and CDQ and PSQ fishing privileges would expire with the expiration of a CDP. NMFS would 
base its awards ofCDQ and PSQ allocations to the CDQ groups on the merits of the proposed CDPs. 

These communities had a total 
population of21,037 in 1990 (Table 2). 
By 1997, the population had increased 
16% to 24,395. The combined 
population ofthe villages represented by 
individual CDQ groups range from 546 
for the Aleutian Pribilof Island 
Community Development Association 
(APICDA) to 8,974 for the Norton 

All of the CDQ groups have 
a relatively large share of 
their population under the 
age of sixteen; in the 
YDFDA region more than 
40% of the population is 
under sixteen. This indicates 
both a growing labor force 
that will require jobs in the 
future and the relatively 
larger significance of any 
employment increase relative 
to the working age 
population (Figure 2). 

CDO Program Responsibilities 
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Tiie proposed CDPs, developed by the CDQ groups, would be the means for requesting CDQ and PSQ 
allocations from NMFS. Although NMFS would award the CDQ allocations to the CDQ groups, the CDQ 
groups would make the allocation requests on behalf of the eligible community(ies) that is (are) participating 
in the CDQ group. Therefore, a CDQ group would have a fiduciary responsibility to manage its CDQ 
allocations, CDQ projects, and assets in the best interests of the participating CDQ community(ies). 

CDO Application Process 

Under the proposed multispecies CDQ program, the State would announce a CDQ application period, during. 
which the CDQ groups would submit proposed CDPs to the State. The State would then hold a public hearing 
at which the CDQ groups would present their proposed CDPs and give the affected public an opportunity 
to comment. After the public hearing, the State would develop recommendations for the approval ofproposed 
CDPs, consult with the Council, and submit the State's recommendations to NMFS for review and approval 
or disapproval. 

The CDP would be submitted to NMFS by October 7 to provide sufficient time for NMFS to review the 
CDPs and to approve final CDPs and their CDQ allocations by December 31 of the application year. 

The Community Development Plan 

The CDP would provide information to the Stale and NMFS about the eligible communities, the managing 
organization, the CDQ projects, the requested allocation of CDQ and PSQ species, the harvesting and 
processing partners, and how the CDQ group would account for CDQ and PSQ catches by these partners. 

In order to qualify for a CDQ allocation, an organization and its member communities must meet several 
criteria. The major criteria for community qualification consisted of: 

•Location within 50 nautical miles of the Bering Sea. 
• Native village as defined by the Alaska Native Land Claims Settlement Act 
• Residents conduct over 50% of their current subsistence and commercial fishing effort in the waters of 

the Bering Sea. 
• No previously developed harvesting or processing capacity sufficient to support substantial groundfish 

fisheries participation 

3.2.5.1 Pollock Allocations 

The initial application process in 1992 was accelerated. During the last half of 1992, communities and 
fishermen's groups along the Bering Sea coast began to organize in response to pending CDQ regulations. 
A total of 55 communities were eligible and all held meetings to select fishermen representatives to serve 
on the board of directors. In 1996 the community of Akutan successfully petitioned itself into the CDQ 
program. As the summer drew to a close, the communities coalesced into six different applicant 
organizations. The groupings were self-determined and were based primarily on geographical proximity and 
cultural boundaries. 

A large part of the 1992/93 application process for CDQ groups involved locating and contracting with an 
industry partner and developing programs to utilize anticipated CDQ revenues. Each CDQ group found it 
necessary to contract with an established seafood company to make sure that the pol!ock would be harvested 
and processed. The concept of partnerships with industry participants was perceived as an excellent vehicle 
for joint venture investments. lt also would facilitate an important transfer of skills and expertise in the 
seafood industry to the CDQ groups. It was hoped that the industry partners would contribute greatly to the 
entry ofCDQ communities as successful participants in the Bering Sea fishing industry. 
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Figure 3. CDQ pollock partners. 

When pollack CDQs were imminent, a 11umber of major pollack harvesters and processors investigated 
partnerships with potential CDQ recipients. Many CDQ groups engaged in a request for proposal (RFP) 
process that provided a variety of offers to choose from. Each industry proposal contained a different mix 
of payments, assistance with other regional fishing business ventures, and training and employment 
opportunities. 

The industry partners were chosen by the CDQ groups based on which fishing company best lit the 
development goals of that group. Each of the six groups agreed to a specific price per metric ton for the use 
of CDQ pollack or a base price plus some form of profit sharing. By the time the 1994/95 application· 
process occurred, a steep decline in pollock prices had demonstrated the volatility of the pollack market. 
Several of the groups switched from a fixed fee to a base price and profit sharing. This was done both to 
provide a higher potential price to the CDQ groups and to protect the industry partners in the event of a 
continued pollack market collapse. 

Since 1992, relationships between CDQ groups and their pollock harvesting partners have remained 
relatively stable. Figure 3 documents these relationships over time. 

To ensure the greatest benefit to the residents of the region, the allocation process is competitive, with each 
group preparing a CDP .that will provide substantial gain to their communities. Allocation decisions are 
based on the CDQ organization's CDP and their ability to implement and fulfill their goals. Other important 
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Table 3. CDQ 

APlCDA 


BBEDC 


CBSFA 


CVFC 


NSEDC 


YDFDA 


18% 

20% 

10% 

27% 

20% 

5% 

18% 16% 

20% 20% 

8% 4% 

27% 25% 

20% 22% 

7% 13% 

criteria which lead to differing allocations include: the number ofresidents represented, express~crneeds, 
the soundness of the CDPs and past performance. 

The pollock allocations for 1992 and 1993 were made in late 1992. The 1994 and 1995 allocation process 
began in early 1993 and the Secretary made final allocations late in the year. The 1996-98 allocations were 
made in 1995. The CDQ pollock.allocations were adjusted in each application period (Table 3). 

The CDQ program has benefitted by the combined efforts of the corporations, private industry partners, the 
State of Alaska Departments of Community and regional Affairs, Fish and Game and Commerce and 
Economic Development, NMFS and the Council. 

3.3 Implementation of the CDQ Program 

3.3.l Agency Involvement 

When the Secretary approved the CDQ program regulations in I 992, much of the implementation aspects 
of the CDQ program were delegated to the Governor ofAlaska using an application and review process. The 
State was charged with full review of CDQ proposals and making allocation recommendations to the 
Secretary. The Secretary retained overall allocation decision authority, including the authority to modify any 
allocation at any time. 

The CDQ program is basically a grant-type program, jointly managed by the Governor and the Secretary, 
through the NPFMC. The allocation of fish made by the Secretary to a CDQ group is based on the 
Secretary's judgment that the CDQ group's CDP meets the regulation's evaluation criteria and will satisfy 
the CDQ program's goals and objectives. The State is tasked to ensure that each CDQ group is following 
their CDP: The State has developed a set of regulations for each CDQ program that largely mimic the 
Federal regulations and place additional reporting requirements on the CDQ groups that assist the State in 
fulfilling its federally mandated responsibilities for monitoring the CDQ programs. The State is responsible 
for the day-to-day CDQ management and contact with the CDQ groups and administers the program through 
the Department of Community and Regional Affairs, the Department of Commerce and Economic 
Development, and the Department of Fish and Game. The State's lead agency for CDQ administration is 
the Department ofCommunity and Regional Affairs. NMFS generally works with the State in an oversight 
role to ensure that the CDPs are being followed. Although the State is responsible for day-to-day 
management and administration, the Secretary has oversight and the final responsibility for ensuring that an 
allocation ofCDQ fish is handled according to the CDP. Failure ofa CDQ group to follow their CDP is 
grounds for revocation of the CDQ allocation by the Secretary. 

For the 56 western Alaska communities that are eligible to participate in the CDQ program, a single 
community or a group of eligible communities creates a board of directors to represent themselves. TI1is 
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group ofcoinmunities is called the CDQ group or CDQ applicant. The CDQ group hires staff or contracts 
with someone to develop a Community Development Plan (CDP) containing the required infomlation in the 
correct format as described in the regulations. A CDP is a request for a percentage allocation of CDQ fish, 
plus the CDQ group's planned development projects that would be funded with the allocation. The applicant 
must plan to either manage the CDP themselves and be their own managing organization, or hire a managing 
organization externally. 

3.4 Development Strategies of CDQ Groups 

Despite different organizational strategies (discussed in detail in Appendix JII, Chapter V) all CDQ groups 
share the same mission ofdeveloping self-sufficient fishing economies in western Alaska. Just as the CDQ 
groups have developed starkly different organizational cultures, there are similar development strategies they 
all incorporate to achieve the program mission. This chapter will explore these strategies by looking at 
activities of the CDQ groups in the following categories:· revenue generation, equity accumulation, vessel 
acquisitions, fisheries related community development, employment and training opportunities, fishing 
retention efforts and region outreach. 

3.4.1 Revenue Generation 

The most common component of any CDQ group/industry partner relationship is the CDQ royalty. In the 
valuable pollack industry, harvesting partners have been willing to pay for access to the quota. The same 
is true in the multi-species program, where the benefits from harvesting a quota have fostered beneficial 
agreements with industry partners. 

Figure 4 highlights the aggregate revenue stream and corresponding net income for the CDQ program. 
Revenues have consistently been in excess of $20 million in the past few years despite slight decreases in 
the pollock TAC. Better royalty arrangements and an increase in. investment interest account for the 
consistent returns. Figure 4 further demonstrates the net income of the groups. Since 1993, groups have 
averaged a net income of45% ofrevenue~. This has developed considerable savings and investment capital 
for future investments. 
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Figure 5. CDQ revenues stream and equity growth, 1992-97. 
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CDQ Revenues and Net Income, 1992 - 97 

$2S.OO 

$20.00 

$10.00 

$5.00 

mAnnual Net hcome; 

•Revenues 

$18.29 $18.60 

1992 1993 1994 1995 1995 1997 

Figure 4. CDQ revenues and net income, 1992-97. 


3.4.2 Equity Accumulation 

One method to measure 
the performance of the 

CDQ program is to look 
at equity growth. 
Figure 5 shows that 
equity has increased an 
average of 37% 
annually since 1992, or 
just over $10 million 
each year. This equity 
reflects assets in fishing 
vessels, on-shore 
projects, loan portfolios 
and IFQ holdings. The 
consistent increase in 
equity accumulation is 
evidence that the CDQ 
groups are working 
towards their mission of 

developing independent, self-sustaining fishing economies for their communities. 
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Figure 6. CDQ vessel acc1uHnlHms(millions), 1992-97. 

3.4.3 Vessel Acquisitions 

One strategy every CDQ group has implemented to fulfill the CDQ mission is to become invested in the 
Bering Sea fishing fleet (Figure 6). Accumulated savings have provided important capital used in making 
these investments. Potential partners bring CDQ groups in as partners for various reasons including: 
available working capital, potential of future quota, and political alliances. Although the CDQ groups have 
quota available to them, it is a mandatory criterion that large vessel investments evidence themselves as 
profitable without CDQ. Past events have shown that valuable quota should not be .used to subsidize vessel 
investments. 

Continued investment in the fishing industry is expected. Many of the acquisitions witnessed in 1997 were 
made as the CDQ groups geared up for the expanded species program. Development of this program has 
brought several new fisheries directly into the CDQ group's operations leading to investments in different 
fisheries. 

3.4.4 Community Based Fisheries Development· 

Community based fisheries development is a very broad concept and the groups have pursued a wide range 
of development activities. CDQ groups will continue to test various projects for feasibility. Engaging in 
locally based fisheries investments in order to develop community based fishery economies has been a 
primary strategy of almost all CDQ groups. This development strategy has manifested itself in a form 
unanticipated by program originators. At odds with this strategy is a fundamental tenet of the program that 
investments must be profitable in order to achieve selfsustainability. There are many barriers to developing 
a profitable community-based fishing economy in western Alaska. The CDQ groups must choose their shore
based community investments carefully and only after strategic planning are profitable investments 
commenced. 

The geographic 
landscape in much of
western Alaska is not 
always hospitable to the 
Bering Sea fishing 
industry. Only in the 
Aleutian and Pribilof
Islands can one 
consistently. find 
coastlines that allow for 
reasonable development 
of fishing infrastructure 
projects like docks and 
harbors. Proximity also 

plays a key role in 
fishing activities as the 
costs of distribution 

often makes seafood 
distribution/production prohibitively expensive in an industry controlled by global markets. Problems 
associated with high costs are further exacerbated by poor consolidation ofresource supply. Finally, local 
experience in the fishing industry, although available, is not yet widespread enough to handle a huge push 
of local investments. None of these barriers is insurmountable; however, in order to overcome them, the 
CDQ groups must work patiently and creatively. 
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busine~seF. ;. · · ·· • · s .. 1...---------------------"Figure 7. Types ofjob opportunities. 

CDQ groups are making community investments and engaging in projects that speak to the missionof the 
CDQ program. Appendix Ill, Chapter V examines CDQ group activity in its region. Various types of 
fisheries related investments include: 

• 	 Loans for buying stations, processing facilities, value added seafood processors, and other profit 
generating operations; 

• Boat and gear loan programs; 
• Operating buying centers; 
• Facilitating local fishing industry activity; 
• Infrastructure projects that provide an opportunity for return in the future; and 
• Direct capital contributions to community projects. 

Given the varied nature of these investments, total expenditures are difficult to quantify. These investments 
represent CDQ group involvement at the community level and serve as a good start towards understanding 
fishing needs at the local levels and exploring the best mechanisms for getting the benefits of the program 
to the community level. 

3.4.S 	 Employment and training opportunities 

The CDQ Program has had measurable success in securing career track employment opportunities for their 
residents. Figure 7 lists some of the types ofwork opportunities provided by CDQ groups. CDQ groups 
have assured community residents the opportunity to work. Relationships formed with harvesting partners 
have opened up employment opportunities for non·CDQ Alaskan residents as well. Appendix Ill provides 
detailed statistics on CDQ employment measured since the program began. By 1997 CDQ groups had over 
200 people employed in pollack industry. 

Training of residents is an important strategy for all 
of the CDQ groups. The CDQ groups provide 
training for their residents based not only on the 
needs of the individual, but the needs of the 
community overall. Argued as an essential way to 
promote a locally based fishery economy in the long 
run, CDQ groups have been actively providing 
training and educational opportunities for their 
residents. Appendix llJ provides detailed statistics on 
CDQ training since 1993. 



A list of some of the training made available ·by the 
CDQ groups is provided below: 1

Vocational Education 

Aluminum Boat Fabrication Carpenter 
Auto and Diesel Technology Paralegal 
Biomedics Electronic Technician Power Plant Operation 
Business Management Seafood Industry Management 

Technical Training 
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Processing Workers vessel Safety Grants Management 
Fishing Training Clerical 
Computer Applications EMS 
Electronic Navigation HAZWOP 
Equipment Operation Marine Fire fighting 
Mechanics/Welding Industrial Refrigeration 
HVAC 

Higher Education 
Includes University and. College 

3.4.6 Fisheries Retention Activities 

CDQ groups have actively pursued the acquisition and retention of limited access fishing permits and 
licenses within their region. As fishery management systems continue to move towards directed fishing 
harvest privileges through mechanisms like IFQ and limited entry permits, fishing activities quickly become 
marketable rights or assets. Fishermen who are having trouble making a living or are facing excessive debt, 
often choose to sell their right to fish. These actions are generally pursued to solve short term problems, but 
the long term consequences may prove even more problematic. Commonly the sale is to someone outside 
of the region. This is causing an outflow of fishing rights from western Alaska. Region residents that are 
finding their ability to harvest fish in their backyards is diminishing. CDQ groups are looking to help 
fishermen help themselves by providing other alternatives for solving these short term problems and keeping 
the fishing rights in the region. 

CDQ groups are providing services and programs that seek to address the problem. The most basic strategy 
finds CDQ groups actually purchasing shares of IFQ where allowable. Often a CDQ group will act as an 
intermediary for region residents by providing technical or financial backing in facilitating IFQ or permit 
retention. Some groups have developed loan or buy back programs for region residents to utilize in retaining 
fishing rights. One group has set up a permit brokerage to work directly with resident fishermen and 
government agencies such as the IRS to stem the outflow of fishing rights. Although approaches may vary, 
each group has considered the problem and is working to remedy the situation. 

3.4.7 Region Outreach 

Region outreach is not a strategy that provides immediate returns, however it is believed necessary to inform 
community residents of the benefits of the program. Intended to be a community driven program, the CDQ 
groups need the energy and talents of region residents to elevate their corporate strategies in order to 
complete the CDQ mission. As this is a major priority, CDQ groups devote time and money towards 
informing their communities of activities and programs. The CDQ groups publish newsletters and other 
brochures for area wide distribution in their member communities. Staff frequently travel to the communities 
to meet with residents to inform them of opportunities, listen to new ideas and take note of their concerns. 
Difficulties in communicating the CDQ program to rural isolated communities in western Alaska cannot be 
overstated. Education of the public is important and the CDQ groups have taken this as a means towards 
fulfilling the CDQ program mission. 

3.5 Description of Economic and Indirect Impacts 

A summary of the direct and indirect impacts of the CDQ program to the six CDQ organizations is provided 
in the "Revised Draft Report on Economic Impacts of the Pollock CDQ Program," compiled by the State of 
Alaska Department of Community and Regional Affairs. This report provides the reference point for 
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evaluating the impacts of either continuing or discontinuing th.e CDQ program and is appendedTu this 
EA/RJRllRFA as Appendix Ill and is included in the RJR by reference. These findings are also summarized 
in this section. 

Prior to the CDQ program, virtually none of the value of the Bering Sea ground fish resource was captured 
by the CDQ eligible communities in Western Alaska. Since its inception in 1992, the pollock CDQ program 
has earned over $119 million in CDQ revenues for the development of the Western Alaska economy. In 
1997, 1,212 CDQ jobs were filled with wages totaling nearly $8 million. Nearly 850 education and training 
opportunities exceeding $1 million occurred in "1997. Since inception, 3,650 training opportunities, costing 
$4.85 million, were achieved. Nearly 4,900 individuals were employed in CDQ programs, with total wages 
of $27.6 million. 

3.5.1 Labor Force and Employment 

Table 4 shows labor force and employment characteristics of the CDQ group villages. The civilian labor 
force is only 59% of the population aged 16-65. Civilian labor force participation is limited by membership 
in the military and those who choose not to participate in the labor force. 

At the time of the census, all CDQ groups were experiencing relatively high levels of unemployment, ranging 
from 9% (BBEDC) to 31% (YD FDA). While these high unemployment rates partly reflect the seasonality 
ofemployment opportunities and the timing of the census in April, they also may show the effects oflimited 
employment opportunities. Unemployment is defined as the percentage of those within the labor force who 
are not working. When people know there are no jobs available, they sometimes stop looking and are not 
counted as unemployed. This lends to the possibility that there are higher unemployment rates than were 
actually recorded. 

Table 5 also shows the types of jobs held by the residents of the CDQ areas in 1989. There is a relatively 
low share of the resident population working in the industries and occupations associated with fishing. While 
almost fifteen percent of the employment in the APICDA and CBSFA regions was in the fisheries industry, 
no other region had. over five percent in this industry. Only CBS FA had a significant share of employment 
in manufacturing, which is almost entirely fish processing. While work in the transportation industry may 
also be fisheries-related, fishing industry employment was not significant in most of the CDQ group areas 
in 1990. In five of the groups, Educational Services and Public Administration were the most important 
industries, indicating the importance of public sector/government jobs to these regions. 
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Tnble 5: Sclcclctl 1990 U.S. Ccnlus Dnlu for CDQ Con111111nltics - Population 

Aleutian 
Pribilof Drlorol Norton Yukon 

Centralt~land Coui.l Soundllay Della Tot.I, 
Bering Sea (!conomioCo111n1unity l!conu11tlo Phherlca AllVltl•i•• 

Phhem1tn'1;Ocvctapm~n\ l'l1hlngo~ve\nproon\ Dovelopment Dovolopmont CDQ 
Aasochdott Cooperat.JvoArroclation Corporatlun Comoratlon AttoolatJon Orour.i1 

4119 76J 5781J97 7621 1756To!al PoEul•tlon 2IOJ7 
Mat. 489201 UH JOll 4104 879 11249 

196 2194 214 21JOPcnu1Je lll7 871 9788 
2641 ll 1 l.lllNalfvc. 364 5617 1603 16277 
1463 2156UnJrr 16 yc.1ril 120 176 26l9 704 7378 

Ac<• 16·64 243 3061 162 J20J 4566 12608971 
12119lH 216j ;rc1r1 and ovtr J94 BI 1051 

Perccn!•gc of Populal.Jon 
Mile 64lt.l I lt. Hl' SJ%lJ" 54" so" 

361!46%49% 47% 46!1 SO:\Pe1n•lc 411! 
l6l!; 10,;Nalive 92lt. 96lt. 74'1 91 % 11% 

Jjl(,JI,; 21,;lOll 39% 40%Unde!' 16 yeau1 3l ll 
Acea 16·64 ss,;6Sll 70i SS!& 60l'61 ll 60:1\ 

u; s,;6% Slf,9!1\ HG Jlt.65 rear• and over 
Source; 1990 U.S. Ccniu1. D•I• p1uvlJe<l by lnolitulo of Social and !lconomlo Rc1..rch. 

http:Orour.i1


Table 6: Selected 1990 LS. Census Data for CDQ Communities· Employment 
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T bl e 7 All CDQGroupsa CDQEmp oyment an dWages: 

Number Working 

Management 

CDQ Pollock-
Related 

Other Fisheries 

Other Employment 

Total 

Total Wages 

Management 

CDQ Pollock-
Related 

Other Fisheries 

Other Employment 

Total 

Average Wage 

Management 

CDQ Pollock-
Related 

Other Fisheries 

Other Employment 

1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 


26 48 58 63 63 

186 213 228 261 356 

64 276 393 691 663 

95 531 157 138 130 

371 1,068 836 1, 153 1,212 

$ 586,537 

1,000,360 

609,058 

0 

$ 1,012,125 

1,280,695 

1,000,I 03 

I 791,479 

$ 1,218,892 

1,866,619 

1, 132,824 

1.350.766 

$ 1,636,860 

I ,686, 104 

2,280,554 

723,724 

$ 1,803, 766 

2,660,938 

2,756,688 

887.338 

$ 2,195,955 $ 5,084,402 $ 5,569,101 $ 6,327,242 $ 8,108,730 


$ 22,559 

5,378 

$ 21,086 

6,013 

$ 21,015 

8, 187 

$ 25,982 

6,460 

$ 28,631 

7,474 

0 

6,411 

3,624 

3,374 

2,883 

8,604 

3,300 

5,244 

4,383 

6,826 

3.5.2 Income 

Table 6 describes the income characteristics of the CDQ group communities in 1989. All of these regions 
had median incomes which were lower than the state median income of$41,408 in 1989. The median income 
of the Central Bering Sea area and the Bristol Bay area was less than ten percent below the state level, but 
in the Yukon Delta area and the Aleutian Pribilof area the median income was only slightly greater than half 
the state level. In 1989 the poverty rate for the state was almost seven percent. The poverty rates in all the 
CDQ areas except the Central Bering Sea area were at least twice the state rate. The relatively high cost of 
living in rural Alaska suggests that in real temis; comparing the m.edlan incomes may actually underestimate 
the economic well being of residents in these regions. 

Table 7 summarizes the total jobs and wages reported for all CDQ groups. Since 1994, the CDQ program 
has created more than $5 million in annual wages. 

An overview of the relative impacts of the CDQ program may be gained by comparing employment and 
income generated by the CDQ program with employment and income reported by the 1990 U.S. Census on 
data from 1989, as a measure of total annual income in 1989. Two different measures of employment are 

. reported from April 1989:· total employment and "basic" employment (Table 8). "Basic" employment refers 
to employment in the following private sector industries: 1) agriculture, forestry.and fisheries; 2) mining; 
3) construction; 4) manufacturing, nondurable goods; and 5) manufacturing, durable goods. 
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Table 8. CDQ Employment & Income Compared with 1989 Employment & Income Reported by 1990 U.S. 
Census 

Variables for Analysis: 

Employment in 1989 6,281 

"Basic" employment in 1989 679 

Total income in 1989 $219, 708,878 

CDQ employment 

Aggregate CDQ CDQ Employment as CDQ Employment as 
Employment a% of Total 1989 a% of "Basic" 

Numbers Employment Emolovment in 1989 

1993 355 6% 55% 

1994 1,068 17% 157% 

1995 836 13% 123% 

1996 I,153 18% 170% 

1997 1,212 19% .179% 

CDQwages 
CDOwages as% of 1989 

1993 wages $ 2,195,955 1.0% 
1994 wages $ S,084,402 2.3% 
1995 wages $ 5,569,101 2.5% 
1996 wages $ 6,327,242 2.9% 
1997 wages $ 8,108,730 3.7% 

Basic industt:ies usually produce goods or services for sale outside a region, and usually repres'iint the 
foundation of a region's economy. Other industries, such as transportation, communications, trade, and 
services are usually considered "support" industries, in that they provide goods or services for sale within 
a region and are driven by income produced in the basic industries. Jn rural Alaska, govemment often 
provides much of the foundation that basic industries might provide in other, more developed regions. Basic· 
employment is much lower than total employment, although the census may have understated basic 
employment because fishing and mining activities are concentrated during the summer months (Table 9). 

From 1993. 1997, CDQ employnient has ranged from 6%. 18%.ofthe region's total employment. For the 
same years, CDQ employment has shown a range of 52%. 165% ofbasic employment. Although CDQ jobs 
appear to represent a relatively small share of total jobs in the CDQ region, they represent a very substantial 
increase in "basic" employment. Income may provides another indication of the CDQ program's impact on 
the region. By 1997, CDQ related wages have increased to 3.6% of the region's total wages. 

3.5.3 Social Conditions 

In I 990, more than 25% of the people in the 56 CDQ communities lived below the poverty level. · Most 
residents ofwestern Alaska are Alaska Natives. Many older people speak English as a second language or 
not at all. Much of the housing available in the communities is substandard and utilities that most U.S. 
citizens take for granted such as water and phones are in short supply. In over halfof the communities, five 
gallon buckets or outhouses remain the primary means of sewage disposal. In 1990, only thirteen 
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communities (24%) had piped water and sewer available to at least half of the homes. The resuliTs poor 
health conditions, high rates of infectious diseases, and low living standards. 

Western Alaskan communities in general have many of the social ills associated with poverty and isolation. 
Many of these communities experience considerable problems with drug and alcohol abuse. Young people 
suffer from high rates of teen pregnancy and suicide. Prevalent throughout many communities is a feeling 
of despair and hopelessness. 

3.6 Potential Impacts of Program Expiration or Continuation 

Without reauthorization of the pollack CDQ Program, the 56 affected communities, organized into six 
separate CDQ organizations, will no longer be given an exclusive share of the pollack resource. The 7.5% 
allocation yields an average of$ 2 million in wages, and $I 0.2 million net income on annual revenues of 
nearly $20 million to CDQ program recipients. These direct benefits likely understate total economic 
benefits to these communities, due to the indirect benefits generated from the development projects 
undertaken by the program. Additionally, the direct and indirect impacts of the monies generated by the 
program represent a differentially higher economic impact when compared to other regions of the state and 
the United States in general. This is due to the relative absence of alternative economic bases in these 
communities. The social benefits attributable to this program are quite clear, as described in Appendix Ill, 
and have not been the subject of debate during the program or in consideration of extending the program. 

A quantitative analysis is beyond the scape of this ENRIR/IRFA, and would be difficult ta perform under 
any circumstances. However, based on information contained in Appendix III and other sources, it is 
possible to conduct a qualitative examination of this issue. Many of the development projects initiated 
through the CDQ program have been completed, while many more are still in development stage. If this 
program is allowed to expire at the end of 1998, in less than six years (part of 1992 through 1997}, the 
program will have resulted in the creation of infrastructures that did not previously exist, as well as progress 
an further infrastructures (Chapter V of Appendix Ill provides an detailed reports of the activities of all six 
CDQ groups}. It will also have resulted in a substantial infusion of money and economic activity previously 
unrealized in the participating communities. Net income since 1992 totaled $61 million on $118.74 million 
in revenues. 

What is also difficult to quantify, but perhaps most important, is the social impact to the residents of these 
communities which would occur if these accomplishments were nullified, and the prospect of real 
involvement in the fisheries as an economic base for the communities is removed. There are various issues 
which may be examined as indicators of progress towards program development, but three important 
questions have been identified: 

( l) What is the level ofjobs and income which have been created and how do these compar~ to previous 
conditions? Examination of this question indicates that, though there is variance between the CDQ groups, 
overall jobs and income have increased relative to previous conditions. Furthermore, the increase in basic, 
fisheries related jobs, where this is very little alternative economic base, is a significant achievement. 

(2) Are new economic activities resulting in local control and decision making relative to fisheries 
development? Once allocations· are made between the six CDQ groups, the process allows for control 
decision making at the local CDQ group level, with input from the industry partners. 

(3) Are the benefits sustainable and will they be likely to continue in the absence ofthe direct allocation? 
This question appears to epitomize the issue under consideration-whether to continue the program 
indefinitely. As noted earlier, some of the infrastructures and resident training which has occurred will 

30 



contribute to the region's future growth and viability even if the program were to be discontinued.' On the 
other hand, if the initiatives to date are not sufficient to bring this region into the fisheries in a meaningful 
way, then the discontinuation of the program will likely result in a regression to the status occurring prior 
to the program's implementation. 

The benefits to the recipients of any direct allocations of resource must be weighed against the costs to the 
remainder ofthe industry and the nation as a whole. In the case oftlie CDQ program, the Council felt that 
the benefits, both economic and social, of the CDQ allocation outweighed the costs to other industry sectors 
which are already characterized by overcapitalization and fierce competition for available quota. Given the. 
current status of the program, the impacts of the allocation decision are likely magnified in the current 
consideration. For example, allowing the program to expire at this time may make the program recipients 
technically no worse off than they were before the allocation; however, the real and perceived negative 
impacts are probably greater now that the program has partially reached attainment of its goals. Therefore, 
the trade-offs between economic and social benefits to the CDQ recipients, and costs to the remainder of 
the fleet, would appear to be greater in today's context than in 1992.At least some ofthe costs of the program 
are recouped by industry partners in the CDQ operations, which also fish in the open access fisheries. 

The final consideration discussed here is relative to the benefits of the CDQ portion of the fishery in terms 
of harvest ofpollock, economic efficiencies in that harvest mode, and bycatch and discards associated with 
that harvest mode. As described in Section 5.2 in the EAIRIR/IRFA for Amendment 38, CDQ fisheries are 
characterized by a slower pace of fishing, increased accuracy ofcatch and bycatch monitoring, more efficient 
utilization ofcatch, and reductions in discards. Reductions in bycatch of non-target and prohibited species 
are also commonly attributed to these fisheries, though no quantitative verification has been undertaken in 
this study. All of these positive aspects of these fisheries represent increased overall returns to the nation 
from the pollack fishery resource. This is expected to occur wherever portions of the quota are removed 
from the race for fish and allocated directly to a recipient who receives a guaranteed harvest and the 
individual accountability that accompanies that guarantee. 

3.7 	 Estimated Number of Participants in the Pollock CDQ Fishery 

NMFS ( 1998) estimates that the following number or type of vessels and processors are currently 
participating in the pollack groundfish CDQ fisheries: 

• 6 CDQ groups 
• 	 24 trawl catcher/processors or motherships 

22 catcher/processors and 2 motherships currently in pollack CDQ fisheries 
• 	 24 trawl catcher vessels>= 60' LOA 

19 currently delivering pollack CDQ to shoreplants and 5 currently delivering pollack CDQ 
in unsorted codends to motherships 

• 3 shoreside processors 

3.8 	 Administrntive, Enforcement and Infonnation Costs 

Additional costs by NMFS or the State of Alaska for extending the pollack CDQ program are not expected 
under Alternative 2. Under Alternative 2, NMFS proposes to incorporate pollack into the Multi-Species 
(MS) CDQ program. Estimated NMFS staff and budget expenditures under the combined MS CDQ program, 
of which pollack is the predominate fishery, total $1,565,000 (NMFS 1998). 
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4.0 ECONOMIC IMPACT ON SMALL ENTITIES 


The Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA) first enacted in 1980 was designed to place the burden on the 
government to review all regulations to en~ure that, while accomplishing their intended purposes, they do 
not unduly inhibit the ability of small entities to compete. The RF A recognizes that the size of a business, 
unit ofgovernment, or nonprofit organization frequently has a bearing on its ability to comply with a federal 
regulation. Major goals of the RFA are: (1) to increase agency awareness and understanding of the impact 
of their regulations on small business, (2) to require that agencies communicate and explain their findings 
to the public, and (3) to encourage agencies to use flexibility and to provide regulatory relief to sniall entities.· 
The RFA emphasizes predicting impacts on small entities as a group distinct from other entities and on the 
consideration of alternatives that may minimize the impacts while still achieving the stated objective of the 
action. 

On March 29, 1996, President Clinton signed the Small Business Regulatory Enforcement Fairness Act. 
Among other things, the new law amended the RFA to allow judicial review of an agency's compliance with 
the RF A. The 1996 amendments also updated the requirements for a final regulatory flexibility analysis, 
including a description of the steps an agency must take to minimize the significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities. Finally, the 1996 amendments expanded the authority of the Chief 
Counsel for Advocacy of the Small Business Administration (SBA) to file amicus briefs in court proceedings 
involving an agency's violation of the RFA. 

4.1 	 Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis 

Ifa proposed rule is expected to have a significant economic impact on a substantial number of small entities, 
an initial regulatory flexibility analysis must be prepared. The central focus of the !RFA should be on the 
economic impacts of a regulation on small entities and on the alternatives that might minimize the impacts 
and still accomplish the statutory objectives. The level of detail and sophistication of the analysis should 
reflect the significance of the impact on small entities. Under 5 U.S.C., Section 603(b) of the RFA, each 
IRFA is required to address: 

• 	 A description of the reasons why action by the agency is being considered; 
See Section 1.1 on page 1 of this analysis. 

• 	 A succinct statement of the objectives of, and the legal basis for, the proposed rule; 
See Section 1.0 on page 1 of this analysis. 

• 	 A description of and, where feasible, an estimate of the number of small entities to which the proposed 
rule will apply (including a profile of the industry divided into industry segments, if appropriate); 

See Section 4.6 below in this analysis. 

• 	 A description of the projected reporting, recordkeeping and other compliance requirements of the 
proposed rule, including an estimate ofthe classes of sinall entities that will be subject to the requirement 
and the type of professional skills necessary for preparation of the report or record; 

This proposed rule has no proposed reporting, recordkeeping and other compliance 
requirements. 

• 	 An identification, to .the extent practicable, of all relevant Federal rules that may duplicate, overlap or 
conflict with the proposed rule; 
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No Federal rules duplicate, overlap or conflict with the proposed rule. 

• 	 A description of any significant alternatives to the proposed rule that accomplish the stated objectives 
of the Magnuson-Stevens Act and any other applicable statutes and that would minimize any significant 
economic impact of the proposed rule on small entities. Consistent with the stated objectives of 
applicable statutes, the analysis shall discuss significant alternatives, such as: 

I. 	 The establishment of differing compliance or reporting requirements or iimetables that take into 
account the resources available to small entities; · 

2. 	 The clarification, consolidation, or simplification ofcompliance and reporting requirements under 
the rule for such small entities; 

3. 	 The use of performance rather than design standards; 

4. 	 An exemption from coverage of the rule, or any part thereof, for such small entities. 

The only alternative that could minimize any significant economic impact of the proposed rule on the 
small entities that are affected by the allocation of pollock to the CDQ program would be Alternati\'e 
1 (not allocating pollock to the CDQ program). Howe\'er, the selection ofAlternative 1 would result 
in significant economic impacts on another group of small entities, namely the CDQ communities. 
Therefore, neither alternative would completely eliminate some level of significant impact on small 
entities. 

4.2 Supplemental Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis 

See Appendix IV for a supplemental lnitial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis prepared by NMFS. 

4.3 	What is a Small Entity? 

The RFA recognizes and defines three kinds of small entities: (I) small businesses, (2) small non-profit 
organizations, and (3) and small government jurisdictions. 

