APPENDIX 3

SOCIAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT
OF THE
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
FOR
BERING SEA AND ALEUTIAN ISLANDS CRAB FISHERIES
OVERVIEW AND COMMUNITY PROFILES

Prepared for:

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
National Marine Fisheries Service

Prepared by:

EDAW, Inc.

Preparers:
Michael A. Downs, Ph.D., EDAW, Inc.

Michael Galginaitis, Applied Sociocultural Research
Marty Watson, EDAW, Inc.

August 2004






TABLE OF CONTENTS

Section Page
ACRONY M o iX
OVERVIEW OF CRAB COMMUNITY SOCIOECONOMICPROFILES ....................... 1
1.0 BACKGROUND AND METHODOLOGY ...\ttt 1
2.0 ALASKA COMMUNITIES ... e e 7
2.1 INTRODUCTION ... e e e 7
Community Variability ......... ... 7
Location and Historical Tiestothe Fishery .......... ... ... ... ... ...... 7
Local Governmental Structures and the Aleutians East Borough ... ........ 11
Participation inthe CDQ Program ............ ..., 14
Community Social and Economic Structure . ............... ..., 15
Community Experience with Other Contemporary Fisheries
Rationalization Programs . ... 15
IFQ EXPEIIENCE .. it e e 16
Co-0p EXPerienCe ... ot 20
Co-occurring Crab Fishing Capacity Reduction Program . ...................... 22
Other ConSIiderations . . ... ... oottt e 24
SUMIMIAIY .ottt e e e e e e 27
2.2 UNALASKA/DUTCH HARBOR . .. e 27
Community DemographiCs . ... ... ..ot 27
Total Population . ... ... .. 28
Ethnicity ... 31
AQE aNd SBX ..ot 33
Housing Types and Population Segments . .. ........... ... oot 36
Local Economy and Linkstothe Crab Fishery ......... ... .. ... .. ... ... ..... 37
Harvesting . ... oot 39
PrOCESSING v\ ot 45
SUPPOIT SBIVICES . . o et 60
Other Local Business/Service Activity . ..., 64
The Municipality and ReVENUES . ....... ...ttt e 66
Summary of Recent Community Fishery IFQ/Co-op Rationalization Experience
and Implications for Likely Crab Rationalization Impacts ................ 68
Differential Impacts of the Three Rationalization Alternatives
atthe Community Level ........ ... ... . 72
2.3 AKUT AN L 74
Community DemographiCs .. ...... ..t 75
Total Population . ... ... . 75
Ethnicity ... e 75
AQE aNd SBX ..o 77
Local Economy and Links to the Crab Fishery ....... ... ... ... ... ... ... .... 78
Harvesting . .. ... 78
PrOCESSING . .ot e 79
SUPPOIt SEIVICES . . vttt 81
The Municipality and Revenues . ............ .. 81

APPENDIX 3 — SOCIAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT i AUGUST 2004



24

2.5

2.6

2.7

Summary of Recent Community Fishery IFQ/Co-op Rationalization Experience

and Implications for Likely Crab Rationalization Impacts ................ 82
Differential Impacts of the Three Rationalization Alternatives
atthe Community Level .......... .. . 83
KING COVE ... e e 85
Community DemographiCs . ... e 85
Total Population . ... .. 86
Ethnicity . ... 86
AQE aNd SEX .ot 88
Local Economy and Linkstothe Crab Fishery ............. ... .. .. ... ........ 89
Harvesting . .. ..o 90
PrOCESSING . .. oo 94
SUPPOI SBIVICES o vttt i 97
The Municipality and ReVenUES . ... ... ..t e e 103
Summary of Recent Community Fishery IFQ/Co-op Rationalization Experience
and Implications for Likely Crab Rationalization Impacts .. ............. 104
Differential Impacts of the Three Rationalization Alternatives
atthe Community Level ........ ... . . 107
SAND POINT . e 109
Community DemographiCs ... ........ i 109
Total Population . ........... i 109
EthNiCity ... e 110
AQE AN SEX ot 111
Local Economy and Linkstothe Crab Fishery .. ....... ... .. ... .. ... .. ..... 112
Harvesting . ... oot 113
PrOCESSING . o\ o i 114
SUPPOIT SEIVICES . . o\ttt 115
The Municipality and Revenues ... ......... ... i 115
Summary of Recent Community Fishery IFQ/Co-op Rationalization Experience
and Implications for Likely Crab Rationalization Impacts .. ............. 116
Differential Impacts of the Three Rationalization Alternatives
atthe Community Level ........ ... . 117
AD AK L 118
Community DemographiCs . ...t 121
Total Population . ... . 122
Ethnicity . ... .. e 123
AQE AN SBX .ot e 125
Local Economy and Linkstothe Crab Fishery ............... ... .. ... ....... 126
Harvesting . . ..o 128
PrOCESSING . ..ot 129
SUPPOIT SEIVICES v ottt e e e 131
The Municipality and Revenues . ... 136
Summary of Recent Community Fishery IFQ/Co-op Rationalization Experience
and Implications for Likely Crab Rationalization Impacts . .............. 137
Differential Impacts of the Three Rationalization Alternatives
atthe Community Level ...... ... . ... 138
ST, PAUL . 141
Community DemographiCs .. ...t 142
Total Population . ........... . 143
Ethnicity ... e 143
AQE AN SEX o 145

APPENDIX 3 — SOCIAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT i AUGUST 2004



Local Economy and Linksto the Crab Fishery ........... ... ... ... .. ...... 146

Harvesting ... ..ot e 147
SUPPOIT SBIVICES . . o vttt 152
The Municipality and Revenues . ........... ... i 153
Summary of Recent Community Fishery IFQ/Co-op Rationalization Experience
and Implications for Likely Crab Rationalization Impacts .. ............. 154
Differential Impacts of the Three Rationalization Alternatives
atthe Community Level ...... ... ... .. 156
2.8 ST. GEORGE . . .. 158
Community DemographiCs . .......... i 158
Total Population . ....... .. 159
Bthnicity . ... .. e 159
AQE AN SBX .ot e 161
Local Economy and Linkstothe Crab Fishery .............................. 161
Harvesting . ... oo 162
PrOCESSING . .\ttt 163
SUPPOIT SEIVICES . oottt i e 165
The Municipality and Revenues . ... 169
Summary of Recent Community Fishery IFQ/Co-op Rationalization Experience
and Implications for Likely Crab Rationalization Impacts .. ............. 170
Differential Impacts of the Three Rationalization Alternatives
atthe Community Level ...... ... ... 171
2.9 KODIAK o e 173
Community DemographiCs ... ...t 176
Total Population . ....... ... 176
Ethnicity ... e 177
AGE AN SEX oot 180
Housing Types and Population Segments . .. ............ ... .. ....... 180
Local Economy and Linkstothe Crab Fishery ........... ... ... .. ... ...... 181
Harvesting ... ..o e 186
PrOCESSING . . vttt 190
SUPPOIt SEIVICES . . o\ ottt e 195
The Municipality and ReVenUES . ....... ... i e 196
Summary of Recent Community Fishery IFQ/Co-op Rationalization Experience
and Implications for Likely Crab Rationalization Impacts ............... 197
Differential Impacts of the Three Rationalization Alternatives
atthe Community Level ........ ... ... . 200
3.0 PACIFIC NORTHWEST COMMUNITIES . .. ... e 203
3.1 SEATTLE 203
The Seattle "Geography™ of the BSAI Crab Fishery .......................... 206
ThePortof Seattle ......... ... . i 207
Ballard . .. ... 208
The Ballard Interbay Northend Manufacturing Industrial Center . ......... 209
General Community Level Ties to the BSAI Crab Fishery .............. 212
Seattle, BSAI Crab Fishery Socioeconomic Issues and a Sector-Based Approach ... 215
Links to Specific Crab Fishery Sectors ........... ... . i, 215
PrOCESSING .« o vttt 216
Catcher-Processor SECtOr .. ......... it 218
Catcher Vessels . . ..o 219

APPENDIX 3 — SOCIAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT i AUGUST 2004



Summary of Recent Community Fishery IFQ/Co-op Rationalization Experience

and Implications for Likely Crab Rationalization Impacts ............... 220
Differential Impacts of the Three Rationalization Alternatives

atthe Community Level ...... ... ... . 224
4.0 CDQ REGION AND PROGRAM EXISTING CONDITIONS . ..... ..., 225
4.1 INTRODUCTION . .. e 225
CDQ Allocations and Harvest ...t e e 226
CDQ CommUNITIES . . oo e 226
4.2 CDQ GROUP PROFILES . ... e 231
Aleutian Pribilof Island Community Development Association ................. 231
Bristol Bay Economic Development Corporation .............. ... ... ....... 233
Central Bering Sea Fisherman's Association .............. ... .. .. ..., 233
Coastal Villages Region Fund . .......... ... . i i, 233
Norton Sound Economic Development Corporation .......................... 234
Yukon Delta Fisheries Development Association ............................ 234
4.3 ECONOMIC IMPACTS OF THECDQPROGRAM . ... ... 235
Revenue Generation . . ...t 235
Asset ACCUMUIALION . ... ..o e 237
Employmentand IncCome . ... 239
Training and Education . ............ i e e 241
Indirect Employment and Income Effects ............... ... .. .. ... .. ... 241

