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Abstract

A review of existing fisheries data collected by the State of Alaska and the National
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) shows that many Alaskan communities are highly engaged in
commercial, recreational, and subsistence fisheries. These resources are frequently affected by
fisheries management decisions and anthropogenic effects on resource distribution and
abundance that can either threaten or enhance community well-being. However, much of the
existing economic data about Alaskan fisheries is collected and organized around specific units
of analysis such as counties (boroughs), fishing firms, vessels, sectors, and gear groups that are
often difficult to aggregate or disaggregate for analysis at the individual community or regional
level. In addition, some relevant community-level economic data have not been collected
historically. As a result, the North Pacific Fishery Management Council (NPFMC), the Alaska
Fisheries Science Center (AFSC), and community stakeholder organizations identified the
ongoing collection of community level socio-economic information, specifically related to
commercial fisheries, as a priority.

To address this need, the AFSC Economic and Social Sciences Research Program
(ESSRP) began implementing the Alaska Community Survey — a voluntary data collection
program to improve the socio-economic data available for consideration in North Pacific
fisheries management using the community as the unit of reporting and analysis. ESSRP social
scientists partnered with community-based organizations and individuals from fishing
communities around Alaska to determine the detailed community level information to be
collected and made available for the socio-economic impact assessment of communities involved
in North Pacific fisheries (initially focused on Alaska communities for feasibility reasons).

An additional goal was to ensure that community level socio-economic and demographic
data are collected at comparable levels of spatial and thematic resolution to commercial fisheries
data. Such data will facilitate analysis of the impacts of proposed changes in commercial
fisheries management, both within and across North Pacific communities involved and engaged
in various types of fishing. These data will also help ESSRP scientists and NPFMC staff to better
understand Alaskan communities’ social and economic ties to the fishing industry and facilitate
the analysis of potential impacts of catch share programs and coastal and marine spatial planning
efforts.

This survey was designed to gather information about Alaskan fishing communities and
to help determine each community’s capacity to support fishing activities. The types of data
collected through the survey address recommendations from community representatives that
participated in our community meetings. This report gives an overview of the survey, results
from the second year of implementation in 2012 (collecting data for the 2011 calendar year), and
addresses the potential for this and other methods of engaging communities to better inform
fisheries management in isolated areas of Alaska.
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INTRODUCTION

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) is the agency responsible for the
stewardship of the Nation’s living marine resources. In addition to managing, protecting, and
conserving our marine resources, the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management
Act (MSFCMA) mandates that management consider the importance of fishery resources to
fishing communities through the use of socio-economic data (§301, National Standard 8). Much
of the existing economic data about Alaska fisheries are collected and organized around units of
analysis such as counties (boroughs), fishing firms, vessels, sectors, and gear groups. It is often
difficult to aggregate or disaggregate these data for analysis at the individual community or
regional level and some relevant community-level economic data are entirely absent. As a result,
the North Pacific Fishery Management Council (NPFMC), the Alaska Fisheries Science Center
(AFSC), and community stakeholder organizations identified the ongoing collection of
community-level socio-economic information, specifically related to commercial fisheries, as a
priority.

In partnership with community organizations and individuals from fishing communities
around Alaska, the AFSC’s Economic and Social Sciences Research Program (ESSRP) has been
collecting detailed community-level socio-economic and demographic data at the levels of
spatial and thematic resolution comparable to that of commercial fisheries data collection. To
address this need specifically, ESSRP social scientists developed and implemented the Alaska
Community Survey. The voluntary survey is designed to improve the availability of socio-
economic data for consideration in the North Pacific fisheries management process as required
under the MSFCMA. These data can aid researchers and policy makers to better understand
Alaskan communities’ social and economic ties to the fishing industry. Such data also facilitates
analyses including evaluating past impacts or considering possible future repercussions of
changes in commercial fisheries management (e.g., rationalization), both within and across North
Pacific communities involved in and engaged in various types of fishing.

The Alaska Community Survey was also originally implemented as a data collection tool
to aid the ESSRP in the revision process of the document “Community Profiles for North Pacific
Fisheries — Alaska” (Sepez et al. 2005), which was recently completed (Himes-Cornell et al.
2013). In community meetings held by AFSC social scientists in August and September 2010,
community input was sought on how the community profiles could better represent communities
and their ties to North Pacific fisheries (Himes-Cornell et al. 2011). Much of the input received
at the meetings included suggestions for new types of socio-economic data to better represent the
interests of communities in the fisheries management process and in socio-economic impact
analyses. A large amount of the data requested by communities for inclusion was not obtainable
from other sources and was therefore requested directly from communities through the
implementation of the Alaska Community Survey.

The survey was implemented as a source of data for practical use for NOAA social
scientists and for the NPFMC for descriptive and analytical purposes including socio-economic
impact analyses of potential regulations. In addition to direct fisheries management utility, this
research and the resultant data can be utilized in future ecosystem management efforts. These
efforts include the development of ecosystem models that incorporate various socio-economic
indicators and other social information. The survey results are also available for public use to
support community development, other research concepts, and future research design. In



addition, the data presented here may have utility for Alaskan fishing communities in
understanding and communicating their own engagement in fishing and socio-economic
structure compared to other communities around the state. Aggregate data from the survey can
be used to describe demographics of Alaskan fishing-dependent communities, fishing-related
businesses, and the importance of fishing to various regions of Alaska. The information may be
used to give communities a voice in the decision-making process.

The results of the second year of implementation (2012) of the survey are presented here,
with data reported for the 2011 calendar year. The survey was implemented for the first time in
2011 with data reported for the 2010 calendar year and will be implemented in 2014 with data
reported for the 2013 calendar year for the third round of data collection. Results of the first year
of data collection are presented in Himes-Cornell and Kent (2014) and future years of data
collection will be presented in separate reports. The remainder of the report is structured as
follows: a description of the development and pretesting of the survey instrument, a description
of the sampling protocol used to determine which communities were surveyed, and a brief
overview of the implementation of the survey. The section also includes a description of post-
hoc data management, an overview of the non-response bias analysis methodology, and a brief
summary of the results of the non-response bias analysis. We also include a description of post-
hoc data management, an overview of the non-response bias analysis methodology, and a brief
summary of the results of the non-bias response analysis. Next, the report provides a summary of
results from the survey and a summary of the findings. Finally, the report discusses the
conclusions and next steps for this research.

METHODS

SURVEY DEVELOPMENT

This section details the original survey design. The survey was originally implemented in
2011; this report covers the second year of implementation in 2012. The survey instrument was
developed through significant pretesting and assistance from experts in survey design and
representatives of communities that were part of the overall respondent population. Pretesting
activities were spaced out to allow sufficient time to revise the survey materials between each
activity. The survey instrument also benefited from early input from several cognitive interviews
with representatives from Alaska fishing communities. Three methods were used to pretest and
refine the survey instrument used for this project.

First, experts in survey design who worked with Alaskan fishing communities on a
regular basis were asked to review the draft survey instrument and provide comments on the
wording of questions, additional questions to include, question order effects, question structure,
and response categories. Second, cognitive (one-on-one) interviews were conducted in Dutch
Harbor, Nome, Petersburg, and Kodiak with participants in a series of community meetings
(Himes-Cornell et al. 2011). All interviews were conducted with people that could be potential
respondents to the survey. Each interview consisted of asking individuals to review the
questionnaire in the presence of an interviewer. Respondents were instructed to read through
each question aloud and give a verbal account of everything they are thinking and to explain
their thoughts about whether the question struck them in a favorable or unfavorable way, how



easy it would be to answer the question, whether the question was clear and whether the
instructions about what to do to complete the survey were adequate. The interviews were then
followed by a short debriefing interview to discuss the overall design of the questionnaire and
the respondent’s suggested general changes. During these interviews, it was determined that the
survey would take approximately 45 minutes to an hour to complete.

