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CS FOR HOUSE B ILL NO. 181(FSH)

IN THE LEG ISLA TU R E OF THE STATE OF A LASKA

T W EN TY -SEV EN TH  LEG ISLA TU RE - FIRST SESSIO N

BY THE HOUSE SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON FISHERIES

Offered:
Referred:

Sponsor(s): REPRESENTATIVES AUSTERMAN, Kawasaki

A BILL  

FOR AN ACT ENTITLED  

"An Act requiring the Department of Fish and Game annually to collect confidential 

information related to days worked by commercial fishing crewmembers and to compile 

statistical data."

BE IT  ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section 1. AS 16.05 is am ended by adding a new  section to read:

Sec. 16.05.465. Commercial fishing crewmember activity form and data.

(a) For the purpose o f  creating and publishing annual statistics, the departm ent shall 

establish a system  for the collection, processing, and publication o f  inform ation related 

to the num ber o f  days obligated to a vessel or set net site by crew m em bers who are 

em ployed in fisheries in the state.

(b) The departm ent shall produce a crew activity form in w hich a crewm em ber 

shall record the follow ing inform ation regarding em ploym ent:

(1) the crew m em ber's full nam e and hom e address;

(2) the crewm em ber's license num ber or A laska Com m ercial Fisheries
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Entry C om m ission landing card used in lieu o f  a crew  license;

(3) the start date and end date for the period that the crew m em ber was 

obligated to a vessel or set net site;

(4) the fishery in w hich the crew m em ber w orked w hile em ployed on 

the vessel or set net site, including the area o f  the state and gear type; and

(5) other inform ation the departm ent finds necessary.

(c) Inform ation recorded on a crew activity form  collected by the departm ent 

under this section is confidential, except as provided in (e) and (f) o f  this section.

(d) The departm ent shall annually, before April 15, collect from crew m em bers 

as m any com pleted or partially com pleted crew activity form s for the preceding 

calendar year as is reasonably practicable.

(e) The departm ent

(1) shall provide each fishing vessel or set net site operator and fishing 

vessel or set net site ow ner the opportunity to review  and contest the inform ation 

recorded on a crew  activity form collected under (d) o f  this section; if  the departm ent 

does not receive a crew  activity form  back from a fishing vessel or set net operator or 

fishing vessel or set net owner, it is presum ed that the inform ation on the crew activity 

form is not disputed;

(2) m ay use inform ation recorded on a crew  activity form collected 

under (d) o f  this section to create statistical data in a m anner that preserves the 

anonym ity o f  the fishing vessel or set net site and the individual crewm em ber; 

statistical data created in com pliance w ith this paragraph is not confidential; and

(3) m ay m ake inform ation reported on a crew  activity form available 

to the National M arine Fisheries Service, the United States D epartm ent o f  Agriculture, 

or the U nited States D epartm ent o f  Labor, as the departm ent considers necessary.

(f) The departm ent shall make the inform ation reported on a crew activity 

form available to the D epartm ent o f  Labor and W orkforce D evelopm ent for the 

publication o f  statistical data gathered.

(g) The departm ent m ay adopt regulations necessary to im plem ent this

section.

(h) In this section,
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(1) "crewm em ber" m eans an individual who holds or is required to 

hold a com m ercial fishing license under AS 16.05.480;

(2) "fishing vessel or set net site operator" m eans an individual who is

responsible by law  for the operation o f  a fishing vessel or set net site;

(3) "obligated to a vessel or set net site" m eans the days

(A) during w hich a crew m em ber is on land and is not landing

or taking fish, but is either on call or otherw ise perform ing work for a fishing 

vessel or set net site; and

(B) during which a crew m em ber is aboard a fishing vessel or at 

a set net site for the purpose o f  com m ercial fishing.

* Sec. 2. AS 16.05.450(e) and 16.05.465 are repealed January 1, 2015.
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IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

TWENTY-SEVENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION

BY THE HOUSE SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON FISHERIES

Offered:
Referred:

Sponsor(s): REPRESENTATIVES AUSTERMAN, Kawasaki

A BILL 

FOR AN ACT ENTITLED 

"An Act requiring the Department of Fish and Game annually to collect confidential 

information related to days worked by commercial fishing crewmembers and to compile 

statistical data."

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section 1. AS 16.05 is amended by adding a new section to read:

Sec. 16.05.465. Commercial fishing crewmember activity form and data.

(a) For the purpose of creating and publishing annual statistics, the department shall 

establish a system for the collection, processing, and publication of information related 

to the number of days obligated to a vessel or set net site by crewmembers who are 

employed in fisheries in the state.

(b) The department shall produce a crew activity form in which a crewmember 

shall record the following information regarding employment:

(1) the crewmember's full name and home address;

(2) the crewmember's license number or Alaska Commercial Fisheries
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Entry Commission landing card used in lieu of a crew license;

(3) the start date and end date for the period that the crewmember was 

obligated to a vessel or set net site;

(4) the fishery in which the crewmember worked while employed on 

the vessel or set net site, including the area of the state and gear type; and

(5) other information the department finds necessary.

(c) Information recorded on a crew activity form collected by the department 

under this section is confidential, except as provided in (e) and (f) of this section.

(d) The department shall annually, before April 15, collect from crewmembers 

as many completed or partially completed crew activity forms for the preceding 

calendar year as is reasonably practicable.

(e) The department

(1) shall provide each fishing vessel or set net site operator and fishing 

vessel or set net site owner the opportunity to review and contest the information 

recorded on a crew activity form collected under (d) of this section; if the department 

does not receive a crew activity form back from a fishing vessel or set net operator or 

fishing vessel or set net owner, it is presumed that the information on the crew activity 

form is not disputed;

(2) may use information recorded on a crew activity form collected 

under (d) of this section to create statistical data in a manner that preserves the 

anonymity of the fishing vessel or set net site and the individual crewmember; 

statistical data created in compliance with this paragraph is not confidential; and

(3) may make information reported on a crew activity form available 

to the National Marine Fisheries Service, the United States Department of Agriculture, 

or the United States Department of Labor, as the department considers necessary.

(f) The department shall make the infonnation reported on a crew activity 

form available to the Department of Labor and Workforce Development for the 

publication of statistical data gathered.

(g) The department may adopt regulations necessary to implement this

section.

(h) In this section,
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(1) "crewmember" means an individual who holds or is required to 

hold a commercial fishing license under AS 16.05.480;

(2) "fishing vessel or set net site operator" means an individual who is 

responsible by law for the operation o f a fishing vessel or set net site;

(3) "obligated to a vessel or set net site" means the days

(A) during which a crewmember is on land and is not landing 

or taking fish, but is either on call or otherwise performing work for a fishing 

vessel or set net site; and

(B) during which a crewmember is aboard a fishing vessel or at 

a set net site for the purpose o f commercial fishing.

* Sec. 2. AS 16.05.450(e) and 16.05.465 are repealed January 1, 2015.
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Representative Alan Austerman
House Majority Leader

Alaska State Legislature

Sponsor Statement for House Bill 181: Fishing Crew Data Program
Economists estimate that the Alaska seafood industry is the largest private sector employer in the state. In 
November 2010, the Alaska Department of Labor reported that the industry employed at least 53,500 
workers— skippers, crew and processing workers—at some point during at some point during 2009. This 
number is a best estimate, though, because commercial fishermen, as self-employed people, are outside of 
standard labor data collection. At present, data to describe the workforce of 20,000 crew members who 
work in Alaska's fisheries is almost non-existent. We cannot determine whether an individual 
crewmember fished 5 days or 250 in a given year; whether he or she fished in a single salmon fishery or 
in seven fisheries across five regions of the state; on a single boat or on 10; or whether he or she fished a 
single year as an adventure, or is a 25-year veteran o f the industry.

State and federal fishery policy can have strong impacts— positive or negative— on employment in the 
seafood industry. At present, however, decision makers have extremely limited information that can guide 
.heir policy direction with respect to the labor force in the fishing industry. They are asked to formulate 
resource policies that impact the largest labor force in Alaska, without the benefit of information on that 
labor force. Time and time again— particularly in federal regulatory arenas— Alaskans have seen 
regulations implemented that have significant and deleterious impacts on the seafood industry that could 
have been foreseen, mitigated, or avoided had this information been in hand.

LIB181 is the result of five years of work by fishing industry participants, coastal municipalities, and the 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game to develop a program and approach that addresses the policy needs 
and interests of Alaskan fishermen and communities. It establishes a pilot crew data program in the 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game. Simple year end reports from commercial fishing crew will 
provide information on fishery participation through the course of the year, and allow the department to 
link crewmember data with harvest data for aggregated statistical analysis.

FIB 181 has a 5-year sunset. This provides the Legislature the opportunity to review the efficacy of the 
program and ensure it meets the intended policy goals.

O
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L E G A L  S E R V I C E S

(907) 465-3867 or 465-2450 
FAX (907) 465-2029 
Mail Stop 3101

DIVISION OF LEGAL AND RESEARCH SERVICES 
LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY 

STATE OF ALASKA State Capitol 
Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182 

Deliveries to: 129 6th St., Rm. 329

M E M O R A N D U M March 15,2011

S U B JE C T : Possible labor issue involved in HB 181 
(W ork O rder No. 27-LS0292\B)

T O :

F R O M :

R epresentative A lan Austerm an 
Attn: Erin Harrington

Brian J. Kane 
Legislative Counsel

You have asked the following: If  this bill passes, would vessel ow ners be required to later 
provide com pensation for crew  for the period in which the crew  was "obligated to the 
vessel" but not actually fishing? If  the data shows that a particular crew m em ber is 
obligated for a period o f  m onths but only fishing for a few  w eeks, could that 
crew m em ber sue the vessel owner for not being com pensated for the entire duration for 
w hich the crew m em ber was obligated to the vessel?

I do not believe that HB 181 creates a basis for a crew m em ber to be owed com pensation 
for tim e obligated to the vessel or a basis for a crewm em ber to sue the vessel owner. 
Sim ply put, HB 181 m erely outlines a procedure for acquiring statistical data regarding 
com m ercial fishing in Alaska. In trying to determ ine the period that you w anted to be 
counted for the statistical analysis, the phrase "obligated to the vessel" was chosen to 
describe the tim e you w anted a crew m em ber to consider when he or she was filling out 
the crew  activity form. It is not likely that this phrase that is used solely for the purpose 
o f  collecting data would create any extra rights to paym ents for a crew m em ber.

Per my review, there is nothing in HB 181 that substantively changes the working 
relationship between a crew m em ber and a vessel owner. The only thing the bill does is 
create a system  for the D epartm ent o f  Fish and Game to collect data and statistics.

If  I m ay be o f  further assistance, please advise.

BJ Kdmb 
11-003. lmb
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O

State  o f A la sk a
Department of Law

TO:

THRU:

FROM:

G eron B ruce  
A ss is tan t D ire c to r 
C om m erc ia l F isheries D iv is io n

Lance  B. N e lson
Sen io r A ss is tan t A tto rn e y  General 
N a tu ra l Resources S ection, A nchorage

DATE: Ju ly  24, 2008

FILE NO.: 661-04-212

TEL. NO.: 269-5241

SUBJECT: Lega l Issues re:
C om m erc ia l F ish in g  C re w
Data C o lle c tio n

I. In tro d u c tio n .

A t  yo u r request, I  have rev iew ed  the repo rt “ Im p ro v in g  Seafood H a rves ting  L a b o r D ata  
C o lle c tio n  in  A la ska  F isheries ,”  (rep o rt) prepared by  N o rth e rn  E conom ics, Inc. fo r  Southw est 
A la s k a  M u n ic ip a l C onference in  2007. The va rious m ethodo log ies proposed as p o te n tia l so lu tions  
do n o t present s ig n if ic a n t lega l hurd les that co u ld  no t be adequately addressed by leg is la tion . There 
are no general, s ig n ific a n t lega l obstacles to  le g is la tion  tha t w o u ld  requ ire  re p o rting  o f  the deta ils  o f  
c rew  m em ber a c tiv ity  by p e rm it ho lders or c rew  mem bers them selves. N o r shou ld  there be any 
legal p rob lem s in  estab lish ing  reasonable c o n fid e n tia lity  res tric tions  and d isc losure  cond itions  fo r 
such data.

I I .  P o ten tia l Issues, A nsw ers , and O ptions.

A . G eneral Issues.

L e g is la tio n  is recom m ended, and p robab ly  requ ired , to  (1 ) establish standards fo r  the 
c o lle c tio n  o f  c rew  data th rough  re p o rting  requirem ents o r to  s p e c ific a lly  au thorize  the B oard  o f  
F isheries o r the com m iss ione r o f  A D F & G  to  adopt such standards by regu la tion  and (2 ) to  address 
c o n fid e n tia lity  requirem ents fo r  such data. There are cu rre n tly  no s ta tu to ry  requirem ents fo r 
re p o rtin g  crew  a c tiv ity  reports. N o r is there express au tho rity  fo r  e ithe r the B oard  o f  F isheries or 
the C om m iss ione r to  requ ire  such reporting . W h ile  there may be an argum ent to  support im p lie d  
a u th o rity  regu la to ry  a u th o rity  to  requ ire  reporting , c lear s ta tu tory a u th o rity  w o u ld  e lim ina te  
co n fu s io n  and prevent lit ig a tio n . A n d  since leg is la tion  adequately addressing c o n fid e n tia lity  and 
d isc losure  cond itions  w o u ld  lik e ly  be required in any event, it makes sense to have spec ific
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statutory authority requirem ents for reporting as well.

The Legislature clearly has the authority to require reporting o f  activities related to the harvest 
o f  a public resource. The harvest activities o f  crew  members on com m ercial fishing vessels would 
be a proper and legal subject o f  reporting requirements.

The Legislature has very broad discretion to determ ine confidentiality requirem ents and 
disclosure conditions for comm ercial fishery harvest data. A laska’s comm ercial fisherm en harvest 
a publicly-owned resource. There is probably no general constitutional or common law right to 
keep individual data on the comm ercial harvest o f  a public fishery resource confidential. The 
legislature has chosen, however, to classify certain harvest data received by the state as confidential 
and subject to disclosure only under specified conditions. AS 16.05.815. The legislature can 
generally tighten or loosen confidentiality requirem ents or disclosure conditions at its discretion.

For example, the legislature could establish a system for the disclosure o f  harvest data to crew 
members as well as perm it holders for the time periods when the crew m em ber is reported to be 
aboard the vessel. Any objection to that kind o f  system would be a political one, not a legal one. Or 
the legislature could m ake no allowance for a crew  m em ber’s access to the harvest data, as it 
currently makes no allowance for vessel owners.

The access question becomes m ore com plicated, however, w hen the inform ation collected by 
the state may be intended for use as evidence to adjudicate an individual’s right to participate in a 
fishery or receive some kind o f  fishery quota. In that case, due process considerations may require 
that the individual have some m echanism  to access the raw data used by the state to determine the 
individual’s qualifications to verify the accuracy o f  that data.

B. Specific Questions Raised in the Report.

On page nine o f  the executive summary o f  the report and page 55 o f  the body o f  the report, 
the following questions are raised:

The key question is w hether including crew identifiers and other information on 
fish tickets and/or eLandings would necessarily give crew legal access to 
information on the fish tickets and. if  so. to what information. This question will 
have to be answered by legal counsel and may require a court decision in the long 
run. If crewm em ber data are treated in the same m anner as vessel owner data, 
crewm em bers will not automatically have access to harvest and price information 
included on fish tickets. However if  crewm em bers are treated like perm it holders, 
they would have access to harv est and value data that they are currently not able to 
access. Thus there are important unanswered questions regarding the use o f  fish 
tickets to record crew  data:

O
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•  W i l l  c rew  be able to access fish  t ic k e t data beyond th e ir ow n  
p a rtic ip a tio n ?

•  W ha t is the fu n c tio n a l e ffe c t o f  a llo w in g  access to  m ore than ju s t 
p a rtic ip a tio n  data?

•  Is po te n tia l access by crew m em bers to  m ore than p a rtic ip a tio n  
data a p o lit ic a l obstacle tha t w o u ld  stop fo rw a rd  progress in  
deve lo p ing  any new  system  o f  data co llec tion?

These questions can be answered as fo llo w s :

•  In c lu d in g  crew  id e n tif ie rs  on fish  ticke ts  and /or eLandings w o u ld  no t au to m a tica lly  mean 
tha t c rew  m em bers are e n title d  to access to  in fo rm a tio n  on fis h  ticke ts ; tha t w o u ld  be up to  
the leg is la tu re  to  spec ify  in  sta tu te ,1 b u t g iv in g  a person access to  records o f  tha t person ’ s 
o w n  a c tiv ity  w hen  q u a lif ic a tio n  fo r  some k in d  o f  fu tu re  quota o r lim ite d  o p p o rtu n ity  is at 
stake is l ik e ly  to  be g ive n  serious cons ide ra tion  by the leg is la tu re , and m ay be requ ired  by  
due process standards. U n t i l  the leg is la tu re  adopts such a quota  o r lim ite d  o pp o rtun ity  
p rogram , how ever, due process considera tions w o u ld  p ro b a b ly  n o t com e in to  p lay.

•  W he the r crew  m em bers w i l l  be able to  access data beyond th e ir  ow n  p a rtic ip a tio n  w i l l  
depend on the s ta tu to ry  language enacted by  the leg is la ture . U nless the a dd itio n a l data 
becomes re levan t to  po te n tia l quota o r lim ite d  o pp o rtun ity  ad jud ica tions, i t  w o u ld  be 
d if f ic u l t  to  ju s t i fy  tha t k in d  o f  access as a p u b lic  p o lic y  m atter.

•  The fu n c tio n a l e ffe c t o f  a llo w in g  m ore  than p a rtic ipa tio n  is a p o lic y  question, n o t a legal 
one.

•  The question o f  a dd itio n a l access be ing  a p o lit ic a l obstacle is no t a legal question.

C. O ther Lega l Issues F ound  in  Report.

1. L im ita tio n s  on e lig ib i l i ty  fo r  fu tu re  crew  quota shares.

O n  pages 38 and 43 o f  the R eport, there is a suggested op tion  id e n tif ie d  as “ O p tio n  1.5 Create 
a N e w  ‘ P ro fessiona l C re w ’ L icense. The  crea tion  o f  a p ro fess iona l c rew  license its e lf  w o u ld  not 
present legal issues, bu t the proposed incen tive  to  encourage vo lu n ta ry  app lica tions  fo r 
“ p ro fess iona l c rew  licenses,”  nam ely  lim ita tio n s  on e lig ib i l i ty  fo r  po ten tia l fu tu re  crew  quota

1 Currently. AS 16.05.815(a)(6) provides that the department or CFEC may release “on request, the report o f  a person to the 
person whose fishing activity is the subject o f  the report, or to a designee o f  the person whose fishing activity is the subject o f the 
report." So a crewman would likely be deemed to have access to any information that reported his fishing activity. But the 
egislature could restrict such access if it chose to.
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shares, w o u ld  p ro ba b ly  be u ncons titu tiona l. These lim ita tio n s  w o u ld  lik e ly  be ru led  inconsistent 
w ith  the equal access p ro v is io ns  o f  the A la ska  C o n s titu tio n  because the res tric tions  p laced on entry 
in to  a fishe ry  w o u ld  be re la ted to  adm in is tra tive  requ irem ents ra ther than a person ’ s re la tionsh ip  to  
a fish e ry  resource." C o n d itio n s  on q u a lif ic a tio n s  fo r fu tu re  in d iv id u a l a lloca tions w o u ld  lik e ly  have 
to  be based on facto rs m ore d ire c tly  re la ted to  d ire c t dependence on, and p a rtic ip a tio n  in, the 
fish e ry  to  be consistent w ith  the A la ska  C o n s titu tio n .

A ls o , law s o r regu la tions cannot b ind  fu tu re  leg is la tures, boards, o r com m issioners, so the 
leg is la tu re  cou ld  choose to ignore  the res tric tions  on the a b ility  to  q u a lify  fo r  fu tu re  quota program s 
w hen  it  f in a l ly  gets a round to  enacting  such a p rogram .

2. Use o f  unem p loym en t o r federa l incom e tax  in fo rm a tio n .

O n pages 48-49  o f  the report, there is a d iscussion  about the poss ib le  use o f  the re p o rting  
system  o f  u tiliz e d  by the A la ska  D epartm en t o f  L a b o r and W o rk fo rce  D eve lopm en t to  co lle c t wage 
and sa lary em p loym ent and earnings, re ferred  to  as ES-202 fo rm s. B y  law , vessel operators and 
crew m en  are exem pt fro m  these re p o rting  requirem ents. A S  23 .20 .526(a )(17 ), so there is no 
cu rren t re p o rting  on E S -202 fo rm s fo r  crew  a c tiv ity , and crew  incom e does no t f i t  the repo rting  
fo rm a t fo r  wage earners o r sa laried em ployees. B u t the leg is la tu re  co u ld  enact a repo rting  p rog ram  
s im ila r  in  general fo rm  to  the E S-202 reports, a lthough  the wage o r sa lary in fo rm a tio n  w o u ld  
o b v io u s ly  need to  be trans fo rm ed  to  an incom e basis fo r  fisherm en. E nactm ent o f  such a p rogram  
w o u ld  no t requ ire  com p liance  w ith  m in im u m  wage and unem p loym ent insurance law s fo r vessel 
operators o r crew .

O n pages 49-50  o f  the report, there is also a d iscussion about the use o f  federa l In te rna l 
Revenue Service  fo rm s to  gather c rew  m em ber data. W e be lieve  i t  is poss ib le  fo r  a state to  requ ire  
by  statute the f i l in g  o f  a copy o f  IR S  form s, as is the case in  states w ith  state incom e taxes. In  the 
a lte rna tive , the leg is la tu re  cou ld  ce rta in ly  requ ire  the f i l in g  o f  separate fo rm s tha t have the same 
data p ro v ide d  in  the IR S  form s.

I I I .  C onc lus ion .

In  sum m ary, there shou ld  be no s ig n ific a n t legal obstacle to  deve lop ing  an e ffe c tive  system 
o f  c rew  data co lle c tio n . S ta tu to ry  changes w i l l  l ik e ly  be required , bu t the leg is la tu re  has w ide  
d isc re tion  to  fash ion  reasonable repo rting  requirem ents and c o n fid e n tia lity  p ro tections.

2 Section 17 o f article V III o f the Alaska Constitution provides:

Laws and regulations governing the use or disposal o f natural resources shall apply equally to all persons 
similarly situated with reference to the subject matter and purpose to be served by the law or regulation.



UNITED FISHERMEN OF ALASKA

211 Fourth Street, Suite 110 
Juneau, Alaska 99801-1172 

(907) 586-2820 
(907) 463-2545 Fa* 

E-Mail: uta@ufa-tish.org 
wwwufa-fish.org

M arch 15,2011

R epresentative Steve Thom pson, Chairm an 
House Special Com m ittee on Fisheries 
A laska State Legislature 
State Capitol, 120 Fourth Street 
Juneau, AK  99801-1182

D ear C hairm an Thom pson and C om m ittee M em bers,

United Fishermen of Alaska supports HB 181 regarding commercial fishing crew data.

UFA recognizes the im portance o f  tim ely and accurate econom ic data on the econom ic 
contributions o f  com m ercial fishing. We recognize the current lim itations on data regarding 
the significant contributions to A laska’s econom y through the earnings and residency o f  crew 
m em bers. W ithout this inform ation, policy m akers m ay not be aw are o f  the positive econom ic 
contributions that extend far beyond our coastal com m unities.

U FA  has actively supported the developm ent o f  a program  w ithin the D epartm ent o f  Fish and 
Game to develop tim ely and accurate data on com m ercial fishing crew participation in 
fisheries. In the previous discussions on this, we supported a crew-generated logbook 
program , w ith an opportunity for skippers to  verify these at the end o f  the season, and we 
applaud the sponsor o f  HB 181 for including this. We also support the need for confidentiality 
o f  an individual’s earnings that HB 181 provides.

United Fisherm en o f  A laska represents 38 A laska Com m ercial fishing organizations, and 
hundreds o f  individual fisherm en and related businesses. We support HB 181 and thank you 
for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

M ark Vinsel 
Executive D irector

mailto:uta@ufa-tish.org


Q u e s t io n s  fo r  H B 181  in F is h e r ie s  C o m m it te e — 5 p m  M a rc h  1 5 th.

1. Is there any way to enforce the collection/reporting of this data?

2. Flow accurate would the data be that is collected through this program
a. Do you think there would be any difference between the quality of data for residents 

and the quality of data for non-residents?
b. Are there other ways to ask for this data that would make it more accurate?

3. Why not collect this data from skippers rather than from crew?
a. Would this be an undue burden on skippers?
b. Would it significantly increase the quality of the data?

4. Would this data be valuable to the department as they develop their policy approaches for the 
North Pacific Fishery Management Council arena?

5. Could data about crew participation be collected at the point of sale, on a fish ticket?
a. Would this data be inherently more valid than data collected through year-end 

reporting?
b. It seems that the quality of data, in a point-of-sale approach, might be more valid as a 

whole, but suffer problems in particular fisheries. Which fisheries might have the 
greatest difficulty with point-of-sale reporting?

6. Should vessel owners as well as skippers have the opportunity to review data? Example, a
scenario where a hired skipper runs a trawler out of Kodiak, but the vessel is owned by someone 
else.

7. If the data show that a particular crew member is "obligated" for a period of months, but only 
fishing for a few weeks, would that allow crewmembers to sue their skippers for not being 
compensated for the entire duration they were "obligated to the vessel?"

8. Flow will we account for crew who use a fisheries landing card or limited entry permit as their 
license?



Representative Alan Austerman
House Majority Leader

Alaska State Legislature

To:

From:

Date:

RE:

MEMORANDUM
Representative Steve Thompson, Chairman 
House Fisheries Committee

Representative Alan Austerman 

March 24, 2011

Changes to House Bill 181 from Version B to Version E

The following changes have been implemented into House Bill Version E, based on feedback 
from industry, the Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G), Commercial Fisheries 
Entry Commission (CFEC), and committee members. Except where noted, page and line 
numbers refer to the draft committee substitute, Version E.

• Deletion of Section 1 from Version B— Section 1 in Version B directed ADF&G to 
issue crew activity forms to crewmembers at the time when crew licenses are 
purchased. The department instead envisions mailing forms to crewmembers at the 
end of the season. Section 1 was deleted to allow the department the flexibility to 
design the best possible distribution system for crewmember activity forms.

• Throughout the bill— where the term “vessel” was previously used, it has been
expanded to include vessels and set net sites. This is because fishing activity at set net 
sites does not necessarily occur on board a vessel. •—-

• Page 1, Line 14 to Page 2, Line 6— The data that crewmembers will be mandated to 
report has been changed somewhat, following additional conversations with ADF&G 
and CFEC. An important goal of the data collection is to link the crew database with 
existing harvest and databases, in order to tie crew to fishing activity. We recognize 
that doing this successful may require some amount of experimentation in program 
design. We have provided flexibility so the department can design a successful 
program without the need to return for legislation. Additionally, on Page 2, Line 14 
and Page 3, Line 2, we have specified some information that the agencies feel will be 
critical.

• Page 2, Line 9— The reporting date has been changed to April 15, as it is envisioned 
that crewmembers may choose to complete their annual crew activity forms at the 
same time they prepare their federal income taxes.



Page 2, Lines 13 and 14— We have provided the opportunity for vessel and set net 
site owners as well as operators to review the data. This is because hired skippers 
sometimes operate vessel or sites.
Page 2, Line 25— The United States Department o f Labor was added to the list of"- 
federal agencies with which ADF&G can share data. This is because the U.S. 
Department of Labor administers the Trade Adjustment Assistance program, which 
has been applied to harvesters in Alaska several times in the last decade.
Page 3, Line 11— The sunset date was advanced by one year. This ensures at least 
three years of complete data, but brings the program back before the legislature on a 
quicker timeline to ensure the program is effective.



Representative Alan Austerman
House Majority Leader

Alaska State Legislature

Sponsor Statement for House Bill 181: Fishing Crew Data Program
Economists estimate that the Alaska seafood industry is the largest private sector employer in the state. In 
November 2010, the Alaska Department of Labor reported that the industry employed at least 53,500 
workers— skippers, crew and processing workers—at some point during at some point during 2009. This 
number is a best estimate, though, because commercial fishermen, as self-employed people, are outside of 
standard labor data collection. At present, data to describe the workforce of 20,000 crew members who 
work in Alaska's fisheries is almost non-existent. We cannot determine whether an individual 
crewmember fished 5 days or 250 in a given year; whether he or she fished in a single salmon fishery or 
in seven fisheries across five regions o f the state; on a single boat or on 10; or whether he or she fished a 
single year as an adventure, or is a 25-year veteran o f the industry.

State and federal fishery policy can have strong impacts— positive or negative— on employment in the 
seafood industry. At present, however, decision makers have extremely limited information that can guide 
their policy direction with respect to the labor force in the fishing industry. They are asked to formulate 
resource policies that impact the largest labor force in Alaska, without the benefit of information on that 
labor force. Time and time again— particularly in federal regulatory arenas— Alaskans have seen 
regulations implemented that have significant and deleterious impacts on the seafood industry that could 
have been foreseen, mitigated, or avoided had this information been in hand.

HB 181 is the result of five years of work by fishing industry participants, coastal municipalities, and the 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game to develop a program and approach that addresses the policy needs 
and interests of Alaskan fishermen and communities. It establishes a pilot crew data program in the 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game. Simple year end reports from commercial fishing crew will 
prov ide information on fishery participation through the course of the year, and allow the department to 
link crewmember data with harvest data for aggregated statistical analysis.

HB181 has a 5-year sunset. This provides the Legislature the opportunity to review the efficacy o f the 
program and ensure it meets the intended policy goals.

O ~  R e p rese n tin g  A la ska  State H o u se  D istrict 36 ~
Akhiok | Igiugig | Iliamna | Karluk j Kodiak | Koklianok | Larsen Bav j I.e\ clock 

Newhalen j Nondalton | Old Harbor | Ouzinkie j Pedro Bav | Port Alsworth j Port J.ions



FISCAL NOTE
S T A T E  O F  A L A S K A

2 0 1 1  L E G I S L A T I V E  S E S S I O N

Identifier (file name) HB181-DFG-CFD-03-11-11

Fiscal Note Number 

Bill Version 

() Publish Date

Dept. A ffected_____

HB 181 / B

Fish and Game
Title Commercial Fishing Crewmember Statistics

Sponsor
Requester

Representative Austerman, Kawasaki

Appropriation Commercial Fisheries___________
Allocation Headquarters Fish Management

House Fisheries Committee OMB Component Number 2171

Expenditures/Revenues (Thousands of Dollars)
Note: Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below.

Appropriation
Required Information

OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 2012 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017
Personal Services
Travel
Services
Commodities
Capital Outlay
Grants
Miscellaneous

229.8 229.8 229.8 229.8 229.8 229.8 229.8
8.0 8.0 4.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

28.0 28.0 14.8 15.5 15.2 15.6 15.6
29.0 29.0 29.0 29.0 29.0 29.0 29.0
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ICAPITAL EXPENDITURES
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1005 GF/Program Receipts 
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294.8 294.8 277.6 276.3 276.0 276.4 276.4

TOTAL 294.8 294.8 277.6 276.3 276.0 276.4 276.4

Estim ate of any current year (FY2011) cost 

POSITIONS
Full-time 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Part-time 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Temporary

W hy this fiscal note differs from previous version (if initial version, please note as such) 
Initial version of bill.

Prepared by Geron Bruce. Assistant Director________________________________________  Phone 465-6151
Division Commercial Fisheries Date/Time 3/11/11 2:00 PM
Approved by Kevin Brooks. Director________________________________________________  Date 3/11/2011
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F I S C A L  N O T E

Analysis

This leg is la tion  w o u ld  re q u ire  A D F& G  to  deve lo p  a p a p e r logb ook d a ta  co llec tio n  and e le c tro n ic  d a ta b a s e  
system . These system s w o u ld  be used to  co llect in fo rm a tio n  an d  p ro d u ce  re p o rts  th a t  w o u ld  describe  th e  
c o m m e rc ia l fish ing a c tiv itie s  o f  c re w  m e m b e rs  w o rk in g  in A laska's c o m m e rc ia l fisheries; in fo rm a tio n  w h ich  is 
n o t c u rre n tly  av a ila b le . T h e  m o st re c e n t 5 ye a r a v erag e  o f  th e  n u m b e r o f c re w  m e m b e r licenses sold is 
2 0 ,6 0 0 .

Establishing a n e w  c re w  m e m b e r  fish ing  d a ta  co llec tio n  system  w ill re q u ire  d is trib u tin g  and co llec tin g  log 
books fro m  all in d iv idua ls  w h o  b o u g h t c re w  m e m b e r licenses a n n u a lly , as w e ll as p rovid ing  an d  co llec ting  
in fo rm a tio n  fro m  vessel o w n e rs  to  v e r ify  c re w  d a ta . O nce c o llec ted , th e  in fo rm a tio n  fro m  th e  log books w ill 
be e n te re d  in to  an e le c tro n ic  d ata  base fo r  s to rage, analysis, and  rep o rtin g . Th e  orig ina l, re tu rn e d  logbooks  
w ill be a rc h ived . C rew  d a ta  w o u ld  be sen t to  vessel o w n e rs  fo r  v e rific a tio n . In o rd e r to  associate c re w  
m e m b e r  d ata  w ith  landings fro m  specific vessels, c re w  m e m b e r  d a ta  w ill be m erg ed  w ith  h arvest d a ta  
c o lle c te d  by th e  Alaska D e p a rtm e n t o f  Fish and G a m e , and  p e rm it an d  vessel d a ta  m a in ta in e d  by th e  
C o m m e rc ia l Fisheries E n try  C om m issio n .

A D F& G  has id e n tifie d  th a t  accom plish ing  th is  w o rk  w ill re q u ire  a Program  C o o rd in a to r II, w h o  w ill serve as 
th e  o ve ra ll p ro g ram  m a n a g e r w h o  w ill be responsib le  fo r  d a ta  q u a lity , analysis, re p o rtin g , o u tre a c h  and  
tra in in g , user s u p p o rt, a d m in is tra tio n  o f c o n fid e n tia lity  and  o th e r  d u ties . An A nalyst P ro g ra m m e r IV w ill be 
re q u ire d  to  w o rk  w ith  a c o n tra c to r  in th e  d e v e lo p m e n t and im p le m e n ta tio n  o f a d a ta b a s e  system  an d  to

•  m a in ta in  and su p p o rt th e  d a ta b a s e  once  it b eco m es o p e ra tio n a l. Six m o n th s  o f  an O ffice  A ssistant II w ill be 
re q u ire d  to  m ail and d a ta  e n te r  th e  2 0 ,0 0 0  logbooks and a p p ro x im a te ly  1 0 ,0 0 0  vessel o p e ra to r  fo rm s.

New staff: (includes salary and benefits)
F u ll-T im e Program  C o o rd in a to r II (R ange 20 , S tep A $ 1 0 0 ,1 0 4 )
F u ll-T im e  A nalyst P ro g ra m m e r IV (R ange 20 , Step A $ 1 0 0 ,1 0 4 )
P a rt-T im e  O ffice  A ssistant II (R ange 10 , S tep  A $ 2 9 ,5 8 8 )

Travel:
T rave l fo r  o u tre a c h  by th e  ADFG p ro g ra m  c o o rd in a to r  

Services:
Postage (o u tg o in g  and p re -p a id ) and o th e r  m ailin g  expenses.
S o ftw a re  su p p o rt and m a in te n a n c e  o f  s o ftw a re  contracts  
N e tw o rk  and IT in fra s tru c tu re  s u p p o rt

Commodities:
P rin ting  o f p a p e r logbooks an d  c o m m u n ic a tio n s /tra in in g  m a te ria ls

S T A T E  O F  A L A S K A  B I L L  N O .  H B 1 8 1  IB_________________

2 0 1 1 L E G I S L A T I V E  S E S S I O N

o _____________
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U N IT E D  SO U TH E A S T  A LA S K A

°4R f 1 1
»

PO Box 20538, Juneau AK 99802 (907)586-6550 usag@alaska.net www.akgillnet.org

M arch 23 ,2011

R epresentative A lan A usterm an, M ajority  Leader 
A laska H ouse o f  Representatives 
State Capitol 
Juneau, A K  99802

RE: CS HB 181 (Fish)

Rep. A usterm an,

U nited  Southeast A laska G illnetters (U SAG ) supports CS for House Bill 181 (Fish). W e believe the bill will 
allow  for basic data collection on a segm ent o f  the fishing industry that has been difficult to ascertain. All 
industries in the state should be accounted for w hen com piling basic data for labor and w orkforce analysis. The 
inform ation collected on crew  m em bers w ill help in com piling com plete econom ic and job  activity in the state, 
w hich ultim ately helps in securing federal funding for im portant w ork activity program s.

In fishing industry, com m ercial fisheries have becom e rationalized, (controlled harvests and controlled 
participation) and the data gathered under CSHB 181 allows for crew inform ation to finally be collected 
appropriately. The inform ation w ill be very useful as the rem aining un-rationalized fisheries becom e 
rationalized. H aving com plete crew inform ation helps regulators gain a com plete circle o f participation, which 
w ill ultim ately provide for fair distribution o f  resources w hen divvying up  catch-share plans and access permits.

U SA G  also supports the inclusion o f  lim ited-entry perm its as another form  o f  a crew license. M any fishermen, 
who hold  lim ited entry perm its, often w ork as crew in another fishery and on another vessel. W e appreciate the 
sim plicity  o f  HB 181. For m any years, m ultiple options for collecting crew  data have been explored; how ever 
the options alw ays placed the im petus on the owner to provide the inform ation. HB 181 m akes the process easy 
and un-burdensom e by sim ply sending the crew m em bers a form  to fill out and send to the departm ent. Further 
sim plification, m ight be to rem ove section (e), w hich grants the owner the option to contest the crew m em ber 
data. This rem oval o f  section (e) w ill cut the fiscal note and can be factored w ith sim ple statistical analysis 
formula.

A gain, we appreciate the introduction o f  HB 181, and w e are hopeful this bill will m ove quickly through the 
legislative process.

Best Regards,

G
Chris K night, Executive D irector 
U SAG

mailto:usag@alaska.net
http://www.akgillnet.org


C r e w  D a t a  C o l l e c t i o n  

R e q u i r e m e n t s  a n d  F e a s i b i l i t y  

R e s u l t s

A l a s k a  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  F i s h

a n d  G a m e

A n d

W o s t m a n n  &  A s s o c i a t e s ,  I n c .

W O S T M A N N  ®  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .
1



S y s t e m  O p t i o n s  S t u d i e d

P r o j e c t  d e f i n i t i o n  s p e c i f i e d  3  o p t i o n s  

t o  s t u d y

■  L a n d i n g  R e p o r t  C a p t u r e

■  V e s s e l  O p e r a t o r  R e p o r t

■  L o g b o o k

W O S T M A N N  A S S O C I A T E S .  I N C .



I n f o r m a t i o n  a n d  R e q u i r e m e n ts  G a th e r in g

■  S t r u c t u r e d  I n t e r v i e w s

-  D a t a  C o n s u m e r s  -  u s e r s  o f  t h e  d a t a

-  D a t a  P r o v i d e r s  -  V e s s e l  o p e r a t o r s  a n d  c r e w  m e m b e r s

-  D a t a  R e p o r t e r s  -  s e a f o o d  p r o c e s s o r s

-  E n f o r c e m e n t

■  T e a m  m e e t i n g s

-  S y s t e m  A d m i n i s t r a t o r s

»  C F E C  P e r m i t  L i c e n s i n g  s y s t e m  

»  A D F & G  L i c e n s i n g  s y s t e m  

»  e L a n d i n g s  s y s t e m  

»  A D F & G  C o m m e r c i a l  F i s h e r i e s  I T

■  9 1  i n d i v i d u a l s  p r o v i d e d  i n p u t

W O S T M A N N  &  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .  ,



— J S L  ™

R e q u i r e m e n t s  D e f i n i t i o n

■ Gathered in form ation needs, capabilities, and 
constra ints

■ Determ ined interfacing system requirem ents 
and constra ints

■ Created Requirements defin ition documents 
using IEEE/ANSI Standard fo r  Software 
Requirements Specification

■ Received feedback from  agency s ta ff and 
reviewers, and incorporated into documents

W O S T M A N N  ®  A S S O C I A T E S .  I N C .
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E s t i m a t e d  D e v e l o p m e n t  C o s t s

A n a l y s i s  t e a m  m e m b e r s  m a d e  

i n d e p e n d e n t  d e v e l o p m e n t  

e s t i m a t e s  b a s e d  o n  r e q u i r e m e n t s

A n a l y s i s  t e a m  a p p l i e d  e s t i m a t e s  t o  

s y s t e m  c o m p o n e n t s  a n d  

s u b s y s t e m s

W O S T M A N N  &  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .



E s t i m a t e d  O p e r a t i o n a l  C o s t s

D e v e lo p e d  o p e r a t io n a l  c o s t  e s t im a t e s  
f o r  e a c h  s y s te m  o p t io n  

E s t im a t in g  f a c to r s :
- Transaction vo lumes fo r  each system option
- Number o f users fo r  each system option
- Current system support experience o f 

eLandings system
- In fras truc tu re  needed
- Data verif ication efforts on existing 

eLandings system
- Unique system option features

W O S T M A N N  ®  A S S O C I A T E S .  I N C .



r A s s e s s m e n t

S ig n i f i c a n t  C h a l le n g e s

C r e w  L i c e n s e  N u m b e r  v a l i d a t i o n  

R e p o r t i n g  c o m p l i a n c e  

R e p o r t i n g  A c c u r a c y  

D a t a  R e p o r t e r  I n t e r e s t s

W O S T M A N N  ®  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .



o . o
F e a s i b i l i t y  C h a l l e n g e s

L a n d in g  R e p o r t  C a p tu r e

■ Least deve lopm ent costs, but highest support 
costs, highest transaction rate

■ Most subject to crew license validation issue 
due to real t im e  nature o f data capture

■ Subject to systemic non-compliance in some 
fast paced fisheries

■ Greatest data en try  burden
■ Involves extra class of users

W O S T M A N N  ®  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .
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F e a s i b i l i t y  C h a l l e n g e s

V e s s e l O p e r a t o r  R e p o r t

H ig h  d e v e lo p m e n t  c o s ts  

R e la t iv e ly  h ig h  s u p p o r t  c o s ts  

N e w  in f r a s t r u c t u r e  r e q u i r e d  f o r  IV R

- IV R  n o t  p o p u la r  w i t h  u s e rs

- IV R  c o m p le x i t y  e x c e e d s  ru le s  o f  
t h u m b

C re w  l ic e n s e  v a l id a t io n  s t i l l  a n  is s u e  

P r o m p t in g  f o r  r e p o r t in g  r e q u i r e d

W O S T M A N N  ®  A S S O C I A T E S .  I N C .



F e a s i b i l i t y  C h a l l e n g e s

L o g b o o k

H ig h  d e v e lo p m e n t  c o s ts

S u p p o r t  c o s ts  lo w e r  d u e  t o  s h o r te n e d  
r e p o r t in g  p e r io d  a n d  lo w e r  n u m b e r  o f  
t r a n s a c t io n s

C re w  l ic e n s e  v a l id a t io n  is s u e  m i t ig a t e d  

P a p e r  lo g b o o k  r e q u i r e d  

P r o m p t in g  f o r  r e p o r t in g  r e q u i r e d

W O S T M A N N  &  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .



o o

C o n c l u s i o n s

S i g n i f i c a n t  r i s k  i n  a l l  o p t i o n s

- H igher than fo r  s im ilar sized systems
- Data quality , user acceptance, support

D a t a  q u a l i t y  a  s i g n i f i c a n t  i s s u e

- Ability  to validate crew license numbers a 
m a jo r drawback on two of the options

- Verification of data may require significant 
e ffo rt

- Crew review input uncertain

WOSTMANN ®  ASSOCIATES, INC.



R e c o m m e n d a t i o n s
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E x e c u t i v e  S u m m a r yM

This rep o rt exam ines th e  im p o rtan ce  o f seafood harvesting labor data , outlines a ro ad m ap  fo r 
im p ro v in g  th a t data  fo r S W A M C 's  constituents, and identifies roadblocks likely to  p reven t the  
d e v e lo p m e n t o f co m p rehen sive  system for co llecting  seafood harvesting labor data.