44 POTENTIAL CRAB MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVE CDQ REGION
SOCIAL IMPACT S ot e 242
Status Quo Alternative . ... e 242
Three-Pie Voluntary Cooperative Alternative ............. ... ... ... ciuo... 242
Individual Fishing Quota Alternative ............. ...t 244
Cooperative AIErNative . . ... ... 244
5.0 REFERENCES CITED .. ..ot e e e e e 245
SIA Attachment 1: Social Impact Assessment Methodology ................ ... ... .. ...... Al-1
SIA Attachment 2: Unalaska Municipal Revenue Note . .. .......... ... A2-1
SIA Attachment 3: Supporting Data Tables . . .. ... . A3-1

APPENDIX 3 — SOCIAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT iv AUGUST 2004



LIST OF TABLES

Table Page
Table 1.0-1 Average Annual Number of Vessels Participating (qualified landings) in

Relevant BSAI Crab Fisheries 1991-2000 by Community (with a minimum

average of tWo VESSEIS) ... ... o 3
Table 1.0-2 Average Annual Number of Processors in Relevant BSAI Crab Fisheries 1991-2000

by Community (with a minimum average of 0.5 processors) ..................... 4
Table 2.1-1 Aleutians East Borough Selected Fisheries-Related Revenues (in dollars),

Fiscal Years 1990-2001 .. ... .ttt 14
Table 2.1-2 Number of Active Halibut VVessels by Management Area, 1992-1999 ............. 20
Table 2.2-1 Unalaska Population by Decade, 1890-2000 . ... ..., 28
Table 2.2-2 Unalaska Annual Population, 1990-2001 . ............ ... i, 29
Table 2.2-3 Estimates of Direct Fisheries Related "Floating Population” of the Community

of Unalaska, 2000 . . ...ttt 30
Table 2.2-4 Ethnic Composition of Unalaska's Population: 1970, 1980, 1990, and 2000 ........ 32
Table 2.2-5 Group Quarters Housing Information, Unalaska, 1990 ......................... 33
Table 2.2-6 Ethnicity and Group Quarters Housing Information, Unalaska, 1990 .............. 33
Table 2.2-7 Population by Age and Sex, Unalaska: 1970, 1980, 1990, and 2000 .............. 34
Table 2.2-8 Unalaska City School District Enrollment, Fiscal Years 1978-2002 ............... 35
Table 2.2-9 Parent Employment by Sector, Unalaska City School District Fiscal Year 2000 . .. .. 35
Table 2.2-10  Volume and Value of Fish Landed at Unalaska, 1977-2001 ..................... 38
Table 2.2-11  City of Unalaska, Ten Principal Employers, June 30,2001 ..................... 39
Table 2.2-12  Vessels <60' Owned by Unalaska Residents with Landings in Groundfish

Target Fisheries and Groundfish Ex-vessel Revenue of Unalaska/Dutch

Harbor Resident Owned Vessels, 1992-2000 ............ .. ... 41
Table 2.2-13  Number of Unalaska/Dutch Harbor Vessels < 60' Targeting Pacific Cod in the

Bering Sea by Gear Type Utilized, 1992-2000 ........... .. ... ... 42
Table 2.2-14  Groundfish Ex-Vessel Revenue of Vessels <60' Delivering to Processors

on Unalaska Island, 1992-2000 .. ........o ittt e 43
Table 2.2-15  Total Processed Value of Relevant BSAI Crab Species, by Species and Year,

Unalaska/Dutch Harbor, 1991-2000 .. ... ..ttt e 46
Table 2.2-16  Processed Value of Relevant BSAI Crab Species, by Species and Year,

as Percentage of Community Annual BSAI Crab Processed, Unalaska/Dutch

Harbor, 1991-2000 . . . ... .ot 47
Table 2.2-17  Total Processed Value of Relevant BSAI Crab Species, by Species and Year,

All Regions, 1991-2000 . ... ..ot e e 48
Table 2.2-18  Processed Value of Relevant BSAI Crab Species, by Species and Year,

Unalaska/Dutch Harbor as Percentage of Total BSAI Crab Processed,

All Regions, 1991-2000 . ... ...ttt e 49
Table 2.2-19  Volume (in Pounds) Processed by Unalaska/Dutch Harbor Processors,

by Fishery Category and Year, 1991-2000 ............ ..., 51
Table 2.2-20.  Percentage of Total Volume Processed by Unalaska/Dutch Harbor Processors,

by Fishery Category and Year, 1991-2000 ............ ..., 52
Table 2.2-21  Value (in Dollars) of Fish Processed by Unalaska/Dutch Harbor Processors,

by Fishery Category and Year, 1991-2000 ..............c.c0 0. 53
Table 2.2-22  Percentage of Total Value of Fish Processed by Unalaska Processors,

by Fishery Category and Year, 1991-2000 .......... ..., 54
Table 2.2-23  City of Unalaska, Port of Dutch Harbor Airport Passenger Count by Quarter,

1995-200L ..o 64
APPENDIX 3 — SOCIAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT \' AUGUST 2004



Table 2.2-24  Unalaska Department of Public Safety Level of Service Indicators, 1994-2001 . . .. .. 65
Table 2.2-25  Unalaska/Dutch Harbor Community Medical Center, Illiuliuk Family and Health

Services, Selected Patient Statistics and Total Revenues, FY 1999 - FY 2001 ....... 66
Table 2.2-26  City of Unalaska General Fund, Fiscal Years 1998-2001 ....................... 67
Table 2.2-27  City of Unalaska Selected Fisheries-Related General Fund Revenues (in dollars),

Fiscal Years 1991-2001 . .. ..ottt 68
Table 2.3-1 Akutan Population by Decade, 1880-2000 ........... ...t 76
Table 2.3-2 Ethnic Composition of Population Akutan: 1990 and 2000 ..................... 76
Table 2.3-3 Group Quarters Housing Information, Akutan, 1990 .......................... 77
Table 2.3-4 Ethnicity and Group Quarters Housing Information, Akutan, 1990 ............... 77
Table 2.3-5 Population Composition by Sex, Akutan: 1990and 2000 ....................... 77
Table 2.3-6 Akutan School Enrollment, FY 1991-2002 . . ...t 78
Table 2.3-7 Akutan Municipal Revenues, 1999and 2000 ............ ... ... ., 82
Table 2.4-1 King Cove Population by Decade, 1940-2000 ..............ccciiiiirinnin.n.. 86
Table 2.4-2 Ethnic Composition of Population King Cove, 1990and 2000 . ... ............... 87
Table 2.4-3 Group Quarters Housing Information, King Cove, 1990 .. ...................... 87
Table 2.4-4 Ethnicity and Group Quarters Housing Information, King Cove, 1990 ............ 88
Table 2.4-5 Population by Age and Sex, King Cove: 1990and 2000 ....................... 88
Table 2.4-6 King Cove City School Enrollment, 1995-2003 ............. ... ... 89
Table 2.4-7 King Cove Municipal Revenues, 1999and 2000 ................. .. ... ..... 103
Table 2.5-1 Sand Point Population by Decade, 1940-2000 ............ ..., 110
Table 2.5-2 Ethnic Composition of Population Sand Point: 1990 and 2000 .................. 110
Table 2.5-3 Group Quarters Housing Information, Sand Point, 1990 .. ..................... 111
Table 2.5-4 Ethnicity and Group Quarters Housing Information, Sand Point, 1990 ........... 111
Table 2.5-5 Population by Age and Sex, Sand Point: 1990and 2000 ...................... 112
Table 2.5-6 Sand Point School Enrollment, FY 1991-2002 .. ....... ... ... 112
Table 2.5-7 Sand Point Municipal Revenues, 1999and 2000 ............... ... .oivn.... 116
Table 2.6-1 Adak Population by Decade, 1970-2000 .. ......... .ot 122
Table 2.6-2 Ethnic Composition of Population, Adak, 1990and 2000 ..................... 123
Table 2.6-3 Group Quarters Housing Information, Adak, 1990 ........................... 124
Table 2.6-4 Ethnicity and Group Quarters Housing Information, Adak, 1990 ................ 124
Table 2.6-5 Population by Age and Sex, Adak: 1990and 2000 ............... .. ... ....... 125
Table 2.6-6 Adak School Enrollment, 1993-2002 . ...t 126
Table 2.7-1 St. Paul Population by Decade, 1880-2000 . .............coiiiiiiiiann. 143
Table 2.7-2 Ethnic Composition of Population St. Paul 1990and 2000 . .................... 144
Table 2.7-3 Group Quarters Housing Information, St. Paul, 1990 ......................... 144
Table 2.7-4 Ethnicity and Group Quarters Housing Information, St. Paul, 1990 .............. 145
Table 2.7-5 Population by Age and Sex, St. Paul: 1990and 2000 ......................... 145
Table 2.7-6 St. Paul School Enrollment, 1993-2002 . .. ... . it e 146
Table 2.7-7 Value of Opilio and Other Relevant BSAI Crab Species Processing for the