Third, a small formal pretest was completed with potential respondents from four
communities: Valdez, Dillingham, Aleknagik, and Ugashik. Implementation of the formal
pretest followed the same survey protocol as was used for full implementation of the survey (see
below). The formal pretest implementation occurred between October and November 2010, and
was principally intended to ensure the initial survey protocols were functioning as expected. The
telephone interview and final mailing stages were not undertaken for the formal pretest.

DATA COLLECTED

The following is a discussion of the data collected with the survey instrument and how
individual questions in the survey instrument are expected to be used. The full survey instrument
is included as an appendix to this report (Appendix D).

e QI collects information about how many people live in the community as year-round
residents, as seasonal workers or transients, and as year-round residents that work in a shore-
side processing plant. The U.S. Census does not differentiate between residents that live in a
place year-round or that are seasonal residents. The data collected in this question can
facilitate an understanding of the difference between types of residents in terms of reliance
on local social services such as food banks and publicly subsidized housing and participation
in civic activities.

e Q2 provides information on which months per year seasonal workers live in the community.
The ebb and flow of seasonal workers can have a strong impact on the population of a given
community. The information collected from this question can assist in understanding the link
between the peaks and troughs in fisheries participation and temporal impacts of fisheries
management decisions on the social structure of a given community.

¢ Q3 requests information on the length of the fishing season(s) in which residents of the
community participate. The information gathered from this question may be useful in
facilitating an understanding of the temporal economic, cultural, and social effects fishing
has on a given community.

e (4 asks for the month(s) that the community’s population reaches its annual peak.
Responses to this question will be used to map out the population over time and determine
what months of the year will have the largest burden on civic services.

e QS5 isused to determine the degree to which the community’s annual peak in population is
driven by employment in the fishing sector. Reponses to this question may be used to add
focus to the responses from Q2 and Q4 to determine how much the population fluctuations of
an individual community are specifically related to fishing.



Q6 collects information about the infrastructure available in the community and whether it
was completed in the last 10 years, is currently being constructed, or is planned for
completion in the next 10 years. The question also asks for the year of completion.
Representatives from Alaskan fishing communities have indicated that the availability of
local infrastructure is imperative for the sustained existence of a given community. The
information collected in this question may be used to respond to this request and can be an
indicator of vibrancy and resiliency of a given community and the quality of economic
performance of a local fishery.

Q7 and Q8 provide information on the availability of public dock space for moorage of
permanent and transient vessels (Q7) and the maximum length of vessels that can moor in the
community (Q8). Responses may be used to assess the capacity of each community to host
fishing vessels and generate revenue from public moorage facilities. If the availability of
moorage space changes over time, this could have an effect on local participation in fisheries.

Q9 requests information about the annual revenue that public moorage facilities earned in the
previous calendar year. Responses will be used as a quantitative indicator of vessel transit
activity and revenue generation from public moorage facilities for each community. This
source of public revenue can directly feed into the community’s municipal finances and be
earmarked as a direct economic benefit of fishing to the community. As a result, changes in
fisheries management could have an effect on municipal finances if moorage revenue goes
down from reduced vessel activity utilizing public moorage facilities. This type of
information could be used to assist in the analysis of impacts of proposed fishing regulations
or allocations that are based on vessel size.

Q10 is used to determine the types of regulated vessels that the community’s port is capable
of handling. Responses will be used to describe the non-fisheries fleet activity in a
community. This type of information can be used to measure the resiliency of communities
in the face of changes in fisheries management and with regards to the diversity of the
economic base that supports the port services. This is important in looking at the amount of
moorage space available as regulated vessels could account for a high level of dock space
available when fishing is not heavily present in a community.

Q11 collects information on the size classes of commercial fishing boats that use the
community’s port during the fishing season as their base of operations. Responses to this
question can be used to assist in describing the fishing fleet’s contribution to the local
economy. The home port listed on the vessel registration often does not reflect where the
vessel is based during the fishing season, and thus, to which local economy the vessel is
contributing to during the fishing season. Since there are no known records of which fishing
vessels use which communities as their base of operations and because it would be too
onerous to ask harbormasters or community officials to list out which vessels use their
community in a given year, the data from the questions in this survey with regards to a
community’s capacity to host commercial fishing vessels could be used to form assumptions
about the effect commercial fishing has on a community’s economy. In addition, the
capacity of a community to host certain sizes of vessels can be used as an indirect multiplier
of potential effects of fisheries management actions based on vessel size class.



Q12 and Q12a provide information about the trends in the number of different types of
vessels that are based in the community compared to 5 years ago. The responses to this
question may be used as one method of tracking the trends of the local vessel types over
time.

Q13 and Q14 ask for the type of recreational or sport fishing that occurs in the community
(Q13) and the saltwater species that are targeted (Q14). The information collected from this
question may be used to describe the presence of recreational fishing in each community so
that a community’s engagement in recreational fishing can be determined.

Q15 is used to determine the types of fishing gear used by commercial fishing vessels based
out of the community. This question will aid in describing the effects of fishing regulations
that are based on fishing gear type per community and describing the commercial fishing
fleet that uses each community during the fishing season.

Q16 collects information about the types of fishing support businesses located in the
community. The information collected from this question will be used to provide insight into
how each community contributes to fishing both locally and regionally. The hypothesis is
that changes to services in a regionally important community hub would have a multiplier
effect in that they will affect not only their own community but also all of the satellite
communities that rely on the services in the hub to keep fishing operations active.

Q17 provides the location(s) of the communities that local residents go to for fishing support
businesses that are not located in the community. The answers to this question are useful in

providing insight into which communities are considered hubs for fishing-related services in
a given region and what fisheries service networks exist among Alaskan communities.

Q18 asks for information about the public social services that are available in the community.
This question can provide insight into which public social services are available both to
residents and individuals temporarily based in the community.

Q19 requests information about the natural resource-based industries upon which the
community’s economy relies. The results of this question can aid in understanding the
diversity of natural resources that a given community might have to support itself in addition
to fishing. These data can also be used to evaluate the resiliency of a community’s economy
and alternate sources of jobs for residents.

Q20 is used to determine the three most important subsistence marine or aquatic resources
upon which the residents of the community rely. The Alaska Department of Fish and Game
(ADF&G) does not undertake subsistence harvest surveys on an annual basis. The results of
this question are complementary to the ADF&G surveys and may be used to gain an
understanding of what aquatic resources a community might rely on for subsistence
purposes. In general, communities have expressed concern that not enough data are collected
on the subsistence activities of Alaskan communities. The purpose of this question is to
document that subsistence harvesting is important to communities and will be used to show
differences between the subsistence resources that communities rely on in different regions.



Q21 and Q22 collect information about funding or grants that the community received from
Community Development Quota entities and from fisheries-related taxes or fee programs in
the previous calendar year. The results from this question could be added to other known
community revenue streams to determine the total amount of revenue that a community
receives related to fishing-related activity. These data can be used to understand the total
benefit that a community receives from fishing and can assist in understanding how positive
or negative changes to this revenue stream from fisheries management decisions might affect
a community’s ability to provide community services.

Q23 asks for information about the community’s public services that are at least partially
funded by a local raw fish tax, the State Shared Fisheries Business Tax, the State Fisheries
Resource Landing Tax, or marine fuel sales taxes. The responses will assist in understanding
which community services are dependent on fisheries-related revenue, and thus which
community services might be affected by changes in revenue caused by fisheries
management decisions.

Q24 and Q24a request information about additional local fishing-related fee programs
charged to the fishing industry that specifically support public services and infrastructure.
The responses could be used to determine local fishing related revenue streams that might be
affected by fisheries management decisions. Community representatives have requested that
fisheries managers take into account such municipal fee programs that are susceptible to
changes in fishing activities and incorporate potential impacts to those revenue streams into
socio-economic impact analyses for potential fisheries management changes. The results of
this question could be used by fisheries managers to direct analyses of this type of impact.