Small businesses. Section 601(3) of the RFA defines a 'small business' as having the same meaning as 
'small business concern' which is defined under Section 3 of the Small Business Act. 'Small business' or 
'small business concern' includes any firm that is independently owned and operated and not dominate in· 
its field ofoperation. The SBA has further defined a "small business concern" as one "organized for profit, 
with a place ofbusiness located in the United States, and which operates primarily within the United States 
or which makes a significant contribution to the U.S. economy through payment of taxes or use of American 
products, materials or labor...A small business concern may be in the legal form of an individual 
proprietorship, partnership, limited liability company, corporation, joint ve·nture, association, trust or 
cooperative, except that where the form is a joint venture there can be no more than 49 percent participation 
by foreign business entities in the joint venture." 

The SBA has established size criteria for all major industry sectors in the US including fish harvesting and 
fish processing businesses. A business involved in fish harvesting is a small business if it is independently 
o\vned and operated and not dominant in its field ofoperation (including its affiliates) and if it has combined 
annual receipts not in excess of$ 3 million for all its affiliated operations worldwide. A seafood processor 
is a small business if it is independently owned and operated, not dominant in its field of operation, and 
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employs 500 or less persons on a full-time, part-time, temporary, or other basis, at all its affiliate.d operations 
worldwide. A business involved in both the harvesting and processing of seafood products· is a small 
business if it meets the $3 million criterion for fish harvesting operations. Finally a wholesale business 
servicing the fishing industry is a small businesses if it employs 100 or less persons on a full-time, part-time, 
temporary, or other basis, at all its affiliated operations worldwide. 

The SBA has established "principles of affiliation" to determine whether a business concern is 
"independently owned and operated." In general, business concerns are affiliates of each other when one 
concern controls or has the powerto control the other, or a third party controls or has the power to control 
both. The SBA considers factors such as ownership, management, previous relationships with or ties to 
another concern, and contractual relationships, in determining whether affiliation exists. Individuals or firms 

·,that have identical or substantially identical business or economic interests, such as family members, persons 
with common investments, or firms that are economically dependent through contractual or other 
relationships, are treated as one party with such interest~ aggregated when measuring the size of the.concern 
in question. The SBA counts the receipts or employees of the concern whose size is at issue and those of 
all its domestic and foreign affiliates, regardless of whether the affiliates are organized for profit, in 
determining the concern's size. However, business concerns owned and controlled by Indian Tribes, Alaska 
Regional or Village Corporations organized pursuant to the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (43 U.S.C. 
1601), Native Hawaiian Organizations, or Community Development Corporations authorized by 42 U.S.C. 
9805 are not considered affiliates of such entities, or with other concerns owned by these entities solely 
because of their common ownership. 

Affiliation may be based on stock ownership when (I) A person is an affiliate ofa concern ifthe person owns 
or controls, or has the power to control 50 percent or more of its voting stock, or a block of stock which 
affords control .because it is large compared to other outstanding blocks of stock, or (2) If two or more 
persons each owns, controls or has the power to control less than 50 percent of the voting stock ofa concern, 
with minority holdings that are equal or approximately equal in size, but the aggregate of these minority 
holdings is large as compared with any other stock holding, each such person is presumed to be an affiliate 
of the concern. 

Affiliation may be based on common management or joint venture arrangements. Affiliation arises where 
one or more officers, director> or general partners controls the board of directors and/or the management of 
another concern. Parties to a joint venture also may be affiliates. A contractor and subcontractor are treated 
as joint venturers if the ostensible subcontractor will perform primary and vital requirements of a contract 
or if the prime contractor is unusually reliant upon the ostensible subcontractor. All requirements of the 
contract are considered in reviewing such relationship, including contract management, technical 
responsibilities, and the percentage of subcontracted work. 

Small ors;anizations. The RFA defines "small organizations" as any nonprofit enterprise that 1s 
independently owned and operated and is not dominant in its field. 

Small governmental jurisdictions. TI1e RFA defines small governmental jurisdictions as governments of 
cities, counties, towns, townships, villages, school districts, or special districts with populations ofless than 
50,000. 

4.4 What is a Substantial Number of Small Entities? 

In determining the scope, or 'universe', of the entities to be considered in making a significance 
determination, NMFS generally includes only those entities, both large and small, that can reasonably be 
expected to be directly or indirectly affected by the proposed action. If the effects of the rule fall primarily 
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on a distinct segment, or portion thereof, of the industry (e.g., user group, gear type, geographic area), that 
segment would be considered the universe for the purpose of this criterion. NMFS then determines what 
number of these directly or indirectly affected entities are small entities. NMFS generally considers that the 
'substantial number' criterion has been reached when more than 20% of those small entities affected by the 
proposed action are likely to be significantly impacted by the proposed action. This percentage is calculated 
by dividing the number of small entities impacted by the action by the total number of small entities within 
the universe. The 20 percent criterion represents a general guide; there may be instances when, in order to 
satisfy the intent of the RF A, an IRFA should be prepared even though fewer than 20 percent of the small . 
entities are significantly impacted. · · 	 . · · · · · · 

4.5 	What is a Significant Economic Impact? 

NMFS has determined that an economic impact is significant for the purposes of the RF A if a regulation is 
likely to result in: 

• 	 more than a 5 percent decrease in annual gross revenues, 

• 	 annual compliance costs (e.g., annualized capital, operating, reporting) that increase total costs of 
production by more than 5 percent, 

• 	 compliance costs as a percent of sales that are I 0 or more percent higher for small entities than 
compliance costs for large entities, 

• 	 capital costs ofcompliance that represent a significant portion of capital available to small entities, 
considering internal cash flow and external financing capabilities, or 

• 	 the regulation is likely to result in 2 or more percent of the small entities affected being forced to 
cease business operations. 

Note that these criteria all deal with adverse or negative economic impacts. NMFS and certain other Federal 
agencies interpret the RF A as requiring the preparation of an !RF A only for proposed actions expected to 
have significant adverse economic impacts on a substantial number of small entities over the short, middle, 
or long term. Most regulatory actions are designed to have net benefits over the long term; however, such 
actions are not shielded from the RF A's requirement to prepare an IRFA if significant adverse economic 
impacts on a substantial number of small entities are expected in the short or longer term. Thus, ifany action 
has short-term significant adverse impacts on a substantial number of small entities, even though it will 
benefit small entities in the long term, an !RFA must be prepared. 

4.6 Small Entities in the BSAI Pollock Fishery 

To identify the number and type of business concerns participating in the BSA! pollock fishery that meet the 
definition "small entities", the operations participating in the BSA! pollock fishery must be measured against 
the size and affiliation standards outlined in section 4.2. While available data on ownership and affiliation 
patterns in the BSA! pollock fishery are not sufficiently detailed to discern whether each in<!ividual business 
concern meets the definition of "small entity," data available do allow some general conclusions on the 
number of small entities in each industry component. These general conclusions are displayed in Table 9 
for 1996. Note that Table 9 was prepared for an analysis of the inshore/offshore allocation ofpollock so 
industry participants are divided into the inshore processing sector and offshore processing sector. 
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Table9 Estimated numbers and types of small entities participating in the BSA! pollack fishery 'in!996 

Industry component or type ofentity Small Large Total 

lllll!JQ[~ ~!l&tQ[ 

Inshore processors 0 8 8 

Inshore catcher-boats -  40 \ 51 91 

Q!I:ibs;u:s; ~ll~tQr 

True motherships 0 3 3 

Catcher-processors 0 31 31 

Catcher-boats 24 25 49 

$mall Qrgaai<:HliQns (CDQ groups) 6 0 6 

QQvernment iYri>di£1iQD~ (cities) 60 I 61 

' TOTAL 130 119 249 

lnshQfe processors. Four of the 8 inshore processors operating in the BSAI pollock fishery are either wholly 
owned subsidiaries or close affiliates of Japanese multi-national corporations. Due to their affiliation with 
large foreign entities with more than 500 employees worldwide, none of these processors is a small entity. 
Of the remaining 4 inshore processors, 3 are owned by US companies that employ more than 500 persons 
in all their affiliated operations, and therefore cannot be considered small entities. The remaining inshore 
processor has been identified as closely affiliated with its 5 delivering catcher-boats and the gross annual 
receipts of the affiliated entities taken together (the processor and its 5 affiliated catcher-boats) exceed the 
$3 million criterion for fish harvesting operations. Therefore, none of the inshore processors in the BSA! 
pollock fishel)' appear to meet the criteria for small entities. 

Inshore catcher-boats. A total of 118 catcher-boats participated in the BSA! pollack fisheries in 1996: 69 
operate in the inshore sector exclusively, 27 operate in the offshore sector exclusively, and 22 operate in both 
sectors. Of the 91 catcher-boats that operate exclusively or partly in the inshore sector, the ownership data 
in the sector profiles identify 26 vessels owned in whole or part by inshore processors. These 26 vessels may 
be considered to be affiliated with their respective inshore processor owners and cannot therefore be 
considered small entities because none of the inshore processors in the BSA! pollack fishery themselves are 
small entities. An additional 5 catcher-boats have been identified as closely affiliated with an inshore 
floating processor and these 5 catcher-boats taken together with their affiliated processor exceed the $3 
million criterion for fish harvesting operations and are therefore not believed to be small entities. 
Furthermore, an additional 20 catcher-boats have ownership affiliations with other catcher-boats or catcher 
processors. The gross annual receipts of each of these groups ofaffiliated catcher-boats is believed to exceed 
the $3 million criterion for small entities when all their foheries earnings are taken as a whole. The 
remaining 40 catcher-boats operating exclusively or partly in the inshore sector are believed to qualify as 
small entities. 
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Offshore catcher-boats. Twenty seven catcher-boats operate in the offshore,Sector exclusively and iiopernte 
in both sectors for a total of 49 offshore catcher-boats. Of these, 13 have ownership affiliations with large 
inshore or offshore processors and, therefore, do not meet the $3 million criterion for small entities. ·An 
additional 12 catcher-boats have ownership affiliations with other vessels or operations that taken together 
with their affiliated entities are believed to exceed the $3 million gross receipts criterion for small entities 
when all their fisheries earnings are taken as a whole. The remaining 24 catcher-boats operating exclusively 
or partly in the offshore sector are believed to qualify as small entities. 

True motherships. Three "true motherships" operate in the offshore sector. All 3 ''true motherships" have. 
ownership or business affiliations with large Japanese-owned processing companies, and are further affiliated 
with some of their delivering catcher-boats. Taken together with their affiliated entities, none of the "true 
motherships" are believed to meet the criteria for small entities. 

Offshore processors. To qualify as a small entity, a catcher processor must be independently owned and 
operated, have no more than 49 percent foreign ownership, and have gross annual receipts of less than $3 
million. None of the offshore catcher processors operating in the BSAI pollack fishery appear to meet the 
criteria for small entities. 

Small organizations. The 6 CDQ groups participating in the BSA! pollock fishery are the only small 
organizations that are directly affected by the pollock CDQ allocation. 

Small governmental iurisdictions. The governmental jurisdictions with direct involvement in the BSAl 
pollack fishery are the 56 CDQ communities and 4 Alaska non-CDQ communities (Unalaska, Sand Point, 
King Cove, and Kodiak). All of these communities are small governmental jurisdictions with direct 
involvement in the BSA! pollock fishel)'. The remaining government jurisdiction with direct involvement 
in the BSA! pollack fishery, Seattle, does not qualify as a small governmental jurisdiction. 

4.7 Impacts of the Alternatives on small entities 

Small business entities affected directlv. The 64 independent catcher-boats appear to be the only small . 
business entities participating in the BSA! pollack fishery. The allocation of7.5 percent of the pollack TAC 
to the CDQ fisheries reduce~ the amount of pollock available for harvest by these small eniities and may 
reduce their annual gross revenues by more than a 5 percent relative to Alternative I which would not 
allocate pollack to the CDQ program. The impact ofthe pollock CDQ allocation on the 4 Alaska non-CDQ 
communities (Unalaska, Sand Point, King Cove, and Kodiak) is not known, but could be significant 
depending 011 the amount of annual revenue lost because pollack CDQ may be processed at different plants 
than pollack from the open access fisheries. 

Small organizations and small governmental jurisdictions. The 6 CDQ groups representing 56 western 
Alaska communities derive a significant portion of their CDQ revenues from the pollock CDQ allocation. 
The preferred alterative ofallocation of 7.5 percent of the pollack TAC to the CDQ program will allow these 
small entities to continue to benefit from the pollack CDQ fisheries. Alternative I (not reauthorizing the 
allocation) would have a significant impact on these small entities. 

4.8 Final Regulatory Flexibility Analysis (FRFA) 

When an agency issues any final rule, it must either prepare an FRF A or certify that the rule will not have 
a significant economic impact on a substantial number of small entities. The FRFA must discuss the 
comments received, the alternatives considered and the rationale for the final rule. Each FRFA must 
contain: 
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• 	 A succinct statement of the need for, and objectives of, the rule; 

See Section 1.0 on page 1 of this analysis. 

• 	 A summary of significant issues raised by the public comments in response to the !RF A, the 
agency's respcnse to those comments, and a statement ofany changes made to the rule as a result of 
the comments; 

NMFS received no comments on the IRFA. Four comments were received on the proposed rule 
to implement Amendment 45. One of these comments was from a CDQ group and expressed 
general support for the preferred alternative. Three of these comments were from other Federal 
agencies and expressed no comment on the FMP amendment or proposed rule. NMFS 
acknowledged these comments. No changes to the rule were made as a result of these comments. 

• 	 A description and estimate of the number of small entities to which the rule will apply, or an 
explanation of why no such estimate is available; 

See Section 4.6 in this analysis. 

• A description of th.e reporting, recordkeeping, or other compliance requirements of the rule; and 

The final rule implementing Amendment 45 has no reporting, recordkeeping or other 
compliance requirements. 

• 	 A description ofthe steps the agency has taken to minimize the significant economic impact on small 
entities consistent with the stated objectives of applicable statutes, including a statement of factual, 
policy, and legal reasons for selecting the alternative adopted in the final rule and why each one of 
the other significant alternatives to the rule considered by the agency that affect the impact on small 
entities was rejected. 

The economic impact of the preferred alternative on small entities occurs because the preferred alternative 
allocates 7.5% of the BSA! pollock TACs from the open access fisheries to the CDQ fisheries.· This 
percentage allocation was recommended by the North Pacific Fishery Management Council in Amendment 
45 to the BSA! FMP. The Council considered the economic costs of this allocation on the fishermen and 
processors participating in the open access fisheries and the economic benefits of this allocation on the CDQ 
communities in western Alaska and determined that the benefits of the allocation outweighed the costs. No 
action by NMFS, except disapproval of the Council's FMP amendment and a recommendation that the 
Council consider a smaller allocation of pollock TAC to the CDQ Program, could minimize the significant 
economic impact of this action on small entities. 
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5.0 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Section 11 l(a) of the Sustainable Fisheries Act of 1996 added a new provision to the Magnuson-Stevens 
Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSFCMA) providing specific statutory authority for the CDQ 
programs for pollock, sablefish, halibut, groundfish, and crab, already approved by the North Pacific Council 
and the Secretary of Commerce. Section 305(i)(I) requires that the Council and Secretary establish a 
Western Alaska CDQ program that allocates a percentage of the Total Allowable Catch (TAC) of any Bering 
Sea fishery. It imposes a moratorium until October I, 2001, ori submission to the Secretary o'r any CDQ. 
program allocating a percentage of TAC that was not approved by the Council before October 1, 1995, and 
allows an extension ofCDQ programs that expire during the period of the moratorium if they meet the other 
requirements of the section. It also provides that, for pending CDQ programs and proposed extensions of 
current programs, the Secretary cannot increase the percentage of TAC allocated to any CDQ program over 
the amount the Council approved as ofOctober I, 1995. 

Under the above provisions establishing CDQ programs for nearly al! BSA! fisheries, the MSFCMA requires 
the Council and Secretary to act such that a pollack CDQ program exist after its current sunset date. Further, 
the Council and Secretary are directed to include pollack in the multi-species CDQ program by 1999. The 
Sustainable Fisheries Act of October 1996, also clearly directs the Council and the Secretary that a pollock 
CDQ program at an amount up to the existing 7.5 percent of pollack TAC shall be included in a 
comprehensive multi-species CDQ program. NMFS is currently reviewing the final rule that would 
implement the multi-species (MS) CDQ program for the later part of 1998. 

The Council must act to recommend an FMP amendment to extend the pollack CDQ program past 1998. 
While the Council could have chosen to lower the CDQ allocation to Jess than the current 7.5 percent, the 
Council chose to limit the alternatives in this analysis to: 

Alternative I: No Action. 

Alternative 2: Permanently extend the pollock CDQ program at 7.5 percent of the TAC. 

Only Alternative 2 appears to be consistent with Congressional intent to have a pollock CDQ program for 
Western Alaska. Without reauthori7.ation of the pollack CDQ Program, the 56 affected communities, 
organized into six separate CDQ organizations, will no longer be given an exclusive share of the pollock 
resource. The 7.5% allocation yields an average of$2 million in wages, and $10.2 million net income on 
annual revenues of nearly $20 million to CDQ program recipients. These direct benefits likely understate 
total economic benefits to these communities, due to the indirect benefits generated from the development 
projects undertaken by the program. Additionally, the direct and indirect impacts of the monies generated 
by the program represent a differentially higher economic impact when compared to other regions of the 
State ofAlaska and the United States in general. This is due to the relative absence of alternative economic 
bases in these communities. The social benefits attributable to this program are quite clear and have not been 
the subject ofdebate during the program or in consideration of extending the program. 

None of the alternatives are expected to have a significant impact on endangered or threatened species, and 
none wou Id have an affect takes of marine mammals. 

None of the alternatives is expected to result in a "significant regulatory action" as defined in.E.O. 12866. 
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None of the alternatives are likely to significantly affect the quality of the human environmeni, ·and the 
preparation of an environmental impact statement for the proposed action is not required by Section 
I 02(2)(C) of the National Environmental Policy Act or its implementing regulations. 
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UNITED STATES QEPA~NT CJ: COMMERCE 
NllJtlonal a-nlc .,,d At:mcmpherlCI. Admll'llstret:lon 
OFl=lCE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL 
Ws•hirog!:.on, D.C. 20230 

July 17, 1997 

MEMORANmlM FOR: F/SF - G~Matloc:k . ~ ,.... 
FROM: GCF - Marga Frailjfy Hayes 

SUJ!JECT: znterpretation of section 305(1} 

Lawye=s in GCA.K and GCF have reached the consensus that section 
305(i) requires that an i'MP amendllent be submitted by the council 
and approved J:iy the Secretary in order to extend tbe pollock COQ 
prograin beyona De~er ll, l.99a • .. 
At the til!le the.Sustainable Fisheries Act (SFA) was passed, the 
North Pacific Council had approved three CDQ proqrams. Of these 
three proqrams, tvo had been approved by the Secretary. 

The halib\lt and sablefish CDQ prt.:19ram was part of Alaendlltent 15. 
Ailend:lllent 15 was appi::oved by the Council on Decellber 8, 1991 
(reconfirmed in April 1992), and by the Secretar:y on January 29, 
1993. 

The polloc:k COQ program for 1992 throuqh 1995 was part of 
Alltendlzient 18 to the Fishery Ma.naqe=ent Plan for the Groundfish 
Fishery in the Serinq sea and Aleutian :Islands Area. It va.s 
approved by the caun.cil in June l.99l. and l:>y the secretary on 
March 4, 1992. The pollack CDQ proqram was extended throug-h · 
Dec:em.ber 31, 1998, as part cf A:lllendlllent 38. Amendment 38 vas 
appraved by the Council in June 1995 and by the Secre.ta:ey on 
November 28, 1995. 

The aultispecies g-roundfish and er~ CDQ proqraJll was approved by 
the Council in June 1995 as part of bend!llent 39. Amendlnent 39 
is eurrent~f underqoinq Secretarial review. 

The introductory sentence of section 30S(il(l)(A} of the 
Magna.son-Stevens Fisher:y Conservation and Hanase111ent Act states, 
"~he North Pacific Council and the secretary shall establish a 
we.stern Alaska cOllllll.unity development quota program under which a 
percentaqe of t:he total allowable catch of any Bering Sea fishery
is allocated to the prograz." Altllouqh this sentence requires 
the Secretary to es'eGlish a. single, stand.-alone western Ala.ska 
CDQ prt.:19raa, such program must be ccnsistent vith the 
r=""11~e•c.nts o: tne re:111a.tninq paragrapns o! section 305(1). 

http:Ws�hirog!:.on


Section 30S(i)(l) (C)(i) states, "Prior to October l, 2001, the 
North Pacific Co\:lllcil :may net su.blllit to the Secreta;n' any fishery 
manaqement plan, plan amend:lllent, or regulation that allocates to 
tae western Alaska commu:nity development ~eta program a 
percentege of the total allowable catch of any Sering Sea fishe;n' 
tor whic::h, prior to October 1, 1995, the council bad not approved 
a percentage of the total allowal:lle catch fer allocation to such 
eollllllunity devel.cpment. ~eta prcg::u." 'rhis sentence precludes
the submission Qf a. CDQ pi-oqram for additional species such as 
salmon or scallops. 

section 'l05(i)(l)(C)(1) continues by statinq, "The exPiration o! 
any plan, aaendlle:lt, or regulation that meets the requirements of 
cla\l.Se (ii) prior to OCtober 1, 2001, shall.. not l:>e construed tc 
prcihil:lit the council from suhlaitting a revision or extension of 
such plan, oendment., or rec;ulation to the Secretary if such . 
revision or extension cmiplies with the ether requirements of 
this paragraph.• Of tbe three CDQ prcgralllS that were approved by 
the North Pacific Council prior to October 1, 1995, only .the 
J;lollock CDQ. proqram was &eheduled to expire. Therefore, we 
~elieve the second sen~ence ot section 30S(i)(l)(CJ(i) applies
priurily to the polloc); CDQ proqram. This sentence authori.-.es 
the Council to s~mit a revised or extended pollack CPQ program
for Secretarial review. '!'he sentence would not have 11een 
neeessa.ey if the drafters had intended that section 
305(i)(l)(C)(ii) vould automatically extend the pollack COQ 

prog::am after 1998. 


Section lOS(i)(1){C)(ii) states, nwith respect to a fishery
manageiiaent plan, plan amendment, or rec;ulation for a Berinq Sea 
fishery t.hat-•(l'} allocated to the western Alas~ colDIUnity
development quota proqram a percentag_e of the total allowable 
c:atch of such fishery; and (II) was approved by the North Pacific 
council prior to October 1 1 1995; the seeretary snall, except as 
provided in clause (iii) and after approval cf such plan,
a»endment, er regulation u:nder section 304, allocate to the 
proqraa the percentage of the total allowable catc::h described in 
such plan, amendment, or regulaticn.w (Sec::tion 305(1) [l)(C)(iii)
a11ends the allocation pe.rcentages of crab in the multispeeies
ground.fish and crab proqram.) 

The prima:ry application of section 305(i)(l)(C)(ii) is to the 

multispecies g:roundfish and crab program, because that is the 

only one th4t had been approved ~Y the North Pacific Co\lllcil 

prior to OctoDer l, 1995, but had not yet been approved by the 

Secretary of comm.eri::e on Oc:.tol::ler l.1, 1995. 'The current poll.eek


·cOQ program had already ~een approved hy the Secretary in 1995. 
~his sentence cannot be read. as mandatinq continuation of the 
pollock CPQ program past its expiration date, because Amendment 
38 does nat describe any allocation of TAC to.the CDQ proqraA for 
any year after 199e. 

The se~Qnd sentenee in section 30S(i)(l)(Cl (ii} is susceptible of 
dif£•~•~t ~ftterpretotLon•, ~~t ~• ~-•~ovo C•n~rcaa~ona1 ~n~cn~ 
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was to c:ap all three proqrams at 7,5 percent, the hiqhest 
percenta9e recommended for any of t:.he proqrams prior to October 
l, 1995. (See the senate COllllllerce CCllllXllittee report at iS.) 

see~ion JOS(i)(Dj states, "This paragraph shall not be construed 
to require the North Pacific Council to resv.l:mit, or the 
Secretary to reapprcve, any fishery JDa?Sa!emen.t plan or plan
amendment approved by the North Pacific council prior to October 
l, 1995, that includes a community development proqraJ!I, or any 
J:e9Ulations to implement such plan er All!endment.• This provision 
was added because some staffers were concerned that the 
multispecies/crab CDQ proqram would have to be reappraved by the 
council followinq passat)e of the SFA, since that 111111:mdlllent had 
not yet been implemented. 

We read this sentence as permissive1 it allows the council to 
exte?ld or revi:ie an amenlhlent, tmder section JOS(i)(l){C)(i}, out 
does not mandate suc:h extension or revision, We respectfully
disaqree with Mr. loung•s opinion that this languaqe •requires
the Secretary to alloeate a percentage of the total allowable 
cateh of Berinq Sea pclloelc: to the stand-alone western Alaska CDQ 
proiJram." 'I'he sentence does net ~egyire t:he secretary to do 
anything-. t 

we e&:i-e aware of tha material senator Stevens inserted into the 
recorQ., descril:linq the c:ba.nqes effected l:!y the :m.anaqers'
aaendlllent. We have tried to find a reading of section JOS(i}
that would acc:omplish what the Senate manaqers thouqht they had 
done. we are unable, bcweve:-, to find any provisicn in section 
30S{i) that authorizes the secretary, independent o: a Council 
sul::imission extendinq the pol1oelc: c::DQ program, to allocate any 
amount of pollack to such 11 proqr~ after the expiration date of 
the current uendment. 

Wllen section JOS(i) is read in its entirety, we believe that it 
:requires i:in FHP amendment to be su'blrltted by the Council and 
approved by tl'ie Sei:retary to extend. the pollock CIX2 prcqram 
beyond December 31, 1998. ' 

cc: 	 DGC - J'il.Y s. Johnson 
GCAJ: - Jonathi:in PollarQ. 
Ga - Ma:rian Mac:.pherscm 

, In a~ition, if section 305(i)(O) were read to extend the 
pollock COQ progralll indefinitely, t.he second sentence of section 
30S{il (l)(C) (i) would beco=e superfluo~s, since no relevant 
plans. amen.d:m.enta, a~ rec;Niatic..c vou1d eve~ ~v• """"1re~. 
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(i) ALASKA AND WESTERN PACIFIC COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS.-
(!) (A) The North Pacific Council and the Se<:retary shall establish a western Alaska community development quota 
program under which a percentage of the total allowable ·catch ofany Bering Sea fishery is allocated to the program. 

{B) To be eligible to panicipate in the western Alaska community development quota program under subparagraph 
(A) a community shall-

(i) be located within 50 nautical miles from the baseline from which the breadth of the territorial sea is 
measured along the Bering Sea coast from the Bering Strait to the western most of the Aleutian Islands, 
or on an island within the Bering Sea; 
(ii) not be located on the Gulfof Alaska coast of the north Pacific Ocean; 
(iii) meet criteria developed by the Governor of Alaska, approved by the Secretary, and published in the 
Federal Register; 
(iv) be certified by the Secretary of the Interior pursuant to the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (43 
U.S.C. 1601 et seq.) to be a Native village;· 
(v) consist of residents who conduct more than one-half of their current commercial or subsistence fishing 
effort in the waters of the Bering Sea or waters surrounding the Aleutian Islands; and 
(vi) not have previously developed harvesting or processing capability suffiCient to support substantial 
participation in the groundfish fisheries in the Bering Sea, unless the community can show that the benefits 
from an approved Community Development Plan would be the only way for the community to realize a 
return from previous investments. 

(C) (i) Prior to October I, 2001, the North Pacific Council may not submit to the Secretary any fishery management 
plan, plan amendment, or regulation that allocates to the western Alaska community development quota program 
a percentage of the total allowable catch ofany Bering Sea fishery for which, prior to October l, l 995, the Council 
had not approved a percentage of the total allowable catch for allocation to such community development quota 
program. The expiration of any plan, amendment, or regulation that meets the requirements of clause (ii) prior to 
October I, 2001, shall not be construed to prohibit the Council from submitting a revision or extension ofsuch plan, 
amendment, or regulation to the Secretary ifsuch revision or extension complies with the other requirements of this 
paragraph. 

(ii) With respect to a fishery management plan, plan amendment, or regulation for a Bering Sea fishery 
that-

(I) allocates to the western Alaska community development quota program a percentage of the 
total allowable catch of such fishery; and 
(II) was approved by the North Pacific Council prior to October I, 1995; the Secretary shall, 
except as provided in clause (iii) and after approval of such plan, amendment, or regulation under 
section 304, allocate to the program the percentage of the total allowable catch described in such 
plan, amendment, or regulation. Prior to October l, 2001, the percentage submitted by the 
Council and approved by the Secretary for any such plan, amendment, or regulation shall be no 
greater than the percentage approved by the Council for such fishery prior to October I, 1995. 

(iii) The Secretary shall phase in the percentage for community development quotas approved in 1995 by 
the North Pacific Council for the Bering Sea crab fisheries as follows: 

{I) 3.5 percent of the total allowable catch of each such fishery for 1998 shall be allocated to the 
western Alaska community development quota program; 
(!!) 5 percent of the total allowable catch of each such fishery for 1999 shall be allocated to the 
western Alaska community development quota program; and 
(Ill) 7 .5 percent of the total allowable catch ofeach such fishery for 2000 and thereafter shall be 
allocated to the western Alaska community development quota program, unless the North Pacific 
Council submits and the Secretary approves a percentage ihat is no greater than 7.5 percent ofthe 
total allowable catch of each such fishery for 200 I or the North Pacific Council submits and the 
Secretary approves any other percentage on or after October I, 200 I. 

(D) This paragraph shall not be construed to require the North Pacific Council to resubmit, or the Secretary to 
reapprove, any fishery management plan or plan amendment approved by the North Pacific Council prior to October 

45 



APPENDIX III. DCRA REPORT 


46 




Revised Draft Report 

Economic Impacts of the Pollock 

Community Development Quota Program 


Prepared by 


STATE OF ALASKA 


MAY, 1998 



Acknowledgments: 

The compilation and writing ofthis report was done by the Alaska Department of 
Commtmity & Regional Affairs. This report added to previous reports developed by 
former DCRA CDQ Manager, Julie Anderson, with the assistance ofKaren Lang. 

The State of Alaska would like to thank the Institute for Social and Economic Research 
for providing the 1990 U.S. Census data and the definition of economic development 
located in Chapter VI. 

Information on the CDQ groups and their economic impacts is based primarily on 
material provided by the six CDQ groups and independent audit reports. All of the 
groups were helpful in providing information for this report. 

The editorial review and input by the staff of the Alaska Department ofFish and Game 
contributed greatly as well. 

A report prepared for the State of Alaska, "Economic Impacts of the 1992/93 Pollock 
Commtmity Development Quotas" in June of 1994, by E3 Consulting, was the basis for 
much of the geographical and historical data. 



crx,-7
.

DRA~ ...,__ ''i_... ..,,.. . 

Economic Impacts of the Pollock CDQ Program -1992-1997 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

I. Introduction 

II. The Western Alaska Region 
Physical Setting 

Natural Resources 

Western Alaska Economy 

U.S. Census Data for the Western Alaska Region 

Ill. Community Development Quota Program 
CDQ Program Evolution 

Implementation of the CDQ Program 

1992 Pollock Allocation 


IV. Development Strategies of CDQ Groups 
Revenue Generation 

Equity Accumulation 

Vessel Acquisitions 


· Community Based Fisheries Development 

Employment and Training Opportunities 

Fisheries Retention Activities 

Region Outreach 


v. CDQ Groups and Activities 
Aleutian Pribilof Island Development Association 
Bristol Bay Economic Development Corporation 
Central Bering Sea Fishermen's Association 
Coastal Villages Region Fund 
Norton Sound Economic Development Corporation 
Yukon Delta Fisheries Development Association 

VI. Economic Impacts of the CDQ Program 

APPENDIX 1.. - Federal CDQ Regulations: 50 C.F.R. 679.30 
APPENDIX II - State CDQ Regulations: 6 AAC 93 
APPENDIX Ill - Organization Chart 
APPENDIX IV - List of communities by CDQ group and map 
APPENDIX V - 1993 - 97 CDQ employment statistics 
APPENDIX VI - 1993 - 97 CDQ training statistics 

1 

2 

9 

19 

26 

54 





Economic Impacts of the Pollock CDQ Program - 1992-1997 
Chapter I - Introductioo 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The Bering Sea pollock fishery is one of the largest fisheries in the world, with an annual 
harvest of about 2.4 billion pounds (1.1 million metric tons) and an approximate value of$ 200 
million.1 Beginning in 1992, the Community Development Quota (CDQ) program set aside 
7.5% of the Bering Sea pollock harvest (about 182 million pounds.annually) for direct.allocation 
to disadvantaged coastal communities in Western Alaska. 

These 56 "CDQ communities" bordering the Bering Sea make up one of the most 
economically depressed regions of the United States. A major goal of the program is to allow 
these communities to accumulate sufficient capital so they can invest in the fishery, thus 
bringing sustainable economic development to the region. This report examines the economic 
impacts of the first six years of the Bering Sea pollock CDQ program on the western Alaska 
region. 

The impact of the pollock CDQ program on western Alaska has been significant. 
Through leasing activities of pollock CDQ, revenue streams of approximately $20 million have 
been made available.for economic and community development. With this money, CDQ groups 
have pursued many fisheries related projects including vessel acquisitions, community based 
development projects, and employment and training programs. Pollock CDQ is the primary 
reason for many of the accomplishments of the CDQ program to date. Ifpollock CDQ was no 
longer available to the program. benefits associated with the CDQ group's activities would be 
greatly diminished. 

Organization of this Report 
Cl).apter II of the report describes the western Alaska region. Chapter III describes the 

initial history and implementation of the CDQ program. and a glimpse of the program's early 
years. Chapter IV covers the basic development strategies of the CDQ groups and provides 
some aggregated for review. Chapter V details the CDQ groups and their projects. Chapter VI 
describes how the development strategies and resulting projects are leading towards economic 
development in western Alaska. 

Information Sources 
The economic description of the western Alaska region in this report is based primarily 

on the 1990 U.S. Census. Information on the CDQ projects and their economic impacts is based 
primarily on material provided by the six CDQ groups. These include CDQ applications, 
quarterly reports and audited annual reports. Further data was obtained from the Department of 
Community & Regional Affairs records. 

' Number estimates ex-vessel value of pollock at $0.08/lb. 
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Economic Impacts ofthe Pollock CDQ Program -1992-1997 
Chapter II - Western Alaska Region 

II. THE WESTERN ALASKA REGION 


The Physical Setting 

Renowned for its fierce weather, the Bering Sea's· open ocean waters are home to some 
of the greatest fishery resources on earth. Vast schools of fish such as pollack and herring 
cascade the sea's depths while the ocean floor is home to numerous species of groundfish and 
crustaceans including Pacific cod and the famous Alaska king crab. The rivers emptying into the 
Bering Sea are visited yearly by millions of salmon migrating upstream to spawn. Feeding on 
all of this natural bounty are numerous species of marine mammals and sea birds. 

The open waters of the Bering Sea annually freeze as far south as the Pribilof Islands and 
Bristol Bay, and even further south along the coast. Natural deep draft harbors are non-existent 
north of the Alaska Peninsula due to extreme tides, low terrain and silty bottom floors. The 
weather has been described as among the worst on earth, with hurricane force winds, 
mountainous waves, freezing spray, and a winter season of short days and long nights. 

The coastline which borders the Bering Sea is barren and almost entirely treeless. It 
includes several thousand miles of coast from the uninhabited tip of the Aleutian Islands to the 
tiny community of Wales astride the Bering Straits. The land mass varies from volcanic along 
the Aleutian Islands to marshy delta at the mouth of the Yukon and Kuskokwim Rivers. Where 
the ground is not solid rock, it is often underlain by permanently frozen ground tens or even 
hundreds of feet deep. · 

Natural Resources 

There are limited mineral resources along the coast including deposits of gold, platinum, 
and tin. Due to the high expense of operating in the harsh environment, very little mining 
occurs. There is also the possibility of major petroleum reserves offshore from the region. Due 
to the engineering challenges, changing regulations, and high exploration and production· costs, 
these reserves have not been developed, although some exploratory wells have been drilled. 