North Region and the Total of All Regions, 1991-2000 ....................... 151
Table 2.7-8 St. Paul Municipal Revenues, 1999and 2000 .............. ... 154
Table 2.8-1 St. George Population by Decade, 1880-2000 .. .......... ... 159
Table 2.8-2 Ethnic Composition of Population St. George: 1990 and 2000 .. ................ 160
Table 2.8-3 Group Quarters Housing Information, St. George, 1990 ....................... 160
Table 2.8-4 Ethnicity and Group Quarters Housing Information, St. George, 1990 . ........... 160
Table 2.8-5 Population Composition by Age and Sex, St. George: 1990 and 2000 ............ 161
Table 2.8-6 St. George School Enrollment, 1993-2002 ......... ... ... 161
Table 2.8-7 St. George Municipal Revenues, 1999and 2000 ............. ..., 170
Table 2.9-1 Kodiak City and Area Population 1880-2000 .................c.coiiiinnn... 177
Table 2.9-2 Ethnic Composition of Population Kodiak City: 1970, 1980, 1990, and 2000 ...... 178
APPENDIX 3 — SOCIAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT Vi AUGUST 2004



Table 2.9-3 Ethnic Composition of Population Kodiak Island Borough: 1980, 1990, and 2000 .. 179
Table 2.9-4 Group Quarters Housing Information, Kodiak, 1990 ......................... 179
Table 2.9-5 Ethnicity and Group Quarters Housing Information, Kodiak, 1990 .............. 179
Table 2.9-6 Population by Age and Sex, Kodiak City: 1970, 1980, 1990, and 2000 ........... 180
Table 2.9-7 Population by Age and Sex, Kodiak Island Borough: 1990 and 2000 ............ 180
Table 2.9-8 Top 20 Kodiak Employers, 2000 . ...t e e 182
Table 2.9-9 Volume and Value of Fish Landed at Kodiak, 1984-2001 ..................... 183
Table 2.9-10  Volume and Value of Fish Landed at the Port of Kodiak, by Species, 2000 . . ... ... 184
Table 2.9-11  Annual Average Number of Crab Vessels Owned by Kodiak Residents

Participating in Relevant BSAI Crab Species Fisheries and Associated

Harvest, 1991-2000. . . . ...ttt 187
Table 2.9-12  Annual Average Number of Vessels Owned by Kodiak Residents Participating

in All Fisheries and Associated Value and VVolume of Harvest, 1991-2000. ........ 188
Table 2.9-13  Value of BSAI Tanner Crab and Total Relevant BSAI Crab Species Processing

for Kodiak and the Total of All Regions, 1991-2000 ......................... 191
Table 2.9-14  Volume of Fish Processed by Kodiak Processors, by Fishery Category and Year,

1991-2000 ..ttt 192
Table 2.9-15  Percentage of Total Volume of Fish Processed by Kodiak Processors,

by Fishery Category and Year, 1991-2000 ..............co .. 192
Table 2.9-16  Value of Fish Processed by Kodiak Processors, by Fishery Category and

Year, 1991-2000 . ...t 193
Table 2.9-17  Percentage of Total Value of Fish Processed by Kodiak Processors, by

Fishery Category and Year, 1991-2000 . .. ...ttt 193
Table 2.9-18  Annual Average Employment by Kodiak Shore-based Processors, 1999 to 2002 ... 194
Table 2.9-19  Kodiak Municipal Revenues, 1999 and 2000 .............. ... i, 196
Table 2.9-20  Shared Fisheries Tax Received by the Kodiak Island Borough, FY 1999-2002 ... .. 197
Table 3.1-1 Ethnic Composition of Population, Seattle-Tacoma CMSA, 1990 and 2000 ....... 205
Table 3.1-2 Relationship of Estimated BINMIC Population and Employment to Local,

Regional, and State Population and Employment ............................ 210
Table 3.1-3 BINMIC Employment by Industry Sector ............. ... ... ... 211
Table 3.1-4 Annual Average Number of Catcher Processors by Relevant BSAI Species

Crab Fishery with Seattle-Tacoma CMSA Ownership, 1991-2000 . .............. 218
Table 3.1-5 Average Number of Relevant BSAI Species Crab Vessels in Various Fisheries

Categories, by Fisheries Category, Owned by Residents of the Seattle-Tacoma

CMSA Area, 1991-2000 .. ...\ttt 219
Table 3.1-6 Average Annual Value of Harvest for Relevant BSAI Species Crab Vessels

in Various Fisheries Categories, by Fisheries Category, for Vessels Owned

by Seattle-Tacoma CMSA Residents, 1991-2000 ...................ccvun... 220
Table 4.1-1 CDQ Allocation Percentages by Species and Group, 2001-2002 ................ 227
Table 4.1-2 CDQ Allocation Amounts in Metric Tons by Species and Group, 2001 ........... 229
Table 4.1-3 Alaska Native Percentage of Total Community Population, Alaska CDQ

Communities, 2000 .. .. .. 230
Table 4.1-4 CDQ Group Communities, Populations (2000) and Administrative Locations ... .. 232
Table 4.3-1 Vessel Acquisitions by CDQ Groupsasof2000 ............. ... ... ... oo... 238
Table 4.3-2 Inshore Processing Plant Acquisitions by CDQ Groupsasof2000 .............. 238
Table 4.3-3 CDQ Employment and Wages for all CDQ groups, 1993-2000 ................. 239
Table 4.3-4 CDQ Wages Compared with Total Adjusted Gross Income in CDQ

Communities, 1997-1990 . . . ... 240
Table 4.3-5 CDQ Wages Compared with Total Adjusted Gross Income in CDQ

Communities, by CDQ Group, 1997-1998 . ... ... ... i 241
APPENDIX 3 — SOCIAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT vii AUGUST 2004



ADF&G
AEB
AEC
AFA
ANCSA
APICDA
ARC
BBEDC
BINMIC
BSAI
CBSFA
CDQ
CFEC
CMSA
CVRF
DCED
DOD
EAI
EEZ
EIS
FAO
FBT
FMP
GHL
IFQ
KIB
LRA
mph
MSA
NAF
NAVFAC
NMFS
NPFMC
NSEDC
NSGA
NWR
PIP
PMA
QS
REIS
SEIS
SIA
TAC
USDOI
USFWS
VFW
WAI
YDFDA

ACRONYMS

Alaska Department of Fish and Game

Aleutians East Borough

Aleut Enterprise Corporation

American Fisheries Act

Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act

Aleutian Pribilof Islands Development Association
Adak Reuse Corporation

Bristol Bay Economic Development Corporation
Ballard Interbay Northern Manufacturing Industrial Center
Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands

Central Bering Sea Fisherman’s Association
Community Development Quota

Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission
Consolidated Metropolitan Statistical Area

Coastal Villages Region Fund

Department of Community and Economic Development
Department of Defense

Eastern Aleutian Islands

Exclusive Economic Zone

Environmental Impact Statement

Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations
Fishery Business Tax

Fishery Management Plan

guideline harvest level

Individual Fishing Quota

Kodiak Island Borough

Local Reuse Authority

miles per hour

Magnuson-Stevens Act

Naval Air Facility

Naval Facility

National Marine Fisheries Service

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
Norton Sound Economic Development Corporation
Naval Security Group Activity

National Wildlife Refuge

Pribilof Island Processors

Proposed Management Alternatives

guota share

Regional Economic Information System
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
Social Impact Assessment

total allowable catch

U.S. Department of the Interior

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Veterans of Foreign Wars

Western Aleutian Islands

Yukon Delta Fisheries Development Association

APPENDIX 3 — SOCIAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT viii AUGUST 2004



OVERVIEW OF CRAB COMMUNITY SOCIOECONOMIC PROFILES

In addition to discussions of background, methodology, and experience with rationalization programs, this
document contains profiles of selected communities that are engaged in, and substantially dependent upon,
the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands (BSAI) crab fishery. The nature of engagement with, and the level of
dependence upon, the crab fishery varies from community to community.

This section is guided, in part, by National Standard 8 under the Magnuson-Stevens Act (MSA). National
Standard 8 is part of a set of standards that apply to all Fishery Management Plans (FMPs) and regulations
promulgated to implement such plans. Specifically, National Standard 8 states that:

Conservation and management measures shall, consistent with the conservation requirements
of this [Magnuson-Stevens] Act (including the prevention of overfishing and rebuilding of
overfished stocks), take into account the importance of fishery resources to fishing
communities in order to (A) provide for the sustained participation of such communities and
(B) to the extent practicable, minimize adverse economic impacts on such communities (Sec.
301(a)(8)).