A laska's seafood harvesting and processing sector provides m ore d ire c t jobs than  oil and gas, m in ing , 
agricu lture, and forestry plus th e ir associated p rim ary  processing industries co m b in ed  (N o rth ern  
Econom ics, Inc., 2 0 0 3 ) . In som e regions areas o f th e  state, such as th e  A leutians and Prib ilo f Islands, 
Bristol Bay and K odiak regions, jobs in th e  seafood industry a cco u n t fo r aro und  half o f all 
e m p lo y m e n t. These jobs are generated  in fisheries u n d er state m an ag em en t, fisheries u n d er fed era l 
m a n a g em en t, and jo in tly -m an ag ed  fisheries, w h ich  are p rim arily  fisheries in federa l w aters m anaged  
by th e  State o f A laska u n d er fed era l d e le g a tio n .1

P ro b le m  S ta t e m e n t

As show n in Figure ES-1, c re w m em b ers  d iffe r from  o th e r groups involved in harvesting and processing  
seafood in term s o f th e  a m o u n t o f data co llec ted  on th e ir activities, and these d ifferences result in less 
overall in fo rm atio n  being availab le  fo r stakeholders. For exam p le , indiv iduals w o rk in g  in Alaska's  
shore-based fish processing sector are w ag e-an d -sa lary  em ployees. This classification m eans th a t th e  
n u m b e r o f processing jobs is recorded in th e  annual average m o n th ly  e m p lo y m e n t statistics reported  
by th e  Alaska D e p a rtm e n t o f Labor and W o rk fo rc e  D e v e lo p m e n t. C o m m erc ia l fish harvesters are  
e x e m p te d  from  u n e m p lo y m e n t insurance and o th e r e m p lo y m e n t rep ortin g  req u irem ents  because  
these c re w m em b ers  are classified as se lf-e m p lo yed . C onsequen tly , de ta iled  in fo rm atio n  on harvesting  
w o rkers  is generally  n o t availab le  for m ost A laskan fisheries. C u rren tly , w e  k n o w  th e  n u m b e r o f c re w  
license holders by co m m u n ity  each  year. W e  d o  n o t know :

•  Th e  n u m b e r o f active  cre w  license holders by c o m m u n ity  or in tota l each year

•  Th e  n u m b e r o f active c re w  license holders by fishery

•  Th e  n u m b e r o f days active c re w  license holders w o rk  in tota l, by c o m m u n ity , o r by
fishery

•  T h e  incom e of active cre w  license holders in to ta l, by c o m m u n ity , o r by fishery

A t th e  sam e tim e , this in fo rm atio n  is availab le  fo r p e rm it holders. Thus, those d e p e n d e n t on c re w  data  
fo r p u b lic  p o licy -m akin g  m ust m ake do  w ith  lesser q u a lity  data.

T h e  d ile m m a  created  by th e  lack o f a d eq u ate  seafood harvesting e m p lo y m e n t is succinctly  
su m m arized  in a recent rep o rt issued by th e  Alaska D e p a rtm e n t o f Fish and G am e:

...c re w m e m b e rs  c a n n o t be linked to  a particu lar fishery or area because th e ir licenses are  
general to  all c o m m erc ia l fisheries. Using th e  existing data , it is n o t possible to  k n o w  if the  
c re w m e m b e r fished a t all, w h e re  th e y  fished, h o w  m uch th e y  fished, h o w  m an y c re w  fished  
fro m  a vessel, o r h o w  m uch they earn ed . Because c re w m e m b e r id en tifica tio n  is n o t recorded  
on fish tickets, it is n o t possible to  associate cre w  sizes or c re w  earnings w ith  a particu lar 
fishery o r area  using fish ticke t d a ta  (Shirley 2 0 0 5 ).

1 The federal governm ent has primary jurisdiction over EEZ groundfish, halibut, and most sablefish fisheries, and 
joint jurisdiction is found in king crab and tanner crab fisheries in the a reas  from Dutch Harbor to Norton Sound, 
a s  well as  the Southeast Alaska Chinook troll fishery. The sta te  m anages inshore (non-EEZ) sablefish fisheries 
in S outheast Alaska and a portion of the Pacific cod fishery, with primary jurisdiction over all other fisheries.
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Figure ES-1. Seafood Harvesting and Processing Data Flow2
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T h e  lack o f c re w  d ata  has real w o rld  im plications fo r S W A M C  constituents as w e ll as fo r the  
cre w m em b ers  them selves. D u rin g  key in fo rm a n t in terview s, constituents ind icated  th a t th e  largest 
p ro b lem  arising from  th e  lack o f seafood labor harvesting d ata  w as d ifficu lty  ap p ly in g  fo r fed era l grant 
m onies and program s. C onstituents ind icated  rep ea ted ly  th a t im p ro ved  seafood harvesting labor d ata  
are n eed ed  sim ply to  p lace constituent c o m m u n ities  on equa l fo o tin g  w ith  co m m u n itie s  th a t are  n o t 
d e p e n d e n t on th e  seafood industry fo r lab o r an d , th ere fo re , are ab le  to  p rovide accura te  descriptions  
o f th e ir  co m m u n ities  to grant review ers. A d d itio n a lly , in terv iew  participants in d ica ted  th a t eq u iv a le n t 
d a ta  are n eed ed  to place c re w m em b ers  on equa l fo o tin g  w ith  p e rm it holders w h e n  it com es to  
proving  th e ir historical p artic ipatio n  in fisheries. This type o f p ro o f is o ften  critical w h e n  app ly ing  fo r  
fed era l program s or w h e n  try ing to  in flu en ce  fisheries m an a g em en t decisions.

2 W e  note that confidentiality rules affect the developm ent o f aggregate reporting standards by com munity, 
fishery, borough, or census area.
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P r o je c t  G o a ls

T h e  overarch ing  goal o f this p ro jec t is to  o u tlin e  th e  hurdles in creating  im p ro ved  seafood harvesting  
labor d ata  systems and to  d e te rm in e  w h a t facets o f an im p ro ved  system are m ost im p o rta n t to  
s takeh o ld er groups. Specific  objectives o f th e  p ro jec t include the fo llow ing:

•  Further exp lo re  th e  issues associated w ith  seafood harvesting labor data

•  C o llec t in fo rm atio n  on cu rren t d ata  co llection  and past estim ation  efforts

•  D e fin e  unfu lfilled  organizational needs fo r seafood harvesting labor data

•  Suggest n e w  data  co llec tion  m ethods or systems th a t w o u ld  e lim in a te  th e  unfu lfilled  needs

•  Evaluate p o ten tia l systems from  m u ltip le  perspectives and id entify  the  positive and negative  
attributes o f each system as w ell as th e  potentia l hurdles to  im p le m e n tin g  each system

P r o je c t  P r o c e s s

T h e  p ro jec t involved a m u lti-s tep  process to  accom plish th e  objectives o u tlin ed  above. T h e  process 
began w ith  c lien t m eetings and cu lm in ated  in a w o rk  group session o f seafood harvesting labor data  
stakeholders and the  reco m m en d atio n s  co n ta in ed  in this report.

T h e  a im  o f th e  first phase o f th e  study involving m eetings w ith  th e  c lien t was to  d e fin e  all th e  issues 
re lated to  th e  co llec tion  o f seafood harvesting labor data  in A laska fisheries. C oncurren tly , th e  study:

•  Exam ined th e  cu rren t state of seafood labor harvesting data

•  Id en tified  sources o f past and cu rren t estim ates o f seafood harvesting labor in Alaska  
fisheries, exam in ed  the  strengths and lim itations o f th e  various sources, and presented the  
results in a co m p arative  form at.

A fte r rev iew in g  c u rren t seafood harvesting labor d ata  and efforts to  im prove th a t data, th e  study  
co n d u cted  a series o f key in fo rm a n t in terview s w ith  th e  goal o f ad d in g  d ep th  to  o u r understand ing  o f  
th e  h u m an  cost o f problem s w ith  seafood labor harvesting data . A d d itio n a lly , th e  in fo rm atio n  
gathered  in these interview s fo rm ed  th e  basis fo r th e  in itia l action options presented to  the  w o rk  
group  o f seafood harvesting labor data stakeholders.

W h e n  th e  study c o m p le ted  the  steps above, S W A M C  convened  th e  w o rk  group. T h e  results o f the  
study w e re  c o m m u n ica te d  to  w o rk  group participants in a d o c u m e n t th a t S W A M C  provided  to  each  
p a rtic ip an t prior to  th e  w o rk  group session.

R e s u l t s  o f  t h e  W o rk  G ro u p  S e s s io n

W o r k  group participants d id  n o t reach a c lear solution to  th e  issues discussed in this report. W h ile  
partic ipants genera lly  ackn o w led g ed  the  need to  im p ro ve  fisheries e m p lo y m e n t data, th ey  d id  not 
agree on:

•  H o w  m uch change is need ed

•  W h e th e r  th e  change need ed could  be accom plished by upgrading th e  cu rren t system or  
w o u ld  entail creating a n e w  system

H o w e v e r, the  w o rk  group session id en tified  several options fo r im prov ing  Alaska fisheries  
e m p lo y m e n t data , and described th e  advantages, disadvantages, practical challenges and  
uncerta in ties associated w ith  each option . In a d d itio n , conven ing  th e  w o rk  group served to  in itia te  a

noi'thern#conom ics inc. ES-3
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discussion of these options am o n g  a varie ty  o f stakeholders, inc lud ing  agencies and indiv iduals w h o  
w o u ld  play a key ro le in im p le m e n tin g  an y  of th e  options.

Based on th e  w o rk  group discussion and o u r past exp erien ce  w ith  th e  process by w h ic h  changes have  
been brought a b o u t to  systems o f d a ta  co llec tion , analysis and d issem ination , w e  see fo u r broad  
"paths" w h ich  S W A M C  and others m igh t pursue to ach ieve th e  goal o f im p ro ved  fisheries  
e m p lo y m e n t data . W e  discuss these paths be lo w . Each o f these fo u r paths com es progressively closer 
to  m eetin g  S W A M C 's  needs and objectives, b u t also w o u ld  req u ire  progressively g reater c o m m itm e n t, 
co o rd in a tio n , and  e ffo rt by S W A M C  and o th e r organizations. In m oving  fo rw ard , S W A M C  needs to  
d e c id e  w h ich  o f these paths w ill best serve its short and long -term  needs. Figure ES-2 sum m arizes  
these paths.

Figure ES-2. Four Paths to the Goal of Improved Fisheries Employment Data

S W A M C
A  Fork In the Road

Path I
Continue Customized 
Data Collection

Pros;
Direct approach to specific 
data needs,.
Requires (ess coordination 
with agencies.
Short implementation time

Cow:
Doesn't contribute to a 
permanent solution to the 
long-term problem.
Costs are borne by agencies, 
communities and 
organfeatfons.
Cost per unit of effort is high. 
Data only available in years for 
which data are cofaeted.
Data may only be available 
from those who voluntarily 
provide it
Data are not comparable 
across surveys and studies.

Path 2
Work to Impr 
the Current System

Pros:
Verbal offer from ADF&G 

fesites.to  work on

Likely:* helming and 
necessary step toward any 
permanent solution.
Lowest cost set of optfens 

Cons:
Will not provide SWAMC 
constituents with die data 
■.they, desire.
Creates additional costs far 
state agencies, making it 
difficult for then to help in 
the absence, of additional 
funding.

Path 3
Create Entirely New 
Reporting System for 
Crew Data

Pros;
Focuses on specific data 
heeds.
Does not require 
modifications to fish ticket 
dr e-landings system;

Coras
imposes new burdens on 
those required to provide 
the data.
Imposes significant costs of 
date collection, data entry 
data verification, data 
analy*'*. and enforcement 
Agencies will be challenged 
to support these effort 
without corresponding new 
funding.
Not directfy comparable 
with fish-ticket and e* 
laixfings'dMa,

Path 4
Use E-landing or FishTickets 
to Collect Equivalent Data 
for Crew as for Permit 
Holders Using E-landings

Pros;
Provides a long-term permanent 
system for collecting; 
comprehensive participation 
and employment data for 
commercial fishing.
Imposes relatively modest 
additional burden on industry.
Could be implemented through 
"relatively modest" changes to 
existing data collection system.

Cons;
Would require significant up­
front planning efforts and costs 
for multiple agencies.
Requires significant new costs 
for data entry and analysis.
Would require legislative action.
Agency action will be 
constrained without significant 
additional funding and a clear 
mandate.
Would require significant 
political effort and support by 
SWAMC and other constituent 
groups.
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Path One: Continue Customized Data Collection Efforts (Status Quo)
T h e  first path is essentially th e  status q u o  path . U n d e r this path , th ere  w o u ld  be no changes to  the  
c u rre n t system w ith  regard to regular fisheries-related d ata  co llec tio n , analysis and dissem ination . 
Rather, agencies, co m m u n ities  and organizations desiring m o re  e m p lo y m e n t d ata  than  th e  system  
cu rren tly  provides w o u ld  co llec t tha t in fo rm atio n  through ad hoc studies and surveys— as is currently  
d o n e .

T h e re  are som e advantages to  this approach in th a t it does n o t req u ire  any broad-based , long-term  
p lan n in g  or d e v e lo p m e n t o f consensus am o n g  d iffe re n t agencies. Studies can be im p le m en ted  w ith in  
a re latively  short p eriod  o f tim e  and ta ilored  to  collect th e  specific d a ta  n eed ed .

T h e  essential d ra w b a c k  to  this approach is th a t it do esn 't solve th e  long -term  problem s th a t S W A M C  
has id en tified . T h ere  w o u ld  co n tin u e  to  be significant gaps in fisheries e m p lo y m e n t data; th e  costs o f 
a d d itio n a l data  co llec tion  w o u ld  co ntinue to  be borne by in d iv idual agencies, co m m unities  and  
organizations, w ith  a high cost per u n it o f effort; th e  a d d itio n a l d a ta  w o u ld  on ly  be w id e ly  
dissem inated if th e  p eo p le  w h o  collected it chose to  d o  so; and  d ata  w o u ld  not necessarily be 
co m p a ra b le  across surveys and studies.

Path Two: Work to Improve the Current System
M a k in g  m in o r m o d ification s to  th e  curren t system based on c re w  licenses is th e  easiest path to  getting  
b e tte r e m p lo y m e n t d ata . Specific  potentia l im provem ents  inc lu de co llecting  m o re  in fo rm atio n  w ith  
c re w  licenses, im prov ing  th e  com pleteness and accuracy o f d a ta  o b ta in ed  fro m  c re w  licenses, and  
e x p an d in g  analysis o f c re w  license data. As discussed in Section 6 , th e  w o rk  group identified  key 
questions related to  th e  com pleteness and accuracy o f the data  presently o b ta in ed  from  cre w  licenses, 
as w e ll as w h a t m ig h t be invo lved  in addressing these issues. A nsw ering  these questions is critical to 
establishing th e  e x te n t to  w h ic h  e m p lo y m e n t data  could be im p ro ved  by changes to  th e  existing cre w  
license system.

T h e  w o rk  group discussion also revealed th a t m ore fu n d am en ta l changes to th e  fisheries e m p lo y m e n t  
d a ta  co llec tion  system (Path 3 o r 4) w o u ld  require incurring a d d itio n a l costs as w ell as addressing  
these key questions. W o r k  g roup  participants from  state agencies ind icated  th a t any substantial n ew  
efforts req u iring  m o re  personnel or m aterials w o u ld  also req u ire  som e n e w  level o f fu n d in g  or the  
scaling back o f o th e r agency efforts. W h ile  agencies ackn o w led g e  th e  need fo r change, th ey  also 
recogn ize  th a t legal, po licy, and budgetary fram ew orks constrain th e ir ab ility  to  respond.

Path T w o  is u n like ly  to  m e e t the  needs o f S W A M C , o th e r constituen t groups, o r m an ag em en t 
agencies fo r co m p reh en s ive  in fo rm atio n  on seafood harvesting e m p lo y m e n t by fishery and  
c o m m u n ity . Further, even re latively  small changes w o u ld  im pose at least som e ad d itio n a l costs on the  
agencies th a t ad m in is ter th e  cu rren t system and w o u ld  req u ire  investm ent o f political e ffo rt on the  
part o f supporting  stakeh o ld er groups.

Path Three: New Reporting System for Crew Data
A  th ird  path involves th e  crea tio n  o f an en tire ly  n e w  rep ortin g  system for th e  specific purpose of 
im p ro v in g  c re w  e m p lo y m e n t data . Examples o f potentia l approaches inc lu de (b u t are n o t lim ited  to) 
regularly-scheduled  fisheries e m p lo y m e n t surveys, an annu al p e rm it h o ld er report, or an annual 
c re w m e m b e r report. Regional solutions are also possible, such as req uiring  p e rm it holders in the  
Bristol Bay salm on fishery to  list c re w  num bers on fishing district registration cards— this w o u ld  
p ro v id e  in fo rm atio n  on e m p lo y m e n t and partic ipatio n , but on ly  fo r a specific fishery.
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T he advantages o f deve lo p in g  a n e w  c re w  e m p lo y m e n t rep ortin g  system, e ith e r s ta tew id e  or 
reg ionally, is th a t it could  be ta ilo red  to  m e e t specific d a ta  needs and w o u ld  n o t req u ire  changes to  
existing, c o m p lex  systems such as c re w  licensing, fish tickets, o r eLandings.

H o w e v e r, th ere  are  num erous disadvantages to  this path . A ny n e w  reporting  system w o u ld  im pose  
ad d itio n a l burdens on those req u ired  to  p rovide  th e  data, and w o u ld  im pose significant costs on the  
agencies responsible for data co llec tion , d a ta  en try , d a ta  verifica tio n , data  analysis, and  e n fo rc e m e n t. 
Agencies w o u ld  be hard pressed to  d eve lo p  and im p le m e n t a n e w  data  co llection system w ith o u t a 
substantial increase in fund ing . Surveys are expensive, d ifficu lt to  co n d u ct correctly , and  typ ica lly  
collec t lim ited  in fo rm atio n . Further, data co llec ted  by a n e w  system m ay not necessarily be d irectly  
c o m p arab le  w ith  fish tic k e t and eLandings data .

Path Four: Create a System Collecting Equivalent Data for Crew as for Permit Holders
This path w o u ld  go beyo nd th e  m in o r m o d ification s o f Path 2 b u t stop short o f d eve lo p in g  an en tire ly  
n e w  system as w ith  Path 3 . It w o u ld  provide  a system fo r co llec ting  essentially th e  sam e in fo rm atio n  
for c re w  as is presently co llected  fo r p e rm it holders in A laska fisheries— thus provid ing  a w a y  to  co llec t 
com p reh en s ive  in fo rm atio n  a b o u t p artic ipatio n  and e m p lo y m e n t in fo rm atio n  fo r all persons 
p artic ipating  in A laska fisheries. This could  be d o n e  by record ing  c re w  identifiers— p e rm a n e n t c re w  
license num bers— on eLandings records a n d /o r fish tickets. In effect, th e  co llec tio n  o f c re w  
e m p lo y m e n t in fo rm atio n  w o u ld  be bu ilt into th e  system a t its m ost basic level.

This path w o u ld  im pose a re latively m od est burd en  on fishery participants. H o w e v e r, im p le m e n tin g  
such a change w o u ld  req u ire  significant u p -fro n t p lann ing  efforts fo r m u ltip le  fed era l and state 
agencies, and w o u ld  req u ire  significant n e w  costs fo r d a ta  en try  and  analysis. It w o u ld  req u ire  
legislative action to  im p le m e n t, and agencies w o u ld  be u n like ly  to  support it w ith o u t significant 
ad d itio n a l fu n d in g  and a c lear m an d ate . As previously n o te d , these agencies a c k n o w led g e  th e  need  
for change, b u t th e y  also recognize th e  legal, policy, and  bud getary  fram ew o rks  th a t constrain th e ir  
abilities to  respond. S W A M C  and o th e r stakeholders interested in change m ust also recognize these  
and establish goals th a t en ab le  state and fed era l agencies to  address these issues. This path w o u ld  
likely req u ire  significant political e ffo rt and su p p o rt by S W A M C  and o th e r constituent groups.

H ow  t o  K e e p  B u i ld in g  M o m e n tu m

In w h a te v e r d irec tio n  S W A M C  chooses to m ove , it is c lear th a t a key c o m p o n e n t o f success w ill be 
bu ild ing  and m ain ta in in g  m o m e n tu m . W e  b e lieve th e  fo llo w in g  reco m m en d atio n s  w ill he lp  S W A M C  
co n tin u e  to  m ove fo rw a rd . As show n in Figure ES-3, m oving  fo rw ard  is a m ulti-step  c o m m itm e n t.

Pick a Path and Decide What Information is Most Important—The Best Information is also the Most 
Difficult to Acquire
By com m ission ing  this pro ject, S W A M C  has a lread y  taken  th e  first steps to w a rd  a d o p tin g  this 
re c o m m e n d a tio n . This p ro jec t affirm ed  th a t S W A M C  and its constituents need re liab le  annu al d a ta  on  
seafood harvesting labor on a fishery and co m m u n ity  level. T he pro jec t also a ffirm ed  th a t th e  best 
in fo rm atio n  w ill be the  m ost d ifficu lt to  acq u ire  because it requires th e  greatest tim e  and m o n ey . It is 
n o w  in S W A M C 's  hands to  d ec id e  w h e th e r th e  pursuit o f a long -term  solution th a t m eets constituent 
needs is w o rth  the  e ffo rt it w ill take  to  change th e  c u rren t system.

Realize that This Process Could Take a Long Time
S W A M C  needs to  rea lize  th a t th e  path to w a rd  an accep tab le  p e rm a n e n t solution could  take a long  
t im e . W o rk  group discussions clearly show ed th a t these sessions w e re  sim ply th e  first step in w h a t is
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likely  to  be a lengthy process. C hanging th e  fishing e m p lo y m e n t data  co llection system w ill require  
long -term  co ord inated  efforts th a t start by conv incing  key stakeholders th a t the system needs to  be 
chan ged.

Figure ES-3. Steps to Building Momentum

R e a liz e  t h a t  th is  
c o u ld  ta k e  a

Pick a path and decid e w h a t in fo rm atio n  
is m o s t im p o rta n t

best information is also the most difficult

S W A M C
Gaining Momentum

Identify Allies
S W A M C  and its constituents need to  id entify  allies th a t can assist th em  in this process o f changing the  
fishing e m p lo y m e n t d a ta  co llec tion  system. O n e  b e n e fit o f th e  w o rk  group session was th a t faces and  
nam es cam e together. A d d itio n a lly , the session clarified stakeholders' needs. T h e  stage is n o w  set for 
S W A M C  to w o rk  on identify ing  stakeholders th a t w o u ld  m ake good partners in this process and build  
bridges to those stakeholders. Again, th e  w o rk  group session was a positive start along this road;
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h o w ever, S W A M C  m ust also w o rk  to w ard  recru iting  fro m  outside th e  w o rk  group. W o r k  group size 
lim its and o th e r factors p reven ted  th e  in vo lvem en t o f p o ten tia l allies in this in itia l m eeting .

W e  also suggest reaching o u t to  p o ten tia l allies outside o f Alaska. For e x am p le , Jon Isaacs, th e  w o rk  
group m o d era to r, noted  th a t staff m em bers  o f th e  N O A A  Fisheries Pacific Regional O ffic e  are facing  
m an y o f the sam e c re w  data  co llec tion  issues. Iden tify ing  allies on a national level cou ld  he lp  force  
change through the fed era l system.

S W A M C  legislators and o th e r legislators interested in fishing e m p lo y m e n t data issues w ill be key allies 
in th e  process o f change. Participants in th e  w o rk  group session rep ea ted ly  ind icated  th a t state and  
federal agencies d o  n o t have a legislative m an d ate  (or fu n d in g  fro m  th e  legislature) to address these  
issues. W e  believe  th a t a legislative m an d ate  w ill be a key c o m p o n e n t o f a p e rm a n e n t solution.

Formalize the Process
O n c e  allies have been id en tified  and recru ited , th e  n e x t step m ay be to fo rm a lize  th e  process o f 
im proving  fishing e m p lo y m e n t d ata  through a co n tin u in g  w o rk in g  group. T h e  m ore  th a t this group  
can secure co m m itm e n ts  o f staff and staff tim e  from  state and fed era l agencies, th e  higher th e  
like lih ood  of long -term  change. T h e  authors be lieve th a t fo rm a liz in g  th e  process is th e  best w a y  to  
ensure th a t this issue keeps m oving  fo rw ard . W ith o u t fo rm al c o m m itm en ts  and regular m eetings, the
process is likely to stall and  th e  benefits o f this p ro jec t w ill likely w aste aw ay.

Begin Eliminating Obstacles
A n o th er key step to w a rd  m ain ta in in g  m o m e n tu m  is to begin addressing the key  questions and issues 
ou tlin ed  in th e  section b e lo w . These questions w ill d e lay  progress to w ard  a p e rm a n e n t solution until 
th e y  are addressed. A D F & G  representatives a t th e  w o rk  group session m ad e verbal c o m m itm en ts  to  
exp lo re  these issues. T h e ir efforts w ill be m o re  successful if th e y  receive  supp ort fro m  a fo rm a lized  
w o rk in g  group and th e  legislative branch.

T h a t said, it has been clear th ro u g h o u t th e  p ro jec t th a t th e  specific in fo rm atio n  desired by S W A M C  
w ill o n ly  be p rovided  by a clear, long -term  solution th a t m oves th e  co llec tion  o f accurate c re w  data to
the sam e level o f e ffo rt th a t g o v e rn m e n t curren tly  places on p e rm it-h o ld e r data.

A d d r e s s in g  K ey  Q u e s t io n s  a n d  I s s u e s

Th e study group believes th a t S W A M C  has been interested th ro u g h o u t th e  p ro jec t in e ith e r Path 3 or  
Path 4 , w h ich  w o u ld  lead to  th e  d e v e lo p m e n t o f a p e rm a n e n t solution th a t accurate ly  and  
consistently provides desired d ata  on seafood harvesting lab o r on an annu al basis. This study  
id en tified  key questions and issues th a t m ust be addressed before th e  long-term  solution envis ioned in 
Path 4 is possible. T h e  m ost im p o rta n t o f these questions and issues are  discussed briefly  be lo w . N o te  
th a t m any o f these questions and issues also ap p ly  to  Paths 2 and 3, and  th a t Paths 2 and  4  cou ld  be 
pursued concurrently .

There are differences in perceptions about what the current system is capable of accomplishing
Th ere  w as d isag reem en t am o n g  w o rk  group participants a b o u t w h a t the  c u rre n t d a ta  co llec tion  
system based on c re w  licenses is cap ab le  o f accom plishing . So m e participants w h o  had w o rk e d  w ith  
the  data  in th e  past ind icated  th a t th ey  be lieved  th e y  firm ly  understood the  lim ita tions o f th e  cu rren t  
system, and co n c lu d ed  th a t it w as n o t possible to  ach ieve the  kind o f e m p lo y m e n t data  th a t are  
need ed  solely by im proving  th e  c u rren t system (Path 2). O th ers  said th a t they fe lt th e  capab ilities and  
lim itations o f th e  c u rre n t system are  not c o m p le te ly  understood, and th a t changes to  the  system m ight
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address m any o f th e  perceived  d ata  gaps. C leady, key stakeholders m ust agree a b o u t th e  capabilities  
and lim ita tions o f th e  cu rren t system and th e  need fo r an im proved system before significant progress 
can be  m ade .

Thus, a key effo rt to  resolving this issue is fin d in g  a m echanism  th a t generates a consensus on the  
need fo r significant change. T h e  w o rk  group session was a first step in b u ild in g  th a t m echanism . By 
th e  en d  o f th e  w o rk  group session it w as c lear th a t m any parties recognized  th e  cu rren t system's 
lim ita tions. T h a t said, unofficial ackn o w le d g e m e n t in a small w o rk  group  is n o t th e  sam e as official 
and p ub lic  recognition . T h e  la tter w ill be n eed ed  to  m ove an y  substantial e ffo rt fo r m ore extensive  
change (Path 3 or 4) fo rw ard .

We need to clarify implications of confidentiality laws and inclusion of crew information on fish 
tickets
Several o f the  long-term  options discussed during  th e  w o rk  group session inc lu ded  th e  idea o f  
in c lu d in g  c re w  identifiers on fish tickets o r eLandings records as a w a y  o f record ing  c re w  partic ipation  
in fisheries. This change w o u ld  be at the  h eart o f m ost approaches to Path 4.

W h ile  th ere  w as broad supp ort in the w o rk  group session for this concept, several participants raised 
concerns a b o u t confid en tia lity  issues. T h e  key question is w h e th e r includ ing  c re w  identifiers and o ther  
in fo rm atio n  on fish tickets a n d /o r eLandings w o u ld  necessarily give c re w  legal access to  in form ation  
on th e  fish tickets an d , if so, to  w h a t in fo rm atio n . This question w ill have to  be answ ered  by legal 
counsel and m ay req u ire  a c o u rt decision in th e  long run. If c re w m e m b e r data  are trea ted  in th e  same  
m a n n e r as vessel o w n e r data, c re w m em b ers  w ill n o t au to m atica lly  have access to  harvest and price  
in fo rm atio n  inc lu ded  on fish tickets. H o w e v e r, if c re w m em b ers  are trea ted  like p e rm it holders, they  
w o u ld  have access to  harvest and  value d a ta  th a t th e y  are not curren tly  ab le  to  access. Thus, th ere  are 
im p o rta n t unan sw ered  questions regarding th e  use o ffis h  tickets to record c re w  data:

•  W ill c re w  be able  to access fish tic k e t d a ta  beyond th e ir o w n  participation?

•  W h a t  is the  fu nc tional e ffec t o f a llo w in g  access to  m ore  than just p artic ipatio n  data?

•  Is poten tia l access by c re w m em b ers  to  m ore than partic ipation  data  a political obstacle th a t 
w o u ld  stop fo rw ard  progress in d eve lo p in g  an y  n e w  system o f data  collection?

Path 4 , w h ich  involves includ ing  un iq u e  c re w  identifiers to fish tickets a n d /o r eLandings, raises a  
varie ty  o f practical issues relating to h o w  d ifficu lt this change w o u ld  be . Exam ples o f these issues 
in c lu d e , b u t are no t lim ited  to , th e  fo llow ing:

•  C an fish tickets physically hold m ore  inform ation? Som e participants ind icated  th a t th e  fish
tic k e t has reached its fu nc tional lim it in the a m o u n t o f in fo rm atio n  it can collect.

•  H o w  m uch tim e  and e ffo rt w o u ld  be req u ired  o f p e rm it holders a n d /o r c re w  to  inc lu de this
inform ation?

•  W h a t  ad d itio n a l burden  w o u ld  be placed on processors w h o , a t present, bear responsibility  
fo r th e  accuracy o f th e  in fo rm atio n  on fish tickets?

These issues w e re  raised by th e  w o rk  group, and w e re  cited as poten tia l argum ents against this 
ap p ro ach . W ith o u t m ore in fo rm atio n , th e  e x te n t to  w h ich  th e y  are valid  or significant concerns is 
unclear.

We need to ensure accuracy and completeness of current data first
T h e  w o rk  group expressed varying levels o f fa ith  in th e  accuracy and com pleteness o f data  currently  
co llec ted  fro m  cre w m em b ers . H o w e v e r, th e re  w as consensus w ith in  th e  w o rk  group th a t a logical and
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p ru d en t first step in any process to  im p ro ve  c re w  data co llec tion  w o u ld  be to ensure th a t th e  c u rre n t  
system collects accurate  and co m p le te  data . O n e  fac t th a t cam e to  light during  th e  w o rk  group  session 
w as th a t license holders are n o t req u ired  to  show  pho to  id en tifica tio n  w h en  purchasing a license. 
W h ile  checking an ind iv idual's  d river's  license o r o ther m eans o f id en tifica tio n  w o u ld  seem  to  be a  
logical step in ensuring th e  accuracy o f co llec ted  data, th ere  w as som e concern from  A D F & G  w o rk  
group participants th a t vendors w o u ld  be u n w illin g  to  d em a n d  th a t applicants p rovide  som e m eans o f 
personal id e n tific a tio n .3

Th e  w o rk  group discussed several steps to ensuring the  accuracy and com pleteness o f cu rre n t data:

•  C hecking  th e  pho to  id en tifica tio n  o f c re w  license applicants to  ensure th a t data  recorded  on  
licenses are accurate

•  A u to m atin g  th e  c u rre n t license app lica tion  system to  in c lu de b etter o n lin e  options and  
encourage m o re  o n lin e  p artic ip atio n

•  C reating  a professional c re w  license conta in ing  a barcode th a t could  be used to  record  
partic ipation  in fisheries

Understand how the current vendor system is important to stakeholders
T h e  w o rk  group rep ea ted ly  heard concerns a b o u t the  cu rren t v e n d o r system fo r issuing c o m m erc ia l 
c re w m e m b e r licenses. T h e  system is com p osed  o f m any small and  large retail vendors. Licenses are  
recorded  on pap er and copies are  fo rw ard ed  to  A D F & C  fo r d a ta  processing. A lthough this lo w -tech  
approach m akes licenses easy to  acq u ire  and  rep lace even in th e  m ost rem o te  locations, it requires  
extensive labor both fo r the  v e n d o r and A D F & G . Key questions th a t need  to be answ ered inc lu de:

•  Is the  state w illin g  to  a llo w  th e  v e n d o r system to  change? D oes th e  system serve th e  licensing  
program  or does th e  licensing program  serve th e  v en d o r system?

•  H o w  expensive w o u ld  it be to  rep lace o r m o d ify  th e  v e n d o r system w ith  a system th a t w o u ld  
issue m o re  d u rab le  licenses th a t can interact w ith  m o d ern  technology?

•  W o u ld  th e re  be lo n g -term  cost savings by rep lacing p ap e r licenses th a t need hand data  en try  
w ith  an all e lec tro n ic  system?

In recent years, licenses have also been availab le  on th e  In tern et. If an ap p lican t purchased a license 
in previous years, th e  In te rn e t ap p lica tio n  au to m atica lly  com p letes  th e  ap p lican t's  address if he o r she 
enters the  exact n am e and birth d ate  used in p rior years. Thus, A D F & G  is a lread y  using an o p tio n  th a t  
could  affec t the cu rren t v en d o r system . T h e  authors note th a t if th e  system is cap ab le  o f re ta in ing  an  
ind iv idual's  address fro m  year to  y e a r than  it also m ight be cap ab le  o f reta in ing  a p e rm a n e n t  
iden tification  n u m b e r from  ye a r to  year.

3 T he  sam e vendors also sell recreational fishing licenses and photo identification is required to purchase these  
licenses.
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I
Fisheries m an a g e m e n t has m o ved  aw ay  from  an early p reoccupation  w ith  th e  fish to a greater 
concern  a b o u t th e  livelihoods o f the  fishers and th e ir fam ilies (W e lc o m m e , 2 0 0 3 ). This increased  
social and  e c o n o m ic  d im ension  has given rise to  the need for o th e r categories o f in fo rm atio n  than the  
sim ple fisheries statistics th a t fo rm e d  the trad itio n a l basis fo r m an ag em en t.

This re p o rt exam ines  th e  im p o rtan ce  o f quan tify ing  th e  co n trib u tio n  o f  A laska fisheries to  
e m p lo y m e n t. Alaska's seafood harvesting and processing sector provides m ore  d ire c t jobs than  oil and  
gas, m in ing , agriculture, and forestry c o m b in ed  plus th e ir associated prim ary  processing industries 
(N o rth e rn  Econom ics, Inc., 2 0 0 3 ) . In som e regions o f th e  state, such as the  A leutians and Prib ilo f 
Islands, Bristol Bay and K odiak regions, jobs in th e  seafood industry acco u n t for aro und  half o f all 
e m p lo y m e n t. These jobs are generated  in fisheries u n d er state m an a g em en t, fisheries u n d er federal 
m an a g em en t, and jo in tly -m a n a g e d  fisheries, w h ich  are p rim arily  fisheries in federa l w aters m anaged  
by th e  State o f A laska u n d e r fed e ra l d e leg a tio n .4

Indiv iduals w o rk in g  in A laska's fish processing sector are w ag e-an d -sa lary  em ployees. C onsequently , 
th e  n u m b e r o f processing jobs is recorded in th e  annu al average m o n th ly  e m p lo y m e n t statistics 
rep o rted  by th e  Alaska D e p a rtm e n t o f Labor and W o rk fo rc e  D e v e lo p m e n t. H o w e v e r, these labor 
force estim ates do n o t in c lu de co m m erc ia l fishing harvesters, as e m p lo y m e n t d ata  are co llected  only  
fo r those jobs th a t are subject to  e m p lo y m e n t regulation. C o m m erc ia l fish harvesters are exem p ted  
fro m  u n e m p lo y m e n t insurance and o th e r e m p lo y m e n t rep ortin g  req u irem ents . These jobs are  
g enera lly  classified as se lf-e m p lo yed .

T h e  d ile m m a  created  by th e  lack o f a d e q u a te  seafood harvesting e m p lo y m e n t d ata  is succinctly  
su m m arized  in a recen t re p o rt issued by th e  Alaska D e p a rtm e n t o f Fish and G am e:

...c re w m e m b e rs  c an n o t be linked to  a particu lar fishery or area  because th e ir licenses are  
general to  all c o m m erc ia l fisheries. Using th e  existing data, it is not possible to  k n o w  if th e  
c re w m e m b e r fished a t all, w h e re  th e y  fished, h o w  m uch th e y  fished, h o w  m any c re w  fished  
fro m  a vessel, o r h o w  m uch th e y  earn ed . Because c re w m e m b e r id en tifica tio n  is n o t recorded  
on fish tickets, it is n o t possible to associate c re w  sizes o r c re w  earnings w ith  a particu lar fishery  
o r area  using fish tic k e t data.

In th e  past, som e econom ists have assum ed th a t c re w m em b ers  are h ired from  the p erm it 
hold er's  h o m e to w n , and  th e y  th ere fo re  a ttrib u te  th e  crew 's earnings o r tax in fo rm atio n  to th e  
p e rm it ho lder's h o m e to w n . This assum ption m ay n o t be co rrect fo r all fisheries (Shirley, 
2 0 0 5 :1 3 ) .

Increasingly, th e  S outhw est Alaska M u n ic ip a l C o n fere n ce  (S W A M C ) an d  o th e r constituent 
organizations find  th a t th e  seafood harvesting labor data  are n e ith e r sufficiently cu rren t nor ad eq u ate  
in q u an tity  or q u a lity  fo r analysis to  supp ort decis ion -m akin g . T h ere fo re , these entities are try ing to  
change th e  w a y  d ata  are co llec ted  and c o m p ile d . T he p rim ary  o b jec tive  o f this re p o rt is to  assist 
S W A M C  in this effo rt. T o  m e e t this ob jective , th e  rep ort exam ines w h y  existing data  fail to  m e e t the  
needs o f  S W A M C , and defin es those pro b lem  areas th a t only  can be addressed by exp an d in g  the  
cu rren t d ata  co llec tion  program s and by establishing add itio n a l program s.

4 T h e  federal governm ent has primary jurisdiction over groundfish, halibut, and most sablefish fisheries, and joint 
jurisdiction is found in king crab and tanner crab fisheries in the areas from Dutch Harbor to Norton Sound, as  
well as the Southeast A laska Chinook troll fishery. T he  state m anages inshore sablefish fisheries in Southeast 
Alaska and a portion of the Pacific cod fishery, with primary jurisdiction over all other fisheries.
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1.1 P r o je c t  P r o c e s s  a n d  R e p o r t  O r g a n iz a t io n

T h e  overarch ing  goal o f this p ro jec t is to o u tlin e  th e  hurdles in creating  im proved  seafood harvesting  
labor d ata  systems and to  d e te rm in e  w h a t facets o f an im p ro ved  system are m ost im p o rta n t to 
stakeh o ld er groups. T h e  b ro ad er goals fo r th e  p ro jec t are:

•  Further exp lo re  th e  issues associated w ith  seafood harvesting lab o r data.

•  C o llec t in fo rm atio n  on c u rren t d a ta  co llection and past estim ation  efforts.

•  D e fin e  unfu lfilled  organizational needs fo r seafood harvesting labor data.

•  Suggest n e w  data  co llec tion  m eth ods o r systems th a t w o u ld  e lim in a te  th e  unfu lfilled  needs.

•  Evaluate potentia l systems fro m  m u ltip le  perspectives and id entify  th e  positive and negative  
attributes o f each system as w e ll as th e  poten tia l hurdles to  im p le m e n tin g  each system.

T h e  p ro jec t involved a m ulti-s tep  process to  accom plish th e  goals o u tlin ed  above. T h e  process began  
w ith  c lien t m eetings and c u lm in a ted  in a w o rk  group session o f seafood harvesting labor data  
stakeholders and th e  rec o m m en d atio n s  co n ta in ed  in this report. This process is o u tlin ed  in Figure 1.

Figure 1. Project Process
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T h e  first phase o f th e  study inc lu ded  m eetings and discussion w ith  th e  c lien t to  d e fin e  th e  issues w ith  
cu rre n t seafood harvesting labor data. T h e  results o f this w o rk  are co n ta in ed  in Section 2.

C o n c u rren tly  th e  study then:

•  Exam ined th e  c u rren t state o f seafood labor harvesting data. This discussion is conta ined  in 
Section 3.

•  Explored sources o f past and cu rre n t estim ates o f seafood harvesting labor in Alaska fisheries. 
T h e  discussion focuses on the  strengths and lim itations o f various sources o f both prim ary  
and secondary d ata  in a com p arative  fo rm at. Section 4  contains this in fo rm atio n .

A fte r re v ie w  o f th e  c u rre n t data  and efforts to  advan ce th a t data, th e  study co n d u cted  a series o f key  
in fo rm a n t in terview s w ith  th e  goal o f ad d in g  dep th  to o u r understand ing  o f th e  hu m an  cost o f 
prob lem s w ith  seafood labor harvesting data . A d d itio n a lly , these interview s fo rm e d  the basis fo r the  
in itia l action  options taken  b efo re  the w o rk  group. T he interview s are discussed in Section5.

W h e n  th e  study c o m p le te d  th e  steps above, S W A M C  convened  the  w o rk  group of seafood harvesting  
lab o r d ata  stakeholders. T h e  study co m m u n ica te d  the in fo rm atio n  co llec ted  in the  preced ing  steps to  
w o rk  group participants in a d o c u m e n t th a t S W A M C  provided to  each p a rtic ip an t prior to  th e  w o rk  
group  session. Section 6 contains a discussion o f th e  w o rk  group process.

T h e  last step o f this particu lar study identifies key issues and obstacles discovered during  th e  rest o f 
th e  study, discusses S W A M C 's  options fo r m oving  fo rw ard , and m ethods fo r b u ild in g  and m ain ta in ing  
m o m e n tu m  should S W A M C  choose to  c o n tin u e  addressing this issue through a fo rm al process. 
Section 7 contains these recom m end ations .
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Alaska's seafood harvesting and processing sector provides m ore d ire c t jobs than  oil and  gas, m ining, 
agricu lture, and  forestry c o m b in ed  (N o rth ern  Econom ics, Inc. 2 0 0 3 ). In som e regions o f the  state, 
such as th e  A leutians and Prib ilo f Islands, Bristol Bay, and Kodiak regions, jobs in th e  seafood industry  
a cco u n t fo r aro und  half o f all e m p lo y m e n t.

In spite o f th e  im p o rtan ce  of this sector, th e  cu rren t labor data  co llection system does n o t a llo w  fo r an 
accurate  accou nting  o f th e  n u m b er o f c re w  harvesting jobs th a t are cre a ted . All o f th e  num bers  
regarding harvesting jobs in th e  industry are a t best reasoned estim ates, bu t m ore typ ica lly  th e y  are 
w ild  guesses. In a rec en t artic le  the A nchorage D a ily  N ew s W es ley  Loy (2 0 0 6 ), stated th a t a t "the 
height of the summer season, more than 20,000 commercial fishermen chase salmon and other types 
offish...."  This n u m b er is derived  from  an estim ate  d eve lo p ed  by Alaska D e p a rtm e n t o f Labor and  
W o rk fo rc e  D e v e lo p m e n t. In reality, there  are no data  th a t actually  co u n t th e  n u m b e r o f fish harvesters 
in A laska. T h e re  are  d ata  th a t co u n t th e  n u m b e r o f fish processing w orkers in each borough and  
in d ica te  th e  to ta l and average w ages earn ed . T h ere  are also data  th a t p rovide  counts o f th e  n u m b e r o f 
active p e rm it holders a t any tim e  any o ver th e  course o f the  year, along w ith  d a ta  th a t indicate total 
landings and rev en u e  generated  by th a t activ ity  (as w e ll as th e  p e rm it ho lder's  n am e and p lace o f 
res idence). Th ere  are sim ilar d a ta  for ow ners  o f active fishing vessels. But th ere  are no d ata  th a t 
p rovide counts o f the  n u m b e r o f active fishing c rew m em b ers , no data  th a t relate ind iv idual 
cre w m e m b e rs  to  particu lar fisheries or vessels, and no d ata  th a t link active cre w m em b ers  to  particu lar 
co m m u n ities .

In short, there  is no re liab le  w a y  to  say w ith  an y  degree o f certa in ty  h o w  m any p eo p le  actually  earn  
som e part o f th e ir livelihood fro m  partic ipating  on fishing crews in Alaska, nor can w e  say w h o  those 
p eo p le  are and w h e re  those p eo p le  live.

T h e  p rim ary  o b jec tive  o f the  Seafood H arvesting Labor D a ta  P ro ject is to  o u tlin e  a ro ad m ap  to  
creating  a seafood harvesting c re w m e m b e r d ata  co llection system th a t w ill a llo w  accurate rep ortin g  o f 
th e  partic ip atio n  o f active ind iv idual c re w m em b ers  by c o m m u n ity , p rovide an ind ication  o f the  level 
o f p artic ip atio n  on a fishery-by-fishery basis, and d e te rm in e  th e  relative q u a lity  o f seafood harvesting  
jobs o v e r tim e .

T he p o ten tia l effects associated w ith  a lack o f re liab le  d ata  on c re w m em b ers  range fro m  the  personal 
level all th e  w a y  to  the  fed era l level, and the  m agn itude o f these effects can stretch from  increased  
costs and program  d elay  to  program  cance lla tion  and th e  inab ility  to  answ er certain  questions. Figure 
2 shows hypo thetica l exam ples o f the p o ten tia l range o f effects o f n o t having specific c re w  data. The  
vertical axis m easures th e  m agn itude o f th e  d isruption (e.g., program  d e lay  to  program  cancellation) 
w h ile  th e  h o rizonta l axis m easures the  d istribution  o f th e  e ffec t (e.g., personal to  fed era l). T h e  fu rther  
right and  up an e ffec t is listed, th e  greater th e  m ag n itu d e  and breadth  o f th e  p o ten tia l d isruption .
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Figure 2. Examples of the Potential Range of Effects

Program  Cancellation/ 
Ineligibility/Analysis 
can't be com pleted

* A crew member, unable to 
prove participation in a fishery 
is dented admittance into a 
trade adjustment program.

