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ABSTRACT

This document profiles 196 fishing communities in Alaska with information on social,
economic and fisheries characteristics. Various federal statutes, including the Magnuson-Stevens
Fishery Conservation and Management Act and the National Environmental Policy Act, among
others, require agencies to examine the social and economic impacts of policies and regulations.
These profiles serve as a consolidated source of baseline information for assessing community
impacts in Alaska.

The communities profiled in this document were selected through a quantitative process
that assessed involvement in North Pacific fisheries. Demographic and fisheries data from the
year 2009, the most recent year for which data were available when community selection
occurred, were used to determine fisheries involvement. Data envelopment analysis was used as
a quantitatively rigorous method to rank communities based on their overall engagement and/or
dependence in North Pacific fisheries (including commercial, recreational and subsistence
fisheries). Engagement was defined as the value of each indicator as a percentage of the total
present in the state, for example, the percent of all fishing vessels registered in the state that are
owned by residents of a given community. Dependence was then defined as a per capita
measurement of each indicator within the community, reflecting the importance of fishing to
residents. The quantitative indicators used to represent commercial fisheries participation
included commercial fisheries landings (e.g., landings, number of processors, number of vessels
delivering to a community), communities that are the registered homeports of vessels
participating in the fisheries, and communities that are home to documented participants in the
fisheries (e.g., crew license holders, state and federal permit holders, and vessel owners). The
indicators used to represent recreational fisheries participation included sportfish licenses sold in
the community, sportfish licenses held by residents, and the number of charter businesses and
guides registered in the community. The indicators used to represent subsistence fisheries
participation included participation in the Subsistence Halibut Registration Certificate program,
number of subsistence salmon permits issued to households in the community, and local marine
mammal harvests. A community was selected to be profiled when it surpassed the median index
score on either the ranking of community dependence or engagement.

Each community profile is given in a narrative format that includes six sections: People
and Place, Natural Resources and Environment, Current Economy, Gover nance, Infrastructure,
and Involvement in North Pacific Fisheries. People and Place includes information on location,
demographics (including age and gender structure of the population, racial and ethnic make-up),
education, housing, and local history. Natural Resources and Environment presents a description
of the natural resources in the vicinity of the community, as well as specific information on local
parks and preserves, resource exploration opportunities (e.g., mining and fishing), natural
hazards and nearby environmental contamination sites. Current Economy analyzes the principal
contributions to the local economy, including the distribution of occupations and industries that
employ residents, as well as unemployment and poverty statistics. Governance lays out
information regarding city classification, taxation, Native villages, corporations, and other
organizations, proximity to fisheries management and immigration offices, and details regarding
municipal revenue and fisheries-related grants received by each community. Infrastructure
covers connectivity and transportation, facilities (e.g., water, waste, electricity, schools, police),
medical services, and educational opportunities. Involvement in North Pacific Fisheries details
community activities in commercial fishing (e.g., processing, permit holdings, and vessel
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ownership), recreational fishing, and subsistence fishing. The term ‘community’ was defined
based on Census place-level geographies where possible, and communities were grouped only
when constrained by fisheries data. In total, profiles were written for 188 individual
communities. Regional characteristics and fisheries issues are briefly described in regional
introductions.
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FOREWORD

The Alaska Fisheries Science Center (AFSC) has published this enlarged and updated
technical memorandum entitled Community Profiles for North Pacific Fisheries— Alaska in
order to provide a broad and reliable socioeconomic overview of those communities in Alaska
that are engaged in harvesting fishery and aquatic resources. This report creates profiles of
selected Alaskan communities that are comprehensive, thorough, and accurate, and that can be
used by the National Marine Fisheries Service, the North Pacific Fishery Management Council,
and other related state and federal agencies to shape government policy and to evaluate the social
and economic impact of existing regulations on these communities. In order to generate these
complex community profiles, the AFSC relies on the Alaska Fisheries Information Network
(AKFIN) to acquire and process the best available data on Alaska commercial, recreational, and
subsistence fisheries. Using a complex database management system, AKFIN is able to process a
vast quantity of diverse data into functional information that allows AFSC to construct fact-
based community profiles which can guide state and federal agencies in developing and
deploying the most effective policies for the Alaska fisheries.

Under the direction of the Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission (PSMFC), AKFIN
was established in 1997 in response to the pressing demand for a comprehensive information
management center that would be able to process, store and distribute the growing volume of
data being accumulated by the Alaska fisheries. AKFIN functions as an intermediary network
that supports the collection and processing of fisheries’ statistics gathered in Alaska. Moreover,
AKFIN consolidates this information within a single comprehensive database, provides value-
added analysis and interpretation, and then disseminates this information to fishery analysts,
managers, and scientists. AKFIN operates in accordance with the objectives of the PSMFC,
which is to support and promote policies that contribute to the conservation, development, and
management of our fishery resources in Alaska and on the West Coast of the United States.

Alaska Fisheries Information Network
205 SE Spokane Street, Suite 100
Portland, Oregon 97202-6487

Robert Ryznar
AKFIN Program Manager

xvil
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INTRODUCTION

Purpose

This document profiles 196 Alaska communities significantly involved in commercial,
recreational and subsistence fisheries in Alaska, including state waters, and federal waters in the
Bering Sea, the Aleutian Islands, the Gulf of Alaska, the Beaufort Sea and Chukchi Sea. For the
purposes of this project, these areas are collectively referred to as the North Pacific.

Fishing Communitiesin Law and Policy

A variety of federal laws make clear the imperative for the National Marine Fisheries
Service to consider the human communities that are involved in fisheries. National Standard
Eight of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSFCMA) states:

Conservation and management measures shall, consistent with the conservation
requirements of this 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.

In addition, the National Environmental Policy Act requires that agencies assess the impacts of
major federal actions on the environment, including the human environment. Typically, an
Environmental Impact Statement will include a description of the social environment, and an
assessment of the impacts of alternative policy choices on that environment.

Other laws and policies mandating attention to impacts on human communities include
Executive Order 12898 on Environmental Justice, which directs agencies to assess impacts that
may disproportionately affect low income and minority populations, Executive Order 12866 on
Regulatory Planning and Review, which requires agencies to assess the costs and benefits of
proposed regulations and alternatives, and the Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA), which requires
agencies to assess impacts of proposed policies on regulated small entities, meaning small
businesses, organizations, and governmental jurisdictions as defined in the RFA and the Small
Business Act.'

In order to facilitate implementation of these laws, and improve available information on
affected communities, the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has engaged in a nation-
wide effort to profile fishing communities. Analysis of social impacts often uses a geographic

! “>Small businesses’ are defined in section 3 of the Small Business Act, 15 U.S.C. . 632, and in the SBA's
regulations at 13 C.F.R. 121.201 (2002). 5 U.S.C. 601(3). .. .. ‘Small organizations’ are any not-for-profit
enterprises that are independently owned and operated and not dominant in their fields (for example, private
hospitals and educational institutions). 5 U.S.C. 601(4). ‘Small governmental jurisdictions’ are governments of
cities, counties, towns, townships, villages, school districts, or special districts with a population of less than 50,000.
The size standard used by the Small Business Administration to define small businesses varies by industry; however,
the SBA uses the "fewer than 500 employees" cut off when making an across-the-board classification.” Quoted
from the U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission Regulatory Flexibility Act Procedures posted at
http://www.eeoc.gov/policy/regflexibilityact.html.
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scale larger than the community, such as county or region, to analyze the data because that is the
geographic level at which much of the data is available, and because the resources are not
available to conduct an analysis with finer geographical resolution. Detailed analysis at the
community level usually focuses on those communities which are likely to experience the most
significant impacts -- an approach that is entirely appropriate given the limited time allotted for
most impact assessments. Thus, there are dozens of communities which may be impacted by
policy matters that cannot be analyzed on an individual basis. Because the North Pacific already
has regional economic profiles” and detailed community-level profiles of some places most
heavily involved in federal fisheries,” the profiles given here may be particularly useful in
providing basic information on some of the fishing communities not included in these other
reports.

Fishing Community Profiles

The profiles of Alaskan fishing communities in this document are part of this national
endeavor, and represent the first update to the original document published in 2005.* The
fisheries considered in these profiles include both state and federal fisheries in the commercial,
recreational and subsistence sectors. From the perspective of a community dependent on or
engaged in fishing, whether a particular fishery is under state or federal jurisdiction is of less
importance to the health and resilience of the community than the strength and sustainability of
the fishery itself. Furthermore, it can sometimes be challenging to identify from available
databases whether a documented fish delivery was taken under a state or federal fishery,
particularly where there are parallel seasons for the same species and gear types, and much of the
available information concerning involvement in fisheries is not fishery-specific. Finally, this
combined state and federal approach was the recommended method for the national profiling
project, so the Alaska Fisheries Science Center profiles will be compliant with the larger effort.

The communities profiled in the document were selected by a quantitative assessment
method described in detail below. This method was based on commercial, recreational and
subsistence fisheries data, recognizing that in the life of a community, one, two or all three types
of fishing may be of great importance socially, culturally, and economically. These community
profiles include information on all three types of fishing activities as part of the narrative.

Related Projects

Many communities outside of Alaska are also highly involved in North Pacific fisheries.
In 2004, the AFSC and the Northwest Fisheries Science Center (NWFSC) undertook a joint
project to profile communities in Washington, Oregon, California and other states that are

* "Regional Profiles in the North Pacific Groundfish Fisheries" prepared for the National Marine Fisheries Service
and the North Pacific Fishery Management Council by Northern Economics, Inc. and EDAW, Inc. posted at
http://www.fakr.noaa.gov/npfmc/misc_pub/NorthernEconomics/RegionalProfile.pdf.

? Community-level profiles are included in the Social Impact Assessment sections of various NMFS Environmental
Impact Statements, e.g., Alaska Groundfish Fisheries Revised DRAFT Programmatic Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement, September 2003 posted at http://www.fakr.noaa.gov/sustainablefisheries/seis/intro.htm.

* These community profiles were published as NOAA Technical Memorandum NMFS-AFSC-160 in December
2005.
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involved in commercial fisheries. In addition to descriptions of the communities, the profiles
included descriptions of local involvement in both North Pacific and West Coast fisheries. In
addition, the AFSC is involved in creating more in-depth profiles of significant fishing
communities, based on rapid assessment procedures and ethnographic fieldwork in a limited
number of communities.