Although markedly barren in the winter, the Bering Sea region is lush in the summer. At 
that time it possibly contains more mass of mosquitoes than all other species combined. Vast 
flocks ofwatcfowl migrate north to nest in the marshes and along the rivers and lakes. Seabirds 
nest in the millions in densely packed rookeries. Animals that have hibernated for much of the 
year take advantage of the few summer months to eat a years worth of food. Large animals such 
as caribou and whales migrate back and forth to the rich, productive summer grazing grounds. 
Also, during the brief summer millions of salmon return to their natal streams and herring to the 
coastline. These are followed by the numerous fish, mammals and birds that feed on them. 
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The Western Alaska Economy 

There are five regional centers in the region: Unalaska, King Salmon, Dillingham, 
Bethel, and Nome. Unalaska is not a CDQ community due to its pre-existing involvement in the 
Bering Sea growidfish fisheries. Much of the economy in King Salmon and Dillingham is based 
on seasonal salmon fishing, whereas Nome's economy was originally based on gold mining. 
Bethel has some salmon fishing in the summer, although in recent years this fishery has been 
depressed. Each center functions as a commercial and , transportation hub. Residents from 
outlying communities visit to purchase goods and services not available locally and pass through 
on their way to Anchorage and beyond. 

While several roads exist in the communities, only a few serve as links and none connect 
outside the region. Almost all of the towns and villages are totally isolated from each other. 
Access between them is limited to boats in the summer, snow machines in the winter, and 
planes. The closest CDQ community to a continuous road system is about 300 air miles from 
Anchorage and the farthest over l,200 miles. 

The reliance on air transportation means that the price of many goods are greatly 
increased over other areas of the country. In addition, it is very expensive to travel to 

Anchorage or even between 
communities. Wages are 
commensurate with these higher costs 
bringing costs of production with local 
labor to be higher than elsewhere. 

The remote and isolated nature 
of western Alaska limits employment 
opportunities for most residents to jobs 
within their communities. Commuting 
out of the region or even to regional 
centers on a regular basis IS 

prohibitively expensive. The wage 
economy of western Alaska is 
concentrated in only a few sectors. 
Relatively few locally consumed goods 
and services are provided in the region; 
most goods and services are imported. 
There is a high dependence on income 
from transfer programs such as the
Alaska Permanent Fund Dividend 

Prograni, the Alaska Longevity Bonus Program, and Aid for Families with Dependent Children. 
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The majority of regional employment is with federal, state and local governments. 
Federal employees consist primarily of federal land managers, health care providers, airport 
personnel, and military personnel. State personnel are employed primarily in schools, various 
state agencies, health care centers, and airport operations. Local governments employ 
administrators, school workers, utility operators and local public safety officers. 

A typical small commUnity has illnited employment opportunities. These might include· 
a school, post office, local utilities, retail store( s ), local government, health aide, public safety 
officer, airport agent, National Guard, and local road and airport maintenance. Others employed 
locally such as school teachers and clerics are most often from outside the region. Larger 
communities have more services, retail centers, and government services, leading to more 
employment opportunities. 

Jobs related to education account for 26% of all regional employment. Each community 
has its own school which is often the main employer in the community. It is common for 
residents to share one full time position between several households to ensure the maximum 
employment opportunities. 

U.S. Census Data for the Western Alaska Region 

The best available data for describing the population and economy of western Alaska is 
from the 1990 U.S. Census which occurred prior to the start of the CDQ program in 1992. As 
will be discussed in Chapter VI, the CDQ program has provided significant new employment 

.and income for some residents of CDQ communities. In addition, economic changes not related 
to the CDQ program have occurred in the fishing industry as well as other parts of the economy. 
Although the 1990 census data is somewhat dated, it still provides a reasonable picture of 
general economic conditions in the region. 

Population 
There are 56 communities in the CDQ region ofwestem Alaska. As shown in Table Il

l, these communities had a total population of 21,037 in 1990. By 1997, the population had 
increased 16% to 24,3951

• The combined population of the villages represented by iD.dividual 
CDQ groups range from 546 for the Aleutian Pribilof Island Community Development 
Association (APICDA) to 8,974 for the Norton Sound Economic Development Corporation 
(NSEDC). 

Seventy-eight percent of the residents of the CDQ area were Alaska Natives. All of the 
groups have a majority Alaska Native population. For three of the groups (APICDA, Coastal 

1 Taken from the Alaska Department of Community & Regional Affairs pop.ulation statistics located on the DCRA 
Coromunity Database. 
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Villages Region Fund (CVRF), and Yukon Delta Fisheries Development Association (YDFDA) 
the Alaska Native population was over ninety percent of the total. 

All of the CDQ groups have a relatively large share of their population under the age of 
sixteen; in the YDFDA region more than 40% of the population is under sixteen. This indicates 
both a growing labor force that will require jobs in the future and the relatively larger 
significance of any employment increase' relative to the working age population. . . 

Labor Force and 
Employment

Table Il-2 shows 
labor force and employment 
characteristics of the CDQ 
group villages. The civilian 
labor force is only 59% of 
the population aged 16-65. 
Civilian labor force 
participation is limited by 
membership in the military 
and those who choose not to 
participate in the labor force. 

At the time of the 
census, all CDQ groups were experiencing relatively high levels of unemployment, ranging from 
9% (Bristol Bay Economic Development Corporation [BBEDC]) to 31% (YDFDA). While 
these high unemployment rates partly reflect the seasonality of employment opportunities and 
the timing of the census in April, they also may show the effeets of limited employment 
opportunities. It is important to note that unemployment is defined as the percentage of those 
within the labor force who are not working. When people know there are no jobs available, they 
stop looking and are not counted as unemployed This lends to the possibility that there are 
higher unemployment rates than were actually recorded. 

Table ll-3 also shows the types ofjobs held by the residents of the CDQ areas in 1990. 
There is a relatively low share of the resident population working in the industries and 
occupations associated with fishing. While almost fifteen percent of the employment in the 
APICDA and Central Bering Sea Fishermen's Association (CBSFA) regions was in the fisheries 
industry, no c..her region had over five percent in this industry. Only CBSFA had a significant 
share of employment in manufacturing, which is almost entirely fish processing. While work in 
the transportation industry may also be fisheries-related, fishing industry employment was not 
significant in most of the CDQ group areas in 1990. In five of the groups, Educational Services 
and Public Administration were the most important industries, indicating the importance of 
public sector/government jobs to these regions. 
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Table II-1 
Characteristics of the 56 CDQ Communities in 1989 
Total population 21,037 
Average community population 390 
Native Americans as % of the population 78% 
Houses with no plumbing 37% 
Houses with no phone 29% 
Persons below poverty level 25% 

Source: 1990 U.S. Census 

Economic Impacts of the Pollock CDQ Program ·1992-1997 
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Income 
Table II-4 describes the income characteristics of the CDQ group communities in 1990.. 

All of these regions had median incomes which were lower than the state median income of 
$41,408 in 1989. The median income of the Central Bering Sea area and the Bristol Bay area 
was less than ten percent below the state level, but in the Yukon Delta area and the Aleutian 
Pribilof area the median income was only slightly greater than half the state level. The relatively· 
high cost of living in rural Alaska suggests that in real terms, comparing the median incomes 
may actually underestimate the economic well being of residents in these regions. 

In 1989 the poverty rate for the state was almost seven percent The poverty rates in all 
the CDQ areas except the Central Bering Sea area were at least twice the state rate. 

Social Conditions 
In 1990, more than 25% of the people in the 56 CDQ communities lived below the 

poverty level. Most residents of western Alaska are Alaska Natives. Many older people speak 
English as a second language or not at all. Much of the housing available in the communities is 
substandard and utilities that most U.S. citizens take for granted such as water and phones are in 
short supply. In over half of the communities, five gallon buckets or outhouses remain the 
primary mt>,ans of sewage disposal. In 1990, only thirteen communities (24%) had piped water 
and sewer available to at least half of the homes. The result is poor health conditions, high rates 
of infectious diseases, and low living standards. 

Western Alaskan communities in general have many of the social ills associated with 
poverty and isolation. Many of these communities experience considerable problems with drug 
and alcohol abuse. Young people suffer from high rates of teen pregnancy and suicide. 
Prevalent thrc·:ghout many communities is a feeling ofdespair and hopelessness. 

Subsistence 
Western Alaskans derive a large part of their food from subsistence hunting, fishing, and 

gathering. Based on a subsample from the CDQ communities, the average subsistence harvest is 
437 pounds per person. The majority of this harvest is fish. Per-capita subsistence harvests tend 
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to be largest for residents of smaller communities \Vhich have fewer employment opportunities, 
very limited access to retail stores, and the highest percentage of Native inhabitants. 

Subsistence harvests provide a large portion of the nutritional needs of western Alaska 
residents. At least as important is the cultural and emotional satisfaction that subsistence 
activities provide. It is not · · · · 
uncommon for western Alaskans to 
value subsistence harvest 
participation as a priority over wage 
labor. The result is often confusing 
to persons who do not understand 
this trade-off, as employees may 
take time off from wage 
employment to hunt and fish with 
their families whether or not such 
time is provided. 

Salmon and Herring Fisheries 
Salmon and herring fishing occurs in many parts of western Alaska. With the notable 

exception of the Bristol Bay salmon fishery, most local fisheries have a very low average catch 
and provide relatively low income to fishermen. . Local participation in the larger regional 
fisheries has decreased over time and the necessity of a limited entry fishing permit
prohibitively expensive in the more lucrative fisheries--has discouraged further entry. Over the 
past two decades about 25% of the most valuable salmon fishing permits have been sold out·of 
the region. 

In 1992 about 20"/o of the regional population owned fishing permits or were licensed 
crewmen while just over 2% of the people were employed in fish processing. Most fishermen 
and the vast majority of processors working in the region reside outside western Alaska. Many 
local fishermen have other jobs, often only part-time. Since most local residents have few 
assets, they lack the means of acquiring salmon fishing permits. Many locals rely on subsistence 
hunting and gathering They must choose between a short intense working season, often at · 
relatively low wages, or harvesting salmon for winter food. 

Weste.~1 Alaska salmon fisheries have declined in recent years and some have been 
labeled disasters. In 1993 even subsistence salmon fishing was closed in some areas. With the 

2 
Picture was obtained from the Internet site fur the University oi Conn~cut Libraries. (www.lib.uconn.edu/ArcticCirclc/CulturaJViability 

llnupiall) 
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increase of farmed salmon worldwide, it has become very difficult for the remote western 
Alaska to provide a quality product to markets at a price that will support region residents. 
Traditional salmon fisheries from Norton Sound down to Bristol Bay have been hit hard in 
recent years due to falling prices and stock fluctuations. Similar problems have ~urred in the 
herring fishery. Prices for the lucrative herring roe have fallen in the past few years. Although 
the herring fisheries remains viable, region fishermen face progressively lower prices and returns 
for their efforts. · 
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Table 11-2: Selected 1990 U.S. Census Data for CDQ Communities - Population 
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Table II-3: Selected 1990 U.S. Census Data for CDQ Communities - Employment 
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Table 11-4: Selected 1990 U.S. Census Data for CDQ Communities - Income 

Aleutian 
Pribilof Bristol Yukon 
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Central Sound DeltaBay Coaalal Total. 

Community Bering Sea Economic Village• Bconomio Piahcriea All 
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Poverty Status lo 1989 

Number of families 
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14 
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Source: 1990 U.S. Census. Data provided by Imtitu!A> of Social and &onomlo Research. 
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Nalive Alasbn:s have long depended on the ""°""""' of the Bering Sea 
fortheir surviVlll. Above., l.oupilll Eskimos tlke care of their bounty after a 
successful whale bunting expedition. ' 
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Ill. COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT QUOTA PROGRAM 

People have harvested the resources of the Bering Sea since it was formed, sometime 
after the last ice age, and after immigration to the Americas had begun. Until recently, this 
harvest occurred almost exclusively along the shores and rivers. Native people ventured only a. 
short distance from shore to fish and hunt marine mammals. During the late 1800s whalers plied 

the waters and some fishing vessels began 
making annual trips north shortly thereafter. 
It was not until the middle of this century 
that large boats, all foreign, began fishing 
far offshore. 

Until the late 1970s, little of the 
harvest from the Bering Sea itself was by 
Americans. Instead, foreign fleets from 
Europe and Asia harvested the fish and 
processed it aboard large floating 
processors. With the passage of the 
Magnuson Fishery Conservation and 

Management Act (Magnuson Act) in 1976, the groundwork was laid for U.S. participation in the 
fisheries. The Act prioritized access to the resource. Fully domestic harvesting and processing 
operations were given first priority, followed by joint ventures (American vessels fishing for 
foreign floating processors), and fmally foreign vessels. It took a decade for the domestic fleet 
to develop to the point that it could play a significant part in the fishery. 

In 1979, only 615 metric tons or .05% of the 1.2 million mt Bering Sea harvest was 
domestically caught and processed. By 1988, all of the harvest (2.0 million mt) was by domestic 
vessels and 34% of the processing was conducted domestically. Finally, beginning in 1991, all 
of the harvest from U.S. waters of the Bering Sea was also processed domestically. The United 
States fishing industry had completely domesticated the Bering Sea fishery, however, most of 
the fleet was from ports thousands of miles to the south. 

The vessels that participated in the pollock fisheries were predominantly based in 
Washington. They traveled north to the fishing grounds fully crewed and with processing 
workers who were typically imported from areas outside Alaska where wage rates were lower. 
Prosecuting the pollock fishery required large capital investments that were not practical for 
residents of Vl."estem Alaska. The result was that most of the people living in the western Alaska 
communities on the shores of the Bering Sea had no viable means of participating in these 
fisheries. 

1 Picture obtained from Internet site of the University ofConnecticut Libraries. www.lib.uconn.edu/ArcticCitcle/Cu!turalViabilityllnupiat/ 
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The swift transition from foreign to domestic fisheries resulted in an overcapitalized 
fleet. By 1989, it was apparent that there were too many vessels harvesting pollock. Fishing 
seasons that had previously lasted all year were measured in weeks or days. In response to a 
need to better manage the fishery, the North Pacific Fishery Management Council ("Cmmcil''), 
established by Congress through the Magnuson Act to develop fishery management plans, began 
investigating allocating pollock harvests between vessels delivering to shorebased processors and 
those processing at-sea · · · - · - · 

On June 3, 1992, the U.S. Secretary of Commerce ("Secretary"), approved Amendment 
18 to the Bering Sea and Aleutian Island (BSAI) Fishery Management Plan that allocated 
portions of the pollock harvest between the inshore and offshore processors. During the Council 
deliberations leading up to the amendment, 7 .5% of the BSAI pollock harvest was dedicated to 
communities along the coastline of western Alaska. Of the remaining quota, the offshore sector 
was allocated 65% of the pollock fishery, with the onshore receiving 35%. When the amendment 
was approved. the Community Development Quota (CDQ) program became a reality. 

CDQ Program Evolution 

Pollock 
The concept ofCDQ's for western Alaskan communities was first discussed in the mid

1980s. In 1988, the Council considered CDQ's for sablefish longline fisheries. As part of that 
plan, an idea of allocating part of the total allowable catch directly to communities was 
developed. This would allow the community members access to the resource at their doorstep. 

An unsuccessful attempt was made to inject a generic CDQ concept 
-~ into federal fishery regulations in 1989. 

'- ... . -"f"" . 

Walleye Pollock. In arguing for a CDQ program, the Council decided that 
CDQ's could be a viable means of spurring economic developm_ent in 

depressed western Alaska coastal communities without greatly impacting the existing fishing 
industry. Large shorebased and offshore trawl vessels capable of fishing far from land are 
needed to harvest pollock. None of the people along the Bering Sea coast owned such vessels 
and only a few communities had port facilities sufficient to handle them. Taken together with 
the generally poor economic conditions found throughout the region, the likelihood of local 
residents being able to participate in the pollock fishery without assistance seemed negligible. 
The opportunity to provide a diversified and stshilizing source of income to local residents and 
communities was appealing to many, including the State of Alaska. Although the debates and 
decisions necessary to reach a viable pollock allocation were intense, the CDQ program became 
an integral component of the overall management strategy adopted by the Council. 
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The allocation to CDQ groups was set at 7.5% of the overall pollock total allowable 
catch for the BSAI management areas. The initial pollock CDQ allocations were for two years, 
1992 and 1993, with reallocations made for the 1994 and 1995 seasons. A second round of 
allocations were approved by the Council in 1995 for the years 1996-1998. The regulations to 
begin the program became effective on November 18, 1992, and were published in final form on 
November 23, 1992, at 50 CFR part 675. Corresponding State of Alaska emergency regulations 
were also published in late 1992. · · · · · · · · · 

Halibut and Sablefisb 
The Individual Fishing Quota (IFQ) program, approved by the Council in 1991, looked 

to divvy up the halibut and sablefish to established fishers based on historical catch. Part of that 
plan allocated a portion of the allowable catch to CDQs. Given its controversial nature, the IFQ 
program took many years to develop. By 1993, NMFS had established IFQ regulations and 
complementary halibut I sablefish CDQ regulation in 50 C.F.R. 676.24. After quota allocations 
were made in October, 1994, CDQ groups began fishing halibut and sablefish in 1995. 

The percentage of quota set aside for halibut depends on management area and total 
allowable catch for that area. Table III-2 provides the halibut CDQs available by area and lists 
the total percentage of halibut those quotas yielded for 1995 - 97. The sablefish CDQ is taken 
from the hook & line quota with varying percentages based on management area. Table III-2 
provides further information on the sablefish quota. 

While NMFS originally published separate halibut/sablefish 

regulations, they have since been merged with existing pollock 

regulations into one set of CDQ regulations. The CDQ regulations are 

found in 50 CFR part 679.30. (Appendix I) 


Groundfish and Crab 
The Bering Sea commercial species available to the CDQ program came full circle in 

June, 1995, when the Council approved the License Limitation Program (LLP). The LLP was 
· created to bring the groundfish fishery into order by assigrting entry licenses to participants as a 

way to halt the number of entries into the fishery. A part of the LLP approved CDQs for all 
other fisheries resources managed under the Council's Bering Sea and Aleutian Island 
management plan. The LLP regulations have proven difficult to finalize. At the time of this 
report, LLP regulations with CDQ groundfish regulations have not been published, however, 
implementati0.i of the CDQ groundfish program is expected in the near future. 

Magnuson Act Revisions 
In October of 1996, the U.S. Congress passed a revised Magnuson Act called the 

Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation ·and Management Act ("Magnuson-Stevens Act"). 
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1bis act approved Community Development Quotas for groundfish and crab under Fishery 
Management Plans (FMP's) in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands. 1bis legislation put CDQs 
into law, ending concern over looming sunset dates. 

Implementation of the CDQ Program 

Agency Involvement 
When the Secretary approved the CDQ program regulations in 1992, there were many 

important provisions that exist today. Much of the implementation of the CDQ program was 
delegated to the Governor of Alaska using a frameworked application and review process. The 
State was charged with full review of CDQ proposals and making allocation recommendations to 
the Secretary. The Secretary retained overall allocation decision authority, including the 
authority to modify any allocation at any time. 

The federal and state governments have each added staff to respond to monitoring needs. 
Approximately five federal and three state full-time positions are dedicated to the CDQ 
administration as well as part-time assistance by staff from several agencies. The federal 
monitoring agency is the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). Federal responsibilities 
include daily monitoring of catch, debriefing of fishery observers, writing regulations, and 
review of the overall program. A5 is the case in the open-aceess fishery, federal funds support 
the fishery management and allocation decision making process. 

The State is responsible for the ongoing monitoring of each CDQ group's performance, 
ensuring compliance with CDQ plans and regulations, providing professional assistance, 
reviewing quarterly and annual reports, and participating in the allocation decision making 
process. To fulfill its role in the CDQ program, the state has implemented its own set of 
regulations under 6 AAC Chapter 93. (located in Appendix II). The Governor, through 6 AAC 
93.915, has designated a three department "CDQ Team" composed of representatives from the 
departments ofCommunity and Regional Affairs, Fish and Game, and Commerce and Economic 
Development. The State requires quarterly reports, conducts several meetings with each group 
annually, requires annual audit and compliance reports, and retains the right to cond¥Ct an 
internal audit and review of any CDQ group's accounts at any time. With this' unique 
combination of multiple agency representation on state and federal levels, the CDQ program has 
developed a thorough regulatory environment viewed as essential for the successful 
implementation of the program. (Please see Appendix m for a chart that provides the various 

. agencies, bodies and CDQ groups involved in the program.) 

CDQ Fishery Monitoring 
The CDQ organizations are attuned to the issue of bycatch waste, especially of salmon 

and herring, as these species are important to western Alaskans for both commercial and 
subsistence fishing. ln contrast to the at-sea processors in the open access pollock fisheries who 
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are required to carry one authorized government observer, CDQ groups, in coordination with 
their harvesting partners, instituted new monitoring systems by having two authorized observers 
for 24 hour observation on their pollock trawls fisheries. Also, they began implementing 
methods to volumetrically measure all harvests. NMFS has since required this extra observer 
and measuring requirements. 

CDQ monitoring and catch measurement methods lnthe groiindfish fishery may one day 
be used as a basis for monitoring programs for the rest of the industry. The monitoring system 
proposed by NMFS for the newly approved multi-species CDQ program (see Groundfish and 
Crab) is very extensive. Virtually all CDQ fish harvested will be weighed and sampled. Every 
pound of species caught Will be counted against the quota of the CDQ group. · When an 
aliocation quota for a species is reached, the CDQ group must refrain from engaging in any 
fishery that risks catching any fully harvested species for the rest of the fishing year. 

Eligible Communities 
In order to qualify for a CDQ allocation, an organization and its member communities 

must meet several criteria. The major criteria for community qualification consisted of: 

../ Location within 50 nautical miles of the Bering Sea. 

../ Native village as defined by the Alaska Native Land Claims Settlement Act 

../ Residents conduct over 50% of their current subsistence and commercial fishing 
effort in the waters of the Bering Sea. 

../ No previously developed harvesting or processing capacity sufficient to support 
substantial groundfish fisheries participation 

Appendix IV provides a list of the eligible communities and their CDQ group. Membership of 
each CDQ group is composed of at least one representative from each member community. An 
appropriate governing body from each community joins a CDQ group by electing a 
representative from the community to the CDQ organization's Board of Directors. Three
quarters of the members of each Board are required to be either commercial or subsistence 
fishermen. 

Application Process 
As part of the CDQ program application process 

the CDQ Team establishes a schedule for the receipt of the 
applications, initial application evaluation, public hearings 
and final application review. Within a reasonable time 
before the beginning of the application period, the Team 
publishes a notice of the Community Development Plan 
(CDP) application schedule in at least one newspaper of 
general circulation in Western Alaska and one newspaper 
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of general circulation in the state. The state also mails a copy of the notice to eligible 
communities. The application period is at minimum 14 days unless there is sufficient cause to 
shorten the duration. 

The CDP application (see insert) is required to contain many items including a 
description of the goals and objectives of the CDP, the allocation requested, the length of time 
necessary to achieve these goals, the number of individuals exi)ected to be employed and a 
description of vocational and educational training programs the CDP will generate. The CDP 
describes the existing fishery related infrastructure in the applicant's region and how the CDQ 
would use or enhance existing harvesting or processing capabilities, support facilities and human 
resources. The CDP is also required to include a description of how new capital or equity will 
be generated for the applicants fishing or processing operations; a plan and schedule for 
transition from reliance on the CDQ to self-sufficiency in fisheries; and a description of the short 
and long-term benefits to the applicant from the allocation. 

Upon receipt of the CDP applications the CDQ Team performs an initial evaluation of 
the CDP to determine if it is complete and has the necessary information required under 6 AAC 
93.025. A public hearing is then organized in accordance with federal regulations. After taking 
the CDP applications and public testimony into consideration, the governor's designees then 
selects those applications that they believe best satisfy the objectives, requirements, and criteria 
of the CDQ program and recommend those applications to the governor, who in turn evaluates 
the recommendations and makes the final recommendation to the Secretary of Commerce for 
approval. 

1992 Pollock Allocation 

Organiultion of CDQ Groups 
The initial application process in 1992 occurred during an extremely short time frame. 

During the last half of 1992, communities and fishermen's groups along the Bering Sea coast 
began to organize in response to pending CDQ regulations. A total of 55 communities were 
eligible and all held meetings to select fishermen representatives to serve on the board of 
directors.2 As the summer drew to a close, the communities coalesced into six different 
applicant organizations. The groupings were self-determined and were based primarily on 
geographical proximity and cultural boundaries. 

Industry Paniiers 
A large part of the 1992/93 application process for CDQ groups involved locating and 

contracting with an industry partner and developing programs to utilize anticipated CDQ 
revenues. Each CDQ group found it necessary to contract with an established seafood company 

' In 1996 the community of Akutan successfully petitioned itself into the CDQ program. 

Page 14 



Economic Impacts of the Pollock CDQ Program - 1992-1997 
Chapter Ill • CDQ Prcgram 

to make sure that the pollock would be harvested and processed. The concept of partnerships 
with industry participants was perceived as an excellent vehicle for joint venture investments.. It 
also would facilitate an important transfer of skills and expertise in the seafood industry to the 
CDQ groups. It was hoped that the industry partners would contribute greatly to. the entry or' 
CDQ communities as successful participants in the Bering Sea fishing industry. 

When pollock CDQs . were innliinent, a number . of major pollock harvesters and 
processors investigated partnerships with potential CDQ recipients. Many CDQ groups engaged 
in a request for proposal (RFP) 
process that provided a variety of Why ue CDQs valuable to a harvesting partner? 

~Allowsfor slower processing which inaeas~offers to choose from. Each 
the produas rtcOVay f'fllt; quality and value 

industry proposal contained a "9Allcwsfor lllJ'lfeting befol'i: op0t acc.ss 
different IIllX of payments, lolncuastdf1Shing sprt!#ds outjiud costs 

assistance with other regional 
fishing business ventures, and 
training and employment 
opportunities. 

The industry partners were 
chosen by the CDQ groups based on 
which fishing company best fit the 
development goals of that group. 
Each of the six groups agreed to a 
specific price per metric ton for the 
use of CDQ pollock or a base price plus some form of profit sharing. By the time the 1994/95 
application process occurred, a steep decline in pollock prices had demonstrated the volatility of 
the pollock market. Several of the groups switched from a fixed fee to a base price and profit 
sharing. This was done both to provide a higher potential price to the CDQ groups and to 
protect the industry partners in the event of a continued pollock market collapse. 

CDQ Organizations and their pollock industry partners 
Since 1992, relationships between CDQ groups and their pollock harvesting partners 

have remained relatively stable with some changes. Figure III-1 documents these relationships 
overtime. 

CDQ Allocat~Jns 
To ensure the greatest benefit to the residents of the region, the allocation process is of a 

competitive nature with each group preparing a CDP that will provide substantial gain to their 
communities. Allocation decisions are based on the CDQ organization's CDP and their ability 
to implement and fulfill their goals. Other important criteria which lead to differing allocations 
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Table III-1 

Approved CDQ 1992- 93 1994 - 95 1996-1998 
Allocations for po11ock 

APICDA 18% 18% 16% 
BBEDC 20% 20% 20% 
CBSFA 10% 8% 4% 
CVFC 27% 27% 25% 
NSEDC 20% 20% 22% 
YD FDA 5% 7% 13% 

Economic Impacts of the Pollock CDQ Program - 1992-1997 
Chapter llI - CDQ Program 

include: the number of residents represented, expressed needs, the soundness of the CDPs and 
past performance. 

The po11ock allocations for 1992 and 1993 were made in late 1992. The 1994 and 1995 
allocation process began in early 1993 and the Secretary made final allocations late in the year. 
The 1996-98 allocations were made in 1995. As indicated in Table III-1, the CDQ pollock 
allocations were adjusted in each application period. 
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Halibut and sablefish allocations for 1995 - 97, determined under the similar competitive 
process in 1994 are provided in Table III-2. State of Alaska recommended groundfish and crab 
allocations for 1998-2000 are provided on Table III-3. 

Table III-2 

1997 CDQ HALIBUT CATCH LIMIT (lbs): 

TotaJ C•l<h COQ Catch 
AREA Limit (lb•) Limit 

48 3,480,000 696,000 
4C 1,160,000 580,000 
40 1,160,000 348,000 
4E 260,000 260,000 

TOTAL 6,060,000 l,884,000 

QUOTA IN POUNDS AND METRIC TONS BY CROUP 

o/o of Total 
GROUP Atloc.atioa. AREA Quota/MT Quota Quota/Iba. Total Quota 

AFA 100% 48 316.22 316.22 696,000 696,000 

BBEDC 23"' 40 36.37 80,040 
30% 4E 3!U4 71.80 78,000 158,040 

CVFC 24 % 40 37.95 83,520. 
70% 4E .,... 120.64 182 000 265,520 

NSEDC 20% 40 31.62 31.62 69,600 69,600 

PIF 100% 4C 263.52 263.52 580,000 580,000 

YDFOA 33% 40 52.18 52.18 114,840 114,840 

TOTAL s55.97 I 1,884,000 

1997 CDQ SABLEFISH ALLOCATION 
COQ (lbs) Metl'ic tons. 

Bering Sea (BS) 242,506 2201 110 
A lentian Island {A I) 396,828 2201 1•n 

TOTAL 639,334 290 

QUOTA IN METRIC TONS (MT) BY CROUP 

o/c of CDQ 
GROUP TAC AREA Quota/lb• Tot,.1 lb• Quota/MT Tot.al ,Quota 

APICDA 0% BS - , 

10% Al 39,683 39,683 18 18 

BBEDC 0% BS - -
25% Al •• 107 99,207 .. 45 

CVFC 0% BS -
25% Al 99,207 99,207 45 45 

NSEOC 25% BS 60,627 28 
30% Al 119,048 179,675 54 82 

YD FDA 75% BS 181,880 83 
10% Al 39,683 221.562 18 IOI 

TOTAL 639,334 290 
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State of Alaska Recommended Quota Allocations for the 1998 - 2000 Multi-Species Program 
Table III-3 
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Figure IV-1 

CDQ Revenues and Net Income, 1992 - 97 
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Figure IV-I demonstrates the annual revenues and net income of the CDQ groups from J992 through 1997.1 
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IV. DEVELOPMENT STRATEGIES OF CDQ GROUPS 

Despite different organizational strategies (discussed in detail in Chapter V) all 
CDQ groups share the same mission of developing self-sufficient fishing economies in 
western Alaska. Just as the CDQ groups have developed starkly different organizational 
cultures, there are similar ·development strategies they ·all incorporate to achieve the 
program mission. This chapter will explore these strategies by looking at activities of the 
CDQ groups in the following categories: revenue generation, equity accumulation, 
vessel acquisitions, fisheries related community development, employment and training 
opportunities, fishing retention efforts and region outreach. 

Revenue Generation 

The most common component of any CDQ group/industry partner relationship is 
the CDQ royalty. In the valuable pollock industry, harvesting partners have been willing 
to· pay handsomely for access to the quota. The same is true in the multi-species 
program, where the benefits from harvesting a quota have brought attractive offers from 
industry partners. 

1 Revenues may include royalties, interest, and other income. 1997 data is unaudited. 



Figure IV-2 
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Figure IV·2 provides a glimpse of the total equity of the CDQ program and i~ consistent growth in the face ofconsistent revenues. 
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Figure IV-1 highlights the aggregate revenue stream and corresponding net 
income for the CDQ program. Revenues have consistently been in excess of $20 million 
in the past few years despite slight decreases in the pollock TAC. Better royalty 
arrangements and an increase in investment interest account for the consistent returns. 
Figure IV-1 further demonstrates the net income of the groups. Since 1993, groups have 
averaged a net income of 45% of revenues. This has developed considerable savings and 
investment capital for attractive investments as they appear in the future. 

Equity Accumulation 

One method to measure the performance of the CDQ program is to look at equity 
growth. Figure IV-2 shows that equity has increased an average of 37% annually since 
1992, or just over $10 million each year. This equity reflects assets in fishing vessels, 
on-shore projects, loan portfolios and IFQ holdings. The consistent increase in equity 
accumulation is evidence that the CDQ groups are working towards their mission of 
developing independent, self-sustaining fishing economies for their communities. 
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COQ Vessel Acquisitions* 
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Vessel Acquisitions 

One strategy every CDQ group has implemented to fulfill the CDQ mission is to 
become invested in the Bering Sea fishing fleet_ Accumulated savings have provided 
important capital used in making these investments. Potential partners bring CDQ 
groups in as partners for various reasons including: available working capital, potential 
of future quota, and political alliances_ Although the CDQ groups have quota available 
to them, it is an mandatory criteria that large vessel investments evidence themselves as 

profitable without CDQ. Past events have shown that valuable quota should not be used 
to subsidize'vessel investments. 

Continued investment in the fishing industry is expected. Many of the 
acquisitions witnessed in 1997 were made as the CDQ groups geared up for the expanded 
species program. Development of this program has brought several new fisheries 
directly into the CDQ group's operations leading to investments in different fisheries .. 

Community Based Fisheries Development 

Cc ll.IIlunity based fisheries development is a very broad concept and the groups 
have pursued a wide range of development activities. There are many difficulties in 
developmg profitable fisheries related investments in western Alaska. CDQ groups will 
continue to test various projects for feasibility. Engaging in locally based fisheries 

' l 997 values are based on unaudited figures. 
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investments in order to develop community based fishery economies has been a primary 
strategy of almost all CDQ groups. 

This development strategy has manifested itself in a form unanticipated by 
program originators. At odds with this strategy is a fundamental tenet of the program 
that investments must be profitable in order to achieve self sustainability. There are 
many barriers to developing a profitable community-based fishing economy in western 
Alaska. The CDQ groups must choose their shore-hased community investments 
carefully and only after strategic planning are profitable investments commenced. 

Barriers to Community Based Fishery Investments 
The geographic landscape in much of western Alaska is not always hospitable to 

the Bering Sea fishing industry. Only in the Aleutian and Pribilof Islands can one 
consistently find friendly coastlines that allow for reasonable development of fishing 
infrastructure projects like docks and harbors. Proximity also plays a key role in fishing 
activities as the costs of distribution often makes seafood distribution/production 
prohibitively expensive in an industry controlled by global markets. Problems associated 
with high costs· are further exacerbated by poor consolidation of resource supply. 
Finally, local experience in the fishing industry, although available, is not yet widespread 
enough to handle a huge push of local investments. None of these barriers are 
insurmountable, however in order to overcome them, the CDQ groups must work 
patiently and creatively. 

The Current Face of Community Investments 
CDQ groups are making communities investments and engaging in projects that 

speak to the mission of the CDQ program. Chapter V will take a group-by-group look at 
what each participant is doing in its region. Various types of fisheries related 
investments include: 

,/ Loans for buying stations, processing facilities, value added seafood 
processors, and other profit generating operations; 

,/ Boat and gear loan programs; 
,/ Operating buying centers; 

,/ Facilitating local fishing industry activity; 
,/ Infrastructure projects that provide an opportunity for return in the future; and 
,/ Direct capital contributions to community projects. 

Given the varied nature of these investments, total expenditures are difficult to 
quantify. These investments represent CDQ group involvement at the community level 
and serve as a good start towards understanding fishing needs at the local levels and 
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Figure IV-4 

Types of Job Opportunities for CDQ Residents 

t>Work aboard harvesting vessels in various 
positions 
t>Internships with industy or government 
t>Local fishing facilitated by CDQ projects 
t>Work at processing facilities in CDQ 
communities and elsewhere 
t>Roe technician jobs following requisite 
training 
t> Administrative positions 
t> Construction jobs from local_ CDQ projects 
t>Field managers for various CDQ projects or 
businesses 

-·
exploring the best mechanisms for getting the benefits of the program to the community 

level. 


Employment and training opportunities 

Employment 
One of the valuable attributes of the CDQ Program is the success the groups have 

had in securing career track employment opportunities for their residents. CDQ groups 
have assured community residents the opportunity to work. Relationships formed with 
harvesting partners have opened up employment opportunities for non-CDQ Alaskan 
residents as well. Appendix V provides detailed statistics on CDQ . employment 
measured since the program began. As this data provides, by 1997 CDQ groups had over 
200 people employed in pollock industry. 

Figure IV-4 lists some of the types of work opportunities provided by CDQ 

groups. The list does not demonstrate the types of vessels work is available on, nor does 

it indicate the location of the job. 