The MSA defines a "fishing community” as "...a community which is substantially dependent on or
substantially engaged in the harvest or processing of fishery resources to meet social and economic needs,
and includes fishing vessel owners, operators, and crew, and United States fish processors that are based in
such community" (Sec. 3 [16]). The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) further specifies in the
National Standard guidelines that a fishing community is "...a social or economic group whose members
reside in a specific location and share a common dependency on commercial, recreational, or subsistence
fishing or on directly related fisheries dependent services and industries (for example, boatyards, ice
suppliers, tackle shops)" (63 FR 24235, May 1, 1998). "Sustained participation” is defined by NMFS as
"...continued access to the fishery within the constraints of the condition of the resource™ (63 FR 24235, May
1,1998).

Consistent with National Standard 8, this section identifies affected regions and communities and describes
and assesses the nature and magnitude of their dependence on and engagement in the BSAI crab fisheries.
While this section does not contain detailed analyses of the potential impacts of individual management
alternatives or options under consideration in the main body of this Environmental Impact Statement (EIS),
each community profile contains a general consideration of the direction and magnitude of change likely
under the main alternatives.

1.0 BACKGROUND AND METHODOLOGY

For the purposes of this social impact assessment, a two-pronged approach to analyzing the community or
regional components of potential change associated with the proposed crab management alternatives was
utilized. First, summary tables based on existing quantitative fishery information (and accompanying
narrative discussions) were developed to illustrate patterns of participation in the various components of the
fishery, and these were presented in the main body of the EIS. This analysis, contained in Section 3.4.4 of
the EIS, focuses on fishery sectors (harvesters, catcher processors, and processors) and portrays the existing
conditions or baseline distribution of these sectors across communities and regions. The associated analysis
of alternatives (Section 4.6.5 of the EIS) discussions looks at the potential differential distribution of impacts
to communities and regions that could accompany potential changes in the sectors brought about by the
various management alternatives. As discussed in Section 3.4.4, however, there are substantial limitations
on the data that can be utilized for these purposes, based on confidentiality restrictions. A prime example of
this is where a community is the site of a single processor, or even two or three processors. No information
can be disclosed about the volume and value of crab landings in those communities. This, obviously, severely
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limits quantitative discussions of the potential impacts of alternatives on those communities. In short, the
frame of reference or unit of analysis in Section 3.4.4 is the individual sector. Combining information on the
distribution of those sectors across communities with information on alternative induced changes to the
individual sectors, it is (in theory) relatively straightforward to see how impacts to any given sector may be
differentially distributed across communities and regions within this framework. The practicalities of data
limitations, however, serve to restrict this discussion.

The second approach to producing a comprehensive social impact assessment involved selecting a subset of
BSAI crab communities for characterization to describe the range, direction, and likely order of magnitude
of social and community level impacts associated with the management alternatives for the relevant crab
fisheries. The approach of using a subset of communities rather than attempting detailed characterization of
all of the communities in the region(s) involved was chosen due to the practicalities of time and resource
constraints. As noted in the main body of the document, and elaborated below, the total set of communities
engaged in the fishery is numerous and far-flung. Communities (and types of potential or likely impacts) vary
based upon the type of engagement of the individual community in the fishery, whether it is through being
home port of a portion of the catcher vessel fleet, being the location of shore-based processing, being the base
of catcher processor or floating processor ownership or activity, or being the location of fishery support sector
businesses. In short, the approach employed in this document (Appendix 3 to the EIS), uses the community
or region as the frame of reference or unit of analysis (as opposed to the fishery sector as in the first approach
[in Section 3.4.4 of the EIS itself]). This approach examines, within the community or region, the local
nature of engagement or dependence on the fishery in terms of the various sectors present in the community
and the relationship of those sectors (in terms of size and composition, among other factors) to the rest of the
local social and economic context. This approach then explores the likely social and community impacts that
would result from the rationalization associated changes to the locally present sectors in combination with
other community specific attributes and socioeconomic characteristics.

In terms of the catcher vessel or harvest sector component of the fishery, many communities across a very
wide area are involved in the fishery, but marked areas of concentration of the fleet are apparent. Table 1.0-1
summarizes the location of the fleet by crab fishery participation for all communities in the 1991-2000 period
that had two or more vessels (on an annual average basis) participate in the BSAI crab fisheries included in
the proposed management alternatives analyzed in this EIS.* In addition to the communities listed in the
table, a fairly long list of communities participated in the BSAI crab fisheries over the 1991-2000 era, but

1 In this document, "PMA crab" is used in data tables as an abbreviated reference to relevant BSAI crab species that are
being considered for inclusion in the Proposed Management Alternatives in this EIS (the rationalization alternatives, along with the
status quo alternative). Crab speciesand stocks included in the proposed alternatives include Adak (Western Aleutian Islands [WAI])
brown (golden) king crab (Lithodes aequispina), Adak (WAI) red king crab (Paralithodes camtschaticus), Bristol Bay red king crab
(P. camtschaticus), Bering Sea opilio (snow) crab (Chionoecetes opilio), Bering Sea tanner (C. bairdi), Dutch Harbor (Eastern
Aleutian Islands [EAI]) brown (golden) king crab (L. aequispina), Pribilof blue king crab (P. platypus), Pribilof red king crab (P.
camtschaticus), and St. Matthew blue king crab (P. platypus). Three additional species or stocks were originally proposed for
inclusion in the rationalization program but were later excluded (and do not appear in the quantitative data tables in this section) due
to low levels of harvest and/or recent multi-year closures: Dutch Harbor (EAI) red king crab (P. camtschaticus), EAI tanner (C.
bairdi), and WAI tanner (C. bairdi). The rationalization program includes Adak red king crab west of 179° W Longitude and
excludes it east of this line, but the tables in this section include data for this species/stock from both sides of the line. In the tables,
the "non-PMA" crab designation includes all crab species not proposed for inclusion in the rationalization program including, among
others, species covered by the BSAI crab FMP but managed under state discretion via an ADF&G commissioner's permit (e.g. Al
scarlet king crab [L. couesi]), BSAI federal waters fishery crab managed by the state and not included in the FMP (e.g., Korean hair
crab [Erimacrus isenbeckii]), low-volume primarily state water fisheries (e.g., Aleutian District Dungeness [Cancer magister], or
non-BSAI FMP area federal fisheries (e.g., multiple Gulf of Alaska crab fisheries).
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these communities averaged less than two vessels on an annual basis.? It is important to note, as discussed
in the individual community profiles in this document (Appendix 3) as well as in the main body of the EIS
(in Section 3.4.4), the number of participating vessels from a given community is not necessarily indicative
of the relative volume and value of harvest associated with that community.

Table1.0-1 Average Annual Number of Vessels Participating (qualified landings) in Relevant BSAI
Crab Fisheries 1991-2000 by Community (with a minimum average of two vessels)
Bristol Bay | Bering Sea | Bering Sea | BBR/BSO/ Total
Red Opilio Tanner BST Other 6 All 9 PMA
State City (BBR) (BSO) (BST) Combined | PMA Crab Crab
Alaska Kodiak 28.6 31.9 20.9 37.1 19.6 38.6
Homer 6.2 7.8 5.0 8.3 4.8 8.3
Anchorage 4.3 5.6 2.7 6.1 3.2 6.1
Sand Point 2.9 3.1 2.1 3.8 2.6 4.5
Petersburg 3.1 4.0 1.9 4.0 1.6 4.0
Unalaska 1.4 2.1 0.9 3.0 2.4 3.4
King Cove 2.3 2.1 1.6 3.1 1.4 3.1
Cordova 1.5 1.8 1.3 2.0 0.8 2.0
Oregon Newport 6.9 7.5 4.5 9.4 4.9 10.6
Washington | Sealtle-Tacoma 107.3 125.8 75.3 146.0 68.8 147.2
CMSA*
Bellingham 1.6 2.1 1.0 2.3 0.6 2.3
Notes:  Average vessel counts for combined crab categories based on 10 years. Average vessel counts for

individual crab fisheries are based on the number of years 1991-2000 each was actually open (BBR 8
years; BSO, 10 years; BST, 6 years).
* Seattle-Tacoma Consolidated Metropolitan Statistical Area, comprised of King, Pierce, and Snohomish Counties.