Other NMFS Regional Offices and Science Centers have also profiled communities involved
in commercial and recreational fisheries. Eventually, the NMFS will create a national database of
fishing community information that will be updated on a regular basis.

The profiling of communities involved in fishing is related to, but is not necessarily the same
as, the designation of Fishing Communities according to the definitions of the MSFCMA. The
process for designating MSFCMA Fishing Communities is at present being discussed by NMFS
social science staff. It will likely bear similarities to the process used in this project to decide
which communities to profile, but it will also have significant differences. The results of the
MSFCMA Fishing Communities designation process may have an effect on which communities
are selected for profiling when this document is updated.

Finally, there are a number of projects that have been undertaken by Fishery Management
Councils, Commissions, and other fisheries management and information groups which involve
narrative profiling of fishing communities. These include the just-released West Coast Marine
Fishing Communities by Jennifer Langdon-Pollock of the Pacific States Marine Fisheries
Commission (funded by NMFS and the Pacific Fisheries Management Council),” the 2001 New
England’ s Fishing Communities by Madeleine Hall-Arber et al. at the MIT Sea Grant Program,®
funded by the Marine Fisheries Initiative of the National Marine Fisheries Service, and the 2004
Mid-Atlantic Fishing Communities by Bonnie McCay et al.’

Acknowledgments

This project could not have been completed without the generous assistance of a number of
people and institutions. The AFSC provided funding, staff time, and support services for this
project. Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission provided personnel, administrative support,
and expertise, under a cooperative agreement with AFSC. The Alaska Fisheries Information
Network (AKFIN), provided data and advice. The NMFS Alaska Regional Office, the
Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission, the Alaska Department of Fish and Game, the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), U.S. Census Bureau, Alaska Department of Labor and
Workforce Development (DOLWD), the Alaska Department of Community and Rural Affairs
(DCRA) and the Alaska Department of Commerce, Community, and Economic Development
(DCCED) provided an extensive amount of data through both online sources and by filling
special requests. These institutions also provided advice and clarification when needed.

> Langdon-Pollock, Jennifer. (2004). West Coast Marine Fishing Community Descriptions. Portland: Pacific States
Marine Fisheries Commission, Economic Fisheries Information System.

® Hall-Arber, Madeline; Dyer, Chris; Poggie, John; McNally, James; & Gagne, Renee. (2001). New England’s
Fishing Communities. Cambridge: MIT Sea Grant College Program.

" McCay, Bonnie J., Bryan Oles, Johnelle Lamarque, Brent Stoffle and Kevin St. Martin, eds. (2004). Mid-Atlantic
Fishing Communities: A Report to the NEFSC, NMFS, NOAA. New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers Fisheries Project,
Department of Human Ecology, Cook College, Rutgers the State University.

3



NOAA-TM-AFSC-259 — Volume 1
Community Profiles for North Pacific Fisheries — Alaska: Overview

In addition, the team wishes to acknowledge the following people who provided advice
or assistance in the early stages of the update: Allison Durland, Christina Package, Jennifer
Sepez, the community leaders and representatives who attended brainstorming sessions in
community meetings held in summer 2010, the staff of the AFSC Economics and Social Science
Working Group, Ben Muse, Andy Varner, Bryan Tilt, Ed Glazier, Gunnar Knapp, Jennifer
Gilden, Kit Dahl, John Petterson, Mike Downs, Stephen Weidlich, Michael Jepson, Nicole
Kimball, Mark Fina, Paula Cullenberg, Sally Bibb, Scott Miller, Shelly Wright and Steve Jacob.
Special thanks are due for the editing assistance of Gary Duker and James Lee. These individuals
helped inform and improve this work, but the authors alone are responsible for any errors
contained herein.

METHODS

The task of preparing a document about the Alaskan communities involved in North
Pacific fisheries, an area of vast scale and diversity, was a daunting one, and one whose
complexity is reflected in the research methods used to select communities to be profiled in this
document. Fortunately, the fisheries of the North Pacific, large and lucrative as they are, have
had a wealth of information collected about them. Our task was to compile these disparate
sources of information in order to produce a document that could serve as baseline data for
policy analysts and decision-makers, and a starting point for social scientists conducting more
complex analytical research. In this section, the research methods, including the community
selection process, data sources, and how the data was treated, are explained in detail. In many
cases, online publically-available data sources were used, and are cited as such in footnotes. In
other cases, specific data requests were made to agencies in order to obtain the necessary
information. This section also discusses some of the methodological challenges our team
encountered during the course of the project, and how they were resolved.

Deter mining Fishing Dependence and Engagement

There are hundreds of communities in Alaska involved to some extent in commercial,
recreational and/or subsistence fishing. Quantitative selection criteria were used in order to
reduce the number of communities to be profiled to a manageable list consisting of those with
the most involvement in commercial, recreational and/or subsistence fisheries.

Communities were selected according to two different measurements of fishery
participation, following the methods used to select communities in the earlier profiling efforts of
the NWFSC (hereafter named the West Coast Profiling Project).® These measurements include
1) the community’s dependence on fishing and 2) the community’s engagement in a specific
fishery. The selection process continues to represent an experimental approach towards
quantifying fishing involvement.

¥ Norman, Karma, Jennifer Sepez, Heather Lazrus, Nicole Milne, Christina Package, Suzanne Russell, Kevin Grant,
Robin Petersen Lewis, John Primo, Emile Springer, Megan Styles, Bryan Tilt and Ismael Vaccaro. (2007).
Community profiles for West Coast and North Pacific Fisheries: Washington, Oregon, California, and other U.S.
Sates. U. S. Dep. Commer., NOAA Tech. Memo. NMFS-NWFSC-85, 602 p.
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However, this is not the only way of estimating participation nor is it the singular
approach sanctioned by NMFS. In effect, the project described here presents a novel and
defensible means of quantifying the legal language spelled out in the MSFCMA:

The term "fishing community" means 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. 16 U.S.C. 1802 §3 (16).

This definition includes commercial, recreational and subsistence fishing. As such, data
from all three types of fishing were included in the selection criteria used here. In this project,
the terms dependence and engagement are quantitatively defined in accordance with the
definitions used in the West Coast Profiling Project, and then used in the community selection
process for profile production. A community’s dependence on fishing is:

a measure of the level of participation in a fishery relative to other community activities,
and relative to all other communities linked to fishing in some way.

A community’s engagement in fishing is:

a measure of the level of participation relative to the overall level of participationin a
fishery.

In this study, dependence has been determined through a comparison of community
involvement in commercial, recreational, and subsistence fishing to community population.
Engagement is determined by comparing indicators that measure a community’s participation in
a fishery or fisheries relative to the aggregate participation in fisheries across the state of Alaska.
Engagement refers to community participation by specific fishery, which required separation of
data by fishery for each data element (e.g., weight or value of landings). In this case, all landings
made in a community are broken down by fishery, and the community’s relative involvement in
a specific fishery is measured.

The specific fisheries used to indicate engagement represent the major fisheries
management plan (FMP) categories of the North Pacific Fishery Management Council (e.g.,
Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands king and Tanner crabs, Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands (BSAI)
groundfish, Gulf of Alaska (GOA) groundfish, scallops), other major fisheries in Alaska (halibut,
herring, salmon), and all remaining fisheries in Alaska divided between finfish and shellfish (i.e.,
other finish, other shellfish). Throughout each community profile, time series data between 2000
and 2010 were used to provide a look at how communities have changed their involvement in
fishing over time.

Determining fishing dependence and engagement involves considering multiple
dimensions of fishing history, infrastructure, specialization, social institutions, and gentrification
trends in addition to economic characteristics. Due to the limitations of the methods used to
select communities, our quantitative measurements of dependence and engagement have been
based only on commercial, recreational and subsistence fisheries data. Our expectation is that the
methods used here captured most Alaska communities that would qualify as engaged or
dependent on the basis of most North Pacific fisheries.
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In recognition that fisheries-specific indicators only provide a partial picture of fishing
involvement, we have included historical, demographic, and other qualitative information in the
narrative profiles. Importantly, while each community profile is intended to stand alone, fishing
communities are not economic or social isolates, but contributing partners to regional (and often
international) networks of labor pools, marine services, fisheries knowledge, and other
socioeconomic phenomena.’

Defining “ Community”

An important aspect of this project is that it compiles data at the community level.
However, it is not always clear what counts as a community, and what a community’s
boundaries are. For the purposes of generating a list of communities from which to select, we
generally considered as communities those localities listed as such in the various other databases
we used. For the purposes of profiling, we generally treated as a community any location within
the state of Alaska that the U.S. 2000 Decennial Census treats as a “place,”'” — either an
incorporated community or a “census designated place” for unincorporated areas that are
nonetheless recognized as place-level communities by the Census.

Some of the indicator data, however, involved self-reported information or data obtained
directly from the state management agencies (e.g., Alaska Department of Fish and Game
(ADF&G), Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission (CFEC)), often provided by persons who
are not concerned with issues of place or community. Thus, every database includes both a
creative array of spellings of community names, which needed to be standardized in order to
correctly count data by community, and some of these communities are not recognized as
‘places’ by the Census. For spelling issues, the U.S. Geological Survey Geographical Names
Information System was the final arbiter for disagreements.'' Latitude and longitude
information, where available in the data, was particularly helpful in determining whether two
communities had similar names, or one community had multiple spellings. In the case of all data,
community name spellings were standardized in the AKFIN database in a joint effort between
AKFIN and AFSC staff.

Communities listed in the fisheries information databases which were not considered
“places” by the Census -- and therefore did not have data for a place-level population -- were
generally not included in the selection procedure. Some of these “communities,” such as “Bristol
Bay,” arise in the data because a person recorded something other than a recognized community
as their residence, or in the case of “Bristol Bay,” listed it as the homeport of their vessel. In
other cases, the community or sub-community has been subsumed by a larger “place” in the U.S.
Census. Where this latter situation was detected prior to the selection procedures, fisheries data
for sub-communities were combined with fisheries data for the Census place-level community
for the purpose of selection.