Personal

* A crew member is delayed 
approval for admittance into a 
trade adjustment program because 
of a lack of participation data.

* A  Municipal program 
experiences delayed funding 
because it can't prove it has 
a population to serve. Federal

* Analysts and NPFMC staff 
members asked to look at the 
effects of NPFMC management 
decisions must spend additional 
time making estimates of crew 
participation and are unable to 
answer some specific questions.

Program  Delay/ 
Increased C o st

T h e  fo llo w in g  paragraphs briefly  describe several real w o rld  exam ples o f h o w  th e  lack o f an effec tive  
harvesting c re w m e m b e r d ata  system has affec ted  various agencies and stakeholders.

Trade Programs: Th e Trad e  A d ju s tm e n t Assistance A ct o f 2 0 0 2  au th o rized  tra in in g  benefits fo r A laska  
salm on fisherm en w h o  received  lo w er incom es because of im p o rted  salm on. In som e cases, 
crew m em b ers  w h o  w a n te d  to  take  advantage o f the  program  fo u n d  them selves shut o u t because th e y  
c o u ld n 't prove th a t th e ir  e m p lo y m e n t and in co m e was affec ted  by foreign fa rm ed  salm on o r th a t they  
w e re  Alaska salm on fisherm en . N o  o n e  argued w ith  the  fac t th a t prices fo r w ild  salm on had been  
affec ted , bu t m akin g  a c la im  based on e m p lo y m e n t was m ad e very d ifficu lt by th e  lack o f seafood  
harvesting data (K uhar 2 0 0 6 ).

Grant Applications: Federal and  state grant app lica tion  processes o fte n  req u ire  counts o f th e  target 
populations to be served by a proposed program  or p ro o f th a t p rior grants have resulted in increasing
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jobs o r jo b  re ten tion . For e x a m p le , jo b  creation and re ten tion  are th e  to p  criteria  fo r the  Econom ic  
D e v e lo p m e n t A d m in is tra tio n  and U S D A  Rural D e v e lo p m e n t, tw o  o f th e  m ost fre q u e n t funders in 
fis h e ries -d e p en d en t co m m u n ities . H o w e v e r, cu rren tly  co llected  p ub lic  data do  n o t co u n t 
cre w m e m b e rs  in e m p lo y m e n t estim ates and the  lack o f tracking system for c re w m em b ers  m eans th a t 
w h e n  program s d o  create  jobs by keeping co m m erc ia l fishing perm its in th e  area, there  is no legal 
p ro o f th a t these program  also result in increased local c re w  e m p lo y m e n t.

Fisheries Management and Research: T he lack o f c re w  d ata  m eans th a t researchers and fisheries 
m anagers m ust e m p lo y  "best estim ate" m ethods. For e x a m p le , as noted  by K napp, 2 0 0 6 , th e  quality  
o f in fo rm atio n  availab le  to estim ate th e  change in n u m b e r o f jobs and days w orks fo r Kodiak-based  
crab fisherm an because o f th e  2 0 0 5  BSAI C rab  R ationalization  was q u ite  low  because th ere  w e re  "no  
re liab le  data  on w h e re  c re w  live, or "average days spent in transit, in port b e tw een  landings, or 
w o rk in g  fo r vessels before o r after the season."

northem ®conom ics inc. 7



Improving Seafood Harvesting Labor Data Collection in Alaska Fisheries



3 T h e  C u r r e n t  S t a t e  o f  S e a f o o d  H a r v e s t i n g  L a b o r  D a t a

T h e  existing seafood harvesting labor data  co llec tion  system has a n u m b e r o f com p onents  w h ich  
p ro v id e  d iffe re n t levels o f in fo rm atio n  across d iffe re n t fisheries. This section sum m arizes these 
co m p o n en ts .

3 .1  C u r r e n t  S e a f o o d  H a r v e s t in g  L a b o r  D a ta

A t the  h eart o f th e  cu rren t system are th e  state co m m erc ia l fishing regulations, w h ich  req u ire  any  
person engaged in co m m erc ia l fishing to  hold an Alaska D e p a rtm e n t o f Fish and  G a m e  co m m erc ia l 
fishing c re w m e m b e r license o r to  a cu rren t C o m m erc ia l Fishing Entry C om m ission (CFEC) co m m erc ia l 
fishing p e rm it (lim ited  en try  or in terim -use p e rm it).5 A ccord in g  to  state regulations, the  te rm  
"c o m m erc ia l fisherm an" m eans an ind iv idual w h o  fishes co m m erc ia lly  for, takes or attem pts  to  take, 
fish, shellfish or o th e r fishery resources o f th e  state by any m eans, and  includes every  ind iv idual 
a b o a rd  a b o a t o p e ra te d  for fishing purposes w h o  participates d irectly  o r ind irectly  in th e  tak ing  of 
these raw  fishery products, w h e th e r p artic ipatio n  is on shares o r as an e m p lo y e e  or o therw ise. 
C re w m e m b e rs  th a t do  no t d irec tly  or ind irectly  p artic ip ate  in the taking, such as vessel cooks and  
engineers, a re  in c lu d ed  in th e  d efin itio n . H o w e v e r, m an y  o f these cre w m em b ers  also pull d o u b le  
d u ty  as harvesting c re w m em b ers . In a d d itio n , th e  defin itio n  includes th e  crews o f tend ers  or o th e r  
floating  cra ft used in transporting  fish to  land and offshore processors. H o w e v e r, th e  defin itio n  does  
n o t a p p ly  to  an y o n e  ab o ard  a licensed vessel as a visitor o r guest w h o  does n o t d irectly  or indirectly  
p artic ip ate  in th e  taking. Processing w orkers  aboard  catcher/processors are also exc lu d ed  in th e  
d e fin itio n .

A D F & C  c o m m e rc ia l fishing c re w m e m b e r licenses are  availab le  for purchase a t th e  sam e outlets tha t 
sell recreation al fishing and h un ting  licenses, and  are  issued in a sim ilar fo rm at. T h e  form s are filled  
o u t by th e  v e n d o r in d u p lic a te  and  a p ap e r license is issued to  th e  ap p lic a n t on th e  spot, w ith  th e  
orig inal sent to  A D F & C  for even tu a l entry  into the  A D F & G  fishing a n d  h un ting  license database. The  
a p p lica tio n  fo r th e  A D F & C  co m m erc ia l fishing c re w m e m b e r license requires in fo rm atio n  on the  
a p p lican t's  physical location o f residence (c ity /state /z ip  code ), Social Security N u m b e r (SSN), and  
res idency status (Alaska res ident/no nres id ent and U .S. c itiz e n /a lie n ).6 H o w e v e r, because a person's  
SSN also allow s access to  an ind iv idual's  financial in fo rm atio n , d istribution  and use o f SSNs are strictly 
lim ite d  to  state agency personnel.

T h e  ease o f o b ta in in g  an A D F & C  c re w m e m b e r license and th e ir w id e  availab ility— th e y  m ay be 
o b ta in e d  in n early  every  co m m u n ity  in Alaska— are im p o rta n t positive attributes o f th e  cu rren t 
system . Fishing c re w m e m b e rs  are  often h ired  at th e  docks on very short notice, and often  for very  
lim ite d  periods. T h e y  need  to  be  able  to  obta in  licenses q u ick ly  an d  easily, an d  th e  cu rren t system  
facilitates these h iring practices.

W ith  th e  c u rren t A D F & C  c re w m e m b e r data, in co m b in a tio n  w ith  CFEC p e rm it h o ld er data, it is 
possible to  d e te rm in e  th e  n u m b e r o f  p eo p le  w h o  are  elig ib le  to  w o rk  in th e  fisheries as c re w m em b ers  
in a given year. CFEC has d e v e lo p e d  these estim ates for years 2 0 0 0  and 2 0 0 2  -  2 0 0 5 . These reports  
m ay b e  accessed e lec tro n ica lly  (h ttp ://w w w .c fec .s ta te .ak .u s /fish e ry  statis tics/perm its.htm ). D u e  to  
pro b lem s w ith  th e  data , th e  reports are unavailab le  for 2 0 0 1 . W h ile  th e  CFEC reports a llo w  the users

5 All current C F E C  Perm it Holders are  exem pt from the requirem ent to hold a current A D F& G  crew m em ber 
license.

6 Notwithstanding the requirem ent to include their S S N  licenses are in fact issued to persons that do not report 
their S S N .
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to  estim ate  th e  u p p er b ou nd  o f th e  n u m b e r o f persons engaged in co m m erc ia l fishing in any  
c o m m u n ity  or in all Alaska fisheries, it is n o t possible to  d e te rm in e  w h e th e r  a p articu lar license h o ld er  
actua lly  p artic ipated  in any fishery. T ab le  1 shows the CFEC p e rm it h o ld er and  c re w m e m b e r counts  
for 2 0 0 5 . N o t co un ting  A D F & G  license holders tha t d id  no t rep ort th e ir  SSNs, a tota l o f 3 0 ,6 4 9  
persons w e re  e lig ib le to  p artic ipate  in harvesting activities in Alaska fisheries in 2 0 0 5 . O f  these 1 9 ,9 4 0  
w e re  Alaskans, and  1 0 ,7 0 9  w e re  non-A laskans.

Table 1. CFEC Permit Holder and Crewmember Counts, 2005

Borough or Census Area CFEC Permits ADF&G Licenses All
Aleutians East Borough 203 22 2 4 2 5

Aleutians W est C ensus Area 99 243 342

Anchorage Municipality 873 1,015 1,888

Bethel Census Area 1,104 654 1 ,758

Bristol Bay Borough 179 172 351

Denali Borough 3 2 5

Dillingham Census Area 645 643 1,288

Fairbanks North S tar Borough 138 67 20 5

H aines Borough 114 85 199

Juneau City And Borough 454 346 800

Kenai Peninsula Borough 1,396 1,463 2 ,859

Ketchikan G atew ay Borough 348 296 644

Kodiak Island Borough 680 801 1,481

Lake And Peninsula Borough 173 273 44 6

M atanuska-Susitna Borough 256 279 5 35

Nom e Census Area 230 151 381

North Slope Borough 9 5 14

Northwest Arctic Borough 149 58 207

Prince O f W ales-O uter Ketchikan C ensus Area 352 29 5 647

Sitka City And Borough 574 531 1,105

Skagw ay-Hoonah-Angoon C ensus Area 250 147 397

Southeast Fairbanks Census Area 19 14 33

Valdez-C ordova C ensus Area 414 391 8 05

W ad e Hampton Census Area 642 643 1,285

W rangell-Petersburg Census Area 790 617 1,407

Yakutat City And Borough 161 45 206

Yukon-Koyukuk Census Area 143 15 158

Unknown Alaska 69 0 69

Alaska Total 10 ,467 9 ,4 73 19 ,940

N on-Resident Total 3 ,634 7 ,0 75 10 ,709

Overall Total 14,101 16,548 3 0 ,64 9

Note: A D F & G  license holders that did not report their S S N  are excluded from this report.
Source: C F E C  Permit Holder and C rew m em ber Counts at w w w .cfec.state .ak.us/cpbvcen/2005/M nu.h tm . 

Accessed on N ovem ber 1, 2 0 0 6 /

7 The authors note there are significant limitations with these reports in that they represent one-tim e snap shots 
of available data. Individual reports are not updated as the data are cleaned and the data are left in a 
provisional form.
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3.1.1 S hortcom ings of Com mercial Crew License Data System

From  a  data  perspective, th ere  are th ree  princ ip le  shortcom ings o f th e  A D F & G  c re w m e m b e r license  
system: 1) Licenses are issued annu ally— th e re  is no linkage b e tw e e n  previously issued licenses and  
c u rren tly  issued licenses; 2) O n c e  the license is issued, there  is no m echanism  for rep ortin g  w h e th e r  
th e  h o ld er actua lly  p artic ipated  in the  fishery; 3) Th ere  are lim ited  d e m o g rap h ic  data  co llected .

As show n in Figure 3 , th e  d ata  flo w  fo r c re w m e m b e r licenses is substantially d iffe re n t fo r the  o ther  
m ajo r groups o f ind iv iduals involved in harvesting seafood and results in less overall in fo rm ation  being  
ava ilab le  to th e  en d  user. For exam p le , indiv iduals w o rk in g  in Alaska's shore-based fish processing 
sector are  w ag e-an d -sa lary  em ployees. This classification m eans th a t th e  n u m b e r o f processing jobs is 
reco rd ed  in th e  an n u a l average m on th ly  e m p lo y m e n t statistics rep orted  by th e  Alaska D e p a rtm e n t o f 
Labor and W o rk fo rc e  D e v e lo p m e n t. C o m m erc ia l fish harvesters are  e x e m p te d  from  u n e m p lo y m e n t 
insurance an d  o th e r e m p lo y m e n t reporting req u irem ents  because these cre w m em b ers  are  classified 
as se lf-e m p lo yed . C o n seq u en tly  d eta iled  in fo rm atio n  on harvesting w orkers  is generally  n o t availab le  
fo r m ost A laskan fisheries. C urren tly , w e  k n o w  th e  n u m b e r o f c re w  license holders by co m m u n ity  
each year. W e  do  not know :

•  T h e  n u m b e r o f active c re w  license holders by co m m u n ity  or in to ta l each year

•  T h e  n u m b e r o f active c re w  license holders by fishery

•  T h e  n u m b e r o f days active crew  license holders w o rk  in to ta l, by c o m m u n ity , o r by fishery

•  T h e  w ag e  and in co m e o f  active c re w  license holders in to ta l, by c o m m u n ity  o r by fishery

A t th e  sam e tim e , w e  k n o w  this in form ation  fo r p e rm it holders. H en c e , th ere  is an asym m etrica l flo w  
o f d ata  b e tw e e n  c o m m erc ia l p e rm it holders and co m m erc ia l c re w  license holders.
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Figure 3. Seafood Harvesting and Processing Data Flow8
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3.1.1.1 Annual Issuance

T h e  fact th a t licenses are issued an n u ally  an d  th ere  is no link b e tw een  previously issued licenses and  
cu rren t licenses, significantly increases d ata  en try  req u irem ents  and m akes it very  d ifficu lt to  track  
license holders over tim e . This also lim its th e  general usefulness o f  the  data  because in o rd e r to  track  
license d ata  accurate ly  a u n iq u e  id e n tifie r is req u ired . W ith  c re w m em b ers , th e  SSN is th e  on ly  u n iq u e  
id e n tifie r availab le , b u t because a person's SSN is highly co n fid en tia l, it can n o t be p rov ided  to  
persons outside the  state agencies responsible fo r m an ag em en t. If licenses w e re  re n e w e d  an n u ally , 
th e  overall data  en try  burden  could  be red u ced , and indiv iduals could  be p erm a n e n tly  associated

8 W e  note that confidentiality rules affect the developm ent of aggregate  reporting standards by com m unity, 
fishery, borough or census area.
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w ith  a single u n iq u e  license identifier. This w o u ld  a llo w  significantly w id e r use o f license data  even if 
o th e r d ata  shortcom ings are n o t overcom e.

3.1.1.2 No Mechanism for Reporting Activity

A n y in d iv idua l w ith  a valid  A D F & G  c re w m e m b e r license is e lig ib le to be a m e m b e r o f a harvesting  
c re w  fo r any co m m erc ia l fish harvesting o p era tio n  in Alaska. In ad d itio n , any ind iv idual w ith  a valid  
CFEC c o m m erc ia l fishing p e rm it is also elig ib le to  partic ipate  as a harvesting c re w m e m b e r. C urren tly  
h o w ever, th ere  is no m echanism  for rep ortin g  activity. W h ile  regulations req u ire  th a t all landings and
revenues be rep orted  by vessel and by p e rm it ho ld er, th e re  are no regulations th a t req u ire  m em bers
o f th e  c re w  to  be id en tified  or rep o rted . In part, the  lack o f a reporting re q u ire m e n t is d u e  to  th e  fact 
th a t fish harvesting crew s are hired as se lf-em p lo yed  contractors rather than as w ag e  and salary 
em p loyees. In general, state and  federa l regulations req u ire  businesses to id en tify  th e ir  w age and  
salary em p lo yees  by SSN and p lace o f residence and to  rep o rt th e ir earnings every  q u a rte r.9 T h ere  is 
no sim ilar re q u ire m e n t fo r em ployers to  re p o rt contract w orkers, and because harvesting  
cre w m e m b e rs  are  se lf-em p lo yed  contractors, th ere  is no reporting  o f harvesting crew .

3 .2  W h a t  E lse  Do W e K n o w  A b o u t S e a f o o d  H a r v e s t e r s ?

3.2.1 Seafood H arvesting Labor C om position

T h e  fishing industry in Alaska is a diverse business encom passing everyth ing  from  large 
catcher/processors (factory traw lers) w ith  crews o f o ver 1 0 0  w orkers to small tw o -m a n  g illnetting boats 
(Job M onkey, Inc., 2 0 0 6 ) . E m p lo ym en t ab o ard  fishing vessels m ay include a n u m b e r o f d iffe re n t types  
o f jobs d e p e n d in g  on th e  size o f the vessel and o th e r factors (U .S . Bureau o f Labor Statistics, 2 0 0 6 ) .  
Large boats, especially  those w ith  o n -b oard  processing facilities, req u ire  a c re w  w ith  a w id e  range o f 
specia lized  skills. Sm aller vessels typ ically  d e p e n d  on tw o  o r th ree  indiv iduals to  op era te , m ain tain  
and rep a ir o n -b o ard  fishing gear and m ach in ery  as w e ll as perform  all o th e r vessel duties.

M o s t w orkers  aboard  fishing vessels begin as deckhands. D eckhands perform  a varie ty  o f m anu al tasks 
on c o m m erc ia l fishing voyages: th ey  p repare  nets, lines and o th e r fishing tack le  to  catch fish and o th e r  
m arin e  life; th e y  sort and pack fish in ice; th e y  hand le  m ooring  lines and m ay steer th e  vessel; th ey  
also rep a ir nets, splice ropes, m ain ta in  fishing gear and clean surfaces. D eckhands w h o  acqu ire  
exp erien ce  and w hose interests are in ship en g in eerin g — m ain ten an ce  and rep a ir o f ship engines and  
e q u ip m e n t— can even tu a lly  beco m e licensed c h ie f engineers on large co m m erc ia l vessels, after  
m eetin g  th e  C oast G u ard 's  exp erien ce , physical, and acad e m ic  req u irem ents . Experienced, reliab le  
deckh ands w h o  display supervisory qualities  m ay b eco m e boatswains. Boatswains m ay, in turn , 
b eco m e second m ates, first m ates, an d , fina lly , captains. Fishing b o at captains plan and oversee  
fishing operations— th e  fish to be sought, th e  location o f th e  best fishing grounds, th e  m eth od  of 
cap tu re , th e  d u ra tio n  o f th e  trip , and th e  sale o f th e  catch. A lm ost all captains b eco m e se lf-e m p lo yed , 
and th e  o v e rw h e lm in g  m ajo rity  eventually  o w n , o r have an interest in, o n e  or m ore fishing vessels.

In a d d itio n  to  fishing and vessel m ain ten an ce  c re w , catcher/processors carry a large array o f factory  
w orkers, inc lu d ing  en try -leve l processors (also kn o w n  as "slim ers"), roe-sorters and fre e ze r c re w  as 
w ell as m o re  e x p e rien ced  productio n  line fo re m e n  and qu a lity  controllers.

9 Businesses report em ployees every quarter by submitting an E S -202  report to the D epartm ent of Labor for the 
state in which they operate.
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Used co llec tively  in this report, th e  te rm  "c re w m e m b e r"  applies to  th e  capta in  and all indiv iduals  
engaged in service on d e c k  o r in en g in eering  d epartm en ts  o r capacities aboard a fishing vessel. T h e  
te rm  also includes processing-line w orkers  aboard catcher/processors or floating  processors.

Som e analysts have argued th a t certa in  land-based jobs should be included as co m m erc ia l fishing  
e m p lo y m e n t. Th e  finan cia l and techn olog ica l com plex ities  o f th e  c o rp o ra te -o w n e d  fishing fleets th a t 
o p era te  in th e  w aters o ff A laska req u ire  shore-side offices staffed by finan cia l m angers and  
accountants, co m m u n icatio n s  specialists and o th e r personnel. A lthough these w orkers  are  not 
cre w m em b ers , th e y  p lay an essential role in the m a n a g e m e n t o f fishing operations and th e ir wages  
are part o f th e  d a y -to -d a y  costs o f running  a fishing business; th ere fo re , they can be considered  part 
o f the seafood harvesting lab o r fo rce . H o w e v e r, these indiv iduals are captu red  in standard ES-202  
labor reporting  systems.

3.2.2 Seafood H arvesting Labor C h arac teristics

Fishing vessel c re w m e m b e rs  as a p o p u la tio n  have certain  characteristics w h ich  m ake it d ifficu lt to  fu lly  
estim ate the  p artic ipatio n  o f regional residents in seafood harvesting, particu larly  on a c o m m u n ity  and  
fishery level.

•  T rad itio n a lly  in m an y  fisheries, c re w m em b ers  have been co-venturers  in th e  fishing  
enterprise, sharing in both th e  risk and rew ard . W ag es  are often based on a share or 
percentage o f harvest earn ings.10 As such, these jobs are g enera lly  classified as se lf-e m p lo yed . 
M in im u m  w ag e laws do n o t app ly  to  c re w m e m b e r jobs, and w orkers are  e x e m p te d  from  
u n e m p lo y m e n t insurance and o th e r e m p lo y m e n t rep ortin g  requirem ents .

•  M o s t o f th e  sm all, near-shore fishing vessels, such as those engaged in th e  herring  and salm on  
fisheries, are in d e p e n d e n tly  o w n e d  and o p era ted  (D O L W D , 2 0 0 6 ). C rew s o ften  consist o f 
fam ily  m em bers, and m an y o f these fam ily  m em bers— inclu d ing  c h ild re n ,11 spouses and o ld e r  
adults— are n o t paid  d irectly . Instead th e y 're  w o rk in g  to w a rd  a household  w ag e . U n p a id  
labor rem ains a u n iq u e  fea tu re  o f th e  agriculture, forestry, and  fishing sector and constitutes a 
significant part o f th e  sector's w o rk fo rce  (U .S . Bureau o f Labor Statistics, 2 0 0 6 ). M o s t unp aid  
fam ily  w orkers assist fishing, b u t som e also do b o o kkeep in g , purchase supplies, or arrange th e  
sale o f th e  catch . W h ile  these indiv iduals are req u ired  to  have c re w  licenses th e ir  
partic ipatio n  isn 't cap tu red  in labor force partic ipatio n  rates o r u n e m p lo y m e n t estim ates.

•  Th e  o ccu p atio n  o f seafood harvesting has th e  sam e p ro p o rtio n  o f fu ll-tim e  w orkers  (persons 
w h o  w o rk  4 0  hours or m o re  per w e e k ) as in the average fo r all occupations. H o w e v e r, fe w  
c re w m em b ers  hold fishing jobs year round. This reflects th e  seasonal n atu re  o f fishing w o rk . 
T h e  m ajo rity  o f c re w m em b ers  su p p le m e n t th e ir annu al fishing incom e w ith  shore-based jobs. 
In ad d itio n , fo r m an y Alaskans, fu ll-tim e  en g a g em en t in subsistence activities a t certa in  tim es  
o f th e  y e a r represents an im p o rta n t e le m e n t o f th e ir lifestyle (N atio n a l Research C o u n cil, 
1 9 9 9 ). T h e  seasonality o f fishing e m p lo y m e n t m akes it essential to  o b ta in  in fo rm atio n  
regarding both th e  n u m b e r o f c re w  and th e  n u m b e r o f days fished per fishery to  p a in t a 
c o m p le te  p ic tu re  o f e m p lo y m e n t (O ffice  o f M a n a g e m e n t and Budget, 2 0 0 3 ) . For e xam p le , 
Fishery A  m ay have 1 0 0  p eo p le  e m p lo yed  in it, b u t only  fo r tw o  w eeks o u t o f th e  ye a r (for 
1 ,4 0 0  c re w  days). Fishery B m igh t e m p lo y  5 0  p eo p le , b u t o perate  fo r 2 6  w eeks  (for 9 ,1 0 0

10 M any boats charge a share of the operating expenses to crew m em bers. These expenses m ay include food, 
fuel, bait and ice (D O L W D , 2006).

11 A  substantial proportion (1 1 % ) of A laska resident A D F & G  com m ercial fishing crew m em ber license holders 
between 1993 and 2 0 0 3  w ere children aged 14 and younger (Carothers and Sepez, 2005).
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c re w  days). W ith o u t  in form ation  a b o u t th e  days o f o p era tio n , it w o u ld  ap p e a r th a t Fishery A  
provides m ore em p lo ym en t; h o w ever, it is c learly Fishery B th a t supports a h igher level o f  
e m p lo y m e n t.

•  In a d d itio n  to  fishing (i.e ., traveling to  and fro m  th e  fishing grounds as w ell as o p era tin g  in th e  
fishing grounds), c re w m em b ers  are o ften  exp ec ted  to  perfo rm  w o rk  on th e ir vessel and its 
associated gear w h ile  in port (D O L W D , 2 0 0 6 ; M c D o w e ll G ro u p , 1 9 8 9 ). This non-fishing  
w o rk  m ay in c lu de help ing  o ff-lo ad  fish, m ain ta in in g  fishing vessels w h ile  in port, and  
p reparin g  fo r th e  n ext trip  (Ingles, 2 0 0 4 ). C re w m e m b e rs  m ay or m ay n o t be com p ensated  for 
this ad d itio n a l w o rk . In add ition  to non-fishing w o rk  d uring  th e  fishing season, th ere  m ay be 
preseason preparations and postseason activities. For e x am p le , th e  s k ip p e r/o w n e r o f a salm on  
tra ile r  m ay  actua lly  fish only during  th e  tw o  to  th ree  m on th  season, w h en  in fac t he typ ica lly  
devotes six m onths o r m ore a year to  essential w o rk  such as boat repair and m a in ten an ce , 
gear p rep ara tio n  and o th e r activities d irec tly  re lated to  co m m erc ia l fishing (M c D o w e ll G ro u p , 
1 9 8 9 ). Som e c re w m em b ers  m ay receive off-season hourly  w ages to assist in these activities.

•  M a n y  c re w m e m b e rs  are very transien t— th e y  fish in m an y geographical areas and switch fro m  
b o a t to  b o at w h e n  space becom es availab le  (e.g., to avoid problem s w ith  captains o r o th e r  
cre w — getting along w ith  shipm ates is crucial fo r a c re w  th a t live w ith in  fe e t o f each o th e r fo r  
w eeks  a t a tim e , sharing a single cabin ) (Ingles, 2 0 0 4 ) .12 Som e cre w m em b ers  d o n 't  have a 
p e rm a n e n t address; th e y  stay w ith  friends, in hotels, o r on th e  boat w h e n  on shore.

•  M a n y  p eo p le  fro m  states o ther than  Alaska p artic ipate  in th e  Alaska seafood harvesting sector 
as c re w  and sole proprietors. Participants inc lu de residents o f W ash ington , O re g o n , C a lifo rn ia  
and m any o th e r states. Carothers and Sepez (2 0 0 5 ) rep orted  a b o u t 7 ,8 0 0  u n iq u e  U .S. 
co m m u n ities  listed as residences fo r A D F & G  co m m erc ia l fishing c re w m e m b e r license holders  
fo r th e  p eriod  1 9 9 3 -2 0 0 3 . The m ajo rity  o f these co m m u n ities  (83  percent) d re w  ten o r fe w e r  
license holders. A b o u t 1 ,3 0 0  co m m u n ities  had m ore than ten  cre w m em b ers; just o ver 3 0 0  
had m o re  th an  1 0 0 . O n ly  66 u n iq u e  co m m u n ities  supp lied  o ver 1 0 0  c re w m e m b e r license 
holders in any single year.

•  Both fisherm en  and vessels o ften  p artic ip ate  in m ore than on e  fishery o ver th e  course o f a 
y e a r .13 As such, fishery-specific surveys do  n o t cap tu re  in fo rm atio n  ab o u t e m p lo y m e n t on a 
vessel in a fishery o th e r than th a t being  surveyed. To estim ate total e m p lo y m e n t, it is 
necessary to co llec t average c re w  p er trip  p er fishery as w e ll as the  n u m b e r o f days spent 
fishing in each fishery. Relying on existing in fo rm atio n  fro m  a  single fishery could  lead to  
u n d e r- o r overestim ates o f em p lo y m e n t, d ep e n d in g  on the degree o f m o b ility  o f e m p lo y m e n t  
in th a t fishery.

•  T h e re  m ay  be o verlap  betw een  c re w m em b ers  partic ipating  in fisheries on m u ltip le  perm its. In 
o th e r w ords, w h ile  it m ay take five c re w  p er p e rm it to  harvest un d er five separate perm its, 
these 2 5  possible c re w  positions could  be filled  by th e  sam e five peo p le  (or not) (M c D o w e ll, 
2 0 0 6 ).

•  Ind iv iduals  m ay be vessel ow ners (CFEC gear operators) in o n e  fishery and deckhands in 
a n o th e r (M c D o w e ll, 2 0 0 6 ).

•  T h e re  is a high tu rn o ver rate, especially  am o n g  en try-level c re w m em b ers . Som e indiv iduals  
have a strong c o m m itm e n t to fishing; th e y  start as deckhands, stay in th e  fishing industry th e ir

12 O n the other hand, crew m em bers are reluctant to leave vessels that offer good jobs (D O LW D , 2006).

13 A laska fisherm en do not necessarily participate in a  full “suite” of fisheries over the course of a single year.
Rather, they m ay “roll” in and out of fisheries over a m ulti-year cycle (M cDow ell Group, 2006).

northern©conomics inc. 15



Improving Seafood Harvesting Labor Data Collection in Alaska Fisheries

w h o le  w o rk in g  lives and even tu a lly  captain  th e ir  o w n  vessels (o ther c o m m itte d  fisherm en  
m ake a career o u t o f  being  a d eckh an d ). H o w e v e r, m ost fisherm en have a short-lived  career; 
th e y  briefly  engage in fishing fo r the m o n etary  rew ard , u n iq u e  w o rk  exp e rie n c e  o r som e o th e r  
reason and then  d ep a rt. Vessels o ften  p ick  up ad d itio n a l c re w  w h o  w o rk  fo r o n ly  a fe w  days; 
fo r e xam p le , a t the  peak  o f a salm on run a vessel m ay need  to add a n o th e r c re w m e m b e r o r  
tw o  on a te m p o ra ry  basis to  m ain ta in  th e  q u a lity  o f th e  fish (M a w , 2 0 0 5 ). M o re o v e r, th e  
reduced finan cia l rew ards fo r c re w  in salm on fisheries have m ad e  it d iffic u lt to  k e e p  o n e  c re w  
fo r th e  en tire  season (W id m a n n , 2 0 0 2 ) .14 Carothers and Sepez (2 0 0 5 ) fo u n d  th a t, o f the  31 
p ercen t o f A D F & G  co m m erc ia l fishing c re w m e m b e r license holders d u rin g  th e  1 9 9 3 -2 0 0 3  
period  fo r w h o m  a u n iq u e  id e n tifie r was availab le , th e  m ean  n u m b e r o f years th a t an  
ind iv idual held a license was 1 .8  years. O n ly  2 0  p ercen t held licenses fo r th ree  o r m o re  years; 
and only 0 .3 5  p erc e n t bou ght licenses in e ig h t or m ore  years.

•  Som e c re w m em b ers  m ay have reasons fo r preferring th a t th e ir id en tity  and w o rk  activ ity  n o t 
be disclosed. In som e fisheries a substantial p ro p o rtio n  o f c re w m em b ers  m ay be foreign  
nationals w h o  are w o rk in g  aboard  U .S . fishing vessels illegally (E n v iro W atch , Inc., 2 0 0 0 ;  
Ingles, 2 0 0 4 ). O th e r  c re w m em b ers  m ay wish to  m ain ta in  a lo w  profile  because th e y  have  
been avo id ing  paying incom e taxes or m eetin g  o th e r finan cia l ob ligation  (Ingles, 2 0 0 4 ) .15 
W h ile  th e  notion th a t th e  typical c re w m e m b e r is so m eo n e "ru nning  fro m  som eth ing" is 
u n d o u b ted ly  a gross stereotype, o n e  survey has show n th a t fishing is o n e  o f th e  easier jobs to  
obta in  fo r indiv iduals w h o  have had problem s w ith  th e  law  (Ingles, 2 0 0 4 ).

14 W idm ann (20 0 2 ) describes the current crew  situation in A laska’s salmon fisheries as follows: “T he  era of 
returning professional fishing boats crews has com e to an end. It seem s like the  only people available for m ost 
crews are young inexperienced people who are either college or high school students. T he ir school schedules  
often m ake them  unavailable for parts of each fishing season. This m akes it necessary for boat skippers to hire 
multiple crews if they w ant to fish entire seasons.”

15 T he  A D F & G  m atches each com m ercial fishing crew m em ber licensee against Child Support Enforcem ent's  
outstanding child support list. If the licensee is behind on child support paym ents, the license is null and void at 
the tim e of purchase, and the licensee is subject to criminal sanctions for participation in any com m ercial fishing 
crew m em ber activities.
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This section sum m arizes recent efforts o f th e  Alaska D e p a rtm e n t o f Labor and W o rk fo rc e  
D e v e lo p m e n t (A D O L W D ) and th e  N ational M a rin e  Fisheries Service (N M F S ) to estim ate A laska fish 
harvesting e m p lo y m e n t. It should be noted  th a t this sum m ary is n o t com p rehen sive , and looks o n ly  at 
th e  selected efforts o f A D O L W D  and N M F S . O th e r  agencies and stakeh o lder groups have ongoing  
processes o r have u n d ertaken  studies to  estim ate co m m erc ia l fish harvesting e m p lo y m e n t. T h e  study 
group  heard  re p ea ted ly  through key in fo rm an t in terview s a w id e -sp read  a c k n o w le d g e m e n t th a t these  
studies have p rovided  critical in fo rm atio n  to  stakeholders, b u t also th a t th e  long -term  costs o f these  
rep ea ted  estim ation  projects m ust be greater than  th e  costs o f a m ore  e ffic ie n t system designed to  
p ro v id e  n eed ed  d ata  on a regular basis.

4 .1  ADOLWD C re w  F a c to r  E s t im a t io n  P r o c e s s

D u rin g  th e  past fe w  years, A D O L W D  has estim ated  th e  n u m b e r o f fish harvesting jobs in Alaska using 
a m eth o d o lo g y  sim ilar to  th a t d eve lo p ed  by A D O L W D  in earlie r efforts; the  results to  date  are  
rep o rted  in O lso n  and Robinson (2 0 0 4 ) and Patton and Robinson (2 0 0 6 ). T h e  series o f e m p lo y m e n t  
estim ates goes back to  2 0 0 0 .

T h e  A D O L W D  e m p lo y m e n t calculations are based on th e  landings m ad e  by in d iv idua l CFEC  
c o m m erc ia l fishing p e rm it holders in Alaska's fisheries. For th e  purposes of th e  estim ation  m eth o d , the  
p e rm it holders are cons idered  em ployers, and th e ir  records o f landings ind icate e m p lo y m e n t activity  
by m o n th  in specific fisheries. T h e  landing data  in fo rm atio n  is p rim arily  o b ta in ed  from  A D F & G  fish 
tic k e t reporting . Because th e  records o f landings do  not specify th e  n u m b er o f jobs and peop le  
involved in th e  fish harvesting, th e  A D O L W D  used a "c re w  factor" m eth odo log y  to  estim ate the  
average lab o r n eed ed  to  fish specific perm its, given th e ir associated region, species and gear typ e . For 
ex a m p le  th e  c re w  fac to r fo r a Bristol Bay D rift G illn e t p e rm it m ig h t be 2 .5 , w h ile  the  c re w  facto r for 
Bering Sea King C rab  p e rm it m igh t be 6 .7 . T h e  A D O L W D  c re w  factors inc lu de th e  p e rm it holder.

A D O L W D  d e v e lo p e d  c re w  factors based on in fo rm atio n  fro m  earlier, s im ilar studies, conversations  
w ith  fisherm en  and processors, and fro m  staff in A D O L W D  and o th e r dep artm en ts  w ith  broad  
kn o w led g e  o f fisheries. In ad d itio n , a stratified sam ple o f 5 ,0 0 0  p e rm it holders in 1 1 7  d iffe ren t 
fisheries was surveyed. Just o ver 1 ,0 0 0  p e rm it holders rep lied  and this in fo rm atio n  was also used in 
the  d e v e lo p m e n t o f th e  c re w  factors. T h e  original survey has evo lved  into an on-g o ing  survey process 
th a t w ill regularly upd ate  c re w  fac to r estim ates fo r all Alaska fishery types.

In A D O L W D 's  process fo r estim ating m o n th ly  e m p lo y m e n t, th e  c re w  facto r ind icated  by the  p e rm it is 
a p p lied  w h e n  a p e rm it h o ld er m akes a t least on e  landing in a m o n th . T he c re w  fac to r is on ly  app lied  
on ce  no m atte r h o w  m an y landings are m ad e p er m on th . T h e  tota l e m p lo y m e n t in each fishery is 
th en  ca lcu lated  by m u ltip ly ing  th e  n u m b er o f active perm its by c re w  factor. W h e n  estim ating total 
e m p lo y m e n t o v e r all fisheries, A D O L W D 's  m eth odo log y  attem pts to  red uce d o u b le  coun ting  th a t  
could  occu r if so m eo n e has several perm its and m akes landings on m ore than  o n e  o f th e m . In these  
cases, th e  p e rm it w ith  th e  greatest associated harvest va lue  d eterm in es  w h ich  c re w  fac to r is activated  
fo r th a t p articu lar p e rm it ho lder.

A D O L W D  assigns c re w m e m b e r jobs to  th e  place o f w o rk  rather than  th e  e m p lo yee 's  residence. M o s t  
o f th e  perm its  issued have a geographic designation to  w h e re  specific species can be harvested and  
w ith  w h a t ty p e  o f gear. For exam p le  th e  A rea  M  seine salm on fishery takes p lace o ff th e  coast o f the  
A leutians East Borough, and  thus th e  jobs generated  in th e  A rea  M  seine salm on fishery are assigned

northernOconormics inc. 17



Improving Seafood Harvesting Labor Data Collection in Alaska Fisheries

to  the  A leutians East Borough. For perm its th a t a llo w  fo r harvesting an yw h ere  in the  state, A D O L W D  
assigns e m p lo y m e n t using a special harvest area  co d e  th a t deno tes th a t general area  in w h ic h  fish 
w e re  harvested.

A D O L W D  also estim ates annual e m p lo y m e n t fish harvesting operations . These estim ates a n n u a lize  
c re w  factors based on th e  n u m b e r o f m onths a given p e rm it is active . Thus, if a p e rm it is active all 12  
m onths o f the  year, the c re w  fac to r fo r th a t p e rm it is m u ltip lied  by 1 . A lternative ly , if a p e rm it is active  
fo r six m onths, the  c re w  fac to r is m u ltip lied  by 0 .5 , and so fo rth . As w ith  total m o n th ly  estim ates, the  
p e rm it w ith  th e  greatest associated value is used fo r p e rm it holders w ith  landings on m u ltip le  perm its  
in any m on th .

Patton and Robinson (2 0 0 6 ) list tw o  reasons w h y  A D O L W D 's  estim ates m ig h t u n d e rc o u n t fishing  
e m p lo y m e n t. First, the  tim e  spen t fo r preparations and fo r c o m p le tin g  operations a t th e  end o f the  
season, until th e  p e rm it h o ld er m akes a landing, is n o t c o u n ted . To  address this lim ita tio n , A D O L W D  
has started surveying p e rm it holders to find  o u t h o w  m uch tim e  is spent on preparations in each  
fishery. This tim e  w ill be included in fu tu re  estim ates. Secondly, w h e n  a p e rm it h o ld er m akes landings  
u n d e r tw o  d iffe re n t perm its in o n e  m o n th , on ly  th e  p e rm it w ith  th e  highest va lue catch is assigned 
e m p lo y m e n t in th a t m o n th . T h e  assum ption is th a t c re w m e m b e rs  w h o  w o rk  for th e  sam e p e rm it  
holders and fish d iffe re n t fisheries in th e  sam e m on th  are  analogous to  em p lo yees  w h o  p erfo rm  
d iffe re n t duties fo r on e  e m p lo y e r during  a m o n th . This assum ption ignores th e  fac t th a t som e p e rm it  
holders m ay hire d iffe re n t c re w m e m b e rs  to fish th e ir d iffe re n t perm its. Since c re w m em b ers  are  not 
specifically id en tified  in the fish tickets th a t record land ing  data, tu rn o ver o f this ty p e  c a n 't be  
cap tu red .

A n o th e r lim ita tion  o f th e  past A D O L W D  fishing e m p lo y m e n t estim ates is th a t th ey  d o  n o t p rovide  
insight in to  th e  residency o f th e  jo b  holders; as noted  above, jobs are  coun ted  by p lace o f w o rk  and  
th e  focus is on th e  n u m b e r o f w orkers  e m p lo yed  d u rin g  a given tim e  period  rather than  th e  id en tity  or  
characteristics o f th e  w orkers them selves (O lson and Robinson, 2 0 0 4 ). This residency lim ita tio n  is also 
c o m m o n  w ith in  o th e r estim ation  efforts. For e xam p le , in w o rk  p rep ared  by N o rth ern  Econom ics, Inc., 
th e  analyses o ften  assume th a t p e rm it holders fro m  rural A laska h ire  cre w m em b ers  fro m  th e  sam e  
c o m m u n ity  as the  p e rm it ho lder.

W e  note  th a t A D O L W D  has en acted  changes in its estim ation  program  over th e  past year inc lu d ing  
d efin in g  the p e rm it as th e  e m p lo y e r ra ther than  th e  p e rm it ho ld er. Thus, if a p e rm it h o ld er m akes  
landings un d er tw o  d iffe re n t perm its in th e  sam e ca len d ar m o n th , each landing  w ill g enerate  a set o f 
jobs. Previously A D O L W D  d e te rm in e d  w h ich  land ing  g enerated  the highest earnings and co u n ted  a 
set o f jobs (i.e ., app lied  th e  c re w  factor) o n ly  fo r th a t one.

4 .2  E ffo r ts  b y  NMFS to  C o l le c t  E m p lo y m e n t D a ta

In th e  last several years N M F S  has in itia ted  several o th e r p rim ary  d a ta  co llection efforts th a t p rovide  
m o re  in fo rm atio n  on c re w  lab o r efforts. H o w e v e r, n on e o f these systems provide in fo rm atio n  across 
all o f Alaska's fisheries. T h a t said, it is possible th a t an app ro ach  to  solving som e o f th e  issues w ith  the  
cu rren t sta tew id e rep ortin g  system could be fo u n d  w ith in  these efforts:

•  Bering Sea and A leu tian  Islands and G u lf o f A laska G rou ndfish  Catch A ccountin g  System

•  In teragency Electronic R eporting System

•  Bering Sea and A leu tian  Islands C rab  Fisheries Econom ic D a ta  R eport

•  C o m m erc ia l Fisheries E m p lo ym en t Survey

•  Regional Econom ic D a ta  C o llec tion  Program  fo r S o uthw est A laska
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T h e  e m p lo y m e n t d ata  co llec tion  and estim ation processes inc lu ded  in these program s are discussed in 
th e  sections be lo w .

4.2.1 Bering Sea and  A leutian Islands and Gulf of A laska Groundfish Catch Accounting 
System

N M F S  rec o rd kee p in g  and reporting req u irem ents  req u ire  reports fro m  vessels partic ipatin g  in 
groundfish fisheries in th e  U .S . Exclusive Econom ic Z o n e  (EEZ) o ff Alaska (5 0  C .F .R . 6 7 9 .5 ) . C atch er  
vessels w ith  an overall length o f greater than  6 0  fe e t m ust co m p le te  a G roundfish  D a ily  Fishing 
Logbook (D FL), w h ile  catcher/processors and m otherships receiving groundfish m ust co m p le te  a  D aily  
C u m u la tive  Production  Logbook (D C P L). D a ta  req u ired  to be rep orted  by vessel ow ners  o r operators  
inc lu de  the  n u m b e r o f  c re w , exclud ing  certified  observer(s), on th e  last day  o f th e  w e e k ly  reporting  
period  in a m othersh ip  o r catcher/processor D C PL, and in th e  DLL on th e  last d ay  o f a trip  fo r a 
catch er vessel.16

N M L S  curren tly  operates an e lectron ic  rep ortin g  (ER) system fo r co llec tion  o f w e e k ly  p roduction  
reports (w hich  su m m arize  logbook data) from  th e  groundfish fisheries (N M F S  Alaska Regional O ffic e , 
2 0 0 6 b ). Th e  ER system a llow s catcher/processors and m otherships to  subm it w e e k ly  productio n  
reports via e -m a il o r d ire c t fro m  a m o d em  fro m  th e ir co m p u te r on b o a rd .17 T h e  benefits  o f the ER 
system inc lu de im p ro ved  d ata  quality , au to m ated  processing o f data, im p ro ved  process fo r correcting  
o r u p d atin g  in fo rm atio n , an d  m ore tim e ly  data  availab le  to  fishery m anagers. T h e  ER system is 
g radually  being  rep laced  by th e  Interagency Electronic R eporting System described b e lo w . T h e  switch  
b e tw e e n  data  rep ortin g  systems w ill b eco m e m an d ato ry  som etim e in 2 0 0 7  (Ackley, 2 0 0 6 ).