In terms of processing, crab processors include catcher processors, floaters, and shore-based plants spread
over a broad geographic base of participation, but a marked concentration of capacity analogous to that seen
in the catcher fleet is also present among processors. While there are over 100 facilities throughout Alaska
that process BSAI crab, most crab is processed by the relatively limited set of American Fisheries Act (AFA)
qualified processors located in Unalaska/Dutch Harbor, Akutan, and King Cove (NMFS 2002). Table 1.0-2
summarizes the location of operations for processors for all communities in the 1991-2000 period that had
an annual average of greater than 0.5 processors participating in the BSAI crab fisheries covered by the
proposed management alternatives. In addition to the communities listed in the table, around a dozen
communities participated in the BSAI crab fisheries over the 1991-2000 era but averaged less than 0.5

2 In addition to the communities shown in Table 1.0-1, participation of Alaska communities by fewer than an average of
two vessels (in order of participation) included Kenai, Seldovia, Yakutat, Seward, Sitka, Akutan, and Soldotna. In Washington,
named places within the Seattle-Tacoma Consolidated Metropolitan Statistical Area (CMSA) that included an average greater than
two vessels included Seattle, Edmonds, Bellevue, Lynnwood, and Mercer Island; communities in the Seattle-Tacoma CMSA with
an average of less than two vessels included Milton, Bothell, Mill Creek, Redmond, Snohomish, Kirkland, Stanwood, Woodinville,
Shoreline, Mukilteo, Gig Harbor, Issaquah, Kent, Bainbridge Island, Brier, Carnation, Monroe, Vashon, Everett, Federal Way, and
Tacoma. Communities in Washington outside the Seattle-Tacoma CMSA that included an average of less than two vessels included
Chehalis, Cathlamet, Olympia, Sedro Wooley, Edison, Polsho, Curtis, Manson, Oysterville, Longview, Ocean Shores, Camano Island,
Anacortes, Clinton, Nahcotta, Oak Harbor, and South Bend. Communities in Oregon with less than two vessels annual average
participation included Prineville, Seal Rock, Cascade Locks, Warrenton, Hammond, South Beach, and Depoe Bay. Communities
in other states with fewer than two vessels annual participation include Richmond CA, Stryker MT, Kailua (Kona) HI, Emmett ID,
Swanlake MT, Brewster MA, Mankato MN, Lake Havasu AZ, and Lakeside MT.
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processors on an annual basis.®> As shown in the table, not all processors have designating operating areas
and are thus not assigned to communities. These include catcher processors, and a number of (but by no
means all) floating processors. This table (Table 1.0-2) is intended to portray the geographic spread of
processing by number of processing facilities; caution should be applied if this information is used for other
purposes. A primary caution is that the number of participating entities in a community does not necessarily
correspond to volume and value of crab processed. For example, while Kodiak is shown as the number three
community in terms of average annual number of processors running BSAI crab, this represents a relatively
low volume and value of crab compared with some other communities, as discussed in the Kodiak community
profile. Similarly, a small number of processors does not equate to an insignificant amount of

Table1.0-2  Average Annual Number of Processors in Relevant BSAI Crab Fisheries 1991-2000 by
Community (with a minimum average of 0.5 processors)
Bristol Bay | Bering Sea | Bering Sea | BBR/BSO/ Total
Designation Red Opilio Tanner BST Other 6 All 9 PMA
Status City (BBR) (BSO) (BST) Combined | PMA Crab Crab
Operating Unalaska 7.1 9.1 8.5 9.7 5.7 9.9
Area St. Paul 0.9 5.9 2.0 5.9 2.4 5.9
Designated -
Kodiak 3.4 3.0 6.2 5.3 1.2 54
St. Matthews 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.3 1.9 2.2
King Cove 1.0 1.5 1.3 1.7 0.8 1.7
Anchorage 0.5 0.7 1.0 1.2 0.6 1.3
Port Moller 1.1 0.0 1.5 1.2 0.0 1.2
Akutan 1.0 1.0 1.2 1.1 0.8 1.1
St. George 0.0 1.0 0.2 1.1 0.0 1.1
Operating | Catcher 10.8 16.0 15.7 16.6 5.9 17,5
Area Not Processors
Designated ;
Undesignated 3.4 5.1 7.0 8.3 2.3 9.0
Floaters
Notes: Multiple facilities operating in the same location for the same processor were only counted once (most

commonly multiple floaters).

Facilities of the same company operating in different communities were counted in each such community.
Floaters were counted once for each community in which they operated in any given year.

Floaters assignable to specific locations were so assigned — others are shown as "undesignated.”
Catcher processors by definition have no specific processing location

Averages for individual fisheries were calculated using only those years each fishery was open in the
period 1991-2000.

Source: Summarized from the NPFMC Bering Sea Crab Data Base/2001_1

crab being processed. For example, while specific production figures are confidential, it is common
knowledge that the single plant in Akutan is a relatively large operation, so this community may see more

crab processed locally than some communities with more processing entities present. It is also important to
note that although BSAI crab processing operations take place in Alaska, and Alaskan communities derive

® In addition to the communities shown in Table 1.0-2, participation of Alaska communities with fewer than an annual
average of 0.5 processors over the years 1991-2000 include Adak and Homer (0.4 average); Cordova, False Pass, and Wasilla (0.3
average); Naknek and Ninilchik (0.2 average); and Chignik and Dillingham (0.1 average). In addition to communities, Kiska (an
island in the Rat Islands group in the far western Aleutians), Lost Harbor (a bay on the western side of Akun Island, in the Fox Islands
group of Aleutian Islands to the east of Akutan), and Tanaga (in the Andreanof Islands group of Aleutian Islands approximately 50
miles west of Adak), three geographic areas without nearby communities/resident populations, are listed as having seen some
processing activity during this time (each has a 0.1 average). The data set also shows that an annual average of 0.3 processors
operated in the South Region that do not have a community associated with the processing records.
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substantial benefits from these operations (through tax revenues, associated business activity, and so on), the
ownership of crab processors or, perhaps more accurately, the ownership/management of the large majority
of crab processing capacity is largely concentrated in Seattle.

In terms of the location of the BSAI crab fishery support sector, as discussed in the individual profiles,
Unalaska/Dutch Harbor is the center of support for the fishery within Alaska, with a secondary cluster of
businesses in Kodiak. In the smaller participating communities, fleet support is typically provided through
processor facilities. In the Pacific Northwest, and for the fishery as a whole, the greater Seattle area is the
center for the BSAI crab fishery support service sector.

As discussed in the main body of the text, the North Pacific Fishery Management Council (NPFMC) recently
completed a process of evaluating several major management alternatives to rationalize the BSAI crab
fisheries, including Individual Fishing Quota (IFQ) type models and fishery cooperative models. Each of
these primary models included options for inclusion of processor interests and fishery community interests.
The specific rationalization program developed as the preferred alternative by the NPFMC, the "three-pie"
approach, has become one of the main alternatives in this subsequent EIS. A major consideration in the
rationalization analysis process was the potential economic impacts to the various sectors in the crab fisheries,
as well as the social and economic impacts to communities and regions dependent upon these fisheries. This
focus has extended to the EIS analysis process. The purpose of the information contained in this section is
to supplement the NPFMC and NMFS staff analyses with information relevant to the assessment of potential
community and regional social impacts. The communities profiled in this section include:

. Unalaska/Dutch Harbor - as the Alaskan center of the processing and support sectors for the fishery
(among other ties). Good recent information exists for the community in other NPFMC/NMFS
documents but tends to be groundfish oriented. Limited fieldwork was conducted in the community
to fill this gap.

. Akutan - as a center community in terms of processing, but with very limited engagement via direct
harvest participation and/or support service sector involvement. Akutan is unique in its blend of a
developed processing location and Community Development Quota (CDQ) status, and nature of the
industrial enclave and traditional village distinctions seen in the community. Relevant recent
material was available from earlier NPFMC/NMFS documents, but was somewhat dated. Due to
logistical and other pragmatic considerations, this community profile was updated with available
secondary information and supplemented with a limited amount of data gathered in a few interviews
with relevant processing and municipal entity personnel in Anchorage and Seattle.

. King Cove - as a non-center community, but heavily involved in the fishery, primarily due to local
processing, and with some local harvest engagement. There is some relevant recent material
available from earlier NPFMC/NMFS documents, but much of the material is quite dated. Limited
fieldwork was conducted in the community to supplement these data.

. Sand Point - like King Cove is a hon-center community, but is involved in the fishery primarily
through local harvest engagement. No BSAI crab processing has taken place in the community in
recent years. Relevant recent material was available from earlier NPFMC/NMFS documents but was
somewhat dated. Due to logistical and other pragmatic considerations, this community profile was
updated with available secondary information and supplemented with limited data gathered in a few
interviews with relevant entity personnel in Anchorage and Seattle.

. Adak - as a developing fisheries community, in marked counterpoint to the existing developed
communities, as rationalization approaches based on historical participation would have
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fundamentally different impacts in a developing rather than an established community. There is
virtually no current descriptive information available on the community. This is an important study
community due to the conversion from a military to a civilian community, the links of the community
to the regional Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA) corporation, its unique position in
the western Aleutians, and the importance of local fisheries development for the economic viability
of the community. It is also important as a representative community of potential preclusion issues
associated with rationalization. The analysis of these factors was addressed through limited
fieldwork in the community.

. St. Paul - as the focus of the "North Region" in the crab analysis. The most recent comprehensive
fisheries-oriented community profile dates from Inshore/Offshore-1 a decade ago and required
updating. Limited fieldwork was conducted in the community to address this shortcoming.