’ Sepez, J., K. Norman, A. Poole, B. Tilt. (2006). Fish Scales: Scale and Method in Social Science for North Pacific
and West Coast Fishing Communities. Human Organization, Autumn.

19 «place” refers to one of the geographies used by the U.S. Census Bureau, which include geographies generally
larger than place, such as state and county, and geographies generally smaller than place, such as tract and block
group.

"U.S. Geological Survey. (n.d.). Geographical Names Information System. Retrieved October 29, 2012 from
http://geonames.usgs.gov/.
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In addition, it is important to note that many communities in this document are extremely
intertwined socially and economically with neighboring communities. It is also the case that
community boundaries are defined and recognized differently by different agencies, and in
different situations. We found that many of our data sources did not always correspond in their
treatment of intertwined communities. Thus, for some communities, the fisheries-related data
was available for two nearby places, while the U.S. Census gives place-level information that
treats the two as one. In addition, we also encountered communities which were named in non-
CFEC fisheries data (e.g., fish tickets or vessel registrations), but for which no Census
information was available. We dealt with these cross-agency community designation disparities
and other data gaps, on a case-by-case basis. More detailed information on each case is available
in Table 1.

Table 1.Combined, Unrecognizable and Subsumed Communities.

Community* Data | ssues Treated assbeﬁarate places Action
CFEC | Census | Other
There was no individual information ’il(;tgi f?r?d?\?f duall
available for Alitak Bay in the Census or g ¢ fishin Y
the Alaska Department of Community ililforma ti(%n is
. and Rural Affairs (DCRA) Community . )
Akhiok and . included in the
. Database. CFEC names it as a separate No No Yes .

Alitak Bay . Akhiok profile.
community, but does not separate the Alitak Bav is also
data from Akhiok data. Alitak Bay discusse d};n sub-
shows up separately in fish ticket data regional introduction
due to the presence of a processor. fofr; Kodiak
Data for Anchorage, Girdwood, and
Eagle River/Chugiak are given . .
separately by the CFEC, but these are ;?;rclzgfd i)lirelgﬁres

Anchor age, not treated as separate “places” in eneral dfta reporto (i

Girdwood, Census or other data. For crew data, the g . °p

. Yes No No as combined in

Eagle River, overall crew numbers are reported as Anchorace profile

Chugiak combined (based on ADF&G data), but Eollons dgb profe,
CFEC’s reported numbers for Girdwood separated CyFEC data
and Eagle River/Chugiak are also P ’
reported.

. Excursion Inlet and Funter Bay are . .

Excursion . Combined in
named separately in the CFEC database, .

Inlet and . . - No No Yes Excursion Inlet
but information is only given for the two

Funter Bay . profile.
combined.

Hobart Bay, Idaho Inlet, and Skagway
are all named separately in the CFEC HB = _

Hobart Bay database, but information is only given Yes II HB L . .

(HB), Idaho . N Yes II = | Combined in Hobart
for the three combined. Hobart Bay and No = No, _

Inlet (II), and . = No, S= | Bay profile.

Skagway (S) Skagway are treated as separate in all S= Ves

gway other data sources, while Idaho Inlet Yes
does not appear in other data sets.
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Table 1. Cont’d. Combined, Unrecognizable and Subsumed Communities.

Treated as separate places

show up independently in fish ticket
data, but the others do not.

Community* Data | ssues by: Action
Douglas was fully annexed into the
Juneau City and Borough in 1970.
Juneau (J), Therefore, the U.S. Census has since No No No Combined in Juneau
Douglas (D) combined demographic data for Douglas profile.
with Juneau. The CFEC also does not
recognize Douglas as a separate place.
CFEC | Census | Other
The CFEC names “Ketchikan East”
separately, but does not give separate
. data for it. Ketchikan East is not K and
aanit?élgci?lf;) recognized as a separate place by other KE =
data sources. CFEC data is given No, K Combined in
East (KE) and No No .
Ward Cove separqtely for Ward vae and and Ketchikan profile.
(WC) Ketchikan. We combined Ward Cove WC=
with Ketchikan data because Ward Cove Yes
does not appear separately in other (fish
ticket and Census place-level) data.
Although the U.S. Census treats Kodiak
Kodiak and and Chiniak as separate “places,” the No Yes Yes Combined in Kodiak
Chiniak CFEC does not give separate data for profile.
the two.
Council is considered an Alaska Native
Nome and Village Statistical Area by the U.S. Combined in Nome
Council Census Bureau and provided no No No No profile
demographic information in 2010. In
addition, the CFEC does not
Unalaska and Although CFEC separates these data, Combined for profile
Dutch Harbor U.S. Census does not treat Dutch Harbor Yes No Yes of “Unalaska/Dutc h
as a separate “place.” Harbor”
Whale Pass, Tokean, Tuxekan, and
Whale Pass Noyes Island are all named in the CFEC
database, but information is only given WP = _
(WP), Tokean . WP =
for the five combined. Whale Pass and Yes, T . .
(To), Tuxekan . Yes To, | Combined in Whale
Port Protection are treated as separate No ,T and
(Tu), and N Tuand | Pass profile
Noyes Island places by the Census, but the oth§rs are NI = NI = No
(NI) not. Whale Pass and Port Protection also No

*Bold indicates the main community that was profiled in this document. Other communities listed in the first
column were subsumed into the bolded community’s profile. The parameters and constraints indicated in the Data
Issues column ultimately drove the treatment of the communities as indicated in the Action column.
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Data Envelopment Analysis

The number of communities to be profiled was determined using a quantitative selection
process that entailed two steps. First, indicators were analyzed using a modeling technique
referred to as Data Envelopment Analysis (DEA), an established analytical method that
attributed a score to each community based on multiple indicators of participation in various
fisheries. At its most basic, the DEA technique is a non-parametric approach to measuring
participation and allows for the incorporation of multiple indicators simultaneously.
Additionally, the method does not require a pre-determined structural relationship between
inputs and outputs, which allows for flexibility in the estimation of a “frontier” of fisheries
participation.

Typically, DEA produces an efficiency frontier for multiple quantitative indicators, and
proximity to that frontier presents a means of comparing units for multiple measures at the same
time (Figure 1). Each input is considered with a weight most suitable to that input. For each unit
in the analysis, a series of relative efficiencies is obtained using both those weights most
favorable to itself and those most favorable to other units in the analysis. Thus, the DEA model
provided a means of analyzing and scoring communities according to their proximity to an
efficiency frontier (Figure 1), wherein that proximity measured each individual community’s
relative level of fisheries involvement.

An overall frontier of participation was estimated based on a community’s score for each
indicator. As a result, communities that lie along the frontier have demonstrated strong
participation according to the indicators in the model. Regardless of a community’s score either
for dependence or engagement in North Pacific fisheries, the amount of attention devoted to
profiling the particular community was not affected. All communities, once selected through the
rank ordering of their DEA scores, were given the same treatment in the narrative profiles
themselves.

In order to consider fishing engagement and dependence separately, we implemented two
separate runs of the DEA model, both of which were output-oriented models. Datasets were
selected on the basis of availability and informational value. The community selection process
used particular indicators chosen from all the available datasets to best indicate a high level of
involvement in fisheries. Indicators based on permit and harvest data from the year 2009 were
used to measure a variety of types of involvement in North Pacific fisheries.
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Figure 1.  Graphic representation of the data envelopment analysis (DEA) model fisheries
involvement frontier for two dimensions.
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Source: Sepez, J., K. Norman, A. Poole, B. Tilt. (2006). Fish Scales: Scale and Method in Social
Science for North Pacific and West Coast Fishing Communities. Human Organization, Autumn.

Twenty-one quantitative indicators of fishing dependence and 48 quantitative indicators
of fishing engagement in North Pacific fisheries were used in the community selection process
(Tables 2 and 3). The indicators include information specific to state- and federally-managed
commercial, recreational and subsistence fisheries in Alaska, across various species and different
types of involvement in those fisheries. These indicators allowed for consideration of
communities that are engaged in or dependent on commercial, recreational and subsistence
fisheries as well as just one or two categories of fishing. Additional data, which we were unable
to include in the selection process for a variety of reasons, was included in the community
profiles themselves (detailed below the Profile Sructure and Sources section below).

Data inputs in the first run of the model, measuring dependence, were community
populations,'? and outputs were counts associated with each indicator (Table 2). In determining
dependence, aggregated tallies of activity in all species categories were used and indicators were
not broken down by specific fishery. For example, for the community of Sitka, in Southeast
Alaska, the input was a population of 8,627, and outputs were counts of crew licenses and
various types of fishing permits held in the community, charter guide businesses, and pounds of
fish and marine mammals harvested for subsistence, to name a few.

In a second run of the model, in order to determine engagement, each data element was
broken down by specific fishery to illustrate how important a particular community’s
participation is in that fishery relative to the participation of other communities. Data inputs were

12 Alaska Department of Labor. (2011). Current population estimates for Alaskan Communities. Retrieved April 15,
2011, from http://labor.alaska.gov/research/pop/popest.htm.
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all equalized to one. Outputs for each community were the proportions of each North Pacific
fishery in which the community was in some way involved divided by the state total for that
indicator (Table 3). For example, 5.6% of all crew licenses issued to Alaskan residents were
issued to residents of Sitka.

Using these two DEA scores — for dependence and engagement — communities were then
ranked based upon their proximity to the participation frontier, determined by their relative
counts in each of the indicator categories. The valid results from both lists produced scores
ranging between zero and one; one being the highest possible score and showing up on the
frontier indicating higher dependency on or engagement in fishing, and zero being the lowest
possible score and the farthest point from the frontier indicating lower dependency on or
engagement in fishing. The ranked lists of communities were subsequently subjected to a
median-based analysis in the second step of the selection process. The scores of the communities
in each DEA model (the dependence and engagement models) were used to determine the
median score for each model. The median threshold was selected as it provided the clearest
method of selecting all communities that are commonly heavily involved in either commercial,
recreational or subsistence fishing. Each community received two scores, one for engagement
and one for dependence. A community was identified for profiling if it received at least one
score above the median. The final list of profiled communities consists of those which
demonstrated the highest involvement in commercial, recreational and subsistence fisheries in
2009, relative to the others.