Q25 and Q25a are used to characterize how the community participates in the fisheries
management process in Alaska. Since this data collection will happen on an annual basis, the
results could be used to understand the trends in annual community participation. It is
hypothesized that communities with more varied and professionalized participation are more
likely to play a significant role in the fisheries management process. An individual
conducting a socio-economic impact analysis should seek to understand the degree to which
communities participate in the process so that their impact analysis can consider those
communities that might be least likely to represent themselves. Participation in fisheries
management was emphasized during community profile update meetings as an important
dimension to understand.

Q26-29 collect information about the current challenges for the portion of the local economy
that is based on fishing (Q26), the effects of fisheries policies or management actions on the
community (Q27), the past or current fisheries policy or management action that has affected
the community the most (Q28), and the potential future fisheries policy or management
actions that concern the community the most. The responses can be used to understand what
fisheries management issues may affect communities in what ways, which in turn can assist
the assessments of cumulative effects of fisheries management actions in compliance with
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).



e Q30 provides information on the individuals in the community that contributed to filling out
the survey. The responses to this question can be used to add context to the subjective
questions included in the survey.

e Q31 asks for any additional information that the respondent would like to provide NOAA
about how the community is engaged in or affected by fisheries. The responses to this
question can be used to identify any additional issues that communities have with regards to
their involvement in fishing that were not addressed in the survey but about which the public
should be informed.

SAMPLING PROTOCOL

The sampling methodology followed that used in Himes-Cornell et al. (2013), which can
be consulted for a full methodological explanation. The sampling frame for the population of
interest included 193 communities, composed of the 136 communities that were profiled in the
2005 Community Profiles for North Pacific Fisheries — Alaska (Sepez et al. 2005) and an
additional 57 communities that were profiled for the 2013 update (Himes-Cornell et al. 2013).
The additional 57 communities were selected due to their involvement in commercial,
recreational and subsistence fishing in Alaska, as determined using a data envelopment analysis
(DEA) that focused on scoring communities based on their overall dependence and reliance on
fishing to support their well-being (Sepez et al. 2007). For community selection, 2009 fishing
data for each community was used in the DEA which then assigned a score to each community
based on multiple indicators of participation in various fisheries. As a non-parametric approach,
DEA may more effectively capture fisheries participation across multiple indicators without
giving a pre-determined weight or importance to each indicator. The communities selected
through the DEA model demonstrated strong participation in any unique combination of
commercial, recreational, and subsistence fisheries. A caveat to the community sampling
methodology was discovered after the implementation of the survey began. It was found that the
subsistence data that was utilized was not as reliable as the data used for commercial and
recreational fishing because data collection efforts had been sharply reduced after 2008. It is
therefore possible the sampling tool did not effectively capture communities whose fisheries
participation is solely subsistence-based. In order to address this shortcoming, we intend to
revisit the list of communities that receive the survey in the next implementation of the survey in
2014 in order to effectively capture these types of communities.



SURVEY IMPLEMENTATION

Due to low population numbers, a census of the population was feasible and preferable
given that standard sampling approaches would have required a sample size of 186 out of 196
communities in order to be representative. A census of identified fishing communities was also
necessary in order to obtain the same set of unique information about each community’s
involvement in fishing for use in revising the Community Profiles.

Most of the communities in the study (n = 139) were sent a copy of the survey to the
municipal office and another to the tribal office. Some communities were sent only one copy of
the survey if there was not a known tribal or municipal office (n = 46). A few communities (n =
8) were sent three copies if they had two different contacts associated with the municipal office
or had two different tribal offices in the same community (e.g., Juneau). Appendix C breaks
down how many copies of the survey each community received and how many copies each
community returned. Figure 1 shows the communities that completed the survey as well as the
regional groupings communities were organized into for the analysis. Table 1 lists which
communities were organized into each regional grouping. As defined in Himes-Cornell et al.
(2013), the regional groupings were determined using census area designations and geographic
approximations to break the state into even assemblages of communities. The regional groupings
are intended to approximate representative sets of communities that rely on specific stocks of
natural resources.

The implementation techniques that were employed are consistent with methods that
maximize response rates. Mail survey implementation followed a modified Dillman Tailored
Design Method (Dillman et al. 2009), which included the following steps (excluding any steps
after a respondent returned their completed survey):

1. An advance letter notifying respondents about the survey a few days prior to the
questionnaire arriving.

2. An initial mailing sent 5 days after the advance letter. Each mailing contained a
personalized cover letter, questionnaire, and a pre-addressed stamped return envelope.

3. A postcard follow-up reminder mailed 7 days following the initial mailing.
4. A follow-up telephone reminder 28 days after the advance letter to encourage response.
5. A second full mailing mailed 36 days after the advance letter was sent.

This flow deviated from the classic Dillman Tailored Design Method with the placement
of the telephone contact prior to the second mailing of the survey instrument. This method was
used because it was conjectured that the personal connection is important in community surveys,
especially given the extremely small size of Alaskan communities (the median population size in
2010 was 358 (U.S. Census 2010)) and it could elicit better participation than repeated mailings
with no verbal contact. The survey was implemented between October and December 2012 by
Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission and AFSC social scientists. Table 2 outlines the
timing of the implementation of the survey.



Figure 1. -- Respondent communities organized by regional grouping.
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Table 1. -- Respondent communities organized by regional grouping.

Kenai
Aleutian and Anchorage Bristol Bay Peninsula Norton Sound Prince
Pribilof and and Alaska and Cook Kodiak Kuskokwim Northern and Bering William
Islands Mat-Su Peninsula Interior Inlet Island River Mouth Alaska Strait Sound Southeast

Adak Eagle River Aleknagik Delta Junction Clam Gulch Alitak Bay = Akiak Kiana Brevig Mission Cordova Craig

Akutan Palmer Chignik Fort Yukon Homer Karluk Bethel Kivalina Emmonak Gakona  Elfin Cove

Atka Talkeetna Clarks Point Galena Kasilof Kodiak Chefornak Point Lay Nome Haines

False Pass Dillingham Grayling Kenai Larsen Bay  Eek Selawik Pilot Station Hoonah

Nikolski Ekuk Holy Cross Moose Pass Old Harbor  Kasigluk Wainwright Russian Mission Juneau

Saint George Ekwok Huslia Nanwalek Port Lions Kwethluk Saint Mary's Kake

Saint Paul Igiugig Nenana Nikiski Lower Kalskag Saint Michaels Metlakatla

Sand Point Iliamna North Pole Ninilchik Mcgrath Shaktoolik Pelican
Levelock Shageluk Seldovia Mekoryuk Shishmaref Petersburg
Manokotak Tanana Seward Napaskiak Wales Point Baker
New Stuyahok  Tok Soldotna Newtok White Mountain Port Alexander
Newhalen Wiseman Sterling Nunapitchuk Port Protection
Nondalton Oscarville Sitka
Pedro Bay Quinhagak Tenakee Springs
Perryville Toksook Bay Thorne Bay
Port Alsworth Tuntutuliak Whale Pass
Port Heiden Tununak Wrangell
Portage Creek Yakutat

Togiak
Ugashik
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Table 2. -- Survey implementation timing.

Stage Date

Advance Letter October 19, 2012
Initial Mailing October 24, 2012
Postcard Follow-up Reminder November 1, 2012
Follow-up Telephone Reminder November 4-30, 2012
Second Full Mailing November 13, 2012

Second Follow-up Telephone Reminder December 10-21, 2012

RESPONSE RATE

Of the 348 surveys that were mailed, 148 surveys were returned. Duplicate surveys were
returned for 36 communities (24.3% of the total survey returns), resulting in a total of 114 unique
surveys, representing 59.1% of communities contacted. To avoid duplication in the data, only
one response per question was analyzed for each community. Therefore, for communities that
returned more than one survey, a protocol was developed to address duplication (see below in the
section on post-hoc data management for details). Surveys returned due to bad addresses
represented 0.86% (3 surveys) of all surveys mailed. Additionally, 16 recipients representing 15
communities refused to participate in the survey (4.5% of entities sent a survey). However, two
copies of the survey were sent to most communities so three of those refusals came from
communities that returned the copy of the survey sent to the other community entity. Figure 2
and Table 3 present the response rates by geographic region of the state.