4 .2 .2  In terag en cy  Electronic Reporting System

R ecently, an e lec tro n ic  data  reporting system, called th e  Interagency Electronic R eporting  System or 
eLandings, w as d e v e lo p ed  through a co llab orative  e ffo rt by N M F S , A D F & G  and th e  In ternation al 
Pacific H a lib u t C om m issio n , w ith  fund ing  from  th e  Pacific States M a rin e  Fisheries C om m ission (N M F S  
Alaska Regional O ffic e , 2 0 0 6 c ; State o f Alaska, 2 0 0 6 ). The goal o f th e  jo in t e ffo rt is to  d eve lo p  a 
single, In ternet-b ased  rep ortin g  system for A laska fisheries. T h e  eLandings system is designed to  
e lim in a te  rep o rtin g  d u p lica tio n  and increase effic iency  fo r harvesters, processors and fishery  
m anagers. Using th e  system requires a c o m p u te r and p rin ter and an In te rn e t conn ection  w ith  e -m a il. 
In a d d itio n , users m ust request au th orization  and reserve a particu lar U s e rlD  and password. Th e  
system allow s users to  su b m it th e ir landing re p o rt data  (i.e. fish tickets and o th e r req u ired  processing  
reports) to all m a n d a te d  agencies through a series o f eLandings W e b  pages.

T h e  eLandings system was first used in 2 0 0 5  in th e  A leu tian  Islands' W estern  and Eastern golden king  
crab fisheries. C u rre n tly , eLandings is used to  re p o rt landings a n d /o r productio n  d ata  fo r th e  IF Q /C D Q  
crab and C o m m u n ity  o f A d ak  golden king crab, h a lib u t and sablefish IF Q  and s ta te -w id e  groundfish  
fisheries. In th e  fu tu re , th e  system w ill be exp an d ed  to  include landings and p ro d u ctio n  data  reports  
fo r shellfish, salm on, herring  and o ther Alaska fisheries.

16 In general, N M F S  does not enter logbook data submitted by harvesters and processors into electronic 
databases. Logbook data are  available in hard-copy form at and are often used in enforcem ent cases or in 
specialized in-house research projects.

17 T he  E R  system consists of two principal com ponents (N M F S  Alaska Regional Office, 2006b ). T h e  E R  Client 
software is used by personnel on a vessel to enter data and transmit data to N M FS . T he  E R  Host software runs 
at the N M FS  Alaska Regional Office in Juneau. T h e  E R  Host system receives and logs transm itted files, 
validates the data, loads the data into an O racle database, and sends a return receipt report to the vessel or 
processing plant informing them  of the status of their submission.
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D ata  rep o rted  in the  eLandings reporting  process inc lu de A D F & G  fish ticke t record in fo rm a tio n ,18 IF Q  
fisher/processor q u o ta  harvest, and processor p roductio n  in fo rm atio n . In a d d itio n , rep o rted  d ata  
inc lu de th e  tota l n u m b e r o f c re w  (including skippers) o n -b o a rd  th e  vessel.

4 .2 .3  Bering Sea and A leutian Islands Crab F isheries Economic Data R eport

Beginning in the  August 2 0 0 5 , N M F S  is requ iring  an annual Econom ic D ata  R ep o rt (EDR) fro m  any  
o w n e r o r leaseh o lder o f a vessel th a t harvested or processed crab  in the  Bering Sea and A leu tian  
Islands (BSAI) crab fisheries m anaged u n d er th e  IF Q /IP Q  program  (5 0  C .F .R . 6 8 0 ). T h e  purpose o f th e  
d ata  co llec tion  program  is to  co llec t th e  em p lo y m e n t, cost and  sales data  necessary to  a d e q u a te ly  
exa m in e  h o w  vessel and  processing plants are affected by th e  BSAI crab rationalization  program . T h e  
fo llo w in g  in fo rm atio n  is recorded  fo r c re w  w h o  harvest crab and w hose pay is based p rim arily  on  
th e ir harvesting w o rk : 1) th e  n u m b e r o f c re w  aboard  the  vessel (exclud ing  captain) w h o  p ro v id ed  crab  
harvesting labor; 2) th e  to ta l p ay m e n t m ad e to  c re w  (exclu d ing  th e  captain) fo r th e ir  crab harvesting  
labor; and 3) th e  tota l p a y m e n t m ad e to  th e  capta in  fo r his services. T h e  total p a y m e n t to  th e  c re w  
and capta in  is th e  a m o u n t actua lly  paid , n o t the  earnings b efo re  shared expenses (such as fu e l, bait, 
or food  and provisions) a re  d e d u c te d . A ny paym ents to th e  capta in  or c re w  fo r th e ir  IF Q  are  
exc lud ed .

In ad d itio n , th e  re p o rt records the  A D F & G  co m m erc ia l fishing c re w m e m b e r license n u m b e r o r CFEC  
co m m erc ia l fishing p e rm it n u m b e r fo r each vessel e m p lo y e e  partic ipating  in an y  or all BSAI crab  
fisheries and lists the e m p lo yee 's  location (city/state) o f res idence. For em ployees th a t do  n o t have  
A D F & G  c re w m e m b e r licenses or CFEC fishing perm its (processing c re w  fo r e x a m p le ), th e  rep o rt  
records th e  location (c ity /state /country) o f residence and th e  n u m b e r o f em ployees th a t a re  fro m  each  
residential location.

All d a ta  are co llec ted  and held  by the  Pacific States M a rin e  Fisheries C om m ission (P SM FC ). PSM FC  
abides by all statu tory and regulatory data  co n fid en tia lity  req u irem en ts , and o n ly  releases th e  data  to  
N M F S , N o rth  Pacific Fishery M a n a g e m e n t C ouncil staff and  an y  o th e r au th o rized  users in a "b lin d "  
fo rm at. Specifically, all identifiers  associated w ith  data  subm itters are e lim in ated  and rep laced  w ith  
fictitious vessel and  processor identifiers for purposes of analyses. Participation in th e  d a ta  co llec tion  
program  is m an d ato ry  fo r all participants in th e  BSAI crab fisheries. Should participants fail to  su b m it 
th e  EDR, N M F S  is a u th o rized  to  w ith h o ld  issuance or transfer o f IP Q  or IFQ .

4.2 .4  Com m ercial F isheries Employment Survey

In 2 0 0 3 , th e  national offices o f N M F S  d eve lo p ed  th e  C o m m e rc ia l Fisheries E m p lo y m e n t Survey, 
w h ich  is designed to  co llec t e m p lo y m e n t data  fo r use in descrip tive analyses o f th e  e c o n o m ic  
significance o f th e  co m m erc ia l fish harvesting sector fro m  all US states and territories (O ffic e  o f  
M a n a g e m e n t and Budget, 2 0 0 3 ) . The vo luntary  m ail survey w as in itia lly  fie ld ed  in spring 2 0 0 4  and  
ran through the su m m er o f th a t year (Curtis, 2 0 0 6 ) . D u e  to  a lo w  response rate N M F S  o p te d  to  
co n d u c t a p h o n e survey to  d e te c t potentia l non-response bias (i.e ., bias in tro d u ced  because those

18 A D F& G  fish tickets are filled out by the processor for each vessel that delivers fish to that processor. Data  
reported on the fish ticket include A D F& G  vessel number, C F E C  com m ercial fishing perm it inform ation, date  
fishing began, date landed, g ea r type, A D F& G  statistical area  w here fish w ere harvested, landed w eight (in 
pounds) and condition of the catch by species, w eight (in pounds) of discards a t sea and at the dock, num ber 
and type of prohibited species discarded at sea, price paid/received per pound for the recorded weight, and  
m onetary am ount paid /received. A  fish ticket is considered a legal docum ent and requires the signature of the  
vessel captain or operator and the buyer.
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w h o  responded w e re  system atically d iffe ren t from  those w h o  did  not). Th e  p h o n e  survey also had the  
e ffec t o f bu m p in g  up th e  response rate significantly (the final overall response rate was 5 0  percent).

T he survey sam p led  from  th e  en tire  po p u la tio n  o f U .S . co m m erc ia l fishing vessels (w ith  th e  excep tion  
o f Puerto  Rico and the  U .S . V irgin Islands). T h e  p oten tia l responden t universe was an y  co m m erc ia l 
fishing vessel th a t 1) holds a fed era l or state p e rm it o r license; and 2) partic ipated  in fishing activity in 
e ith e r state o r fed era l w aters in 2 0 0 3 .

T h e  m a il-o u t questionnaire  asked each vessel o w n e r o r capta in  to report, fo r the ca len d ar year 2 0 0 3 , 
th e  average n u m b e r o f c re w  taken  on a trip  and th e  n u m b er o f days fished in each 2 -m o n th  period in 
each fishery. This w ill a llo w  fo r the  estim ation  of: the  total n u m b er o f c re w m em b ers  em p lo yed  
(ann ually  and by m o n th ) in all U .S. co m m erc ia l fisheries, th e  to ta l n u m b e r o f c re w m em b ers  e m p lo yed  
by fishery (ann ually  and  by m on th ), and th e  total n u m b e r o f days o f e m p lo y m e n t by fishery and  
across all fisheries. D e p e n d in g  on the  o th e r in fo rm atio n  availab le  regarding each vessel, it should also 
be possible to  provide  estim ates o f fu ll- and  p a rt-tim e  e m p lo y m e n t by state o r by vessel characteristics 
such as gear typ e . T he results o f th e  survey are still being ana lyzed  (Curtis, 2 0 0 6 ).

O n e  o f the  m a jo r lim ita tions o f th e  survey is th a t it w ill on ly  provide a o n e -y e a r snapshot o f the  
e m p lo y m e n t situation in U .S . co m m ercia l fisheries. R epeated  surveys w o u ld  a llo w  on e  to  exam in e  
evo lv ing  trends in co m m erc ia l fishing e m p lo y m e n t, b u t high costs m ay p rec lu d e  th e  fre q u e n t  
adm in istration  o f surveys (the proposed bud get fo r th e  co n tract to co n d u ct th e  survey in FY04 was 
$ 1 7 5 ,0 0 0 ) . A n o th e r lim ita tio n  w ith  th e  N M F S  survey and o th e r vo lun tary  surveys is a llud ed to  
a b o v e— the p oten tia l fo r a high level o f non-response. A ccord ing  to  Curtis (2 0 0 6 ), N M F S  is curren tly  
rev iew in g  th e  accuracy o f th e  survey results given th e  early  non-response p ro b lem .

4.2.5 R egional Economic Data Collection Program  for S ou thw est A laska

N M F S  is proposing to  u n d ertake  a survey e ffo rt in 2 0 0 7  to  co llect data  req u ired  fo r a regional 
e c o n o m ic  analysis associated w ith  Southw est A laska fisheries (71 FR 5 3 6 6 8 , S e p tem b er 1 2 , 2 0 0 6 ).  
T h e  o n e -tim e  m a il-o u t survey w ill request d ata  on e m p lo y m e n t and labor incom e fro m  2 ,2 0 0  vessel 
ow ners  w hose boats d e live red  fish to processors in S outhw est Alaska. N M F S  has hired contractors at 
th e  U niversity  o f A laska Fairbanks to c o n d u c t th e  data  collection pro ject (N M F S  Alaska Regional 
O ffic e , 2 0 0 6 d ). Since the  contractors are  con cern ed  a b o u t th e  lo w  response rate o f a vo lun tary  
survey, th ey  w ill use an approach  slightly d iffe re n t fro m  those used by previous data  co llec tion  studies. 
First, fo r gathering  in fo rm atio n  on e m p lo y m e n t and  earnings, th ey  w ill rely on the survey o f vessel 
ow ners. Second, fo r gathering in fo rm atio n  on costs o f in term ed ia te  inputs used on harvesting vessels, 
th e y  w ill survey th e  suppliers o f  th e  inputs rather than the  vessels ow ners. This approach  w ill a llo w  the  
n u m b e r o f questions on th e  vo lun tary  survey to  be m in im ize d , w h ich  w ill help  to  increase th e  
response rate.
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T h e  p ro jec t co n d u cted  a series o f key in fo rm a n t in terview s to  d e te rm in e  the  breadth  and m agn itude  
o f issues associated w ith  seafood harvesting labor data issues. Th e  interview s targeted researchers, 
m u n ic ip a l em p lo yees , fisherm en , state and fed era l em p loyees, and som e private enterprises. T h e  
in terview s revealed  th a t issues w ith  associated w ith  seafood harvesting labor data  are c o m m o n , but 
g en era lly  lim ited  to  p ub lic  sector entities, researchers, and p e rm it holders and c re w  involved in 
fisheries. Private sector firm s are less a ffec ted  by th e  lack o f data; particu larly  outside th e  im m e d ia te  
harvesting sectors. T h e  in terview s also revealed  th e  lack o f data  is a long-term  anno yance m ore likely  
to  d e lay  o r red u ce  th e  effic iency of program s than actua lly  p reven t program s or result in th e ir  
can ce lla tio n .

5 .1  C o m m o n  I s s u e s  A r is in g  f ro m  C u r r e n t  D a ta  S o u r c e s

T h e  study fo u n d  th a t th e  m ost co m m o n  issues associated w ith  the  c u rren t seafood lab o r harvesting  
d a ta  w e re  tro u b le  m eetin g  grant and program  req u irem ents . A lm ost all o f the  key in fo rm an t 
in terv iew ees  m e n tio n e d  problem s w ith  grant applications and th e  ab ility  to  accurately  describe th e ir  
o w n  personal needs, th e  needs o f th e ir c o m m u n ity , o r s im ply th e  com p osition  o f th e ir co m m u n ity . 
O n e  in te rv ie w e e  described th e  lack o f d a ta  as "a m u lti-ed g e  sw ord th a t cuts in m any d irections an d  in 
very  subtle w ays." These sentim ents w e re  echo ed  during  th e  w o rk  group session described in 
Section 6 . T h e  fo llo w in g  areas describe specific program s or issues m en tio n ed  by m u ltip le  
in terv iew ees.

5.1.1 Denali Com m ission D istressed Com m unities C riteria

Several key in fo rm a n t in terv iew ees said th a t th e  lack o f data  on c re w m em b ers  involved in seafood  
harvesting h am p ered  th e  ab ility  o f th e ir co m m u n ities  to  receive fu n d in g  u n d er th e  D en a li 
C om m ission 's  Distressed C o m m u n ities  C rite ria  program . In 2 0 0 0 , th e  D en a li C om m ission ad o p ted  
th e  Distressed C o m m u n ity  C rite ria  to ensure th a t q ua lified  co m m u n ities  w o u ld  receive federa l a id e . 
This a d o p tio n  p rovided  standard qualification  req u irem en ts  to  ascertain h o w  fund ing  w o u ld  be  
d istributed  to  each  c o m m u n ity . The C om m ission d eve lo p ed  the  fo llo w in g  criteria  to  d e te rm in e  
c o m m u n ity  elig ib ility:

•  Per cap ita  m a rk e t in co m e no greater than  6 7  p ercen t o f th e  U .S. average

•  1 5 0  p e rc e n t o f th e  U .S . average or greater o f poverty  rate

•  3 year u n e m p lo y m e n t rate at 1 5 0  p ercen t o f th e  U .S. average o r greater

A d d itio n a lly , Congress m andates th a t e lig ib le co m m u n ities  are n o t to  receive m ore  than 8 0  p erc e n t o f 
fu n d in g  fo r th e  construction o f health facilities. C o m m u n ities  th a t d o  no t qualify  are no t to  receive  
fu n d in g  o f m ore than  5 0  percent. The in terv iew ees ind icated  th a t th e  fact th a t seafood harvesting  
c re w  m ig h t no t be inc lu ded  in trad itiona l u n e m p lo y m e n t rate calculations h am p ered  th e  ab ility  o f 
h arves tin g -d ep en d e n t co m m u n ities  to qualify  fo r these program s (C u rrie r 2 0 0 6 ; M c C lu re  2 0 0 6 ). 
H o w e v e r, in terv iew ees also ind icated  th a t recent changes to th e  program  had rem oved  som e of these  
trad itio n a l barriers.
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5.1 .2  D evelopm ent of C om prehensive P lans

C o m m u n ity  C o m p re h en s ive  Plans are often th e  basis fo r long-term  d e v e lo p m e n t and  p lann ing  
decisions in m an y  co m m u n ities . In m an y  instances, th ey  also serve as re feren ce  d o cu m en ts  fo r  
citizens and supporting  m aterials fo r fed era l and state grant applications. C o m m u n ities  relying on th e  
seafood harvesting sector fo r e m p lo y m e n t are un ab le  to  accurate ly  show  h o w  im p o rta n t th a t sector is 
to  th e ir  c o m m u n ity  because cu rren t d ata  do n o t a llo w  th e m  to  describe fisheries in v o lv e m e n t by  
c o m m u n ity  m em bers th a t c re w  these boats (Bergey, 2 0 0 6 ). T h e  co m m u n ities  can in c lu d e  in fo rm atio n  
on w h ic h  fisheries are m ost im p o rta n t to  co m m erc ia l fishing p e rm it holders in th e ir co m m u n ities , b u t  
th e ir descriptions o f c re w  in v o lvem en t m ust rely on an ecd ota l ev id en ce , th e ir o w n  kn o w led g e  o f th e  
co m m u n ities , o r assum ptions th a t c re w  are involved in th e  sam e. This asym m etry  o f in fo rm atio n  
m eans th e  com p reh en s ive  plans are less useful in p lann ing  fo r th e  needs o f c re w m e m b e rs  and th e ir  
in v o lvem en t in the c o m m u n ity  than  th e y  are in p lann ing  for th e  needs o f sectors w h e re  m o re  
c o m p le te  e m p lo y m e n t in fo rm atio n  is availab le .

5.1 .3  Federal T rade A djustm ent A ssistance P rogram s

The study heard rep ea ted ly  fro m  key in fo rm an t in terv iew ees th a t on e  o f th e  m a jo r issues w ith  th e  
cu rren t d ata  is the  inab ility  o f com p an ies  or indiv iduals involved in seafood harvesting to  prove  
th e y 'v e  been h arm ed  by shifts in trad e . For th e  seafood industry, labor data are th e  p rim ary  m eans o f  
qualify ing  a c o m p a n y  o r ind iv idual fo r th e  fed era l program s m anaged by the  N o rth w e s t T rad e  
A d ju s tm e n t Assistance C e n te r (TAAC) and th e  U .S . D e p a rtm e n t o f Labor. In o rd e r fo r co m p an ies  to  
qu alify  fo r th e  program  th e y  have to  show  a d ec lin e  in e m p lo y m e n t, w h ile  indiv iduals have to  prove  
th e y  w e re  involved in th e  fishery. C learin g  this h u rd le  can be d ifficu lt fo r c re w m e m b e rs  because as 
in d e p e n d e n t contractors, th e y  are n o t recorded  in state e m p lo y m e n t figures and th e ir  in v o lv e m e n t in 
specific fisheries is n o t reco rd ed . In m ost industries th e  sector itself provides p ro o f th a t th e  in d iv idual 
w o rk e d  in th a t sector, b u t in fisheries clients have to  supply TAACs w ith  th e ir o w n  p ro o f because th e  
centers do not have a state source (Kuhar, 2 0 0 6 ). H e n c e , th e  biggest cost d u e  to lack o f good d ata  is 
paid by p o ten tia l TA A C  clients w h o  are unab le to qualify  fo r th e  trad e  ad ju s tm en t assistance program s  
even though th e y  p artic ipated  in fisheries.

5.1 .4  Hospital R eim bursem ent and  G rants

Conversations w ith  B renda A k e lko k  o f Bristol Bay A rea  H ea lth  C o rp o ra tio n  ind icated  th a t Bristol Bay 
area health  providers face challenges w ritin g  grants because th e y  c a n 't n u m erica lly  p ro ve  th a t th e ir  
popu lations are  in need o f services. For e x a m p le , th e  lack o f fishery-specific counts on th e  n u m b e r o f  
c re w m em b ers  m akes it nearly  im possible to  prove to  granting agencies th a t th e  d e m a n d  fo r services 
swells during  specific fishing seasons and th a t th e  p o p u la tio n  influx is com posed o f indiv iduals w h o  
m ig h t qualify  fo r red uced-co st services. Thus, th e  care providers find  it d ifficu lt n o t o n ly  to  a p p ly  fo r  
grants w h ich  m ig h t expan d  services o r im p ro ve  th e  quality  o f existing services, b u t also to  find  full 
re im b u rs e m e n t for services th e y  are cu rren tly  provid ing.

5.1 .5  S uggested  Solutions from Key Inform ant In terv iew ees

Som e key in form ants suggested solutions th a t b ecam e th e  basis fo r th e  in itia l o p tions p rovided  to  
w o rk  group participants. In genera l, key inform ants to ld  th e  study th a t the system th a t w o u ld  serve 
th e m  best w o u ld  be on e  th a t w o u ld  a llo w  th e m  access to  re liab le  counts o f c re w m e m b e rs  by fishery  
and c o m m u n ity . H o w e v e r, these sam e in terv iew ees ind icated  th a t th e y  d id  n o t th in k  this w o u ld  
h ap p en  until th e  governor and th e  legislature go t beh in d  the  pro ject. As one in te rv ie w e e  stated, "This  
issue is th e  n u m b e r one u n m e t priority  fo r und erstand ing  th e  seafood econ om y, b u t th e  to p ic  isn 't

24 northern@ conomics inc.



Improving Seafood Harvesting Labor Data Collection in Alaska Fisheries

sexy enough to  get th e  a tten tio n  it deserves." In terv iew ees stated th a t it's d ifficu lt to  a ttract the  
a tten tio n  o f decision m akers because th e y  d o n 't  understand th e  d ep th  o f th e  p rob lem  o r th e  a m o u n t  
o f w o rk  need ed  to p ro v id e  th e m  w ith  th e  little in fo rm atio n  th a t is cu rren tly  availab le.

Som e in terv iew ees suggested regional o r partial solutions to  th e  issues associated w ith  tracking  
seafood harvesting labor. O n e  in terv iew ee  suggested a regional solution fo r th e  Bristol Bay sockeye  
fishery. T he suggestion inc lu ded  requiring th a t p erm it holders d ec lare  w h ich  cre w  w o u ld  be fishing  
w ith  th em  for each o p en in g  in the  fishery. Th e  declaration  w o u ld  be m ad e  by record ing  th e  cre w  
license n u m b e r on th e  p e rm it district registration cards an n o u n cin g  w h ich  d istrict th e  p e rm it h o ld er  
w o u ld  fish in during  th e  n ext open ing . This solution w o u ld  a llo w  researchers to  d e te rm in e  h o w  m any  
c re w m em b ers  fished in th e  fishery and w h e re  th ey  cam e fro m . It w o u ld  n o t solve issues beyo nd the  
fishery o r a llo w  th e  d ire c t calculation o f incom e derived  fro m  th e  fishery. O th e r  in terview ees  
suggested tackling th e  p ro b lem  in a phased approach by exp an d in g  th e  fed era l eLandings system.
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6  W o r k  G r o u p  R e s u l t s

A  key c o m p o n e n t o f S W A M C 's  Seafood H arvesting  Labor D a ta  in itia tive was th e  w o rk  group session 
th a t b rought toge ther agency personnel, social scientists, co m m u n ity  leaders and  o th e r stakeholders  
in c lu d in g  c re w -m e m b e rs , vessel ow ners, p e rm it holders, an d  processors. T h e  p rim ary  goal o f th e  w o rk  
group  session was to  o p e n  a d ia lo g  that w o u ld  exam in e  existing and proposed systems th a t deal w ith  
fishing c re w  data . T h e  w o rk  group session was held  on th e  Southeast C am pus o f th e  U niversity  o f 
Alaska in Juneau on  N o v e m b e r 13 and 1 4 , 2 0 0 6 . A  total o f 2 0  persons (as listed in T ab le  2) a tten d ed  
th e  w o rk  group session. S W A M C  sent each a tte n d e e  a p rim e r provid ing  an o verv iew  o f th e  existing  
situation and poten tia l options to  im prove c re w m e m b e r data. T h e  p rim e r is inc lu ded  as A p p e n d ix  B -  
W o rk  C ro u p  Prim er.

Table 2 Work group session A ttendees1

N am e O rg a n iza tio n O rg a n iza tio n  T yp e

W anetta  Ayers Southwest A laska Municipal Conference Comm unities

Linda Freed City of Kodiak Com m unities

Debora King Kodiak C h am ber of Com m erce Com m unities

Chuck M cC allum Lake and Peninsula Borough Com m unities

Laura Gilman Aleutian Pribilof Island Comm unity Developm ent Association Com m unities

G eron Bruce Alaska Dept, of Fish and G am e State Agency

H erm an Savikko Alaska Dept, of Fish and G am e State Agency

Gail Smith Alaska Dept, of Fish and G am e State Agency

Rachel B aker Alaska Dept, of Fish and G am e State Agency

Kurt Schelle C om m ercial Fishing Entry Comm ission State Agency

S tefanie Moreland C om m ercial Fishing Entry Comm ission State Agency

Neal Gilbertson Alaska Dept, of Labor and W orkforce D evelopm ent State Agency

Dan Robinson Alaska Dept, of Labor and W orkforce Developm ent State Agency

A ndy W ink Alaska Dept, of Labor and W orkforce D evelopm ent State Agency

Glenn Haight Alaska Dept, of Com m erce and Com m unity Econom ic D evelopm ent State Agency

Bob Ryznar Alaska Fisheries Information Network Federal Agency

Jeff Hartm an N O A A  F ish eries -A laska  Region Federal A gency

Scott M iller N O A A  F ish eries -A laska  Region Federal Agency

Stephanie M adsen North Pacific Fishery M anagem ent Council and 
Pacific Seafood Processors Association

Federal Agency/ 
Processors

T im  H e n k e l2 D eep  S ea  F isherm en’s Union Crew m em bers

Steve Branson C rew m en ’s Association Crew m em bers

Keith Criddle University of Alaska Fairbanks— Southeast Research

G unnar Knapp 3 Institute of Social and Economic Research Research

Jon Is a a c s 3 U R S , Inc Research

Jonathan King 3 Northern Economics Research

M arcus H a rtle y 3 Northern Economics Research

1ln addition the attendees listed above, Jennifer S ep ez (N O A A  Fisheries), M ark Fina (N P F M C ), and Joe Sullivan  
(M undt M acG regor) all attem pted to attend, but w ere unable to participate because of inclem ent w eather 
conditions in Juneau.
2Attended via telephone  
3M em ber of the consulting team
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6.1  A g e n d a

T he w o rk  group session was m o d era ted  by Jon Isaacs o f URS an d  consisted o f five basic sections:

1) Presentation by Agencies describing th e  d ata  co llec tion  and estim ation processes;

2) Presentations by data  users describ ing th e ir d a ta  needs and  som e of th e  p rob lem s th e y  face
w h e n  try ing  to  use existing data;

3) Presentation o f poten tia l options th a t could  im p ro ve  th e  data  th a t are co llec ted ;

4 ) A  discussion o f th e  pro's and  con's o f th e  various options;

5) A  discussion o f th e  steps necessary to  keep  th e  in itia tive  m oving  fo rw ard ;

T he re m a in d e r o f  this sum m ary contains a separate section fo r each agenda item

6 .2  A g e n c y  P r e s e n t a t i o n s

T h e  w o rk  group session began w ith  presentations regarding existing and p lan n ed  d ata  co llec tion  
systems and m ethods used to  estim ate  c re w m em b ers  in Alaska's fishing industry. Presentations w e re  
m ad e  by G ero n  Bruce and G ail Sm ith o f A D F & G , w h o  p rovided  sum m aries o f th e  c o m m erc ia l c re w  
licensing system, th e  existing pap er fish tic k e t system, and  th e  soon to  be im p le m e n te d  e lec tro n ic  fish 
tic k e t system, and  N ea l G ilbertson o f A D O L W D , w h o  discussed th e  cu rren t m eans o f estim ating  fish 
harvesting cre w  num bers. T h e  presentation sum m aries th a t fo llo w  w e re  d e v e lo p ed  fro m  notes taken  
by study team  m em bers. W h ile  th e  te a m  has m ad e  every effo rt to  accurate ly  su m m arize  th e  
discussions, th e y  w e re  no t transcribed verb a tim  and are paraphrased fro m  the orig inal language.

6.2.1 Geron Bruce of ADF&G on Crew Licenses and  th e  Existing Fish tick e t System

G ero n  Bruce o f A D F & G  p ro v id ed  th e  presentation th a t described th e  cu rren t systems fo r co llec ting  
c re w m e m b e r licenses and th e  existing paper-based  fish tic k e t system for co llec ting  land ing  
in fo rm atio n .

A ccord in g  to  M r . Bruce, co m m erc ia l c re w  licenses are assigned using th e  sam e system that licenses 
recreational fishing an d  hunting. T h e  system, w h ich  annu ally  issues 2 .6  m illion  an n u a l licenses, uses 
a p p ro x im ate ly  2 3 0  vendors, m ost o f w h ich  are  located in Alaska.

In 2 0 0 5  C o m m erc ia l C re w  Licenses g enerated  $ 1 .9  M illio n  in license fees. Revenues from  
C o m m erc ia l C re w  Licenses are  d istributed  to  the  A D F & G  D ivis ion  o f C o m m e rc ia l Fisheries 
(51 p ercen t or ap p ro x im a te ly  $ 9 7 0 ,0 0 0 )  to  license vendors (1 0  p erc e n t or $ 1 9 0 ,0 0 0 )  and to  th e  
Fisherm en's Fund (3 9  p erc e n t or ap p ro x im a te ly  $ 7 4 0 ,0 0 0 ) .19 W h ile  th e  revenue to  both th e  state, th e  
Fisherm en's Fund and to vendors is im p o rtan t, M r . Bruce in d ic a ted  th a t c re w  licenses w e re  n o t used 
by th e  state to  track fishing activ ity  o f c re w m em b ers . H e  d id  h o w e v e r ind icate  th a t c re w m e m b e rs  are  
often  asked to  show  th e ir licenses w h e n  th e  fishing vessel is being inspected by state or fed era l 
en fo rc e m e n t personnel.

19 T h e  F isherm en’s Fund (adm inistered by A D O L W D  provides for the care of A laska licensed com m ercial 
fisherm en who have been injured while fishing in Alaska. See http://www.labor.state.ak.us/wc/ffund.htm  for 
m ore information on the F isherm en’s Fund
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In genera l, th e  license ap p lica tio n  form  is very  sim ilar to  th a t used fo r recreation al fishing an d  hunting. 
It is a p ap e r fo rm  th a t is filled  o u t in trip lica te  by th e  ven d o rs .20 T h e  c re w m e m b e r receives a paper 
co p y  o f th e  license and  o n e  c o p y  goes to  A D F & G  an d  th e  o th e r is re ta in ed  by th e  ven d o r. A D F G  
seasonal staff enters th e  d ata  from  th e  form s into th e  co m p u te rize d  database on an an n u a l basis.

M r. B ruce stressed th a t it is im p o rta n t th a t c re w m e m b e r licenses are  w id e ly  and qu ick ly  ava ilab le  in 
n early  a n y  location w h e re  co m m erc ia l fishing is likely to  take p lace. H e  also stressed th e  im p o rtance  
to  vendors o f reven u e  from  license sales and the  im p o rtan ce  th a t A D F G  places on having vendors in 
m ost locations. Finally, M r. Bruce noted  th e  expense o f converting to  an a lte rn ative  system.

M r. B ruce also p rov ided  th e  w o rk  group session an o v e rv ie w  of th e  c u rren t p aper-based  fish ticket 
system th a t serves as th e  basis track ing  shore-based co m m erc ia l fish landings th ro u g h o u t th e  state. M r. 
B ruce in d ic a ted  th a t in 2 0 0 5 , 2 1 3 ,0 0 0  Fish tickets w e re  received fro m  4 6 6  d iffe re n t processors. Th e  
Fish tic k e t system has an annu al cost o f ap p ro x im a te ly  $ 3 5 0 ,0 0 0 .

Each processor th a t co m p le tes  an " in te n t to  o p e ra te "  ap p lica tio n  (the e q u iv a le n t o f a license for 
processors), th e y  are  issued b lan k  fish tickets for use in th e  u p co m in g  season. Like th e  c re w  licenses, 
th e  fish tickets are  p ap er form s w ith  several carbon  co p y  dup licates  a ttac h ed . W h e n  th e  Fish ticke t is 
issued, a co p y  is given to  th e  p e rm it h o ld er, th e  processor keeps a co p y  and others are sent to  
A D F & G  and to  o th e r m a n a g e m e n t agencies (e.g. th e  In ternation al Pacific H a lib u t C om m ission or 
IP H C , an d  th e  N a tio n a l M a rin e  Fisheries Service or N M F S ).

T h e  fish tickets ind icate  th e  A D F & G  Vessel Id en tifica tio n  n u m b er, th e  Processor Identification  
n u m b er, the  P erm it H o ld e r Id en tifica tio n  n u m b e r and th e  typ e  o f p e rm it on w h ic h  th e  landing is 
m ad e . T h e  Fish tickets also list th e  pounds o f  each species landed along w ith  th e  fishing location , th e  
ty p e  o f gear used, th e  d ate  o f th e  landing, an d  o th e r im p o rtan t data. T h e  Fish tic k e t cu rren tly  does not 
have a p lace th a t co u ld  a c c o m m o d a te  in fo rm atio n  on cre w m em b ers .

Finally M r . Bruce asserted th a t co n fid en tia lity  is a key factor in gain ing  th e  p artic ipatio n  o f p erm it 
holders and  processors in th e  Fish ticke t System— th e  state guarantees c o n fid en tia lity  o f  records to 
en h a n c e  th e  co o p era tio n  o f p e rm it holders and processors in p rovid ing  land ing  in fo rm atio n .

6 .2 .2  Gail Sm ith of ADF&G on th e  eLandings System

M s. G ail Sm ith p ro v id ed  th e  w o rk  group session w ith  a sum m ary o f th e  eLandings System , w h ich  is 
m o re  fo rm ally  kn o w n  as th e  In ter-agency Electronic R eporting System o r IERS. D e v e lo p m e n t o f IERS 
began in 2 0 0 0  in a co o p era tive  e ffo rt by A D F & G , N M F S  and IP H C . T o  d a te  th e  e ffo rt has cost these  
agencies $ 1 .6  m illio n , b u t even tu a lly  w ill conta in  all o f th e  data  th a t is cu rren tly  going into th e  FT and  
IF Q  m o n ito rin g  systems.

M s. Sm ith  p o in ted  o u t th a t ra tio n a liza tio n  o f th e  sablefish, halibut, crab fisheries has been th e  prim ary  
im petus fo r d e v e lo p m e n t o f th e  system. In 2 0 0 7  landings in th e  sablefish, h a lib u t and  rationalized  
crab fisheries in th e  Bering Sea and  A leu tian  Islands w ill be req u ired  to  use th e  IERS. 21 For the  
ra tio n a lized  fisheries, th e  IERS w ill c o m p le te ly  rep lace fish tickets. In ad d itio n , it m ay be vo lun tarily  
used for o th e r fisheries, and  even tu a lly  accord ing  to  M s. Sm ith it is h o p ed  th e  IERS w ill be used in 
nearly  every  fishery in th e  state.

20 Though not mentioned in the presentation, it should be noted that in recent years it is possible to obtain a 
Com m ercial C rew  Licenses (as well as recreational fishing and hunting licenses) over the Internet. No 
identification or verification is required, and while applicants are mailed a license, a tem porary license can be 
printed and used imm ediately.

21 Additional information on IE R S  (eLandings) can be found at h ttps://elandinas.alaska.gov.
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M s. Sm ith in d ica ted  th a t th e  IERS does ask p e rm it holders to  subm it in fo rm atio n  on th e  n u m b e r o f 
fishing c re w m e m b e rs  (as opp osed to  processing crew ) and on th e  n u m b e r o f observers on b oard . M s. 
Sm ith also in d ica ted  th a t th ere  are no c u rre n t plans to  ask th a t fishing c re w m e m b e rs  be id en tified  
using Alaska C o m m erc ia l C re w  License num bers.

6.2 .3  Neil G ilbertson of ADOLWD on th e  Estim ation of A laska Fishing Crew Jo b s

M r. G ilbertson p ro v id ed  th e  w o rk  group session w ith  a sum m ary o f th e  process used by A D O L W D  to  
estim ate  th e  n u m b e r o f fishing c re w  jobs in Alaska by m o n th . M r. G ilbertson began th e  presentation  
by contrasting th a t process w ith  th e  process used to  estim ate w age an d  salary e m p lo y m e n t fo r m ost 
o th e r jo b  types in Alaska.

In 1 9 6 0 , th e  E m p lo ym en t Security  (ES) system began co llec ting  e m p lo y m e n t in fo rm atio n  across th e  
U S w ith  each state's labor d e p a rtm e n t responsible to  p ro d u ce  estim ates for th e ir particu lar state. T h e  
p rim ary  m eans to  p ro v id e  those estim ates is through th e  ES -202 fo rm  th a t is req u ired  to  be su bm itted  
q u arte rly  by all em ployers  w ith  3 or m o re  e m p lo y e e s .22 Because fishing c re w m em b ers  are  g enera lly  
in d e p e n d e n t contactors and n o t w ag e  and salary em p lo yees  o f th e  p e rm it h o ld er o r vessel o w n e r, th e  
E S -202 fo rm  does not cap tu re  fish harvesting e m p lo y m e n t.

M r . G ilbertson also p o in ted  o u t th a t th e  in fo rm atio n  rep orted  on th e  ES-202 is w o rk p la c e  based and  
th e re fo re  d o es n 't specifically in d ica te  th e  residence o f th e  e m p lo y e e . In o th e r w ords, a system for 
cre w m e m b e rs  th a t actua lly  rep o rted  res idence w o u ld  be a step b eyo nd  w h a t is req u ired  cu rren tly  for 
w ag e and  salary em p lo yees . T h e  E S -202 form s requires th a t em p lo yers  rep ort th e  in d iv idua l SSNs o f  
all em p lo yees  as o f th e  1 2 th o f  each m o n th , and  this allow s A D O L W D , in c o m b in a tio n  w ith  
P e rm an en t Fund A p p lica tio n  in fo rm atio n , to  estim ate res ident and  n o n -res id e n t e m p lo y m e n t. In 
general h o w ever, A D O L W D  does n o t use th e  SSNs in th e ir standard e m p lo y m e n t estim ates.23

Because o f th e  im p o rtan ce  o f th e  fishing to  th e  Alaska e c o n o m y , A D O L W D  has, in recen t years, been  
m akin g  estim ates o f fishing c re w  e m p lo y m e n t th a t are s im ilar to  th e  e x ten t possible to  w h a t th e y  
p ro d u c e  fo r o th e r industries from  th e  ES-202s.

M r . G ilbertson described  th e  A D O L W D  process fo r estim ating  fishing e m p lo y m e n t. First th e y  sort 
ind iv id u a l fish tickets (o b ta in ed  fro m  A D F & G ) into d iscrete fisheries by m onth  and p e rm it ho ld er. 
T h en  th e y  assign a cre w  factor to  each fishery and m u ltip ly  th a t factor by each p e rm it fished d u rin g  
th e  m o n th . A D O L W D  estim ates c re w  factors in each  fishery based on a regular survey o f p e rm it  
holders. A D O L W D  assigns regional geographic  indicators based on th e  location o f th e  fishery. For 
e x a m p le , estim ates o f c re w m e m b e rs  in th e  Bristol Bay Salm on fishery are  assigned to  th e  S outhw est 
Alaska Region. For s ta tew id e fisheries, A D O L W D  uses geographic in fo rm atio n  su b m itted  in th e  fish 
t ic k e t in d icating  w h e re  th e  fish w e re  caught and  w e re  th e y  w e re  landed .

M r . G ilbertson w e n t on to  discuss th e  Pros and Cons o f th e  A D O L W D  system, and p o in ted  o u t th a t  
th e  estim ates are  good fo r to ta l e m p lo y m e n t counts for each fishery by m o n th . H e  also in d ica ted  th a t  
th e  n e w  IERS provides actual d a ta  th a t co u ld  rep lace A D O L W D 's  estim ates. O n  th e  C on  side, 
M r. G ilbertson a c kn o w led g ed  th a t th e  systems does not track data on indiv iduals, does not p ro v id e  
in fo rm atio n  on th e  res idence o f c re w m em b ers , does not inc lu de  estim ates o f th e  actual n u m b e r o f 
days w o rk e d  (e ith er on th e  grounds o r tim e  spent on shore w o rk in g  on th e  boat an d  gear). Finally, M r. 
G ilbertson in d ic a ted  th a t A D O L W D  recognizes th a t estim ating c re w  num bers by each p e rm it fished in

22 The specific information on requested on the E S -202  is seen at http://w ww .bls.gov/cew /cew over.htm

23 Som e participants noted that in theory A D O L W D  could take a system atic look at S S N s in the E S -2 0 2  form and  
cross check with available S S N  information in com m ercial crew licenses and permit databases to exam ine the 
question of w hether fishers are working in industries other than in the fishing industry.
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a m o n th  w o u ld  co u n t an in d iv id u a l m u ltip le  tim es if th ey  w o rk e d  in d iffe re n t fisheries during  a single 
m on th .

6 .3  U s e r  P r e s e n t a t i o n s

T h e  presentations on d ata  co llec tion  by agency personnel w e re  fo llo w e d  by presentations o f th ree  
users o f fishery data . L inda Freed and D e b ra  King, both fro m  Kodiak, discussed th e  im p o rtan ce  o f  
having re liab le  fisheries e m p lo y m e n t d ata  in o rd er to  an tic ipate  and respond to  changes in fishery  
regulations. This w as fo llo w e d  by a discussion led by G u n n ar K napp of th e  Institute o f Social and  
Econom ic Research on th e  im p o rtan ce  o f e m p lo y m e n t fo r fisheries research.

6.3.1 Linda Freed City M anager of Kodiak on Im portance of Employment D ata to  Civic
Leaders

Linda Freed discussed th e  fact th a t Kodiak is o n e  o f th e  largest fishing co m m u n ities  in th e  country, but 
th a t it is im possible to  say w ith  any certa in ty  h o w  m any residents actually p artic ip a te  in the  fisheries. 
This b ecam e especially  a p p a re n t w ith  th e  ra tionalization  o f th e  Bering Sea C rab  fisheries. Everyone is 
saying th a t th e  change in crab  fisheries has had a significant im pact, bu t all ev id en ce  o f im p a c t on  
c re w m e m b e rs  is an ecd o ta l— th ere  are no availab le  data  th a t d o c u m e n t h o w  c re w m em b ers  w e re  
affec ted .

T h e  c o m m u n ity  is even m ore concerned  because the C ity  o f Kodiak know s th a t th e  Bering Sea C rab  
fishery w as n o t th e  largest sector o f Kodiak's fishing eco n o m y, certa in ly  noth ing  like the  G u lf o f Alaska 
groundfish fishery. Th e  N P F M C  is looking at ra tionaliz ing  this fishery as w e ll, and residents and city  
officials are very  con cern ed  th ere  could be a significant im pact. U n fo rtu n a te ly , th e re  are  no d ata  on  
w h ic h  to  base an analysis.

T h e  C ity  o f K odiak believes it is in c u m b e n t upon the  federa l and state governm ents to have data  th a t 
a llo w  co m m u n ities  to  be in fo rm ed  and to  be involved in the  process. T h e y  also believe th a t th e  
fishing industry is a significant c o m p o n e n t o f th e  eco n o m y, b u t th ere  is a large n u m b e r o f p eo p le  (the 
crew m em b ers ) th a t are involved in the fishery and in th e  co m m u n ity  fo r w h o m  th e y  c a n 't d o c u m e n t  
th e ir  in vo lvem en t.

6.3 .2  Deborah King of th e  Kodiak C ham ber of Com merce on th e ir  use  of Em ployment Data

T h e  K odiak C h a m b e r o f C o m m e rc e  publishes a m o n th ly  new sletter on o u r labor force th a t reports  
e m p lo y m e n t, wages and salaries, based on th e  in fo rm atio n  th a t com es fro m  A D O L W D . H o w e v e r, for 
th e  fishing industry, w h ic h  is th e  C ity's m ost im p o rta n t industry, th e  rep o rt has noth ing b u t anecd ota l 
in fo rm atio n  and in fo rm ed  guesses. M s. King stated th a t sound, basic d ata  on fish harvesting  
e m p lo y m e n t and in co m e are n eed ed  and those data  needs to  be cred ib le  and factual.

6.3 .3  G unnar Knapp of UAA's In stitu te  of Social and  Economic R esearch

D r. G u n n a r Knapp provided  th e  w o rk  groups a presentation th a t w e  have d iv id ed  in to  tw o  parts: 
Part 1 focuses on th e  challenges fo r research created  by th e  lack o f fishing e m p lo y m e n t data; and  
Part 2 discusses th e  im p o rtan ce  o f e m p lo y m e n t data fo r fisheries research. T he sum m aries provided  
here  are paraphrased fro m  th e  original presentations.
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6.3.3.1 The Challenges for Research Created by the Lack of Fishing Employment Data

As an exa m p le  o f the  challenges fo r research created  by the  absence o f fishing e m p lo y m e n t data, 
G u n n a r Knapp o f ISER discussed prob lem s he en co u n tered  in a study for the  C ity  and  Borough of 
K odiak on Economic Impacts of BSAI Crab Rationalization on Kodiak Fishing Employment and Earnings 
and Kodiak Businesses: a Preliminary Analysis (K napp 2 0 0 6 ).