11
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Table 2. Outputs used in the DEA dependence model.

Commer cial fishing indicators

# of permit holders: Total net pounds landed (all species)”
e Gear permits' Total ex-vessel value of landings (all species) *
e Setnet permits’ # of vessels homeported in community’
e Federal fisheries permits’ # of vessel owners registered in community'
e CFEC permits (all species) ' # of crew licenses issued to residents’
e American Fisheries Act permits’
e Halibut quota share account holders’
e Sablefish quota share account holders®
e Crab quota share account holders’

Recr eational fishing indicators

# of sportfishing licenses sold in community’ # of sportfishing guide businesses’

# of sportfishing licenses sold to residents’ # of sportfishing guide licenses issued to residents’
Subsistence fishing indicator s

# Subsistence Halibut Registration Certificates Total pounds harvested (all fish and marine invertebrates)™’

(SHARC) issued to residents’

# of salmon harvested’ Pounds of marine mammals harvested (all species) '> ' '*

Note: Data compiled by Alaska Fisheries Information Network for Alaska Fisheries Science Center, Seattle. URLs
for all data sources not publicly available as some information is confidential.

! CFEC. (2011). Alaska commercial fishing permits, permit holders, and vessel licenses, 2000 — 2010.

2 NMFS Alaska Regional Office. (2011). Data on License Limitation Program, Alaska Federal Processor Permits
(FPP), Federal Fisheries Permits (FFP), and Permit holders.

3 NMFS Alaska Regional Office. (2011). Alaska Individual Fishing Quota (IFQ) permit data.

* ADF&G and CFEC. (2011). Alaska fish ticket data.

> ADF&G Division of Administrative Services. (2011). Alaska sport fish and crew license holders, 2000 — 2010.
ADF&G Division of Administrative Services. (2011). Alaska sport fish guide licenses and businesses, 2000 —
2010.

TF all, J.A. and D. Koster. (2011). Subsistence harvests of Pacific halibut in Alaska, 2009. Alaska Department of
Fish and Game Division of Subsistence, Technical Paper No. 357, Anchorage.

8 Fall, J.A., C. Brown, N. Braem, J.J. Simon, W.E. Simeone, D.L. Holen, L. Naves, L. Hutchinson-Scarborough, T.
Lemons, and T.M. Krieg. (2011, revised). Alaska subsistence salmon fisheries 2008 annual report. Alaska
Department of Fish and Game Division of Subsistence, Technical Paper No. 359, Anchorage.

? ADF&G Division of Subsistence. (2011). Community Subsistence Information System (CS1S). Retrieved February
2011 from http://www.adfg.alaska.gov/sb/CSIS/.

10 Frost, Kathy J., and Suydam, Robert S. (2010). Subsistence harvest of beluga or white whales
(Delphinapterusleucas) in northern and western Alaska, 1987—-2006. Journal of Cetacean Research and
Management 11(3): 293-299.

' U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Office of Marine Mammals Management. (2011). Marking, Tagging and
Reporting Program data bases for northern sea otter, Pacific Walrus and polar bear. Anchorage, Alaska.
2Wolfe, R.J., Fall, J.A. and M. Riedel. (2009). The subsistence harvest of harbor seals and sea lions by Alaska
Nativesin 2008. Alaska Native Harbor Seal Commission and Alaska Department of Fish and Game Division of
Subsistence, Technical Paper No. 347, Anchorage.

N
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Table 3. Outputs used in the DEA engagement model.

Commer cial fishing indicators

# of permit holders: Ex-vessel value of: Net pounds landed of: °
e Gear' e Crab e Crab
e Setnet' e BSAI groundfish e BSAI groundfish
e Federal fisheries permits (FFP)> e GOA groundfish e GOA groundfish
e CFEC halibut' e Other finfish e Other finfish
e CFEC herring' e Halibut e Halibut
e CFEC salmon' e Herring e Herring
e CFEC sablefish' e Salmon e Salmon
e CFEC rockfish' o Other shellfish o Other shellfish
e CFEC other finfish' e Scallop e Scallop
e CFEC crab' # of crew licenses”
e CFEC other shellfish' # of halibut quota shares held’
o Groundfish limited license program (LLP) 2 4 of sablefish quota shares heldS
e Crab (LLP)? # of crab quota shares held’
Recreational fishing indicators
# of sportfishing licenses sold in community4 # of sportfishing guide businesses’
# of sportfishing licenses sold to residents” # of sportfishing guide licenses issued to residents’
Subsistence fishing indicator s
# Subsistence Halibut Registration , Pounds of halibuts harvested” Pounds of other fish harvested " ®
Certificates (SHARC) issued to residents
Pounds of marine invertebrates harvested® # of salmon harvested'" Ice seal harvesting importance 10
Pounds of marine mammals harvested: # of beluga whales harvested'” # of Walrus harvested"

Note: Data compiled by Alaska Fisheries Information Network for Alaska Fisheries Science Center, Seattle. URLs
for all data sources not publicly available as some information is confidential.

! CFEC. (2011). Alaska commercial fishing permits, permit holders, and vessel licenses, 2000 — 2010.

2 NMFS Alaska Regional Office. (2011). Data on LLPs, Alaska Federal Processor Permits (FPP), FFPs, and
permit holders.

ADF&G and CFEC. (2011). Alaska fish ticket data.

ADF&G Division of Administrative Services. (2011). Alaska sport fish and crew license holders, 2000 — 2010.
NMES Alaska Regional Office. (2011). Alaska Individual Fishing Quota (IFQ) permit data.

ADF&G Division of Administrative Services. (2011). Alaska sport fish guide licenses and businesses, 2000 —
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Scores generated from both models ranged from 0.000 to 1.000."* The median score for
the engagement model was 0.074, with 135 communities falling above the median, including 22
communities with a score of 1.000."* The median score for the dependence model was 0.401,
with 140 communities falling above the median, including 54 communities with a score of
1.000." A total of 39 communities fell above the median only in the engagement model, 37 fell
above the median only in the dependence model, and 95 communities fell above the median in
both models. In total, 171 unique communities fell above the median in one or both models
(Table 4).

Based on a variety of other criteria, an additional 24 communities were profiled, for a
total of 196 communities profiled for this project. This includes an additional 13 communities
that did not meet the threshold for the DEA models; however, they were profiled in the previous
version of the Community Profiles for North Pacific Fisheries— Alaska. These communities
include Alitak Bay, Excursion Inlet, Fritz Creek, Hobart Bay, Ivanof Bay, Karluk, Kwigillingok,
Port Moller, Port Protection, Prudhoe Bay, Twin Hills, Whale Pass and Willow. Since they were
previously profiled, they are included in this updated version of the profiles as well. In addition,
seven communities that are included in the Community Development Quota (CDQ) Program did
not meet the threshold set for the DEA models, including Chevak, Ekuk, Ekwok, Levelock,
Newtok, Portage Creek and Teller. Given their involvement in the CDQ program, they were also
added to the list of communities to be profiled. Finally, an additional four communities were
selected for profiling due to their participation in subsistence fisheries for which data was not
available in 2009, including Akiak, Lower Kalskag, Shageluk and Tyonek. All communities
profiled are presented in Figure 2.

" Some invalid results were due to communities having no data for the specific indicators used in the DEA model
(due to minimal fisheries involvement), or were due to non-convergence in the DEA model which could have
occurred for various reasons (the particular indicator mix, the scale of the different indicators relative to other
communities). These communities were removed after consideration. Invalid communities due to DEA Non-
Convergence include: Butte, Cohoe, Eklutna, Fox River, Kalifornsky, Kupreanof, Lower Kalskag, Mendeltna, Pope-
Vannoy Landing, Thoms Place, Tolsona.

4 Communities with engagement scores of 1.000 include: Anchorage, Bethel, Cordova, Craig, Emmonak, Gambell,
Homer, Hooper Bay, Juneau, Ketchikan, Kiana, Kodiak, Kokhanok, Kotzebue, Petersburg, Petersville, Saint Paul
Island, Seward, Sitka, Togiak, Unalaska and Wrangell.

1> Communities with dependence scores of 1.000 include: Akutan, Alakanuk, Anchorage, Bethel, Chenega, Chignik,
Chignik Lagoon, Cooper Landing, Cordova, Council, Dillingham, Edna Bay, Egegik, Elfin Cove, Emmonak,
Gakona, Haines, Homer, Hoonah, Iliamna, Juneau, Kasilof, Kenai, Ketchikan, King Cove, Kodiak, Kotzebue,
Larsen Bay, Manokotak, Mekoryuk, Meyers Chuck, Mountain Village, Naknek, Nelson Lagoon, North Pole, Old
Harbor, Pelican, Petersburg, Pilot Point, Point Baker, Port Alexander, Saint Paul Island, Sand Point, Seward,
Shishmaref, Sitka, Skwentna, Soldotna, South Naknek, Togiak, Tununak, Ugashik, Unalaska, Wasilla and Yakutat.
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Both models Engagement model Dependence model
Adak Iliamna Pilot Station Akhiok Kwethluk Aniak Nikiski
Akiachak Juneau Port Alexander Anvik Larsen Bay Brevig Mission Ninilchik
Akutan Kake Port Lions Atka Nelson Lagoon Chefornak Noatak
Alakanuk Kasigluk Quinhagak Barrow Nikolski Diomede Nome
Aleknagik Kasilof Saint Mary’s Chenega Nunam Iqua Douglas Nondalton
Anchor Point Kenai Saint Paul Chignik Lake Ouzinkie Fort Yukon Oscarville
Anchorage Ketchikan Scammon Bay Clam Gulch Pelican Galena Petersville
Angoon Kivalina Seldovia Clarks Point Pilot Point Gambell Point Lay
Bethel Klawock Seward Coffman Cove Platinum Kiana Russian Mission
Chignik Kodiak Shaktoolik Cold Bay Point Baker King Salmon Saint Michael
Chignik Lagoon  Koliganek Shishmaref Council Port Alsworth Kipnuk Savoonga
Cooper Landing  Kotlik Sitka Edna Bay Port Graham Kokhanok Selawik
Cordova Kotzebue Skwentna False Pass Port Heiden Kongiganak Sterling
Craig Manokotak Soldotna Gakona Red Devil Koyuk Tuluksak
Delta Junction Marshall Stebbins Glennallen Saint George Moose Pass Two Rivers
Dillingham Mekoryuk Talkeetna Haines Sand Point Napaskiak Valdez
Eek Metlakatla Tanana Halibut Cove South Naknek Nenana White Mountain
Egegik Meyers Chuck Thorne Bay Hyder Tatitlek Newhalen Willow
Elfin Cove Mountain Village  Togiak Kaktovik Tenakee Springs Nightmute
Elim Naknek Toksook Bay King Cove
Emmonak Nanwalek Tuntutuliak
Fairbanks Napakiak Tununak
Golovin New Stuyahok Ugashik
Goodnews Bay Nikolaevsk Unalakleet
Grayling North Pole Unalaska
Gustavus Nuigsut Wainwright
Holy Cross Nunapitchuk Wales
Homer Old Harbor Wasilla
Hoonah Palmer Whittier
Hooper Bay Pedro Bay Wrangell
Hydaburg Perryville Yakutat
Igiugig Petersburg
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Figure 2. Communities selected to be profiled.
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Profile Structure and Sour ces