Figure 2. -- Survey response rates by region.
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Table 3. -- Survey responses and non-responses by region.

Region Response Non-response
Aleutian and Pribilof Islands 8 5
Anchorage and Mat-Su 3 5
Bristol Bay and Alaska Peninsula 20 11
Interior 12 2
Kenai Peninsula and Cook Inlet 12 6
Kodiak Island 6 2
Kuskokwim River Mouth 17 10
Northern Alaska 5 4
Norton Sound and Bering Strait 11 17
Prince William Sound 2 6
Southeast 18 11
Total 114 79

POST-HOC DATA MANAGEMENT

As referred to earlier, for communities that returned duplicate surveys, a protocol was
developed to limit the number of responses per question per community to one entry. This was
determined to be necessary given that communities were the base unit of analysis, and leaving
more than one survey response per community in the data could bias the results towards the
communities that returned more than one survey. To inform the development of the duplicate
survey procedure, a brief analysis was done on the 36 instances of duplicate surveys to determine
how survey responses differed between the duplicates. With this information, a set of rules was
developed based on the most common issues in duplicate surveys that precluded basic merging
of similar responses.

The most common duplicate response issues encountered were on multiple response
questions and on Likert scale questions. For multiple response questions (i.e., check all that
apply), responses were combined between the two surveys to report the widest spread possible.
Responses to Likert scale questions were averaged between the surveys. All open-ended question
responses were combined. Numerical short-answer response questions such as population
estimates were averaged if answers were similar. If responses were significantly different, the
response from the more complete survey was taken under the reasoning that that response may
be more accurate due to a more comprehensive overall survey. For multiple survey responses for
one community where this was not a clear choice, responses were evaluated in relation to the
Himes-Cornell et al. (2013) community profiles to determine which response was more
plausible. After the 36 sets of multiple surveys were combined so each community had a single
response for each question, the response data was added back in the larger dataset for analysis.

DATA ANALYSIS

Survey responses to each question were analyzed by community and sorted into regional
groupings. Response frequency distributions are presented for categorical response questions and
descriptive statistics are presented for non-categorical response questions. For the non-
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categorical response questions, such as fill-in-the-blank survey items, responses were coded into
categories and themes for ease of analysis.

Survey question Q17 asked respondents to name the top three communities that provide
fishery support businesses that are not available within their own community. For respondents
who included more than three communities, all responses were analyzed. The responses were
analyzed as social network data in UCINET 6 (Borgatti et al. 2002) and sociograms were created
in Netdraw to visually represent how communities are connected to each other through the
exchange of fishery-related goods and services. Both the comprehensive network of item
respondent communities and nominated communities and the sub-networks of respondent
communities sorted into regional groupings are presented (Figs. 12-22).

We also measured degree centrality, which evalutes activity in a network through the
number of direct links each node or actor has with all other nodes in the network (Hanneman and
Riddle 2005, Ernoul and Warden-Johnson 2013). The degree centrality of the network as a whole
informs the question of whether hub communities exist in Alaska and provide goods and services
specific to fishing activity for remote communities. The degree centrality of the regional sub-
networks can be examined as a comparison of how strongly connected communities may be
within a smaller geographic area versus how connected they are to hub communities outside the
region. Both in-degree and out-degree centrality measures are presented. In-degree centrality
measures how many times a particular community (node) was nominated by other communities
(nodes). Out-degree centrality measures how many times a particular community (node)
nominated other communities (nodes). Out-degree centrality is constrained by the structure of
the survey question in which respondents were asked to name three other communities.
Additionally, frequency distributions are presented for each sub-network with connections
between nodes partitioned as either same region ties (in-region) or different region ties (out-
region). These frequency distributions offer a rough proxy of homophily in the sub-networks, or
the occurrence of connections within a regional grouping as compared to connections to ouside
communities (Bazeley 2007).

There were five open-ended questions on the survey that were analyzed using standard
qualitative data analysis methods. The software package NVivo was used for the analysis of
responses from Q12a and Q26-29. Coding was used to draw out themes reported by respondents.
Response distributions of themes were calculated and distributions were broken out by regional
groupings to provide further illumination of results (Tables 22-29). Additionally, representative
quotes are included as samples of the coding and responses.

NON-RESPONSE BIAS ANALYSIS

A unit non-response bias analysis was completed for general survey response. Item non-
response was assessed separately for each individual question through the reporting of response
distributions based on the total number of surveys received and the number of item respondents.
Data presented in this report do not include any adjustment for item non-response given the
categorical nature of the majority of the survey questions. To assess unit non-response, several
variables were analyzed with the overall community response results to determine if there was
any bias in the survey results from communities that did not return a survey. Potential bias
variables included a collection of variables that were sourced from the U.S. Census; the Alaska
Fisheries Information Network; the Alaska Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission (CFEC);
and the Alaska Department of Commerce, Community, and Economic Development’s Division
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of Community and Regional Affairs. Basic analyses were run in Microsoft Access and Excel,
and statistical analyses were completed in Stata. Statistical analyses included two-sample t-tests
with equal variances and Pearson’s Chi-squared test.

Twenty-one variables were analyzed in the unit non-response bias analysis. Variables
were chosen to test both physical limitations of communities that could impact survey receipt
and therefore response, such as presence of a post office and connection to the main road system,
as well as variables such as percent of Alaska Native and educational attainment that could
create a source of bias in the results. Fisheries variables were included to determine if
communities were self-selecting for non-response based on their fisheries participation and
therefore the perceived relevance of the survey. Additionally, some basic demographic variables
were included to assess differences between communities that responded to the survey and those
that did not. The full list of variables analyzed included:

Survey response in the first year of survey implementation;

Percent of the population that considers themselves Alaskan Native;

2010 U.S. Census population size;

Educational attainment of those 25 years and older;

Language other than English spoken at home of those 5 years and older that consider
themselves as speaking English less than “very well”;

Percentage of families with income in the last year below the poverty level;
Median household income;

Census area designation;

Community governance classification (see Table 4);

Geographic region of the state (following Himes-Cornell et al. 2013);
Connection to the intercontinental highway system;

Presence of a post office;

Number of ADF&G permits issued for subsistence harvest of salmon;
Count of distinct vessels delivering salmon;

Eligibility for the Community Quota Entity program;

Eligibility for the Community Development Quota program;

Per capita count of distinct vessels participating in all fisheries based on homeport;
Count of all distinct vessel owners based on vessel owner residency;

Sum of ex-vessel value for all landings based on vessel owner residency;
Count of all distinct CFEC permits fished; and

Count of distinct sport fishing licenses sold to residents of community.

Only 2 of the 21 variables analyzed in the non-response bias analysis returned significant
results at the significance level of 0.05: survey response in the first year of survey
implementation (P-value = 0.047) and count of distinct vessels homeported in the community (P-
value = 0.0419) (Tables 5 and 6). Results of two of the variables tested that did not return
significant results are also included below (Tables 7 and 8). A simple non-response bias analysis
was conducted but further scrutiny of the statistical results is merited. The significant
relationship between the survey response in 2011 variable and survey response in 2012 variable
suggests that communities that returned the survey in the first year of implementation were more
likely to return it in the second year as well. If this pattern continues, this suggests that further
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effort in reaching non-respondent communities is needed for future survey efforts. The other
significant test result from the non-response bias analysis was the count of distinct vessels
homeported in a community. Communities that responded to the survey had a significantly
higher number of homeported vessels than those communities that didn’t respond. This may
suggest that communities that have more vessel activity were more likely to see a benefit in
participating in the survey.

Table 4. -- Description of Alaska community governance classification.

Type of governance
structure Type Description1

A 1% Class City must have at least 400 permanent

st : . s
I Class City Municipal residents; has a voter-elected mayor and city council.
. - A Home Rule City must be a first class city that has
Home Rule City Municipal adopted a home rule charter.
nd . . .
2™ Class Ci ty Municipal A 2™ Class City must have at least 25 resident voters;

has a city council and an internally elected mayor.