This study ex a m in e d  h o w  crab ra tionalization  affected e m p lo y m e n t o f K odiak residents— a question  
o f great interest and  im p o rtan ce  to  K odiak as w e ll as m an y o th e r coastal co m m u n ities . Because no 
d ata  are availab le  on fishing e m p lo y m e n t by fishery and co m m u n ity , D r. K napp cou ld  on ly  deve lo p  
an ap p ro x im a te  an sw er to  this basic question , w h ic h  is central to  several m ajo r fisheries policy issues 
facing Alaska.

C learly , the consolidation  resulting fro m  rationalization  caused a m a jo r d e c lin e  in th e  n u m b e r o f 
indiv iduals p artic ip atin g  in Bering Sea crab  fisheries, th e re  was no re liab le  basis fo r estim ating  h o w  
m an y o f th e  c re w  w o rk in g  on Bering Sea crab boats w e re  fro m  Kodiak— e ith e r b efo re  or after 
ra tio n a liza tio n . In th e  tab le  fro m  th e  rep o rt rep rin ted  b e lo w , D r. K napp su m m arized  th e  "q u a lity  o f 
in fo rm atio n  on w h ic h  to  base assum ptions" a b o u t jobs held by K odiak residents as " lo w ."

Table 3 Steps in Estimating Changes in Kodiak Fishing Jobs and Days Worked

S tep Key Assumptions Quality of Information on Which to Base Assumptions
Estim ate total 
changes in jobs on 
Kodiak boats and  
other boats

Estim ate change in 
jobs for Kodiak 
residents

Estim ate changes in 
days worked

A verage jobs per boat 
before and after 
rationalization

Percentage of jobs held 
by Kodiak residents on 
“Kodiak Boats” and on 
non-Kodiak boats

Days worked per crab  
fishing job

Medium : No data are available on average crew  size before  
or after rationalization, but anecdotal evidence is fairly 
consistent. It is uncertain w hether average crew  sizes have  
changed.

Low: W e  don’t have any reliable data on w here crew  live. 
W e  do have data, however, on w here  crab permit holders 
(usually captains) live.

Low: Available A D F & G  data on “average  fishing days” are  
preliminary. No data are available on average  days spent in 
transit, in port betw een landings, or working in Kodiak  
before and after the season.

For his estim ates, D r. K napp assum ed th a t the percentage o f c re w  w h o  w e re  K odiak residents was the  
sam e as the  percentage o f p erm it-h o ld ers  on "K od iak  Boats" w h o  w e re  K odiak residents— b u t he had 
no w a y  o f kn o w in g  w h e th e r this w as a valid  assum ption.

Table 4 Residence of Bristol Bay Red King Crab Fishery Permit Holders, 2004/05

Kodiak Boats Other Boats Total
Kodiak 35 4 39

Permit holder O ther Com m unities 19 191 210

residence Unknown 2 2

Total 54 197 251

%  Kodiak residents 65% 2% 16%

Source: Based on permit holder residency reported in C F E C  Perm it Flolder D atabase 2 0 0 4
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Based on  this assum ption, he estim ated th a t ra tionalization  resulted in a loss o f a b o u t 1 0 4  jobs for 
K odiak residents in th e  Bristol Bay Red King C rab  fishery and a b o u t 5 9  jobs in the  Bering Sea Sn ow  
C rab  fishery. But he noted  th a t "the actual n u m b e r could  have been significantly higher o r low er, 
d e p e n d in g  on w h e th e r boats te n d e d  to  hire p eo p le  from  th e  sam e to w n  as th e  p e rm it ho ld er."

As a n o th e r e x a m p le , D r. K napp cited research he had d on e a b o u t e c o n o m ic  effects o f the C hign ik  
C o -o p . T h e  C o -o p  resulted in a dec lin e  o f a b o u t 4 0  or 5 0  (half o r m ore) in th e  n u m b e r o f boats 
fishing. C learly , th ere  w as a significant dec lin e  in th e  tota l n u m b e r o f p eo p le  w o rk in g  in this fishery. 
But it w as very  unclear th e  e x te n t to w h ic h  th e  C o -o p  affected c re w  jobs fo r local C h ign ik residents, 
because no data  w e re  availab le  on the e x te n t to  w h ic h  cre w  jobs in th e  C h ign ik  fishery w e re  held by  
local residents.

In ta lk in g  a b o u t this po litically  charged issue— as occurs w ith  m an y issues in Alaska— peop le  w ith  
d iffe re n t op in ions o ffered  w id e ly  varying assessments o f local e m p lo y m e n t effects. C o -o p  opp onents  
to ld  D r. K napp th a t th e  C o -o p  had caused e c o n o m ic  and social stress because local peo p le  lost c re w  
jobs. In contrast, C o -o p  supporters told D r. K napp th a t any local residents w h o  w a n te d  a c re w  jo b  
cou ld  g et o n e — and th a t before and during  th e  C o -o p  th e y  had to  hire c re w  from  outside the region  
because th ey  c o u ld n 't find  local peop le  w h o  w a n te d  to  crew . W ith o u t an o b jec tive  d ata  source, there  
w as no w a y  fo r D r. K napp to  d e te rm in e  w h ich  o f these perspectives a b o u t this im p o rta n t issue was  
closer to  th e  tru th .

6.3.3.2 Gunnar Knapp of ISER on the Importance of Employment Data for Fisheries Research

In o rd e r to th in k  c learly a b o u t options fo r im proving  fishing e m p lo y m e n t data, it is im p o rtan t to  have  
a c lear understand ing  o f the  d iffe ren t w ays in w h ic h  fishing e m p lo y m e n t d ata  are used or m igh t be 
used if b e tte r d a ta  w e re  ava ilab le . O n e  o f th e  m ost im p o rtan t o f these uses is fo r research.

A  w id e  varie ty  o f fisheries policy research involves analyzing  th e  im p o rtan ce  o f co m m erc ia l fisheries—  
th e  e c o n o m ic  and social benefits and im pacts o f fisheries— a n d /o r h o w  these benefits and im pacts  
m ig h t be  a ffec ted  by d iffe re n t policies. M easu rin g  the e c o n o m ic  and social benefits and im pacts o f 
fisheries requires kn o w in g  m o re  than h o w  m an y fish are caught, o r th e  value o f th e  fish th a t are  
caught. It requires e m p lo y m e n t data: in fo rm atio n  a b o u t th e  p eo p le  th a t are involved in catch ing fish; 
h o w  m an y p eo p le  p artic ip ate  in th e  fisheries; h o w  m uch tim e  th e y  spend fishing; and w h a t th ey  earn.

6.3.3.3 The Range of Research Questions that could be Answered with Better Employment Data

T h e  te x t box b e lo w  describes th ree  general types o f research questions th a t arise freq u en tly , and th a t  
c a n 't  be fu lly  answ ered w ith o u t fishing e m p lo y m e n t data.
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General Fisheries-Related Research Questions That Arise Frequently 
and That Can't be Fully Answered Without Fishing Employment Data

1) How important is commercial fishing? What are the economic and social benefits and 
impacts of commercial fisheries?

a) H o w  eco n o m ica lly  im p o rta n t is co m m erc ia l fishing re lative to  o th e r industries?

b) H o w  is th e  e c o n o m ic  im p o rtan ce  o f co m m erc ia l fishing changing over tim e?

c) H o w  is th e  e co n o m y (includ ing  co m m erc ia l fishing) changing o ver tim e?

d) For th e  nation

e) For Alaska

f) For specific regions o f A laska

g) For specific A laska co m m u n ities

2) What have been or would be the effects of changes in fisheries on the economic and 
social impacts and benefits of commercial fishing?

a) Effects o f changes in fish prices

b) Effects o f changes in fish harvests

c) Effects o f changes in fisheries m a n a g em en t

d) Effects on the  nation

e) Effects on Alaska

f) Effects o f specific regions o f A laska

g) Effects on specific A laska co m m u n ities

3) What would be the effects of non-fishing related economic developments or policies on 
the economic and social impacts and benefits of commercial fishing?

a) Effects o f offshore oil and gas d e v e lo p m e n t

b) Effects o f m ines

c) Effects o f road d e v e lo p m e n t

d) Effects on the nation

e) Effects on Alaska

f) Effects o f specific regions o f A laska

g) Effects on specific A laska co m m u n ities
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T h e  box b e lo w  provides are specific  exam ples o f each type o f question described above.

Examples of Research Questions of Current Interest 
That Can't be Fully Answered Without Fishing Employment Data

1) How important is commercial fishing?

Example Studies: (The fo llo w in g  are real a n d /o r hypo thetica l studies.)

a) What are the relative economic contributions of commercial and sport fishing—and what
would be the implications of changes in allocations between commercial and sport fisheries ?

b) Is fishing harvesting employment in the Lake and Peninsula Borough large enough to merit a 
training grant requested of the US Economic Development Administration ?

c) Is the number of persons directly affected by Salmon Disaster in the Bristol Bay Region in
sufficiently large to merit the disaster relief funds proposed, or should those funds be redirected
to relieve Midwest flood victims.

2) What have been or would be the effects of changes in fisheries on the economic impacts and
benefits of commercial fishing?

Example Studies: (The fo llo w in g  are real a n d /o r hypo thetica l studies.)

a) What were the effects of crab rationalization on Alaska coastal communities? What might be 
the economic effects of proposed new rationalization programs?

b) How many individual crewmembers have 150 days of participation in Alaska fisheries in the 
last 5 years?

c) Which individuals and communities would have been eligible to receive payments from Stellar 
Sea lion Impact Payments ?

3) What would be the effects of non-fishing related economic developments or policies on the
economic impacts and benefits of commercial fishing?

Example Studies: (The fo llo w in g  are real a n d /o r hypo thetica l studies.)

a) How many people might be affected if fisheries resources were affected by development of the 
Pebble mine in the Bristol Bay Region and in which communities would those impacts fall?

b) If the US Minerals Management Service offshore lease sale in Bristol Bay is successful, would 
there be enough human resources in the local communities to fulfill the year-round 
employment requirements of oil and gas development companies ?

c) How would the development of a commercial fishing harbor in Adak affect the employment 
situation in the community?
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6.3.3.4 The Types of Fishing Employment Data that are Needed for Research?

T h e re  are th re e  broad types o f fishing e m p lo y m e n t data  o r m easures that are usually o f greatest 
im p o rtan ce  fo r fisheries research:

•  Fisheries p artic ip atio n — the n u m b e r o f indiv iduals partic ipatin g  in fishing

•  Fisheries fu ll- t im e -e q u iv a le n t (FTE) e m p lo y m e n t— th e  n u m b e r o f years w o rk ed  in fishing

•  Fisheries earnings— incom e earned  by fisherm en fro m  fishing

D e p e n d in g  on th e  research issue, d iffe re n t m easures m ay be m ost im p o rta n t— o r all th ree  m ay be  
im p o rtan t. For e xam p le , a dec lin e  in prices m ay affec t earnings b u t n o t affec t p artic ipatio n  o r FTE 
em p lo y m e n t. A  dec lin e  in th e  T A C  m ay n o t a ffec t p artic ipatio n  b u t m ay  affect FTE e m p lo y m e n t and  
earnings. C rab  ra tio n a liza tio n  greatly reduced crab fishing partic ip atio n , du e  to  fle e t consolidation , b u t 
had a sm aller e ffec t on crab  fishing FTE e m p lo y m e n t, because boats fished longer seasons.

For m ost fisheries research it is n o t suffic ient to k n o w  to ta l A laska fisheries partic ip atio n , FTE 
e m p lo y m e n t o r earnings. T o  be useful, these d ata  are usually n eed ed  by fishery, by fisherm en 's  
c o m m u n ity  o f residence, or by both fishery and c o m m u n ity  o f residence. T h e  te x t box b e lo w  shows  
th e  various levels o f disaggregation o f  fisheries d a ta  th a t are o ften  req u ired .

Potentially Useful Levels of Disaggregation of Fisheries Employment Data

1) By Fishery

2) By Residence o f Fisherm en

a) By State

b) By Region

c) By C o m m u n ity

3) By Fishery and Residence o f Fisherm en

a) By Fishery and State o f Residence

b) By Fishery and Region o f Residence

c) By Fishery and C o m m u n ity  o f Residence

6 .4  O p tio n s  B ro u g h t  to  t h e  W o rk  G ro u p

This section introduces th e  set o f options th a t could  be used to  im p ro ve  e m p lo y m e n t d a ta  fo r th e  
c o m m erc ia l fish harvesting sector in A laska. T h e  in itia l list is iden tica l to  the  o p tions listed in th e  W o rk  
G ro u p  Prim er foun d  in A p p e n d ix  B -W o r k  G ro u p  Prim er.

T h e  goal in deve lo p in g  th e  p re lim in ary  set o f options was to  d eve lo p  a basis fo r discussion. T h e  initia l 
set o f options was d e v e lo p ed  by N o rth ern  Econom ics a lo n e , solely fo r discussion purposes, and  it 
should be em ph asized  th a t none o f the  initial options w e re  vetted  o r p re -ap p ro ved  by any agency or  
stakeh o ld er group. Finally, it should be noted th a t in presenting these options, N o rth ern  Econom ics  
does n o t im p ly  th a t th e  options are necessarily feasib le o r practicab le , nor should it be in ferred  th a t  
no o th e r options are possible. Fo llow ing the  in itia l presentation to th e  w o rk  group, participants  
au g m en ted  th e  initial list w ith  add itio n a l options and sub-options.
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T h e  set o f options are d iv id ed  into tw o  general categories: 1) O p tio n s  th a t w ill im p ro ve  th e  A D F & G
C o m m e rc ia l C re w  License data , and 2) O p tio n s  th a t w ill rep o rt activities o f fishing cre w m em b ers ,
in c lu d in g  both A D F & G  license holders and CFEC p e rm it holders acting as crew .

6.4.1 P roposed Options to  Im prove ADF&G Com m ercial Crew License d a ta

This section presents options to  im prove th e  A D F & G  C o m m erc ia l C re w  License D ata .

Option 1.1 Maintain the existing ADF&G Commercial Crew License System: As ind icated  in 
previous discussions, all licenses are issued an nu ally  by vendors th ro u g h o u t th e  state w h o  
c o m p le te  a h a n d -w ritte n  fo rm  w ith  dup licates. A  co p y  is issued to  th e  in d iv idua l as th e ir license  
an d  th e  original is subm itted  to th e  state. Each license issued has is p re -p rin ted  w ith  un iq ue  
n u m b e r fo r th a t particu lar year, and th e re fo re  each ind iv idual receives a u n iq u e  license num ber. 
This system is e ffective in th a t it allow s licenses to  be issued instantly in nearly  any co m m u n ity  in 
th e  Alaska. H o w e v e r, because the  d ata  are c o m p le ted  by hand by m any hundreds o f vendors, 
an d  because in fo rm atio n  verification  req u irem ents  are m in im al, en terin g  and using th e  data  in an 
e lec tro n ic  database is p ro b lem atic . This o p tio n  w o u ld  m ain tain  the status q u o .

Option 1.2 Change to a Renewable License System: U n d e r this option  indiv iduals w o u ld  be issued 
a re n e w a b le  license w ith  a un iq u e  and non -transferab le license n u m b er. It is presum ed th a t this 
license n u m b e r w o u ld  be generated  by th e  sam e system th a t generates CFEC P erm it IDs. O n c e  a 
license is associated w ith  an ind iv idual, th e  ID  n u m b e r w o u ld  be p erm a n e n tly  associated w ith  
th e  in d iv id u a l, w h e th e r the  n u m b e r is associated w ith  a c re w m e m b e r license or w ith  a CFEC  
p erm it. Each license h o ld er w o u ld  be issued a s e m i-p e rm a n e n t license card, w h ic h  presum ably  
w o u ld  inc lu de a m agn etic  data  strip.

C re w  licenses w o u ld  be ren ew ed  in th e  sam e m an n er th a t CFEC Perm its are  re n e w e d . N e w  
licenses w o u ld  still be availab le  and could  be issued using the  sam e o r sim ilar system th a t 
cu rren tly  exists. N e w  p ap e r-co p y  licenses w o u ld  be valid  only  until such tim e  as a p e rm a n e n t  
license card could  be issued. In o rd e r to  encourage existing license holders to  re n e w  th e ir  
licenses in a tim e ly  m an n er, it is an tic ip a ted  th a t th e  price o f n e w  licenses (or d u p lica te  licenses) 
w o u ld  be considerab ly h igher than th e  cost o f a license ren ew al. A n o th e r o p tio n  w o u ld  be to  
issue m u lti-y e a r licenses.

Option 1.3 Create a Computerized Real-Time License Issuance System: This o p tio n  w o u ld  re­
v a m p  th e  cu rren t system used to issue co m m erc ia l fishing licenses, and  because th e y  u tilize  the  
sam e issuance system, w o u ld  incid enta lly  re -vam p  th e  system for issuing recreation al fishing and  
h un ting  licenses. T h e  n e w  system w o u ld  be s im ilar to  th e  licensing system used by th e  O reg on  
D e p a rtm e n t o f Fish and W ild life .

In this system, all license vendors w o u ld  be issued a c o m p u te r th a t connects e lec tron ica lly  to  the  
license database. W h e n  indiv iduals request to  purchase a license, th e y  w o u ld  be asked to  
p rovide if th e y  have purchased a license in th e  past and to  provide positive id en tifica tio n  (e.g. a 
valid  driver's license w ith  photo id, a passport, etc). T he in fo rm atio n  w o u ld  then  posted to  the  
database, and if a m atch is re turned  to  an existing entry , the  purchaser w o u ld  be asked to  verify  
and up d ate  th e  in fo rm atio n  in the  database, and th e  license w o u ld  be ren ew ed  w ith  th e  sam e  
license ID  as in previous years. If no m atch is fo u n d , then  all o f th e  in fo rm atio n  fo r a n e w  license  
w o u ld  be co llected  and verified  by th e  ven d o r, and en tered  d irectly  into th e  database. In e ith e r  
case (n e w  license o r license ren ew al) th e  system w o u ld  p rin t the  licensee's in fo rm atio n  including  
b ar-co d ed  or m agnetic  data  on to  a s e m i-p e rm a n e n t card, sim ilar to  those used fo r p re -p a id  
calling cards.
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G iven  the n u m b e r o f licenses th a t w o u ld  be issued o r ren e w e d  annu ally , it is likely  th a t license  
fees co u p led  w ith  reductions in d a ta  en try  costs w o u ld  likely  be able  pay fo r this typ e  o f system  
w ith in  a fe w  years.

6.4.1.1 Crew Licensing Options Provided by Work group session Participants

Option 1.4 Upgrade Existing ADF&G System for Issuing Crew Licenses: This o p tio n  was proposed  
during  th e  w o rk  group session. T h e  system o f issuing annu al licenses through vendors w o u ld  be  
re ta ined . H o w e v e r, changes w o u ld  be m ad e , po te n tia lly  includ ing  b u t n o t lim ited  to  (a) 
im proving  th e  re liab ility  o f th e  d a ta  co llec ted , and (b) co llec ting  m o re  or d iffe re n t in fo rm atio n .

Option 1.5 Create a New "Professional Crew" License: This o p tio n  was proposed during  th e  w o rk  
group session. This is, in effect, a c o m b in a tio n  o f O p tio n  1.1 and  1 .2 . T h e  existing "regular c re w  
license" system w o u ld  be m a in ta in ed  as is— allo w in g  ind iv iduals  to  q u ick ly  and easily get 
licenses. H o w e v e r, c re w  w o u ld  have a n e w  (and vo lun tary) o p tio n  o f ob ta in in g  a "professional 
c re w  license." This license could  be ap p lied  fo r o n lin e  o r by m ail or a t selected o th e r locations, 
analogous to  th e  w ays in w h ich  perm its m ay curren tly  be purchased fo r n o n -lim ite d  fisheries. 
Professional c re w  license holders w o u ld  receive a p e rm a n e n t c re w  n u m b e r and could  re n e w  
th e ir  licenses (u pd ating  address and o th e r personal in fo rm atio n  annually). T h e re  w o u ld  need to  
be som e incen tive  th a t w o u ld  m ake this o p tio n  attractive to  m ost indiv iduals w h o  fish m o re  than  
occasionally (e.g. fish in m u ltip le  fisheries o r exp e c t to  fish in m o re  than o n e  year). This m ight 
include lim ita tion  o f e lig ib ility  fo r poten tia l fu tu re  "c re w  q u o ta  shares" a n d /o r fisheries assistance 
program s to  professional c re w  license holders. T h e  rationale  fo r this system is th a t it w o u ld  
provide m ore re liab le  in fo rm atio n  fo r those c re w  w h o  are m ost involved in and m ost d e p e n d e n t  
on the  fisheries, inc lu d ing  th e  ab ility  to  track long -term  p artic ipatio n .

6.4.2 P roposed Options That Will R eport A ctivities of Fishing C rew m em bers

Option 2.1 Maintain the status quo: U n d e r this o p tio n  no changes w o u ld  be m ad e  to  en h a n ce  
reporting  o f activities o f fishing cre w m em b ers .

Option 2.2 Require all crewmembers and permit holders to complete and submit an "Alaska 
Crewmember Activity Form" at the end of each fishing year: T h e  fo rm  w o u ld  ask all 
c re w m em b ers  and p e rm it holders to  ind icate th e  fisheries in w h ich  th e y  partic ip ated  as 
cre w m em b ers , th e  vessel(s) on w h ic h  th e y  p artic ipated  and th e  n u m b e r o f trips th e y  took . A  
hypo thetica l version o f an "Alaska C re w m e m b e r A ctiv ity  Form " is show n in Figure 4 .

T h e  Alaska C re w m e m b e r A ctiv ity  Form  (hereafter th e  fo rm ) w o u ld  be availab le  o n lin e , and it 
w o u ld  also be m ailed  to  each licensee and p e rm it h o ld er a t som e p o in t late in th e  year. In o rd er  
to  ensure th a t th e  fo rm  is subm itted  by all licensees and p e rm it holders, th e  regulations w o u ld  
ind icate th a t th e  licensee o r p e rm it h o ld er w o u ld  be p en a lized  fo r fa ilure  to  c o m p le te  th e  form  in 
a tim e ly  and accurate m an n er.
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Figure 4. Hypothetical Alaska Crewmember Activity Form

: . : :  : a

Crewm em ber Information
Name: ADF&G Crew License Number: 

Or CFEC Permit ID:
City, State and Zipcode:

Activity Information
Please fill complete a row for fishery and vessel on which you fished on during the past reporting period. If you 
fished on more than on vessel in a particular fishery, complete a separate row for each vessel.

Fishery (see back) ADF&G Vessel # Permit Holder ID 
(if known)

Month Number of 
Trips

Average 
Time at Sea

Note: T he  back of this form would contain a list of the A laska fisheries for which permits are issued.

Option 2.3 Require all active permit holders to submit a completed "Alaska Crewmember 
Activity Form" at the end of each fishing year for each crewmember they employed during 
the year: This o p tion  is very  sim ilar to  O p tio n  2 .2  ex c e p t th a t p e rm it holders w o u ld  be req u ired  
re p o rt th e  activities o f all o f th e ir c re w m em b ers . T he reports w o u ld  be d u e  by January 15  o f the  
fo llo w in g  year. In this o p tio n  c re w m em b ers  w o u ld  not be required to  rep o rt activities.

Option 2.4 Require all active permit holders to submit a completed Alaska Crewmember Activity 
Form for all crewmembers they engaged each time a landing is made: T h e  reports cou ld  be  
su b m itted  d irectly  to th e  ap p ro p ria te  m a n a g e m e n t agency by fax  or em a il, or th e y  could  be  
p ro v id ed  to  processors o r te n d e r vessels w ith  each delivery.

Option 2.5 Require Permit holders to submit a completed Alaska Crewmember Activity Form 
whenever registering for a fishery or whenever undergoing a tank inspection. Registration is 
req u ired  in th e  Bristol Bay drift and  set g illne t fisheries, and in several groundfish and herring  
fisheries, and ta n k  inspections a n d /o r registration is req u ired  in m ost crab fisheries. In this o p tio n , 
th e  A laska C re w m e m b e r A ctivity Form  w o u ld  be co m p le ted  prior to  actually engaging in th e  
fishing activity.

Option 2.6 Require observers to complete an Alaska Crewmember Activity Form regarding 
crewmembers on any vessel observed in the federal or state fishery observer programs:
O bservers are req u ired  in th e  federa l groundfish fisheries, in th e  Bering Sea and A leu tian  Island 
crab  fisheries and in th e  scallop fishery. In th e  groundfish fisheries, all catch er processors and  
vessels g rea ter than  1 2 5 ' length overall (LO A ) are required  to  carry observers 1 0 0  p ercen t o f the  
t im e . Vessels b e tw een  6 0 ' and 1 2 5 ' LO A  are required  to  have 3 0  p ercen t observer coverage. 
O b server coverage requirem ents in th e  crab and scallop fisher are slightly d iffe re n t than  observer 
req u irem en ts  in th e  groundfish fisheries.
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Option 2.7 Augment the logbook reporting requirements in all fisheries that require logbooks to 
include completion of an Alaska Crewmember Activity Form for each week the vessel is 
active: In this o p tio n , th e  logb ook form s w o u ld  be au g m en ted  w ith  an Alaska C re w m e m b e r  
A ctiv ity  Form . A ll vessel operators w o u ld  be req u ired  to  rep o rt th e  activities o f harvesting c re w  
w ith  th e  sam e fre q u e n c y  th a t logbook data  are rep orted .

Option 2.8 Create an electronic version of the Alaska Crewmember Activity Form that would be 
reported on all vessels and processors using the Interagency Electronic Reporting System:
For those fisheries th a t u tilize  the  IERS system , an e lec tron ic  version o f the  Alaska C re w m e m b e r  
A ctiv ity  Form  fo r all c re w m e m b e rs  w o u ld  be subm itted  a long w ith  each land ing  record/fish  
ticket.

Option 2.9 Change the current fish ticket form to accommodate information reported in the 
Alaska Crewmember Activity Form. A ny processor th a t issues a fish ticke t w o u ld  be req u ired  to  
obta in  the  c re w m e m b e r data  fro m  the p e rm it h o ld er and  to  rep o rt th e  in fo rm atio n  on the  fish 
ticket.

6.4.2.1 Crew Activity Documentation Options Provided by Work group session Participants

This section describes options th a t w e re  proposed by w o rk  group session participants d u rin g  the
discussions. T he o ption  descriptions, have in som e cases, been  en hanced  fo r consistency by the
authors o f this report.

Option 2.2A Require that all crewmembers maintain a log book of activities during the year.
C re w m e m b e rs  w o u ld  be req u ired  to  list th e  p e rm it ho ld er, vessel and dates o f all fishing trips in 
w hich  th e y  p artic ipated . T he log b o o k  w o u ld  be tu rned  in to  the state (A D F & G  or A D O L W D )  at 
th e  en d  o f each fishing year. Because this o p tio n  is sim ilar to  O p tio n  2 .2  listed ab o ve , it was  
trea ted  as a sub-option .

Option 2.3A Require that Permit Holders maintains a log book of crewmembers that were on 
board for each fishing trip made under each of the permits used, along with the trip dates 
and the number of the vessel used. T h e  log book w o u ld  be tu rn ed  in to  th e  state (A D F & G  or 
A D O L W D ) a t the  en d  o f each fishing year. Because this o p tion  is sim ilar to  O p tio n  2 .3  listed 
above, it w as treated  as a su b -option .

Option 2.10 Make crew subject to regular Unemployment Insurance reporting requirements 
similar to those required for wage and salary employees. U n d e r this o p tio n  p e rm it holders  
w o u ld  be req u ired  to  c o m p le te  ES -202 form s (or an equ iva len t) th a t w o u ld  rep o rt c re w m e m b e rs  
em p lo yed  on a q u arte rly  basis.

Option 2.11 Require permit holders to provide a copy of IRS 1099 forms (or an equivalent 
form) to state agencies for all crewmembers to whom crew payments were made.

6 .5  W o rk  G ro u p  D is c u s s io n  o n  O p tio n s

D u rin g  th e  second day o f th e  w o rk  shop, th e  participants system atically w o rk e d  through th e  list o f
proposed options discussing th e  pros and cons o f each. In looking  at th e  options, partic ipants agreed
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th a t th e  group w o u ld  bear in m ind  the  questions regarding c re w m e m b e rs  th a t need  to  be answ ered  
an d  th e  constraints faced by th e  m an a g em en t agencies in im p le m e n tin g  n e w  program s.

6.5.1 D iscussion G uidelines

T h e  fo llo w in g  discussion guidelines w e re  established. Participants agreed th a t th e  evaluation  o f 
o p tions should be based on h o w  w ell th ey  answ er the questions and d ea l w ith  th e  constraints listed 
b e lo w .

1) D oes th e  o p tio n  u n d er consideration provide in fo rm atio n  th a t w ill ind icate h o w  econ om ica lly  
im p o rta n t th e  c o m m erc ia l fisheries a re ...

a) by fishery?

b) by geographic  a rea  d o w n  to th e  co m m u n ity  level?

2) D oes th e  o p tio n  u n d er consideration track ind iv idual c re w m em b ers , w h ic h  w ill en ab le  reliab le  
estim ates o f . . .

a) n u m b e r o f person-m onths em p lo yed  in each fishery?

b) th e  consistency o f partic ipation  by individual?

c) the  annu al round o f partic ipation  by individual?

d) th e  incom e o f c re w m em b ers  by fishery and m onth?

3) H o w  does th e  o p tion  u n d e r consideration mesh w ith  the  needs o f agencies to  co llec t biological 
data?

4 ) D oes th e  o p tio n  u n d e r consideration w o rk  in both fisheries m anaged by A D F & G  and fisheries 
m anaged by N M F S  and IPH C ?

5) D oes th e  o p tio n  w o rk  w e ll fo r both shore-based landings and offshore fisheries?

6) D oes th e  o p tio n  m ain ta in  co n fid en tia lity  protections provided  to  p e rm it holders and processors
and p rovide co n fid en tia lity  protections fo r crew m em bers?

7) H o w  w ell does th e  o p tio n  mesh w ith  existing data  systems and data  sets?

6.5 .2  D iscussion of P ros and  Cons of Options to  U pgrade th e  Licensing System

W o rk  group  session participants discussed som e th e  basic pros and cons o f th e  existing license system. 
W e  list these b e lo w :

• Pros
o Licenses can be o b ta in ed  in nearly every  co m m u n ity  in Alaska, 
o Licenses can be issued on very short notice  

o License fees g enerate  substantial incom e fo r the  state.

• Cons
o License num bers fo r an ind iv idual are  n o t p erm an en t.

o A n n u a l data  entry  costs are high, relative to  applications in w h ich  th e  data  are used,

o Tracking  licensees over tim e  is not possible w ith o u t access to  highly co n fid en tia l SSNs.

o T h ere  are no m eans to  link ind iv idual licensees to  co m m erc ia l fishing activities.
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A fter rev iew ing  th e  options fo r upgrading th e  licensing system , th e  group  decid ed  to  d e fe r discussion 
on O p tio n s  1.1 -  1 .3 . Som e participants noted  th a t do in g  noth ing— O p tio n  1.1 was u n ac cep tab le  to  
m ost in the group— som e changes clearly had to  be m ad e  to th e  license system. H o w e v e r, it w as also 
suggested th a t th e  changes proposed in O p tio n  1 .2 — creating  a re n ew ab le  license, and O p tio n  1 .3 —  
m oving  to an en tire ly  rea l-tim e licensing system w e re  changes th a t w e re  to o  large in scope until it was  
m ore certain  th a t th e  existing system w as tru ly  unab le  to  p rovide the  in fo rm atio n  necessary. 
T h erefo re , discussion focused on O p tio n s  1 .4 — upgrading th e  existing system, and O p tio n  1 .5 —  
creating  a professional c re w  license.

6.5.2.1 Pros and Cons of Option 1.4

Option 1.4 Upgrade Existing ADF&G System for Issuing Crew Licenses: T he system o f issuing 
annual licenses through vendors w o u ld  be re ta ined . H o w e v e r, changes w o u ld  be m ad e  po te n tia lly  
including, b u t n o t lim ited  to , (a) im proving  th e  re liab ility  o f th e  d a ta  co llec ted , and  (b) co llec ting  m o re  
o r d iffe re n t in fo rm atio n .

T h e  discussion bu ilt on the  assertion by som e participants th a t w o rk in g  w ith  th e  existing license data  
sets w as very  d ifficu lt, and th a t it w as e x trem e ly  d ifficu lt and tim e  consum ing to  track in d iv idual 
license holders over tim e , p rim arily  because th ere  w e re  no consistent identifiers. Som e partic ipants  
suggested th a t this issue w as d u e  in p art to the fact th a t th e  license in fo rm atio n  is re -en te re d  by 
A D F & G  every year fo r every license h o ld er and th a t th ere  are o ften  subtle changes in th e  entries th a t  
p rec lu d e  m atch ing  across year in co m p u te rize d  searches. Participants also p o in ted  o u t th a t persons 
ap p ly in g  fo r a c re w  licenses are n o t req u ired  to  provide  any p ro o f o f residence or any o th e r offic ia l ID  
in o rd e r to  obta in  the  license.

D u rin g  discussion o f this op tio n , som e participants suggested th a t A D F & G  could upgrade and im p ro ve  
collec tion  o f addresses, SSN, and o th e r data  and req u ire  th a t an offic ial p icture ID  to  be p ro d u ced  in 
o rd er to  receive a license. These types o f changes w o u ld  a llo w  in d iv idua l license holders to  be m o re  
read ily  tracked o v e r t im e , and w o u ld  help  researchers understand c re w  longevity, m o b ility , m igration , 
etc.

O th ers  in the  group asserted th a t it w o u ld  be very d ifficu lt to  get vendors to verify  id en tifica tio n  and  
th a t it w o u ld  be m igh t not be legal to  req u ire  th a t c re w m e m b e rs  provide a SSN in o rd e r to  get a 
license. Further, som e participants no ted  th a t any p e rm it h o ld er cou ld  also act as c re w  and th a t even  
if c re w  license in fo rm atio n  was k n o w n , it w o u ld  no t p ro v id e  in fo rm atio n  a b o u t all o f th e  activities  
c re w  cond uct.

In th e  end participants agreed th a t A D F & G  w o u ld  m ake  a co n certed  effo rt to  e x a m in e  th e  existing  
c re w m e m b e r license database and to  look fo r w ays th a t th e  d ata  could  be c leaned and im p ro ved .
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6.5.2.2 Pros and Cons of Option 1.5

Option 1.5 Create a New "Professional Crew" License: This o p tio n  was proposed d uring  the  
w o rk  group session and is in effect, a c o m b in a tio n  o f O p tio n  1.1 and  1 .2 . T h e  existing "regular c re w  
license" system w o u ld  be m ain ta in ed  as is— allo w in g  indiv iduals to  qu ick ly  and easily get licenses. 
H o w e v e r, c re w  w o u ld  have a n e w  (and vo luntary) option  o f o b ta in in g  a "professional c re w  license."  
T h e  professional license could  be ap p lied  fo r o n lin e  or by m ail or a t selected o th e r locations, 
analogous to  th e  w ays in w h ic h  perm its m ay curren tly  be purchased fo r n o n -lim ite d  fisheries. 
Professional c re w  license holders w o u ld  receive a p e rm a n e n t c re w  n u m b e r and cou ld  re n e w  th e ir  
licenses (u p d atin g  address and o th e r personal in fo rm atio n  annually).

T h e  proponen ts  o f this o p tio n  ind icated  th a t th ere  w o u ld  need to be som e incentive  th a t w o u ld  m ake  
this o p tio n  attractive  to  m ost indiv iduals w h o  fish m ore  than occasionally (e.g. fish in m u ltip le  fisheries 
or e x p e c t to  fish in m o re  th an  one year). Incentives m ight inc lu de a lim ita tion  o f e lig ib ility  for 
p o ten tia l fu tu re  "c re w  q u o ta  shares" a n d /o r fisheries assistance program s to  professional c re w  license 
holders. O th e r  incentives m ig h t include a red uced  ren ew al fee  for professional licenses.

Proponents ind icated  th e ir  ra tionale  fo r this system is th a t it w o u ld  p rovide  m ore re liab le  in form ation  
fo r those cre w  th a t are m ost involved in and m ost d e p e n d e n t on th e  fisheries, inc lu d ing  th e  ab ility  to  
track long -term  partic ip atio n . F urtherm ore, license renew als w ith  a p e rm a n e n t license n u m b er  
assigned to an in d iv idual w o u ld  likely be c h e a p e r to  en te r and track from  a database perspective than  
w o u ld  en tire ly  n e w  licenses every  year. Participants also p o in ted  o u t th a t a system w ith  m ultip le  
classes o f licenses is n o t en tire ly  new . R esident and n o n -res id en t classes o f licenses a lready exist as 
w ell as ch ild ren 's  licenses and "d u d e" licenses. T h ere fo re  creating n e w  categories o f licenses m ight 
n o t be th a t big o f a d ea l. Finally som e participants suggested th a t if professional c re w m em b ers  w e re  
issued a s e m i-p e rm a n e n t c re w  card w ith  a m agnetic  strip or b ar-co d e  it w o u ld  fac ilita te  integration  
w ith  th e  eLandings system.

O n  th e  negative side, som e participants noted th a t th e  professional c re w  license could  cause 
d iscrim ination  against professional c re w m em b ers  by p e rm it holders o r vessel ow ners, if it was 
b elieved  th a t th e y  m ig h t a t be a llocated som e portion  o f th e  fishery w h e n /if  th ey  are ra tiona lized . 
Fu rth erm o re , som e partic ipants suggested th a t ad d in g  a professional license class m ight push the  
existing license system b eyo nd  its usefulness.

6 .5 .3  D iscussion of Pros and  Cons of Options to  Track Crew Activity

Before looking  a t specific options, to track activity o f c rew m em b ers , there  was a general discussion of 
th e  pros and cons o f options to  track  c re w  activity.

• Pros
o Linking c re w m e m b e r d ata  to d ata  o f p e rm it holders w ill en ab le  n o t on ly  estim ates o f activities 

o f c re w  days w o rk e d , b u t w ill also en ab le  estim ates o f incom e, even if no d ire c t data  are  
co llec ted  on c re w  shares.

• Cons
o W ith o u t a re liab le  license database th a t accurately  tracks indiv iduals o ver tim e , all o f  the  

options rep ortin g  c re w  activity w ill be d ifficu lt to  im p le m e n t and utilize , 
o C o llec tion  o f d a ta  on cre w m em b ers  w ill be costly to  w h ich ev er agency is charged w ith  the  

responsibility
o T h e re  is no regulatory m an d ate  to  co llec t th e  in fo rm atio n  so it unclear w h ich  agency should  

bear th e  cost o f co llec ting  and m ain ta in in g  th e  data, 
o T h e  sam e lack o f a regulatory m an d a te  w ill m ake en fo rc e m e n t o f data  subm ission difficu lt.
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Before beginn ing  discussion o f options to  track c re w m e m b e r activities, the  group d e c id e d  to  d e fe r
discussions o f O p tio n s  2 .1 , 2 .5 , 2 .6 , and  2 .7  fo r th e  fo llo w in g  reasons:

•  O p tio n  2.1 w o u ld  do  n oth ing  so th ere  was noth ing  to  discuss.

•  O p tio n  2 .5  w o u ld  have req u ired  reporting c re w m em b ers  w h e n e v e r a vessel w as inspected. T h e  
group fe lt this o p tio n  w o u ld  n o t p rovide a broad enough coverage o f enough o f th e  fisheries to  be 
m eaningfu l.

•  O p tio n  2 .6  w o u ld  have req u ired  reporting  o f c re w m e m b e rs  by observers. S ince on ly  vessels 
greater than  6 0  fe e t fishing in th e  groundfish fisheries or in th e  rationalized  crab fisheries w o u ld  
be affec ted , th e  group d ec id ed  th a t this o p tion  w o u ld  n o t co ver enough o f th e  vessels to  p rovide  
m ean ingfu l in fo rm atio n .

•  O p tio n  2 .7  w o u ld  a u g m e n t regular log book data  w ith  c re w m e m b e r logs s im ilar to  th a t show n in 
Figure 4 . on page 3 9 . W o rk  group m em bers fe lt th a t since log book data  th a t are  cu rren tly  
collected  are  n o t en te re d  in to  e lec tron ic  data  bases, it w o u ld  be un likely  th a t c re w  d ata  on these  
form s w o u ld  be availab le  fo r analysis.

6.5.3.1 Pros and Cons of Option 2.2A

Option 2.2A R equire  th a t all c re w m em b ers  m ain ta in  a log b o o k  o f activities d uring  th e  year.
C re w m e m b e rs  w o u ld  be req u ired  to list the  p e rm it ho ld er, vessel and dates o f all fishing trips in w h ich
th e y  p artic ip ated . T h e  log b o o k  w o u ld  be tu rned  in to  th e  state (A D F & G  or A D O L W D ) a t th e  end  o f
each fishing year.___________________________________________________________________________________________

Steve Branson and T im  F lenkel, both o f w h o m  rep resent c re w m e m b e rs , presented this o p tio n . T h ey  
ind icated  th a t fro m  th e ir perspective cre w m em b ers  aro u n d  th e  state are interested in be ing  c o u n ted . 
D u rin g  th e  discussion som e participants suggested th a t d a ta  en try  cou ld  be fac ilita ted  w ith  an o n lin e  
d ata  en try  system th a t w o u ld  a llo w  c re w m em b ers  to  e n te r th e ir  d a ta  d irectly  in to  a database.

T h e  o ption  o f using a logbook generated  considerab le discussion. Th e  pros and cons listed b e lo w  
sum m arize  th a t discussion, a long  w ith  several outstanding issues.

• Outstanding Issues

o W h o  w o u ld  be req u ired  to  rep ort— all c re w m em b ers  o r o n ly  "professional" crew m em bers?
o W o u ld  it be possible to  req u ire  p erm it holders to  sign form s or o therw ise  vouch fo r th e

accuracy o f th e  log books? 

o W h ic h  agency w o u ld  be responsible for co llecting, m anag ing  and distributing th e  data?

•  Pros

o C re w  logbooks could  p rovide  a lo t o f in fo rm atio n  w ith o u t causing a rep ortin g  burd en  on
o th e r stakeholders such as p e rm it holders and processors.

o A n o n lin e  logbook fo rm  could  reduce data en try  costs fo r th e  m anaging agency

• Cons
o W o u ld  all c re w m e m b e rs  be req u ired  to c o m p le te  logbooks? C re w  logbooks could  p ro v id e  a

lot o f in fo rm atio n  w ith o u t causing a rep ortin g  burd en  on o th e r stakeh o lder such as p e rm it  
holders and processors, 

o W ith o u t  a legislative m an d ate  th ere  w o u ld  no w a y  to  req u ire  th e  submission o f logs,

o V e rifica tio n  o f in fo rm atio n  w o u ld  be d ifficu lt w ith o u t also requiring  in fo rm atio n  fro m  p e rm it
holders.
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o  W ith o u t a verification  process, th ere  could  be significant incentives fo r ind iv idual 
cre w m em b ers  to  en h a n ce  th e ir  p artic ipatio n  records, particu larly  if it is be lieved  th a t  
partic ipatio n  m ight lead to  a share o f a ra tionalized  fishery.

o O th e r  stakeholders m ay oppose any in fo rm atio n  on c re w m em b ers  if it is perce ived  th a t such 
d ata  could  lead to an allocation to  c re w  in a ra tionalization  schem e.

6.5.3.2 Pros and Cons of Option 2.3 and Option 2.3A

Option 2 .3 :  R equire  all active p erm it holders to  su b m it a co m p le ted  "Alaska C re w m e m b e r A ctiv ity  
Form " a t th e  end o f each fishing year fo r each c re w m e m b e r th ey  e m p lo yed  d uring  th e  year.

Option 2.3A: R equire  th a t P erm it H olders m ain ta in  a log book o f c re w m em b ers  th a t w e re  on board  
fo r each fishing trip  m ade u n d er each p e rm it used, along w ith  th e  trip  dates and th e  n u m b e r o f th e  
vessel used. T h e  log book w o u ld  be tu rned  in to  th e  state (A D F & C  or A D O L W D ) a t the  end o f each  
fishing year. Because this o p tio n  is sim ilar to  O p tio n  2 .3  listed above, it was trea ted  as a sub-option .

Discussions on O p tio n  2 .3  q u ick ly  generated  tw o  n e w  options th a t w o u ld  req u ire  p e rm it holders to  
re p o rt c re w  as em p lo yees  on ES-202 form s o r to su b m it copies or IRS 1 0 9 9  form s or th e  e q u iv a le n t in 
th e  fo rm  o f se ttle m en t sheets. These tw o  n e w  o p tio n  are discussed separately as O p tio n  2 .1 0  and  
O p tio n  2 .11

T h e  discussion o f O p tio n  2 .3  and 2 .3 A  revealed th e  fo llo w in g  pros and cons, a long w ith  several 
outs tanding  issues.

• Outstanding Issues

o  W o u ld  p e rm it holders be req u ired  to  keep a log book to  facilitate  reporting?
o W o u ld  in fo rm atio n  rep o rt days fished by perm it?

o W o u ld  in fo rm atio n  in c lu de trip  dates?

o W o u ld  c re w m em b ers  be a llo w ed  to re v ie w  records to  verify  accuracy o f subm itted  
in fo rm ation?

o H o w  w o u ld  co n fid en tia lity  issues be resolved? W o u ld  c re w m em b ers  have access to  th e  log 
books in w h ic h  th ey  are  reported?24

o In cases o f m u ltip le  p e rm it holders on a given trip , (e.g. sablefish o r h a lib u t IF Q  trips) w h ich  
p e rm it h o ld er w o u ld  be required  to  rep ort, and  w h o  w o u ld  be rep orted  as cre w m em b ers .