Each community profile contains six sections: People and Place, Natural Resources and
Environment, Current Economy, Governance, Infrastructure, and Involvement in North Pacific
Fisheries. In general, People and Place describes the location, history, and basic demographic
structure of the community. Natural Resources and Environment describes the status of natural
resources in the community and any hazards that may be present. Current Economy offers a
picture of the current economic situation. Governance explains the structure of local and regional
governance institutions. Infrastructure provides a description of the structure of governance, and
the facilities of the community. Finally, Involvement in North Pacific Fisheries details the nature
and level of community involvement in commercial, recreational, and subsistence fishing. To the
extent feasible, data trends and information for the 2000 to 2010 time period, comparisons with
equivalent statewide statistics and data related from a survey of Alaskan fishing communities
that was conducted by AFSC in 2011 (hereafter referred to as the 2011 AFSC survey) were
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provided in each section. In cases where communities provided additional information about
their involvement in North Pacific fisheries in the 2011 AFSC survey or where additional
information was found, it was included in an Additional Information section at the end of the
profile. Below, we outline how we compiled and used the data for each of these sections. We
also discuss some of the methodological challenges we encountered along the way, and how we
sought to resolve them.

People and Place

Each community is situated in time and space by providing information not only on the
current condition of the community but also on its historical development. Each community is
first described in terms of geographic location and demographics, followed by a brief account of
local history. We used data from the U.S. Census Bureau, '® Alaska Department of Labor and
Workforce Development,'” and the Alaska Department of Community and Rural Affairs
(DCRA),"® as well as scholarly and popular works, to provide a rounded picture of each
community. In addition, data related to seasonal and permanent population counts were provided
from the 2011 AFSC survey.

The depth of information available at the community level was highly variable from place to
place. A wealth of information is available, for example, about urban centers such as Anchorage
and Juneau, while information about smaller and more remote communities is less readily
available. This is reflected in the level of detail with which we were able to portray the history
and development of each community and provide insight into the demographic composition of
the communities. All profiles report the number of inhabitants, a short demographic evolution
when possible, the gender structure, median age, educational attainment, racial and ethnic
composition, and an indication of how many community members were born outside of the U.S.
In addition, some profiles report further information if it helped to illustrate the character of the
community, such as age structure, percentage of individuals living in family households,"” and
ancestry.

To compile brief accounts of local history, historical information was gleaned from various
relevant websites and print material, and was cross-checked for verification between multiple
sources. Where we encountered a lack of historical information, we give the best possible
illustration of a community’s origins but likely do not adequately portray its past. In a few cases

'® U.S. Census Bureau. (n.d.). Profile of selected social, economic and housing characteristics of all places within
Alaska. Datasets utilized include the 2000 (SF1 100% and SF3 sample data) and 2010 (Demographic Profile SF)
Decennial Census and the 2010 American Community Survey 5-year estimates. Retrieved November 1, 2011 from
http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jst/pages/index.xhtml.
17 Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development. (2011). Current population estimates for Alaskan
Communities. Retrieved April 15, 2011, from http://labor.alaska.gov/research/pop/popest.htm.
'® The Alaska Department of Community and Rural Affairs (DCRA) provides perhaps the most comprehensive
information about the social and economic characteristics of Alaskan communities, boroughs, and census areas. The
DCRA maintains the Community Database at: http://www.commerce.state.ak.us/dca/commdb/CF_BLOCK.htm..
' The U.S. Census Bureau provides this definition of household: “A household includes all of the people who
occupy a housing unit. A housing unit is a house, an apartment, a mobile home, a group of rooms, or a single room
occupied (or if vacant, intended for occupancy) as separate living quarters. Separate living quarters are those in
which the occupants live separately from any other people in the building and that have direct access from the
outside of the building or through a common hall. The occupants may be a single family, one person living alone,
two or more families living together, or any other group of related or unrelated people who share living quarters.”
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community history has been reported at the Borough/Census Area level because we were unable
to discover more detailed information.

Natural Resources and Environment

This section concentrated on providing an overview of the local climate and terrain,
natural resources available locally and the state of the local environment. Information is also
presented regarding local parks and protected areas, including the resources that they are
designed to protect, natural resource based industries that are relied on locally, natural hazards
and hazardous environmental clean-up sites.

Current Economy

For data on the current economic conditions in each community we consulted the U.S.
Census Bureau,”” the Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development (DOLWD)*!
and the Denali Commission.*” The description of the current economy is useful for
understanding where fishing stands in relation to other economic opportunities in a community,
and predicting how a community might be affected when faced with a change in fishing patterns.
Statistics are provided regarding important local job providers, any available information about
community members’ reliance on subsistence, inflation adjusted income, recognition of
distressed status, poverty rates and the distribution of the labor force across various occupational
and industry categories. We also report both the percentage of unemployed workers and the
percentage in the labor force (not seeking work) in order to provide as complete a picture as
possible of unemployment for each community. We faced several challenges during the process
of combining data from these disparate sources. Information on unemployment from the
DOLWD, for example, occasionally did not match the information reported by the U.S. Census
and does not include self-employed or federally employed workers. As such, we routinely
provide data from both sources. In addition, it should be noted here that the unemployment
statistics have been calculated to report community residents who are in the labor force but are
unemployed. This is in an attempt to differentiate it from the indicator with residents who are not
in the labor force. However, the graphical representations of employment structure do not make
this distinction in order to have all three measures as proportions of the total community
population 16 years and above. Finally, the number reported for a community’s employment in
fishing is most likely an underestimate of the total number of fishermen in the community. The
U.S. Census may not accurately capture this demographic as many fishermen are “self
employed,” an undistinguished category on the U.S. Census forms. Fishermen may also
categorize themselves as employed in a different category than fishing if they fish for part of the
year and hold another job for the rest of the year.

*'U.S. Census Bureau. (n.d.). Profile of selected social, economic and housing characteristics of all places within
Alaska. Datasets utilized include the 2000 (SF1 100% and SF3 sample data) and 2010 (Demographic Profile SF)
Decennial Census and the 2010 American Community Survey 5-year estimates. Retrieved November 1, 2011 from
http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml.

*! Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development. (n.d.). Alaska Local and Regional Information
Database. Retrieved April 23, 2012 from http://live.laborstats.alaska.gov/alari/.

22 Denali Commission. (2011). Distressed Community Criteria 2011 Update. Retrieved April 16, 2012 from
www.denali.gov.

18



NOAA-TM-AFSC-259 — Volume 1
Community Profiles for North Pacific Fisheries — Alaska: Overview

Table 5. Governance structures present among Alaskan communities.

Type of governance Type Description

structure

1* Class or Home Rule city Municipal A First Class City, or Home Rule City, must have at least 400
permanent residents.

2" Class City Municipal A Second Class City must have at least 25 resident voters.

Recording district Municipal The Alaska Court System established 34 recording districts
established for the administration of a system for recording and
filing of documents

Strong mayor form of Municipal An elected mayor is given administrative authority for day to

government day operations of the community

Hired manager form of Municipal The elected mayor is a figurehead or lobbyist with veto powers.

government A city manager would be hired by the mayor and city council to
run the day to day operations

Village and Regional native Tribal 220 village and 13 regional corporations established under the

corporation Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA) that were
awarded monetary and property compensation after the path of
the Alaska pipeline was determined. These corporations provide
economic and social benefits to their members, all of which are
Alaska Natives and their descendents born before 1971.

Village Council Tribal Each federally recognized Alaska Native group has a village
council to act as a politically representative body for the
community. There are over 226 Native village councils in the
state.

Governance

Governance structures can vary tremendously within Alaska, with city, borough, Native
village, and state interests each represented by separate entities. For an explanation of tribal and
municipal governance structures present in Alaskan communities, refer to Table 5. Principally,
the local governance structure (both Native and municipal) is described as well as trends in the
total municipal revenue, sales tax revenue, State and Community Revenue Sharing contributions,
and fisheries-related grants over the 2000 to 2010 time period. Information is also provided
regarding the location of the nearest offices of governmental organizations important to the
fishing industry: NMFS,* the ADF&G,** the Alaska Department of Natural Resources (DNR),
Department of Commerce, Community, and Economic Development (DCCED) and the U.S.
Bureau of Citizenship and Immigration Services,” formerly known as Immigration and
Naturalization Services. As the key bodies regulating fisheries, access to NOAA, ADF&G, DNR
and DCCED can help with the flow and clarification of information (from research reports to

» NMFS’ Alaska Regional Office website (http://www.fakr.noaa.gov/default.htm) provides a list of all branch

offices in Alaska.

* The Alaska Department of Fish and Game website (http://www.adfg.state.ak.us/) provides a list of all branch

offices in Alaska.

> The U.S. Bureau of Citizenship and Immigration Services lists most field offices in their Office Locator
(https://egov.uscis.gov/crisgwi/go?action=offices.type&OfficeLocator.office type=LO), although the website does
not post a complete list of field offices.
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grounds closures), as well as influencing a community’s enfranchisement in a regulatory system.
In addition, the location of permanent or semi-permanent U.S. Bureau of Citizenship and
Immigration Services can affect the labor practices of industry, particularly the seafood
processing sector, through level and intensity of monitoring, and may also affect use of local
services by undocumented residents.