" Definitions were obtained from the Alaska Department of Commerce, Community and Economic Development
Glossary of terms (http://commerce.alaska.gov/dnn/dcra/ResearchAnalysis/Glossary.aspx).

Table 5. -- Pearson’s Chi-squared test results for survey response in 2011 and survey response in

2012.
2011 survey response or
non-response Chi’ Prob.
non-response response
2010 survey  ;4n_response 20.21% 2021%  3.9423  0.047
response or non-
response response 21.24% 38.34%

Table 6. -- Two-sample t-test results for survey response and count of distinct vessels
homeported in a community.

Mean St. Dev. N P-value
Non-response  22.34615  51.2356 78 0.0419
Response 56.03636  138.6248 110 ’

Table 7. -- Two-sample t-test with equal variances results for survey response and percent of
community that is Alaska Native.

Mean St. Dev. N P-value
Non-response  61.24412  36.19381 68 0.1776
Response 53.43889  37.88982 108 '
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Table 8. -- Two-sample t-test with equal variances results for survey response and sum of ex-
vessel value for all landings based on vessel owner residency.

Mean St. Dev. N P-value
Non-response  $1,293,422 $4,924,337 78 0.1475
Response $3,484,681 $12,636,173 110

Summary of survey responses

This section summarizes data collected from the 2012 Alaska Community Survey.
Overall response distributions and basic summary statistics are included for each survey question
in Appendix B. Distributions are broken down by survey respondents and item respondents.
Survey respondents are defined as the 114 unique communities that returned completed (or
partially completed) surveys. Item respondents are defined as the subset of survey respondents
that provided a valid numerical or categorical response, according to the type requested. For all
questions that asked for a categorical response or otherwise non-numeric response, the
distribution of item respondents is provided to show the proportion of respondents that selected
each category. Additionally, response distributions grouped by geographic region of the state
(following Himes-Cornell et al. 2013) are provided. The graphical geographic response
distributions are included in text while full tables are included in Appendix A.

POPULATION DISTRIBUTION

The survey asked communities to provide information on their year-round population, the
number of seasonal workers present, and the number of year-round residents that worked in
shore-side processing plants (Q1). The smallest mean year-round population size was reported
by the Aleutian and Pribilof Islands regional grouping (263 people) with a median value of 85
people (Appendix Table Al). The regional grouping with the highest mean year-round resident
population was Anchorage and Mat-Su (14,962 people) with a median value of 6,087 people.
Respondents were also asked to report how many of the year-round residents worked at a shore-
side processing plant. The Prince William Sound regional grouping reported the highest mean
with 4,300 residents reportedly employed at plants (Appendix Table A2). The Anchorage and
Mat-Su and Northern Alaska regional groupings had no respondent communities that reported
having residents that worked in a processing plant. Communities were also asked how many
seasonal workers they had; the Prince William Sound grouping reported the highest mean of
1,257 people while Northern Alaska grouping respondent communities reported a mean of 20
people that were present as seasonal workers (Appendix Table A3).

To understand the fluctuation in a community’s population, respondents were asked to
note the months when the community’s population peaked (Q4). Many respondent communities
in all groupings reported that the peak occurred between June and August, though some
communities in the Aleutian and Pribilof Islands grouping reported a peak between January and
March (Fig. 3, Appendix Table A4). To understand more about the presence of seasonal workers
in a community and how it relates to population fluctuations, respondents were asked to report
which months during the year those seasonal workers were present in the community (Q2). All
11 regional groupings had the majority of communities reporting seasonal workers present
between May and September (Fig. 4, Appendix Table A5). Communities were also asked to
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report how closely tied their fluctuation in population was to employment in fishing sectors (QS5).
In the Kodiak Island regional grouping, 50% of the respondent communities reported that their
population peak was entirely driven by employment in various fishing sectors (Fig. 5, Appendix
Table A6). For the Kenai Peninsula and Cook Inlet and Southeast regional groupings, 50% and
64% of communities, respectively, reported their population peak as mostly related to fishing
sector employment. Conversely, 60% and 58% of Northern Alaska and Interior communities,
respectively, reported that their population peak was not at all related to fishing industry
employment.

Seasonal presence of workers in communities may be driven by employment in other
natural resource-based industries in addition to fishing, including mining and tourism. Survey
question Q19 asked which natural resource-based industries the community relies on. In the
Interior grouping, 41% of respondent communities reported that they relied on mining and
logging (Fig. 6, Appendix Table A7). In the Kenai Peninsula and Cook Inlet grouping, 66% of
respondent communities reported relying on oil and natural gas exploration or drilling as an
economically important natural resource-based industry. In the Southeast grouping, 61% of
communities reported ecotourism as an industry on which they rely.
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Figure 3. -- Regional breakdown of responses to the following question: In what month(s) does the population in your community
reach its annual peak? (Q4).
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Figure 4. -- Regional breakdown of responses to the following question: On average, which months per year does your community
have seasonal workers living there? (Q2).
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Figure 5. -- Regional breakdown of responses to the following question: To what degree is this
peak in population driven by employment in the fishing sectors? (Q5).
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Figure 6. -- Regional breakdown of responses to the following question: Which, if any, natural
resource-based industries does your community’s economy rely upon? (Q19).
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VESSEL AND FISHERIES SUPPORT INFRASTRUCTURE

The survey included questions on the dock infrastructure of communities to get a sense of
what capacity they may have to host fishing or other vessel activities. Question Q7 prompted
respondents to report how many feet of public moorage were available in the community. The
majority of respondent communities in the Bristol Bay and Alaska Peninsula, Interior, Kenai
Peninsula and Cook Inlet, Kuskokwim River Mouth, Northern Alaska, and Norton Sound and
Bering Strait regional groupings reported that no public moorage was available (Fig. 7,
Appendix Table A7). Juneau and Kodiak reported the most public moorage available
(30,000 feet). When asked about temporary public moorage for transient vessels, several
groupings again had a majority of respondent communities that reported no public moorage (Fig.
8, Appendix Table A8). However, the Southeast regional grouping had a diversity of reported
moorage, with 18% of respondent communities reporting between 500 and 1,000 feet of
moorage and 31% reporting between 1,000 and 3,000 feet of moorage for transient vessels. The
Aleutian and Pribilof Islands grouping also had communities reporting some moorage for
transient vessels, 42% of communities reported that they had between 500 and 1,000 feet of
temporary moorage available.

The survey asked communities to report on the annual revenue they received from public
moorage facilities (Q9). Only values from groupings that had more than three communities
respond are included due to confidentiality. Respondent communities in the Kenai Peninsula and
Cook Inlet reported the highest mean of revenue at $624,348 (Table 9). The mean from the
Kuskokwim River Mouth grouping was the lowest at $625.

Vessel size capacities for communities was also reported (Q8). Only respondent
communities in the Southeast (23%), Kenai Peninsula and Cook Inlet (10%), and Aleutian and
Pribilof Islands (14%) groupings reported being able to host vessels greater than 500 feet in
length (Fig. 9, Appendix Table A9). Communities in the Kodiak grouping (40%) reported being
able to host vessels between 300 and 400 feet. Types of regulated vessels a community was able
to host were also queried (Q10). Communities in all groupings except Anchorage and Mat-Su
could host fuel barges (e.g., 77% of Southeast communities, 94% of Kuskokwim River Mouth
communities). (Fig. 10, Appendix Table A10). A majority of communities in the Aleutian and
Pribilof Islands (57%), Kodiak Island (60%), and Southeast (55%) groupings reported being able
to host cruise ships.