•  Pros

o R equiring  submission o f c re w  activ ity  reports before a p e rm it was ren e w e d  w o u ld  provide  
significant incentives fo r co m p lian ce  by p e rm it holders.

o P e rm it holders a lready  keep  track o f this in fo rm atio n  as it is req u ired  fo r se ttle m en t sheets.

•  Cons

o T h e  o p tio n  w o u ld  place a significant b u rd en  on th e  p e rm it holders, w h ile  th e  prim ary  
ben e fic ia ry  w o u ld  be c rew m em b ers .

o P e rm it holders w o u ld  n o t have significant incentives to  provide c o m p le te  and accurate  
in fo rm atio n .

o V e rifica tio n  o f in fo rm atio n  w o u ld  be d ifficu lt.

24 A  brief sum m ary on the confidentiality issues related to crew m em ber data from the perspective of the authors 
of this report is provided in Appendix C -  Confidentiality Issues.
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o Unless c o m p le te  tr ip  in fo rm atio n  (i.e ., p e rm it h o ld er ID  and Fish ticket ID ) was p ro v id ed , the  
options w o u ld  not en ab le  estim ation  o f c re w m e m b e r in co m e.

o D a ta  en try  could  be costly.
o T h ere  w o u ld  be a lack o f a true en fo rc e m e n t m echanism  w ith o u t regulatory au th ority .

6.5.3.3 Pros and Cons of Option 2.4

Option 2.4 R equire  all active p e rm it holders to  subm it a co m p le te d  Alaska C re w m e m b e r A ctiv ity  
Form  for all c re w m em b ers  th e y  engaged each tim e  a landing is m ade: T h e  reports cou ld  be subm itted  
by fax  or em ail d irectly  to  th e  ap p ro p ria te  m an a g em en t agency, o r th ey  could  be p ro v id ed  to 
processors or te n d e r vessels w ith  each delivery.

T h e  discussion o f O p tio n  2 .4  and O p tio n  2 .8  (report c re w  active w ith in  th e  IERS) w e re  often  
in te rm ixed . Th e  goal o f both options w o u ld  be to  create a  system th a t w o u ld  en ab le  th e  rep ortin g  o f 
cre w m em b ers  correspo nd ing  to each landing. In general, partic ipants agreed th a t linking  
c re w m e m b e r activity reports to  landings w o u ld  be th e  ideal system . H o w e v e r, th e  discussion clearly  
noted  th a t deve lo p in g  such a system could  be d ifficu lt and costly.

T h e  fo llo w in g  lists describe som e o f the  pros and cons o f O p tio n  2 .4 . A d d itio n a l pros and cons listed 
w ith  option  2 .8  are also likely to  apply .

• Pros
o Linking c re w m e m b e r data  to specific landings provides significantly m ore  d ata  than  is

o b ta in ab le  w ith  annu al reports.

o Estimation o f c re w  in co m e is possible assum ing th a t c re w  share estim ates are availab le .

• Cons
o R equiring th a t th e  rep o rt c o m e fro m  th e  d e live ry  vessels, m eans processors w o u ld  have to

rep ort in fo rm atio n  a b o u t w h ich  th e y  have no know led ge.

o V erifica tio n  o f w h e th e r rep orted  c rew m em b ers  are actua lly  on board  could  be d ifficu lt,
a lthough it w as noted  th a t is certa in ly  possible th a t both  c re w  and p e rm it h o ld er w o u ld  sign 
off on th e  report.

o  R eporting c re w m em b ers  w ith  each landing could  be p ro b lem atic  w ith  short trips and fast-
paced fisheries (such as in Bristol Bay Salm on fishery) w h e re  there  is very  little  tim e  to  
co m p le te  fish tickets.

o R eporting c re w m e m b e r on trips w h e re  m u ltip le  fish tickets are g en era ted  w o u ld  be
p ro b lem atic . (Exam ples inc lu de IF Q  trips w h e re  both sablefish and h a lib u t are lan d e d .)

o T h e  options w o u ld  req u ire  a c o m p le te ly  n e w  d ata  system.
o T h e  o p tio n  w o u ld  conceivab ly  result in as m any records as th ere  are fish tickets, creating  a

significant n e w  d ata  m a n a g e m e n t re q u ire m e n t w ith  th e  associated costs.

o T h e  o ption  does n o t specifically rep o rt c re w  incom es.
o If c re w  share in fo rm atio n  was required  in th e  rep ort it w o u ld  create  significant negative

incentives fo r accurate reporting.
o Linking c re w m em b ers  to  fish tic k e t creates th e  possibility o f significant co n fid e n tia lity  issues.25

25 A  brief sum m ary on the confidentiality issues related to crew m em ber data from the perspective of the authors  
of this report is provided in Appendix C -  Confidentiality Issues.
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6.5.3.4 Pros and Cons of Option 2.8

Option 2.8: Create an electronic version of the Alaska Crewmember Activity Form that would be 
reported on all vessels and processors using the Interagency Electronic Reporting System: For
those fisheries th a t u tilize  th e  IERS system, an e lec tro n ic  version o f th e  Alaska C re w m e m b e r A ctiv ity  
Form  fo r all c re w m em b ers  w o u ld  be subm itted  along w ith  each landing record/fish ticket.

A  s ignificant portion  o f th e  w o rk  group discussion focused on O p tio n  2 .8  and the  co n c ep t o f 
c o m b in in g  a c re w m e m b e r rep ort w ith  th e  eLandings system. In general, participants agreed th a t at 
least fro m  th e  perspective o f  reporting c re w  activities, O p tio n  2 .8  should be regarded as th e  preferred  
system , w h ile  O p tio n  2 .4  should be regarded as an in terim  step.

N o tw ith s tan d in g  th e  general attractiveness o f O p tio n  2 .8 , participants generally  agreed th a t the  o p tion  
w o u ld  be expensive and d ifficu lt to im p le m e n t. F urtherm ore, participants also p o in ted  o u t th a t  
n e ith er O p tio n  2 .8  or O p tio n  2 .4  w o u ld  d irectly  rep o rt c re w  shares o r c re w  in co m e— info rm atio n  th a t  
is v ie w e d  as critical to com m unities. W ith o u t  in fo rm atio n  reporting  c re w  incom es, several o f the  
partic ipants v ie w e d  th e  O p tio n s  as in ad eq u ate .

O th ers  p o in ted  o u t th a t if th e  system provides re liab le  partic ipatio n  data  by trip , th en  A D O L W D  or 
o th e r resources could  focus on deve lo p ing  re liab le  estim ates o f average c re w  shares paid by fishery. 
C o m b in in g  statistically re liab le  c re w  share in fo rm atio n  from  surveys o f th e  industry w ith  accurate  data  
on in d iv id u a l c re w m e m b e r partic ipation and gross revenue fo r each landing  w o u ld  y ie ld  reasonably  
accu rate  estim ates o f c re w  incom e. F urtherm ore, these estim ates could  be linked to  c o m m u n ity  and  
co u ld  be tracked o v e r t im e .

•  Pros

o T h e  eLandings (IERS) system is th e  w ave  o f th e  fu tu re; any n e w  systems th a t are d eve lo p ed  
should be  integrated into that system.

o In ad d itio n , all o f th e  pros listed fo r O p tio n  2 .4  also app ly  to  O p tio n  2 .8

•  Cons

o T h e  eLandings systems w ill only be im p le m e n te d  in a select fe w  fisheries. It w ill be vo lun tary  
in m ost s tate -m anaged fisheries, and ap p lica tio n  o f th e  system to  all fisheries m ay be a long­
term  process.

o  In a d d itio n  all o f the cons listed fo r O p tio n  2 .4  also ap p ly  to  O p tio n  2 .8 .

6.5.3.5 The Pros and Cons of Option 2.9

Option 2.9: Change the current fish ticket form to accommodate information reported in the 
Alaska Crewmember Activity Form. A n y  processor th a t issues a fish tic k e t w o u ld  be req u ired  to  
ob ta in  th e  c re w m e m b e r data  from  the p e rm it h o ld er and  to  rep o rt th e  in fo rm atio n  on the  fish ticket.

Discussion w ith in  the  w o rk  group w ith respect to  this particu lar o p tion  was genera lly  q u ite  negative  
d u e  largely to  th e  fac t th a t processors w o u ld  be req u ired  to  rep ort on in fo rm atio n  (specifically th e  
cre w m e m b e rs  on board th e  vessel) a b o u t w h ich  th e y  have no kn ow led ge. In a d d itio n , som e  
partic ipants no ted  th a t th e  costs o f designing and distributing a n e w  fish tic k e t fo rm  w o u ld  be 
significant.
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• Cons

o Processors w o u ld  have to  re p o rt on in fo rm atio n  a b o u t w h ic h  th e y  have no kn o w led g e . This 
w o u ld  create  a significant legal bu rd en  fo r processors, and w o u ld  also create  significant 
reporting  and p a p e rw o rk  burdens, 

o A  n e w  fish ticke t fo rm  w o u ld  have to  be designed and d ev e lo p e d , 
o In a d d itio n , all o f the  cons listed fo r O p tio n  2 .4  also ap p ly  to  O p tio n  2 .9 .

6.5.3.6 The Pros and Cons of Option 2.10

Option 2.10: Make crew subject to regular Unemployment Insurance reporting requirements 
similar to those required for wage and salary employees. U n d e r this option p e rm it holders w o u ld  
be req u ired  to c o m p le te  ES-202 form s (or an eq u iva len t) th a t w o u ld  rep ort c re w m e m b e rs  em p lo yed  
on a q u arterly  basis.________________________________________________________________________________________

A  p a rtic ip an t proposed O p tio n  2 .1 0  as an app ro ach  th a t w o u ld  u tilize  th e  existing e m p lo y m e n t  
rep ortin g  system utilized  by A D O L W D  to  rep o rt w age and salary e m p lo y m e n t and earnings.

In general, the  idea intrigued th e  w o rk  group and m an y participants fe lt th a t the  c o n c e p t m erited  
fu rth er investigation and thou ght.

Th ere  are several outs tanding  issues th a t w o u ld  need to  be investigated, also w ith  som e obvious pros 
and cons. W e  list these b e lo w .

•  Outstanding issues

o T h e  c u rren t ES -202 fo rm  and rep ortin g  system are bu ilt aro u n d  the u n e m p lo y m e n t insurance
program . If fisheries w e re  to use th e  rep ortin g  system , w o u ld  th ere  necessarily be a 
re q u ire m e n t fo r th e  fishing industry to  be p art o f th e  u n e m p lo y m e n t insurance program ?  

o C u rre n tly  ES-202 rep ortin g  req u irem en ts  e x e m p t firm s w ith  fe w e r than  3 em p lo yees . W o u ld
this sam e e x em p tio n  a p p ly  to  fisheries, and th e re b y  m ake th e  m ajo rity  o f sm all scale p erm it 
holders and vessel ow ners  exem p t? 26 

o C ould  th e  ES-202 fo rm  be au g m en ted  or ad ap ted  in any w a y  that w o u ld  en ab le  ind iv idual
c re w m em b ers  to be linked to  p articu lar fisheries? 

o Fisheries are a lready  e x e m p t fro m  m in im u m  w age laws. If fisheries w e re  to  use th e  ES-202
system, w o u ld  it also req u ire  co m p lian ce  w ith  m in im u m  w ag e laws?

o T h e  ES-202 system w as d eve lo p ed  to  re p o rt w age and salary e m p lo y m e n t. Fishing
cre w m em b ers  are in d e p e n d e n t contractors. W o u ld  cre w m em b ers  necessarily have to  
beco m e w age and salary em p lo yees  o f th e  p e rm it h o ld er o r vessel o w n e r in o rd e r to  use the  
system?

o W h o  w o u ld  have th e  right to  access th e  data? W o u ld  c re w m em b ers  have th e  right to  verify
th a t th e ir partic ipatio n  w as accurate ly  ch aracterized  by th e  p e rm it h o ld er or vessel ow ner?

26 At a presentation by to the A nchorage C ham ber of C om m erce on D ecem ber 11, 2 0 0 6  Neil Fried of A D O L W D  
indicated in response to a question from the author of this report, as to w hether fishers and other independent 
contractors w ere included in his forecasts. Neil indicated that independent contractors w ere  not required to 
submit E S -202  data, but that contractors (and by implication fishers) could submit E S  20 2  information on a 
voluntary basis.
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• Pros

o C o u ld  po te n tia lly  be im p le m e n te d  using existing data  systems.
o Because th e  ES -202 reports SSNs o f em ployees, Alaska residents could  po te n tia lly  be linked

to  c o m m u n ities  through p e rm an en t fund app lica tion  records, 

o W o u ld  n o t req u ire  an upgrade o f the  cre w  licensing system,

o W o u ld  rep o rt in d iv idua l c re w m e m b e r earnings

•  Cons

o W o u ld  req u ire  state legislation and possibly federa l legislation

o W o u ld  not provide  fishery-specific in fo rm atio n , unless it is possible to  add CFEC fishery code
in fo rm atio n .

o T h e  re q u ire m e n t to  rep o rt em ployees on ES -202 form s could  prove to  be a d is incentive fo r  
hiring a d d itio n a l crew .

o T h e  rep ortin g  burd en  w o u ld  rest a lm ost en tire ly  on p e rm it holders or vessel ow ners, w h o  
w o u ld  no t necessarily see any benefits fro m  th e  program .

6.5.3.7 The Pros and Cons of Option 2.11

Option 2.11: Require permit holders to provide a copy of IRS 1099 forms (or an equivalent form) 
to state agencies for all crewmembers to whom crew payments were made.

Like th e  previous o p tio n , participants proposed O p tio n  2 .11  d u rin g  the  w orkshop; basing th e  o p tion  
on th e  fac t th a t p e rm it holders or vessel ow ners a lready rep o rt c re w m e m b e rs ' p artic ipatio n  and  
earnings to  both th e  c re w m e m b e r and the fed era l g o ve rn m en t in th e  fo rm  o f a 1 0 9 9 . T h e  o ption  
w o u ld  req u ire  th a t a co p y  o r a sim ilar form  also be subm itted  to  state agencies fo r th e  purpose o f 
estim ating  fishing e m p lo y m e n t and incom e. Participants also noted  th e  c re w m em b ers  also receive  
s e ttle m en t sheets fro m  p e rm it holders. S e ttlem en t sheets are fishery-specific, and w o u ld  typically  
id en tify  th e  p e rm it h o ld er and  th e  fishing vessel, as w e ll as the  c re w  share percentage.

In genera l, partic ipants fe lt th a t th e  option  had som e m e rit in th eo ry  and w o u ld  answ er som e o f the  
questions th a t n eed ed  answ ering. H o w ever, participants c learly stated th a t th e  o p tio n  w o u ld  req u ire  
state legislation and possible federal legislation, and th a t ad d itio n a l in fo rm atio n  a b o u t th e  o p tion  
w o u ld  be req u ired  in o rd er to  pass ju d g m e n t on th e  o p tion .

T h e re  are  several outstand ing  issues th a t w o u ld  need to  be investigated also, w ith  som e obvious pros 
and cons. W e  list these b e low .

• Outstanding issues

o Is it possible fo r a state to  require submission o f in fo rm atio n  subm itted  to th e  IRS? 

o W o u ld  se ttle m en t sheets rather than 1 0 9 9  form s be sufficient?

o W h o  w o u ld  have th e  right to access the  data? W o u ld  cre w m em b ers  have th e  right to  verify
th a t th e ir  p artic ip a tio n  w as accurately  characterized  by th e  p e rm it h o ld er or vessel ow ner?

• Pros

o Access to  IRS d o cu m en ts  by o th e r agencies m ay n o t be possible.

o W h ile  th e  1 0 9 9  form s w o u ld  rep ort SSN, se ttlem en t sheets m ight not. If enab ling  legislation
req u ired  rep ortin g  o f SSNs, Alaska residents could p o ten tia lly  be linked to  co m m u n ities
through p e rm a n e n t fu n d  application  records.
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o S e ttlem en t sheets w o u ld  be fishery specific, b u t 1 0 9 9  form s w o u ld  n o t co nta in  fishery  
in fo rm atio n .

o W o u ld  n o t req u ire  an upgrade o f th e  c re w  licensing system .

o S e ttlem en t sheets w o u ld  rep o rt ind iv idual c re w m e m b e r earnings and possibly also c re w  share 
percentages. 1 0 9 9  form s w o u ld  on ly  rep ort earnings.

® C o n s

o W o u ld  req u ire  state legislation and possibly fed era l legislation.

o W o u ld  req u ire  an en tire ly  n e w  data  system fo r th e  m anaging  agency.

o W o u ld  not p rovide  fishery specific in fo rm atio n , unless it is possible to  CFEC fishery code  
in fo rm atio n .

o T h e re  could  be significant co n fid en tia lity  issues w ith  th e  op tio n .

o T h e  rep ortin g  burden  w o u ld  rest a lm o st en tire ly  on p e rm it holders o r vessel ow ners, w h o  
w o u ld  n o t necessarily see any benefits fro m  th e  program .
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7.1 S u m m a ry

As noted  in Section 6 , th e  w o rk  group d id  n o t reach a c lear decision solution to  th e  issues discussed 
in this report. W h ile  w o rk  group participants generally agreed on th e  broad o b jec tive  o f " im p ro v in g  
fisheries e m p lo y m e n t data" , participants did  n o t reach general ag reem en t on:

•  H o w  m uch change is need ed

•  W h e th e r  th e  change n eed ed  m eans creating  a n e w  system o r upgrading th e  c u rren t system

H o w e v e r, th e  w o rk  group session d id  id en tify  several d iffe re n t options fo r im proving  Alaska
e m p lo y m e n t data, and a varie ty  o f  advantages, disadvantages, practical challenges and uncertainties  
associated w ith  each o f these options. In ad d itio n , th e  w o rk  group served to  in itia te  discussion and  
consideration  o f these options am o n g  a varie ty  o f stakeholders, inc lu d ing  agencies and indiv iduals  
w h o  w o u ld  play a key role in im p le m en tin g  any n e w  options.

Based on th e  w o rk  group discussion and o u r past exp erien ce  w ith  th e  process by w h ic h  changes have  
been  b rought a b o u t to  systems o f data  co llec tion , analysis and d issem ination , w e  see fo u r broad  
"paths" w h ic h  S W A M C  and others m ig h t pursue to  achieve the  goal o f im proved fisheries 
e m p lo y m e n t data. W e  discuss these paths b e lo w . Each o f these fo u r paths com es progressively closer 
to  m eetin g  S W A M C 's  needs and objectives, b u t also w o u ld  require  progressively g reater c o m m itm e n t, 
c o o rd in a tio n , and e ffo rt by S W A M C  and o th e r organizations. In m oving  fo rw a rd , S W A M C  needs to  
d e c id e  w h ic h  o f these paths w ill best serve its short and long-term  needs. Figure 5 sum m arizes these
path w h ile  Section 7 .2  discusses th em  in m ore  detail.
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Figure 5. Four Paths to the Goal of Improved Fisheries Employment Data

S W A M C
A  For !■ in the Road

P ath  I
Continue Customised 
Data Collection

Pros:
Direct approach to specific 
data needs.
Requires less ctxrt iretfon 
with agencles-
Shett implementation time.

Cons:
Doesn't eforitrikiti to a 
permanent solution to the 
long-term problem.
Costs are borne by agencies,
■eomrtwnitkstnd
organiatkms.
Cast per unit of effort is high.
Data oniy available in years for 
which data are collected.
Data may only be available 
from those who voluntarily 
provide ft
Data are not comparable 
across surveys and studies.

P a th  2
Work to Ir 
the Current System

Pros;
Verbal offer from ADF&G 
to work on these issues.
Likely abegihning and 
necessary step toward any 
permanent solution.
Lowest sost-.sist of options

Cons:
Will not provide SWAMC 
constituents with the data 
they dbsfe.
Creates additional costs tor 
state agencies, making it 
difficult for them to help in 
die absence of additional 
funding.

P a th  3 f
Create Entirely New 
Reporting System for 
Crew Data

Pros:
Focuses on specific data 
heeds.
Does not require 
modifications to fish ticket 
or e-landings system.

Cons;
Imposes new burdens on 
those required to provide 
the data.
Imposes sigrstficant costs of 
data collection, data entry 
data verification, data 
analysis, and enforcement 
Agencies will be challenged 
to support these effort 
without corresponding new 
fending.
Not directly comparable 
with fish-ticket and e- 
landings date,

P a th  4
Use E-landing or Fish Tickets 
to Collect Equivalent Data 
for Crew as for Permit 
Holders Using E-landings

Pros:
Provides a long-term permanent 
system for collecting 
comprehensive participation 
and employment data for 
commercial fishing.
Imposes relatively modest 
additional burden on Industry,
Could be implemented through 
"relatively modest" changes to 
existing data collection system.

Cons:
Would require significant up­
front planning efforts and costs 
for multiple agencies.
Requires significant new costs 
for data entry and analysis.
Would require legislative action.
Agency action will be 
constrained without significant 
additional funding and a clear 
mandate.
Would require significant 
political effort and support by 
SWAMC and other constituent 
groups.

7 .2  S e le c t in g  a  D ire c t io n

7.2.1 Path  One: C ontinue Custom ized Data Collection Efforts (S ta tus Quo)

T h e  first path is essentially th e  status q u o  path . U n d e r this path , th ere  w o u ld  be no changes to the  
cu rren t system w ith  regard to  regular fisheries-related d ata  co llec tio n , analysis and d issem ination . 
Rather, agencies, c o m m u n ities  and organizations desiring m o re  e m p lo y m e n t than  th e  system  
cu rren tly  provides w o u ld  co llec t th a t in fo rm atio n  through ad hoc studies and surveys— as is curren tly  
d o n e .
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There are som e advantages to this approach in that it d o es not require any broad-based long-term  
planning or d ev elo p m en t o f con sensu s am ong different agencies. Studies can be im plem ented  within  
a relatively short period o f tim e and tailored to  co llect th e specific data n eed ed .

The essential draw back to this approach is that it d oesn 't solve the long-term problem  that SWAMC 
has identified and for w hich this study as investigated solutions. U nder this approach, there w ould  
con tinu e to be significant gaps in fisheries em p loym en t data. The costs o f data co llection  w ould  
con tin u e to  be borne by individual agencies, com m unities and organizations, with high cost per unit 
o f effort. Data w ould  con tin u e to be available only from p eop le  w h o  ch ose to  voluntarily provide it, 
and w ould  not be com parab le across surveys and studies.

7 .2 .2  P a th  Two: W ork to  Im prove t h e  C u rre n t  S ystem

Keeping but im proving the current system  based on  crew  licenses is the easiest path to  getting better 
em p loym en t data. Specific potential im provem ents include collecting m ore information with crew  
licenses, im proving th e com p leten ess and accuracy o f data, and expanding analysis o f  crew  license  
data. As d iscussed  in Section  6, the work group identified key questions related to the com p leten ess  
and accuracy o f th e data presently obtained from crew  licenses, as w ell as w hat m ight be involved in 
addressing th ese  issues. Answering these q uestions is critical to establishing the ex ten t of h ow  much  
em p loym en t data cou ld  be im proved by ch anges to  the existing crew  license system .

The discussion also revealed that m ore fundam ental changes to the em p loym en t system  (Path 4) 
w ould  require addressing th ese  issues as well as understanding that this path creates additional costs 
for state agencies. W ork group participants from state agencies indicated that any substantial new  
efforts w hich w ould  require m ore personnel or materials w ould require som e n ew  level o f funding or 
the scaling back o f other agency efforts. W hile agen cies ack n ow led ge the n eed  for ch ange, they also 
recognize that legal, policy, and budgetary fram eworks constrain their ability to respond.

Path Tw o is unlikely to  m eet th e n eed s o f SWAMC, other constituent groups, or m anagem ent 
a gen cies them selves for com prehensive information on seafood  harvesting em p loym en t by fishery and 
com m unity. N ote also that even  relatively small ch an ges w ould  im pose costs on the agencies w hich  
adm inister this system  and w ould  require investm ent of political effort on the part of supporting  
stakeholder groups.

7 .2 .3  P a th  Three: New R eporting  S y s tem  fo r  C rew  Data

A third path involves th e creation o f a n ew  reporting system  with the specific purpose o f develop in g  
crew  em p loym en t data. Examples of potential approaches include (but are by no m eans limited to) 
p eriodic fisheries em p loym en t surveys, an annual perm it holder report, or an annual crew m em ber  
report. Regional solutions are also possible, such as the idea o f requiring Bristol Bay perm it holders to  
list crew  num bers on  fishing district registration cards in the Bristol Bay salm on fishery— w hich w ould  
provide information on em p loym en t and participation but only for this specific fishery.

The advantages of d evelop in g  n ew  reporting system s, either statew ide or regional, is that they can 
focus on specific data n eed s, and that they d o  not require changes to existing, com p lex  system s such  
as th e crew  licensing system , the fish ticket system , or th e e-landing system .

H ow ever, there are num erous disadvantages to this path. Any n ew  reporting system  w ould  im pose  
n ew  burdens on  th ose required to provide the data, and w ould  im pose significant costs o f data 
collection , data entry, data verification, data analysis, and enforcem ent. A gen cies are unlikely to  
support n ew  data collection  system s w ithou t corresponding n ew  funding. Surveys are exp ensive,
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difficult to con d u ct correctly, and co llect lim ited information. Data from n ew  system s or surveys will 
not be directly com parable with fish ticket and eLandings data.

7 .2 .4  P a th  Four: C re a te  a  S ys tem  C ollecting  Equ iva len t D ata  fo r  Crew a s  fo r  P e rm it  H olders

This path w ould  provide a system  for collecting essentially the sam e information for crew  as is 
presently collected  for perm it holders in Alaska fisheries— thus providing a w ay to  co llec t  
com prehensive information ab ou t participation and em p loym en t information for all persons 
participating in Alaska fisheries— not just perm it holders, but crew  as w ell. This effort could  be d on e  
by providing for recording o f crew  identifiers— perm anent crew  license num bers— on eLandings 
records and/or fish tickets. In effect, th e collection  o f crew  em p loym en t information w ould  be built 
into the system  at its m ost level.

This path w ould  im pose a relatively m od est burden on fishery participants. H ow ever, im plem enting  
such a change w ould  require very significant up-front planning efforts for m ultiple federal and state 
agencies, and w ould  require significant n ew  costs for data entry and analysis. It w ould  require 
legislative action to im plem ent, and agen cies w ould  be unlikely to support it w ithou t significant 
additional funding and a clear m andate. As previously noted , th ese  agencies ack n ow led ge the need  
for change they also recogn ize th e legal, policy, and budgetary fram eworks w hich  constrain their 
abilities to  respond. SWAMC and other stakeholders interested in change m ust also recogn ize these  
fram eworks and establish goals w hich en ab le state and federal agen cies to address th ese  issues. This 
path w ould  likely require significant political effort and support by SWAMC and other constituent  
groups to bring ab out these significant changes.

7 . 3  A d d r e s s i n g  K e y  Q u e s t i o n s  a n d  i s s u e s

The study group believes that SWAMC has b een  interested throughout the project in either Path 3 or 
Path 4 w hich w ould  lead to th e d ev elo p m en t o f a perm anent solution that accurately and consistently  
provides desired data on seafood  harvesting labor on an annual basis. W hile the long-term  desire to  
solve th ese  issues has not ch anged , the study identified key questions and issues that m ust be  
addressed before th e long-term  solution envisioned  in path four is possible. The m ost im portant of 
these questions and issues are discussed briefly below . N ote that m any of these paths are also present 
within paths tw o and three, and that paths tw o and four could  be pursued concurrently.

There are differences in perceptions about what the current system is capable o f accomplishing

There w as d isagreem ent am ong work group session participants ab ou t w hat the current crew  labor 
system  is capable o f  accom plishing. S om e participants w h o  had w orked with th e  data in the past 
indicated that they b elieved  they firmly understood the lim itations of the current system , and that it 
w as not possible to ach ieve the kind o f em p loym en t data that are n eed ed  solely by im proving the  
current system  (Path 2). O thers said that they felt the capabilities and lim itations o f the current system  
are not com p letely  understood , and that changes to  the system  m ight address m any o f th e perceived  
data gaps. Clearly, key stakeholders m ust agree about the lim itations of the current system  and the  
n eed  for an im proved system  if efforts to  en act an im proved system  will be successful.

Thus, a key effort to  rem oving this issue is finding a m echanism  that generates that con sen su s about  
the need  for significant ch ange. The work group session w as a first step  in building that m echanism . It 
w as clear by the end  of the work group session  that m any parties had m oved toward recognition of  
the current system 's lim itations. That said, unofficial ack n ow led gem en t in a small w ork group is not
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the sam e as official and public recognition. The latter will be n eed ed  to m ove any substantial effort for 
m ore extensive ch ange (paths three or four) forward.

We need to clarify implications o f confidentiality laws and inclusion o f crew information on fish 
tickets

Several o f the long-term  op tions discussed during th e work group session included th e idea of 
including crew  identifiers on fish tickets or eLandings records as a w ay o f recording crew  participation 
in fisheries. This ch an ge w ould  be at the heart o f m ost approaches to Path 4.

W hile there w as broad support in the work group session  for this con cep t, several participants raised 
con cern s ab ou t confidentiality issues. The key question  is w heth er including crew  identifiers and other 
inform ation on fish tickets and/or eLandings inform ation w ould  necessarily give crew  legal access to  
inform ation on th e fish tickets and, if so, to w hat information. This question  w ould  have to  be 
answ ered  by legal cou n sel and potentially settled by the courts in th e long-run. If crew m em ber data  
are treated in the sam e m anner as vessel ow ner data, then  crew m em bers will not autom atically have 
access to  harvest and price information included on fish tickets. H ow ever, if crew m em bers are treated  
like perm it holders, then they w ould  have access to  harvest and value data that they are not currently 
able to access. Thus, there are several important, unansw ered q uestions regarding the use of fish 
tickets to  record crew  data:

•  Will crew  be able to access fish ticket data beyond their ow n participation?

•  W hat is th e functional effect of allow ing access to m ore than just participation data?

•  Is potential access by crew m em bers to  m ore than participation data a political obstacle that 
w ould  stop forward progress in d evelop in g  any n ew  system?

Path 4  ap proach es involving collecting crew  identifiers with fish ticket and/or eLandings raise a variety
of practical issues relating to h ow  difficult this ch an ge w ould  be. Examples of these issues include (but 
are not lim ited to):

•  Can fish tickets physically hold m ore information? Som e participants indicated that the fish
ticket has reached its functional limit in the am oun t o f information it can collect.

•  H ow  m uch tim e and effort w ould be required o f perm it holders and/or crew  to include this 
information?

•  W hat additional burden w ould be placed on  processors w h o  at present bear responsibility for 
the accuracy of the information on fish tickets?

T hese issues w ere raised at th e work group, and w ere cited as potential argum ents against this 
approach. W ithout m ore information, the ex ten t to w hich they  are valid or significant con cern s is 
unclear.

We need to ensure accuracy and completeness o f current data first

The work group revealed varying levels o f faith in the accuracy and com p leten ess of data currently 
co llected  from crew m em bers. H ow ever, there w as con sensu s within the work group that a logical and 
prudent first step  in any process to im prove crew  data collection  w ould  be to ensure that the current 
system  collects accurate and com p lete  data. O n e d iscovery of the work group process w as that license 
holders are not required to sh ow  photo identification w hen  purchasing a license. W hile ch ecking  an
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individual's license w ould  seem  to be a logical step  in ensuring the accuracy o f co llected  data, there  
w as so m e concern  from ADF&G that vendors w ould  be unwilling to ch eck  identifications.27

The work group discussed several steps to ensuring the accuracy and com p leten ess o f current data:

•  C hecking the photo identification o f crew  license applicants to ensure that data recorded on  
licenses are accurate

•  A utom ating the current license application system  to include better on lin e op tion s and 
en cou rage m ore online participation

•  Creating a professional crew  licen se containing a barcode w hich could be used to record  
participation in fisheries

Understand how the Current Vendor System is Important to Stakeholders

The w ork group repeatedly heard concerns ab out continuing the current vendor system  and ensuring  
its health. The current vendor system  is com p osed  o f small and large retail vendors w h o  sell 
recreational fishing and hunting and com m ercial crew  licenses. These licenses are recorded on  paper 
with co p ie s  of the licenses sent back to ADF&G for data processing. The license sales can represent an 
additional source o f revenue and the low  tech  approach m akes licenses easy to  acquire and replace  
even  in th e m ost rem ote locations. The system  is very sim ple, but requires extensive labor both for the  
vendor and ADF&G. Any project m oving forward is going to  have to deal with this functional, but 
technologically  sim ple system . Key questions that n eed  to be answ ered  include:

•  Is the state willing to a llow  the ven d or system  to change? D oes the system  serve th e licensing  
program or d o es the licensing program serve th e vendor system ?

•  H ow  exp en sive w ould  it be to replace or m odify the vendor system  with a system  that w ould  
issue m ore durable licenses that can interact with m odern technology?

•  W ould there be long-term  cost savings by replacing paper licenses that n eed  hand data entry 
with an all electronic system?

In recent years, licenses have also b een  available on  the internet. W e n ote that if an applicant 
purchased a licen se in previous years then this system  autom atically com p letes th e  applicant's address 
during th e application process if the applicant enters th e exact nam e and birth date th ey  used in the  
prior year. Thus, ADF&G is already using an option  w hich  could  affect th e current vendor system . The 
authors n ote that if the system  is capab le of retaining an individual's address from year to  year than it 
also m ight be capab le o f retaining a perm anent identification num ber from year to  year.

Clearly th e current vendor system  is im portant to stakeholders and the W ork G roup Session w as not 
large en ou gh  to  fully flesh ou t th e m agnitude and breadth o f th e issues associated  with th e ven d or  
system .

27 The authors note that the same vendors also sell recreational fishing licenses and photo identification is 
required to purchase these licenses.
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7 . 4  M a i n t a i n i n g  a n d  B u i l d i n g  M o m e n t u m

In w hatever direction SWAMC ch ooses to m ove, it is clear that a key co m p o n en t o f success will be 
m aintaining and building m om entum .

Figure 6. Steps to Building Momentum

Realize th a t  th is  

c o u ld  take  a long  tim e

Pick a path and d ecide w hat inform ation  
is m o st im portant

(The best in form ation is also the  m ost d ifficu lt

allies

SW A M C
G ain ing M o m en tu m

Pick a path and decide what information is most important— the best information is also the most 
difficult to acquire

SWAMC m ay have already com p leted  this first step through this project. This project affirmed that 
SWAMC and SWAMC constituents need  reliable annual data on  seafood  harvesting labor on a fishery 
and com m unity level. The project also affirmed that the best information will be the m ost difficult to
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acquire b ecau se it requires the greatest effort. It is n ow  in SW AM C's hands to d ec id e  w h eth er the  
pursuit o f a long-term  solution that m eets constituent n eed s is worth the tim e, m oney, and effort it 
will take to change th e current system .

Realize that this process could take a long time

SWAMC will n eed  to  realize that the path toward an accep tab le perm anent solution could  take a long  
tim e. W ork group discussions clearly sh ow ed  that the session itself w as simply the first step  in this 
process. Changing this system  will require long-term  coordinated  efforts that start by convincing key 
stakeholders that the system  n eed s to be changed .

Identify allies

SWAMC and SWAMC constituents n eed  to identify allies in this process. O n e b en efit o f th e work  
group session  is that faces and nam es cam e together. Additionally, the session clarified stakeholders' 
n eed s. SWAMC n ow  n eed s to work on identifying stakeholders that w ould  m ake good  partners in this 
process and build bridges to  those stakeholders. Again, th e work group session w as a positive start 
along this road; how ever, SWAMC m ust also work toward recruiting from outside the work group. 
W ork group size limits and w eather prevented th e involvem ent of potential allies.

W e also suggest reaching ou t to potential allies in other areas. Jon Isaacs, the work group m oderator, 
found that th e Pacific Region NOAA Fisheries staff w as facing m any o f th e sam e issues with crew  data  
in their region. Identifying allies on  a national level cou ld  help force change through th e federal 
system .

SWAMC legislators and other legislators interested in this issue will be key allies for this project. 
Participants in the w ork group session repeatedly indicated that state and federal agen cies d o  not 
have a legislative m andate (or funding from th e legislature) to address these issues. W e b elieve that a 
legislative m andate will be a key co m p o n en t in a perm anent solution.

Formalize this process

O n ce allies have b een  identified and recruited, th e next step  may be to form alize this process through  
a continuing working group. The m ore that this group can include com m itm ents o f staff and staff tim e  
from state and federal agencies, the higher th e likelihood o f long-term  change. The authors believe  
that form alizing the process is the best w ay to  ensure that this issue keeps m oving forward. W ithout 
formal com m itm ents and regular m eetings, th e process is likely to stall and the benefits o f this project 
will likely w aste aw ay.

Begin Eliminating Obstacles

A key step toward m aintaining m om entum  is to  begin addressing the key questions and issues 
outlined in Section 7 .3 . These questions will delay progress toward a perm anent solution until they  
are addressed. ADF&G representatives at the work group session m ade verbal com m itm ents to 
explore th ese  issues. FJowever, th ese  efforts will be m ore successful if they receive support from a 
form alized working group and the legislative branch.

That said, it has b een  clear throughout the project that the specific information desired by SWAMC  
will on ly be provided by a clear, long-term  solution  that m oves the collection  of accurate crew  data to  
the sam e level o f effort that governm ent currently p laces on  perm it-holder data.
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Kruse (1988) notes that for the com m ercial fishing industry, three statistics on em p loym en t are often  
presented: annual average em p loym ent, peak m onthly em p loym en t and num ber o f em p loyees or 
participants. Em ploym ent is th e num ber o f filled positions at a particular tim e. Peak m onthly  
em p loym en t is the greatest num ber of filled positions in any o n e  m onth of the year. Annual average 
em p loym en t is calculated as the sum o f the estim ated m onthly em p loym en t for the year, divided by 
tw elve. Annual average em p loym en t is a useful statistic for m any sectors of th e econ om y, but for the 
fishing industry (particularly fish harvesting) it is n ot clear that it is th e m ost appropriate em p loym ent  
statistic, b ecau se it ignores the fact that it m ay not require tw elve m onths of fishing for each fisherman  
to  earn a respectable annual salary. Finally, th e num ber of em p lo y ees or participants is the num ber of 
individuals (unduplicated count) em p loyed  during a particular tim e period. This num ber is useful in 
determ ining the total num ber o f p eop le  em p loyed , as w ell as m ovem en t of those individuals as they  
ch ange jobs.

Estimates of th ese  three types o f em p loym en t statistics are based on either primary or secondary data. 
Primary data, also known as original data, are collected  and m aintained to satisfy th e n eed s of the  
agen cy  funding the collection  or their constituents. That agen cy  is known as the primary user. Primary 
data have not b een  m anipulated, com piled  or aggregated. Secondary data are defined  as data that 
have b een  in som e w ay m anipulated, aggregated and/or com p iled  from their original form. Users of 
this category o f  data are know n as secondary users.

Primary data on em p loym en t in Alaska's com m ercial fishing industry are lim ited. As noted in the 
introduction, neither the A D O LW D  nor the U.S. Bureau o f Labor Statistics, the tw o  primary sources 
of em p loym en t data for Alaska, co llec t information on self-em p loyed  persons.28 The majority of 
fisherm en in Alaska are se lf-em p loyed  workers w h o  are paid a percentage of vessel gross earnings 
adjusted by certain exp en ses. H ow ever, other federal and state agen cies co llect data that can be used  
to  estim ate fishing em p loym en t directly or can be used by secondary users to  estim ate em ploym ent. 
Primary data are obtained  from on-going m andatory reporting and licensing programs and from o n e ­
tim e or periodic surveys that m ay be voluntary or com pulsory. M ost o f th e primary data collected  are 
publicly accessib le.

Secondary users include various governm ent agencies and other entities, such as private consulting  
firms, that have d evelop ed  algorithm s for generating estim ates of sea food  harvesting labor based on 
available primary data. The m ethod s o f m anipulating primary data have evolved  over th e years as 
secondary users attem pt to refine em p loym en t estim ates.

28 Only those seafood harvesting operations hiring more than 10 people and paying wages are covered by 
unemployment insurance (Thomas, 1987). Of total covered employment, covered fishing employment is a very 
small part. Most covered commercial fishing is non-disclosable under state law. That means that three or fewer 
firms are in the industry or that one firm supplies 80% or more of the employment. As a percentage of seafood 
harvesting employment, covered seafood harvesting employment is a very small amount.

The ADOLWD and BLS employment data series include the industry category “agriculture, forestry, fishing & 
hunting,” but the “fishing”-related employment in this category consists of wage and salary jobs such as those at 
fish hatcheries. Misreporting in some years can result in inaccurate employment numbers in this category. In 
1997, for example, jobs at a large fish-processing firm were mistakenly included in this category in ADOLWD 
wage and salary employment estimates (Northern Economics, Inc., 2000).
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P r im a ry  S ea fo o d  H arves ting  Labor Data

Federal Government 

Bureau of Economic Analysis

The Bureau o f Econom ic Analysis in th e D epartm ent of C om m erce is a source of em p loym en t and  
in com e information. The BEA estim ates annual averages o f state and local (e.g., borough/census  
area/division) em p loym en t consisting o f  num ber of w age and salary jobs, so le proprietorships and  
general partners. Estimates of the num ber o f proprietors are solely based on information from the  
Internal R evenue Service, m ainly from Form 1 0 6 5  for partnerships and S ch ed ule C o f  Form 1 0 4 0  for 
so le proprietorships. Fishermen w h o  are se lf-em p loyed  are required by tax regulations to subm it a 
Sch ed ule C each  year they work. The BEA adjusts its estim ates of the num ber o f so le proprietorships 
to accou n t for the p eop le  w h o  d o  n ot file th e form as required (Zavrel, 2 0 0 6 ). H ow ever, self- 
em p loyed  fisherm en included in BEA's em p loym en t estim ates are grouped with other proprietors in 
the category "Nonfarm proprietors em ploym ent."  M any, if not m ost, o f th e individuals in this category  
w h o  reside in areas econ om ica lly  d ep en d e n t on  fisheries, such as th e Aleutians East Borough, are 
fisherm en, but it is not possible to d eterm ine the exact proportion b ecau se of th e aggregation of data.

Census Bureau

N ationw ide census data, w hich are gathered every ten years by th e U.S. C ensus Bureau through in- 
person and te lep h o n e interviews with household  m em bers, provide information on both w age-and - 
salary em p loym en t and self-em p loyed  persons. R esponse to  a cen su s survey is required by law. 
C ensus 2 0 0 0  exam ined  occu p ation s of the em p loyed  civilian population 16 years old and older. Tw o  
q uestions on occupation  w ere asked o f  everyon e 15 or older (with responses tabulated for those 16  
and older). The first question  focu sed  on  th e kind of work d o n e , w hile  the secon d  asked ab ou t the 
duties o f  the job. The descriptions provided in th ese  tw o  questions, along with the answers to the 
q uestions on type o f industry and w heth er an occupation  w as with th e  governm ent, a private for- 
profit organization, a nonprofit organization, or a fam ily business en ab led  th e C ensus Bureau to 
classify th e responses into on e o f 5 0 9  occup ation  categories. O ccu pation  classifications w ere based on  
th e 2 0 0 0  Standard O ccu pation  Classification system .

Several factors limit the reliability and usefulness of census em p loym en t data. First, the m ost recent 
census w as con d u cted  in 2 0 0 0 , and th e em p loym en t information may be outdated. S econ d , there is a 
lack of separation b etw een  fishery and forestry and m ining em p loym en t data. Third, the census asks 
for current em p loym en t as of April 15 on  the year of the census. S ince m ost salm on fisheries run from  
June through Septem ber, m any p eop le  and h ousehold s that d ep en d  on salm on fishing are not 
cou n ted  as currently em p loyed  as fishers in th e census sum m ary data. A fourth limitation is that m any  
fishing com m unity  m em bers fish part tim e, or hold other jobs w hile th ey  fish. The census data d o es  
not allow  analysis for this kind of situation. A fifth limitation is that the occupational data are based on  
the sam ple o f  h ouseholds w h o  reported to th e C ensus 2 0 0 0  long form. Nationally, approxim ately 1 
ou t of every six housing units w as included in this sam ple. As a result, the estim ates are subject to 
sam pling error.
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Motional Marine Fisheries Service

Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands and Gulf o f Alaska Groundfish Catch Accounting System

NMFS recordkeeping and reporting requirem ents require reports from vessels participating in 
groundfish fisheries in the U.S. Exclusive Econom ic Z on e (EEZ) off Alaska (50 C.F.R. 6 7 9 .5 ). Catcher 
vessels with a length overall o f greater than 6 0  fee t m ust com p lete  a Groundfish Daily Fishing 
Logbook (DFL), w hile  catcher/processors and m otherships receiving groundfish m ust com p lete  a Daily 
C um ulative Production Logbook (DCPL). Data required to be reported by vessel ow ners or operators 
include the num ber of crew , excluding certified observer(s), on the last day o f the w eek ly  reporting 
period in a m othership or catcher/processor DCPL; and in the DFL on the last day of a trip for a 
catcher vessel.

NMFS currently operates an electronic reporting (ER) system  for collection  o f logbook information 
from the groundfish fisheries (NMFS Alaska Regional O ffice, 2006b ). The ER system  allows 
catcher/processors and m otherships to subm it logbook data via e-m ail or d irect from a m odem  from  
their com p uter on board .29 The benefits o f th e ER system  include im proved data quality, autom ated  
processing o f data, im proved process for correcting or updating information, and m ore tim ely data  
available to fishery m anagers. The ER system  is gradually being replaced by the Interagency Electronic 
Reporting System described below . The sw itch b etw een  data reporting system s will b eco m e  
m andatory som etim e in 2 0 0 7  (Ackley, 2006).