I nfrastructure

The infrastructure section is an overview of the community’s connectivity with other
areas of the state, physical infrastructure that support the community, medical services and
educational opportunities. In many cases, the primary rationale for offering descriptions of
facilities is to reveal the accessibility of the outside world to community members, particularly
with regard to communication and travel. This is especially significant given the emphasis on
stakeholder participation in fisheries management, wherein frequent Fishery Management
Council meetings are held in differing locations in each management region. Facilities
descriptions also offer insight into a community’s investment and dependence in the industry and
the relative importance of particular assets. A community, for example, with one fish processing
plant may be especially vulnerable to any fish allocation decisions in its associated region. In
addition, information about schools, healthcare, utilities, and public safety facilities are important
because such amenities may factor into people’s decisions about where to live. Marine facilities
are described where available to give an illustration of the physical infrastructure serving the
local fishing industry in its commercial as well as recreational dimensions. This information has
been primarily sourced from the websites of individual communities, the 2011 AFSC survey,
harbors and marinas, and when possible or necessary, content has been supplemented by
telephone communications with community staff.

More important than distance, in many ways, is cost of travel. Travelocity*® and Kayak,?’
on-line travel planning services, as well as many small airline companies provided information
on the cost of air travel between each community and Anchorage; costs were based on travel
during June, 2012. Although Anchorage is not the only place one might need to travel to
participate in governance or other aspects of fisheries management, it is such a travel hub for the
state that costs for continuing on to locations such as Seattle or Washington, D.C. may be
assumed to be uniform.

Descriptions of physical and even social infrastructure may have a tendency to treat
communities in isolation. However, the ways in which a community is connected to other places
is a critical element of how it functions. Connectivity or isolation can affect language, culture,
trade, tourism, health, opportunity, and quality of life — though it is not always possible to say in
what manner, as individuals differ in what they consider desirable. Connectivity or isolation can
also be difficult to measure, as actual travel is always more than a matter of mere distances. Cost,
for example, may be more prohibitive of travel than distance. Weather patterns and
landing/docking facilities may also affect connectivity/isolation. If a community’s air strip is
inaccessible due to visibility or storm conditions for days at a time, price and distance may have
less effect on participation in out-of-town business than weather windows. In addition,
Anchorage is considered the central economic hub in Alaska, with the assumption that access to

26 Prices were retrieved from Travelocity’s home page at http://www.travelocity.com.
27 Prices were retrieved from Kayak’s homepage at http://www.kayak.com.

20



NOAA-TM-AFSC-259 — Volume 1
Community Profiles for North Pacific Fisheries — Alaska: Overview

urban power centers is an important part of participation in North Pacific Fisheries, and that
Anchorage is the most consistent and influential locus (though not the only one) of fisheries
governance. Juneau, the state capital, is also important in this respect, but is less of an economic
center. Seattle is also very important, except that, from some Southeast Alaska locations, most
air trips to Seattle probably go through Anchorage.

Physical infrastructure — as the foundation of a logistical basis for supporting both
economic and social activities — is also indicative of how a community may respond to change.
The DCRA, community development plans and the 2011 AFSC survey provided detailed
information on the physical facilities in each community, including marine, sea and land-based
facilities. In addition, individual chambers of commerce, particularly for the larger communities,
were consulted regarding local businesses and employment structures. Facilities information
includes data on basic support systems such as roads, airports, docks, water, and electricity, as
well as institutions which support the community such as and public safety offices. Information
was also provided regarding locally and regionally available medical services and educational
opportunities.

I nvolvement in North Pacific Fisheries

In nearly every case, the section on involvement in North Pacific fisheries is the longest
and most detailed for each community. It was our goal to provide the most comprehensive
information possible on commercial, recreational, and subsistence fishing practices for each
community, based on available data. A significant amount of information is provided on the
history and evolution of fisheries within each community as well as in the region surrounding the
community. Characterization of fisheries is both in terms of the nature and degree of
involvement. Sections are included that provide information on shore-side processing plants in
the community and fisheries-related revenue that the community received between 2000 and
2010. The commercial fishing section contains information on vessel owners, crew members,
commercial permits by species, geographic fishery and gear type, federal catch share program
participation, as well as information on processing activities and landings both in the community
and by residents of the community. This information was compiled from the CFEC*® and NMFS
Alaska Regional Office.” In addition, information provided in the 2011 AFSC survey regarding
the most common gear types used, the seasonality of fishing in the community and the most
important species to the community.

The recreational fishing section outlines the major sport species in each community, as
well as sport license sales and charter and guiding services. ADF&G provided the data for this

% The Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission is an agency responsible for promoting the sustained-yield
management of Alaska’s fishery resources by regulating entry into the fisheries. CFEC provides logs of all fishing
permits issued by the State of Alaska. Such a permit is required to land fish at a shore-based processor, even if the
fish were taken in a federally-regulated fishery. Source: Alaska Department of Fish and Game, and Alaska
Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission. (2011). Alaska fish ticket data, commercial fishing permits, permit
holders, and vessel licenses, 2000 — 2010. Data compiled by Alaska Fisheries Information Alaska Fisheries
Information Network for Alaska Fisheries Science Center, Seattle. [URL not publicly available as some information
is confidential.]

** National Marine Fisheries Service. (2011). Alaska Individual Fishing Quota (IFQ) permit and Alaska processors
Weekly Production Reports (WPR) data. NMFS Alaska Regional Office. Data compiled by Alaska Fisheries
Information Network for Alaska Fisheries Science Center, Seattle. [URL not publicly available as some information
is confidential.]
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section.*®*!*? Each profile includes data on the number of sport fish guide businesses, guide
licenses issued to residents, sport fishing licenses issued to residents (irrespective of point of
sale), and sport fishing licenses sold in the community (regardless of license holder residence). In
addition, where available, information on the species caught by private anglers and guided
charter clients was reported.*=** Each community was associated with one of ADF&G’s Alaska
Sport Fishing Survey Areas, including reports of saltwater and freshwater angler days fished in
the area by Alaskan residents and non-Alaska residents.

The subsistence fishing section provides a description of the importance of subsistence
harvests to the community. Where available, data were reported regarding subsistence activities
in each community, including per capita harvests, percentage of households using subsistence
resources, permits held by residents or households (i.e., subsistence salmon permits and
Subsistence Halibut Registration Certifications (SHARC)) and the composition of subsistence
harvests (i.e., salmon, marine invertebrates, halibut, other fish and marine mammals). Data
reported in this section were principally retrieved from the ADF&G Division of
Subsistence,35’3 6:37.38 the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,3 % and published reports;40 however,
additional data from other available sources were available for specific communities and were
reported.

Our team encountered various challenges while compiling data for the fisheries section. A
principle issue for the team was that certain types of fisheries-related data in Alaska are
confidential under NOAA Administrative Order 216-100 and Alaska Statue 16.05.815. The
agreement between NMFS and ADF&G regarding the release of data obtained from state fish

%% Alaska Department of Fish and Game. (2011). Alaska sport fish guide licenses and businesses, 2000 — 2010.
ADF&G Division of Administrative Services. Data compiled by Alaska Fisheries Information Network for Alaska
Fisheries Science Center, Seattle. [URL not publicly available as some information is confidential.]

*! Alaska Department of Fish and Game. (2011). Alaska sport fish and crew license holders, 2000 — 2010. ADF&G
Division of Administrative Services. Data compiled by Alaska Fisheries Information Network for Alaska Fisheries
Science Center, Seattle. [URL not publicly available as some information is confidential.]

32 Alaska Department of Fish and Game. (2011). Alaska Sport Fishing Survey results, 2000 — 2010. ADF&G
Division of Sport Fish, Alaska Statewide Harvest Survey project. Data compiled by Alaska Fisheries Information
Network for Alaska Fisheries Science Center, Seattle. http://www.adfg.alaska.gov/sf/sportfishingsurvey/ (Accessed
September 2011).

* Ibid.

** Alaska Department of Fish and Game. (2011). Alaska sport fish charter logbook database, 2000 — 2010. ADF&G
Division of Administrative Services. Data compiled by Alaska Fisheries Information Network for Alaska Fisheries
Science Center, Seattle. [URL not publicly available as some information is confidential.]

%> Alaska Department of Fish and Game. (2011). Community Subsistence Information System (CSIS). ADF&G
Division of Subsistence. Retrieved February 2011 from http://www.adfg.alaska.gov/sb/CSIS/.

36 Fall, J.A., C. Brown, N. Braem, J.J. Simon, W.E. Simeone, D.L. Holen, L. Naves, L. Hutchinson-Scarborough, T.
Lemons, and T.M. Krieg. (2011), revised. Alaska subsistence salmon fisheries 2008 annual report. Alaska
Department of Fish and Game Division of Subsistence, Technical Paper No. 359, Anchorage.

37 Fall, J.A. and D. Koster. (2011). Subsistence harvests of Pacific halibut in Alaska, 2009. Alaska Department of
Fish and Game Division of Subsistence, Technical Paper No. 357, Anchorage.

* Wolfe, R.J., Fall, J.A. and M. Riedel. (2009). The subsistence harvest of harbor seals and sea lions by Alaska
Nativesin 2008. Alaska Native Harbor Seal Commission and Alaska Department of Fish and Game Division of
Subsistence, Technical Paper No. 347, Anchorage.

%' U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. (2011). Marking, Tagging and Reporting Program data bases for northern sea
otter, Pacific Walrus and polar bear. Office of Marine Mammals Management. Anchorage, Alaska.

* Frost, Kathy J., and Suydam, Robert S. (2010). Subsistence harvest of beluga or white whales
(Delphinapterusleucas) in northern and western Alaska, 1987—-2006. Journal of Cetacean Research and
Management 11(3): 293-299.
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tickets requires at least four individuals or firms for a given statistic in order for that statistic to
be made public. Some of the communities profiled in this document therefore contain no data on
fish landings. In such cases, the profile indicates that one or two or three fish buyers or vessels
landing catch are present, but contains statements that indicate that fish landings associated with
those fish buyers or vessels is considered confidential.