Communities were also asked to report on infrastructure projects they had undertaken,
were currently undertaking, or were planning on undertaking (Q6). Potential projects included
new dock space, haul-out facilities, and harbor dredging. The item response rates are presented
in Appendix Table A11 and the regional grouping response distributions are shown in Appendix
Tables A12-22.
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Figure 7. -- Regional breakdown of responses to the following question: How many feet of
public dock space for moorage are located in and around the port of your community
for permanent vessels? (Q7).
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Figure 8. -- Regional breakdown of responses to the following question: How many feet of
public dock space for moorage are located in and around the port of your community
for transient vessels? (Q7).
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Figure 9. -- Regional breakdown of responses to the following question: What is the maximum
vessel length that can use moorage in your community? (QS).
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Table 9. -- Regional breakdown of responses to the following question: What is the annual
revenue that public moorage facilities earned in 2011? (Q9).

Region N Mean Median Max Min St.Deyv.
Aleutian and Pribilof Islands 5 $89,795.00 $13,500.00  $400,000.00 $0.00 $173,648.72
Anchorage and Mat-Su 1 * * * * *

Bristol Bay and Alaska Peninsula 17  $18,382.35 $0.00 $300,000.00 $0.00 $72,591.22
Interior 11 $500.00 $0.00 $5,500.00 $0.00 $1,658.31
Kenai Peninsula and Cook Inlet 9 $624,348.65  $0.00 $3,890,000.00 $0.00 $1,305,779.24
Kodiak Island 3 * * * * *
Kuskokwim River Mouth 12 $625.00 $0.00 $6,000.00 $0.00 $1,746.75
Northern Alaska 4 $2,500.00 $0.00 $10,000.00 $0.00  $5,000.00
Norton Sound and Bering Strait 8 $110,296.13  $0.00 $882,369.00 $0.00 $311,964.55
Prince William Sound 2 * * * * *

Southeast 16  $389,597.97 $47,855.25  $3,000,000.00 $0.00 $804,869.12

Note: Asterisk (*) represents confidential data due to three or fewer communities reporting.
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Figure 10. -- Regional breakdown of responses to the following question: Which of the following
types of regulated vessels is the port of your community capable of handling?
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The survey asked respondents to report on the presence or absence of specific fishery
support businesses in their community (Q16). The list included 25 types of businesses, including,
for example, processing plants, various boat repair businesses, and fishing business attorneys.
Boat fuel sales was a business common across all regional groupings while only one to two
respondent communities in the Bristol Bay and Alaska Peninsula, Kenai Peninsula and Cook
Inlet, Kodiak Island, and Southeast groupings reported having a fishing gear manufacturer
(Appendix Table A25).

Communities were asked to name the top three communities that people in their
community go to for fishery support businesses that are not available within their own
community (Q17). The responses were analyzed as social network data and sociograms were
created to visually represent the relationships. The total number of communities (nodes) was
128. A total of 100 of those communities were survey respondents and the other 28 were
communities nominated by respondents that did not complete the survey. A total of 257
connections (ties) link the communities, where a connection between two communities is created
when a respondent community nominated another community for this question. Table 10
contains the regional break-down of item non-response. Communities that did not provide a
response for the question were identified as isolates and were not included in the analysis. Figure
11 shows the network of all item respondents. Communities were sized by in-degree centrality
(the number of times they were nominated) to aid visual identification of hub communities and
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were assigned different shapes based on regional grouping. Table 11 contains the descriptive
statistics for the degree centrality measures for the network as a whole.

The network of item respondents shown in Figure 11 has an in-degree network
centralization of 25%. This result suggests that there were differences in the in-degree centrality
of different communities, but there were several central communities to the network as a whole
(e.g., there were a few nodes that received many nominations). From observing the sociogram of
the network, a few statewide hubs of fishery support businesses are evident. Anchorage had the
greatest number of nominations (in-degree centrality) with 35 different communities naming it as
where residents go for businesses not available within their own community (Appendix Table
A11). The second most nominated community was Homer with an in-degree centrality measure
of 22. Seattle ranked third with 16 nominations and Bethel had 12 nominations. Kodiak,
Dillingham, and Naknek tied with 11 nominations each.

Sub-networks were created for each regional grouping of communities to visually
demonstrate how interconnected a region might be or how dependent its communities may be on
communities outside the grouping for fishery support businesses. To build the sub-networks,
communities that fell in each grouping were isolated as the respondents, and any communities
they named were included as nominations. Additionally, communities outside the regional
grouping that nominated one of the within-group respondent communities were incorporated.

Table 10. -- Item non-response statistics by regional grouping for the following question: For
those businesses in Q16 that are not available in your community, please list the top
three communities that people go to for these services (Q17).

Item Survey Item

Region response response response rate
Aleutian and Pribilof Islands 7 8 87.50%
Anchorage and Mat-Su 3 3 100.00%
Bristol Bay and Alaska Peninsula 18 20 90.00%
Interior 9 12 75.00%
Kenai Peninsula and Cook Inlet 11 12 91.67%
Kodiak Island 4 6 66.67%
Kuskokwim River Mouth 14 17 82.35%
Northern Alaska 4 5 80.00%
Norton Sound and Bering Strait 10 11 90.91%
Prince William Sound 2 2 100.00%
Southeast 18 18 100.00%

Table 11. -- Descriptive statistics of degree centrality measures for social network analysis.

Out-degree  In-degree

Mean 1.962 1.962

St. Dev 1.339 4.534
Minimum 0 0
Maximum 5 35
Network Centralization 2.355% 25.609%
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Figure 12 shows the sociogram for the sub-network of communities assigned to the
Aleutian and Pribilof Islands grouping. The network is comprised of 15 total communities, of
which 67% are communities in the grouping and the other 33% are outside of it. These external
communities include Kodiak, Seattle, Homer, Nome, and Anchorage (Table 12). The ties to
these outside communities represent 48% of the total ties within the sub-network (n = 22).

The Anchorage and Mat-Su regional grouping sociogram had 37 total communities, and
89% were communities outside of the regional grouping due to the high number of nominations
Anchorage received from communities across the state (Fig. 13, Table 13). Additionally, almost
93% of the 41 total ties in the sub-network were between communities from different regional
groupings. Figure 14 shows the sociogram for the Bristol Bay and Aleutian Islands regional
grouping sub-network. In contrast to the Anchorage and Mat-Su grouping, this grouping had
78% of communities (n = 22) in the sub-network that were within the Bristol Bay and Aleutian
Islands regional grouping sub-network (Table 14). The in-grouping ties accounted for 59% of the
total number of ties in the sub-network.

The sub-network for the Interior regional grouping had a relatively even split between
communities within the grouping and those from other groupings (45% of nodes were out-of-
region) (Fig. 15, Table 15). These out-of-region communities contributed 57% of the total ties to
the sub-network. Communities external to the Interior regional grouping represented in the sub-
network include Seward, Homer, Valdez, Kwethluk, and Anchorage. Figure 16 shows the
regional grouping sub-network for the Kenai Peninsula and Cook Inlet. A total of 20 of the 32
communities in the network (62%) are considered out-of-region communities which accounted
for 62% of the ties (Table 16).

The Kodiak Island regional grouping also showed a sub-network that had more out-of-
region communities (70%) than in-region communities (Fig. 17, Table 17). These out-of-region
communities contributed 81% of the total ties in the sub-network and included communities such
as Homer, Juneau, and Nome. The Kuskokwim River Mouth regional grouping sub-network was
comprised of 16 communities from within the regional grouping (67%) and 8 from other
groupings including Fairbanks, Grayling, and Russian Mission (Fig. 18, Table 18). And 53% of
the total ties in the sub-network were between communities within the Kuskokwim River Mouth
grouping.

The Northern Alaska regional grouping sub-network was small in comparison to the
other sub-networks with only six total nodes, five of which were in-region (Fig. 19, Table 19).
There were only four ties, 75% of which were between communities within the regional
grouping. Figure 20 shows the Norton Sound and Bering Strait regional grouping sub-network.
Of the 22 total communities, 54% were in-region communities that accounted for 32% of the
total ties in the sub-network (Table 20). Communities outside of the regional grouping
represented in the sub-network include Dutch Harbor, Bethel, and Seattle.