Training 
T,aining of residents is an important strategy for all of the CDQ groups. CDQ 

groups have recognized that for their regions to engage in sustained economic 
development and improve the standard of living of their communities, fisheries related 
education is paramount. The CDQ groups provide training for their residents based not 

. only on the needs of the individual, but the needs of the community overall. 
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Below is a list of some of the training made available by the CDQ groups: 

Higher Education 
• Includes University and College 

Vocational Education 
• Aluminum Boat Fabrication 
• Auto and Diesel Technology 
• Biomedlcs Electronic Technician 
• Business Management 
• Carpenter 
• Paralegal 
• Power Plant Operation 
• Seafood Industry Management 

Technical Training 
• Processing Workers 

• Vessel Safety 

.-
• Fishing Training 

• Computer Applications 

Electronic Navigation 


• Equipment Operation 

• Mechanics/Welding 
• Grants Management 

• Clerical 
• EMS 

• HAZWOP 
• Marine Fire fighting 

• Industrial Refrigeration 
• HVAC 

Argued as an essential way to promote a locally based fishery economy in the 
long run, CDQ groups have been actively providing training and educational 
opportunities for their residents. Appendix VI provides detailed statistics on CDQ 
training since 1993. 

Fisheries Retention Activities 

CDQ groups have actively pursued the acquisition and retention of limited access 
fishing permits and licenses within their region. As fishery management systems 
continue to move towards directed fishing harvest privileges through mechanisms like 
IFQ and limited entty permits, fishing activities quickly become marketable rights or 
assets. Fishermen who are having trouble making a living or are facing excessive debt, 
often choose to sell their right to fish. These actions are generally pursued to solve short 
term problems, but the long term consequences may prove even more problematic. 
Commonly the sale is to someone outside of the region. This is causing an outflow of 
fishing rights from western Alaska. Region residents are finding their ability to harvest 
fish in their backyards is diminishing. CDQ groups are looking to help fishermen heip 
themselves by providing other alternatives for solving these short term problems and 
keeping the fishing rights in the region. 

CDQ groups are providing services and programs that seek to address the 
problem. · 1be most basic strategy finds CDQ groups actually purchasing shares of IFQ 
where allowable. Often a CDQ group will act as an intermediary for region residents by 
providing technical or financial backing in facilitating IFQ or permit retention. Some 
groups have developed loan or buy back programs for region residents to utilize in 
retaining fishing rights. One group has set up a permit brokerage to work directly with 
resident fishermen . and government agencies such as the IRS to stem the outflow of 
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fishing rights. Although approaches may vary, each group has considered the problem 
and is working to remedy the situation. 

Region Outreach 

Region outreach is not a strategy that provides immediate returns, however it is 
believed necessary to inform community residents of the benefits of the prograni. 
Intended to be a community driven program, the CDQ groups need the energy and talents 
of region residents to elevate their corporate strategies in order to complete the CDQ 
illlss1on. As this is a major priority, CDQ groups devote time and money towards 
informing their communities of activities and progranis. The CDQ groups publish 
newsletters and other brochures for area wide distribution in their member communities. 
Staff frequently travel to the communities to meet with 'residents to inform them of 
opportunities, listen to new ideas and take note of their concerns. Difficulties in 
communicating the CDQ prograni to rural isolated communities in western Alaska 
cannot be understated. Education of the public is important and the CDQ groups have 
taken this as a means towards fulfilling the CDQ prograni mission. 
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V. CDQ GROUPS AND ACTIVITIES 

Chapter V reviews the CDQ organii:ations in some detail. Each section of the 
chapter will explore organii:ational goals and how existing conditions affect how the 
goals are implemented. Past, current and future projects are covered to provide specific 
information on how the groups have tried to achieve their goals. Each section concludes 
by looking at what direction each CDQ group plans to move in the next few years. 
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(~·._ALEUTIAN PRIBILOF ISLAND COMMUNITY 

\~_... i DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION 


..._ "' 

Aleutian Pribilof Island Community Development Association (APICDA) 
represents the six communities of Akutan, Atka, False Pass, Nelson Lagoon, Nikolski 
and St. George. Their pollock partners are Starbound and Trident Seafoods, Inc. 
APICDA received 18% of the total CDQ pollack allocation in 1992 - 1995 and 16% in 
1996-98. 

Goals 
According to the Community Development Plan submitted by APICDA, its major 

goals are as follows: 

1. Provide capital for construction and investment to facilitate community 
participation in Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands fisheries. 

2. Provide and promote employment and educational opportunities for local 
residents in all aspects of the Bering Sea/Aleutian islands fisheries. 

3. To become a self-sustaining entity that will foster continued development, 
participation and stability for the regions communities and their residents. 

APICDA is one of two groups with its member communities strategically located 
in the Aleutian Island/Bering Sea region. To take advantage of this, APICDA has 
aggressively pursued infrastructure related investments in most of its communities. 
While pursuing these community projects, APICDA has created a sophisticated corporate 
structure that has committed significant resources to various fishing vessel investments. 

APICDA Corporate Structure 
Management and policy decisions are made by the Board of Directors. APICDA 

is led by an Executive Director and necessary support staff. APICDA offices are located 
in Juneau. Alaska. APICDA has created a wholly owned, for-profit subsidiary called 
APICDA Joint Ventures (AJV). AJV in turn owns another for-profit subsidiary called 
APICDA Vessels, Inc. (A VI). These two entities function to house community based 
projects and fishing vessel investments. APICDA contracts with Pacific Associates to 
administer many of its projects. 
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Vessel Acquisitions 

APICDA has acquired or is planning to acquire the following fishing vessels. 

Vessel %of0womhip 

FN Golden Dawn 25% • The Golden Dawn is a 148 foot pollack catcher vessel 
operated by Trident Seafoods. 

FN Ocean Prowler 25% •The Ocean Prowler is a 155 foot longline processing 
vessel. 

• The Prowler is a 115 foot longline processing vessel. IFNProwler 25% 

IFN Stardust 100% • The Stardust is a versatile 58 foot longlinefcrab vessel. 

J FNBonanza 100% •The Bonanza is a versatile 58 foot longlinefcrab vessel. 

AP#l 100% •Built in 1994, APICDA has three 32 foot longline vessels 

AP#2 
AP#3 

that operate out ofAtka in the halibut fishery. APICDA 
has another 26 foot longline vessel in Atka. 

Grand Aleutian 100% • The Grand Aleutian is a 32 foot sports fishing charter 
vessel working out ofDutch Harbor. 

FNRebeccaB. 40% • The Rebecca B was a longline processing vessel owned in 
a partnership with YDFDA. The vessel ran aground in 
1996 and was destroyed. 

Crabber U-ed • APICDA plans on entering into a joint venture for a 
crabber vessel. 

Community Based Fisheries Development Projects 

APICDA has worked on or is considering the following commuruty based 
fisheries development projects. 

Proiect Title Communitv Deseriotion 

St. George Dredging 

False Pass Dock 
improvements 

False Pass Gear 
Storage 

St. George 

False Pass 

False Pass 

• In 1993, APICDA contributed to a proje<:t to dredge 
Zapadni Bay Harbor. 

• In 1993, APICDA contributed funds for the ex.tension 
of water and sewer serviees to the False Pass dock. 

• Starting in l 993, APICDA has constructed a gear 
storage facility in False Pass intended to service 
salmon fishermen in the area. 

Atka Pride Seafoods Atka • In a 50/50% joint venture with Atka Fishermen's 
Association, APICDA has provided vital capital to 
renovate a halibut processing plant. (see insert) 

Nelson Lagoon Dock Nelson Lagoon • In 1995, APICDA constructed a dock in Nelsoo 
Lagoon. 
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Proiect Title Communitv Descriution 
False Pass Harbor 
hnprovements 

False Pass • Assisted in funding a boat launch ramp in 1996 

Kayux, Inc. St. George • Starting in 1996, Ka}1lX, a 50150% joint venture 
between the APICDA and St. George Tanaq 
Corporation (local native corporation), is a harbor 
development project intended to attract seafood 
processors to the area. · · · 

Atka Dock Facility Atka • Built in 1997 in concert with federal and state funds, 
APICDA has coordinated the construction of a large 
dock with requisite fu.cilities and a transient camp, 
located adjacent to Atka. APICDA is trying to make 
Atka a commercial center for the Bering Sea fishery. 

Nelson Lagoon Gear 
Storage 

Nelson Lagoon • Starting in 1997, APICDA has const:ructed a gear 
storage facility in Nelson Lagoon intended to service 
salmon fishermen in the area. 

Processing facilities various • Al'ICDA plans to research and evaluale the possibility 
of processing facilities in several of its communities. 
If the evaluations shows the plants to be profitable, 
APICDA will begin development. 

Other Fisheries Development Projects 

APICDA has worked on or is considering the following fisheries development 
projects. · 

Proiect Title Descriotion 

Product Diversification Program • In partnership with Trident!Starbound, this program looks to 
develop new products with poll~k and other CDQ species. 

IFQFund • APICDA puts aside funds for loans to residents who want to 
purchase IFQ. 

IFQ Purchases • APlCDA has purchased several thousand shares of halibut and 
sablefish IFQ. 

Ocean Logic, L.L.C. • In partnership with YDFDA, Ocean Logic is a software 
development project intended for use aboard fishing vesse1s in 
order to track and manage harvest data. 

Employment 

Management . 
APICDA has worked to fold people from the region into management positions. 

The current Executive Director, John Moller, was formerly a crab fishermen from the 
Aleut community of Unalaska. APICDA employs a Human Resource director in 
Unalaska to coordinate hiring and training activities in the region. Further outreach is 
accomplished by Community Liaison Officers (CLO) in each village. The CLO's tasks 
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include survey development, serving as a community contact, and facilitating training 
and employment efforts at the community level. 

Pollock Employment 
Trident/Starbound offers a preferential hire program for residents of APICDA's 

region. They also provide training when needed and are investigating the establishment 
ofa sboreside training program. 

Other Fishing Employment 
A great deal of APICDA's reported employment in this category comes from the 

activities that have occurred in Atka with the development of the processing facility and 
increase in harvesting capacity. (see Atka insert) Other fisheries related work has come 

Atka Pride Seafoods (APS), a ruw1mt processing plant f'E'Stled next to the community of Atka and 
inside the protectivewaters of Nazan Bay, has become a model of CDQ development. Combining 
revenues from CDQ pollock royalties and actual CDQ halibut, APICDA has assisted residents in 
creating a self-sufficient business that employs almost half of the community. 

APICDA has brought progressively larger vessels into the community for resident fishermen to use 
under lease arrangements. From 1994 - 1997, Atka halibut fishermen have increased their harvesting 
capacity from 150,000 lbs to 420,000 lbs. Aided by an increasing halibut TAC in Area 4B, Atka 
fishermen C"Ontinue to increase the volume of fish going into AFS. 

Although constructed in 1980's, the plant fell into ruin and disrepair without necessary financing. 
With APICDA's help since 1994., the plant has been revitalized. As the volume of fish flowing through 
the plant increases, renovations aimed at increasing freezer capacity, changing working conditions, and 
lowering costs begin to demonstrate that a properly managed plant in western Alaska can tum a profit. 

When adding up fishermen, baiters, and plant worker5, there are over 40 people employed because 
of the operations of the plant. This is almost half of the community. 
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from employment opportunities made available through sablefish arrangements APICDA 
has with larger vessels . 

. Other Employment 
Given APICDA's penchant towards infrastructure projects, there has been a 

considerable number of construction jobs available for community residents. There has 
also been employment stemming from plant renovations in Atka and various services 
related to the operations and maintenance of other APICDA projects, such as the gear 
storage facilities. 

Training 

APICDA's training program strives to provide meaningful employment and 
training opportunities by ensuring that all residents of APICDA communities fully 
understand the program. APICDA does this through its community liaison officers in 
each community. APICDA has also dedicated money to create an Education Endowment 
Fund, intended to fund scholarships for region residents in perpetuity. APICDA 
currently provides scholarships for collegiate and vocational students. 

What's Next? 

Given its geographic advantages, APICDA has been a strong proponent of on
shore development. APICDA is planning to set up fish processing plants in a number of 
its communities. This lack of fisheries infrastructure highlights the lack of employment 
and economic opportunities that exist in APICDA's region. 

While Atka is finding regeneration from the CDQ program, the community of 
Nikolski is facing a slow demise. Evidence of Nikolski's dilemma is demonstrated by 
noting there is only one student in its school system. 1 With the absence of youth in 
Nikolski, it is literally a dying community. Residents wish to maintain their way of life, 
but with no economic development, there is little to attract former residents who have 
moved away. Economic opportunities are negligible for the community and the CDQ 
program may be the last hope. 

' Data retrieved from the Department ofCommWlity & Regional Affairs, Community Database, prepared 
by Municipal & Regional Assistance Division. Research & Analysis. 
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BRISTOL BAY ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
CORPORATION 

Bristol Bay Economic Development Corporation (BBEDC) represents the thirteen 
communities of Aleknagik, Clark's Point, Dillingham, Egegik, Ekuk, Manokotak, 
Nak:nek, King Salmon, South Nak:nek, Togiak, Twin Hills, Pilot Point, Ugashik and Port 
Heiden. From 1992-95 their industry partner was Oceantrawl, Inc. BBEDC received 
20% of the total CDQ pollock allocation. In 1996-98 they changed their partner to 
Arctic Storm and continued to receive 20"/o of the pollock allocation. 

Goals 
According to the Community Development Plan submitted by BBEDC, the major 

goals ofBBEDC are as follows: 

1. 	Increase and improve the quality of employment opportunities. 

2. 	 Develop long term employment opportunities and job diversification by 
funding vocational and academic scholarships. 

3. Strengthen and expand the region's fisheries industry. 

BBEDC has followed a conservative approach to fisheries investments. Starting 
in 1992, the group created a fund intended to serve as a source of financing if the 
program sunset in 1995. With the placement of the CDQ program in perpetuity through 
the Magnuson-Stevens Act, BBEDC has began aggressively investing in many fishery 
related businesses and investments. With an eye towards self-sustaining projects, 
BBEDC is beginning to look at funding local development projects. 

BBEDC Corporate Structure 
BBEDC is managed by its Board of Directors. The home office is located in 

Dillingham, with government and research support in Juneau and Seattle. BBEDC has 
shifted sev.eral subsidiary activities in-house as they continue to refine their corporate 
structure. With a large liquid asset holding, BBEDC works with several investment 
analysts to manage its cash assets. 
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Vessel Acquisitions 

BBEDC has acquired or is planning to acquire the following fishing vessels. 

v....1 

Fff Arctic Fjord 

FN Bristol Leader 

FN Bristol Mariner 

FN Nordic Mariner 

20"/o 

50"/o 

45% 

45% 

• The Arctic Fjord is a 270 foot factory trawler. Managed 
by partner Arctic Storm, the vessel harvests pollack and 
other groundfish. 

• The Bristol Leader is a 167 foot freezer longliner. It is 
co-owned by Alaskan Leader Fisheries. It will harvest 
CDQ cod, halibut and sablefish. 

• The Bristol Mariner is a 125 foot crab harvesting vessel. 
It is co-owned by Kaldestad Fisheries. 

•The Nordic Mariner is a 121 foot crab harvesting vessel. 
It is co-owned by Kaldestad Fisheries. 

H/G Trawl Vessel Unde«:rmined • BBEDC may choose to make an investment in a head and 
gut trawl vessel through the upcoming expanded species 
program. 

Longline Vessel 

Pollock Factory 
Trawl Veo.sel 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

• BBEDC may choose to make an investment in another 
longline vessel to assist in harvesting CDQ. 

• BBEDC may invest in Arctic Storm's other pollack 
harvest vessel, the Frr Arctic Storm. 

BBEDC has worked on or is · considering the following community-based 
fisheries development projects. 

Proiect Title Communitv Descriorion 

Regional Business Available • BBEDC will set aside funds to assist in testing a 

Development to all project's feasibility and potentiaVimplementation. ' 

Halibut fisheries various • BBEDC provided harvest management services for the 
region's CDQ halibut fisheries. 

Regional ~·.i:frastructure Available • BBEDC will set aside of funds for a regionally 

Development to all coordinated effort to add to Bristol Bay's fishing 
infrastructure. 
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. BBEDC has worked on or is considering the following fisheries development 
projects. 

Proiect Title Descriotion 

Permit Retention and Brokerage • Since 1993, BBEDC has devoted staff and funds to assist 
region fishermen in keeping or acquiring their fishing pennits. 

Arctic Clam project • BBEDC is researching the Arctic Clam fishery as a possible 
investment in the future. 

IFQ Purchases • BBEDC has made a subslao.tlal investment in sablefish and 
halibut IFQ shares for the Bering Sea and Gulfof Alaska. 

Alaska Seafood Investment Fund • BBEDC has established the Alaska Seafood Investment Fund 
(ASIF) to malce investments in Alaskan seafood businesses. 
These investments will be made outside ofBristOI Bay's fully 
developed sockeye salmon and herring fisheries. 

Regional Fisheries Development 
Planning and Assistance 

•This project identifies and tests the feasibility of fisheries 
related economic projects. 

Regional Fisheries Surveys and 
Test Fishing 

• BBEDC will have an ongoing agenda item to thoroughly 
survey the Bristol Bay waters to test the feasibility ofnew 
fisheries. 

Sea State • In coordination with 3 other CDQ groups, BBEDC is 
developing a real time data tracking and catch accounting 
system to use during the CDQ fishery. 
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Other Fisheries Development Projects 

Employment 

Management 
BBEDC's Executive Director is Judith Nelson, a 30 year region resident. Ms. 

Nelson is supported by a staff that includes an employment and training coordinator, a 
permit broker, and a fisheries investment analyst. BBEDC continues to maintain an 
office in Juneau. 

PoUock Employment 
Through their new pollock partner, Arctic Storm, working in the pollock industry 

has proved enticing for BBEDC residents. BBEDC has noted a tremendous growth in 
the number of advanced positions by residents from 1996 to 1997. 
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Other Fishing Employment 
BBEDC has facilitated the fishing activities of halibut fishermen for the harvests 

of the Area 4E. There are also employment opportunities available from BBEDC's 
longline vessel partnership and associated with the harvest of their CDQ and IFQ. 

Other Employment 
BBEDC has developed an extensive internship program offering opportunities 

with harvesting partners, government agencies, and its own administrative offices.· 

Training 

BBEDC concentrates on basic vocational training to develop human resources in 
a broad and diverse context. They have devoted considerable resources for adult basic 
education, while funding advanced vocational training. In coordination with the Bristol 
Bay Native Association, BBEDC makes $60,000 available for scholarships for area wide 
residents. 

What's Next? 

BBEDC has shifted its corporate philosophy within the last year. Before the 
Magnuson-Stevens Act was passed, BBEDC.took a conservative approach that set aside 
pollock royalties to create a fund that would support limited CDQ activities in perpetuity. 
With the passage of the Magnuson-Stevens Act and the advent of the expanded species 
program, BBEDC has pledged to open its operations to more community based fishery 
development. BBEDC will provide funding for those fisheries related business that 
evidence profitability and those infrastructure projects that are developed in a ratiortal, 
coordinated manner. 
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CENTRAL BERING SEA FISHERMEN'S 
ASSOCIATION

. . . . . . 

Central Bering Sea Fishermen's Association (CBSFA) represents the community 
of St. Paul. CBSF A was allocated 10% of the tot.al pollock CDQ allocation for the 
1992/93 season, 8% for the 1994/95 season and 4% in 1996-98. American Seafoods has 
been CBSFA's pollock partner since 1992. 

Goals 
According to CBSF A's Community Development Plan, the major development 

goals are as follows: 

I. Maintain corporate initiatives and practices. 

2. Diversify investment in Bering Sea fisheries. 

3. Increase Alaskan employment in seafood industry. 

4. Prepare residents of St. Paul to participate in the Bering Sea fisheries. 

CBSF A represents the community of St. Paul which is strategically located on the 
northern most Pribilof Island. CBSF A has committed its attention to working with other 
island entities to improve the harbor on the island. The harbor is intended to attract 
further on-shore investment and strengthen St. Paul's ability to serve the Bering Sea 
fishing industry. While pursuing the larger harbor, CBSFA has focused considerable 
attention on expanding the small boat fleet. 

CBSFA's Corporate Structure 
Central Bering Sea Fishermen's Association is managed by the Board of 

Directors. CBSFA's President acts as the general manager ofCBSFA. CBSFA's main 
office is located in Anchorage, with another office in St. Paul. For its profitable 
activities, CBSF A has a for-profit subsidiary called Central Bering Sea Fishermen's 
Corporation (CBSFC). 



CBSF A has worked on or is considering the following fisheries development 
projects. 

Project Title Description , 

Impact Fund • CBSF A has set aside a small impact fund used to support 
cultural activities. 

CBSF A has acquired or is planning to acquire the following fishing vessels. 

Vessel % of' 0wo-1.;.. Descri2tion 

FN Zolotoi 

Longline Vessel 
20% 

Undetermined 

• Purchased in 1994, the Zolotoi is a 98 foot crab vessel. 

• Through the expanded species program, CBSFA intends 
to invest in a longline vessel. 

Crab Harvesting 
Vessel 

Undetermined • Through the expanded species program, CBSF A intends 
to invest in a crab harvesting vessel. 

Crab Processing 
Facility 

Undetennined • Through the expanded species program, CBSF A intends 
to invest in a crab processing facility. 

CBSF A has worked on or is considering the following community based fisheries 
development projects. 

Proiect Title Communitv Descriotion 

Harbor Dredging St. Paul • Staning in 1994, CBSFA performed dredging activities 
in the harbor area. 

Small Dock Moorage St. Paul • CBSFA has maintained and funded a small dock used to 
moor the small vessel fleet during the halibut fishery. 

Harbor Development St. Paul • CBSFA is participating in the harbor development 
project in coordination with the Anny Coips of 
Engineers, TDX (local native coiporation) and the City 
of St. Paul. 

Small Boat Harbor St. Paul •As a component ofthe larger harbor, CBSFA is planning 
to build a permanent boat harbor for its halibut fleet. 
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Vessel Acquisitions 

Community Based Fisheries Development Projects 

Other Fisheries Development Projects 



Project Title Description 

Revolving Loan Program • Since 1993, CBSF A has operated a revolving loan program 
established to provide boat and gear loans to resident 
fishermen. 

Sea State • In coordination with 3 other CDQ groups, CBSFA is 
developing a real time data tracking and catch accounting 
system to use during the CDQ fishery. 
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Employment 

Management 
CBSF A maint;rins a small staff to oversee activities on and off the island. The 

group is headed by Carl Merculief, President of the Board, He is assisted by a business 
manager and clerical staff in Anchorage. CBSF A has a staff member on St. Paul who 
coordinates activiti.es there. 

Pollock Employment 
American Seafoods has consistently provided CBSF A with empkiyment 

opportunities. When CBSF A is unable to fill all of the positions, other CDQ residents 
and Alaskans have taken up the slack. 

Other Fishing Employment 
From 1995 - 97, Pribilof Island Fishermen (PIF included fishermen from St. 

George and St. Paul), were able to cheaply manage the harvest, avoid glaring overages, 
and directly extend benefits of the quota to local residents. Employment from this 
organization was very good. PIF disbanded at the end of 1997. · 

Other Employment 
CBSF A has been providing intern positions to interested residents. With the 

harbor dredging and St. Paul construction projects, CBSF A has provided employment 
unrelated to direct fishing. 

Traininy· 

CBSF A has dedicated money to a scholarship fund for St. Paul Island students 
accepted to institutions of higher education. To date, four residents have graduated with 
many more attending classes. CBSF A also makes funds available for residents to obtain 
vocational or teclmical training in any field related to development of a fishery economy 

http:activiti.es
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on St. Paul Island. CBSFC operates a student loan program that rewards successful 
students by deferring portions of the loan if graduation is achieved. 

What's Next? 

CBSFA bas had a tumultuou5 ·past. It is a goal of the current management to 
create a strong, reliable administrative office to press forward with key development 
projects. According to CBSF A, the harbor development project that would include 
building a small boat harbor for the St. Paul halibut fishermen is most important. The 
costs associated with building this harbor are reportedly as high as $14 million. Even 
with fimding from different levels of government, CBSF A will still need to make a 
strong contribution. By providing another shoreside servicing center in the Bering Sea to 
compete with Dutch harbor, pollock quota directed at CBSF A bas the potential to 
provide benefits to the entire Bering Sea fishing fleet. 
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!.~ COASTAL VILLAGES REGION FUND 

Coastal Villages Region Fund (CVRF) represents the communities of Cherfomak, 
Chevak, Eek, Goodnews Bay; Hooper Bay, Kipnuk, Kongiganak, Kwigillingok, 
Mekoryuk, Nev.tok, Nightmute, Platinum, Quinhagak, Scammon Bay, Tooksok Bay, 
Tuntutuliak, and Tununak. From 1992 • 97, Coastal Villages Fishing Cooperative 
(CVFC) applied for pollock quota, receiving 27% in 1992 - 95and18% in 1996-97. 1 

From 1992 - 97 CVFC's pollock partner was Golden Age Fisheries. Coastal Villages 
Region Fund received 7% of the 1996 • 98 quota From 1996 - 98, CVRF's pollock 
partners have been Westward Seafoods and Tyson Seafoods (1998). CVRF now 
receives 25% of the pollock allocation for 1998. 

Goals 
According to the Community Development Plan submitted by CVRF, its major 

goals are as follows: 

1. To improve the social conditions for the Coastal Villages region by creating 
human resources programs that provide entry-level employment and 
advancement, a wide range of training programs, scholarships, internships, and 
apprenticeships that will be self-sustaining over time. 

2. To enter into· the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands groundfish and crab 
fisheries as an active participant on a similar basis to other sectors of the fishing 
industry. 

3. To develop the fisheries resources of the Coastal Villages region to the 
maximum extent economically feasible given the limited nature of the local 

· resources available and their relatively low value. 

CVRF's communities are among the more disadvantaged in the CDQ program. 
Set in the heart of the Kuskokwim delta, CVRF communities, are poorly located to 
engage in the current Bering Sea fisheries. Having some of the more remote 
communities in the CDQ program, CVRF has devoting considerable attention to the 
personal needs of its residents as they make adjustments to working conditions outside of 
their normal environment. 

1 Following the complete dissolution of the Imarpiqamiut Partnership (see insert on page 43), CVFC plans 
to dissolve. 
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CVRF has acquired or is planning to acquire the following fishing vessels. 

QVessel %f~ ·-oo 

FIT Browns Point dissolved • From 1992 - 1998, the Browns Point was omied 50/50% 
by CVFC and Simonson JV through the Imarpiqamiut 
Partnership. (see insert} 

FN Ocean Harvester 45% • The Ocean Harvester is a 72 foot loogline vessel. 

Crab Vessel Uodctmnim:d • Through the expanded species program, CVRF intends tn 
invest in a crab vessel. 

Head & Gut Vessel Undctcnnined • Through the expanded species program, CVRF intends to 
invest in a head and gut vessel. 

Factory Trawl Vessel Undetermined • CVRF plans to invest in a po!lock factory trawl vessel 
should an opportunity arise. 

Longline vessel Undetermined • Through the expanded species program, CVRF intends to 
invest in a longline vessel. 

CVRF has worked on or is considering the following community based fishery 
development projects. 

Proiect Title Communitv Descrintion 

Coastal Villages 
Fisheries 

Bethel •Through the IP, both partners set up a processing facility 
on the Kusko1"'im in 1993. The fishery was not 
profitable enough to continue. 

Fwiding qf halibut 
processing plants 

Toksook Bay, 
Tununak. 
Mekoryuk. 
Chevak 

• Since 1994, CVRF has provided small loans for working 
capital to halibut processing facilities. 

Kuskokwim 
processing facility 

Bethel • If it proves feasible, CVRF will consider another salmon 
processing operation near Bethel. 

Quinhagak salmon 
processing plan 

Quinhagak • If it proves feasible, CVRF will consider funding 
renovations to a Quinhagak salmon processing plant. 
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CVRF Corporate Structure 
CVRF is managed by its Board of Directors. CVRF is undergoing a major 

restructuring of its management structure. There will be primary offices in Anchorage 
and Bethel. There will continue to be a regional office in Chevak and employment and 
training coaches in several villages. CVRF has a for-profit subsidiary, Angyat, that 
houses its for-profit ventures. 

Vessel Acquisitions 

Community Based Fisheries Development Projects 
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CVRF has worked on or is considering the following community based fishery 
development projects. 

Proiect Title Descrintion 

Coastal Village Investment Fund • Wilh tllX set asides from lhe IP, CVIF is intended to provide 
capital for new economic activity in the region. 

IFQ Assistance • CVRF bas assisted region residents in securing IFQs. 

Revolving Loan Fund • In conjunction with YDFDA and Alaska Village Council 
Presidents. CVRF contributes funds for boat and gear loans. 

Sea State • In coordination with 3 other CDQ groups, CVRF is developing 
a real time data tracking and catch accounting system to use 
during the CDQ fishery. 

4-SITE Program • This program is a comprehensive training and employment 
program that seeks to address the qualities ofresidents when 
placing them in a position for career advancement. 

Salmon Roe University • CVRF contracts with Sheldon Jackson University to provide 
residents with roe technician instruction. 

Tax and Permit Assistance 
Program 

• CVRF works to preserve fishing permits in the region. 

Economic Impacts of lhe Pollock CDQ Program - 1992-1997 
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Other Fisheries Development Projects 

Employment 

Management 
CVRF employs Norman Cohen as its Executive Director. Currently this office is 

housed in Juneau, but will move to Anchorage by 1999. In Anchorage, CVRF is 
supported by a Finance Officer/Controller and staff. The Bethel office employs the 
!:raining and employment facilitators. CVRF uses numerous coaches throughout the 
region to assist residents in getting involved in the program. 

Pollock E'11ployment 
CVRF has developed solid relationships with its pollock partners and has put 

many residents to work. Residents may choose onshore or offshore employment with 
partners Westward and Tyson Seafoods, as well as other pollock companies. 
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Other Fishing Employment 
CVRF has employed many fishermen with its nearshore CDQ halibut fishery. 

There has also been consistent employment on the Ocean Harvester, CVRF's longline 
vessel that harvests the CDQ sablefish. Staff working under the 4-SITE program have 
also succeeded in placing many residents with other seafood companies throughout 
Alaska. In 1993, CVFC, through CVF, provided area competition and new markets for 
region fishermen when it opened salmon processing facilities in·Bethel. 

Lessons Learned: The Imarpiqamitit Partnership 

When the CDQ Program began In 19112, there was a great deal of excitement generated over CVFC's partnership with Golden 
Age Asherles. lhe two companies formed tlle lmarpiqamlut l'atlnership {IP) that owned and managed the factory trawler 
Browns Point. Although lhete-.-e soma positive aspects of the IP from 1992 through 1997, the partnership did not yiekl the 
benefits Initially predlded. 11111 IP dissolved after partners decided to end the relationship. 

Although CVFe had some SllCC8$$ through the IP, It Is Important to take note of the lessons learned through the partnership. 
As MW CDQ VWltunlS ani constantly being cr6'llllod, It Is ctfflcal CDQ groups and - oversight takf heed. 

1. Avoid hurried decisions: When dealing with unknown$ takll time to fully evaluate the situation. Do not let potential partners 
or deadHnM box you Into making business decisions. 

• 
2. Thorough review: Ml.iltl-mllion dollar decisions should be thoroughly ftl'liewad. l.oOI: to qualified Independent sources to 
guide In dec:lslon making. 

. ., "! ~ 
3. 	CDQ Is not a subsidy> Wl¥W! Investing In an existing fishing venture, It must ba self sufficient without CDQ. 

( "i
4. Avoid dependence on fufiJre allocallong and acllvlty: lnvastments should not rely on unal~ CDQ and CDQ groups 
should not bind themselves to,exciuslve deaHngg. · 

5. Investments policies: CDQ 9.tiiips n"'9d to ~ lri adWnce whiit 111e~!lidi!E.i~liiiii 
lnves1mentaviclene'!Stnechanceto,,_lhoseexpectallons. ·:<~;- :.::~;~_~7- ___ 
6. Competent legal review: Be sure all business arrangements have been revf~1ifjilli>irkijja~nals to assure 
there is no "fine p<inf' that may cause Injury In Ille future. · ::.. -~' · ~-~~:J-.,:.. ".'":;;.., - - . 
7. "Request for Proposals": Asking for open market bids is lnvaluablewhen~r;ing~11:!e_COQls worth. Overtime the 
value ofa CDQ changes and it Is lmpmtant to see If a partnership is offering bel oefitsComPM&ble to tfle·rest of the market. 
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Other Employment 
As a component of its training efforts, CVRF has been active in promoting 

internships with its industry partners. ·There have also been joint efforts with state 
agencies to set up employment and training services in Bethel.. 

Training 

CVRF bas placed a priority on training that is represented by its promotion of the 
programs such as 4-SITE and Salmon Roe University. CVRF bas a training coordinator 
who actively recruits CVRF residents for employment and internship opportunities. 
CVRF also created the Coastal Villages Scholarship Fund that is intended to fund 
scholarships to region residents. 

What's Next? 

CVFC ~a difficult year in 1997 which ended in the dissolution of the IP. After 
five years in a pollock partnership, CVFC will dissolve following an orderly dissolution 
of the IP. In its place, CVRF does not have the same cash surplus other CDQ groups 
have. Communities of CVRF are arguably the poorest in the CDQ program and the 
benefits that have been witnessed by other groups have yet to fully reach CVRF's 
communities. There is much CVRF will need to accomplish in the future. 
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.. NORTON SOUND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
~ CORPORATION 

The Norton Sound Economic Development Corporation (NSEDC) represents the 
villages of Brevig Mission, Diomede/Inalik, Elim. Gambell, Golovin, Koyuk, Nome, 
Savoonga, Shaktoolik, St. Michael, Stebbins, Teller, Unalakleet, Wales and White 
Mountain. NSEDC was allocated 20% of the total CDQ pollock allocation in 1992 
1995 and 22% from 1996 - 98. NSEDC's pollock partner is the Glacier Fish Company. 

Goals 
According to the Commtmity Development Plan submitted by NSEDC, its major 

goal is as follows: 

1. NSEDC has the overall goal of providing fishing opportunities, jobs and 
income for residents of its communities. This is done by focusing on self
sustaining fishing economies for communities in the region, and getting more 
people actively involved in the distant water fisheries in the Bering Sea. 

NSEDC is one of the largest CDQ groups in terms of population and number of 
commtmities. This magnitude creates a diverse range of interests to address and 
increases the costs of service delivery. \Tiability of local fisheries in the Norton Sound 
region is greatly challenged by the high costs of distribution that come from its far 
distance from world markets. All the same, NSEDC has been aggressive in fulfilling the . 
milestones of its CDP, while preserving ample savings to take advantage ofopporttmities 
as they present themselves. 

NSEDC Corporate Structure 
NSEDC is managed by its Board of Directors. NSEDC's main offices are·in 

Anchorage where its Executive Director and various staff implement their programs. 
There is an employment and training office in Unalakleet. NSEDC has various advisory · 
committees in charge of certain CDP projects. Consultants are contracted as needed. 
NSEDC has developed subsidiaries to manage its for profit ventures. These include 
Norton S~und Seafood Products (NSSP), Norton Sound Fish Company, and Norton 
Sound Vessel Management, Inc. 



NSEDC has acquired or is planning to acquire the following fishing vessels. 

Vessel % ofOwncrshio 

Glacier Fish 
Company 

50% • Glacier Fish Company is a fishing company with two 
fuctory trawlers, the 20 I foot Northern Glacier and the 
276 foot Pacific Glacier, the FN Norton Sound (see 
below), and a seafood maiketing arm, 

FNNorton Sound 49% • Owned jointly with GFC as the Norton Sound Fish 
Company, the Norton (>ound is a 139 foot longline vessel 
with processing capability. 

Golovin Bay. 
Norton Bay 

100°/o 
100% 

• NSEDC purchased these two tender vessels and manages 
them under Norton Sound Vessel Management. The 
vessels, specially built for the Norton Sound region, will 
lower costs for NSSP and may provide another alternative 
for freight transportation. 

Head & Gut vessel Undet<:nnincd • NSEDC may choose to make an investment in a head and 
gut trawl vessel through the upcoming expanded species 
program. 

Longline vessel Undetermined • NSEDC may choose to make an investment in a longline 
vessel through the upcoming expanded species program. 

Crab vessel Undetermined • NSEDC may choose to make an investment in a crab 
vessel through the upcoming expanded species program. 

4 
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NSEDC has worked on or is considering the following community-based 
fisheries development projects. 

Proiect Title Communitv Deseriotion 

Norton Sound 
Seafood Products 

various • NSSP is a for profit subsidiary that buys and markets 
salmon, crab, herring and halibut. 

Koyuk Ice Machine KoruJc • In 1993, NSEDC provided funds to assist in the purchase 
ofan ice machine. 