. St. George - as a "North Region" region community with relatively low levels of historic
participation in the fishery and one that is therefore potentially vulnerable to preclusion from future
consideration in the fishery. St. George may also be seen as representative of communities that have
benefitted from mobile but not "permanent” shore processing. Recent NPFMC/NMFS documents
do not contain detailed information on the engagement of the community in the fishery, and limited
fieldwork was conducted in the community to address this shortcoming.

. Kodiak - as the Alaskan center of the harvest sector of the fishery (among other ties). There was
recent material to build upon from earlier NPFMC/NMFS documents, but it was groundfish oriented,
and in some cases quite dated. Limited fieldwork was conducted in the community to supplement
these data.

. Seattle - as the economic center of the fishery, both for the Pacific Northwest as a region and the
fishery as a whole. Like Unalaska/Dutch Harbor, good recent information exists from recent
NPFMC/NMFS documents but is groundfish oriented. This has required updating, and some limited
fieldwork was conducted as a supplement to compiling secondary data.

. Community Development Quota region - due to CDQ-specific program links to the fishery. This
profile builds on analysis that was completed for earlier NPFMC/NFMS documents, particularly the
Steller Sea Lion Protection Measures Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS). (NMFS
2001a). This update was performed using secondary data.

A more detailed discussion of the specific methodological approach used for this section is provided in Social
Impact Assessment (SIA) Attachment 1: Social Impact Assessment Study Methodology.
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2.0 ALASKA COMMUNITIES
2.1 INTRODUCTION

In this section, eight Alaska communities with direct links to the BSAI crab fishery are profiled in detail.
These are Unalaska, Akutan, King Cove, Sand Point, Adak, St. Paul, St. George, and Kodiak. These
communities vary in their geographic relation to the fishery; their historical relationship to the fishery; the
nature of their contemporary engagement with the fishery through local harvesting, processing, and support
sector activity or ownership; their local governmental structures; their participation in the CDQ program; and
their contemporary social and economic structures. Each of these factors alone and in combination influences
the direction and magnitude of potential social impacts associated with the BSAI crab fishery proposed
management alternatives. These alternatives are mentioned in overview in this introductory section and are
developed as appropriate and relevant in the individual community profiles. Additionally, with respect to the
rationalization alternatives, there have been "lessons learned" through experience with other instances of
fisheries rationalization programs, notably the halibut and sablefish IFQ programs and the pollock
cooperatives institutionalized under the provisions of the AFA. These are also mentioned in overview in this
introduction section and detailed where appropriate in the individual community profiles. Finally, this
introduction contains an overview of the likely social impacts of the crab fishing capacity reduction program
that is occurring in parallel with this proposed management alternative analysis effort.

Community Variability

The communities involved in the BSAI crab fisheries vary along a number of important dimensions that serve
to differentiate the present communities in terms of their engagement in and dependency on the fisheries and
that would serve to influence the differential distribution of impacts that would result from the various
proposed management alternatives. These dimensions are briefly summarized in this section and include
location and historical ties to the fishery, local governmental structures, participation in the CDQ program,
and the contemporary social and economic structure of the communities.

Location and Historical Ties to the Fishery

BSAI crab fishery communities are spread over a wide geography. St. Paul and St. George, located in the
Pribilof Islands, are literally in the middle of the Bering Sea. Unalaska, Akutan, and Adak, on the Aleutian
Chain, are located on the southern rim of the Bering Sea. King Cove, Sand Point, and Kodiak, on the Alaska
Peninsula, Popof Island, and Kodiak Island, respectively, are located on the Gulf of Alaska; nonetheless,
significant BSAI commercial fishery processing takes place in these communities. In general, Aleutians East
Borough (AEB) communities on or near the Alaska Peninsula, such as King Cove and Sand Point, have
typically accessed fishery resources in both the Bering Sea and the Gulf of Alaska, whereas the Aleutians
West Census Area communities have focused more on Bering Sea (and Aleutian Islands) area fishery
resources. While this theoretically gives the AEB communities an increased range of flexibility, in practical
terms it means that these communities are also vulnerable to downturns of fisheries in either major area.
Kodiak vessels and plants have historically harvested and processed more distant BSAI resources as well as
geographically more readily accessible Gulf of Alaska resources. Figure 2.1-1 shows the location of the FMP
areas for the Bering Sea, Aleutian Islands, and Gulf of Alaska. Figure 2.1-2 shows the location of the
communities in the Aleutians West Census Area and the AEB. Figure 2.1-3 shows the location of the
communities within the Kodiak Island Borough.
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These communities profiled have very different histories with respect to the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands
crab fisheries. Early in the development of these fisheries, Kodiak was the center of crab processing.
Somewhat later, Unalaska/Dutch Harbor emerged as the center of both processing and fishery support
activity, a position it has held since the crab boom years of the late 1970s. Akutan, as a village proper, has
had little direct involvement with the commercial fisheries of the region, but it has also been the site of
commercial trapping, whaling, and fisheries activity for over a century. King Cove, a community with a
substantial fisheries-based economy for the better part of a century, has emerged as a multispecies-dependent
community wherein crab plays a major role. Sand Point has a history similar to that of King Cove, but it has
seen no processing engagement with BSAI crab in recent years. St. Paul and St. George have quite a different
historical relationships to local commercial natural resource utilization than Unalaska, Akutan, King Cove,
or Sand Point. Both St. Paul and St. George were founded upon and for decades were sustained by a
commercial harvest of marine mammals rather than fishery resources. Further, these Pribilof communities
face fishery development challenges not seen in the other communities profiled. Despite being adjacent to
waters where a great deal of crab harvest activity takes place, St. Paul has seen little onshore commercial
fisheries-related development, due to a lack of adequate harbor facilities and infrastructure as well as
logistical challenges inherent in a location that is relatively remote from major transportation routes and the
environmental constraints of more extreme weather and ice conditions resulting from its northerly location.
St. George has seen considerably less shore-based processing activity than St. Paul and faces even greater
harbor challenges than its larger neighbor.

Adak has yet a different historical relationship to the fishery. Like St. Paul and St. George, Adak historically
did not have a commercial fisheries-based economy. While some commercial fishing related activity has
taken place over the years, Adak was firstand foremost (and virtually exclusively) a military community until
very recently. This has meant that the recently emerged civilian community is essentially attempting to build
afisheries-based local economy from scratch. Kodiak, which early in the development of the Bering Sea crab
fishery was at its economic if not geographic center, has in more recent years effectively been pushed to the
periphery of this fishery by the development of crab harvesting, processing, and fishery support capacity
elsewhere. These varying historical relationships with the fisheries have served to shape the contemporary
involvement with the BSAI crab fisheries and will influence the way that social impacts resulting from crab
fishery management decisions will be differentially distributed between and within communities.

Changes in the pattern of distribution of BSAI crab harvesting, processing, or ownership of (or effective
access to) quota could have both direct and indirect economic consequences for any or all of the principal
ports. While it is clear that changes in overall quota would have an impact on these communities (and have
in the past), major shifts in the way even a constant quota or total allowable catch (TAC)/guideline harvest
level (GHL) is pursued could serve to effectively shift resources between and among sectors and associated
communities. Inaddition to the historical/structural differences between communities, these impacts would
not be uniform in distribution across the eight communities profiled, owing to proximity to fishing grounds,
differing natures of resident and nonresident fleets that make local and non-local deliveries, locally owned
or locally sited processing plant capacity and capability differences, availability and variety of support
facilities offered, and intermediate and final markets served, among other factors.

Local Governmental Structures and the Aleutians East Borough

Beyond the differences in the localized structure of the fisheries and the associated private sector businesses
in the communities that tend to channel fishery management-related social or socioeconomic impacts, there
are also differences in public sector structures and these also influence the nature and magnitude of potential
localized social impacts. The communities have somewhat different local government structures, and this,
in turn, influences the distribution of public revenues that accrue from the crab fishery. Unalaska/Dutch
Harbor, Adak, St. Paul, and St. George are municipalities outside of organized boroughs. Akutan, King Cove,
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and Sand Point are part of the AEB, and Kodiak is part of the Kodiak Island Borough. Whether or not
communities are within a borough has a direct impact on the way that fishery-associated tax revenues are
distributed among and between communities, including regional communities not directly involved with the
fishery. This is nowhere more obvious than in the AEB, where Akutan, King Cove, and Sand Point are the
primary drivers of the fisheries-based portion of the borough economy. The Kodiak Island Borough is
discussed in overview in the Kodiak community profile which notes the borough participates in the BSAI
crab fisheries to a very large degree through the community of Kodiak itself. Since the AEB spans three
major communities that participate directly in the open access BSAI crab fisheries and others that participate
in the CDQ portion of the fisheries, some additional information on the AEB itself is presented here.