The Prince William Sound regional grouping sub-network had 58% of the total nodes as
out-of-region communities which accounted for 81% of the total number of ties (Fig. 21, Table
21). Out-of-region communities included Seattle, Seward, and Anchorage. The last regional
grouping sub-network was for the Southeast (Fig. 21). Of the total number of communities
represented, 80% were from within the region and accounted for 80% of the total number of ties
(Table 22).
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Figure 11. — Distribution of responses to the following question: For those businesses in Q16 that are not available in your community, please list
the top three communities that people go to for these services (Q17). Regional groupings are circled and labeled.
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Figure 12. -- Regional breakdown of responses to the following question: For those businesses in Q16
that are not available in your community, please list the top three communities that people
go to for these services (Q17). Aleutian and Pribilof Islands regional grouping.
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Table 12. -- Descriptive statistics and network centralization measures. Aleutian and Pribilof
Islands regional grouping.

Out-of-region In-region Total
N Percentage = N  Percentage
Number of nodes 5 33.33% 10 66.67% 15
Number of ties 11 47.83% 11 52.17% 22
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Figure 13. -- Regional breakdown of responses to the following question: For those businesses in Q16

that are not available in your community, please list the top three communities that people
go to for these services (Q17). Anchorage and Mat-Su regional grouping.
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Table 13. -- Descriptive statistics and network centralization measures. Anchorage and Mat-Su

regional grouping.
Out-of-region In-region Total
N  Percentage @ N  Percentage
Number of nodes 33 89.47% 4 10.53% 37
Number of ties 38 92.68% 3 7.32% 41




Figure 14. -- Regional breakdown of responses to the following question: For those businesses in Q16
that are not available in your community, please list the top three communities that people
go to for these services (Q17). Bristol Bay and Aleutian Islands regional grouping.
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Table 14. -- Descriptive statistics and network centralization measures. Bristol Bay and
Aleutian Islands regional grouping.

Out-of-region In-region Total
N Percentage N Percentage
Number of nodes 6 21.43% 22 78.57% 28
Number of ties 20 40.82% 29 59.18% 49
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Figure 15. -- Regional breakdown of responses to the following question: For those businesses in Q16
that are not available in your community, please list the top three communities that people
go to for these services (Q17). Interior regional grouping.
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Table 15. -- Descriptive statistics and network centralization measures. Interior regional

grouping.
Out-of-region In-region Total
N  Percentage N Percentage
Number of nodes 9 45.00% 11 55.00% 20
Number of ties 12 57.14% 9 42.86% 21
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Figure 16. -- Regional breakdown of responses to the following question: For those businesses in Q16
that are not available in your community, please list the top three communities that people
go to for these services (Q17). Kenai Peninsula and Cook Inlet regional grouping.

Clam Gulch

& Sterling Kasiof

Moose Pass
i Nanwalek

/

Nikisk Whittier

A

Cordova

White Mountain

1..... |
Kodiak ", %
Old Harbor ' ot Poe
o
KTogiak Palmer
DPort ons - . Anchorage
Chigni and Point
ﬂPort Alsworth LN & \Eaglﬂ River
. Atka
ﬁperrwllle
Adak
{2
False Pass
]

Aleutian and Pribilof Islands
Anchorage and Mat-Su
Bristol Bay and Alaska Peninsula

Interior
Kenai Peninsula and Cook Inlet

Kodiak Island
Kuskokwim River Mouth
Washington State

Norton Sound and Bering Strait

m e OKIDOOPOO

Prince William Sound

Table 16. -- Descriptive statistics and network centralization measures. Kenai Peninsula and

Cook Inlet regional grouping.

Out-of-region In-region Total
N Percentage N Percentage
Number of nodes 20 62.50% 12 37.50% 32
Number of ties 38 62.30% 23 37.70% 61
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Figure 17. -- Regional breakdown of responses to the following question: For those businesses in Q16
that are not available in your community, please list the top three communities that people

go to for these services (Q17). Kodiak Island regional grouping.
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Table 17. -- Descriptive statistics and network centralization measures. Kodiak Island

regional grouping.
Out-of-region In-region Total
N Percentage @ N Percentage
Number of nodes 12 70.59% 5 29.41% 17
Number of ties 14 81.25% 3 18.75% 17
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Figure 18. -- Regional breakdown of responses to the following question: For those businesses in Q16
that are not available in your community, please list the top three communities that people
go to for these services (Q17). Kuskokwim River Mouth regional grouping.
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Table 18. -- Descriptive statistics and network centralization measures. Kuskokwim River
Mouth regional grouping.

QOut-of-region In-region Total
N Percentage @ N Percentage
Number of nodes 8 33.33% 16 66.67% 24
Number of ties 14 46.67% 16 53.33% 30
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Figure 19. -- Regional breakdown of responses to the following question: For those businesses in Q16
that are not available in your community, please list the top three communities that people
go to for these services (Q17). Northern Alaska regional grouping.
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Table 19. -- Descriptive statistics and network centralization measures. Northern Alaska

regional grouping.
Out-of-region In-region Total
N  Percentage N Percentage
Number of nodes 1 16.67% 5 83.33% 6
Number of ties 1 25.00% 3 75.00% 4
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Figure 20. -- Regional breakdown of responses to the following question: For those businesses in
Q16 that are not available in your community, please list the top three communities
that people go to for these services (Q17). Norton Sound and Bering Strait regional

grouping.
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Table 20. -- Descriptive statistics and network centralization measures. Norton Sound and
Bering Strait regional grouping.

QOut-of-region In-region Total
N Percentage = N  Percentage
Number of nodes 10 45.45% 12 54.55% 22
Number of ties 21 67.74% 10 32.26% 31
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Figure 21. -- Regional breakdown of responses to the following question: For those businesses in
Q16 that are not available in your community, please list the top three communities
that people go to for these services (Q17). Prince William Sound regional grouping.
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Table 21. -- Descriptive statistics and network centralization measures. Prince William Sound
regional grouping.

Out-of-region In-region Total
N Percentage = N  Percentage
Number of nodes 7 58.33% 5 41.67% 12
Number of ties 9 81.82% 2 18.18% 11
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Figure 22. -- Regional breakdown of responses to the following question: For those businesses in
Q16 that are not available in your community, please list the top three communities
that people go to for these services (Q17). Southeast regional grouping.
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Table 22. -- Descriptive statistics and network centralization measures. Southeast regional

grouping.
Out-of-region In-region Total
N Percentage = N  Percentage
Number of nodes 5 20.00% 20 80.00% 25
Number of ties 11 20.00% 44 80.00% 55
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FISHING ACTIVITY

The survey asked respondents several questions about the fishing activity based out of
their community. One question asked communities to list the yearly fishing seasons for the
community (Q3). Salmon was the most consistently named fishery across all regional groupings
(e.g., 100% of respondent communities in Norton Sound and Bering Strait grouping and 77% of
communities in the Southeast grouping). (Fig. 23, Appendix Table A26). Other fishing seasons
reported included halibut and sablefish (67% of communities in the Aleutian and Pribilof Islands

grouping) and cod (83% of communities in the Kodiak Island grouping).

Figure 23. -- Regional breakdown of fishing season(s) in communities each year. (Q3).
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Figure 23. -- Cont’d.
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Figure 23. -- Cont’d.

Southeast

100%
80%
60% -
40% -

20% - I I
O% A T T T T T

Q> . X DN NN X
S O S S
SRS ]° 44@ S a}‘@

Percentage of Item
Respondents

Commercial fishing activity

To gather detailed information about each community’s fishing activity, respondents
were asked to report on the size of commercial fishing boats that utilized the community as their
base during the season (Q11). Respondent communities in the Aleutian and Pribilof Islands
grouping reported hosting commercial fishing vessels across all size class categories (e.g., 42%
of communities reported hosting vessels smaller than 35 feet and 42% of communities reported
hosting vessels between 61 and 125 feet). (Fig. 24, Appendix Table A27). Communities in the
Kenai Peninsula and Cook Inlet and Southeast regional groupings reported having commercial
fishing vessels across all size categories (e.g., 54% and 94% reported, respectively, for the 35 to
60 foot category). A third of communities in the Anchorage and Mat-Su and Interior groupings
reported only having vessels smaller than 35 feet.