Unalaldee: Processing 
Plant 

Unalakleet •Since 1993, NSEDC has been assisting Unalakleet by 
providing funds for plant renovations and loans for 
reconstruction ofthe facility. 

Norton Sound Crab 
Company 

Nome • NSCC is a fully owned subsidiary started in 1993 
intended to serve as a crab processing facility. 

Nome Floating Dock Nome • In 1994, NSEDC provided matching funds for the 
construction ofa floating dock in Nome. 

Vessel Acquisitions 

Community Based Fisheries Development Projects 
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Proiect Title Communitv Descriotion 
Nome Eskimo Nome • In 1994, NSEDC funded improvements to the Nome 

Eskimo Freezer Facility. Freezer Facility 

Shaktoolik Facility 
Improvements 

Shaktoolik •Since 1993, NSEDC has provided capital for a buying 
station in Shaktoolik. 

Savoonga Halibut 
Improvements 

Savoonga • To support the small halibut fishery that has been 
developed on Savoonga through the halibut CDQ, · 
NSEDC has been funding renovations and additions to 
the fishery infrastructure. 

St. Lawrence Island 
Halibut Fishery 

St Lawrence • In 1993, NSEDC established a commercial halibut 
fishery at SL Lawrence Island. This work included 
successful efforts to change International Pacific Halibut 
Commission (IPHC) regulations to establish an 
experimental fishery in area 4D. 

Nome Harbor Project Nome • NSEDC may commit funds to a harbor development 
project in Nome. 

NSEDC bas worked on or is considering the following fisheries development 
projects. 

Proiect Title Descriotion 

Salmon Enhancement Program 

Revolving Loan Program 

• NSEDC has supported the formation ofan aquaculture 
association located in Elim. The association will work to 
rebuild the dwindling stocks of salmon vital to subsistence 
activities in Norton Sound. 

• Since 1993, NSEDC has operated a revolving loan program 
established to provide permit. boat and gear loans to resident 
fishermen. 

Salmon and Herring Marketing 
Program 

Sea State 

• NSEDC has organized salmon and herring buying/processing 
operations and will conduct additional market research for 
various products from the Norton Sound fisheries. 

• In coordination with 3 other CDQ groups, NSEDC is 
developing a real time data tracking and catch accounting 
system to use during the CDQ fishery. 

Other Fisheries Development Projects 

Employ'llent 

Management 
NSEDC's administration is led by Executive Director, Eugene Asicksik:, 

headquartered in Anchorage. The office is largely staffed by Norton Sound residents. 
Throughout the CDQ program, NSEDC bas had offices in various locations. They have 
used internship positions to promote advancement at the local level. 
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Glacier Fish Company Purchase 
ln December, 1997, NSEDC plunged headlong into the Bering Sea pollock industry when it became a 50% 

owner in the Glacier Fish Company (GFC), its long standing pollack partner. Given the tumultuous nature of 
the pollack industry the investment was not without risk. Despite the obvious concerns. NSEDC believes this 
investment provides tremendous benefits to its region. 

Before the purchase was consummated, NSEDC engaged in extensive due diligence focused on 
management oompetence, levels of return, oontinuity of operations and benefits to the region. GFC's key 
managers became partial owners ensuring consistency and competency in company operations. It was 
made clear to state officials that CDQ pollack royalties would continue along with gains in equity and perhaps 
income distributions. Moreover. GFC would remain focused on its core competencies and avoid engaging in 
operations that would damage the company's viability. Most importantly, NSEDC was required to show how 
the investment would further the goals of their CDP. Aside from potential gains from GFC's operations, 
investments in the pollack industry have been viewed as consistent with the program. GFC also has the 
potential of adding to Norton Sound's fisheries by providing processing capacity and marketing support when 
those activities prove profitable to all participants. 

Given the volatile and competitive nature of the pollack industry, there are no guarantees the GFC 
purchase will be an unqualified success. It should be noted however, that NSEDC approached the venture 
with extreme caution and the benefits of this new partnership may help the Norton Sound region well into the 
21st century. · 

Pollock Employment 
NSEDC has set near-term goals for hiring local people to work in the Bering Sea 

fishing industry in jobs that will directly result from CDQ fishing operations. GFC hires 
residents of the Bering Strait region on a preferential basis for CDQ operations and any 
other fisheries related to GFC and NSEDC. 
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Other Fishing Employment 
With the Savoonga halibut fishery, some activity throughout the Sound, and 

fishing activities associated with NSSP, NSEDC has provided or facilitated a wide 
breadth of fisheries related employment opportunities,. 

Other Employment 
NSEDC has generated non-fishery related employment related to construction 

projects stemming from in region activities. They have continued to promote 
internships. 

Training 

NSEDC provides scholarships to qualified students in the region to obtain 
advanced or continuing education in technical and vocational, and/or a collegiate 
institutions. To meet funding needs, NSEDC established an Education Endowment 
Fund. There is also marine related training classes. 

What's Next? 

Situated in close proximity to' the Bering Straits, Norton Sound fisheries are 
quickly approaching sever economic hardships. Downward trends in global fish prices 
are making traditional fisheries in Norton Sound cost prohibitive. Local fishermen have 
high expectations of NSEDC to solve their economic woes, and although it is a goal of 
the group, the task is a daunting one. As they aggressively pursue profitable ventures 
when available, NSEDC will continue to peer into local fisheries development and try to 
find the combination of projects and ventures that will replace traditional markets and 
eliminate the need to support false economies. 
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~ YUKON DELTA FISHERIES DEVELOPMENT 
~ ASSOCIATION . . . . . . . 

Yukon Delta Fisheries Development Association (YDFDA) represents the 
communities of Alakanuk, Emmonak. Kotlik and Sheldon Point. YDFDA received 5% 
of the CDQ pollock allocation in 1992-1993, 7% in 1994-1995 and 13% in 1996-98. 
YDFDA has partnered with Golden Alaska Seafoods since 1992. 

Goals 
According to the Community Development Plan submitted by YDFDA, its major 

goal is as follows: 

1. 	 Create a self-sustaining, independent fishing company which l'l-ill create 
income and employment opportunities for Yukon Delta residents. 

YDFDA has been recognized as an energetic, aggressive CDQ group. They have 
emphasized jobs in the Bering Sea industry which has led to several employment 
arrangements with companies other than its pollock partner. YDFDA has also developed 
a comprehensive training program that involves marine safety and navigation instruction, 
longline training, boat building, and engine repair. The boats built by YDFDA 
sponsored classes in Seward are later used by YDFDA residents in their fishing 
operations as another component of training. YDFDA is also creating a fishing company 
that continues to expand its operations as it moves to a level of profitability. 

YDFDA Corporate Structure 
YDFDA is managed by its Board of Directors. YDFDA is headquartered in 

Seattle, Washington and has offices in Seward and Emmonak. Much of YDFDA's 
economic development activity occurs within Yukon Delta Fisheries, Inc, (YDF). Tiris 
for-profit corporation is establishing itself as a fishing company. It has several longliners 
and a small trawl vessel. 



YDFDA has acquired or is planning to acquire the following fishing vessels. 

Vessel ,.-. ofOwnership 

FN Blue Dolphin I00"/o •Purchased in 1993, the Blue Dolphin is a 47 foot 
longline/crab vessel. 

FNNakat 

Small Boat Fleet 

100% 

100% 

•Purchased in 1993 and sold in 1997. the Nakai was a 53 
foot longlinefcrab vessel. 

• YDFDA owns and operates nine (9) 32 foot longline 
vessels. 

FN Lisa Marie 100"/o • Purchased in 1997, the Lisa Marie is a 78 foot trawl, pot 
and longline vessel. 

Crab vessel Undetermlned • Through the expanded species program, YDFDA may 
choose to invest in a crab vessel. 

Head & gut vessel Undetermined • Through the expanded species program, YDFDA may 
choose to invest in a head & gut vessel. 

RebeccaB. NIA • The Rebecca B was a longline processing vessel owned in 
a partnership with APICDA. The vessel ran aground in 
1996 and was destroyed. 

Longline vessel Uruktermined • Through the expanded species program, YDFDA may 
choose to invest in a head & gut vessel. 

YDFDA has worked on or is considering the following community bailed 
fisheries development projects. 

Project Title Community Description 

Emmonak Value 
Added Processing Plan 

Emmonak • Since 1993, YDFDA has provided loan funds to the 
Yukon Delta Fish Marketing Co-op for the purpose of 
plant construction and improvements. 

Yukon Delta Fisheries All •As a component of its training program, YDFDA 
operates YDF. which allows residents to fish the Bering 
Sea on small longliner vessels. 
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Vessel Acquisitions 

·Community Based Fisheries Development Projects 



YDFDA bas worked on or is considering the following fisheries development 
projects. 

Proiect Title Descritltion 

Salmon and Herring Permit Buy-
Back Program 

• YDFDA has set up a permit buy back program in an attempt to 
retain fishing rights in the region. 

Revolving Loan Fund • In conjunction with CVRF and Alaska Village Council 
Presidents, YDFDA contributes funds for boat and gear loans. 

Ocean Logic, L.L.C. • In partnership with APICDA, Ocean Logic is a software 
development project intended for use aboard fishing vessels in 
order to track and manage harvest data. 

Exploratory Fishing Research • This program conducts research on the distribution., appropriate 
gear, and preferred fishing methods suitable for community-
based commercial fishing in the eastern Bering Sea. 
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Other Fisheries Development Projects 

Employment 

Management 
With its main office in Seattle, YDFDA is headed by Ed Glotfelty, Executive 

Director. YDFDA maintains a small office in Seward to coordinate training activities 
that occur at the Alaska Vocational Technical Center. YDFDA continues to internships 
as a mechanism to get region residents exposed to managing the company. 

Pollock Employment 
The employment objectives of the employment program are to provide on-the-job 

training and experience in offshore fisheries to community residents and provide 
immediate employment and income-earning opportunities to these residents. Although 
the pollock related employment opportunities with Golden Alaska have been some of the 
more lucrative found in the CDQ program, YDFDA bas not stopped its employmi;:nt 
recruitment efforts there. YD FDA continues to seek out other pollock companies to find 
employment for its residents. The following is a list of pollock and non-pollock 
companies that YDFDA bas worked with to provide employment for its region: 
American Seafoods, Westward Seafoods, Trident Seafoods, Starbound, O'Hara 
Corporation, Kodiak Fish Company, Fishermen's Finest, Peter Pan Seafoods, Premier 
Pacific, St1preme AJaska, Fanning Fisheries, and Seven Seas. 
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Other Fishing Employment 
YDFDA provides substantial employment opportunities through its small boat 

fleet. The small boats are versatile in meeting the needs of several fisheries and continue 
to provide region residents with opportunities to sharpen their fishing skills. 

Other Employment 
YDFDA may be credited with assisting some residents in achieving future 

employment through their training efforts. YDFDA has assisted a few residents in 
starting welding businesses in their own commllllities after they completed training. 

Training 

As was discussed earlier, YDFDA has created a llllique training platform that 
folds actual fishing into a training setting. Through the vocational training offered at the 
Alaska Vocational Technical Center in Seward, region residents may choose any number 
of training courses that lend themselves to careers in the fishing industry. From there, 
YDFDA has limited space for residents to continue their education with on-the-job 
training aboard the small vessels. YDFDA has also begun providing scholarships for 
collegiate studies. 

What's Next? 

YDFDA has proven itself as an aggressive, motivated CDQ group. With smaller 
pollock allocations in the early years of the program, YDFDA has been a bit slower to 
catch up to other CDQ groups in terms of investments. With proper direction setting, 
YDFDA has the ability to tum its dynamic work force towards profitable activities. 
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VI. ECONOMIC IMPACTS OF THE CDQ PROGRAM 

This chapter examines how the activities of the CDQ groups are creating self-sufficient 
fishing economies. As a basis for defining economic development a set of criteria will be 
provided. Development strategies as discussed in Chapter IV will be reviewed against these 
criteria to see how they have led or are leading to econoin.ic development. It is found through 
this allalysis that the CDQ groups are working very effectively at meeting the mission of CDQ 
program. Without the pollock CDQ, economic development achievements generated through 
CDQ activities would be greatly hampered. 

Defining Economic Development 

Definitions of economic development have evolved over time. The evolution of these 
definitions reflects the postwar development experience. Historically, economic development 
was perceived as synonymous with economic growth and was measured in terms of the 
expansion of a region's output. In recent decades however, economic development has 
increasingly been perceived as a process of complex structural changes in the economy and the 
society (Todaro, 1981). According to currently accepted concepts of economic development, 
three characteristics help to define economic development in a region. This chapter will also 
look at comparative data when available. 

Sustained development 
Wben economic development occurs, growth or at least expanded output becomes the 

norm. Put differently, short-term, one-time expansion of regional output is not eeonomic 
development. In rural Alaska, the physical or economic exhaustion of a resource may end an 

, economic boom and leave a region no better off than it was prior to the boom. In contrast, 
structure changes from economic development ensure higher levels of output which, once 
achieved, may be maintained or expanded. 

Shared growth 
Economic development is likely occurring when the growth of output is shared. 

Regional economic development implies that the residents of the region share broadly in the 
gains in income created by economic growth. Regional economic development includes 
development of the people of the region as well as the surrounding and supporting infrastructure. 

Local control 
Economic development is also identified when control over operations is held at the local 

level. This usually means that economic development also increases the importance of locally 
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made economic decisions. Local residents can participate in economic growth as resource 
owners and entrep1eneurs as well as employees. 

Relative change in indicators 
Another measure this chapter will apply is the relative impact CDQ activities are having 

on the region. Although it will require more detailed research to filter out the true impacts 
witnessed by western Alaslai, there is some baseline data we may use for analysis. 

Revenue Generation 

There may be no activity as important as leveraging a CDQ to its greatest value. As the 
CDQ groups become proficient in maximizing the value of this resource, they are able to 
transfer it towards CDQ activities that directly work to accomplish the program's mission. 
Having a consistent revenue stream creates an environment that economic development requires 
in order to obtain sustainability. 

Ifthe pollock CDQ is not maintained, the resource base that fuels the entire program will 
be significantly diminished. It is paramount to the mission of creating self-sufficient fishery 
economies that pollack CDQ continue at its current level of allocation. As was demonsttatcid in 
Chapter IV, annual revenues from 7.5% of the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands pollock are 
approximately $20 million. Estimates show that the expanded species program may provide an 
additional $10 million in annual revenues to the groups. I Without the current pollock CDQ, it is 
difficult to determine what programs would be sacrificed, however it is clear the operations and 
activities of all the CDQ groups would be greatly curtailed. 

Equity Accumulation 

Equity accumulation may be considered a development strategy because it represents a 
conscious decision by the CDQ groups to use their earnings to invest in the fishing industry 
while creating a savings for potential investments in the future. It bas been found that CDQ 
groups in aggregate have retained almost half of their gross revenues in some form of equity, 
whether its infrastructure projects, vessel investments or cash. This accumulation strengthens 
CDQ groups as they move further them down the path towards self-sufficiency. 

I Estimate determined by CDP budget revenues listed in the l 998 - 2000 Multi-Species Community Development 
Plans. 
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Vessel Acquisition 

Vessel acquisitions are a means of directly adding to a CDQ group's sustainability. 
Provided the Bering Sea fisheries remain viable, western Alaska communities will have direct 
access to the greatest commercial resource in their region; While it will be some time before 
CDQ groups have adequate fleets to supplant the revenues generated from pollock CDQ 
royalties, it is conceivable they will one day have the fishing capacity to fish their CDQ 
independently. As the fleets generate income, it will be transferred back to the CDQ group who 
will use it to bring along fledgling projects at the local level. Tue ability of the CDQ groups to 
make vessel investments is extremely important. Without the continuation of the pollack CDQ, 
vessel investments would likely prove cost prohibitive. 

Another benefit of vessel acquisitions and venturing with industry participants is it 
enhances the control communities have over the economic activity. As voting members in 
fishing companies, the CDQ groups are often able to take part in making decisions that affect a 
business's operation. As the relationship matures, there is a transfer of technology and 
experience from rhe industry partner to rhe CDQ group. CDQ groups and their residents are able 
to learn first hand how the industry runs. This increases the likelihood of local cqntrol as CDQ 
residents, who have spent time learning from established industry partners, may one day be in 
control of their own operation and be able to operate independent of the CDQ program. 

Finally, the employment opportunities available through vessel acquisition and 
partnering with industry increases the sharing of benefits that occurs from the economic 
activities. Jobs aboard Bering Sea vessels are made available to all western Alaska residents. 
Through these efforts, direct benefits are passed to the communities and as Jong as positions are 
available, almost anyone is able to take pan in the economic opportunities. 

Information provided in Chapter IV shows that the rate of vessel acquisitions has 
increased dramatically in the past year. Chapter V provided a detailed review of each CDQ 
group's current and anticipated fleet. It is predicted these fleets will be a cornerstone for future 
development. 

Community Based Fisheries Development 

Conrlunity based fisheries development is the heart and soul of the CDQ program as it 
leads to all the criteria that define economic development. CDQ groups and residents often 
remark that community economic development is most desirable because it allows residents to 
remain in the villages year round. This promotes important family and cultural lifestyles, and 
lends itself nicely to subsistence activities. Further, it is inherent in the mission of the CDQ 
program that the groups work to create self-sustaining fishery economies in western Alaska. 
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Despite the obvious need for community based development, these projects are easily the 
most difficult to pursue and require the continuation of the pollock CDQ at its current level. 
Costs of distribution, lack ofbasic infrastructure, and inexperience are some of the problems that 
slow the rate of success for these projects. Economic development activities in western Alaska 
have occurred for years and history has found that quite often they are unsuccessful. With this 
as a backdrop, CDQ groups are decidedly cautious when approaching community based business 
development. Before a conIIIiunity based venture is starte~ it mUst be carefully conceived and 
even then may prove more difficult than anticipated. Community based fisheries development is 
the greatest challenge of the CDQ program. 

If CDQ groups can work to create profitable fishing ventures within their regions, the 
benefits will be directly transferred to residents, the businesses will sustain themselves on their 
own volition, local residents will likely retain control over the operations, and the growth will be 
shared by all residents. The efforts of APICDA in Atka are one example of how this can work. 
Through pollock CDQ, APICDA is financing renovations to a halibut processing center, while at 
the same time increasing the harvesting capacity of the fishermen. APICDA's financing using 
pollock revenues demonstrates the critical linkages between pollock CDQ and a broad range of 
other CDQ development efforts. The benefits of this project go directly to the villagers who fish 
halibut CDQ on the ·vessels and work in the plants. The boats are captained by Atkans and the 
plant is managed by a local resident. The plant is co-owned by the fishermen's association. 
Halfof the entire community is employed because the plant is operating. When the plant obtains 
self-sustainability, APICDA will have successfully met the mission of the CDQ program in 
Atka. This serves to demonstrate the reliance other CDQ activities After Atka there are 55 other 
CDQ communities that need this economic development. The CDQ program is succeeding, but 
it has only just begun. 

Chapter V details the breadth of community infrastructure and business projects that 
CDQ groups have undertaken to date. There are some infrastructure projects that will serve to 
benefit the entire Bering Sea fishing industry. For instance, if CBSF A is able to succeed in 
establishing a full service harbor on St. Paul it will provide the Bering Sea fleet with another 
viable harbor facility. Business ventures such as Norton Sound Seafood Products, labor to find 
ways of making local fisheries profitable, continues to help traditional commercial salmon, 
herring and crab fishermen. The benefits of the CDQ program, while intended for region 
residents, have the potential to help other Bering Sea participants. 

Employment 

Employment obtained through the CDQ program promotes economic development in a 
number of ways. Most importantly, employment provides direct returns to the residents. As a 
resident experiences employment in various facets of the fishing industry, these experiences may 
eventually lead to increased control at the local level. Since employment opportunities are 
generally available to all residents, all residents may share in the benefits. . 
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Table VI-1: CDQ Employment and Wages: All CDQ Groups 

1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 
Number Working 

Management 

CDQ Pollock-Related 

Other Fisheries 

Other Employment 

26 48 58 63 63 
186 213 228 261 356 
64 276 393 691 663 
95 531 157 . 138 130 

Total 371 1,068 836 1,153 1,212 
Total Wages 

Management $ 586,537 $ 1,012,125 $ 1,218,892 $ 1,636,860 $ 1,803,766 
CDQ Pollock-Related 1,000,360 1,280,695 1,866,619 1,686,104 2,660,938 

Other Fisheries 609,058 1,000,103 l,132,824 2,280,554 2,756,688 
Other Employment 0 1,791,479 l,350,766 723,724 887,338 
Total $ 2,195,955 $ 5,084,402 $ 5,569,101 $ 6,327,242 $ 8,108,730 

Average Wage 

Management $ 22,559 $ 21,086 $ 21,015 $ 25,982 $ 28,631 
CDQ Pollock-Related 5,378 6,013 8,187 6,460 7,474 

Other Fisheries 0 3,624 2,883 3,300 4,383 
Other Employment 6,411 3,374 8,604 5,244 6,826 
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Table VI-! summarizes the total annual jobs and total annual wages reported for all CDQ 
groups in the annual and quarterly reports for all CDQ employment.2 It can be seen the CDQ 
program has created an excess of$ 5 million in wages annually since 1994. 

As shown in Figure VI-1, from 1993 - 1997 CDQ management and administration has 
accounted for 6% percent of the jobs and 23% of the wages. Pollock harvesting and processing 
accounted for 2 7% of the jobs and 31 % of the wages. Other fisheries, which involves halibut, 
salmon, sablefish, herring and crab employment, accounted for 50% of the jobs and 26% of the 
wages. Finally, other employment accounted for 17% of the jobs and 20% of the wages. 

In an April, 1998. survey by the McDowell Group (McDowell), intended to uncover how 
the CDQ program would be impacted by a reallocation of the inshore I offshore allocations, CDQ 
groups and their pollock partners provided specific employment information by SSN for CDQ 
residents hired from the beginning of the program. That data, along with employment data from 
the Alaska Department ofLabor, was used to reconcile CDQ pollock employment figures. 

2 The reporting format for CDQ employment information changed in 1996. This caused some incongruities in the 
reported information. Appendix V describes the basic assumption made when each group described their 
employment information before 1996. Since I 996, the CDQ groups provided a cumulative account of the number 
ofjobs and people that were employed through their programs. The information attempts to measure the number of 
actual people employed on an annual basis. 
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Relative Employment and Income Impacts 
An overview of the relative impacts of the CDQ program may be gained by comparing 

employment and income generated by the CDQ program with employment and income reported 
by the 1990 U.S. Census on data from 1989. Note that the census measures employment at the 
time the census \\-'as taken (April 1990) rather than annual average employment. Thus the census. 
employment data are not necessarily representative of annual average employment in 1989. The 
census does provide a measure of total annual income in 1989. 

The top box in Table VI-2 shows two different measures of employment from April 
1989: total employment and "basic" employment. "Basic" employment refers to employment in 
the following private sector industries: 

Agriculrure, forestry and fisheries 
Mining 
Construction 
Manufacturing, nondurable goods 
Manufacturing, durable goods 

Basic industries usually produce goods or services for sale outside a region, and usually represent 
the foundation of a region's economy. Other industries, such as transportation, communications, 
trade, and services are usually considered "support" industries, in that they provide goods or 
services for sale within a region and are driven by income produced in the basic industries. In 
rural Alaska, government often provides much of the foundation that basic industries might 
provide in other, more developed regions. As can be seen in Table VI-2, basic employment is 
much lower than total employment, although the census may have understated basic employment 
because fishing and mining activities are concentrated during the summer months. 

From 1993 - 1997, CDQ employment has ranged from 6% - 19% of the region's total 
employment. For the same years, CDQ employment has shovm a range of 55% - 179% of basic 
employment. Although CDQ jobs appear to represent a relatively small share of total jobs in the 
CDQ region, they represent a very substantial increase in "basic" employment. Income may 
provides another indication of the CDQ program's impact on the region. By 1997, CDQ related 
wages have increased to 3. 7% of the region's total wages. 
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Table VI-2: CDQ Employment & Income Compared with 1989 Employment & 
Income Reported by 1990 U.S. Census 

CDQ 
employment 

1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 
1997 

Variables for Analysis: 
Employment in 1989 6281 

"Basic" employment in 1989 679 
Total income in 1989 $219,708,878 

Aggregate CDQ CDQ Employment CDQ Employment as a % 
Employment 

Numbers 
371 

1,068 
836 

1,153 
1,212 

1993 wages 
1994 wages 
1995 wages 
1996 wages 
1997 wages 

as a% of Total 1989 of "Basic" Employment 
Employment 

6% 
17% 
13% 
18% 
19% 

CDQwages3 
$ 2,195,955 
$ 5,084,402 
$ 5,569,101 
$ 6,327,242 
$ 8,108,730 

in 1989 
55°/o 

157% 
123% 
170%. 
179% 

CDQwages 
as% ofl989 

l.Oo/o 
2.3% 
2.5% 
2.9% 
3.7% 

3 Wages include some administrative salaries that were not carried in the region. 
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Figure Vl-14 
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4 The data reported by the CDQ groups is not necessarily perfect for assessing the precise contribution of the CDQ 
program to employment and income in western Alaska. For example, some jobs are part-time or seasonal, or 
involve matching funds or joint ventures with non-CDQ organizations. However, the data represent the only 
detailed source of information on employment and income generated by the CDQ program. As long as the 
limitalions described above are kept in mind, and it is recognized that actual employment and income impacts may 
be somewhat lower or higher than reported, it is reasonable to use these numbers to gain a general sense of the 
economic impacts of the CDQ program to date. 
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Indirect Employment and Income Effects 
Some of the income earned in CDQ jobs, as well as spending for supplies and services in 

support of CDQ projects, passes through local merchants, service providers, and others before 
"leaking" out of the region in exchange for imports. The additional employment and income 
generated in this way is referred to as "indirect" economic impacts. In an area such as western. 
Alaska, where very few goods and services are provided locally, money leaks out of the region 
relatively quickly. For example, a 1987 report by the University of Alaska's Institute of Social 
and Economic Research estimated that each dollar of income generated in commercial fishing in 
southwest Alaska generates an additional 24 cents ofincome within the region. 5 

It is impossible to estimate precisely the indirect employment and income impacts of the 
CDQ region, but it is reasonable to assume that they are smaller than the direct impacts-
probably about half the magnitude or less. Nevertheless, every extra contribution to jobs and 
income helps, and these additional impacts .of the CDQ program should not be overlooked. 

Training 

To date, CDQ groups have spent almost $ 5 million directly on training expenditures to 
over 3,000 residents. This money does not including program delivery costs. Chapter VI 
outlined the basic types of training programs offered in the program. With the strong emphasis 
CDQ groups have placed on this long range development strategy, residents are slowly 
increasing the power base at the local level which will increase local control and sharing of the 
economic development. CDQ groups have argued residents of western Alaska do not yet fully 
possess the knowledge necessary to compete successfully in the competitive Bering Sea industry. 
This knowledge is not a function of ability, but experience. With the tremendous attention CDQ 
groups are placing on training opportunities, residents will gain the necessary experience to 
enable them to compete successfully with established fishing companies. 

Again, APICDA's efforts in Atka provide an example of this learning process. Despite 
Atka's achievements, it has not gained a point of technical self-sufficiency and still relies heavily 
on APICDA for its industry connections, financing and basic administrative services. Time 
required to learn how to harvest and process fish can be measured with some certainty. What can 
not be learned as quickly are the complexities involved in running profitable fishing ventures. 
There is the need to continue to bring local residents into the management of these business . 

. There.is a much longer learning curve for dealing with industry and governments, and it is vital 
CDQ groups retains their access to pollock quota in order to see residents reach that level of 
competency. Without the pollock CDQ, it is possible CDQ groups would choose to strip 
training budgets ill order to pursue direct areas of development. 

5Matthew Berman and Teresa Hull, The Commercial Fishing Industry in Alaska's Economy, Institute of Social and 

Economic Research, March 1987, page 44. 
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Fisheries Retention Activities 

If the fisheries retention activities are to be successful, they will lead directly to local 
benefits from the fisheries. As it stands, the outflow of fishing rights has long term. damaging 
effects on region residents. Data on permit and IFQ retention by region is tracked government 
agencies. As CDQ group's continue to focus on this important strategy, this data will prove 
important in judging the impact these activities are having. 

Region Outreach 

Dissemination of CDQ information through regional outreach activities lends itself to the 
concept of sharing economic development. CDQ groups need community involvement and 
support in order to succeed. The success of their programs are only as good as the quality of 
benefits region residents are able to earn from them. 

Economic Impact of the CDQ Program: Conclusion 

Assessing the success of the CDQ program is difficult because it has been in existence for 
a relatively short period. Tbis chapter has looked at indicators of economic development against 
CDQ development strategies and found the activities of CDQ groups to date are leading toward 
positive economic development and fulfilling the mission of developing self-sufficient fisheries 
economies in western Alaska. The findings in this report also indicate that the process of 
bringing this depressed region to self-sustainability has only just begun. A key component of the 
success of the CDQ program to date has been the revenue generated by the pollock CDQ. 
Without this revenue, the rate of progress would slow markedly and in some instances stop 
completely . 

. The annual effects of losing pollock CDQ are lost revenues of $20 million of pollock 
royalty and over $ 2 million in direct pollock wages. CDQ groups would no longer be able to 
support the large expenditures directed at training and education. It is also possible that without 
pollock CDQ, pollock industry participants would be less likely to extend employment 
opportunities to western Alaskans. Investments into capital intensive fishing industries would no 
longer be possible and benefits associated with equity ownership gone with it. With diminished 
revenues, CDQ administrations would be unable to deliver the level of service currently provided 
to region residents. 

Without pollock CDQ, it would be extremely difficult for the program to meet its mission 
of developing self-sustaining fishing economies in western Alaska. Not only would the region 
be severely hampered, but secondary benefits generated for the Bering Sea fishing industry, other 
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industry, other Alaskan residents, and the United States would be reduced. By all measures, the 
CDQ program is contributing towards the process of spurring economic development within the 
western AJaska region. It is bringing about economic development, as measured by jobs, local 
control, long-term sustainability and sharing in the benefits. Another aspect that should be 
considered is that it provides opportunities to work where few existed before, especially during 
the long winters when jobs are scarce. The hope and opportunities created by the CDQ program 
are an invaluable addition to the collective self-esteem of the region's people. Despite some 
rocky events through the early years of the CDQ program, it has been a great benefit to western 
AJaska. The continuation of the pollock CDQ program is vital to maintaining the impressive 
economic development activities to date. 
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Subpart C 

Western Alaska Community Development Quota Program 


679.30 General CDQ regulations. 
(a) State of Alaska CDQ responsibilities 
(1) Compliance. The State of Alaska must he able to ensure 

implementation of the CDPs once approved by NMFS. To accomplish this, the State must 
establish a monitoring system that defines what constitutes compliance and non-compliance. 

(2) Public hearings. Prior to granting approval of a CDP recommended by the Governor, 
NMFS shall find that the Governor developed and approved the CDP after conducting at 
least one public hearing, at an appropriate time and location in the geographical area 
concerned, so as to allow all interested persons an opportunity to he heard. Hearing(s) on the 
CDP do not have to be held on the actual documents submitted to the Governor under 
paragraph (b) of this section, but must cover the substance and content of the proposed CDP 
in such a manner that the general public, and panicularly the affected parties, have a 
reasonable opportunity to understand the impact of the CDP. The Governor must provide 
reasonable public notification of hearing date(s) and location(s). The Governor must make 
available for public review, at the time of public notification of the hearing, all state materials 
pertinent to the hearing(s) and must include a transcript or summary of the public hearing(s) 
with the 
Governor's recommendations to NMFS in accordance with this subpan. At the same time 
this transcript is submitted to NMFS, it must be made available, upon request, to the public. 
The public hearing held by the Governor will serve as the public hearing for purposes of 
NMFS review under paragraph (c) of this seaion. 

(3) Council consultation. Before sending his/her recommendations for approval of CDPs 
to NMFS, the Governor must consult with the Council, and make available, upon request, 
CDPs that are not pan of the Governor's recommendations. 

(b) CDP application. The Governor, after consultation with the Council, shall include in 
his or her written findings to NMFS recommending approval of a CDP, that the CDP ~eets 
the requirements of these regulations, the Magnuson-Stevens Act, the Alaska Coastal 
Management Program, and other applicable law. At a minimum, the submission must discuss 
the determination of a community as eligible; information regarding community 
development, including goals and objectives; business information; and a statement of the 
managing oq;iinization's qualifications. For purposes of this section, an eligible community 
includes any community or group of communities that meets the criteria set out in paragraph 
(d) of this section. Applications for a CDP must include the following information: 

(1) Community development information. Community development information 
includes: 

(i) Project description. A description of the CDP projects that are proposed to he funded 
by the CDQ and how the CDP projects satisfy the goals and purpose of the CDQ program. 
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(ii) Allocation request. The allocation of each CDQ species requested for each subarea or 
district of the BSAl, as defined at 679.2 and for each IPHC regulatory area, as prescribed in 
the annual management measures published in the Federal Register pursuant to 300.62 of 
chapter m of this title. 

(ill) Project schedule. The length of time the CDQ will be necessary to achieve the goals 
and objectives of the CDP, including a project schedule with measurable milestones for 
determining progress. 

(iv) Employment. The number of individuals to be employed under the CDP, the nature 
of the work provided, the number of employee-hours anticipated per year, and the 
availability of labor from the applicant's community(ies). 

(v) Vocational and educational programs. Description of the vocational and educational 
training programs that a CDQ allocation under the CDP would generate. 

(vi) Existing infrastructure. Description of existing fisliery-related infrastructure and 
how the CDP would use or enhance existing harvesting or processing capabilities, support 
facilities, and hum.all resources. 

(vii) New capital. Description of how the CDP would generate new capital or equity for 
the applicant's fishing and/or processing operations. 

(viii) Transition plan. A plan and schedule for transition from reliance on the CDQ 
allocation under the CDP to self-sufficiency in fisheries. 

fix) Short· and long-term benefits. A description of short- and long-term benefits to the 
applicant from the CDQ allocation. 

(2) Business information. Business infonnation includes: 
(t) Method of harvest. Description of the intended method of harvesting the CDQ 

allocation, including the types of products to be produced; amounts to be harvested; when, 
where, and.how harvesting is to be conducted; and names and permit numbers of the vessels 
that will be used to harvest a CDQ allocation. 

(ii} Target market and competition. Description of the target market for sale of products 
and competition existing or known to be developing in the target market. 

(ill) Business relationships. Description of business relationships between all business 
partners or with other business interests, if any, including arrangements for management, 
audit control, and a plan to prevent quota overages. For purposes of this section, business 
partners means all individuals who have a financial interest in the CDQ project. 

{iv} Profit sharing. Description of profit sharing arrangements. 
(v) Funding. Description of all funding and financing plans. , 
(vi) Partnerships. Description of joint venture arrangements, loans, or other partnership 

arrangements, including the distribution of proceeds among the parties. 
(vii) Gev"I"al budget for implementing the CDP. A general budget is a general account of 

estimated income and expenditures for each CDP project that is described in paragraph 
(b)(l)(i} of this section for the total number of calendar years that the CDP is in effect. 

(viii) Capital equipment. A list of all capital equipment. 

(1X) Cash flow. A cash flow and break-even analysis. 

(x} Income statement. A balance sheet and income statement, including profit, loss, and 


return on investment for the proposed CDP. 
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{3) Statement of managing organization's qualifications. Statement of the managing 
organization's qualifications includes: 

(i) Structure and personnel. Information regarding its management structure and key 
personnel, such as resumes and references; including the name, address, fax number, and 
telephone number of the managing organization's representative; and 

(ii) Management qualifications. A description of how the managing organization is 
qualified to manage a CDQ allocation and prevent quota overages. For purposes of this 
section, a qualified managing organization means any organization or firm that would assume 
responsibility for managing all or part of the CDP and that meets the following criteria: 

{A) Official letter of support. Documentation of support from each community 
represented by the applicant for a CDP through an official letter of support approved by the 
governing body of the community. 

(B) Legal relationship. Documentation of a legal relationship between the CDP applicant 
and the managing organization {if the managing organization is different from the CDP 
applicant), which clearly describes the responsibilities and obligations of each party as 
demonstrated through a contract or other legally binding agreement. 