The subsistence fishing section brought unique challenges of its own. First, a shifting
policy environment due to conflict between the State and the Federal governments has made the
accounting of subsistence practices difficult. Federal authority was extended over subsistence
management on federal waters in Alaska in 1999 under Title VIII of the Alaska National Interest
Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA). An interagency Federal Subsistence Board is managing
most federal subsistence fishing, except for subsistence halibut, which, as a marine species, is
now regulated by NMFS in conjunction with the North Pacific Fishery Management Council.
Thus, subsistence fishing in a given community may be taking place under any of three
jurisdictions: the State of Alaska, the Federal Subsistence Board, and the National Marine
Fisheries Service.

Second, much of the subsistence data available at the community level is collected
through household surveys conducted by the ADF&G Division of Subsistence that are not
necessarily collected every year. Therefore, the data provided represents estimates of subsistence
harvests in a community rather than accurate numbers. For example, marine mammal subsistence
data for Steller sea lions, harbor seals, and spotted seal are extrapolated based on years where
observations were made, where if a survey accounted for eight harbor seals in 2006, and no
observations were made in 2007, it was assumed that eight harbor seals would be a sufficient
estimate for that year despite the fact that no survey was conducted. In addition, household
surveys were not conducted in every year in every community. Therefore, the lack of data
reported for a given community in some years does not necessarily mean that residents of that
community did not harvest those subsistence resources. Likewise, when harvest data is reported
as the same in subsequent years, it is not necessarily an accurate count. In addition, for many of
the subsistence harvest data collected by ADF&G, estimates were not available at the time of
publication for any years after 2008.

Third, we relied on the quantitative characterization of subsistence harvesting provided
by the ADF&G Division of Subsistence electronic Community Subsistence Information System
(CSIS). The CSIS provided adequate data for most of our selected communities; however, the
data was collected during different years for different communities. Where more than one year of
data was available for a community, we used the year designated as most representative of the
community’s practices by ADF&G. In addition, ADF&G subsistence data is often lacking for a
given community — and this is particularly true for the communities selected in Western Alaska,
where subsistence uses are known to be high. In some cases, additional data on wild food
harvests were found in reports published about individual communities.*' Finally, it should be
noted that the subsistence database contains harvest information for resources taken under a
variety of regulations, including subsistence regulations, commercial fishery removals, and in
some cases, recreational regulations. There is legitimate scholarly and policy debate over
whether such harvests may all be considered subsistence. Although the CSIS uses the
terminology of subsistence, it is probably more accurate to say that it reports on “home use” (J.

I Reports published by ADF&G are located at http://www.adfg.alaska.gov/sf/publications/.
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Fall, ADF&G Division of Subsistence, pers. comm. 2003). In some, but not all, communities,
home use and subsistence use are essentially the same.

Finally, it was challenging to understand how ‘harvest’ and ‘use’ of subsistence resources
were entered into a calculation and resulted in a ‘subsistence participation’ estimate in the
ADF&G database. It is important to understand this caveat because it is hard to characterize what
the data in fact represented (not harvest, not use... but some vague ‘participation’ estimate); for
example, the term ‘participation’ does not necessarily mean ‘harvest participation,” and could in
fact refer to consumption of subsistence resources rather than actual harvesting activities.

Figuresand Tables

In addition to the narrative community profiles, each community has an associated set of
figures and tables that provide graphical and tabular displays of various data. The People and
Place section includes a table showing population counts from 1990 to 2010 and figures showing
the racial and ethnic composition and the population structure from 2000 to 2010. The Current
Economy section includes figures that display changes in local employment by industry and
occupation between 2000 and 2010. The Governance section provides a table showing annual
municipal revenue, sales tax revenue, State and Community Revenue Sharing contributions and
fisheries-related grants received by the community between 2000 and 2010. Finally, the
Involvement in North Pacific Fisheries section includes 13 tables with annual fisheries-related
data between 2000 and 2010, including the following:

e Known fisheries-related revenue (in U.S. dollars) received

e Permits and permit holders by species

e Characteristics of the commercial fishing sector

e Community participation in federal halibut fisheries (including quota share account
holders, quota shares held, and Individual Fishing Quota (IFQ) allotment)

e Community participation in federal sablefish fisheries (including quota share account
holders, quota shares held, and IFQ allotment)

¢ Community participation in federal crab fisheries in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands
(including quota share account holders, quota shares held, and IFQ allotment)

e Landed pounds and ex-vessel revenue, by species

e Landed pounds and ex-vessel revenue, by species, by residents

e Sport fishing trends (including sport fish guide businesses, sport fish guide licenses, sport

fishing licenses sold to residents, sport fishing licenses sold in the community and angler

days fished in salt and freshwater by Alaskan residents and non-residents)

Subsistence Participation by Household and Species

Subsistence Fishing Participation for Salmon, Marine Invertebrates and Non-Salmon fish

Subsistence Halibut Fishing Participation

Subsistence Harvests of Beluga, Polar Bears, Sea Otters and Walrus

Subsistence Harvests of Steller Sea Lions, Harbor Seals, and Spotted Seals
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Community Comments

After drafting the Alaska community profiles, the profiling team made a substantial effort
to solicit comments and suggestions for improvement to the draft from within NOAA and from
representatives of the communities profiled. Initially, the draft introduction and methods section,
along with a few example profiles, were circulated within NOAA for internal review. Comments
were also sought from other social scientists. The introduction and methods section was then
revised in response to these comments.

The process of requesting comments from communities began with the formulation of a
list of official contacts within the community, compiled from DCRA’s Community Database
Online,** as well as from internet searches for additional information. We included governmental
bodies, such as city governments and village councils, as well as quasi-governmental resource
management bodies such as village Native corporations and regional Native corporations. The
goal was to involve a broad representation of any particular community, through official
representative bodies, without creating an overwhelming task. The ability to locate contact
information for the organizations was also a factor in compiling the list. Unfortunately, no
contact information of any kind was located for six communities.”> A total of 251 separate
organizations were contacted by mail for the remaining 190 communities included in the
profiling effort.

An initial email was sent out to the list of community contacts in August 2012 to inform
them of the project and to provide them with an electronic draft of their community’s profile.
The email requested that if the recipient was not the correct person to review the profiles, that the
correct person and contact information be indicated to the profiling team. Many contact people
requested, by telephone, mail, email or fax, that the profiles be sent to someone else in the
community. In response, we updated the contact list as appropriate. The email had the additional
effect of alerting other people in the communities to the project and the request for comments,
and many of these people requested information or copies of the profiles. Following this initial
request, comments were received from ten communities. All comments were incorporated into
the draft profiles for those communities.

Following this initial attempt, additional revisions were made to the profiling team and a
second request for comments was sent to community contacts in November 2012. This time, all
draft community profiles were posted to the AFSC website and communities were asked to
download their profile from the website or to email us back for a copy by email, mail or fax.
Overall, the reaction to the profiles project was positive and those community members who
responded appeared to be enthusiastic about the profiling effort and appreciative of the
opportunity to give suggestions. The content of the comments ranged from indicating that there
were no corrections to be made, to providing a complex description of how subsistence in the
village is affected by regulations, and providing whole sections to add to the profile from an
already existing source. Some comments included a detailed review of the profile text, indicating
such things as incorrect names, whereas others included few or no suggestions, and still others
did not pertain directly to the text.

> Alaska Dept. of Comm. and Rural Affairs. (n.d.). Community Database Online. Retrieved October 17, 2011 from
http://www.commerce.state.ak.us/dca/’commdb/CF BLOCK.htm.

4 Communities that we were not able to find contact information for included Cold Foot, Council, Kaktovik,
Nuigsut, Petersville and Red Devil.
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For the majority of comments, the corrections suggested were to the data elements
included in the facilities and governance sections, specifically correcting such things as village
school information, the type of garbage collection/disposal, barge service, harbor information,
lodging, the borough the community is included in, number of city council members or type of
government, heating method, health care center, taxes, plumbing, transportation, and so on.
These comments were particularly welcomed by the profiling team, since our limited resources
sometimes prevented us from gathering information in this level of detail. Corrections were also
included for such things as misspellings, the year a particular event occurred, general history,
sport fishing information (such as species and lodges), businesses located in the community,
processor information, and changes to commercial fishing permit information.

Disagreements with the Census data (demographics and employment) were expressed
somewhat frequently, as were problems with the aggregation of fishing data for multiple
communities as presented by the CFEC. In such cases, data from published sources were still
relied upon, even if changes were suggested, in order to maintain the same standard for all
profiles. These comments prompted us to check our sources, and numerical changes were made
only if a recording error had been made; however in some cases the qualitative description was
changed based on the comments received.

The comments provided were incorporated into the text using the profiling team’s best
judgment. Community members were considered experts on their own communities; however, in
a few cases the suggested changes or additions could not be made for reasons of length or
uniformity. For suggestions regarding facilities, governance, and history, community members’
comments were in most cases directly incorporated. The types of comments that could not be
incorporated tended to be general suggestions for the complete document which were not
feasible given the scope, time frame, and resources of the project. A number of these general
suggestions were constructive and will be noted for future profiling efforts.

STATE OVERVIEW

At the time of community selection, the 2010 Decennial Census had not yet been
conducted; therefore, communities were selected from the 2000 Decennial Census for inclusion.
The 2000 Decennial Census reports a total of 349 “Places” in Alaska; these are cities, towns, and
communities with populations.** This was the total pool of Alaskan communities from which we
selected communities for inclusion in the profile project. Applying the selection criteria
described in the Methods section of this document, we selected 196 communities for profiling.
As aresult, of the 349 Census-recognized Places in Alaska in 2000, just over half (55.9% of
Census Designated Places) were profiled in this document.

These numbers say several things about the nature of community involvement in
commercial fishing in Alaska. First, the breadth of fishing involvement is significant. Second, it
is striking that half of all Alaskan communities were involved enough in fishing to meet the
selection criteria for this project. This substantial degree of participation points toward the
significance of fishery-related activity to the overall economy and social organization of Alaska.