Communities were also asked to indicate which gears were used by commercial fishing
boats based out of the community (Q15). Trawl gear was reported by 28% of Aleutian and
Pribilof Islands respondent communities, 16% of Kodiak Island communities, and 11% of
Southeast communities (Fig. 25, Appendix Table A14). Gillnets were reported by communities
in all groupings except Anchorage and Mat-Su and Northern Alaska, which reported no gears
used by commercial fishing boats based out of their community. Longline gear was also reported
at a high frequency; 63% of communities in the Kenai Peninsula and Cook Inlet grouping and
88% of communities in the Southeast grouping reported fishermen using it. In general, the
majority of communities in the Bristol Bay and Alaska Peninsula, Interior, Kuskokwim River
Mouth, and Norton Sound and Bering Strait groupings reported having fishermen that utilized
one gear type operating out of their community (Fig. 26, Appendix Table A15). In the Kodiak
Island grouping, 40% of communities reported hosting fishermen representing five different gear
types. In the Southeast group, no communities reported only using one gear type, two
communities reported seven different gear types present in the community. Respondents could
also write in gear types. Responses included fishwheels, dive gear, and rod and reel.
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Figure 24. -- Regional breakdown of responses to the following question: Which size classes of
commercial fishing boats use your community as their base of operation during the
fishing season? (Q11).
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Figure 25. -- Regional breakdown of responses to the following question: Which fishing gear
types are used by commercial fishing boats that use your community as their base
of operation during the fishing season? (Q15).
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Figure 25. -- Cont’d.
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Figure 26. -- Regional breakdown of the number of different gears used by commercial fishing
boats that use the community as their base of operation during the fishing season.
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Figure 26. — Cont’d.
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Figure 26. -- Cont’d.
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Recreational Fishing Activity

The survey asked communities to report on various recreational fishing activities that
occur in their community (Q13). Respondent communities in all regional groupings reported that
residents recreationally fished from shore or docks (e.g., 31% of Bristol Bay and Alaska
Peninsula and 60% of Northern Alaska grouping communities). (Fig. 27, Appendix Table A16).
In the Southeast grouping, 88% of communities reported having charter boats operate out of the
community and 81% of Kenai Peninsula and Cook Inlet communities reported charter boats. In
the Kuskokwim River Mouth grouping, 35% of communities reported no recreational fishing
took place in their community.

The survey also asked communities which species are targeted recreationally (Q14).
Salmon species were reported across all regional groupings (Fig. 28, Appendix Table A17).
Other species were important for specific groups; for example, halibut was named by 100% of
Aleutian and Pribilof Islands grouping respondent communities, shrimp named by 88% of
Southeast communities, and clams named by 66% of Kodiak Island communities.
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Figure 27. -- Regional breakdown of responses to the following question: To the best of your
knowledge, what type of recreational or sport fishing, if any, goes on in your
community? (Q13).
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Figure 28. -- Regional breakdown of responses to the following question: What saltwater
species, if any, are targeted by recreational fishermen that use boats based in your
community? (Q14).
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Subsistence Activity

Communities were asked to provide information on the subsistence resources important
to their residents (Q20). Respondents were given three blanks to fill in. Responses were grouped
into categories for analysis. More than 40% of respondent communities in all regional groupings
wrote in salmon or a particular salmon species (Fig. 29, Appendix Table A18). Other important
subsistence resources included pinnipeds (e.g., seals, sea lions, and walruses) which were named
by 87% of communities in the Aleutian and Pribilof Islands and 81% of Norton Sound and
Bering Strait communities. Whales (specifically bowhead whales and beluga whales) were
identified as important subsistence resources by 80% of Northern Alaska communities.

Figure 29. -- Regional breakdown of responses to the following question: What are the three (3)
most important subsistence marine or aquatic resources to the residents of your
community? (Q20).
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Figure 29. -- Cont’d.
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Figure 29. -- Cont’d.
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REVENUE AND FUNDING

A set of questions on the survey asked communities about different sources of revenue
and funding they received in relation to fisheries. Additionally, the survey asked about
community public or social services that were funded by revenue brought in from the fishing
industry. Survey question Q21 asked communities to report any funding or grants they received
through the Community Development Quota (CDQ) program. Respondent communities in the
Norton Sound and Bering Strait grouping reported the highest mean at $723,167 (Table 23). The
Aleutian and Pribilof Island grouping reported the lowest mean at $219,196.

Communities were also asked to report on revenue received from fisheries-related taxes
or fee programs (Q22). Revenue received from harbor rental was the most commonly reported
source; a total of 14 communities across five regional groupings reported they received revenue
from harbor rentals (Fig. 30, Appendix Table A19). Communities across eight regional
groupings reported they received revenue from municipal dock use fees. None of the
communities in the Anchorage and Mat-Su and Northern Alaska regional groupings reported
revenue from fisheries-related taxes or fee programs.

Survey question Q24 asked communities about any local fishing-related fee programs
designed to generate funding for public services and infrastructure. Communities in the Aleutian
and Pribilof Islands (n = 1), Bristol Bay and Alaska Peninsula (n = 3), Kenai Peninsula and Cook
Inlet (n = 2), Kodiak Island (n = 1), Norton Sound and Bering Strait (n = 2), Prince William
Sound (n = 1), and Southeast regional grouping (n = 3) had communities that reported having
such a program. Specific programs included launch fees, crane fees, hatchery enhancement taxes,
and a salmon habitat tax.

Respondents were also asked to report on what social services are available in a
community (Q18). Many communities in all groupings reported having medical services or
doctors (e.g., 100% of Aleutian and Pribilof Island communities and 87% of Kuskokwim River
Mouth communities) (Fig. 31, Appendix Table A20). Only a few communities reported having a
soup kitchen (n = 11). A total of 28 communities reported offering job placement services,
including 45% of Kenai Peninsula and Cook Inlet communities and 37% of Kuskokwim River
Mouth communities.

Based on a list given to respondents, communities were asked to note which public
services were funded (at least partially) by fish taxes, fisheries business tax, landing taxes, or
marine fuel sales taxes (Q23). The Interior and Anchorage and Mat-Su groupings reported that
no community services were funded by fish taxes (Appendix Table A21). Respondent
communities in the Aleutian and Pribilof Islands grouping (66%) reported that roads were
funded by fish taxes; overall, roads were the most commonly reported funded item (n = 31) (Fig.
32). Of the Kodiak Island grouping communities, 75% reported that water and wastewater
systems were funded by fish taxes.
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Table 23. -- Regional breakdown of the following question: Does the community local
government, organizations, or other local entities receive any funding or grants from
a Community Development Quota entity? If funding or grants were received in
2011, please indicate how much the local government received. (Q21).

Region N Mean Median Max Min St. Dev.
Aleutian and Pribilof Islands 4 $219,196 $111,500 $633,785 $20,000  $279,824
Bristol Bay and Alaska Peninsula 10 $245,000 $325,000 $350,000 $0 $144.241
Kuskokwim River Mouth 6 $479,818  $84,000 $2,500,000 $31,909  $990,124
Norton Sound and Bering Strait 6 $723,167  $1,00,000 $3,900,000 $30,000 $1,556,859

Figure 30. -- Regional breakdown of responses to the following question: Did the community
receive revenue from fisheries-related taxes or fee programs this year? (Q22).
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Figure 31. -- Regional breakdown of responses to the following question: Which public social

services are available in your community? (Q18).
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Figure 32. -- Regional breakdown of responses to the following question: Which of your

community’s public services are at least partially supported or funded by any of the
following: Local or Borough Raw Fish Tax, Shared Fisheries Business Tax, the
Fisheries Resource Landing Tax, or marine fuel sales tax? (Q23).
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Figure 32. -- Cont’d.
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