While local (community) revenues are discussed in the individual community profiles, the following is a brief
description of the interrelationships of revenues within the AEB structure:

. According to the AEB Manager (Juettner, personal communication, 2001%), the AEB will receive a
total of $1.4 million as its share of the Fishery Business Tax (FBT) for the 2000 fishery from all
species including groundfish, crab, salmon, and other fisheries processed in the AEB. The State of
Alaska shares the FBT (calculated generally as 3 percent of ex-vessel value) as follows:

. 1.5 percent goes to the state

. 1.5 percent (i.e., one-half of the 3 percent collected) goes to the local governments in whose
jurisdiction the processing occurs, which in turn is split 50 percent to the city and 50 percent
to the borough®

. All of the processing in the AEB takes place within cities in the borough, and therefore the borough
shares all of the FBT 50-50 with the city in which the processing occurs. Therefore, the AEB's $1.4
million FBT revenue represents 0.75 percent of the total ex-vessel value processed in the AEB (with
the other 0.75 percent [i.e., the other half of the 1.5 percent the state shares with local governments]
going directly to the cities). Dividing $1.4 million by 0.0075 yields an estimated $187.7 million total
ex-vessel value of processing in the AEB. Unfortunately for the purposes of further analysis,
information from the AEB indicating species-specific ex-vessel values is confidential and cannot be
released.

. In addition to the State FBT, the AEB and each community within the AEB collects local fish taxes
of 2 percent, except for Akutan, which taxes at a 1 percent rate. Thus, all processors in the AEB
(with the exception of Akutan) pay 5.5 percent of ex-vessel value in taxes, and for Akutan the
analogous figure is 4.5 percent. Assuming that roughly 50 percent of the total tax revenue was
generated in Akutan and 50 percent in other communities within the AEB, the average fish tax
collected in AEB communities is 5 percent of the total ex-vessel value.

It is also important to note that significant impacts through loss of fishery-related revenue that could result
from fishery management actions would be felt in all AEB communities, not just those communities directly
engaged in the fishery. This is the case because communities without major processing plants (Cold Bay,

4 Juettner, Robert, Borough Manager, Aleutians East Borough, AK. Personal communication 7/01

S If processing occurs outside of any local government jurisdiction (for example, when a floating processor operates in
Beaver Inlet on Unalaska Island), the state shares the taxes with all communities in the "unorganized borough" (i.e., all communities
in the state outside of organized boroughs). This includes communities such as Unalaska and Adak (and many other communities
throughout the state), but not King Cove or others within the AEB.
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False Pass, and Nelson Lagoon) normally benefit from borough expenditures that are made possible by
collection of fishery-related revenue in communities with major plants (Akutan, King Cove, and Sand Point).
Given that changes in tax revenue resulting from changes in crab landing patterns in one community within
the borough are directly linked to expenditures in other communities in the borough (for example, a decline
in fish tax revenue in King Cove paid to the AEB would impact Nelson Lagoon if it were large enough to
necessitate reductions in school expenditures), the borough structure would serve to distribute impacts to
communities in a different way than seen in the rest of the region that has no such structure. A recently
released report commissioned by the AEB (McDowell Group 2001) underscores the importance of
commercial fisheries to the AEB as a whole by noting that seafood industry accounts for approximately 99
percent of the AEB's basic economic employment, 76 percent of all employment, and — through fish taxes
— 40 percent of the operating budget for the AEB government. An additional AEB commissioned report
regarding groundfish trawling restrictions (Noble 2000) provides additional quantitative detail on borough
fisheries engagement as do two recent studies on groundfish related assessments (Northern Economics 2001a,
2001b).

While quantitative data on fish taxes from individual communities within the AEB are subject to
confidentiality restrictions, Table 2.1-1 presents direct fish tax revenue data for the borough as a whole for
all fisheries. As shown, there is considerable variability from year to year, ranging between $3 million and
$5 million over the span 1990 to 2001. Because of the limited number of processors for some individual
species, it is not possible to break out the relative importance of species for revenues to communities, but
some detail on the relative importance of crab relative to groundfish and salmon for the harvest fleet at the
borough level and for selected communities may be found in a study recently commissioned by the Southwest
Alaska Municipal Conference (Northern Economics 2001c), and individual fleet characteristics with respect
to the crab fishery itself are discussed in the individual community profiles in the following sections of this
document. Public testimony from the AEB before the NPFMC during the BSAI management alternative
selection process suggests that crab ranged from slightly under one-tenth to over one-third of the borough’s
fish tax revenue from year to year since FY 1994, with a cumulative total of roughly one-quarter of annual
borough fish taxes over this time period.®

® The AEB (and some of its constituent communities) have also released species and community-specific data during the
public testimony process that cannot be presented in the body of this document due to confidentiality restrictions. Some of these data
were presented in written form and were available at NPFMC meetings in 2002 and will likely appear in the compendium of public
comments that will accompany this EIS.
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Table 2.1-1

Aleutians East Borough Selected Fisheries-Related Revenues (in dollars), Fiscal
Years 1990-2001

Selected Fishery Revenue Source
Fiscal Four Source
Year Borough State Stteartﬁtgfigla' State Fish Total
Raw Fish Tax Raw Fish Tax . Landing Tax
Fish Tax
FY 1990 $2,004,264 $1,080,522 $0 $0 $3,084,786
FY 1991 $2,923,085 $1,386,428 $0 $0 $4,309,513
FY 1992 $2,418,881 $2,392,602 $0 $0 $4,811,483
FY 1993 $3,083,980 $1,792,032 $0 $0 $4,876,012
FY 1994 $2,557,500 $2,424,754 $54,877 $0 $5,037,131
FY 1995 $2,340,656 $1,834,575 $57,358 $0 $4,232,589
FY 1996 $2,423,460 $1,179,272 $61,214 $0 $3,663,946
FY 1997 $2,183,802 $1,367,815 $59,745 $0 $3,611,362
FY 1998 $2,236,242 $989,420 $97,193 $135,370 $3,458,225
FY 1999 $2,543,559 $1,212,391 $92,098 $97,535 $3,945,583
FY 2000 $3,255,513 $1,132,709 $108,599 $33,877 $4,530,698
FY 2001 $2,348,939 $1,409,784 $127,668 $17,448 $3,903,839
Source: Aleutians East Borough General Fund Statement of Revenues, Expenditures and Changes in Fund Balance - Budget and Actual, summary
sheets supplied by AEB staff, October 15, 2002

Participation in the CDQ Program

Another factor that serves to differentiate the potential crab rationalization-related impacts to communities
is the CDQ program. Relatively thorough summaries of the CDQ program, including its origins, historical
and current structure, and present allocations within CDQ fisheries have been presented in recent NPFMC
and NMFS documents (e.g., the Inshore/Offshore-3 analysis [NPFMC 1998a] and the Steller Sea Lion
Protection Measures SEIS [NMFS 2001a]) and will not be recapitulated here. While the actual standards are
more complex, in general to qualify as a CDQ community, a community must meet the following criteria:
(1) be recognized as an Alaska Native village under the terms of the ANCSA, (2) be located within the CDQ
qualifying region, defined as a swath within 50 nautical miles of the Bering Sea coast (but even within this
area the community cannot be located on the Gulf of Alaska coast), and (3) not have previously developed
harvesting or processing capability sufficient to support substantial participation in the groundfish fisheries
of the Bering Sea (but the community must still consist of residents that conduct more than one-half of their
commercial or subsistence fishing effort in the Bering Sea or waters around the Aleutian Islands).” Unalaska,
King Cove, and Sand Point, although ANCSA communities and within the geographic CDQ region, did not

"Full qualification criteria are found in Sec. 305(i)(1)(B) of the Magnuson-Stevens Act.
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qualify as CDQ communities due to preexisting commercial fisheries development,® and King Cove and Sand
Point had the additional disqualifying factor of being located on the Gulf of Alaska coast. Kodiak, also an
ANCSA community, did not qualify as it was outside of the CDQ region (even if it were within the region,
it would not have qualified due to existing fishery development). Adak, which falls within the CDQ region
and arguably does not have a substantial/developed fishery, did not qualify for CDQ membership because
it did not qualify as an ANCSA village.® St. Paul did qualify asa CDQ community and is the sole community
in the Central Bering Sea Fishermen's Association CDQ group. St. George also qualified as a CDQ
community but unlike St. Paul is included within the Aleutian Pribilof Islands Community Development
Association (APICDA). Akutan went through a somewhat more complicated process but did eventually
attain CDQ status and, like St. George, is part of APICDA."® As a result of their CDQ status, Akutan, St.
Paul, and St. George participate in different ways in the crab fishery (and other CDQ species fisheries) than
do the other communities profiled.

Community Social and Economic Structure

A final major factor in the differentiation of likely social impacts of BSAI crab rationalization between
communities is the basic social and economic structure of the communities themselves. As detailed in the
individual community profiles, the communities vary widely in their demographic structures and their local
economies. Interms of demographics, the communities range from predominantly Alaska Native populations
to those with populations more ethnically diverse in proportion to their total population than large
metropolitan areas such as Seattle. They also vary widely with respect to the degree to which the labor for
direct fisheries as well as support sector businesses is drawn from a local labor pool or imported from other
communities or regions. Interms of local economies, some communities are relatively diversified and some
are not. Further, the communities vary widely in how relatively important BSAI crab is in terms of the
overall local fishery economic sector, as well as how important commercial fisheries in general are relative
to the overall local economy.