Interagency Electronic Reporting System

Recently, an electronic data reporting system , called th e Interagency Electronic Reporting System or 
eLandings, w as d evelop ed  through a collaborative effort by NMFS, ADF&G and th e International 
Pacific Halibut Com m ission (IPHC), with funding from the Pacific States M arine Fisheries Com m ission  
(NMFS Alaska Regional O ffice, 2 0 0 6 c; State o f Alaska, 2006). The goal o f the joint effort is to d evelop  
a single, Internet-based reporting system  for Alaska fisheries. The eLandings system  is designed  to 
elim inate reporting duplication and increase efficiency for harvesters, processors and fishery 
m anagers. To use th e system  a com puter and printer and an Internet con n ection  with e-m ail are 
required. In addition, users m ust request authorization and reserve a particular UserlD  and password. 
The system  allow s users to  subm it their landing report data to  all m andated agen cies through a series 
o f eLandings W eb  pages.

The eLandings system  w as first used in 2 0 0 5  in the Aleutian Island's W estern and Eastern golden  king 
crab fisheries. Currently, eLandings is used to report landings and/or production data for the IFQ/CDQ  
crab and C om m unity of Adak golden  king crab, halibut and sablefish IFQ and state-w ide groundfish 
fisheries. In th e future, th e system  will be exp an ded  to include landings and production data reports 
for shellfish, salm on, herring and other Alaska fisheries.

Data reported in the eLandings reporting process include ADF&G fish ticket record inform ation,30 IFQ 
fisher/processor quota harvest and processor production information. In addition, reported data

29 The ER system consists of two principal components (NMFS Alaska Regional Office, 2006b). The ER Client 
software is used by personnel on a vessel to enter data and transmit data to NMFS. The ER Host software runs 
at the NMFS Alaska Regional Office in Juneau. The ER Host system receives and logs transmitted files, 
validates the data, loads the data into an Oracle database, and sends a return receipt report to the vessel or 
processing plant informing them of the status of their submission.

30 ADF&G fish tickets are filled out by the processor for each vessel that delivers fish to that processor. Data 
reported on the fish ticket include ADF&G vessel number, CFEC commercial fishing permit information, date 
fishing began, date landed, gear type, ADF&G statistical area where fish were harvested, landed weight (in 
pounds) and condition of the catch by species, weight (in pounds) of discards at sea and at the dock, number
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include the num ber o f crew  and observers on-board the vessel. The crew  num ber includes ADF&G or 
CFEC licensed crew  only, not processing crew  on catcher/processors.

All data reported through eLandings are received  into a large data collection  repository, and from  
there it is distributed to m anagem ent agen cies like NMFS and ADF&G.

Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands Crab Fisheries Economic Data Report

NMFS requires an annual E conom ic D ata Report (EDR) from any ow n er or leaseholder o f a vessel that 
harvested or processed crab in Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands (BSAI) crab fisheries m anaged under 
the IFQ/IPQ program (50 C.F.R. 680). The purpose of th e data collection  program is to co llec t the 
em p loym ent, cost and sales data necessary to ad eq uately  exam in e h ow  vessel and processing plants 
are affected by the BSAI crab rationalization program.

Labor information for catcher vessels and catcher/processors is co llected  for each  BSAI crab fishery in 
w hich  a vessel participated. The fo llow ing information is recorded for crew  w h o  harvest crab and  
w h o se  pay is based primarily on  their harvesting work: 1) the num ber o f crew  aboard th e vessel 
(excluding captain) w h o  provided crab harvesting labor; 2) the total paym ent m ade to crew  (excluding  
th e captain) for their crab harvesting labor (the am oun t actually paid to crew  in their settlem ent, not 
their earnings before crew -related exp en ses, such as fuel, bait, or food and provisions, w ere  
d ed u cted . Any paym ents to crew  for their IFQ are excluded); and 3) the total paym ent m ade to  the  
captain for his services. The total p aym ent to the crew  and captain is th e am ou n t actually paid, not 
the earnings before shared ex p en ses (such as fuel, bait, or food  and provisions) w ere d ed u cted . Any 
paym ents to th e captain or crew  for their IFQ are exclu ded .

The follow ing information is recorded for crew  w h o  process crab and w h o se  pay is based primarily on  
their processing work: 1) ex cep t salaried em p loyees, the total num ber of processing em p lo y ees  w h ose  
pay w as determ ined primarily by their crab processing activities. Crew listed in the harvesting labor 
information are excluded; 2) the average num ber of em p lo y ees engaged  in crab processing on the  
days that you processed crab. This num ber m ay ex c ee d  the num ber of em p lo y ees with pay 
determ ined  by processing work if som e of the harvesting crew  assisted in the processing operations: 
and 3) ex cep t salaried em p lo y ees, the total paym ent m ade to  crab processing em p lo y ees. This is the 
am oun t actually paid to crew , n ot their earnings before crew -related exp en ses (such as food  and  
provisions) w ere taken out. N um ber o f  em p lo y ees and salaries for forem en, m anagers and other  
em p loyees:

The report records labor ex p en ses that w ere d ed ucted  (shared exp en ses taken off th e top  of gross 
revenues), directly charged (charged to an individual after the crew  share is calcu lated), n ot charged  
to crew , or not applicable w hen  calculating th e crew  paym ents in BSAI crab fisheries. The report also  
records w hat percentage o f the n et share (total revenues minus the expenses) w as paid to  the boat, 
crew  and captain for each  crab fishery. If processing workers w ere paid on a share system , the report 
records w hat percentage o f the n et share w as applied to  processing workers based on  product value  
or net share. The num ber of vessel em p lo y ees paid a se t w age and the total paym ent for w ages and  
salaries is recorded separately.

In addition, the report records th e  ADF&G com m ercial fishing crew m em ber licen se num ber or CFEC 
com m ercial fishing perm it num ber for each  vessel em p lo y ee  participating in any or all BSAI crab 
fisheries and lists th e em p loyee 's  location (city/state) o f residence. For em p lo y ees  w ithout

and type of prohibited species discarded at sea, price paid/received per pound for the recorded weight, and 
monetary amount paid/received.

A fish ticket is considered a legal document and requires the signature of the vessel captain or operator and the 
buyer.
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crew m em b er licenses or fishing permits, the report records the location (city/state/country) of 
resid en ce and the num ber o f em p loyees that are from each  residential location.

All data are co llected  and held by the Pacific States M arine Fisheries C om m ission (PSMFC). PSMFC 
abides by all statutory and regulatory data confidentiality requirem ents, and only releases the data to 
NMFS, North Pacific Fishery M anagem ent C ouncil staff and any other authorized users in a "blind" 
format. Specifically, all identifiers associated with data subm itters are elim inated and replaced with 
fictitious vessel and processor identifiers for purposes o f analyses.

Participation in th e data collection  program is m andatory for all participants in the BSAI crab fisheries. 
Should participants fail to subm it the EDR, NMFS is authorized to w ithhold  issuance or transfer of IPQ 
or IFQ.

Commercial Fisheries Employment Survey

In 2 0 0 3 , NMFS d ev e lo p ed  th e Com m ercial Fisheries Em ploym ent Survey, w hich is design ed  to co llec t  
em p loym en t data for use in descriptive analyses of the eco n o m ic  significance o f the com m ercial 
harvest sector (O ffice of M anagem ent and Budget, 2003 ). The voluntary mail survey w as initially 
fielded  in spring 2 0 0 4  and ran through the sum m er of that year (Curtis, 2 0 0 6 ). D ue to  a low  response  
rate NMFS op ted  to co n d u ct a phone survey to d etec t potential n on-respon se bias (i.e., bias 
introduced b ecau se  th ose w h o  responded w ere system atically different from those w h o  did not). The 
p h on e survey also had th e effect of bum ping up th e response rate significantly (the final overall 
response rate w as 50%).

The survey sam pled  from the entire population o f U.S. com m ercial fishing vessels (with th e exception  
o f Puerto Rico and the U.S. Virgin Islands). The potential respondent universe w as any com m ercial 
fishing vessel that (1) holds a federal or state perm it or license; and (2) participated in fishing activity in 
either state or federal w aters in 2 0 0 3 . Based on information from U.S. C oast Guard files and federal 
perm it files, it is estim ated that there are at least 2 0 ,0 0 0  federally-perm itted fishing vessels, and  
possibly as m any as 2 5 ,0 0 0 -3 0 ,0 0 0  state fishing vessels. A ccording to the O ffice of M anagem ent and 
Budget (2003), approxim ately 20% (or 1 0 ,0 0 0 ) o f  the federal and state vessels w ere exp ected  to be 
sam pled  nationw ide. Sam pling strategy w as a stratified random  sam ple, with strata potentially  
including gear type, fishery, and geographic location.

The m ail-out questionnaire w as presented in tabular format, and asked each  vessel ow n er or captain  
to  report, for the calendar year 2 0 0 3 , the average num ber of crew  taken on a trip and the num ber of  
days fished in each  2-m on th  period in each fishery. This will a llow  for the estim ation of: the total 
num ber of crew m em bers em p loyed  (annually and by m onth) in all U.S. com m ercial fisheries; the  
total num ber o f crew m em bers em p loyed  by fishery (annually and by m onth); and th e total num ber of 
days of em p lo y m en t by fishery and across all fisheries. D ep en ding  on th e other information available 
regarding each  vessel, it should also be possible to provide estim ates of full- and part-time 
em p loym en t by state or by vessel characteristics such as gear type. The results of the survey are still 
being analyzed (Curtis, 2 0 0 6 ).

O n e o f the major lim itations of the survey is that it will only provide a on e-year snapshot of the  
em p loym en t situation in U.S. com m ercial fisheries. R epeated surveys w ould  allow  o n e  to  exam in e  
evolving trends in com m ercial fishing em p loym ent, but high costs m ay preclude th e frequent  
adm inistration of surveys (the proposed budget for th e contract to  con d u ct the survey in FY04 was 
$ 1 7 5 ,0 0 0 ).

A nother limitation with th e NMFS survey and other voluntary surveys is alluded to ab ove— the  
potential for a high level o f non-response. A ccording to Curtis (2006), NMFS is currently reviewing the  
accuracy of the survey results given the early n on-respon se problem . The potential m agnitude of this
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problem  is clearly illustrated in a recent study con d ucted  by Herrmann et al. (2004) to  build a 
regional ec o n o m ic  m odel for the Alaska sn ow  crab (Chinoecetes opilio) industry. In a m ail-out survey 
adm inistered by the researchers, harvesters in the sn ow  crab fishery w ere asked a series o f questions  
regarding fishing operations, including the num ber of crew m em bers typically onboard their vessels  
during a sn ow  crab season  o f "normal" duration as occurred in 1 9 9 9  and during shorter seasons. The 
primary resid en ce (i.e ., w here they spend m ost o f their tim e w h en  not fishing) of crew m em bers w as  
also requested, since the interest o f the researchers w as in w here labor com p en sation  is actually sp en t  
rather than w h ere it is earned.

H ow ever, Herrmann e t  al. state that th e ou tcom e of the sn ow  crab industry data co llection  effort w as  
very d isappointing desp ite substantial resource com m itm ents to  data acquisition attem pts and  
apparent enthusiasm  from industry representatives for th e project. According to the researchers, the  
voluntary approach o f  data disclosure utterly failed for the m ost part. W hile harvesters expressed  
interest in the project, requests for survey participation cam e at a bad tim e, co incid ing  with th e crab 
rationalization discussions to  w hich industry participants had to d evo te  their full attention. Several 
harvesters indicated that they w ould  n ot participate in a study funded by the State o f Alaska b ecau se  
th ey  w ere con cern ed  that the state w ould  use th e results against them  in the North Pacific Fishery 
M anagem ent Council crab rationalization d eb ates. In the end , only a handful o f K odiak-based vessel 
ow ners obliged  with the m uch hoped  for data (which w hile sparse in overall term s, w as sufficient to  
d evelop  a m odeling approach for the harvesting sector, subject to  num erous caveats).

W hile it is likely that the low  response rate w as primarily d ue to  survey timing and th e reluctance of 
harvesters to d isclose expenditure data v iew ed  as highly proprietary rather than d u e to questions  
regarding crew  size, this research dem onstrates o n e  o f the potential drawbacks o f relying on voluntary  
data co llection  to  estim ate fishing em p loym ent. Hartman (2002) also exp erienced  a low  (30 percent) 
response rate in a m ail-out survey designed  to estim ate em p loym en t and in com e in the harvesting  
sector o f the Southeast Alaska seafood  industry. The survey instrum ent w as sen t to  com m ercial 
fisherm en w h o  m ade landings in the Southeast Alaska com m ercial fisheries in 1 9 9 4 .

Regional Economic Data Collection Program for Southwest Alaska

NMFS is proposing to  undertake a survey effort in the spring o f 2 0 0 7  to co llect data required for a 
regional ec o n o m ic  analysis associated with S outhw est Alaska fisheries (71 FR 5 3 6 6 8 , S ep tem b er 12, 
200 6 ). The on e-tim e m ail-out survey will request data on em p loym en t and labor in com e from  2 ,2 0 0  
vessel ow ners w h o se  boats delivered fish to Southw est Alaska processors.

NMFS has hired contractors at the University o f  Alaska Fairbanks to con d uct th e data co llection  
project (NMFS Alaska Regional O ffice, 2006d ). S ince the contractors are con cern ed  ab ou t the low  
response rate of a voluntary survey, th ey  will use an approach slightly different from those used by 
previous data collection  studies. First, for gathering inform ation on em p loym en t and earnings, th ey  
will rely on  th e survey of vessel ow ners. S econ d , for gathering information on costs of interm ediate  
inputs used on  harvesting vessels, they will survey th e suppliers o f the inputs rather than th e  vessels  
ow ners. This approach will allow  the num ber of q uestions on the voluntary survey to  be m inim ized , 
w hich will help to increase the response rate.

The contractors d evelop ed  and revised a draft vessel survey and its cover letter with assistance from  
NMFS econom ists, identifying the types of em p loym en t and in com e questions to be asked. The 
contractors then m et with a focus group of fisherm en to gauge the reactions o f th e fisherm en to the  
questions on  th e survey form and obtain their com m en ts.
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A draft survey provided by Seung (2006) requests information for 2 0 0 5  on the following: on average, 
the num ber of crew  and skipper jobs (positions) the boat had w hile fishing, or having m aintenance or 
repairs perform ed upon it; th e total num ber o f crew m em bers, skippers and ow ners serving as skippers 
em p loyed  by the boat w hile fishing for each  of six listed sp ec ies or sp ec ies groups; the num ber of 
crew m em bers and skippers em ployed  w h o  w ere Southw est residents and the num ber o f ow ners that 
served as skippers w h o  w ere Southw est residents w hile fishing for each  of six listed sp ec ies or sp ecies  
groups; the num ber o f  days th e vessel's crew  w as paid crew  liability insurance w hile fishing for each  
o f six listed sp ec ies or sp ec ies groups; and the paym ent m ade to crew  and skippers w hile fishing for 
each  o f six listed sp ec ies  or sp ec ies groups.

The agency exp ects to  con d u ct a similar data collection  project for the Gulf Coast and Southeast 
regions of Alaska w hen  the Southw est region project is com p leted .

Alaska State Government 

Department of Fish and Game

Commercial Fishing Crewmember License

State com m ercial fishing regulations require any person engaged in com m ercial fishing to hold an 
annually-issued CFEC com m ercial fishing perm it (limited entry or interim -use permit) or ADF&G 
com m ercial fishing crew m em b er license. A ccording to state regulations, the term "com m ercial 
fisherman" m eans an individual w h o  fishes com m ercially for, takes or attem pts to take fish, shellfish or 
other fishery resources o f th e state by any m eans, and includes every individual aboard a boat 
operated for fishing purposes w h o  participates directly or indirectly in the taking of th ese  raw fishery 
products, w heth er participation is on shares or as an em p lo y ee  or otherw ise. C rew m em bers w h o  do  
not directly or indirectly participate in th e  taking, such as vessel cook s and engineers, are included in 
the definition. In addition, th e definition includes the crew s o f  tenders or other floating craft used in 
transporting fish to  land and offshore processors. H ow ever, th e  definition d o es  not apply to an yone  
aboard a licensed  vessel as a visitor or guest w h o  d o es not directly or indirectly participate in the 
taking. Processing workers aboard catcher/processors are also exclu ded  in the definition. As o f July 1, 
2 0 0 5 , Alaska residents and nonresidents are eligible to purchase a short-term com m ercial fishing 
crew m em ber license for $ 3 0 , allowing them  to  serve up to seven  days as a crew m em b er on a 
com m ercial fishing vessel or at set-net sites.31 The short-term license helps com m ercial fisherm en by 
giving them  an opportunity to charge tourists to co m e work on a com m ercial fishing boat and "see the  
Alaska fishing industry up close  and hands-on." In addition, the license helps fisherm en w h o  need  
tem porary, short-term  help by allowing relatives, visitors to  Alaska, or friends to assist on a short-term  
basis in a m ore affordable way.

The application for the ADF&G com m ercial fishing crew m em ber licen se requires information on the  
applicant's physical location o f residence (city/state/zip cod e) and their residency status (Alaska 
residentynonresident and U.S. citizen/alien). In addition, since 1 9 9 7 , applicants have b een  required to  
provide a Social Security N um ber. This num ber can be used as a unique identifier to  track an 
individual's licen se purchases. In addition, SSN data from ADF&G com m ercial fishing crew m em ber

31 For a regular commercial fishing crewmember license, Alaska residents pay $60 and non-residents pay $175. 
For a child crewmember license (10 or less years old), Alaska residents pay $5 and non-residents pay $125.
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licenses (and CFEC com m ercial fishing permits) can be used to  verify Alaska residency by cross­
m atching the data with records from the Perm anent Fund D ividend Program.

A person w h o  engages in com m ercial fishing w ith ou t holding a CFEC com m ercial fishing perm it or 
ADF&G com m ercial fishing crew m em ber license (or em p loys unlicensed crew) is guilty of a 
m isd em ean or and is punishable upon conviction by a fine o f not m ore than $ 1 5 ,0 0 0  or by 
im prisonm ent for not m ore than o n e  year, or by both. In addition, a conviction m ay result in the  
suspension  o f a person's com m ercial fishing privileges and licenses for a period o f not m ore than three 
years.32

The ADF&G com m ercial fishing crew m em ber license file is the single direct source o f crew  
em p loym en t data (Fina, 2006 ). H ow ever, the data sim ply quantify the num ber of p eop le  w h o  
purchased a license and therefore are eligible to  work in the fisheries as crew m em bers in a given  
year; it is not possible to  d eterm ine w heth er a licen se holder actually participated in any fishery. Nor 
d o es the data reveal h ow  long actual participants w orked (Patton and Robinson, 2 0 0 6 ). For exam p le, 
if 12  different crew m em bers work for a m onth each  in a year, th e  crew m em ber cou n t w ould  be 12  
but the annualized  job cou n t w ould  be o n e . O n the other hand, if o n e  crew m em ber works for all 12  
m onths, both th e crew m em ber cou n t and the annualized  job cou n t w ould be o n e . Shirley (2005) 
notes that crew m em b er license data d o  not contain information ab ou t the fishery the crew m em ber  
intends to  op erate in or th e vessel on w hich they intend to work. For this reason, crew m em ber  
participation can n ot be linked with ADF&G fish ticket data to  determ in e the num ber o f crew m em bers  
on a vessel or in a fishery, and can n ot be linked with CFEC's gross earnings files to estim ate 
crew m em b e r 's  earnings.33 A final limitation of th e crew m em b er licen se file is that crew m em bers w h o  
are CFEC com m ercial fishing perm it holders in other fisheries are not required to purchase a 
crew m em b er licen se;34 therefore, they may not appear in the crew m em ber license data.

Carothers and S ep ez  (2005) note that the reliability of th e ADF&G com m ercial fishing crew m em b er  
license database has long thought to be unreliable b ecau se so m e crew  may n ot purchase licenses  
(although they are required to) or may purchase a licen se and then not work, and b ecau se o f other 
factors. To test h ow  w ell the crew  license data represent w orking crew  the analysts ch ecked  various 
d em ographic data extracted from the applications o f 2 7 2 ,1 4 5  licen se holders from th e 1 9 9 3 -2 0 0 3  
period against a sam ple o f crew  from actual working boats, taken from U.S. C oast Guard records of 
fishing vessel search and rescue incidents (180  crew m em bers from 56  vessels during the 1 9 8 8 -2 0 0 4  
period). For th ose variables that could be com pared (age, gen d er and residence in the primary cities 
o f A nchorage, Kodiak and Seattle), the results from th e w orking-boat sam ple w ere statistically similar 
to th e licen se database results.

Division o f Subsistence Community Profile Database

The Subsistence Division o f ADF&G has, over the years, con d u cted  a series o f surveys o f  household s  
in rural Alaskan com m un ities in its efforts to d o cu m en t subsistence fish and w ildlife harvests in Alaska. 
At least o n e  study has b een  con d ucted  for nearly every rural com m unity in Alaska sin ce th e study

32 The suspension o f com m ercial fish ing privileges does not apply to a com m ercial salm on fishery.

33 The main source o f data fo r CFEC’s gross earnings files  are the ADF&G  fish ticket databases and IP H C ’s fish 
ticket database fo r halibut. CFEC com bines all o f these databases into a single database w ith a com m on 
form at, adds an estim ate o f gross earnings fo r each fish ticke t item tha t represents a com m ercial harvest, adds 
inform ation on the  CFEC perm it ho lder including a unique identifier, and adds a corrected ADF&G  vessel 
num ber fie ld, which will som etim es differ from  the fish ticke t vessel num ber field on the sam e record. The 
resulting file m akes it easy fo r researchers to fo llow  persons and vesse ls across fisheries and across tim e 
(Shirley, 2005).

34 The one exception m ay be in fisheries fo r which ADF&G  has im posed super-exclusive registration 
requirem ents.
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program w as initiated in th e 1 980s. The studies generally fo llow  a fixed form at and th e results are 
included  in a com p rehensive C om m unity Profile Database available on -line at 
w w w .su bsistence.adfg .state.ak .us/gen info /p ub lctn s/cpd b .cfm #U S IN G . Information typically has b een  
gathered in each  com m unity  through detailed , retrospective in-person interviews con d u cted  in a 
sam ple o f h ouseholds. The data are based on responses from all adults in surveyed household s (an 
adult is defined  as an yon e older than 16  years).

In addition to resource use questions, household  respondents typically are asked to  provide 
inform ation ab out th e em p loym en t of household  m em bers in com m ercial and w age activities during 
th e  previous year (com m only including cash in com e earned, sources of em p loym en t and length of 
em p loym ent). C om m ercial fishing and other forms of self-em p loym en t such as sale o f crafts and furs 
are recorded in the survey. Information on  w eek s sp en t in non-w age forms o f se lf-em p loym en t such  
as com m ercial fishing and com m ercial trapping are generally not available and are not included in the  
com p utations unless indicated in the accom panying com m en t.

The data describe the level of participation of household s in w age em p loym en t and other in com e  
producing activities, as w ell as providing information ab out th e character and relative strength o f the  
com m ercia l-w age sector o f a com m unity's ec o n o m y  during the study year. The data also provide 
estim ates of num bers of persons em p loyed  in various industry sectors, including com m ercial fishing, 
and th e percentage of total com m unity  in com e generated by each  sector. The principal limitation of  
this em p loym en t data source is its sporadic and infrequent coverage. Em ploym ent information for 
m ost com m un ities is outdated , and tim e series data are insufficient to d etec t em p loym en t trends.

Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission

Commercial Fishing Permit

In Alaska, a com m ercial fishing permit (limited entry or interim -use permit) issued by the CFEC 
entitles the holder to op erate gear in a sp ecific  com m ercial fishery in accord ance with Board 
regulations.35 The term "fishery" refers to a unique com bination  of fishery resource(s), gear type(s), 
and area(s). Permits for so m e sp ec ies are issued on  a statew ide basis, w hile others are valid only for 
certain areas of the state. Generally, partnerships or corporations can not hold permits; perm its m ust 
be held by an individual person, and the person nam ed on the perm it m ust be actively involved in 
th e fishing operation . As noted  above, any valid CFEC com m ercial fishing perm it m ay also serve as a 
crew m em b er license for the holder to participate as a crew m em ber in any com m ercial fishery.

As with th e ADF&G com m ercial fishing crew m em ber license, the application for th e  CFEC 
com m ercial fishing perm it requires information on  th e applicant's physical location of residence, 
residency status and Social Security Num ber. W hen  a com m ercial fisherm an reports a landing on  a 
fish ticket, his or her com m ercial fishing perm it num ber is stam ped on each  ADF&G fish ticket and 
en tered  into the ADF&G fish ticket database. Thus, information about boat ow ners/operators is easily  
linked to  an area or fishery using their perm it (Shirley, 2005).

The num ber o f perm it holders in the CFEC com m ercial fishing perm it file provides an estim ate o f the  
num ber of boat ow ners/operators in Alaska fisheries. W hile obtaining a perm it is an indication o f the  
in tent to fish, a perm it m ay not be actually fished. As a subset o f the total num ber of perm it holders, 
CFEC also collects data on th e num ber o f perm it holders w h o  actually catch and sell fish with their

35 Interim -use perm its are issued fo r all com m ercial fisheries which are not under entry lim itation, and to 
applicants waiting to find out if they qualify fo r perm anent permits.
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permits. CFEC perm it inform ation, w hen  com b ined  with fish ticket data, can be an im portant source  
o f data for sum m ary reports on  participants in a fishery and their earnings (Shirley, 2 0 0 5 ) .36

W hat neither the num ber o f perm it holders nor the num ber o f active perm it holders can tell us, 
how ever, is th e  num ber o f jobs generated  by the perm its (Patton and Robinson, 2 0 0 6 ). S om e perm it 
holders may fish during only o n e  m onth a year, w hile others m ay fish during several m onths. Both will 
sh ow  up in CFEC data as o n e  active perm it holder during that year d esp ite th e ob vious d ifference in 
the am ount o f em p loym en t generated  by the tw o  permits. W hat's m ore, a cou n t o f perm it holders 
leaves ou t another im portant p iece  of information: h ow  m any jobs, if any, are created  for 
crew m em bers hired to help  with the harvest (Patton and Robinson, 2 0 0 6 ).

S e c o n d a ry  S e a fo o d  H arv es t in g  Labor Data 

Early Estimates of Seafood Harvesting Labor

The first regional fishing em p loym en t estim ates for Alaska fisheries w ere those d ev elo p ed  by Rogers e t  
al. (1972). The estim ation m ethod ology  used by Rogers e t  al. w as d evelop ed  prior to  th e inception  of 
CFEC limited entry perm its in 19 7 3 ; instead, ADF&G fish ticket data w ere  exclusively used to  estim ate  
harvesting em p loym en t by counting th e num ber of units o f gear actively fished during the m on th .37 
Rogers e t  al. provided m onthly estim ates o f fish harvesting em p loym en t by fishery (species and gear) 
for the period 1 9 6 5 -1 9 7 0 . Em ploym ent estim ates w ere d eterm ined  by multiplying th e estim ated  
num ber of vessels m aking landings each  m onth by the appropriate crew  factor associated  with each  
fishery. The crew  factor is an estim ated average num ber of p eop le  working on  a com m ercial fishing  
vessel. For exam p le, a fish ticket recording the landing of salm on in Ketchikan with a purse se in e  
perm it w ould  generate 5 .2  jobs for th e m onth becau se that is th e average num ber o f  crew m em bers  
estim ated to be necessary for that gear type in that fishery. The crew  factor includes on ly fisherm en  
(crew m em bers and captains) and d o es  not include ten der and packer crews or on shore em p loym ent. 
Crew factors w ere based upon consultation with area fisheries biologists, fisherm en and fish 
processors in each  fishery.

U pdated tim e series w ere published by Rogers e t  al. (1980) in a report that provided em p loym en t  
and earnings estim ates for th e period 1 9 6 9 -1 9 7 6 . A slightly m odified  m ethod ology  w as used to m ake 
the estim ates m ore com p atib le with nonagricultural w age and salary em p loym en t estim ates published  
by the Alaska D epartm ent o f Labor (later renam ed the Alaska D epartm ent o f Labor and W orkforce  
D evelopm ent).

In 1 9 8 3 , the Alaska D epartm ent of Labor (1983) published a report containing m onthly estim ates of  
fish harvesting em p loym en t and gross earnings by sp ecies, gear and labor market region for th e period  
1 9 7 7 -1 9 8 1 . The report con tin u ed  the m ethod ology and tim e series originally d evelop ed  by Rogers 
et  al. A major shortcom ing o f this data w as that they did not report th e area o f resid en ce o f persons  
harvesting a particular fishery resou rce.38

36 See Footnote 33 fo r a descrip tion o f C FEC ’s gross earnings files.

37 The one fishery fo r which ADF&G  fish ticket data were not used to estim ate em ploym ent w as the ha libut 
fishery. The num ber o f persons em ployed in the halibut fishery by month and region was provided by the 
International Pacific H alibut Com m ission.

38 Focht et al. (1984a) report tha t another problem  with earlie r estim ates o ff is h  harvesting em p loym ent based on 
the num bers o f vessels reporting landings w as tha t the ADF&G fish ticket file was poorly edited, and m any data 
entry errors existed.
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In 1 9 8 4 , Focht e t  al. (1984a , 1984b , 1 9 8 4 c , 1 9 8 4 d , 1 9 8 4 e) o f the Com m ercial Fisheries Entry 
C om m ission published a series o f reports on fish harvesting em p loym en t and gross earnings in Alaska's 
fisheries that paid particular attention to  d evelop in g  a m ethod ology  w hich w ould readily a llow  these  
estim ates to be disaggregated by area o f residence (states or census areas) o f the participants. The 
m ethod ology  d ev elo p ed  included using CFEC com m ercial fishing permits, ADF&G fish tickets and 
crew  factors d ev elo p ed  by the Alaska D epartm ent o f Labor.

To determ in e th e num ber of permits that actively participated in a fishery, Focht e t  al. m erged the 
CFEC com m ercial fishing perm it file w ith the ADF&G fish ticket file. In this m anner th e follow ing  
information can be obtained: num ber o f  perm its that w ere fished, tim e period of th e fishery, sp ec ies  
fished, gear type used, and area fished. Halibut catch data w ere obtained  from th e International 
Pacific Halibut C om m ission and w ere com b in ed  with the fish ticket data.

C rew factors d ev e lo p ed  by the Alaska D epartm ent o f  Labor w ere used to  estim ate th e num ber of 
p eop le  em p loyed  by each  operation. The crew  factors w ere d evelop ed  from statew ide surveys (e.g., 
Pistoll e t  al., 1980 ) and consultations with fishing associations, governm ent agen cies, fisheries 
biologists and individual fisherm en.

W ithin a given m onth, Focht e t  al. estim ated em p loym en t as the num ber o f p eop le  en gaged  in fish 
harvesting operations. O perations w ere defined  as an individual gear operator (CFEC perm it holder) 
m aking o n e  or m ore landings in a particular fishery. Total fish harvesting em p loym ent w as calculated  
by m ultiplying an appropriate crew  factor by each  unduplicated perm it holder landing o f a particular 
sp ec ies and gear type. In this m anner th e total num ber o f p eop le  w h o  fished for each  sp ec ies  using 
each  gear type for each  m onth can be estim ated .

The sum  of m onthly em p loym en t d oes not equal th e total num ber of em p lo y ees b ecau se som e  
p eo p le  work m ore than o n e  month in a year. The sam e tech n iq u e used for estim ating seafood  
harvesting em p loym en t was used to estim ate total em p loyees. Rather than counting individual perm it 
holders by m onth, individual CFEC permit holders w ere cou n ted  for the year. This co u n t w as then  
m ultiplied by an average crew  factor for the fishery that w as being cou n ted .

To determ in e resid en ce Focht e t  al. utilized the CFEC perm it holder's address. Em ploym ent from  
each  area w as estim ated  based on the num ber o f gear operators from each  area and the crew  size for 
each  fishery. The assum ption w as m ade that that the residency o f the crew  is proportional to the 
perm it holders. Focht e t  al. exp ected  th e num ber o f resident crew m em bers hired by nonresident 
skippers w ould  be can celed  ou t by th e num ber o f nonresident crew m em bers hired by resident 
skippers.

The authors n ote  that this m ethod provides fairly accurate em p loym en t estim ates by area of 
residence, but that the approach is not perfect and that the em p loym en t estim ates presented are only  
rough approxim ations of true fishing em p loym ent. For exam p le, if m ore than o n e  CFEC perm it was 
fished on  a vessel, the num ber of em ployed  w ould  be overestim ated . Such instances are likely to 
occur in operations using relief skippers w h ere each  skipper ow n s a CFEC com m ercial fishing permit, 
or in fisheries w h ere anticipation of limited entry provides incentives for crew m em bers to purchase 
CFEC perm its and m ake landings from their skipper's vessel. In th ese  situations, a fishing operation  
m ay be d ou b le cou n ted  resulting in overestim ates o ffish  harvesting em ploym ent.

A secon d  assum ption o f this em p loym ent estim ation m ethod ology  is that all vessels in a fishery using 
the sam e gear typ e w ould  use the sam e sized crew  (Thomas, 1987). The crew  factor used in these  
estim ates is an average. If a fishery is going badly, the perm it holder could  reduce the crew  size to 
reduce operating exp en ses. A third assum ption is that that the fish tickets are error free (Thomas, 
198 6 ). Since the estim ation m ethodology is entirely d ep en d e n t on  fish tickets any errors on th e fish
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tickets are reflected in the estim ation num bers either through loss o f em p loym en t by placing the  
fishery in a m iscellan eou s uncounted  category or in the w rong category.

In an analysis o f Alaska seafood  industry em p loym ent, Thom as (1986; 1987) used the m eth od ology  
d evelop ed  by th e D epartm ent of Labor and Focht et al. to  estim ate harvesting em p loym en t. To 
determ ine harvesting em p loym en t by labor market area, th e m ore than 25 salm on, shellfish, and 
halibut m anagem ent areas w ere com b in ed  into the follow ing ten  study areas: Southeast, Prince 
W illiam Sound, C ook Inlet, Kodiak, Aleutian Peninsula, Dutch Harbor, Bering-W estern Aleutians, 
Bristol Bay, W ad e H am pton-B ethel and Arctic/Yukon/Kuskokwim. These study areas w ere  used to  
calcu late em p loym en t num bers. Em ploym ent for th ese  areas w as then aggregated into the four coastal 
labor market areas: Southeast, Gulf Coast, S outhw est and Northern. The proportion o f resident and  
non-resident seafood  harvesting em p loym en t w as also reported by market area.

Also in th e late 1 9 8 0 s , Berman and Hull (1987) and th e M cD ow ell Group (1989) quantified  the 
ec o n o m ic  im pacts o f th e seafood  industry on  the eco n o m y  of the state by m easuring em p loym en t, 
labor in com e and other ec o n o m ic  variables. The m ethod ology  used for estim ating statew ide  
harvesting em p loym en t w as similar to that d evelop ed  by the D epartm ent o f Labor and Focht et al. 
H ow ever, the M cD ow ell Group further refined the m ethod by adding m oderate am oun ts o f pre­
season  preparation and post-season tim e sp en t by virtually all skippers and crew . S ince th ey  are fully 
em p loyed  in th ese  pre- and post-season periods, this tim e is included in total em p loym en t. The 
authors note that the result o f this refinem ent is a m ore realistic m easure of harvesting em p loym en t. 
ADF&G fish landing statistics w ere used to  reflect the duration o f specific fisheries, and inform ed  
estim ates w ere used to  extend  these d efined  periods to  accou n t for the total duration o f fishing  
em p loym ent. D ep en d in g  on  the fishery they participate in, skippers w ere credited  with tw o  to three 
m onths o f unrem unerated labor (one m onth to six w eek s pre-season work and o n e  m onth to  six 
w eek s post-season). D eckhands w ere generally credited  with o n e  m onth total pre-season  and post­
season  work.

Recent Estimates of Seafood Harvesting Labor

This section  discusses recent estim ates o f  seafood  harvesting labor.

National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health

As part o f NIOSH's injury surveillance and ep id em io log ic  analyses, the agency has calcu lated  th e rate 
of work-related deaths in Alaska's com m ercial fishing industry from 1991 through 1 9 9 9  (NIOSH, 
2 00 2 ). The occupational fatality rate is reported as the num ber of fatalities per 1 0 0 ,0 0 0  full-tim e 
equivalent (FTE) workers.

The rates in the NIOSH study are based on  an estim ate of 1 7 ,4 0 0  full-tim e em p lo y ee s  active in 
Alaska's com m ercial fisheries. This estim ate o f the em p loym en t base w as assum ed con stant over the  
1 9 9 1 -1 9 9 9  period. NIOSH's work in determ ining FTEs included consideration o f com parability to  
com m ercial fishing FTE rates with other countries and industries. The rates assum e that workers are on  
duty 24 hours a day during the op en ing  o f fishing seasons lasting less than 15 days. The rates also  
credit fisherm en with 16-hou r work days for season s that last up to 5 0  days. H ow ever, if a person  
w orked on  a vessel for m ore than 50  days continuously, (i.e., they  resided on  th e  vessel), they w ere  
only counted  as w orking 8 hours per day. NIOSH notes that the com m ercial fishing w orkforce's m ean  
FTE d o es  not ad eq uately  m easure the am oun t o f tim e an individual fisherm an sp en d s on  th e water, 
and that worker's com m ensurate risk exposure for drowning.
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CFEC Permit Holder and Crewmember Counts by Census Area and City of Residence

The total num ber o f CFEC-issued com m ercial fishing perm its and ADF&G-issued com m ercial fishing 
crew m em b er licen ses provides an estim ate of the num ber of p eop le  em p loyed  in com m ercial fishing. 
Permit holder and crew m em b er counts by city of residence and federal census area are posted on the  
Internet at w w w .cfec.state.ak.us/fishery_statistics/perm its.htm .39 Currently, cou n t data are available in 
a tabular form at for 2 0 0 4 , 2 0 0 3 , 2 0 0 2  and 2 0 0 0 .40 In term s o f using these counts as estim ates o f  
seafood  harvesting labor, the aforem entioned  limitations of basing estim ates on ADF&G com m ercial 
fishing crew m em b er licenses and CFEC com m ercial fishing perm its w ould  apply.

State of Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development Employment in the Alaska Fisheries

During the past few  years the ADOLW D resum ed estim ating the num ber of fish harvesting jobs in 
Alaska using a m ethod ology  similar to that d evelop ed  earlier by the Departm ent; the results to date 
are reported in O lson  and Robinson (2004) and Patton and Robinson (2006). The series o f 
em p loym en t estim ates goes back to 2 0 0 0 . The project is funded by the Alaska Fisheries Information 
N etw ork through a reim bursable services agreem en t with ADF&G (Shirley, 200 5 ).

T he DO LW D  em p loym en t calculations are based on the landings m ade by individual CFEC 
com m ercial fishing perm it holders in Alaska's fisheries. For the purposes o f the estim ation m ethod , the 
perm it holders are con sid ered  em ployers, and their records o f  landings indicates em p loym en t activity 
by m onth in sp ecific  fisheries (salmon, herring, crab, halibut, groundfish and m iscellaneous shellfish). 
The landing data inform ation is mainly obtained  from ADF&G fish ticket reporting. B ecause the  
records of landings d o  not specify  the num ber of jobs and p eop le  involved in the fish harvesting, the  
A D O LW D  created  crew  factors to estim ate the labor n eed ed  to fish specific permits, given their 
associated  region, sp ec ies  and gear type. The crew  factors w ere d evelop ed  based on information from  
earlier, similar studies, conversations with fisherm en and processors, and from staff in the ADO LW D  
and other departm ents with broad know ledge on fisheries. In addition a stratified sam ple of 5 ,0 0 0  
perm it holders in 1 1 7  different fisheries w as surveyed. Just over 1 ,0 0 0  perm it holders replied and this 
information w as also used in the d evelop m en t o f the crew  factors. This survey has b een  d evelop ed  
into an on -goin g  survey.

The crew  factor indicated by the perm it is applied w h en  a perm it holder m akes at least o n e  landing in 
a m onth, and then num ber o f  em p loym en t for that fishery that m onth is estim ated . The crew  factor is 
only applied o n c e  no matter h ow  m any landings are m ade per m onth. If so m eo n e  has several permits 
and m ake landings on m ore than on e of them , the perm it with the greatest harvest value associated  
d eterm ines w hich crew  factor is activated.

The jobs are assigned by p lace of work rather than by the em p lo y ee 's  residence. M ost of th e permits 
issued have a geographic designation to  w here specific sp ec ies can be harvested and with w hat type  
o f gear. Permits that a llow  for harvesting anyw here in the state assign em p loym en t by a special harvest 
area co d e . The A D O LW D  estim ates divide em p loym en t into the follow ing regions: Gulf o f Alaska, 
Northern, Southeast and Southw est. Em ploym ent data are annualized so a job that lasts all 12  m onths 
o f the year is cou n ted  as o n e  job, a job that lasts six m onths is counted  as 0 .5 , and so forth.

Patton and Robinson (2006) list tw o reasons w hy its estim ates might undercount fishing em ploym ent. 
First, th e tim e sp en t for preparations and for com pleting operations at the end  o f the season , until the

39 Although data are reported by com m unity and census area, these data are not cross-referenced to the 
Perm anent Fund Dividend data base to verify residency.

40 Due to problem s w ith the crew  data the 2001 table is unavailable.

n o r t h e r n © c o n o m i c s  in c . 7 3

http://www.cfec.state.ak.us/fishery_statistics/permits.htm.39


I m p r o v in g  S e a fo o d  H a r v e s t in g  L a b o r  D a t a  C o l l e c t i o n  in  A la s k a  F is h e r ie s

perm it holder m akes a landing, is not cou n ted . To address this limitation the A D O LW D  has started 
surveying perm it holders to find out h ow  m uch tim e is spent on preparations in each  fishery. This 
tim e will be included in future estim ates. S econ d ly , only o n e  "set" of jobs w as cou n ted  in a calendar  
m onth for each  perm it holder. W hen a perm it holder m akes landings under tw o  different perm its in 
o n e  m onth, only th e perm it with the highest valu e catch is assigned em p loym en t in that m onth. The 
assum ption is that crew m em bers w ho work for th e sam e perm it holders and fish different fisheries in 
th e sam e m onth are analogous to em p lo y ees w h o  perform different duties for o n e  em p loyer during a 
m onth. This assum ption ignores the fact that som e perm it holders m ay hire different crew m em bers to  
fish their different permits. S ince crew m em bers are not specifically identified in the fish tickets that 
record landing data, turnover o f this type can't be captured.

A nother limitation o f the ADO LW D fishing em p loym en t estim ates is that do not provide insight into 
th e residency o f  the job holders; as noted above, jobs are counted  by place o f work and th e focus is 
on the num ber o f workers em p loyed  during a given tim e period rather than th e identity or 
characteristics of the workers them selves (Olson and Robinson, 2004).

Northern Economics. Inc.

Economic Impact o f the Seafood Industry on Alaska's Economy

Northern Econom ics, Inc. (2003) updated previous estim ates of the value of Alaska's seafood  industry 
to the state and regional econ om ies. The analysis included an estim ate of jobs provided in Alaska's 
seafood  harvesting and processing sectors in 2 0 0 1 . The m ethod of em p loym en t estim ation w as to  
m ultiply the num ber of CFEC com m ercial fishing perm its by the average num ber o f persons em p loyed  
per permit. Estimates of the average num ber o f em p lo y ees  per perm it w ere based on expert op inion  
(e.g., Bruno, 2 0 0 2 ) and groundfish fishery logbook data co llected  by NMFS.

The estim ated num ber o f jobs in the harvesting sector represent FTE jobs. The FTE num ber was 
calculated by dividing th e total working hours sp en t by all persons by 2 ,0 8 0  (the total num ber of 
hours in a standard work year). The num ber o f persons participating in harvesting activities for each  
fishery w as adjusted to accou n t for the length o f season  and tim e engaged  in m aintenance, gear repair 
and other activities prior to and after each  season . A ddresses listed in CFEC com m ercial fishing perm it 
and ADF&G com m ercial fishing crew m em b er license applications w ere used to determ ine  
region/state of residency. State/federal/joint fishery em p loym en t percentages w ere allocated based on  
th e estim ated ex-vessel values for each  jurisdiction.

The analysis separately estim ated the em p loym en t generated  by harvesting activities in six Alaska 
regions and in federal, state, and jointly regulated fisheries, and the em p loym en t associated  with 
harvesting the major sp ecies harvested in th e w aters off A laska.41

Sector and Regional Profiles of the North Pacific Groundfish Fisheries -  2001

Northern Econom ics, Inc. and EDAW, Inc. (2001) estim ated harvesting em p loym en t in federal 
groundfish fisheries off Alaska. NMFS provided information on the average crew  size of 
catcher/processors and m otherships based on logbook  data and information on  th e num ber o f w eek s  
that each  vessel was active. Multiplying crew  size by the num ber o f active w eeks provided an estim ate  
of the num ber o f crew m em ber w eek s for each  vessel. Assum ing a work year o f 52  w eeks,

41 The m ajor species are crab and other shellfish, fla tfish , halibut, herring, Pacific cod, pollock, o ther groundfish 
(including Atka m ackerel, rock fish, sablefish, and o ther groundfish), and salmon.
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crew m em b er w eek s w ere translated into an estim ate o f FTE em p loym ent. These estim ates w ere  
increased by five p ercen t to accou n t for shore-side office staff.