{C) Expertise. Demonstration of management and technical expertise necessary to carry 
out the CDP as proposed by the CDP application {e.g., proven business experience as shown 
by a balance and income statement, including profit, loss, and the return on investment on all . 
business ventures within the previous 12 months by the managing organization). 

{c) Review and approval of CDPs 

{1) Consistent with criteria. 

(i) Upon receipt by NMFS of the Governor's recommendation for approval of proposed 

CDPs, NMFS will review the record to determine whether the community eligibility criteria 
and the evaluation criteria set forth in paragraph (d) of this section have been met. NMFS 
shall then approve or disapprove the Governor's recommendation within 45 days of its 
receipt. 

{ii) In the event of approval, NMFS shall notify the Governor and the Council in writing 
that the Governor's recommendations for CDPs are consistent with the evaluation criteria 
under paragraph (d) of this section and other applicable law, including NMFS reasons for 
approval. · 

{iii) Publication oft.he decision, including the percentage of each CDQ reserve for each 
subarea or district allocated under the CDPs and the availability of the findings, will be 
published in the Federal Register. 

(iv) NMFS will allocate no more than 33 percent of the total CDQ to any approved CDP 
application. 

{v) A CDQ community may not concurrently receive more than one pollock, halibut, or 
sablefish allocation and only one application for each type of CDP per CDQ applicant will 
be accepted. 

{2) Not consistent with criteria. 
{i) If NMFS finds that the Governor's recommendations for CDQ allocations are not 

consistent with the evaluation criteria set forth in these regulations and disapproves the 



__.. _ 
Economic Impacts of the Pollock CDQ Program • 1992-1997 CDQ .. ( 

DRAFT--· _,.,. "

Governor's recommendations, NMFS shall so advise the Governor and the Council in 
writing, including the reasons ther~for. 

(1i) Notification of the decision will be published in the Federal Register. 
(3) Revised CDP. 
(i) The CDP applicant may submit a revised CDP to the Governor for submission to 

NMFS. 
(it') Review by NMFS of a revised CDP application will be in accordance with the 

provisions set forth in this section. 
(d) Evaluation criteria. NMFS will approve the Governor's recommendations for CDPs 

if NMFS finds the CDP is consistent with the requirements of these regulations, including 
the following: 

{1) CDP application. Each CDP application is submitted in compliance with the 
application procedures described in paragraph (b) of this section. 

(2) NMFS review. Prior to approval of a CDP recommended by the Governor, NMFS 
will review the Governor's findings to determine that each community that is part of a CDP 
is listed in Table 7 of this part or meets the following criteria for an eligible community: 

(i) The community is located within 50 nm from the baseline from which the breadth of 
the territorial sea is measured along the Bering Sea coast from the Bering Strait to the western 
most of the Aleutian Islands, or on an island within the Bering Sea. A community is not 
eligible if it is located on the GOA coast of the North Pacific Ocean, even if it is within 50 
nm of the baseline of the Bering Sea. 

(u') The community is certified by the Secretary of the Interior pursuant to the Native 
Claims Settlement Act (Public Law 92-203) to be a native village. 

ftii') The residents of the community conduct more than half of their current commercial 
or subsistence fishing effort in the waters of the BSA!. 

(iv) The community has not previously developed harvesting or processing capability 
sufficient to support substantial groundfish fisheries participation ·in the BSA!, unless the 
community can show that benefits from an approved CDP would be the only way to realize 
a return from previous investments. The communities of Unalaska and Akutan are excluded 
under this provision. 

(3) Qualified managing organization. Each CDP application demonstrates that a 
qualified managing organization will be responsible for the harvest and use of the CDQ 
allocation pursuant to the CDP. 

(4) Exceeding the CDQ allocation. Each CDP application demonstrates that its 
managing organization can effectively prevent exceeding the CDQ allocation. 

(5) Governor's findings. The Governor has found for each recommended CDP that: 
(i) The CQP and the managing organization are fully described in the CDP application, 

and have the ability to successfully meet the CDP milestones and schedule. 
(11') The managing organization has an adequate budget for implementing the CDP, and 

the CDP is likely to be successful. 
(tli) A qualified applicant has submitted the CDP application and the applicant and 

managing organization have the support of each community particip.ating in the proposed 
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CDQ project as demonstrated through an official lener approved by the governing body of 
each such community. 

(iv) The following factors have been considered: 
(A) The number of individuals from applicant communities who will he employed under 

the CDP, the narure of their work, and career advancement. 
(B) The number and percentage of low income persons residing in the applicant · 

communities, and the economic opportunities provided to them through employment under 
the CDP. 

(C) The number of communities cooperating in the application. 
(D) The relative benefits to be derived by participating communities and the specific plans 

for developing a self-sustaining fisheries economy. 
(E) The success or failure of the applicant and/or the managing organization in the 

execution of a prior CDP (e.g., exceeding a CDQ allocation or any other related violation 
may be considered a failure and may therefore result in partially or fully precluding a CDP 
from a future CDQ allocation). 

(6) Qualified applicant. For purposes of this paragraph (d), •qualified applicant" means: 
(~A local fishermen's organization from an eligible community, or group of eligible 

communities, that is incorporated under the laws of the State of Alaska, or under Federal law, 
and whose board of directors is composed of at least 75 percent resident fishermen of the 
community (or group of communities) that is (are) making an application; or 

(ii) A local economic development organization incorporated under the laws of the State 
of Alaska, or under Federal law, specifically for the purpose of designing and implementing a 
CDP, and that has a board of directors composed of at least 75 percent resident fishermen of 
the community (or group of communities) that is (are) making an application. 

(7) Resident fisherman. For the purpose of this paragraph (d), "resident fisherman" 
means an individual with documented commercial or subsistence fishing activity who 
maintains a mailing address and permanent domicile in the community and is eligible to 
receive an Alaska Permanent Fund dividend at that address. 

(8) Board of directors. If a qualified applicant represents more than one community, the 
board of directors of the applicant must include at least one member from each of the 
communities represented. 

(e) Monitoring of CDPs 
(1) CDP reports. The following reports must he submitted to NMFS: 
(i) Annual progress reports. 
(A) CDP applicants are required to submit annual progress reports to the Governor by 

June 30 of the year following allocation. 
(B) Annu~I. progress reports will include information describing how the CDP has met its 

milestones, goals, and objectives. 
(C) On the basis of those reports, the Governor will submit an annual progress report to 

NMFS and recommend whether CDPs should be continued. 
(D) NMFS must notify the Governor in writing within 45 days of receipt of the 

Governor's annual progress report, accepting or rejecting the annual progress report and the 
Governor's recommendations. 



Economic Impacts of the Pollock CDQ Program • 1992-1997 
D 

(E) If NMFS rejects the Governor's annual progress report, NMFS will return it for 
revision and resubmission. 

(F) The report will be deemed approved if NMFS does not notify the Governor in writing 
within 45 days of the report's receipt. 

(ii) Annual budget report. 
(A) An annual budget report is a detailed estimation of income and expenditures for each 

CDP project as described in paragraph (b)(1)(0 of this section for a calendar year. 
(B) The annual budget report must be submitted to NMFS by December 15 preceding the 

year for which the annual budget applies. 
(C) Annual budget reports are approved upon receipt by NMFS, unless disapproved in 

writing by December 31. If disapproved, the annual budget report may be revised and 
resubmitted to NMFS. 

(D) NMFS will approve or disapprove a resubmitted annual budget report in writing. 
(iii) Annual budget reconciliation report. A CDQ group must reconcile each annual 

budget by May 30 of the year following the year for which the annual budget applied. 
Reconciliation is an accounting of the annual budget's estimated income and expenditures 
with the actual income and expenditures, including the variance in dollars and variance in 
percentage for each CDP project that is described in paragraph (b)(l)(i) 
of this section. If a general budget, as described in paragraph (b)(2)(vii) of this section, is no 
longer correct due to the reconciliation of an annual budget, then the general budget must 
also be revised to reflect the annual budget reconciliation. The revised generai budget must 
be included with the annual budget reconciliation report. 

(2) Increase in CDQ allocation. If an applicant requests an increase in a CDQ, the 
applicant must submit a new CDP application for review by the Governor and approval by 
NMFS as described in paragraphs (b) and (c) of this section. 

(3) Substantial amendments. 
(i) A CDP is a working business plan and must be kept up to date. Substantial 

amendments, as described in paragraph (e)(3)(iv) of this section, to a CDP will require written 
notification to the Governor and subsequent approval by the Governor and NMFS before 
any change in a CDP can occur. The Governor may recommend to NMFS that the request 
for an amendment be approved. 

(ii) NMFS may notify the Governor in writing of approval or disapproval of the 
amendment within 30 days of receipt of the Governor's recommendation. The Governor's 
recommendation for approval of an amendment will be deemed approved if NMFS does not 
notify the Governor in writing within 30 calendar days of receipt cif the Governor's 
recommendation. 

(iii) If NM'.'S determines that the CDP, if changed, would no longer meet the criteria 
under paragraph (d) of this section, or if any of the requirements under this section would 
not be met, NMFS shall notify the Governor in writing of the reasons why the amendment 
cannot be approved. 

(iv) For the purposes of this section, substantial amendments are defined as changes in a 
CDP, including, but not limited to, any of the following: 
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{A) Any change in the applicant communities or replacement of the managing 
orgaruzat1on. 

(B) A change in the CDP applicant's harvesting or processing partner. 
(C) Funding a CDP project in excess of $100,000 that is not part of an approved general 

budget. 
(D) More than a 20.percent increase in the annual budget of an approved CDP project. 
(E) More than a 20.percent increase in actual expenditures over the approved annual 

budget for administrative operations. 
(F) A change in the contractual agreement{s) between the CDP applicant and its harvesting 

or processing partner, or a change in a CDP project, if such change is deemed by the 
Governor or NMFS to be a material change. 

(v) Notification of an amendment to a CDP shall include the following information: 
(A) The background and justification for the amendment 'that explains why the proposed 

amendment is necessary and appropriate. 
(B) An explanation of why the proposed change to the CDP is an amendment according 

to paragra.ph (e)(3)(i) of this section. 
(C) A description of the proposed amendment, explaining all changes to the CDP that 

result from the.proposed amendment. 
(D) A comparison of the original CDP text with the text of the proposed changes to the 

CDP, and the changed pages of the CDP for replacement in the CDP binder. 
(E) Identification of any NMFS findings that would need to be modified if the amendment 

is approved along with the proposed modified text. 
(F) A description of how the proposed amendment meets the requirements of this subpart. 

Only those CDQ regulations that are affected by the proposed amendment need to be 
discussed. 

(4) Technical amendments. 
(i) Any change to a CDP that is not a substantial amendment as defined in paragraph 

(e)(3)(iv) of this section is a technical amendment. It is the responsibility of the CDQ group 
to coordinate with the Governor to ensure that a proposed technical amendment does not 
meet the definition for a substantial amendment. Technical amendments require written 
notification to the Governor and NMFS before the change in a CDP occurs. 

(11) A technical amendment will be approved when the CDQ group receives a written 
notification from NMFS announcing the receipt of the technical amendment. The Gov,emor 
may recommend to NMFS, in writing, that a technical amendment be disapproved at any 
time. NMFS may disapprove a teehnical amendment in writing at any time, with the reasons 
therefor. 

(iii) Notif.-:ation should include: 
(A) The pages of the CDP, with the ten highlighted to show deletions and additions. 
(B) The changed pages of the CDP for replacement in the CDP binder. 
(5) Cease fishing operations. It is the responsibility of the CDQ-managing organization 

to cease fishing operations once a CDQ allocation has been reached. 
(f) Suspension or termination of a CDP 

(1) Governor's recommendation. 

http:paragra.ph


Economic Impacts of the Pollock CDQ Program - 1992-1997 

(i) NMFS, at any time, may partially suspend, suspend, or terminate any CDP upon 
written recommendation of the Governor setting out his or her reasons that the CDP 
recipient is not complying with these regulations. 

[n} After review of the Governor's recommendation and reasons for a partial suspension, 
suspension, or termination of a CDP, NMFS will notify the Governor in writing of approval 
or disapproval of his or her recommendation within 45 days of its receipt. 

[W.j In the event of approval of the Governor's recommendation, NMFS will publish an 
announcement in the Federal Register that the CDP has been partially suspended, suspended, 
or terminated, along with reasons therefor. 

(2) Non-compliance. NMFS also may partially suspend, suspend, or terminate any CDP 
at any time if NMFS finds a recipient of a CDQ allocation pursuant to the CDP is not 
complying with these regulations, other regulations, or provisions of the Magnuson Act or 
other applicable law. Publication of suspension or termination will 
appear in the Federal Register, along with the reasons therefor. 

(3) Review of allocation. An annual progress report, required under paragraph (e)(l)(i) of 
this section, will be used by the Governor to review each CDP to determine whether the 
CDP and CDQ allocation thereunder should be continued, decreased, partially suspended, 
suspended, or terminated under the following circumstances: 

(i) If the Governor determines that the CDP will successfully meet its goals and objectives, 
the CDP may continue without any Secretarial action. 

[nj If the Governor recommends to NMFS that an allocation be decreased, the Governor's 
recommendation for decrease will be deemed approved if NMFS does not notify the 
Governor, in writing, within 30 days of receipt of the Governor's recommendation. 

flu) If the Governor determines that a CDP has not successfully met its goals and 
objectives, or appears unlikely to become successful, the Governor may submit a 
recommendation to NMFS that the CDP be partially suspended, suspended, or terminated. 
The Governor must set out, in writing, his or her reasons for recommending suspension or 
termination of the CDP. 

(iv) After review of the Governor's recommendation and reasons therefor, NMFS will 
notify the Governor, in writing, of approval or disapproval of his or her recommendation 
within 30 days of its receipt. In the case of suspension or termination, NMFS will publish 
notification in the Federal Register, with reasons therefor. 

679.31 CDQ and PSQ reserves. 
Portions of the CDQ and PSQ reserves for each subarea or district may be allocated for the 
exclusive use of CDQ applicants in accordance with CDPs approved by the Governor in 
consultation -:!th the Council and approved by NMFS. NMFS will allocate no more than 33 
percent of the total CDQ for all subareas and districts combined to any one applicant with an 
approved CDP application. 

(a) Pollock CDQ reserve (applicable through December 31, 1998). In the proposed and 
final harvest specifications required by 679.20(c), one-half of the pollock TAC placed in the 
reserve for each subarea or district of the BSAI will be apportioned to a CDQ reserve for each 
subarea or district. 
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(b) Halibut CDQ reserve. (1) NMFS will annually withhold from IFQ allocation the 
proportions of the halibut catch limit that are specified in paragraph (b) of this section for use 
as a CDQ reserve. 

(2) Portions of the CDQ for each specified IPHC regulatory area may be allocated for the 
exclusive use of an eligible Westem Alaska community or group of communities in 
aa;ordance with a CDP approved by the Governor in consultation with the Council and 
approved by NMFS. 

(3) The proportions of the halibut catch limit annually withheld for the halibut CDQ 
program, exclusive of issued QS, arid the eligible communities for which they shall be made 
available are as follows for each IPHC regulatory area: 

(i) Area 4B. In IPHC regulatory area 4B, 20 percent of the annual halibut quota shall be 
made available to eligible communities physically located in, or proximate to, this regulatory 
area. 

(11) Area 4C. In IPHC regulatory area 4C, 50 percent of the halibut quota shall be made 
available to eligible communities physically located in IPHC regulatory area 4C. . . 

(ill) Area 4D. In IPHC regulatory area 4D, 30 percent of the annual halibut quota shall be 
made available to eligible communities located in, or proximate to, IPHC regulatory areas 4D 
and4E. 

(iv) Area 4E. In IPHC regulatory area 4E, 100 percent of the halibut quota shall be made 
available to eligible communities located in, or proximate to, IPHC regulatory area 4E. A 
fishing trip limit of 6,000 lb (2.7 mt) applies to halibut CDQ harvesting in IPHC regulatory 
area4E. 

(4) For the purposes of this section, "proximate to" an IPHC regulatory area means within 
10 nm from the point where the boundary of the IPHC regulatory area intersects land. 

(c) Groundfish CDQ reserves. (See 679.20(b)(l)(iii)) 
(d) Cr.1b CDQ reserves. King and Tanner crab species in the Bering Sea and Aleutian 

Islands Area that have a guideline harvest level specified by the State of Alaska that is 
available for commercial harvest are apportioned to a crab CDQ reserve as follows: 

(1) For calendar year 2000, and thereafter, 7.5 percent; 
(2) For calendar year 1999 (applicable through December 31, 1999), 5 percent; and 
(3) For calendar year 1998 (applicable through December 31, 1998), 3.5 percent. 
(e) PSQ reserve. (See 679.21(e)(3)). 
(f) Reallocation of CDQ or PSQ reserves (Applicable through December 31, 1998). If 

the Regional Administrator determines that any amount of a CDQ or PSQ reserve will not 
be used during the remainder of the 1998 fishing year, the Regional Administrator may 
reallocate any unused amount of the CDQ reserve back to the non-specified reserve 
established b" 679.20(b)(l)(ii) and may reallocate any unused amount of a PSQ reserve back 
to non-CDQ fisheries in proportion to those fisheries' 1998 
apportionment of PSC limits established by 679.21. 

679.32 Estimation of total pollock harvest in the CDQ fisheries (applicable 
through December 31, 1998). 
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(a} Recordkeeping and reporting requirements. Vessels and processors participating in 
pollack CDQ fisheries must comply with recordkeeping and reporting requirements set out 
at 679.5. 

(b) Total pollock harvests 
(1) Observer estimates. Total pollack harvests for each CDP will be determined by 

observer estimates of total catch and catch composition, as reported on the daily observer 
catch message. 

(2) Cease fishing. The CDQ-managing organization must arrange to receive a copy of 
the observer daily catch message from processors in a manner that allows the CDQ-managing 
organization to inform processors to cease fishing operations before the CDQ allocation has 
been exceeded. CDQ-managing organization representatives must also inform NMFS within 
24 hours after the CDQ has been reached and fishing has ceased. 

(3) NMFS estimates. If NMFS determines that the observer, the processor, or the CDQ
managing organization failed to follow the procedures described in paragraphs (c}, (d), and (e} 
of this section for estimating the total harvest of pollack, or violated any other regulation in 
this subpart C of this part, NMFS reserves the right to estimate the total pollack harvest 
based on the best available data. 

(c) Observer coverage. Vessel operators and processors participating in CDQ fisheries 
must comply with the following requirements for observer coverage: 

(1) Shoreside processor. 
(i) Each shoreside processor participating in the CDQ fisheries must have one observer 

present at all times while groundfish harvested under a CDQ are being received or processed. 
(ii) The Regional Administrator is authorized to require more than one observer for a 

shoreside processor if: 
(A) The CDQ delivery schedule requires an observer to be on duty more than 12 hours in 

a 24-hour period; 
(B) Simultaneous deliveries of CDQ harvests by more than one vessel cannot be 

monitored by a single observer; or 
(C) One observer is not capable of adequately monitoring CDQ deliveries. 
(2) Processor vessel. Each processor vessel participating in the CDQ fisheries must have 

two observers aboard the vessel at all times while groundfish harvested under a CDQ are 
being harvested, processed, or received from another vessel. 

(3) Catcher vessel. Observer coverage requirements for catcher vessels participating in 
the CDQ fisheries are in addition to any observer coverage requirements in subpart E of this 
part. Each catcher vessel delivering groundfish harvested under a CDQ, other than a catcher 
vessel delivering only unsorted codends to a processor or another vessel, 
must have a "1-JMFS certified observer on the vessel at all times while the vessel is participating 
in the CDQ fisheries, regardless of the vessel length. 

(d) Shoreside processor equipment and operational requirements. Each 
shoreside processor participating in the CDQ fisheries must comply with the following 
reqUlrements: 

(1) Certified scale. Groundfish harvested in the CDQ fisheries must be recorded and 
weighed on a scale certified by the State of Alaska._ Such a scale must measure catch weights 
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at all times to at least 95-percent accuracy, as determined by an observer or authorized officer. 

The scile and scile display must be visible simultaneously by the 

observer. 


(2) Access to scale. Observers must be provided access to the scile used to weigh 
groundfish landings. 

(3) Retention of scale printouts. Printouts of scile measurements of each CDQ delivery · 
must be made available to observers and be maintained in the shoreside processor for the 
duration of the fishing year, or for as long after a fishing year as product from fish harvested 
during that year are retained in the shoreside processor. 

(4) Prior notice of offloading schedule. The manager of each shoreside processor must 
notify the observer(s) of the offloading schedule of each CDQ groundfish delivery at least 1 
hour prior to offloading to provide the observer an opportunity to monitor the weighing of 
the entire delivery. · 

(e) Processor vessel measurement requirements. Each processor vessel participating in 
the CDQ fishery for pollack must estimate the total weight of its groundfish catch by the 
volumetric procedures specified in this paragraph (e). 

(1) Receiving bins. Each processor vessel estimating its catch by volumetric measurement 
must have one or more receiving bins in which all fish catches are placed to determine total 
catch weight prior to sorting operations. 

(2) Bin volume. The volume of each bin must be accurately measured, and the bin must 
be permanently marked and numbered in lCkm increments on all internal sides of the bin. 
Marked increments, except those on the wall containing the viewing port or window, must 
be readable from the outside of the bin at all times. Bins must be lighted in a manner that 
allows marked increments to be read from the outside of the bin by an observer or authorized 
officer. 

(3) Bin certification. 
(i) The bin volume and marked and numbered increments must be certified by a registered 

engineer with no financial interest in fishing, fish processing, or fish tender vessels, or by a 
qualified organization that has been designated by the USCG Commandant, or an authorized 
representative thereof, for the purpose of classing or examining commercial fishing industry 
vessels under the provisions of 46 CFR 28.76. 

(ii) Bin volumes and marked and numbered increments must be recertified each time·a bin 
is structurally or physically changed. 

(iii) The location of bin markings, as certified, must be described in writing. Tables 
certified under this paragraph (e)(1)(iii) indicating the volume of each certified bin in cubic 
meters for each lCkm increment marked on the sides of the bins, must be submitted to the 
NMFS Obse•ver Program prior to harvesting or receiving groundfish and must be maintained 
on board the vessel and made available to observers at all 
times. 

(iv) All bin certification documents must be dated and signed by the certifier. 
(4) Prior notification. Vessel operators must notify observers prior to any removal or 

addition of fish from each bin used for volumetric measurements of catch in such a manner 
that allows an observer to take bin volume measurements prior to fish being removed from 
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or added to the bin. Once a volumetric measurement has been taken, additional fish may not 
be added to the bin until at least half the original volume has been removed. Fish may not be 
removed from or added to a bin used for volumetric measurements of catch until an observer 
indicates that bin volume measurements have been completed and any samples of catch 
required by the observer have been taken. 

(5) Separation of fish. Fish from separate hauls or deliveries from separate harvesting 
vessels may not be mixed in any bin used for volumetric measurements of catch. 

(6) Bin viewing port. The receiving bins must not be filled in a manner that obstructs the 
viewing ports or prevents the observer from seeing the level of fish throughout the bin. 

679.33 Halibut and sablefish CDQ. 
{a) Permits: The Regional Administrator will issue a halibut and/or sablefish CDQ 

permit to the managing organization responsible for carrying out an approved CDQ project. 
A copy of the halibut and/or sablefish CDQ permit must be carried on any fishing vessel 
operated by or for the managing organization, and be made available for inspection by an 
authorized officer. Each halibut and/or sablefish CDQ permit will be non-transferable and 
will be effective for the duration of the CDQ project or until revoked, suspended, or 
modified. 

{b) CDQ cards. The Regional Administrator will issue halibut and/or sablefish CDQ 
cards to all individuals named on an approved CDP application. Each halibut and/or 
sablefish CDQ card will identify a CDQ permit number and the individual authorized by the 
managing organization to land halibut and/or sablefish for debit against its CDQ allocation. 

(c) Alteration. No person may alter, erase, or mutilate a halibut and/or sablefish CDQ 
permit, card, register~ buyer permit, or any valid and current permit or document issued 
under this part. Any such permit, card, or document that has been intentionally altered, 
erased, or mutilated will be invalid. 

(d) Landings. All landings of halibut and/or sablefish harvested under an approved CDQ 
project, dockside sales, and outside landings of halibut and/or sablefish must be landed by a 
person with a valid halibut and/or sablefish CDQ card to a person with a valid registered 
buyer permit, and reported in compliance with 679.SQ)(l) and Q)(2). 

(e) CDQ fishing seasons. See 679.23(e)(4). 

679.34 CDQ halibut and sablefish determinations and appeals. 
Section 679.43 describes the procedure for appealing initial administrative determinations 

for the halibut and sablefish CDQ program made under this subpart C of this part. 

Subpart B-Management Measures 

679 .20 General limitations. 
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(iii) CDQ reserve-(A) Groundfish CDQ reserve. Except as limited by 679.31(a) of this 
part, one half of the nonspecified reserve 
established by paragraph (b)(l)(~ of this section is apportioned to the groundfish CDQ 
reserve. 

(B) Fixed gear sablefish CDQ reserves. Twenty percent of the fixed gear allocation of 
sablefish established by paragraph (a)(4)(ili) of this section for each subarea or district of the 
BSAI is apportioned to a CDQ reserve for each subarea or district. 

(C) Apportionment of groundfish CDQ reserve by TAC category. 
(1) Except for the fixed gear sablefish CDQ reserves, the groundfish CDQ reserve is 

apportioned among TAC categories in amounts equal to 7.5 percent of each TAC category 
for which a reserve is established. ' 

(2) If the final harvest specifications required by paragraph (c) of this section change the 
groundfish species comprising a species category or change a TAC by combining management 
areas or splitting a TAC into two or more T ACs by management area, then any CDQ 
allocations based on those T ACs change proportionally. 
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CHAPTER093 

WESTERN ALASKA COMMUNITY_. . 
DEVELOPMENT QUOTA PROGRAM 

6 AAC 93.010 PURPOSE OF REGULATIONS. 
Tills chapter is adopted by the governor to 
implement the governor's role in the Western 
Alaska Community Development Quota Program 
as required under the Fishery Management Plan for 
the Groundfuh F'J.Sbery of the Bering SealAleutian 
Islands Are;. as established in 50 C.F.R. 679 .1 and 
50 C.F.R. 679.30, both as amended as ofJanuary 
31, 1997. 
(History. Ef!. l l/11192, ~ 12+..,,, 4/10/93. ~ 126; 
>.m 811319-1, ~ 131: =lll/98, Rcr;istcr 1+4) 
Authority- A.It. Coost., ""'· ill, Sc.:. !; A.It. Const., art. ill, Sc.:. 
24. 

6 AAC 93.015 DELEGATION OF 
AUTHORITY; FINAL 
RECOMMENDATIONS. (a} The commissioners 
of the Departme!It of Community and Regional 
Affairs, Department of Fish and Game, and 
Department of Commerce and Economic 
Development, or the commissioners' 
representatives, a.aing jointly, are the governor's 
designees for the purposes of this chapter. The 
Department of Community and Regional Affairs is 
the lead agency and will be the primary recipient of 
all required CDQ material. The governor's 
designees constitute the CDQ Team. The CDQ 
Team shall (1) solicit community development plan 
applications from eligible communities; (2} conduct 
the initial review and evaluation of proposed 
CDPs; for the purposes of this paragraph, 
"proposed CDP" means the material which will 
require an amendment for any changes for the 
duration of a CDP; (3) make recommendations for 
community development quota allocations to the 
governor; (4) review and recommend for approval 
amendments to existing CDPs; and (5) monitor the 
performance of each CDQ group in achieving the 
group's goals and milestones for its CDP. 

{b) Tbe governor will make all final 
recommendations regarding CDP applications and 
CDQ allocations to the United States Secretary of 

Commerce in accordance with 50 C.F.R. 679.30(b) 

- (£) and this chapter. 

{History. Ef:f. tl/11192, ~ U+, am 4/10/93, ~ 

126; am a/!3/94, ~ 131; am 111198, Register!+<) . 

A utbority • A.It. Const., art. III. Sc.:. 1; Ak. Const., art. IlI. Sc.:. 

24 

6 AAC 93.020 COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT PLAN APPLICATION 
PROCESS. (a) The CDQ Team shall establish a 
schedule for the receipt of CDP applications, initial 
application evaluation, public hearings, "':d final 
application review. Within a reasonable ume before 
the beginning of the application period, the CDQ 
Tea.Ill shall 

(1) publish a notice of the CDP application 
schedule in at least one newspaper of general 
circulation in Western Alaska and one newspaper 
of general circulation in the state; :"'d . • 

(2) mail a copy of the notice to ehgi.ble 
communities. 

(b) Except as provided in 6 AAC 93.075 
(b), the application period must be a minimum of 
14 days. . 
{History. Eff. 11/18/92, Register 12•; am 4/10/9>, R.q;imr 126; 

am lfl/98, R.pmr 1+4) 

Autborixy • A.It. Const., ""· III. Sc.:. I; A.It. Comt., art. llI. Sc.:. 

24 

6 AAC 93.025 COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT QUOTA ALLOCATION 
APPLICATIONS. (a) To receive a CDQ 
allocation, a qualified applicant must submit to the 
department a complete CDP application and quota 
request, before the end of the CDP application 
period established. in 6 AAC 93.020 (a).!"- (;DP 
application is complete if the CDP application 
inclndes 

(1} for each species allocation, 
(A) the information described at 50 C.F.R. 

679.30{b), as amended as ofJanuary 31, 1997 and 
this chapter; 

(B) a statement from the applicant that tbe 
applicant is a •qualified applicant" as defined at 50 
C.F.R. 679.30(d)(6), as amended as ofJanu.ary 31, 

1997;and 


(C) a statement from the applicant that 
each community participating in the CDP 
;.pplication is an eligible community as described at 

http:Authority-A.It
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50 C.F.R. 679.30(d), as amended as of January 31, 
1997; 

(2) a list of eligible communities 
participating in the CDP application; 

(~) a letter of support or election results for 
each board member from the board member's 
eligible community and a statement of support· · 
from the governing body of each eligible 
community participating in the CDP application; 

(4) a certificate of incorporation evidencing 
that the applicant is a non-profit corporation 
formed under AS 10.20; and 

(5) evidence, such as a contract with a 
business partner, that the CDQ applicant has not 
and does not intend to obligate future quota 
allocations to a third party. 

(b) An eligible community may not 
concurrently apply for or receive more than one 
CDQ allocation during• single CDP application 
period. 

(c) An eligible community may not 
participate in more than one Community 
Development Plan. The provisions of this 
subsection do not apply to prevent an eligible 
community from participating in halibut 
allocations th.t are restricted by regulatory areas of 
the International Pacific Halibut Commission and 
50 C.F.R. 679.30, as amended as of January 31, 
1997. 

(d) If tbe applicant for a CDQ is a 
managing organization, the managing organization 
must have 

(1) a board of directors whose membership 
is composed of at least 75 percent resident 
fishermen from tbe community or a group of 
communities participating in tbe CDP application, 
with at least one member from each participating 
community; and 

(2} a statement of support from each 
community on whose behalf the organization is 
applying, that was approved by the governing body 
of that community. 

(e) Ifa managing organiution will 
participate in the fishery on behalf of an applicant 
for a CDQ, but is not the applicant, the managing 
organization must 

(1} provide a statement of support from the 
governing body of each community that the 
organization represents; and 

(2) document the legal relationship 
between the applicant and the managing 

organiution, through a contract or other legally 
binding agreement, that dearly describes the 
responsibilities and obligations of the parties. 

(f) In addition to tbe information required 
under (a) and (d) or (e) ofthis section and under SO 
C.F.R. 679.30, as amended as of January 31, 1997, a 
qualified applicant shall provide with the CDP 
application all information regarding the particular 
benefits that a CDQ allocation under the CDP 
application would generate for tbe Bering 
Sea/ Aleutian Islands region, the state, or the 
United States. 

{!);)To meet the requirements of (a)(3} of 
this section and of (d)(2) or (e)(l) of this section, as 
appropriate, a qualified applicant may provide a 
copy of a resolution, letter, or other appropriate 
expression of support from the governing body of 
that community. 

(h) A CDP application must address ill of 
the applicant's existing and foreseeable business 
relationship by 

(1) providing copies of any contractual 
service arr.mgements; 

(2) providing copies of profit sharing 
arrangements; 

(3) providing copies of funding and 
financing plans; and 

(4) describing the type of relationship, 
including joint ventures, loans, partnerships, 
corporations and if applicable, the distributions of 
proceeds. 

(i) Each CDP application must provide 
investment policies for the CDQ applicant for: 

(!) capital projectS; 
(2) infrastructure projects; 
(3) fund management and cash 

management; and 
(4) other CDQ activities. 
(j) Each CDP application must provide 

budgets, including, 
(1) a general budget for the CDP 

application that identifies all quota revenue, project 
revenue, and project expenditures for the entire 
period of the CDP application; 

(2) an annual budget listing detailed 
expenses for each CDP project for that year which 
must be updated annually according to this chapter; 
and 

(3) ao annual comprehensive budget for 
the administrative expenses specifically indicating 
the expenses that are chargeable to the managerial, 
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general administrative, and policy phases of a CDQ 
group and that CDQ group's proje=; the CDQ 
Tcam will, in its discretion, determine which 

. expenses are allowable administrative expenses. 
(k) Each CDP application must describe 

how the applicant plans to report financial and 
audit information to the state throtJthout the 
course of its CDP, and in accordance with 6 AAC 
93.050. 

0) Each CDP application must provide a 
detailed description of all the CDQ proje= the 
applic:mt intends to pw-:me during the course of the 
applicant's CDP. 

(m) Each CDP application must include a 
table that sets out a detailed list of milestones, 
goals, and objectives, including employment and 
training goals, that the applicant intends to achieve 
during the course of the applicant's CDP. 

(n) In addition to the information required 
to be submitted to the CDQ Team by (a), (d) or (e), 
as appropriate, (I), :md (h) - Gl of this section, a 
qualified applicant shall submit additional 
information that the governor or the CDQ Tcam 
determine to be necessary to determine whether to 
recommend the complete CDP application to the 
secretary for approval. 

(o) Except for circwnst:mces that are found 
by the CDQ Tearn to have been beyond the 
control of the qualified applicant, the CDQ Team 
will not evaluate a late CDP application. 
(History· Eff. 11/18/9Z. R.gister 124; am 4/IQ/9J, llogi>ter 126; 

am 8/13/9'4, Rq;is= 131; "" 111/93, llogi>ter 1+!) 

Authority • Ak. Comt., an. llI, Sec. I; Ak. Coest, att. llI, Sec. 

24. 

6 AAC 93.030 INITIAL EVALUATION OF 
CDP APPUCATIONS. (a) The CDQ Team shall 
perform an initial evaluation of a CDP application 
submitted under 6 AAC 93.025 to determine if the 
application is complete. If the application is not 
complete, the applicant has until the end of the 
application period to complete the application. 

(b) Upon receipt of a CDP application, the 
CDQ Team shall schedule a public hearing in 
accordance wit..i 50 C.F.R. 679.30(a)(2), as amended 
as of January 31, 1997, and with 6 AAC 93.035. 
(Hinory - Eff. 11/18/92, llogi>ter m; am 4/10/93, Register 126; 
am 8/13/94, llogi>tu m; am 1/1/98, Register!+!) 
Authnri'tY - Ak. Conn.• an. Ill, Sec. 1; Ak.. Const., 'a.rt. Ill. Sec. 
24. 

6 AAC 93.035 PUBUC HEARING. (a) The 
CDQ Team shall estabfuh a time and place for at 
least one public hearing on a pending CDP 
application. The hearing must be held in the 
geographical area subject to the CDP. 

(b) Notice of the date and location of a 
public hearing must be provided to the CDP 
applicant whose application is the subject of the . 
hearing and, throtJth newspaper publications or 
other media, other parties that the designees believe 
will be interested in the CDP application. 

{c) A public hearing must be tape recorded 
and transcribed. Thetranscriptofapublichearing 
conducted under this section will be made available 
to the public, upon request, at the same time that 
the transcript is submitted to the secretary in 
accordance witn 50 C.F.R. 679.30(a}(2), as amended 
as of January 31, 1997. 

(d) A public hearing held under this 
section may be conducted by teleconference. 
{History. Eff. 11118/92, 1togi>ter 124; am 4/I0/9J, Rq;is= 126; 
am 8/13/94, Rq;is= 131; am 1/1/98, Rqist<r 144) 

Aut.bority • Ak. Contt., art. lll, Sec. I; Ak.. Conn., art. DI, Sec. 