Community Experience with Other Contemporary Fisheries Rationalization Programs

Interms of a general level of overview of potential impacts from the BSAI crab fishery proposed management
alternatives, this section will not dwell on either the status quo alternative but, rather, will focus on the

8 As discussed in the Unalaska community profile, Unalaska is an ex officio member of the local CDQ group, the Aleutian
Pribilof Islands Development Association (APICDA), and as a result Unalaska residents do derive at least some indirect benefits of
the program, such as access to training programs and some monetary support for expenses incurred by the Unalaska Native
Fisherman's Association in order to remain an active participant in the fishery management process.

o Although Adak currently has a population that is over one-third Alaska Native and is essentially managed by the Aleut
Corporation, the Aleutian/Pribilofs regional ANCSA corporation, it was a non-Native military community at the time of the passage
of ANCSA [1971]).

10Initially (in 1992), Akutan was (like nearby Unalaska) deemed not eligible for participation in the CDQ program based
upon the fact that the community was home to "previously developed harvesting or processing capability sufficient to support
substantial groundfish participation in the BSAI .. ." although they met all other qualifying criteria. The Akutan Traditional Council
initiated action to show that the community of Akutan, per se, was separate and distinct from the seafood processing plant some
distance away from the residential concentration of the community site, that interactions between the community and the plant were
of a limited nature, and that the plant was not incorporated in the fabric of the community such that little opportunity existed for
Akutan residents to participate meaningfully in the Bering Sea pollock fishery (i.e., it was argued that the plant was essentially an
industrial enclave or worksite separate and distinct from the traditional community of Akutan and that few, if any, Akutan residents
worked at the plant). With the support of APICDA and others, Akutan was successful in a subsequent attempt to become a CDQ
community and obtained that status in 1996.
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rationalization alternatives. The communities that would potentially experience social impacts from the BSAI
crab fishery proposed management alternatives have experienced impacts related to rationalization efforts
in other commercial fisheries in recent years. While some of the experience will be useful in anticipating
impacts of crab rationalization, there are distinct differences between existing fishery rationalization programs
and the components of the BSAI crab rationalization alternatives in terms of likely social impacts. The
applicability of the existing programs to the proposed program is presented in overview in this section. The
crab rationalization program component approaches and their analogs are as follows:

. IFQ approach. IFQ management is now in place for area halibut and sablefish fisheries. The
relevant parts of that experience are summarized below.

. IFQ Plus Individual Processor Quota (IPQ) approach. Assignment of processor quota shares
alone or in combination with IFQs as proposed in the “three-pie" system (or in the earlier considered
"two-pie" system) is without precedent in local fisheries, so there is no analog experience from which
to draw.

. Cooperatives. Co-ops are now used in the Bering Sea pollock fishery. The relevant parts of that
experience are summarized below.

. Regionalization. Regionalization, or the third part of the three-pie system, is not a rationalization
approach in and of itself, but it functions as part of a rationalization alternative in conjunction with
what are effectively harvester and processor allocations (and co-op provisions). There is ho good
analog experience in local fisheries for looking at likely social impacts as a result of regionalization.
There are, of course, programs in other fisheries that are intended to localize fisheries, through
assigning quotato particular geographic areas and then restricting access or movement between areas,
with the most restrictive of these being "super exclusive" areas where access is completely restricted
to a set of harvesters committed to that area only for a particular fishery (with the typical goal of
effectively eliminating outside access to a localized fishery or serving to create or protect a local,
small, or underdeveloped fishery set aside). In the proposed "three-pie™ alternative, however, the
BSAI crab regionalization provision is structurally quite different from harvest restriction areas in
that it is a geographically directed processing rather than harvesting initiative. In some ways, it is
like the processing component of the three-pie structure given that it is a processing lock-in for
whatever entities are operating in the area. In other ways it functions like a CDQ structure (in terms
of essentially guaranteeing a community or region a revenue stream based on exclusive access to a
portion of the TAC/GHL) but on the processing rather than harvesting side of the fishery, and with
the more-or-less ensured revenue being realized in the form of municipal revenues rather than as
income of one form or another to the CDQ group.

The following subsections summarize the local IFQ and co-op experience relevant to potentially similar social
impacts that could result from the "three-pie," IFQ, or co-op approaches to rationalizing the BSAI crab
fishery. Limitations of the applicability of the "lessons learned" are also noted.

IFQ Experience

The communities that would experience social impacts as a result of the selection of a rationalization
approach for the management of the crab fishery have already experienced an IFQ rationalization of the
halibut and sablefish fisheries. Some aspects of this experience are relevant in attempting to anticipate likely
social impacts that could result from a similar style of crab fishery management, or an alternative that includes
acomponent that is a functional equivalent of IFQs. However, there are limitations of what is actually known
in terms of specific impacts from the transition of the halibut and sablefish fisheries to an IFQ system. In its
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comprehensive document Sharing the Fish: Toward a National Policy on Individual Fishing Quotas, the
National Research Council, reviewing the Alaska halibut fishery came to the following conclusions regarding
"Economic and Social Outcomes for the Fishery"":

"Due to lack of studies and data it is not possible to quantify the net economic impact of the
IFQ programs . .. Although the season length has increased from 5 days to 245 days per year
for both species and landings are now broadly distributed throughout the season, it is
uncertain how costs and revenues have been affected. . .. The effect of the IFQ programs
on halibut ex-vessel price and on costs and revenues for processors, communities, and
consumers are even less well understood. There is anecdotal evidence that an increasing
number of halibut fishermen are bypassing traditional processors and marketing directly to
wholesalers and retailers, but the magnitude and impact of this phenomena has not been
documented” (National Research Council 1999:77).

One comment commonly received from processors in this and other work for the NPFMC/NMFS is that their
profit margin on halibut has declined dramatically since IFQs, implying that fishermen are gaining more of
the rent from the fish. The numbers involved have not been disclosed, nor is the systemic impact of this
change in relative leverage documented, e.g., how much of this in turn goes to pay for (capitalize) the transfer
of IFQs. Given this lack of solid information, it is difficult to generalize this experience to likely crab IFQ
impacts, other than to note that the change in relative bargaining position would be a likely outcome.

One of the main differences between the halibut and IFQ sablefish experience and the likely crab experience
under a rationalization program is the limitation on season lengths. Whereas the pursuit of halibut, a single
species fishery, can be expanded to a large proportion of the year, the multispecies crab fisheries have shorter
windows of opportunity, even under ideal biological conditions, which would tend to limit at least some of
the theoretical community level gains made possible by slowing the fishery. The possibility of bypassing
traditional processors in an IFQ system is an expressed concern of crab processors, but the National Research
Council found that at the community level at least for the higher volume ports, redirection of landings did
not result in wholesale shifts between communities.

"The top five halibut ports have remained the same, with occasional reordering. . . The top
sablefish ports have also been generally consistent . . . The quota share market has been
active, with more than 3,800 permanent transfers in the halibut fishery and more than 1,100
in the sablefish fishery. These transfers have led to some consolidation. The number of
quota holders declined by 24 percent in halibut and 18 percent in sablefish between January
1995 and August 1997. However, the number of quota shareholders still exceeds the annual
maximum number of participants in the pre-IFQ fisheries. In both fisheries, the bulk of
consolidation that has occurred has taken place in smaller holdings. There is anecdotal
evidence that fishermen have reduced crew size and that quota shareholders are crewing for
each other. However, since there are few data on pre-IFQ crewing practices, it is difficult
to determine the magnitude of changes or the opportunity costs of crew who are no longer
in these fisheries" (National Research Council 1999:77).

Looking at community-specific impacts, this same study noted that a lack of data prevented a definitive
analysis. Under the heading "Economic and Social Outcomes for Fishery-Dependent Communities” the
National Research Council concluded:

"The economic and social outcomes of the halibut and sablefish IFQ programs for dependent
communities are largely anecdotal. Continued low prices for salmon have made halibut and
sablefish catches increasingly important for regional fishing economies. The regional
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impacts of reduction in crew size are unknown because information on crew participation
in the pre-1FQ fisheries, their residencies, demographics, and opportunity costs is limited and
has not been compiled adequately" (National Research Council 1999:77).

More recent studies have looked at the broad trends of change that have occurred under the halibut and
sablefish IFQ programs. A study conducted for the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations
(FAO) (Hartley and Fina 2001) noted that while capacity reduction in the halibut and sablefish fisheries had
occurred, it had not occurred to the extent that many had predicted prior to the implementation of the
program.

There are several reasons why capacity in the sablefish and halibut fisheries has not declined
as much as theoretically possible. The primary reason is that the majority of participants has
viewed the sablefish and halibut fisheries as a means of supplementing income from other
major fisheries such as the salmon, crab, and groundfish fisheries, for which many of the
vessels