* U.S. Census Bureau (n.d.). Profile of selected social, economic and housing characteristics of all places within
Alaska. Datasets utilized include the 2000 (SF1 100% and SF3 sample data). Retrieved August 1, 2009 from
http://factfinder.census.gov/home/saff/main.html. Website has since been updated to
http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jst/pages/index.xhtml.
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This section of the profile document is meant to serve as an overview of the state as a
whole. It provides aggregate information for these communities as well as a context in which to
interpret this information.

People and Place
Location

Vast in scale and diverse in latitude and topography, Alaska exhibits tremendous
variation in its climate, from maritime climatic zones in the Gulf of Alaska to arctic zones in the
far north. All regions, however, are influenced to some extent by storms from the North Pacific
Ocean as they move eastward from Asia. There is also a great deal of variability in Alaska’s
weather from one year to the next, primarily due to the shifting path of the jet stream.

Climate, topography and latitude all have an influence on the ecology of Alaska’s different
regions, and these ecological differences in turn determine the species composition of fish and
patterns of human use. Alaska’s diverse marine and terrestrial ecosystems provide habitat for 436
fish species, including 52 freshwater or anadromous species and 384 saltwater species.* From
pelagic species to estuarine species to freshwater fish living in inland lakes and streams, Alaska
produces a huge volume of aquatic life. The people who live in Alaska—Native groups whose
ancestral history in the region stretches back thousands of years, and newly arrived residents
alike—have co-evolved with Alaska’s marine life, and have come to depend on it for their
livelihoods.

Figure 2 shows the location of the 196 Alaskan communities selected for profiling in this
document. Their geographical dispersion reflects several phenomena. From an ecological
perspective, these communities, with a few exceptions, are located on or near the coastline where
dependence on marine resources would be expected to be high. Their locations also reflect
historical settlement patterns, first by Alaska Natives, and by Europeans beginning in the 18"
century.

Demographic Profile

The communities selected for profiling all share a common reliance on fisheries-related
activities, but represent a diversity of demographic, socio-economic and historical conditions. In
terms of size, some communities are large municipalities that serve as regional economic hubs,
such as Anchorage, while other communities are relatively isolated and have only a few dozen
inhabitants. There are 145 city governments in Alaska*® and 16 organized boroughs (Bockhorst
2001).*” A First Class City, or Home Rule City, must have at least 400 permanent residents. A
city may incorporate as Second Class if it has 25 voters. In the rest of the U.S., the difference
between a 400-person and a 25-person (voter) community would hardly be recognized, since
both communities would be considered quite small. But in Alaska, a population of 400 is

* Armstrong, Rober H. (1996) Alaska’s Fish: A guide to selected species. Anchorage: Alaska Northwest Books.
* Incorporated cities are automatically recognized by the Census as Places.

*" Bockhorst, Dan. (2001). Local Government in Alaska. February 2001. Alaska Department of Community and
Economic Development: Anchorage. Retrieved November 5, 2012 from
http://www.commerce.state.ak.us/dca/lbc/pubs/Local_Gov_AK.pdf.
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relatively substantial. Of the 352 Census communities (Places) in Alaska with a positive
population in 2010, 60.5% (213 communities) had fewer than 400 residents, while 8.8% (31
communities) had fewer than 25 residents (Table 6). Other States have a very small percentage
of their populations living in communities of less than 400.

One of the most important stories that emerges from these community profiles is how
quickly many Alaskan communities have experienced demographic change. Population numbers
in certain communities have swelled in recent years, a trend that is in large measure driven by
fisheries-related activities. Unalaska, for example, was transformed from a community of less
than 200 in 1970 into a booming small city of 4,376 residents in 2010.*® This dramatic
transformation coincided with the Magnuson-Stevens Fisheries Management and Conservation
Act’s “Americanization” of the groundfish fleet in North Pacific waters and the subsequent
growth of the fish processing industry, both onshore and at sea. Communities in Southeast
Alaska underwent a similar transformation in response to the growth of the international market
in salmon, which has been tempered in recent years by foreign competition from the salmon
farming industry. In general, communities that have experienced rapid population growth have
also seen an influx of racial and ethnic minorities—particularly Asians and Latinos—as the
fishing industry has become a global enterprise that draws labor from around the world. By
contrast, many Native communities that participate in commercial fishing have lived in situ for
centuries and have maintained relatively stable populations since the beginning of U.S. Census
data collection. Some communities have experienced population decline in recent years as local
economic conditions (especially those recently influenced by global trends) make getting by
more difficult and opportunities elsewhere draw residents away.

Table 6. Census Places in Alaska by population size, and cumulative percent in 2010.

Population Number of Census Cum.% Mean Median Min Max ‘
Places
<25 31 8.8%
25-400 182 60.5%
400-4,000 111 92.0%
4,000-20,000 25 99.1%
20,000+ 3 100% é
Total population 710,231 A 4,092 290,588 |

Source: U.S. Census Bureau (2010). Profile of selected social, economic and housing characteristics of all places
within Alaska. Datasets utilized include the 2010 (Demographic Profile SF) Decennial Census. Retrieved November
1, 2011 from http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jstf/pages/index.xhtml.

When considering a snapshot of the nation’s population as provided by the decennial
U.S. Census, the population is segmented into racial categories (White, Black, Alaska Native or
American Indian, Asian, Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, Some Other Race, and Two

* U.S. Census Bureau. (2010). Profile of selected social, economic and housing characteristics of all places within
Alaska. Datasets utilized include the 2010 (Demographic Profile SF) Decennial Census. Retrieved November 1,
2011 from http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml.
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or More Races) as well as ethnic categories (Hispanic or Non-Hispanic).*’ The profiles supply
this snapshot for each selected Alaskan community, which is followed by a historical account of
the community which helps explain and contextualize the contemporary composition of the
specific communities’ populations. For purposes of comparison, Table 7 provides the racial and
ethnic distribution seen both across Alaska and the U.S.

One of the most interesting characteristics of Alaskan communities is the bi-modal nature
of racial structure. Throughout the state, most commonly, communities either have a significant
majority of the community that considers themselves White or a majority that considers
themselves to be Alaska Native. For example, in the 2010 Decennial Census, 37.2% (132
communities) exhibited more than 75% White residents and 39.7% (141 communities) exhibited
more than 75% Native Alaskan residents. Many of the profiled communities with the highest
percentages of White residents are located in Southeast Alaska or on the Kenai Peninsula, both
areas which had a large boom of White settlers partly because of resource extraction—Southeast
Alaska in the late 1800s and early 1900s, and the Kenai Peninsula in the 1950s. Today, both
areas are also the densest sites of sport fishing in the state, providing sport lodges and a plethora
of guiding services. The communities with the highest percentages of Native residents are
predominantly located in Western Alaska. Western Alaska is home to a predominantly Native
population, in part because the region has a less extensive history of European colonization and
natural resource extraction compared to other areas of the state.

The remaining categories of racial and ethnic groups are not nearly as abundant. The
largest communities in the state contain higher percentages of Black or African American
residents than many other communities (Fairbanks 11.2% in 2000 and 9% in 2010, Anchorage
5.8% and 5.6% in 2010, and Juneau 0.8% and 0.9% in 2010). The remaining communities with
higher percentages of Black residents are located for the most part in on the Alaska Peninsula
and Aleutian Islands.

The communities with the largest percentages of Asian residents are primarily major
fishing ports with large fish processing plants. Fish processing remains an under-studied sector
of Alaska’s fisheries; however, according to anecdotal evidence, Asian migrant workers,
particularly from the Philippines and other areas of Southeast and East Asia, make up a large
portion of fish processing workers in many communities. Unalaska, for example, has a
particularly high percentage of Asian processing workers (32.6% of the 2010 population). About
50.4% (46.7% in 2000) of the profiled communities did not include any Asian residents.

In 2010, only about 28.4% of communities included any Native Hawaiians or Other
Pacific Islanders, compared to 27.3% in 2000. Many of the communities with the highest
percentages of Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islanders are small communities where one
person or one family can have a large impact on overall percentages.

* All data presented here on race and ethnicity was obtained from the following source: U.S. Census Bureau. (n.d.).
Profile of selected social, economic and housing characteristics of all placeswithin Alaska. Datasets utilized include
the 2000 (SF1 100% and SF3 sample data) and 2010 (Demographic Profile SF) Decennial Census. Retrieved
November 1, 2011 from http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml.
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Table 7. Racial distribution of the Alaskan and U.S. populations in 2000 and 2010.

Alaska U.S
Total population 2000 626,932 281,421,906
One race 592,786 94.6% 274,595,678 97.6%
Two or more races 34,146 5.4% 6,826,228 2.4%
White 434,534  69.3% 211,460,626 75.1%
Black or African American 21,787 3.5% 34,658,190 12.3%
American Indian and Alaska Native 98,043 15.6% 2,475,956 0.9%
Asian 25,116  4.0% 10,242,998  3.6%
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific 3,309 0.5% 398,835 0.1%
Islander
Some other race 9,997 1.6% 15,359,073 5.5%
Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 25,852 4.1% 35,305,818  12.5%
Not Hispanic or Latino 601,080 95.9% 246,116,088 87.5%
Alaska U.S.
Total population 2010 710,231 308,745,538
One race 658,356 92.7% 299,736,465 97.1%
Two or more races 45,368 6.4% 9,009,073 2.9%
White 518,949 73.1% 223,553,265 72.4%
Black or African American 33,150 4.7% 38,929,319 12.6%
American Indian and Alaska Native | 138,312 19.5% 2,932,248 0.9%
Asian 50,402 7.1% 14,674,252  4.8%
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific 11,154 1.6% 540,013 0.2%
Islander
Some other race 15,183 2.1% 21,748,084  7.0%
Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 39,249 5.5% 50,477,594  16.3%
Not Hispanic or Latino 670,982 94.5% 258,267,944 83.7%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau (2010). Profile of selected social, economic and housing characteristics of all places
within Alaska. Datasets utilized include the 2010 (Demographic Profile SF) Decennial Census. Retrieved November
1, 2011 from http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml.

On average, Alaskan communities were only 1.8% Hispanic in 2000 and 2.1% Hispanic in
2010, with a range of 0% to 20.8% in both years. Communities with the highest percentage of
Hispanic residents tend to be heavily involved in fish processing, which provides job
opportunities for seasonal workers. Many of these co