24. 

6 AAC 93.040 FINAL EVALUATION OF 
COMPLETE CDP APPUCATIONS. (a) 
Following the dose of the CDP application period, 
the CDQ Team shall evaluate all complete CDP 
applications for CDQ allocations to determine if 
the applications meet the requirements of 50 
C.F.R. 679.30, as amended as of January 31, 1997, 
and this chapter. 

(b) The CDQ Team shall consider the 
following factors when reviewing a complete CDP 
application 

(1) the number of eligible communities 
participating in the CDQ program; 

(2) the size of the allocation of fishery 
resource requested by the qualified applicant and 
the proper allocation necessary to achieve the 
milestones, goals, and objectives as Stated in the 
CDP application; 

(3) the degree to wb.ich the project is 
expected. if any, to develop •self-sustaining local 
fisheries economy, and the proposed schedule for 
transition from reliance on a CDQ allocation to 
economic self-sufficiency; 

(4) the degree to which the project is 
expected, if any, to generate capital or equity in the 
_local fisheries economy or infrastructure, or 
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investment in commercial fishing or fish processing 
operations; 

(5) the conttactu.al relationship among the 
qualified applicant and joint venture partners, if 
any, and the managing organization; 

(6) the diversity in the applicant's 
harvesting or processing partners, or both, and the 
vessels and gear type to be used in the applicant's 
operations; 

(7) the coordination or cooperation with 

other CDQ groups on projects; 


(8} the experience of the industry partners 
of the qualified applicant, if any; 

(9) the involvement and diversity of the

qualifii:i applicant in all facets of harvesting and 

process1ng; 


(10} the applicant's employment and 
tra.in.ing programs set out in the project which 
provide career track oppomm.ities; 

(11) the benefits to the state's economy or 
to the economy of communities that are not 
eligible to participate iii the CDQ program that 
exceed the benefits generated by the CDP for 
eligible CDQ communities; 

. (12) a demonstration, through 6 AAC 
93.025 (i), that the applicant has a formal effective 
administrative process that sets out sound business 
principles and due diligence that the applicant will 
exercise before entering into capital investments 
and projects; 

(13) the degree to which the CDP employs 
harvesting and processing techniques which 
promote conservation, minimize bycatch, and 
provide for full retention and utilization of the 
community development quota by the qualified 
applicant; 

(14} the development of innovative 
products and processing techniques as well as 
innovation in harvesting gear for conservation and 
maximum utilization; 

(15) the ability of a CDQ group to 

maintain control over each of its allocations; 


(16) the capital or equity generated by the 
applicant's CDQ projects for seafood business 
investment; 

(17) the past performance of the qualified 

applicant and the applicant's industry partners, as 

appropriate; 

(18) the •pl'.licant's objectives; and 
{19) the inclusion in the CDP, as required 

by 6 AAC 93.025 (m), of realistic measurable 
milestones for determining progress. 

(c) The CDQ Team shall transmit to the 
governor for the governor's review each complete 
CDP application evaluated by the CDQ Team. The 
governor will then make a written finding that the 
complete CDP application 

(1) satisfies the requirements of 50 C.F.R. 
679.30, as amended as ofJanuary 31, 1997, and this . 
chapter, and will be recommended to the secretary 
for approval for a CDQ allocation in the amount 
requested by the qualified applicant; 

(2) satisfies the requirements of 50 C.F .R. 
679.30, as amended as of January 31, 1997, and this 
chapter, and will be recommended to the secretary 
for approval with a reduced CDQ allocation from 
the amount .initially requested by the qualified 
applicant; or 

(3) does not satisfy the requirements of 50 
C.F,R. 679.30, as amended as ofJanuary 31, 1997, 
and this chapter, and will not be re<:ommended to 
the secretary for approval. 

(d) If there is sufficient quota of fishery 
resource avai.lable to meet the combined total CDQ 
allocations requested in all of the complete CDP 
applications that satisfy the requirements of 50 
C.F.R. 679.30, as amended as ofJanuary 31, 1997, 
and this chapter, the govetnor will, in the 
governor's discretion, re<:ommend all of these 
applications to the secretary for approval. 

(e) If there is an insufficient quota of 
fishery resource avai.lable to meet the combined 
total CDQ allocations requested in all of the 
complete CDP applications that satisfy the 
requirements of 50 C.F.R. 679.30, as amended as of 
January 31, 1997, and this chapter, the governor 
will, in tbe governor's discretion and after 
consultation in accordance with (f) of this section, 

(1} apportion the available quota among 
the qualified applicants and recommend the. 
apportionment to the secretary for approval; or 

(2) select those complete applications that 
the governor believes best satisfy the objectives, 
requirements, and criteria of the CDQ program 
and recommend those applications to the secretary 
for approval; a recommendation under this 
paragraph may also include a recommendation for 
an apportionment in accordance with (1) of this 
subsection. 

(!) Before the CDQ Tearn recommends an 
apportionment of the quota under (e) of this 
section, it will consult with the qualified applicants 
that may be affected by the proposed 
apportionment. The CDQ Team will, in its 

http:conttactu.al
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discretion, request a qualified applicant to submit a 
revised complete CDP application to assist the 
CDQ Team in determining the 

(1) economic feasibility and likeliho:ad of 
success of the CDP with an allocation of fishery 
resource less than that requested in the complete 
CDP application; and 

(2) particular benefits that may be derived 
by participating eligible communities affected by an 
allocation of fishery resource less than that 
requesced in the complete CDP application. 

(g) In apportioning the quota of fishery 
resource under (e) of this section, the governor shall 
consider the information specified in 50 C.F.R. 
679.30 and this chapter, and seek to maximize the 
benefits of the CDQ program to the greatest 
number of participating digible communities. 

(h) Before forwarding recommendations to 

the secretary under 6 AAC 93.045 , the governor, 
or the CDQ Team, will consult with the North 
Pacific Fishery Management Council regarding the 
complete CDP applications to be recommended by 
the governor for CDQ allocations and will 
incorporate any comments from the council into 
the wrirten findings required under (c) of this 
section and 50 C.F.R. 679.30(d)(5), as amended as of 
January 31, 1997. 
(History - Eff. 11/18/92, Rq;ister 124; = 4/10/93, R<gister 126;
= 8/13/94, Register 131; = 1/1198, Rq;istcr 144) 

Authoriry • Ak. Const., art. m, Sec. 1; Ak. Const., art. m, Sec. 

24. 

6 AAC 93.045 RECOMMENDATIONS TO 
THE SECRETARY. Following the end of the 
review and evaluation period established under 6 
AAC 93.020, the governor will 

(1) forward to the secretary written 
recommendations for approval of CDP applications 
and CDQ allocations; 

(2) forward to the secretary the CDP 
·applications and the proposed CDPs; and 

(3) notify in writing every CDP applicant 
whether the applicant's CDP was recommended to 

the secretary, including any reduction of allocation 
made under 6 AAC 93.040 . 
(History- Eff. 11/18/92, Rq;ister 124; =4/10/93, Rq;istcr 126; 
= 111/98, Rq;istcr 144) 
Authority -1\.k... Const., 2l't. m, Sec. l; Ak.. Const., art. III. Sec.. 
2~. 

6 AAC 93.050 ANNUAL AND QUARTERLY 
REPORTS. (a) In order for the CDQ Team to 

monitor a CDP as required under 50 C.F.R. 679.30, 
as amended as of January 31, 1997, a CDQ group 
shall submit to the department: 

(1) an annual report for each calendar year 
in which the CDP is in effect; and 

(2) a quarterly report for each calendar 
quarter in which the CDP is in effect. 

(b) A report submitted under this section 
must include information describing how, during 
the period covered by the report, the CDP has met 
the milestones, goals, and objectives of the CDP as 
stated in the complete CDP application. 

(c) A CDQ group shall submit an annual 
report under (a)(l) of this section to the department 
by May 30 of the year following a year in which. 
the CDP is in effect. 

(d) In addition to other information 
identified in (b) of this section, an annual report 
must specifically include 

(1) the CDQ group's CDQ harvesting and 
processing data from CDQ harvesting activity; 

(2) an independent audit performed by a 
regionally recognized accounting firm; the CDQ 
group's selection of an accounting firm is subject to 
the approval of the CDQ Team; the independent 
audit that is provided as pan of the annual report 
under this paragraph must include: 

(A) a report that indicates whether the 
CDQ group is meeting the milestones, goals, and 
objectives that, under 6 AAC 93.025 (m), are set 
out in its CDP application; if the CDQ Team has 
required the CDQ group to meet with an auditor 
to develop agreed upon procedures as guidelines for 
the content of the CDQ group's reports, the 
content of the report submitted under this 
subparagraph must follow those agreed upon 
procedures; . 

(B) consolidated financial statements for 
each CDQ group and, if applicable, supplemental 
schedules reporting the financial position and 
results of operations for each of the CDQ group's 
consolidated subsidiaries; 

(C) a note to the financial statements in 
which the auditor details how financial results were 
determined and any other relevant information; 

(D) a supplemental schedule detailing the 
CDQ group's general and administrative expenses; 
and 

(E) a management report or letter; 
(3) complete year ending training aod 

employment data, provided in a format developed 
by the department; 
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(4) a budget reconciliation between all 
program and administrative budgets, and acrual 
expenditures; and 

(5) any other information deemed 
necessary to the adminisr.ration of the CDQ 
prognm by the CDQ Team; the information 
required by this pangraph shall be submitted to the 
CDQ group in writing five working days before 
tbe CDQ group's annual report is due. 

(e) A CDQ recipient shall submit a 
quarterly report to the department, not later than 
the following dates: 

(1) April 30 for a CDP in effect 
during the preceding January, February, or March; 

(2) July 30 for a CDP in effect during the 
preceding April, May, or June; 

(3) October 30 for a CDP weffect during 
the preceding July, August, or September; 

(4) January 30 for a CDP in effect during 
the preceding October, November or December. 

(£) A quarterly report must specifically 
indude: 

(1) a year to date report of all CDQ 
harvesting and processing activities of the CDQ 
group; 

(2) comprehensive financial statements as 
determined by the CDQ Team, which may 
include, if applicable, 

(A) a consolidated balance sheet; 
(B) a consolidated income statement which 

dearly identifies revenues and expenditures by 
project; 

(C) a cash flow statement; and 

(DJ financial statements for subsidiaries; 

(3) complete year to date training and 

employment data, provided in a format developed 
by the department; 

(4) board of directors' minutes for any 
meetings which occurred during the reporting 
quarter; and 

(5) any other information deemed 
necessary to the administration of the CDQ 
program by the CDQ Team; the information 
required by this paragraph shall be submitted to the 
CDQ group in writing five working days before 
the CDQ group's annual report is due. 
(History· Eff. 11118/92, R.gistu 12'1; = 4/10/93, Rq;i.ter 126; 

am 8/13/94, Regis= 131; am 1/1/98, Rq;ister l+f) 

Authority • Ak. Conn., "'· ll1, S.C. I; Ak. Const., an. ll1, Soc. 

24. 

Editor's Notes· The mailing address for the Office 
of the Commissioner, Department of Community 

and Regional Affairs, is P.O. Box 112100,Jun""u, 
Alaska 99811-2100. 

6 AAC 93.055 AMENDMENTS TO A CDP 
AND REQUESTS FOR INCREASE IN 
ALLOCATION. (a) A CDQ group that seeks to 
amend a complete CDP under 50 C.FJt 679.30(e), 
as amended as ofJanuary 31, 1997, shall subm.itto 
the CDQ Team a written request for approval of 
the amendment. The CDQ Team will recommend 
to the secretary for approval a reqUest to amend a 
CDP under 50 C.F.R. 679.30(e), as amended as of 
January 31, 1997, if the CDP, if changed, would 
continue to meet the requirements under 50 C.FJt 
679.30, as amended as of January 31, 1997. 

(b) Ifa CDQ group seeks to increase any 
of its CDQ allocations under a multi-year CDP, 
the CDQ group shall submit a new complete CDP 
application to the CDQ Team for approval as 
required under this chapter and under 50 C.F.R. 
679.30(e), as amended as of January 31, 1997. 
(History· EH: 11118/92, Register 124; am 4/I0/9J, R<gis= 126; 

""'8/13194, Rcgimr 131;""' t/1/98, ~ 1+4) 

Authority· Ak. Coast., an. ll1, Soc. I; Ak. Coast., art. ll1, Soc. 

24. 

6 AAC 93.060 SUSPENSION OR 
TERMINATION OF CDP. (a) The governor 
will, in the governor's discretion, recommend to 
the secretary in writing that a CDP be partially 
suspended, suspended, or terminated if the CDQ 
Team notifies the governor that the CDQ Team 
has determined that the CDQ group 

(1) has failed to comply with 
(A) this chapter; or 
(B) 50 C.F.R. 679.30, as amended as of 

January 31, 1997; 
(2) has not successful! y met its milestones, 

goals, or objectives; or 
(3) appears unlikely to successfully meet its 

milestones, goals, or objectives. 
(b) If the CDQ Team receives an allegation 

that a CDQ group has failed to comply with 50 
C.F.R. 679.30, as amended as ofJanuary 31, 1997, 
or with this chapter, the CDQ Team will send a 
written notice of the allegation to the CDQ group 
at the address on file at the department for the 
CDQ group. The CDQ group may, within 10 days 
after receipt of the notice, submit to the 
department a written response to the allegation. 
The CDQ Team will consider the CDQ group's 
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written response, if any, in deciding whether to 
make a recommendation under (a} of this section. If 
the CDQ Team makes a recommendation under {a) 
of this section, the CDQ Team will include the 
CDQ group's written response, if any, with the 
recommendation when it is transmitted to the 
secretary. 
(History- Elf. 11/18/92, Ropster 124; am 4/10/93, Ropster 126; 

am 8/13/94, Register 131; am 111/98, Register 144) 

Authority - Ak. Co=., ut. Ill, Sec. 1; Ak. Const., art. Ill, Sec. 

24. 

6 AAC 93.070 CONFIDENTIAL RECORDS. 
(a} Except as provided in (b) and (c) of this section, 
records submitted under this chapter by a CDP 
applicant and in the possession of the governor or 
CDQ Team arc subject to AS 09.25.110 - 09.25.120 
and are open to inspection by the public during 
regular office hours. · 

(b) An eligible community, qualified 
applicant, or managing organization wishing to 
protect a record provided to the state under this 
chapter may file with the governor or CDQ Team 
a written petition identifying the record to be 
protected and showing good cause to classify the 
record as confidential. If, at the time of filing, an 
eligible community, qualified applicant, or 
managing organization wishes to protect a record 
submitted under this chapter, the eligible 
community, qualified applicant, or managing 
organization shall mark the record as 
•confidential." 

(c) Good cause to classify a record as 
confidential under this section includes a showing 
that 

(1) disclosure of the record to the public 
might competitively or financially disadvantage or 
harm the eligible community, qualified applicant, 
or managing organization with the confidentiality 
interest, or might reveal a trade secret or 
proprietary business interest; and 

{2) ·the need for confidentiality outweighs 
the public interest in disclosure. 

(cl) If the governor or CDQ Team 
determines that good cause exists under {c) of this 
section, the governor or CDQ Team will, in 
writing, classify the records as ·confidential• and 
restrict access ·to them. 

{e) Except as provided in Alaska Rules of 
Court, a record classified as confidential under this 
section will not be made public or furnished to any 
person other than the secretary, the council, the 

Alaska Region of the National Marine Fisheries 
Service, the governor, the CDQ Team and staff, or 
other authorized representatives of the governor. 
(History· Elf. 11118/92, Register 124; am 4/10/93, Register 126; 

am 111/98, Ropster 144) · 

Authority • Ak. Const., ut. Ill, Sec. 1; Ak. Const., ut. Ill, Sec. 

24. 

6 AAC 93.075 GENERAL PROVISIONS. (a) 
The governor will, in the governor's discretion, 
consider other factors not identified in this chapter 
if those factors are relevant to the decision or 
recommendation in question. 

(b) The governor will, in the governor's 
discretion, relax or reduce the notice requirements 
of 6 AAC 93.020 - 6 AAC 93.040 if the governor 
determines that a shortened or less expensive 
method of public ·notice is reasonably designed to 
reach all interested persons. 
(History· Elf. 11118/92, Register 124; am 4/10/93) 
Authority • Ak. Const., art. Ill, Sec. 1; Ak. Const., an. IIl. 

6 AAC 93.080 REPORTING OF CDQ 
PROGRAM FISHERY HARVEST. A buyer of 
fish that, under AS 16.05.690 and 5 AAC 39.130, is 
required to record and report a purchase of fish 
shall also record and report the buyer's purchases 
of fishery resources that are harvested through a 
CDQ program. This shall be done in the manner 
required by AS 16.05.690 and 5 AAC 39.130 and 
other regulations adopted under that statute. 
(History - Elf. 1/1/98, Register 144) 

Authority - Ak. Const., art. Ill, Sec. 1; Ak. Const., an. Ill, Sec. 

24 


6 AAC 93.900 DEFINITIONS. In this chapter 
{!)"allocation" or "CDQ allocatioa" 

means a percentage of a CDQ reserve as defined in 
50 C.F.R. 679.31, as amended as of January 31, 
1997, that is assigned to a CDQ group for a defined 
period of time when the secretary approves a 
proposed CDP; 

(2) "CDP" or "community development 
plan" means a development plan for the economic 
and social development. of a specific Western 
Alaska community or group of communities 
through fishery related investments under the 
CDQ program at 50 C.F .R. 679.30, as amended as 
of January 31, 1997; 

(3} "CDP application• means a 
comprehensive plan that a qualified applicant must 
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submit to the department to be considered for any 
CDQ allocations; 

(4) 'CDQ' or "community development 
, quota• means the annual amount of a species of 
fish, in metric tons or percentage of CDQ reserve, 
that the North Pacific Fishery M=gement 
Council has allocated and that a CDQ group is ' 
permitted to harvest based on a CDQ .Ilocacion as 
requested in a proposed CDP and approved by the 
seem:ary as part of the Western Alaska 
Community Development Quota Program 
established under 50 C.F.R. 679.30, as amended as 
ofJaniwy 31, 1997; 

(5) 'CDQ activity' means any activity 
pursued by a CDQ group which is paid for by the 
use of the CDQ, either directly or indirectly; 

(6) 'CDQ group' means a qualified 

applicant with a cw:n:nt CDP; 


(i) "CDQ project" or 'project' means a 
program,, paid for from the assets of a CDQ group 
that is for the economic or social development of a 
community or of a group of communities 
participating in the CDQ group; the components of 
a program may include infrastrucmre de>-elopment, 
CDQ investment, employment and troining 
programs, and administration of the community 
de>-elopment program; 

(8) "CDQ reserve' means the portion of 

CDQ species which the North Pacific Fishery 

Management Council has allocated to the CDQ 

program; 


(9) "CDQ species' means the fish species 

which the North Pacific Fishery Management 

Council has allocated to the CDQ program; 


., an. Ill, Sec. I; A.k. Comt 

(10) 'CDQ Team' means the state officers 
identified in 6 AAC ~3.015 acting jointly for the 
purposes described in this chapter; 

(11) •council' means the North Pacific 
Fishery Management Council established in 16 
U.S.C. 1852, as amended as of January 31, 1997; 

(12) 'department" means the Department 
of Community & Region.I Affairs; 

(13) •eligible community' means a 
community that meets the requirements of 50 
C.F.R. 679.30(d)(2)(i) • (tv) or diat is listed in Table 
7 of 50 C.F.R. 679, as amended as of Janiwy 31, 
1997; 

(14) 'governing body of an eligible 
community,' means a city council, tr.aditional 
council, or Indian Reorganization Ac. (IRA) 
Council of an eligible community; 

(15) 'm•n•ging organization" means an 
organization that would assume responsibility for 
managing all or part of a CDP; 

(16) 'qualified applicant' means an 
organization described in 50 C.F.R. 679.30(d)(6), as 
amended as of January 31, 1997; 

(11) 'resident fisherman' means a resident 
fisherman as defined in 50 C.F.R. 679.30(d)(i), as 
amended as of January 31, 1997; 

(18) 'secretary' means the United States 
Secretary of Commerce. 
(Hjsto:y • E!f. 11118/92, ~erm: am 4/10/93, Register U6; 
am 8/B/94, Register 131; :m> 1/1193, Register!+!) 

Authority • Ak. Const 
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List of CDQ Communities hv Groun 

Aleutian Pribilof Island Community Development Association 
(APICDA) 
l. ' Akutan 3•. False Pass 5. Nikolski 
2. Atka 4. Nelson Lagoon 6. St. George 

Bristol Bay Economic Development Corporation 

(BBEDQ 

l. Aleknagik, 6. Manokotak l 0. Port Heiden 
2. Claik's Point 7. Naknek II. SouthNaknek 
3. Dillingbam 8. King Salmon 12. Togiak 
4. Egegik /Savonoski 13. Twin Hills 
s. Ekuk 9. Pilot Point/Ugashik 

Central Bering Sea Fishermen's Association 
(CBSFA) 

l. St Paul 

Coastal Villages Region Fund 
(CVRF) 
I. Cherfornak 7. Kongiganak 13. Quinhagak 

2. Chevak 8. Kwigillingok 14. Scammon Bay 
3. Eek 9. Mekoryuk 15. Tooksok Bay 
4. Goodnews Bay 10. Newtok 16. Tuntutuliak 
5. Hooper Bay I l. Nightmute 17. Tununak 
6. Kipnuk 12. Platinum 

Norton Sound Economic Development Corporation 
(NSEDQ 

I. Brevig Mission 7. Nome 13. Unalakleet 
2. Diomede/Inalik 8. Savoonga 14. Wales 
3. Elim 9. Shaktoolik IS. White Mountain 
4. Gambell I 0. St. Michael 
S. Gnlovin 11. Stebbins 

6... Koyuk 12. Teller 


Yukon Delta Economic Development Association 
(YDFDA) 

I. Alakanuk 
2. Emmonak 
3. Kotlik 
4. Sheldon Point 



NoEton Sound EconomJ.c 

Development Corporation 


601 W.$thAvenuc.Suite41S 

Anchon:sie, Alaska 99SOJ 

(907) 274-2248 (ji>on<) 

(907) 274-2249(fax) 

Yukon Delta Fisheries 

Develo ment Association 


MarUt Ptaoe On¢ 


2001 w~ Avenue 

Seanle. Washingfoo 98121 


(""6) 4'3-I l65 {pbcno) 

(""6) 4'1.19l2(fax) 


Coastal Villages 

R ·onFund 


204 N. Fnmklln Strm, Sui.. l 
Juneau. AJt:J;U 9980! 

(907) 5...2360 (phone) 
(907) 586-Znt (fax) 

.-11·....:.:,~-. 


:}--:c ' · 
_·"	.. :;~..;•i"ii·i11 · L.

Central Bering Sea 

:.F.:is::h~er:::.:n::i::en::..:'s::..::Associ::::::::::·a:!:ti:!:.o~n!!.. Manokotak

SouthNa
Klngs..lmon

Elwk 

Egegik

?Bot Point 

Port~n 

 st 1>au1

1>0 ..,.. S~ Suite lOO 	

.. 
AncbQf'9fPl, Alub 99501 
(907) 27'HSS66(ph...) 

(907) 27'HS22B (f"") 

'b:r1£JJul ·Hlly B~u11u1!.d~ 


D:::v:duJ.!ll1:::11t Cu.t_fJu.t:.trlun 

Nelson Lagoon 

P.O. Box 1464 

Oiltinpm.Alaslm 99576 


(907) 1142-4l?O(pho,,.) The
(907) 1142-4336 (fax) 

CDQ 
Program 

134 Gold St.red 
JutiQu., Al~ 99801 

(907) 586-0161 (phone) 
(907) 58...,!65 (fax) 



Economic Impacts of the Pollock CDQ Program - 1992-1997 
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1993 
Employment by CDQ Group APICDA BBEDC CBSFA CVFC NSEDC YDFDA Totals 

Project Management/Administrative 
(Fuil-Ume and Part-time) 

Number Working 
Total Wages 

Average Wages per person 

COQ Pollock Related 


Number Working 

Total Wages 


Average Wages/person 

. Other Employment 
(Permanent and Temporary) 

Number Worlling 
Total Wages 

Average Wages/person 

Fishing Employment 

Number Worlling 

Total Wages 


Average Wages/person 


Total 

Maximum NumberWorking 
Total Wages 

Average Wages per Pen>on 

10 . 2 0 
$ 110,000 $77,462 $0 

$11,000 $38,731 $0 

16 51 3 
$ 85,000 $204,710 $16,518 

$5,313 $4,014 $0 

53 1 0 
$ 322.750 $10,472 $0 

$6,090 $10.472 $0 

0 0 0 
$0 $0 $0 

$0 $0 $0 

79 54 3 
$ 517,750 $ 292.644 $ 16,518 

$6,554 $5,419 $5,506 

0 10 4 26 
$0 $359,554 $39,521 $ 586,537 

$0 $35,955 $9,880 $22,559 

42 42 32 186 
$483,289 $210,843 $1,000,360 

$0 $11.507 $6,589 $5,378 

0 33 8 95 
$0 $26,447 $249,389 $ 609,058 

so $801 $31, 174 $6,411 

64 0 0 64 
so $0 $0 $ 

$0 $0 $0 $0 

106 85 44 371 
s $ 869,290 $ 499,753 $2,195,955 

$0 $10,227 $11,358 $5,919 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT QUOTA PROGRAM 
Employment Data for 1993 

APICDA numb_ers were obtained from its 1993 Annual report under Table 1. Job positions were listed as•Jobs Generated". 

BBEDC numbers were obtained from its 1993 4th Quarter report!, page 1 and 2. Job positions were listed as "Number working". 

CBSFA provided no reliable data for 1993. 

CVFC numbers were obtained from the 1993 Annual report. There were no wages offered. 

NSEDC numbers were obtained from its 4th Quarter, report, page 2. Job positions were listed as "Number working". 

YDFDA numbers were obtained from its 4th Quarter, report, page 3. Job positions were listed as "Number working". 


Pollock Related numbers were derived after review and modifications from the 1998 McDowell report and information made 

available by the Department of Labor. 




1994 
Employment by COQ Group I APICDA BBEDC CBSFA CVFC NSEOC YOFDA Totals 

Project Management/Administrative 
(Full-time and Part-time) 

Number Working 
Total Wages s 

10 
85,200 

5 
$130,286 

11 
$173,396 

5 
$94,789 

13 
$453,040 

4 
$75,414 $ 

48 
1,012, 125 

Average Wages per person $8,520 $26,057 $15,763 $18,958 $34,849 $18,854 $21,086 

COQ Pollock Related 

Number Working 
Total Wages 

5 
$ 29,398 

86 
$217,192 

17 
$109,482 

40 
$177,762 

42 
$518,228 

23 
$228,633 $ 

213 
1,280,695 

Average Wages/person $5,880 $2,525 $6,440 $4,444 $12.339 $9,941 $6,013 

Other Employment 
(Permanent and Temporary) 

Number Working 
Total Wages 

73 
$ 273,592 

2 
$8,045 

52 
$631,475 

8 
$31,951 

347 
$454,307 

49 
$392,109 $ 

531 
1,791,479 

Average Wages/person $3,748 $4,023 $12, 144 $3,994 $1,309 $8,002 $3,374 

Fishing Employment 
(Salmon, Herring & Halibut) 

Number Working 
Total Wages 

0 
$0 

0 
$0 

0 
$0 

0 
$0 

276 
$1,000,103 

0 
so s 

276 
1,000,103 

Average Wages/person nla nla nla nla $3,624 nla $3,624 

Total 

Maximum Number Working 
Total Wages (inc. benefits) 

88 
$ 388,190 

93 
$ 355,523 

80 
$ 914,353 

53 
$ 304,502 

678 
$ 2,425,678 $ 

76 
696, 156 s 

1068 
5,084,402 

Average Wages per Person $4.411 $3,823 $11,429 $5,745 $3,578 $9, 160 $4,761 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT QUOTA PROGRAM 
Employment Data for 1994 

APICOA numbers were obtained from its 1994 Annual report under Table 1. Job positions were listed as "Jobs Generated". 

66EDC numbers were obtained from its 1994 Annual report, page 2 and 3. Job positions were listed as "Number working". 

CBSFA numbers were obtained from its 1994 Annual report, page 2. Job positions were listed as "Number working", 

CVFC numbers were obtained from its 4th quarter, 1994 report, page 2 and 3. Job positions were listed as "Number working". 

NSEDC numbers were obtained from its 4th quarter, 1994 report, Table 1. Job positions were listed as "Number working". 

YDFDA numbers were obtained from its 4th quarter, 1994 report, page 2 and 3. Job positions were listed as "Number working". 


Pollock Related numbers were derived after review and modifications from the 1998 McDowell report and information made 

available by the Department of Labor. 




1995 
Employment by COQ Group 

Project Management/Administrative 

APICDA BBEDC CBSFA CVFC NSEDC PIF YDFDA Totals 

(Full--time and Part-time) 

Number Working 9 3 10 
Total Wages 

Average Wages per person 

$ 95,400 

$10,600 

$150,335 

$50,112 

$262,133 

$26,213 

$205,111 

$34,185 

$402,118 

$16,755 

$103,795 

$17,299 

$ 1,218,892 

$21,015 

CDQ Pollock Rela!Bd 

Number Working 
Total Wages 

Average Wages/person 

$ 51,223 

$10,245 

$187,921 

$3,297 

$21.476 

$4,295 

$531,392 

$7.815 

$560,117 

$13.336 $0 

$514.490 

$10,088 

$ 1,866,619 

$8,187 

Other Employment 
(Permanent and Temporary} 

Number Working 71 15 42 0 24 0 5 157 

Total Wages 

Average Wages/petson 

$ 607.100 

$8,551 

$45,476 

$3.032 

$435,436 

$10,368 

$0 

so 

$184,962 

$7,707 

$0 

$0 

sn.192 

$15,558 

s 1,350,766 

$8,604 

Fishing Employment 

Number Working 0 0 0 29 115 150 99 393 
Total Wages 

Average Wages/person 

$0 

$0 

so 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$119,002 

$4,104 

$129,609 

$1,127 

$457,300 

$3,049 

$426,913 

$0 

$ 1,132.824 

$2,883 

Total 

Number Working 85 75 57 103 205 150 161 836 
Total Wages ' $ 753,723 $ 383,732 $ 719,045 $ 855,505 $ 1,276,806 $ 457,300 $1.122,990 $ 5.569,101 

Averag-e Wages per Person $8,867 $5,116 $12,615 $8,306 $6,228 $3.049 $6,975 $6,662 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT QUOTA PROGRAM 
Employment Data tor 1995 

APICDA numbers were obtained from its 1995 Annual report under Table 1. Job posilions were listed as "Jobs Generated". 

BBEDC numbers were obtained from its 1995 Annual report, page 2 and 3. Job positions were listed as "Number working". 

CBSFA numbers were obtained from ils 1995 Annual report, page 3. Job positions were listed as "Number working". 

CVFC numbers were obtained from its 4th quarter. 1995 report, page 2 and 3 of the pollock report and 1 and 2 of ll1e halibuVsablefish report 


Job positions were listed as ""Number working", 
NSEDC numbers were obtained frorii its 1995 Annual report (publication). page 10. Job positions were listed as "Number of positions worked". 
PlF numbers were obtained from its 1995 Annual report, page 2. Job positions were listed as "Number working". 
YDFOA numbers were obtained from its 1995 Annual report, Exhibit IL Job positions were listed as ''People"_ 

Pollock Related numbers were derived after review and modifications from the 1998 McDowell report and information made 

available by the Department of labor. 




I 
! 


I 


AFA ..... w..~. 
Af'JCDA 

'"'"' W.ign 

BBEDC 

r"'"' W.ign 

CBSFA 

·~· 
W•gtt 

CVfC ...,.. W.1gn 

NSF.DC ..... W.ign 

Plf 
,..,. w..g;u 

YDfDA 

·~· 
W•gn 

TOTAL· W.>t;H 

Management/ Admin. 
lilt Quarter, People 

2nd Quarter, People 

:'ltd Quarter, People 

4th Quarter, PitOple 

Total, Pcopl~ 

CDQ Pollock Related 
A Sea.,on 
BSea~on 

Total Polloc~ Hclalcd• 

Other Fishing 
lsl Quarler, People 

2nd Quarter, People 

3rd Qu11rh:r, People 
4th Quatter, People 

Tota~ Potltions 

Other Employment 
1st Quartµr, PE'ople 

2nd Quarter, l'cuple 

3rd Quarter, f'wple 
4th Quarter, People: 

Total, Proph~ 

Internships 
lsl Quarter, Prople 

2nd Quarter. People 
3rd Quarter, Pwple 
41h Qoarler, Poopfo 

Total, ft:ople 

Total 
1st Quarter~ People 

2nd Quarter, People 

3rd Quarter,. People 

4th Qu•<t«, Peopl.. 
Tot.111, People 

0 $ . 
0 $ 
0 $ 
0 $ 

0 $ . 

n/• n/• 
n/• n/• 

J s 1,074 

39 $ 102,06.0 

0 $ 306,647 

9 $ 169,409 

51 $ 579,193 

0 $ 
11 $ 10,615 

20 $ 61,135 

0 $ . 
31 $ '11,150 

0 $ . 
0 $ . 
0 $ . 
0 $ . 
0 $ . 

3 $ 1,(174 
50 $ 112,683 
20 $ 387,782 

9 $ 169,409 

82 $ 670,948 

10 $ 
0 $ 
0 $ 
0 $ 

10 I 

4 $ 

10 s 
16 $ 

0 $ 

2 $ 
2 $ 
0 $ 
• $ 

13 $ 

' $ 
20 $ 
0 $ 

41 $ 

0 $ 
0 $ 

0 $ 

0 $ 
0 $ 

23 $ 

10 $ 

22 $ 
16 $ 

71 $ 

37,500 

37,SOO 
37,SOO 
47,500 

160,000 

30,574 

72,181 

102,755 

. 
15,935 

9,'960 
. 

25,895 

23,353 
11,353 

68,412 
114,843 

217,961 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

60,853 

64,7BS 
115,812 
26$,098 

5\16~ll 

• $ 

• $ 
1 $ 
0 $ 

13 $ 

51 $ 

22 $ 

75 $ 

0 $ 
42 $ 

0 s 
0 $ 

42 $ 

0 $ 
0 s 
0 $ 
0 $ 

• $ 

3 $ 
12 $ 
7 $ 

0 $ 
22 $ 

ll $ 

58 $ 
8 $ 

75 $ 

152 $ 

61.602 
100,617 

R9,3M 
91,941 

3'3,549 

255-,665 

141,569 

397,234 

128,153 
. 
. 

123,153 

. 

. 

. . 

. 

. 

9,145 
18,254 
26,536 

9,%8 
63,903 

70,747 
247,()24 
115,925 
499,143 

'3U39 

4 $ 

0 $ 
2 $ 
0 s 
• $ 

7 $ 

0 s 
0 s 

0 $ 

0 $ 
0 $ 
0 $ 

0 $ 

3 $ 
5 $ 
0 $ 
I $ 

' s 

0 $ 
I $ 
0 $ 

0 $ 
I $ 

7 $ 

6 $ 
2 $ 
l $ 

16 $ 

so.066 
56,019 
63,806 
.56,033 

227,921 

29,153 

. 

. 

. 

16,149 

ll.»I 
M29 
6,"89 

39,'71 

. 
4,387 

9,229 
. 

tl,616 

66,215 
13,710 
78,a64 

62,T.12 
281,511 

6 $ 

0 $ 
I $ 
0 $ 
7 $ 

52 $ 

36 $ 

BS $ 

0 $ 
74 $ 
24 $ 
81 $ 

179 $ 

0 $ 
1 $ 
0 $ 
0 s 
1 s 

3 $ 
0 $ 

0 $ 
0 $ 
3 $ 

• $ 
75 $ 
25 $ 

169 $ 
278 $ 

61,956 

67,160 
S9,2S7 
60,500 

21&,a73 

167,039 

100,707 

275,746 

-
51,712 

67,750 
89,968 

229,430 

. 
6,759 

11,1140 . 
18,59' 

8,910 

1'2,077 
12,633 
'2,006 

35,706 

70,866 
137,708 
171,480 
428,300 
808,354 

15 $ 134,517 

0 $ 145,800 
6 $ 125,377 
I $ 141,!)52 

22 $ 546,746 

15 $ 216,104 

61 $ 248,708 

40 $ 437,102 

5 $ 20,703 

54 $ 7,793 

124 $ 302,647 
0 $ 5,832 

183 $ 336,975 

0 $ . 
5 $ 8,5'21 
6 s 3,081 

0 $ . 
II S 11,6-08 

I $ 6,000 

0 $ 6,000 

0 $ 6,000 

0 $ '2,000 
I $ 20,000 

21 $ 161,220 
59 $ 168,114 

136 $ 437,111 
41 $ 585,986 

257 $ 1,351,431 

0 $ 
0 $ 
0 $ 
0 $ 
0 $ 

0 $ 

0 $ 

0 $ 

0 $ 
146 s 

0 s 
0 $ 

146 s 

0 $ 

0 $ 
0 $ 
0 $ 

• s 

0 $ 
0 $ 
0 $ 
,0 $ 
O I 

0 $ 

146 $ 
0 $ 
0 $ 

146 $ 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 
296,242 
157,758 

. 
454,000 

. 

. 

. 
-
. 

. 

' . 
. 
. 

. 
296,242 
157,758 

. 
45',000 

5 $ 
0 $ 
0 $ 
0 $ 

$ $ 

32 $ 

7 $ 
42 $ 

5 $ 
43 $ 
38 s 
0 $ 

86 $ 

7 $ 
2 $ 
4 $ 
0 $ 

13 $ 

3 $, 

1 $ 
I $ 
0 $ 
$ $ 

20 $ 

46 s 
43 $ 
42 $ 

151 s 

28,953 
27,165 
27,316 
26,334 

109,76& 

358,702 

114,565 

473,267 

41),312 

265,167 

221.424 
. 

526,903 

52,303 
39,005 
51,053 

l4.2,361 

27,900 
21,120 

19,229 
. 

68.,249 

149,468 

352,457 
319,022 

499,601 
1,320,548 

•• $ 
4 I 

10 $ 
1 $ 

63 $ 

161 $ 

136 $ 

261 $ 

l3 $ 
400 $ 
JBS S 
90 s 

691 s 

23 $ 
32 s 
50 $ 

l $ 
1(16 s 

JO $ 
14 $ 

• $ 

0 $ 
32 $ 

94 $ 
450 $ 

256 $ 
353 $ 

1153 s 

:374,594 

436,261 
-402,645 

423,360 

l,63ti)J.60: 

1,057,2.17 

685,730 

l,686,1()4 

b1,08'} 

867,070 
1,086,186 

265,209 

2,280,554 

91,SOS 

87.557 
2ll,356 
l21,532 
52l,2'i0 

5J,9S5 

61,838 

73,627 

14,054 

201,474 

SM,44) 

1,452,126 
I,783,814 

2,510,259 

' 
6,.127,242 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT QUOTA PROGRAM 
Employment Data for 1996 

•Total Pollock Related numbers were derived after r<"view and modifications from the 1998 McDowcU report and lnlormatlon made avallable by the Department of Labor. 

Pollock totals reported by• A" and •fi• sea.'loti. are added lo !he cumulative lotal lo the 4th quarter. I I I 



ManagemenVA'(jmln. 
1st Quarter, People 
2nd Quarter, People 
3rd Quarter, People 
4th Quartet. People 

Total, People 

CDC! Poltoci< Related 
A Season 
8 SCaSOt'i 

Total f'oUock Related• 

Other Fishing 
1st Quarter, People 
2nd Quartef, People 
3(d Quarter, ?oople 
4th Quruter, People 

Total, People 

Omer E.mptoyment 
1st Quarter, People 
2nd Quartef, People 
3td Quarte~. People 
4th Quarter, People 

Total, People 

ln!ernships 
1st Quarter, People 
2nd Quarter, People 
3rd Quarter, People 
4th Quarter, People 

Total, Peopl9 

Total 
1st Quarter, People 
2nd Quarter, People 
3rd Quarter, People 
4th Quarter. People 

Total, People 

CBSFA CVFC 
People Wages People Wages 

-;z-$_____ 64,791---Ts--7~)<2 
a i 34,25B 3 $ &0,906 
2 $ 40,772 0 $ 62,904 
0 $ 35,467 0 $ 91,774 
9 $ 165.459 15 $ 330,375 

0 $ 83 $ 218,176 
0 $ i 51 $ 217,835 
0 $ 114 $ 436,011 

0 $ 0 $ 

0 $ 
 235 $ 179,176 
1 $ 1 $ 142,026 
0 $ 0 $ 29,354 
1 $ 236 $ 350,556 

1 $ 8,462 2 $ 2,752 
2 $ 6,861 1 $ 11,226 
0 s 10,457 0 $ 6,256 
0 $ 7,959 0 $ 16,589 
3 $ 31,739 3 $ 3M23 

0 $ 3 $ 3.422 
1 $ 0 s 9,569 
0 $ 3,637 1 $ 10,696 
1 $ 2,166 1 $ 13,938 
2 $ 6,003 5 $ 37,625 

a s 81,404 17 $ 70,965 
3 $ 41,119 239 $ 290,877 
3 $ 55,066 2 $ 244,082 
1 $ 45,612 115 $ 587,666 

15 $ 223,201 373 $ 1,193,SBO 

PIF YDFOA 
Peopt<> wages Peopt<> W.ges 

i s ,-- -s7,7i:!0 $ 
0 $ ·i 0 $ 59,943 
0 $ 0 s 63,132 
0 $ 0 $ 64,768 
0 $ 5 $ 245,556 

0 $ so $ 413,210 
0 $ 27.$ 270,200 

82 $ 663,410 

0 $ 0 $ 

152 $ 370,000 
 47 $ 176,760 

0 $ 299,500 18,$ 286,618 
5'$ 96,5000 $ 669.~00 Ii 70 $ 540,078152 $ 

0 $ 14 $ 77,229 
0 $ 7 s 81,944 
0 $ 1 $ 58,977 
0 $ 1 $ 62,167 
0 $ 23 $ 280,337 

0 $ 1 '$ 17,502 
0 $ 1 $ 19,732 
0 $ 0 $ 22,440 
0 $ 0.$ 22,300 
0 $ 2 $ 81,974 

0 $ 20 $ 152,444 
152 $ 370,000 55 $ 338,379 

0 $ 299,500 19 $ 411,367 
0 $ 86 $ 920,165 

152 $ 669,500 182 $ 1,831,355 

APICDA {lnc'd AFA) 
Peopfe 

10 $ 
0 $ 
1 $ 
1 $ 

12 $ 

20 $ 
15 $ 
21 $ 

6 $ 
15 $ 
37 $ 
0 $ 

56 $ 

10 $ 
20 $ 
5 I 

10 $ 
54 $ 

0 $ 
0 $ 
o I 
0 $ 
0 $ 

35 $ 
35 $ 
43 $ 
32 $ 

145 $ 

Wages 

36,920 
se,aga 
41,952 
59,279 

193,649 

222,495 
54,691 

277,166 

5,515 
32,878 

631,299 
76,622 

646,314 

38,752 

::::~~ 11·3S,038 
226.601 

60,187 
152,433 
660,205 
451.125 

1,343,950 

BBEDC 

~eople Wages 


na-$--04,o;s 

NSEOC 
People Wages 

---n--r-12e.ess 

TOTAL 

o $ 
2 $ 
0 $ 
6 $ 

64 $ 
80 $ 

110 $ 

0 $ 
0 $ 

56 $ 
8 $ 

66 $ 

0 $ 
0 $ 
2 $ 
0 $ 
2 $ 

3 $ 
4 $ 
4 $ 
9 $ 

20 $ 

9 $ 
4 $ 

66 $ 
127 $ 
206 $ 

e5,o4s 
70,727 
69,361 

269,161 

476,772 
322,718 
87&,490 

272,380 
35,588 

307,966 

6,000 

6,000 

9,881 
20,457 
17,146 
30,854 
78,340 

73,926 
85,505 

300,255 
1,032,293 
1,557,979 

0 $ 
2 $ 
1 $ 

14 $ 

30 $ 
30 $ 
29 $ 

2 $ 
78 $ 
0 $ 
0 $ 

60 $ 

0 $ 
6 $ 
5 $ 
0 $ 

11 $ 

0 $ 
5 $ 
0 $ 
0 $ 
5 $ 

13 $ 
89 $ 

7 $ 
30 $ 

139 $ 

141,130 
141,360 
IS0,177 
559,346 

206,290 
144,889 
367,841 

7,244 
116,714 
114,986 

1,326 
242,272 

20,300 
36,900 
12,675 
69,875 

10,633 
18,966 

29,621 

133,903 
290,977 
312,254 
552,021 

1,281j,155 

People 

3 
7 $ 

2 $ 
63 $ 

227 $ 

203 $ 
356 $ 

a s 
527 $ 
115 $ 

13 $ 
663 $ 

36 $ 
36 $ 
13 $ 
11 $ 
96 $ 

7 $ 
11 $ 
5 $ 

11 $ 
34 $ 

102 $ 
571 $ 
140 $ 
393 $ 

1212 $ 

Wages 

1,536,943 
1,010,333 
2,660,936 

12.t5• In 
677,528 

1,627,009 
239,392 

2,756,668 

125,195 Ill 
183,188. 
207,544 
137,448 
653,375 

30,805 

60,591 111 
73.309 ! 
69,258 

233.963 

592,829 
1.569,290 
2,346,729 

3.5~7 ,682" rn 
8,108,730 

"Total Pollock Related numbers were derived after review and modifkatioru from the 1998 Mt:Du~U r"tXllf imd information made available by the Department a! Labor. 
Pollock total!! reported by "'A" and •n• $Cason are added to the cumulative total in the 4th quarter. 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT QUOTA PROGRAM 
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT QUOTA PROGRAM 
TRAINING NUMBERS FOR 1993 

VOCATIONAL TRAINING 

GROUP Nwnbor Trained $$Spent $$/Person 
APICOA 4 $ 29,115 $7,279 
BBEOC 49 $ 82,881 $1,691 
CBSFA 6 $ 11,245 $1,874 

CVFC 0 $ $0 
NSEOC 1 $ 1,000 $1,000 
YOFOA 0 $ $0 

~~~~~~~~~ 

TOTAL 60 $ 124,241 $2,071 

TRAINING • OTHER 

GROUP Number Trained $$Spent $$/Pel'lon 

APICOA 17 $ 67,000 $3,941 
BBEOC 0 $ $0 
CBSFA 0 $ $0 

CVFC 6 $ 23,963 $3,994 
NSEOC 106 $ 144,040 $1,359 
YDFDA 88 $ 106,948 

TOTAL 217 $ 341,951 

$1,215 

$1.576 

POST-SECONDARY 

GROUP Number Trained $$Spent $$/Person 

APICOA 9 $ 9,000 $1,000 
BBEOC 4 $ 20.000 $5,000 
CBSFA 7 $ 11,407 $1,630 

CVFC 2 $ 8,000 $4,000 
NSEOC 47 $ 47,000 $1,000 
YOFOA 0 $ 

TOTAL 69 $ 95,407 

$0 

$1,383 

TOTAL TRAINING 

GROUP Number Trained $$Spent $$/Pel'$on 

APICOA 30 $ 105,115 $3,504 
BBEOC 53 $ 102,881 $1,941 
CBSFA 13 $ 22,652 $1,742 

CVFC 8 $ 31,963 $3,995 
NSEOC 154 $ 192,040 $1,247 
YDFDA 88 $ 106,948 

TOTAL 346 $ 561,599 

$1,215 

$1,623 



COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT QUOTA PROGRAM 
TRAINING NUMBERS FOR 1994 

VOCATIONAL TRAINING 

GROUP Humber Tratnetd SS Spent $$IPer&on 

APICOA 14 $ 48,965 $3,498 
BBEOC 191 $ 21,010 $110 
CBSFA 43 $ 80,587 $1,874 

CVFC 0 $ $0 
NSEOC 12. $ 12.000 $1,000 
YDFDA $0 

TOTAL 260 $ 162,562 $625 

TRAINING - OTHER 

GROUP N~Tralnftd SS Spent SS/Pefson 

APICDA 8 $ 36,000 $4,500 
BBEDC 328 $ $0 
CBSFA 0 $ $0 

CVFC 8 $ 31,951 $3,994 
NSEDC 65 $ 121,576 $1,870 
YDFDA. 109 $ 272,859 $2,503 

TOTAL 518 $ 462,386 $893 

POST .SECONDARY 

GROUP Number Tramed SS Spent $$JPeraon 

APICOA 15 $ 22,515 $1,501 
BBEDC 8 $ 40,000 $5,000 
CBSFA 27 $ 44,000 $1,630 

CVFC 4 $ 15,808 $3,952 
NSEDC 68 $ 68,000 $1,000 
YOFOA 0 $ $0 

TOTAL 122 $ 190,323 $1,560 

TOTAL TRAINING 

GROUP Number Trained $$Spent $$/Person 

APICOA 37 $ 107,480 $2,905 
BBEDC 527 $ 61,010 $116 
CBSFA 70 $ 124,587 $1,780 

CVFC 12 $ 47.759 $3,980 
NSEDC 145 $ 201.576 $1,390 
YDFDA 109 $ 272,859 $2.503 

TOTAL 900 $ 815,271 $906 



COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT QUOTA PROGRAM 

TRAINING DATA FOR 1995 

VOCATIONAL TRAINING 

GROUP · ·· Number Tn1ined $$Spent .$$/Person 
APICDA 17 $ 46,175 $2,716 
BBEDC 102 $ 129,698 $1.272 
CBSFA 8 $ 28,464 $3,558 

CVFC 6 $ 40,000 $6,667 
NSEDC 10 $ 10,000 $1.000 
YOFDA 10 $ 90,918 $9,092 

TOTAL 153 $ 345,255 $2,257 

TRAINING ·OTHER 

GROUP 
APICOA 
BBEOC 
CBSFA 

CVFC 
NSEOC 
YOFDA 

Number Trolnod 
21 

183 
0 
9 

20 
80 

$$ Sp&nt 

$ 123,364 
$ 16,462 
$ 
$ 61,957 
$ 172,000 
$ 107,447 

$ 

$$/Pfff"lon 

$5,874 
$90 

$6,884 
$8,600 
$1,343 

TOTAL 313 $ 481,230 $1.537 

POST ..SECONDARY 

GROUP 
APICDA 
BBEDC 
CBSFA 

CVFC 
NSEDC 
YDFOA 

Number Tn1lned 

26 
16 
17 
5 

89 
0 

$$Spent 

$ 28,918 
$ 60,000 
$ 47,905 
$ 21,502 
$ 89,000 
$ $ 

$$/Person 
$1,112 
$3,750 
$2,818 
$4,300 
$1,000 

TOTAL 153 $ 247,325 $1,617 

TOTAL TRAINING 

GROUP Number Trained $$ Sp&nt $$/Person 
APICOA 64 $ 198,457 $3.101 
BBEDC 301 $ 206,160 $685 
CBSFA 25 $ 76,369 $3,055 

CVFC 20 $ 123,459 $6,173 
NSEOC 119 $ 271,000 $2,217 
YDFDA 90 $ 198,365 $2,204 

TOTAL 619 $ 1,073,810 $1,735 
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT QUOTA PROGRAM 
TRAINING NUMBERS FOR 1997 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

The Bering Sea pollock fishery is one of the largest fisheries in the world, with an annual 
harvest of about 2.4 billion pounds ( l. l million metric tons) and 3n approximate value of $ 200 
million.' Beginning in 1992, the Community Development Quota (CDQ) program set aside 
7.5% of the Bering Sea pollock harvest (about 182 million pounds annually) for direct allocation. 
to disadvantaged coastal communities in Western Alaska. 

These 56 "CDQ communities" bordering the Bering Sea make up one of the most 
economically depressed regions of the United States. A major goal of the program is to allow 
these communities to accumulate sufficient capital so they can invest in the fishery, thus 
bringing sustainable economic development to the region. This report examines the economic 
impacts of the first six years of the Bering Sea pollock CDQ program on the western Alaska 
region. 

The impact of the pollock CDQ program on western Alaska has been significant. 
Through leasing activities of pollock CDQ, revenue streams of approximately $20 million have 
been made available.for economic and community development. With this money, CDQ groups 
have pursued many fisheries related projects including vessel acquisitions, community based 
development projects, and employment and training programs. Pollock CDQ is the primary 
reason for many of the accomplishments of the CDQ program to date. If po\lock CDQ was no 
longer available to the program, benefits associated with the CDQ group's activities would be 
greatly diminished. 

Organization of this Report 
Chapter II of the report describes the western Alaska region. Chapter III describes the 

initial history and implementation of the CDQ program, and a glimpse of the program's early 
years. Chapter IV covers the basic development strategies of the CDQ groups and provides 
some aggregated for review. Chapter V details the CDQ groups and their projects. Chapter VI 
describes how the development strategies and resulting projects are leading towards economic 
development in western Alaska. 

Information Sources 
The economic description of the western Alaska region in this report is based primarily 

on the 1990 U.S. Census. Infonnation on the CDQ projects and their economic impacts is hased 
primarily on material provided by the six CDQ groups. These include CDQ applications, 
quarterly reports and audited annual reports. Further data was obtained from the Department of 
Community & Regional Affairs records. 

1 Number estimates ex-vessel value of pollock at $0.08/lb. 



Economic Impacts ofthe Pollock CDQ Program -1992-1997 
Chapter II - Western Alaska Region 

Page 2 

II. THE WESTERN ALASKA REGION 


The Physical Setting 

Renowned for its fierce weather, the Bering Sea's open ocean waters are home to some 
of the greatest fishery resources on earth. Vast schools of fish such as pollock and herring 
cascade the sea's depths while the ocean floor is home to numerous species of grolll1dfish and 
crustaceans including Pacific cod and the famous Alaska king crab. The rivers emptying into the 
Bering Sea are visited yearly by millions of salmon migrating upstream to spawn. Feeding on 
all of this natural bounty are numerous species of marine mammals and sea birds. 

The open waters of the Bering Sea annually freeze as filr south as the Pribilof Islands and 
Bristol Bay, and even further south along the coast. Natural deep draft harbors are non-existent 
north of the Alaska Peninsula due to extreme tides, low terrain and silty bottom floors. The 
weather has been described as among the . worst on earth. with hurricane force winds, 
mountainous waves, freezing spray, aod a winter season of short days and long nights. 

The coastline which borders the Bering Sea is barren and almost entirely treeless. It 
includes several thousand miles of coast from the uninhabited tip of the Aleutian Islands to the 
tiny community of Wales astride the Bering Straits. The land mass varies from volcanic along 
the Aleutian Islands to marshy delta at the mouth of the Yukon and Kuskokwim Rivers. Where 
the ground is not solid rock, it is often lll1derlain by permanently frozen ground tens or even 
hundreds of feet deep. 

Natural Resources 

There are limited mineral resources along the coast including deposits of gold, platinum, 
and tin. Due to the high expense of operating in the harsh environment, very little mining 
occurs. There is also the possibility of major petroleum reserves offshore from the region. Due 
to the engineering challenges, changing regulations, and high exploration and production· costs, 
these reserves have not beel} developed, although some exploratory wells have been drilled. 

Although markedly barren in the winter, the Bering Sea region is lush in the summer. At 
that time it possibly contains more mass of mosquitoes than all other species combined. Vast 
flocks ofwatc;fowl migrate north to nest in the marshes and along the rivers and lakes. Seabirds 
nest in the millions in densely packed rookeries. Animals that have hibernated for much of the 
year take advantage of the few summer months to eat a years worth of food. Large animals such 
as caribou and whales migrate back and forth to the rich. productive summer grazing grounds. 
Also, during the brief summer millions of salmon return to their natal streams and herring to the 
coastline. These are followed by the numerous fish. mammals and birds that feed on them. 
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The Western Alaska Economy 

There are five regional centers in the region: Unalaska, King Salmon, Dillingham, 
Bethel, and Nome. Unalaska is not a CDQ community due to its pre-existing involvement in the 
Bering Sea ground.fish fisheries. Much ofthe economy in.King Salmon and Dillingham is based. 
on seasonal salmon fishing, whereas Nome's economy was originally based on gold mining. 
Bethel has some salmon fishing in the summer, although in recent years this fishery has been 
depressed. Each center functions. as a commercial and transportation hub. Residents from 
outlying communities visit to purchase goods and services not available locally and pass through 
on their way to Anchorage and beyond. 

While several roads exist in the communities, only a few serve as links and none connect 
outside the region. Almost all of the towns and villages are totally isolated from each other. 
Access between them is limited to boats in the summer, snow machines in the winter, and 
planes. The closest CDQ community to a continuous road system is about 300 air miles from 
Anchorage and the farthest over 1,200 miles. 

The reliance on air transportation means that the price of many goods are greatly 
increased over other areas of the country. In addition, it is very expensive to travel to 

Anchorage or even between 
commurutles. Wages are 
commensurate with these higher costs 
bringing costs of production with local 
labor to be higher than elsewhere. 

The remote and isolated nature 
of western Alaska limits employment 
opportunities for most residentS to jobs 
within their communities. Commuting 
out of the region or even to regional 
centers on a regular basis is 
prohibitively expensive. The wage 
economy of western Alaska is 
concentrated in only a few ·sectors. 
Relatively few locally consumed goods 
and services are provided in the region; 
most goods and services are imported. 
There is a high dependence on income 
from transfer programs such as the 
Alaska Permanent Fund Dividend 

Program, the Alaska Longevity Bonus Program, and Aid for Families with Dependent Children. 
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The majority of regional employment is with federal, state and local governments. 
Federal employees consist primarily of federal land managers, health care providers, airport 
personnel, and military personnel. State personnel are employed primarily in schools, various 
state agencies, health care centers, and airport operations. Local governments employ 
administrators, school workers, utility operators and local public safety officers. 

A typical small community has limited employment opporiunities~ These might include 
a school, post office, local utilities, retail store(s), local government, health aide, public safety 
officer, airport agent, National Guard, and local road and airport maintenance. Others employed 
locally such as school teachers and clerics are most often from outside the region. Larger 
communities have more services, retail centers, and government services, leading to more 
employment opportunities. 

Jobs related to education account for 26% of all regional employment. Each community 
has its own school which is often the main employer in the community. It is common for 
residents to share one full time position between several households to ensure the maximum 
employment opportunities. 

U.S. Census Data for the Western Alaska Region 

The best available data for describing the population and economy of western Alaska is 
from the 1990 U.S. Census which occurred prior to the start of the CDQ program in 1992. As 
will be discussed in Chapter VI, the CDQ program has provided significant new employment 
and income for some residents ofCDQ communities. In addition, economic changes not related 
to the CDQ program have occurred in the fishing industry as well as other parts of the economy. 
Although the 1990 census data is somewhat dated, it still provides a reasonable picture of 
general economic conditions in the region. 

Population 
There are 56 communities in the CDQ region ofwestem Alaska. As shown in Table Il

l, these communities had a total population of 21,037 in 1990. By 1997, the population had 
increased 16% to 24,395 1

• The combined population of the villages represented by individual 
CDQ groups range from 546 for the Aleutian Pribilof Island Community Development 
Association (APICDA) to 8,974 for the Norton Sound Economic Development Corporation 
(NSEDC). 

Seventy-eight percent of the residents of the CDQ area were Alaska Natives. All of the 
groups have a majority Alaska Native population. For three of the groups (APICDA, Coastal 

1 Taken from the Alaska Department ofCommunity & Regional Affairs population statistics located on the DCRA 
Community Database. 
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Villages Region Fund (CVRF), and Yukon Delta Fisheries Development Association (YDFDA) 
the Alaska Native population was over ninety percent of the total. 

All of the CDQ groups have a relatively large share of their population under the age of 
sixteen; in the YDFDA region more than 40"/o of the population is under sixteen. This indicates 
both a growing labor force that will require jobs in the future and the relatively larger 
significance of any employment increase relative to the working age population. . 

Labor Force and 
Employment 

Table Il-2 shows 
labor force and employment 
characteristics of the CDQ 
group villages. The civilian 
labor force is only 59% of 
the population aged 16-65. 
Civilian labor force 
participation is limited by 
membership in the military 
and those who choose not to 
participate in the labor force. 

At the time of the 
census, all CDQ groups were experiencing relatively high levels of unemployment, ranging from 
9% (Bristol Bay Economic Development Corporation [BBEDC]) to 31% (YDFDA). While 
these high unemployment rates partly reflect the seasonality of employment opportunities and 
the timing of the census in April, they also may show the effeets of limited employment 
opportunities. It is important to note that unemployment is defined as the percentage of those 
within the labor force who are not working. When people know there are no jobs available, they 
stop looking and are not counted as unemployed. This lends to the possibility that there are 
higher unemployment rates than were actually recorded. 

Table II~3 also shows the types of jobs held by the residents of the CDQ areas in 1990. 
There is a relatively low share of the resident population working in the industries and 
occupations associated with fishing. While almost fifteen percent of the employment in the 
APICDA and Central Bering Sea Fishermen's Association (CBSFA) regions was in the fisheries 
industry, no v.her region had over five percent in this industry. Only CBSFA had a significant 
share of employment in manufacturing, which is almost entirely fish processing. While work in 
the transportation industry may also be fisheries-related. fishing industry employment was not 
significant in most of the CDQ group areas in 1990. In five of the groups, Educational Services 
and Public Administration were the most important industries, indicating the importance of 
public sector/government jobs to these regions. 
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Table II-1 
Characteristics of the 56 CDQ Communities in 1989 
Total population 21,037 
Average community population 390 · 
Native Americans as% of the population 78% 
Houses with no plumbing 37% 
Houses with no phone 29% 
Persons below poverty level 25% 

Sou=: 1990 U.S. Census 
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Income 
Table II-4 describes the income characteristics of the CDQ group communities in 1990. 

All of these regions had median incomes which were lower than the state median income of 
$41,408 in 1989. The median income of the Central Bering Sea area and the Bristol Bay area 
was less than ten percent below the state level, but in the Yukon Delta area and the Aleutian 
Pribilof area the median income was only· slightly greater than half the state level. The relatively 
high cost of living in rural Alaska suggests that in real terms, comparing the median incomes 
may actually underestimate the economic well being ofresidents in these regions. 

In 1989 the poverty rate for the state was almost seven percent. The poverty rates in all 
the CDQ areas except the Central Bering Sea area were at least twice the state rate. 

Social Conditions 
In 1990, more than 25% of the people in the 56 CDQ communities lived below the 

poverty level. Most residents of western Alaska are Alaska Natives. Many older people speak 
English as a second language or not at all. Much of the housing available in the communities is 
substandard and utilities that most U.S. citizens take for granted such as water and phones are in 
short supply. In over half of the communities, five gallon buckets or outhouses remain the 
primary means of sewage disposal. In 1990, only thirteen communities (24%) had piped water 
and sewer available to at least half of the homes. The result is poor health conditions, high rates 
of infectious diseases, and low living standards. 

Western Alaskan communities in general have many of the social ills associated with 
poverty and isolation. Many of these communities experience considerable problems with drug 
and alcohol abuse. Young people suffer from high rates of teen pregnancy and suicide. 
Prevalent thrc·;ghout many communities is a feeling ofdespair and hopelessness. 

Subsistence 
Western Alaskans derive a large part of their food from subsistence hunting, fishing, and 

gathering. Based on a subsample from the CDQ communities, the average subsistence harvest is 
437 pounds per person. The majority of this harvest is fish. Per-capita subsistence harvests tend 
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to be largest for residents of smaller communities which have fewer employment opportunities, 
very limited access to retail stores, and the highest percentage ofNative inhabitants. 

Subsistence harvests provide a large portion of the nutritional needs of western Alaska 
residents. At least as important is the cultural and emotional satisfaction that subsistence 
activities provide. It is not · · 
uncommon for western Alaskans to 
value subsistence harvest 
participation as a priority over wage 
labor. The result is often confusing 
to persons who do not understand 
this trade-on: as employees may 
take time off from wage 
employment to hunt and fish with 
their families whether or not such 
time is provided. 

Salmon and Herring Fisheries 
Salmon and herring fishing occurs in many parts of western Alaska. With the notable 

exception of the Bristol Bay sahnon fishery, most local fisheries have a very low average catch 
and provide relatively low income to fishermen. Local participation in the larger regional 
fisheries has decreased over time and the necessity of a limited entry fishing permit--. 
prohibitively expensive in the more lucrative fisheries--has discouraged further entry. Over the· 
past two decades about 25% of the most valuable salmon fishing permits have been sold out of 
the region. 

In 1992 about 20"/o of the regional population owned fishing permits or were licensed 
crewmen while just over 2% of the people were employed in fish processing. Most fishermen 
and the vast majority of processors working in the region reside outside western Alaska. Many 
local fishermen have other jobs, often only part-time. Since most local residents have few 
assets, they lack the means of acquiring salmon fishing permits. Many locals rely on subsistence 
hunting and gathering They must choose between a short intense working season, often at · 
relatively low wages, or harvesting salmon for winter food. 

Weste,;i Alaska salmon fisheries have declined in recent years and some have been 
labeled disasters. In 1993 even subsistence sahnon fishing was closed in some areas. With the 
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increase of fanned salmon worldwide, it has become very difficult for the remote western 
Alaska to provide a quality product to markets at a price that will support region residents. 
Traditional salmon fisheries from Norton Sound down to Bristol Bay have been hit hard in 
recent years due to falling prices and stock fluctuations. Similar problems have OCCWTed in the 
herring fishery. Prices for the lucrative herring roe have fallen in the past few years. Although 
the herring fisheries remains viable, region fishermen face progressively lower prices and retumS 
for their efforts. 
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Supplemental Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis 

for Amendment 45 to the Fishery Management Plan for the Groundfish Fishery of the Bering Sea 
and Aleutian Islands Area 

Backcround 

Amendment 45 to the Fishery Management Plan for'the Groundflsli Fishery of the Bering Sea and Aleutian 
Islands Area (FMP) would permanently extend the allocation of7.5 percent of the pollock total allowable 
catch in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands Area (BSA!) to the Western Alaska Community Development 
Quota (CDQ) Program. Amendment 45 was transmitted to NMFS by the North Pacific Fishery Management 
Council (Council) on July 29, 1998. The Council prepared a draft Environmental Assessment/Regulatory 
Impact Review/Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis (EAIRIR/IRF A), which considered two alternatives. 
Alternative 1 (no action) would allow the pollock CDQ allocation to expire on December 31, 1998. 
Alternative 2 would permanently extend the 7.5 percent allocation of the pollock total allowable catch (TAC) 
to the CDQ program. The Council selected Alternative 2 as the preferred alternative. 

Jn the draft EAJRIRIIRF A, the Council determined that the continued allocation of7.5 percent of the polloek 
TAC to the CDQ Program could have a significant impact on a substantial number of small entities. 

Under the Regulatory Flexibility Act, NMFS is required to consider any significant alternatives that 
accomplish the stated objectives of the Magnuson-Stevens Act and any other applicable statutes and that 
would minimize any significant economic impact ofthe proposed rule on small entities. NMFS has prepared 
this supplemental !RF A to provide information on an additional alternative not explicitly considered by the 
Council. 

This supplemental !RF A does not repeat information provided in the original EA/RJR/IRF A about 
Amendment 45, the CDQ Program, CDQ communities, or the value of the pollock CDQ fisheries. Please 
consult that analysis for the background information necessary to understand the conclusions drawn in this 
supplemental !RF A. 

An Additional Alternative 

The original !RF A concludes that 

"The only alternative that could minimize any significant economic impact of the proposed rule on the 
small entities that are affected by the allocation ofpollock to the CDQ program would be Alternative l 
(not allocating pollock to the CDQ program). However, the selection of Alternative l would result in 
significant economic impacts on another group of small entities, namely the CDQ communities. 
Therefore, neither alternative would completely eliminate some level of significant impact on small 
entities.'' 

The original !RF A text should have stated that the Council could have considered other alternatives in 
addition to Alternative I and Alternative 2. The Council could have explicitly considered alternative 
allocation percentages between 0 percent and 7.5 percent that could have reduced the negative economic 
impact of the allocation of pollock on the small entities participating in the moratorium groundfish fisheries. 
For example, the Council could have considered an allocation of3.5 percent of the pollock TAC to the CDQ 
Program. 

When considering alternative allocation percentages, the Council assumes that specifying alternatives that 
cover the minimum and maximum allocation percentages under consideration implies consideration of any 



allocation percentage in that range. For example, for Amendment 45 the Council considered a mlnimum 
allocation ofO percent and a maximum allocation of7.5 percent of the pollock TAC to the CDQ Program. 
The information in the ENRIR/JRF A would provide the Council with sufficient information to have selected 
an allocation percentage anywhere between 0 percent and 7 .5 percent. Therefore, the Council implicitly 
considered a range of allocation percentages between 0 and 7.5 percent and selected the 7.5 percent 
allocation as their preferred alternative. 

NMFS has determined that compliance with the Regulatory Flexibility Act requires explicit consideration 
of a specific alternative within the range of a 0 percent and 7.s· percent allocation of pollock io the CDQ · 
Program. This third alternative could reduce to some extent the impact of the allocation of pollock on some 
of the small entities negatively impacted by the Council's preferred alternative (7.S percent allocation). 

Therefore, in reviewing the proposed FMP amendment and proposed rule for Amendment 45, NMFS will 
consider an additional alternative. 

FMP Amendment Process 

Although NMFS has prepared this supplemental IRF A to consider an alternative not explicitly considered 
by the Council, the Magnuson-Stevens Act would not allow NMFS to select this alternative at this time. 
NMFS may only approve, disapprove, or partially approve an FMP amendment proposal submitted by the 
Council. lfNMFS believed that Alternative 3 should have been either explicitly considered by the Council, 
or selected as the preferred alternative, NMFS would be required to disapprove the FMP amendment and 
return it to the Council for further consideration. 

Alternative 3: Permanently allocate 3.5 percent of the pollack TAC to the CDQ program. 

Impact of the Alternatives on Small Entities 

Determination of the number and type of small entities participating in the BSA! pollock fisheries is 
contained in the original EA/RlR/lRF A. Following is additional discussion addressing Alternative 3 relative 
to Alternatives I and 2. 

Small business entities affected directly: Sixty-four independent catcher-boats appear to be the only small 
business entities participating in the BSA! pollock fishery. The allocation of 7.5 percent ofthe pollock TAC 
to the CDQ Program reduces the amount of pollock available for harvest by these small entities and may 
reduce their annual gross revenues by more than 5 percent relative to Alternative I, which would not allocate 
pollock to the CDQ program. An allocation of3.5 percent of the pollack TAC to the CDQ Program does not 
reduce the amount of pollock available to the small entities as much as the Council's preferred alternative 
and is less likely to reduce their annual gross revenues by more than a 5 percent than is the Council's 
preferred alternative. Conversely, to the extent that the CDQ communities benefit from the pollock 
allocation, they would benefit less from the 3.5 percent allocation than from the 7.5 percent allocation. 

The impact of the pollack CDQ allocation on the four Alaska non-CDQ communities (Unalaska, Sand Point, 
King Cove, and Kodiak) is not known, but could be significant depending on the amount of annual revenue 
lost because pollock CDQ may be processed at different plants than pollock from the open access fisheries. 
If these communities experience a negative impact from the allocation of pollock to the CDQ Program, 
Alternative 3 (3.5 percent allocation) would cause less of a negative economic impact than the Council's 
preferre(j alternative. 

Small organizations and small governmental jurisdictions. The six CDQ groups representing 56 western 
Alaska communities derive a significant portion of their CDQ revenues from the pollock CDQ allocation. 
The preferred alterative.of allocation of7.5 percent of the pollack TAC to the CDQ progran1 will allow these 

http:alterative.of


small entities to continue to benefit from the pollack CDQ fisheries. Alternative l (not reauthorizing the 
allocation) would have a significant impact on these small entities. Alternative 3 (3.5 percent allocation) also 
would likely have a significant impact ofthese small entities because it would reduce the value of the pollock 
CDQ allocation to the CDQ groups by more than half. 

Each of the alternatives results in some likely negative economic impact on some small entities participating 
in the BSAI pollock fisheries. Alternative l would negatively impact the CDQ communities, Alternative 2 

· would negatively impact the catcher vessels and small communities. participating in the moratori_um pollock 
fisheries. Alternative 3 wou Id probably negatively affect all of the small entities • the CDQ communities, 
catcher vessels, and the small communities - but to a lesser extent than Alternative I would affect the CDQ 
communities, or Alternative 2 would affect the catcher vessels and small non~CDQ communities. 
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