Estimates of em p loym en t on  catcher vessels w ere derived from previous studies o f crew  size  for 
various vessel types and from interviews with industry representatives. Estimates of em p loym en t for a 
particular catcher vessel class w ere m ade by multiplying the crew  size estim ate by the num ber of 
active vessels in the class during each m onth. C rew m em ber m onths w ere converted  to crew m em ber  
hours by assum ing that crew m em bers w ork an average of 16  hours per day for an average o f 15 days 
in every m onth their vessel is active. The total num ber of estim ated  crew m em ber hours w as then  
divided by 2 ,0 8 0  hours to obtain an estim ate of FTE em p loym ent. Em ploym ent (vessel and corporate 
office staff) for catcher processors, m otherships and catcher vessels w as allocated to the region o f the 
vessel owner's residence.

Importance of Salmon to the Aleutians East Borough

In a study o f th e ec o n o m ic  significance of salm on fisheries in th e Aleutians East Borough, Northern 
Econom ics, Inc. (1999) d ev e lo p ed  estim ates of AEB resident and nonresident em p loym en t in Area M 
com m ercial salm on fisheries. Its m ethod of estim ation w as to  multiply the num ber of CFEC 
com m ercial fishing perm its m aking landings in Area M by the average num ber of persons em ployed  
per perm it (including th e perm it holder, w h o  w as assum ed to  be the vessel ow ner). Estimates o f the 
average num ber o f em p lo y ees  per perm it w ere based on interview s con d ucted  by Northern 
Econom ics, Inc. with participants in each  of four vessel classes. The estim ates m ake the assum ption  
that all crew m em bers on  representative vessels in fisheries that do not involve salm on w ere also 
crew m em bers or perm it holders in salm on fisheries.
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1 I n t r o d u c t i o n

This d ocu m en t is a primer on the Seafood Harvesting Labor Data Project. The purpose of this primer 
is to provide participants in th e Seafood Harvesting Labor Data W orkshop background information  
that will en h an ce participation and discussion during the w orkshop. The primer contains the follow ing  
sections:

•  Problem statem ent and project objective

•  Sum mary existing data and data collection  processes

•  Sum mary of th e m eans that are currently em p loyed  to estim ated crew  m em ber activity

•  Sum mary o f potential solutions

•  Sum mary of w orkshop goals and objectives

2  P r o b l e m  S t a t e m e n t  a n d  P r o j e c t  O b j e c t i v e

Alaska's seafood  harvesting and processing sector provides m ore direct jobs than oil and gas, mining, 
agriculture, and forestry com b in ed  (Northern Econom ics, Inc. 2 0 0 3 ). In som e regions o f the State, 
such as the Aleutians and Pribilof Islands, Bristol Bay, and Kodiak regions, jobs in the seafood  industry 
a ccou n t for around half o f  all em ploym ent.

In spite of the im portance of this sector the current labor data collection  system  d o es  n ot allow  for an 
accurate accoun ting of th e  num ber o f  crew  harvesting jobs that are created . All o f th e num bers 
regarding harvesting jobs in the industry are at best reasoned  estim ates, but m ore typically they are 
wild guesses. In a recent article the A nchorage Daily N ew s (Loy, W esley  2006), stated that at "the 
height of the summer season, more than 20,000 commercial fishermen chase salmon and other types 
of fish,...." This num ber is derived from an estim ated d evelop ed  by Alaska D epartm ent of Labor and  
W orkforce D evelopm ent. In reality there are no data that actually cou n t the num ber o f fish harvesters 
in Alaska. There are data that cou n t the num ber of fish processing workers in each  borough and 
indicate the total and average w ages earned. There are also data that provide counts of the num ber of 
active perm it holders at any tim e any over the course of the year along with data that indicate total 
landings and revenue generated  by that activity (as w ell as th e permit holder's nam e and place of 
residence). There are similar data for ow ners of active fishing vessels. But there are no data that 
provide counts of th e num ber o f active fishing crew  m em bers, no data that relate individual crew  
m em bers to particular fisheries or vessels, and no data that link active crew  m em bers to  particular 
com m unities.

In short there is no reliable w ay to say with any d egree o f certainty h ow  m any p eop le  actually earn 
som e part o f their livelihood from participating on fishing crew s in Alaska, nor can w e  say w h o  those  
p eop le  are and w here th ose p eop le  live.

The primary objective of the Seafood Harvesting Labor Data Project is to  create a harvesting crew  
m em ber data collection  system  that will a llow  accurate reporting of the participation of active 
individual crew  m em bers by com m unity, provide an indication of the level of participation on  a 
fishery by fishery basis, and determ ine the relative quality of seafood  harvesting jobs over tim e.

The potential effects associated  with a lack o f reliable data on crew  m em bers range from the personal 
level all the w ay to  the Federal level and the m agnitude of th ese  effects can stretch from increased  
costs and program delay to  program cancellation and the inability to answ er certain questions. Figure 
1 sh ow s hypothetical exam p les o f the potential range o f effects o f not having specific crew  data. The 
vertical axis m easures th e m agnitude o f the disruption (e.g., program delay to program cancellation)
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w hile the horizontal axis m easures the distribution of the effect (e.g ., personal to Federal). The further 
right and up an effec t is listed the m agnitude and breadth of th e potential disruption.

Figure 1. Examples of the Potential Range of Effects

Program Cancellation/ 
Ineligibility/Analysis can't be completed

* A  crew member, unable to  ̂ ^
prove participation in a
fishery is denied admittance
into a trade adjustment
program.

* A  Municipal program 
experiences delayed funding 
because it can't prove it has a 
population to serve.

Personal

Federal 
 ►

*Analysts and NPFM C staff 
members asked to look at 
the effects of NPFM C 
management decisions must 
spend additional time 
making estimates of crew 
participation and are unable 
to answer some specific 
questions.

* A  crew member is delayed 
approval for admittance into a 
trade adjustment program because 
of a lack of participation data.

Program 
Delay/Increased Cost

The follow ing paragraphs briefly describe several real world exam p les of h ow  the lack of an effective  
harvesting crew  m em ber data system  has affected various agen cies and stakeholders.

Trade Programs: The Trade A djustm ent Assistance Act o f  2 0 0 2  authorized training benefits for Alaska 
salm on fisherm en w h o  received low er in com es b ecau se of im ported salm on. In som e cases, crew  
m em b ers w h o  w a n ted  to  take ad van tage o f  th e  program  fou n d  th e m se lv e s  sh u t o u t  b e c a u se  th ey  
co u ld n 't p rove th a t their e m p lo y m e n t and in c o m e  w a s e ffec te d  by foreign farm ed  sa lm on  or that 
th ey  w e r e  A laska sa lm on  fish erm en . N o  o n e  argued w ith  th e  fact that prices for w ild  sa lm on  had  
b een  a ffected , b ut m aking a cla im  b ased  o n  e m p lo y m e n t w a s m ad e very d ifficult by th e  lack o f  
se a fo o d  harvesting data.

Grant Applications: Federal and State grant application processes often require cou n ts o f th e target 
populations to be served by proposed program or proof that prior grants have resulted in increasing  
jobs or job retention. For exam p le, jo b  creation  and reten tion  are th e  top  criteria for th e  E con om ic  
D e v e lo p m e n t  A dm inistration  and U SD A  Rural D e v e lo p m e n t, tw o  o f  th e  m ost fre q u en t fun ders in 
fish e r ie s -d e p e n d e n t  co m m u n ities . H o w ev er , currently co lle c te d  public d ata  d o e s  n o t c o u n t crew  
m em b ers in e m p lo y m e n t estim ates and th e  lack o f  tracking system  for cr ew  m em b ers  m ean s that 
w h e n  program s d o  crea te  jobs by k eep in g  com m ercia l fish ing perm its in th e  area  th e re  is n o  legal 
p roof that th e se  program  also result in in creased  local cr ew  em p lo y m e n t.
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F ish eries M a n a g em en t an d  R esearch: The lack o f  crew  data m eans that researchers and fisheries 
m anagers m ust em p loy  "best estim ate" m ethods. For exam p le, as noted by Knapp, 2 0 0 6  th e quality  
o f inform ation available to  estim ate the ch ange in num ber o f jobs and days works for Kodiak-based  
crab fisherm an b ecau se o f  th e 2 0 0 5  BSAI Crab Rationalization w as quite low  b ecau se there w as "no 
reliable data on  w h ere crew  live, or "average days sp en t in transit, in port b etw een  landings, or 
w orking for vessels before or after the season."

3  E x i s t i n g  S e a f o o d  H a r v e s t i n g  L a b o r  D a t a  C o l l e c t i o n

This section  sum m arizes the existing seafood  harvesting labor data collection  system . The section  is 
divided  into tw o  parts that 1) describe th e system , and 2) discuss th e system 's shortcom ings.

3 .1  T h e  E x i s t i n g  S e a f o o d  H a r v e s t i n g  L a b o r  D a t a  C o l l e c t i o n  S y s t e m

The existing seafood  harvesting labor data co llection  system  has a num ber o f co m p o n en ts  w hich  
provide different levels o f information across d ifferent fisheries. At the heart o f this system  is th e  State 
com m ercial fishing regulations w hich require any person engaged  in com m ercial fishing to  hold an 
Alaska D epartm ent o f Fish and G am e (ADF&G) com m ercial fishing crew m em ber licen se or to  a 
current C om m ercial Fishing Entry Com m ission (CFEC) com m ercial fishing perm it (limited entry or 
interim -use perm it).1 A ccording to  state regulations, th e term "com m ercial fisherman" m eans an 
individual w h o  fishes com m ercially  for, takes or attem pts to take fish, shellfish or other fishery 
resources of the state by any m eans, and includes every individual aboard a boat operated  for fishing 
purposes w h o  participates directly or indirectly in th e taking o f th ese  raw fishery products, w hether  
participation is on shares or as an em p lo y ee  or otherw ise. C rew m em bers that d o  not directly or 
indirectly participate in th e taking, such as vessel cook s and engineers, are included in th e definition. 
H ow ever, m any of th ese  crew m em bers also pull d ou b le  duty as harvesting crew m em bers. In addition, 
th e definition includes the crew s o f  tenders or other floating craft used in transporting fish to  land and 
offshore processors. H ow ever, the definition d o es  not apply to  an yon e aboard a licensed  vessel as a 
visitor or guest w h o  d o es not directly or indirectly participate in the taking. Processing workers aboard  
catcher/processors are also exc lu d ed  in th e definition.

ADF&G com m ercial fishing crew m em ber licenses are available for purchase at the sam e outlets that 
sell recreational fishing and hunting licenses, and are issued in a similar format. The forms are filled 
ou t by th e vender in duplicate and a paper licen se is issued to  the applicant on the spot, with the  
original sen t to  ADF&G for eventual entry into the ADF&G fishing and hunting license database. The 
application for the ADF&G com m ercial fishing crew m em b er licen se requires inform ation on  the  
applicant's physical location o f residence (city/state/zip cod e), their Social Security N um ber (SSN), and  
their residency status (Alaska resident/nonresident and U.S. citizen /alien ).2 H ow ever, b ecau se a 
person's SSN also allow s a ccess to an individual's financial information, distribution and use o f SSN's 
are strictly lim ited to state agen cy  personnel.

The ea se  of obtain ing an ADF&G crew m em ber licen se and their w id e availability— they may be 
obtained  in nearly every com m unity  in Alaska— are im portant positive attributes o f the current 
system . Fishing crew  m em bers are often hired at th e docks on  very short notice, and often  for very 
lim ited periods. They n eed  to  be able to  obtain licenses quickly and easily, and th e current system  
facilitates these hiring practices.

1 All current CFEC Permit Flolders are exempt from the requirement to hold a current ADF&G crewmember 
license.

2 Notwithstanding the requirement to include their SSN licenses are in fact issued to persons that do not report 
their SSN.
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W ith th e  current ADF&G crew m em ber data, in com bination  with CFEC perm it holder data, it is 
possib le to d eterm in e the num ber o f p eop le  w h o  are eligible to  work in th e fisheries as crew m em bers  
in a given year. CFEC has d ev elo p ed  these estim ates for years 2 0 0 0  and 2 0 0 2  -  2 0 0 5 . T hese reports 
m ay b e accessed  electronically  (h ttp://w w w .cfec.state.ak .us/fishery statistics/perm its.htm ). D u e to  
problem s with th e  data, th e reports are unavailable for 2 0 0 1 . W hile the CFEC reports a llow  th e users 
to estim ate th e upper bound of the num ber o f persons en gaged  in com m ercial fishing in any  
com m unity  or in all Alaska fisheries, it is not possib le to  d eterm in e w heth er a particular licen se holder  
actually participated in any fishery. Table 1 show s the CFEC perm it holder and crew  m em ber counts  
for 2 0 0 5 . N ot cou n tin g  ADF&G license holders that did not report their SSNs, a total o f 3 0 ,6 4 9  
persons w ere eligible to participate in harvesting activities in Alaska fisheries in 2 0 0 5 . O f th ese  1 9 ,9 4 0  
w ere Alaskans, and 1 0 ,7 0 9  w ere non-Alaskans.

Table 1. CFEC Permit Holder and Crew Member Counts, 2005

Borough or Census Area CFEC Permits ADF&G Licenses All
Aleutians East Borough 203 222 425
Aleutians West Census Area 99 243 342
Anchorage Mun 873 1,015 1,888
Bethel Census Area 1,104 654 1,758
Bristol Bay Borough 179 172 351
Denali Borough 3 2 5
Dillingham Census Area 645 643 1,288
Fairbanks North Star Borough 138 67 205
Haines Borough 114 85 199
Juneau City And Borough 454 346 800
Kenai Peninsula Borough 1,396 1,463 2,859
Ketchikan Gateway Borough 348 296 644
Kodiak Island Borough 680 801 1,481
Lake And Peninsula Borough 173 273 446
Matanuska-Susitna Borough 256 279 535
Nome Census Area 230 151 381
North Slope Borough 9 5 14
Northwest Arctic Borough 149 58 207
Prince Of Wales-Outer Ketchikan Census Area 352 295 647
Sitka City And Borough 574 531 1,105
Skagway-Hoonah-Angoon Census Area 250 147 397
Southeast Fairbanks Census Area 19 14 33
Valdez-Cordova Census Area 414 391 805
Wade Hampton Census Area 642 643 1,285
Wrangell-Petersburg Census Area 790 617 1,407
Yakutat City And Borough 161 45 206
Yukon-Koyukuk Census Area 143 15 158
Unknown Ak 69 0 69
Alaska Total 10,467 9,473 19,940
Non-Resident Total 3,634 7,075 10,709
Overall Total 14,101 16,548 30,649

Note: ADF&G license holders that did not report their SSN are excluded from this report.
Source: CFEC Permit Holder and Crew Member Counts at www.cfec.state.ak.us/cpbvcen/2005/Mnu.htm. 

Accessed on November 1, 2006.

3 . 2  S h o r t c o m i n g s  o f  C o m m e r c i a l  C r e w  L i c e n s e  D a t a  S y s t e m

From a data perspective, there are three principle shortcom ings o f the ADF&G crew m em b er license  
system : 1) Licenses are issued annually— there is no linkage b etw een  previously issued licenses and  
currently issued licenses; 2) O n ce  th e license is issued there is no m echanism  for reporting w heth er  
th e holder actually participated in the fishery; 3) there is lim ited dem ographic data co llected
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As show n in Figure 2, the data flow  for crew m em ber licenses is substantially different for the other 
m ajor groups o f individuals involved in harvesting seafood  and results in less overall information being  
available to the end  user. For exam ple, individuals working in Alaska's shorebased  fish processing  
sector are w age-and-salary em p loyees. This classification m eans that the num ber o f processing jobs is 
recorded in th e  annual average m onthly em p loym en t statistics reported by the Alaska D epartm ent of 
Labor and W orkforce D evelopm ent. Com m ercial fish harvesters are exem pted  from u nem p loym en t  
insurance and other em p loym en t reporting requirem ents becau se these crew m em bers are classified  
as se lf-em p loyed . C onsequently  detailed information on  harvesting workers is generally not available 
for m ost Alaskan fisheries. Currently, w e  know  th e num ber of crew  license holders by com m unity  
each  year. W e d o  not know:

•  The num ber of active crew  license holders by com m unity  or in total each  year;

•  The num ber of active crew  license holders by fishery;

•  The num ber of days active crew  license holders work in total, by com m unity, or by fishery;

•  The w age and in com e o f active crew  license holders in total, by com m unity  or by fishery;

At th e sam e tim e, w e  know  this information for perm it holders. H ence, there is an asym m etrical flow  
o f data b etw een  com m ercial perm it holders and com m ercial crew  license holders.
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Figure 2. Seafood Harvesting and Processing Data Flow3
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3.2.1 A nnual I s s u a n c e

The fact that licenses are issued annually and there is no link b etw een  previously issued licenses and  
current licenses, significantly increases data entry requirem ents and m akes it very difficult to  track 
license holders over tim e. This also limits the general usefulness of the data b ecau se in order to  track 
license data accurately a unique identifier is required. W ith crew m em bers, the SSN is th e  only unique  
identifier available, but becau se a person's SSN is highly confidential it can n ot be provided to  persons 
outside the state agen cies responsible for m anagem ent. If licenses w ere renew ed  annually, th e  overall 
data entry burden cou ld  be reduced , and individuals could  be perm anently associated  with a single

3 We note that confidentiality rules affect the development of aggregate reporting standards by community, 
fishery, borough or census area.
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unique license identifier. This w ould allow  significantly w ider use o f license data even  if other data  
shortcom ings are not overcom e.

3 .2 .2  No M echan ism  fo r  R eport ing  Activity

Any individual with a valid ADF&G crew  m em ber license is eligible to be a m em ber of a harvesting 
crew  for any com m ercial fish harvesting operation in Alaska. In addition, any individual with a valid 
CFEC com m ercial fishing perm it is also eligible to participate as a harvesting crew  m em ber. Currently 
h ow ever, there is no m echanism  for reporting activity. W hile regulations require that all landings and  
revenues be reported by vessel and by perm it holder, there are no regulations that require m em bers  
o f th e crew  to be identified or reported. In part the lack o f a reporting requirem ent is d ue to the fact 
that fish harvesting crew s are hired as se lf-em p loyed  contractors rather than as w age or salaries 
em p lo y ees. In general, state and federal regulations require businesses to identify their w age and 
salary em p lo y ees by SSN and place of residence and to  report their earnings every quarter.4 There is 
no similar requirem ent for em ployers to  report contract workers, and becau se harvesting crew  
m em bers are se lf-em p loyed  contractors, there is no reporting o f harvesting crew .

4  S u m m a r y  o f  C u r r e n t l y  E m p l o y e d  M e a n s  t o  E s t i m a t e  C r e w

M e m b e r  A c t i v i t y

This section  sum m arizes recent efforts o f the Alaska D epartm ent of Labor and W orkforce 
D evelop m en t (ADOLW D) and the National M arine Fisheries Service (NMFS) to estim ate Alaska fish 
harvesting em p loym en t. It should  be noted that this sum m ary is not com p rehensive, and looks only at 
the se lected  efforts o f A D O LW D  and NMFS. O ther agen cies and stakeholder groups have ongoing  
processes or have undertaken studies to estim ate com m ercial fish harvesting em p loym ent.

4 .1  ADOLWD C r e w  F a c t o r  E s t i m a t i o n  P r o c e s s

During the past few  years the Alaska D epartm ent o f Labor and W orkforce D evelop m en t (ADOLWD) 
has estim ated  the num ber of fish harvesting jobs in Alaska using a m ethod ology  similar to that 
d ev elo p ed  by A D O LW D  in earlier efforts; the results to date are reported in O lson and Robinson 
(2004) and Patton and Robinson (2006). The series o f em p loym en t estim ates goes back to 2 0 0 0 .

The A D O LW D  em p loym en t calculations are based on the landings m ade by individual CFEC 
com m ercial fishing perm it holders in Alaska's fisheries. For the purposes o f the estim ation m ethod, the  
perm it holders are con sid ered  em ployers, and their records o f landings indicates em p loym en t activity 
by m onth in specific fisheries. The landing data information is primarily obtained  from ADF&G fish 
ticket reporting. B ecause th e records of landings do not specify the num ber o f jobs and p eop le  
involved in th e fish harvesting, the A DO LW D used a "crew factor" m ethod ology  to estim ate the 
average labor n eed ed  to fish specific permits, given their associated region, sp ec ies and gear type. For 
exam p le the crew  factor for a Bristol Bay Drift Gillnet perm it m ight be 2 .5 , w hile the crew  factor for 
Bering Sea King Crab perm it m ight be 6 .7 . The A DO LW D crew  factors include the perm it holder.

A D O LW D  d ev elo p ed  crew  factors based on information from earlier, similar studies, conversations 
with fisherm en and processors, and from staff in the A DO LW D and other departm ents with broad 
k now ledge on fisheries. In addition a stratified sam ple of 5 ,0 0 0  perm it holders in 117  different 
fisheries w as surveyed. Just over 1 ,0 0 0  perm it holders replied and this information w as also used in

4 Businesses report employees every quarter by submitting an ES-202 report to the Department of Labor for the 
state in which they operate.
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the d ev elo p m en t of the crew  factors. The original survey has evolved  into an on -goin g  survey process 
that will regularly update crew  factor estim ates for all Alaska fishery types.

In A D O LW D 's process for estim ating m onthly em p loym ent, th e crew  factor indicated by the perm it is 
applied  w h en  a perm it holder m akes at least o n e  landing in a m onth. The crew  factor is only applied  
o n c e  no m atter how  m any landings are m ade per m onth. The total em p loym en t in each  fishery is 
then calculated by multiplying the num ber of active permits by crew  factor. W h en  estim ating total 
em p loym en t over all fisheries, A D O LW D 's m ethod ology  attem pts to reduce d ou b le  counting that 
could  occur if so m eo n e  has several perm its and m akes landings on m ore than o n e  o f them . In th ese  
cases, the perm it with the greatest associated harvest value d eterm ines w hich  crew  factor is activated  
for that particular perm it holder.

A D O LW D  assigns crew  m em ber jobs to the place of work rather than the em p lo y ee 's  residence. M ost 
of th e perm its issued have a geographic designation to w h ere specific sp ec ies can be harvested and  
with w hat type of gear. For exam p le th e Area M se in e  salm on fishery takes p lace off th e coast o f the  
Aleutians East Borough, and thus th e jobs generated  in the Area M seine salm on fishery are assigned  
to th e Aleutians East Borough. For perm its that allow  for harvesting anyw here in the state, A D O LW D  
assigns em p loym en t using a special harvest area c o d e  that d en o tes  that general area in w hich  fish 
w ere harvested.

A D O LW D  also estim ates annual em p loym en t fish harvesting operations. T hese estim ates annualized  
crew  factors based on  the num ber o f m onths a given perm it is active. Thus, if a perm it is active all 12  
m onths o f the year, th e crew  factor for that perm it is m ultiplied by 1. Alternatively, if a perm it is active  
for six m onths the crew  factor is m ultiplied by 0 .5 , and so  forth. As with total m onthly estim ates, the  
perm it with the greatest associated value is used for perm it holders with landing on m ultiple perm its 
in any m onth.

Patton and Robinson (2006) list tw o  reasons w hy A D O LW D 's estim ates might u nd ercount fishing  
em p loym ent. First, th e  tim e spent for preparations and for com p letin g  operations at the end  o f the  
season , until th e perm it holder m akes a landing, is not cou n ted . To address this limitation the  
A D O LW D  has started surveying perm it holders to find out h ow  m uch tim e is spent on  preparations in 
each  fishery. This tim e will be included in future estim ates. Secondly, w h en  a perm it holder m akes 
landings under tw o different permits in o n e  m onth, only the perm it with the highest value catch is 
assigned em p loym en t in that m onth. The assum ption is that crew m em bers w h o  w ork for th e sam e  
perm it holders and fish different fisheries in the sam e m onth are analogous to em p lo y ees  w h o  
perform different duties for o n e  em p loyer during a m onth. This assum ption ignores th e fact that som e  
perm it holders may hire different crew  m em bers to  fish their different permits. S ince crew m em bers  
are not specifically identified in th e fish tickets that record landing data, turnover of this type can 't be  
captured.

A nother limitation o f the past A D O LW D  fishing em p loym en t estim ates is that they  d o  not provide  
insight into the residency of the job holders; as noted  ab ove, jobs are counted  by p lace o f work and  
the focus is on the num ber o f workers em p loyed  during a given tim e period rather than the identity or 
characteristics o f the workers them selves (Olson and Robinson, 200 4 ). This residency limitation is also  
com m on  w ithin other estim ation efforts. For exam p le, in work prepared by Northern Econom ics, Inc. 
the analyses often assum e that perm it holders from rural Alaska hire crew  m em bers from th e sam e  
com m unity  as th e perm it holder.

W e note that AD O LW D  has enacted  ch anges in its estim ation program over the past year including  
defining th e perm it as the em p loyer rather than th e perm it holder. Thus, if a perm it holder m akes  
landings under two different permits in the sam e calendar m onth, each landing will gen erate a set o f  
jobs. Previously w e figured out w hich landing generated  the highest earnings and cou n ted  a se t o f
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jobs (i.e., applied the crew  factor) only for that o n e . W e will explore th ese  changes further in the 
w ork group session and in the final report for the project.

4 . 2  E f f o r t s  b y  N M FS t o  C o l l e c t  E m p l o y m e n t  D a t a

In the last several years NMFS has initiated several other primary data collection  efforts that provide 
m ore information on  crew  labor efforts. H ow ever, none of these system s provide information across 
all o f Alaska's fisheries. That said, it is possible that an approach to solving som e o f the issue with the 
current statew ide reporting system  could be found within these efforts. T hese system s include:

•  Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands and Gulf o f Alaska Groundfish Catch A ccounting System

• Interagency Electronic Reporting System

• Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands Crab Fisheries Econom ic Data Report

•  C om m ercial Fisheries Em ploym ent Survey

•  Regional Econom ic Data Collection Program for Southw est Alaska

The em p loym en t data collection  and estim ation processes included in th ese  programs are all 
discussed  in the sections below .

4.2.1 B ering  S ea  a n d  A leu tian  Is lan d s  a n d  Gulf of A laska  G roundfish  C atch  Accounting 
S ystem

NMFS recordkeeping and reporting requirem ents require reports from vessels participating in 
groundfish fisheries in th e U.S. Exclusive Econom ic Z on e (EEZ) off Alaska (50 C.F.R. 6 7 9 .5 ). Catcher 
vessels with a length overall o f greater than 60  fee t must com p lete  a Groundfish Daily Fishing 
Logbook (DFL), w h ile  catcher/processors and m otherships receiving groundfish m ust com p lete  a Daily 
C um ulative Production Logbook (DCPL). Data required to be reported by vessel ow ners or operators 
include the num ber of crew , excluding certified observer(s), on th e last day o f th e w eek ly  reporting 
period in a m othership or catcher/processor DCPL; and in the DFL on the last day of a trip for a 
catcher vesse l.5

NMFS currently operates an electronic reporting (ER) system  for collection  of w eek ly  production  
reports (which sum m arize logbook data) from the groundfish fisheries (NMFS Alaska Regional O ffice, 
2 0 0 6 b ). The ER system  allow s catcher/processors and m otherships to  subm it w eek ly  production  
reports via e-m ail or direct from a m odem  from their com puter on  board.6 The benefits of the ER 
system  include im proved data quality, autom ated  processing o f data, im proved process for correcting  
or updating information, and m ore tim ely data available to fishery m anagers. The ER system  is 
gradually being replaced by the Interagency Electronic Reporting System described below . The switch 
b etw een  data reporting system s will b eco m e m andatory som etim e in 2 0 0 7  (Ackley, 2006 ).

5 In general, NMFS does not enter logbook data submitted by harvesters and processors into electronic 
databases. Logbook data are available in hard-copy format and are often used in enforcement cases or in 
specialized in-house research projects.

6 The ER system consists of two principal components (NMFS Alaska Regional Office, 2006b). The ER Client 
software is used by personnel on a vessel to enter data and transmit data to NMFS. The ER Host software runs 
at the NMFS Alaska Regional Office in Juneau. The ER Host system receives and logs transmitted files, 
validates the data, loads the data into an Oracle database, and sends a return receipt report to the vessel or 
processing plant informing them of the status of their submission.
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4 .2 .2  In te r a g e n c y  E lectron ic  R ep o r t in g  System

Recently, an electronic data reporting system , called th e Interagency Electronic Reporting System  or 
eLandings, w as d evelop ed  through a collaborative effort by NMFS, ADF&G and the International 
Pacific Halibut C om m ission, with funding from the Pacific States M arine Fisheries C om m ission (NMFS 
Alaska Regional O ffice, 2 0 0 6 c ; State o f Alaska, 200 6 ). The goal o f the joint effort is to d evelop  a 
single, Internet-based reporting system  for Alaska fisheries. The eLandings system  is d esigned  to  
elim inate reporting duplication and increase efficien cy  for harvesters, processors and fishery  
m anagers. To use the system  a com p uter and printer and an Internet con n ection  with e-m ail are 
required. In addition, users m ust request authorization and reserve a particular U serlD  and password. 
The system  allows users to subm it their landing report data (i.e. fish tickets and other required  
processing reports) to all m andated agen cies through a series o f eLandings W eb  pages.

The eLandings system  w as first used in 2 0 0 5  in the Aleutian Island's W estern and Eastern golden  king 
crab fisheries. Currently, eLandings is used to report landings an d/or production data for th e IFQ/CDQ  
crab and C om m unity of Adak golden  king crab, halibut and sablefish IFQ and state-w ide groundfish  
fisheries. In the future, th e  system  will be expanded  to include landings and production data reports 
for shellfish, salm on, herring and other Alaska fisheries.

Data reported in th e eLandings reporting process include ADF&G fish ticket record inform ation,7 IFQ 
fisher/processor quota harvest and processor production inform ation. In addition, reported data  
include the total num ber o f crew  (including skippers) on-board  the vessel.

4 .2 .3  B ering  S ea  a n d  A leu tian  I s la n d s  Crab F ish e r ie s  Econom ic D a ta  R eport

Beginning in the August 2 0 0 5 , NMFS is requiring an annual Econom ic D ata Report (EDR) from any  
ow n er or leaseholder of a vessel that harvested or processed  crab in th e Bering Sea and Aleutian  
Islands (BSAI) crab fisheries m anaged under the IFQ/IPQ program (50 C.F.R. 680). The purpose o f  th e  
data collection  program is to co llec t th e em ploym ent, cost and sales data necessary to  ad eq uately  
exam in e h ow  vessel and processing plants are affected by th e BSAI crab rationalization program. The 
fo llow ing information is recorded for crew  w h o  harvest crab and w h o se  pay is based primarily on  
their harvesting work: 1) th e num ber of crew  aboard th e vessel (excluding captain) w h o  provided crab 
harvesting labor; 2) the total p aym ent m ade to crew  (excluding th e  captain) for their crab harvesting 
labor; and 3) th e total p aym ent m ade to the captain for his services. The total paym ent to  the crew  
and captain is the am oun t actually paid, not the earnings before shared exp en ses (such as fuel, bait, 
or food  and provisions) are d ed u cted . Any paym ents to th e captain or crew  for their IFQ are 
exclu ded .

In addition, the report records the ADF&G com m ercial fishing crew m em b er license num ber or CFEC 
com m ercial fishing perm it num ber for each  vessel em p lo y ee  participating in any or all BSAI crab  
fisheries and lists the em p lo y ee 's  location (city/state) o f resid en ce. For em p lo y ees that d o  not have  
ADF&G crew m em ber licen ses or CFEC fishing perm its (processing crew  for exam ple), the report 
records the location (city/state/country) o f residence and the num ber of em p lo y ees that are from each  
residential location.

7 ADF&G fish tickets are filled out by the processor for each vessel that delivers fish to that processor. Data 
reported on the fish ticket include ADF&G vessel number, CFEC commercial fishing permit information, date 
fishing began, date landed, gear type, ADF&G statistical area where fish were harvested, landed weight (in 
pounds) and condition of the catch by species, weight (in pounds) of discards at sea and at the dock, number 
and type of prohibited species discarded at sea, price paid/received per pound for the recorded weight, and 
monetary amount paid/received. A fish ticket is considered a legal document and requires the signature of the 
vessel captain or operator and the buyer.
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All data are co llected  and held by the Pacific States M arine Fisheries Com m ission (PSMFC). PSMFC 
abides by all statutory and regulatory data confidentiality requirem ents, and only releases the data to  
NMFS, North Pacific Fishery M anagem ent Council staff and any other authorized users in a "blind" 
format. Specifically, all identifiers associated with data subm itters are elim inated and replaced with  
fictitious vessel and processor identifiers for purposes of analyses. Participation in the data collection  
program is m andatory for all participants in th e BSAI crab fisheries. Should participants fail to subm it 
the EDR, NMFS is authorized to w ithhold issuance or transfer o f IPQ or IFQ.

4 .2 .4  C om m erc ia l  F ish e r ie s  Em ploym ent Survey

In 2 0 0 3 , the national offices o f NMFS d evelop ed  the Com m ercial Fisheries Em ploym ent Survey, 
w hich is d esigned  to co llec t em p loym en t data for use in descriptive analyses of the eco n o m ic  
significance o f the com m ercial fish harvesting sector from all US states and territories (O ffice o f  
M anagem ent and Budget, 2 0 0 3 ). The voluntary mail survey w as initially fielded  in spring 2 0 0 4  and 
ran through the sum m er of that year (Curtis, 200 6 ). D ue to  a low  response rate NMFS op ted  to  
con d u ct a phon e survey to d etec t potential non-response bias (i.e., bias introduced b ecau se those  
w h o responded w ere system atically different from th ose w h o  did not). The p h on e survey also had the  
effect o f bum ping up the response rate significantly (the final overall response rate w as 50%).

The survey sam pled  from the entire population of U.S. com m ercial fishing vessels (with th e excep tion  
of Puerto Rico and the U.S. Virgin Islands). The potential respondent universe w as any com m ercial 
fishing vessel that (1) holds a federal or state perm it or license; and (2) participated in fishing activity in 
either state or federal waters in 2 0 0 3 .

The m ail-out questionnaire asked each vessel ow ner or captain to  report, for the calendar year 2 0 0 3 ,  
the average num ber of crew  taken on a trip and th e num ber o f  days fished in each  2-m onth  period in 
each  fishery. This will a llow  for the estim ation of: the total num ber o f crew m em bers em p loyed  
(annually and by m onth) in all U.S. com m ercial fisheries; the total num ber of crew m em bers  
em p loyed  by fishery (annually and by m onth); and the total num ber o f  days o f em p loym en t by fishery 
and across all fisheries. D ep en d in g  on th e other information available regarding each  vessel, it should  
also be possible to provide estim ates o f full- and part-tim e em p loym en t by state or by vessel 
characteristics such as gear type. The results o f the survey are still being analyzed (Curtis, 2 0 0 6 ).

O n e o f the major lim itations of the survey is that it will on ly provide a on e-year sn apsh ot o f the  
em p loym en t situation in U.S. com m ercial fisheries. R epeated surveys w ould  allow  o n e  to  exam in e  
evolving trends in com m ercial fishing em p loym ent, but high costs may preclude the frequent 
administration of surveys (the proposed budget for th e contract to con d u ct the survey in FY04 was  
$ 1 7 5 ,0 0 0 ). A nother limitation with the NMFS survey and other voluntary surveys is alluded to  
ab ove— the potential for a high level o f non-response. According to Curtis (2006), NMFS is currently  
review ing the accuracy o f  the survey results given the early n on-respon se problem .

4.2.5 R eg iona l  Economic D ata  Collection P ro g ra m  for S o u th w e s t  A laska

NMFS is proposing to undertake a survey effort in 2 0 0 7  to  co llect data required for a regional 
ec o n o m ic  analysis associated with Southw est Alaska fisheries (71 FR 5 3 6 6 8 , S eptem ber 12 , 200 6 ). 
The on e-tim e m ail-out survey will request data on em p loym en t and labor in com e from 2 ,2 0 0  vessel 
ow ners w h ose boats delivered  fish to processors in S outhw est Alaska. NMFS has hired contractors at 
the University of Alaska Fairbanks to con d u ct the data collection  project (NMFS Alaska Regional 
O ffice, 2006d ). S ince the contractors are con cern ed  ab out th e low  response rate of a voluntary  
survey, they will use an approach slightly different from those used by previous data collection  studies. 
First, for gathering information on em p loym ent and earnings, they will rely on th e survey o f vessel
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ow ners. S econ d , for gathering information on costs o f interm ediate inputs used on harvesting vessels, 
they  will survey the suppliers o f the inputs rather than the vessels ow ners. This approach will a llow  the  
num ber of q uestions on  the voluntary survey to be m inim ized , w hich will help to  increase the  
response rate.

5  P r e l i m i n a r y  O p t i o n s  t o  I m p r o v e  H a r v e s t  E m p l o y m e n t  D a t a

This section  introduces a preliminary set o f op tion s that could be used to im prove em p loym en t data  
for the com m ercial fish harvesting sector in Alaska. The goal in d evelop in g  th ese  preliminary options is 
to d evelop  a basis for discussion. T hese op tion s have b een  d evelop ed  by so lely  by Northern  
Econom ics for d iscussion purposes. It should also be em p hasized  that n on e o f the op tion s presented  
here, have b een  vetted or pre-approved by any agen cy  or stakeholder group. Finally it should be  
noted that in presenting these options Northern Econom ics d o es not im ply that th e op tions are 
necessarily feasib le or practicable, nor should it be inferred that no other op tions are possible. W e  
encourage w orkshop participants to review  th e  options that are presented; to think through the pros 
and con s o f each; and to create n ew  options that m ight create a better harvesting crew  database.

The set of preliminary op tion s are divided into tw o general categories: 1) O p tions that will im prove 
th e ADF&G C om m ercial Crew License data, 2) O ptions that will report activities o f fishing crew  
m em bers, including both ADG&G license holders and CFEC perm it holders acting as crew .

5 .1  P r e l i m i n a r y  O p t i o n s  t o  I m p r o v e  ADF&G C o m m e r c i a l  C r e w  L i c e n s e  D a t a

This section  presents options to  im prove th e ADF&G C om m ercial Crew License Data. As indicated in 
previous discussions, licenses are issued by venders throughout the state w h o  co m p lete  a hand­
written form with duplicates. A cop y is issued to th e individual as their licen se and th e original is 
subm itted to th e state. This system  is effective in that it allow s licenses to  be issued instantly. 
H ow ever, b ecau se th e data are com p leted  by hand by m any hundreds o f venders, and b ecau se  
information verification requirem ents are m inimal, entering and using the data in an electronic  
database is problem atic.

O p tion  1.1 M aintain  th e  e x istin g  ADF&G C om m ercia l C rew  L icense S ystem : As indicated in 
previous discussions, all licenses are issued annually by venders throughout th e  state w ho  
com p lete  a hand-written form with duplicates. A cop y  is issued to the individual as their license  
and the original is subm itted to the state. Each license issued has is pre-printed with unique  
num ber for that particular year, and therefore each  individual receives a unique license num ber. 
This system  is effective in that it allow s licenses to  be issued instantly in nearly any com m unity  in 
th e Alaska. H ow ever, b ecau se the data are com p leted  by hand by m any hundreds of venders, 
and b ecau se information verification requirem ents are m inim al, entering and using th e  data in an 
electronic database is problem atic.

O p tio n  1 .2  C h an ge to  a R en ew ab le  L icense S ystem : U nder this option individuals w ould  be issued  
a renew able license with a unique and non-transferable license num ber. It is presum ed that this 
license num ber w ould  be generated  by the sam e system  that generates CFEC Permit IDs. O n ce  a 
license is associated with an individual, that ID num ber w ould  be perm anently associated  with  
the individual, w heth er the num ber is associated  with a crew  m em ber licen se or with a CFEC 
permit. Each licen se holder w ould  be issued sem i-p erm an en t license card w hich  presum ably  
w ould include a m agnetic data strip.

Crew licenses w ould  be renew ed  in the sam e m anner that CFEC Permits are ren ew ed . N ew  
licenses w ould  still be available and could  be issued using the sam e or similar system  that
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currently exists. N ew  paper-copy licen ses w ould  be valid only until such tim e as a perm anent 
licen se card could  be issued. In order to en cou rage existing license holder to renew  their licenses 
in a tim ely m anner, it is anticipated that the price o f n ew  licenses (or duplicate licenses) w ould  
b e considerably higher than the cost o f a licen se renewal. Another option w ould  be to issue 
m ulti-year licenses.

O p tion  1 .3  C reate a C om p u terized  R eal-T im e L icense Issu an ce  System : This option  w ould  re­
vam p th e current system  used to issue com m ercial fishing licenses, and b ecau se they  utilize the  
sam e issuance system  w ould  incidentally re-vam p the system  for issuing recreational fishing and 
hunting licenses. The n ew  system  w ould  be similar to  the licensing system  used by the O regon  
D epartm ent o f  Fish and W ildlife.

In this system , all license venders w ould  be issued a com puter that con n ects electronically the 
licen se database. W hen  individuals request to purchase a license, they are asked to  provide 
either, if they  have purchased a licen se in th e past and to provide positive identification (e.g. a 
valid driver's license with photo id, a passport, etc). The information w ould  then posted  to the  
database, and if a m atch is returned to  an existing entry the purchaser w ould  be asked to  verify 
and update th e information in the database and the license is renew ed  with th e sam e license ID 
as in previous years. If no match is found, then all o f th e information for a n ew  license w ould  be 
co llected  and verified by the vender, and en tered  directly into the database. In either case (new  
license or licen se renewal) the system  w ould  print the licen see's information including bar-coded  
or m agnetic data onto a sem i-perm anent card, similar to those used for pre-paid calling cards.

Given the num ber of licenses that w ould  be issued or renew ed  annually, it is likely that license  
fee s  cou p led  with reductions in data entry costs w ould  likely be able pay for this type of system  
within a few  years.

5 . 2  P r e l i m i n a r y  O p t i o n s  T h a t  W i l l  R e p o r t  A c t i v i t i e s  o f  F i s h i n g  C r e w  M e m b e r s

O p tio n  2.1 M aintain  th e  sta tu s quo: U nder this option  no changes w ould  be m ade to  en h an ce  
reporting of activities o f fishing crew  m em bers.

O p tio n  2 .2  R equire all crew  m em b ers and p erm it h o ld ers to  c o m p le te  and su b m it an "Alaska  
C rew m em b er A ctivity Form" at th e  en d  o f  ea ch  f ish in g  year: The form w ould  ask all crew  
m em bers and perm it holders to indicate the fisheries in w hich they participated as crew  
m em bers, th e vessel on  w hich  participated and the num ber o f trips they took. A hypothetical 
version o f an "Alaska C rew m em ber Activity Form" is show n in Table 2.

T he Alaska C rew m em ber Activity Form (hereafter the form) w ould  be available on line, and it 
w ould  also b e m ailed to each licensee and perm it holder at som e point late in the year. In order 
to ensure that th e form is subm itted by all licen sees and perm it holders, the regulations w ould  
indicate that the licen see or permit holder w ould  be penalized  for failure to  com p lete  the form in 
a tim ely and accurate m anner.
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Table 2. Hypothetical Alaska Crewmember Activity Form

A l a s k a  C r e w m e m b e r  A c t i v i t y  F o r m

Crew Member Information
Name: ADF&G Crew License Number: 

Or CFEC Permit ID:
City, State and Zipcode:

Activity Information
Please fill complete a row for fishery and vessel on which you fished on during the past reporting period. If you 
fished on more than on vessel in a particular fishery, complete a separate row for each vessel.

Fishery (see back) ADF&G Vessel # Permit Holder ID 
(if known)

Month Number of 
Trips

Average 
Time at Sea

Note: The back of this form would contain a list of the Alaska fisheries for which permits are issued.

O p tion  2 .3  R equire all a ctiv e  p erm it h o ld ers to  su b m it a co m p le ted  "A laska C rew m em b er  
A ctivity Form" at th e  en d  o f  ea c h  fish in g  year for ea c h  crew  m em b er th ey  em p lo y e d  d u rin g  
th e  year: This option  is very similar to  O ption  2 .2  e x c e p t that perm it holders w ould  be required  
report the activities o f all o f their crew  m em bers. The reports w ould  be d u e  by January 15  of th e  
follow ing year. In this option  crew  m em bers w ould  n ot be required to  report activities.

O p tion  2 .4  R equire all activ e  p erm it h o ld ers to  su b m it a  co m p le ted  A laska C rew m em b er  A ctivity  
Form for all crew  m em b e rs  th ey  en g a g ed  ea ch  tim e  a lan d in g  is m ad e: The reports cou ld  be  
subm itted by fax or em ail directly to th e appropriate m anagem ent agen cy  by fax or em ail, or 
they could  b e provided to processors or ten der vessels with each  delivery.

O p tion  2 .5  R equire Perm it h o ld ers to  su b m it a c o m p le te d  A laska C rew m em b er A ctivity Form  
w h e n e v er  reg ister in g  for a  fish ery  or w h e n e v er  u n d erg o in g  a  tank in sp e c tio n . Registration is 
required in th e Bristol Bay drift and set gillnet fisheries, and in several groundfish and herring 
fisheries and tank inspections and/or registration is required in m ost crab fisheries. In this option  
the Alaska C rew m em ber Activity Form w ould  be com p leted  prior to actually engaging in th e  
fishing activity.

O p tion  2 .6  R equire o b ser v er s  to  c o m p le te  an A laska C rew m em b er A ctivity Form regard in g  crew  
m em b ers  o n  any v e s se l o b serv ed  in th e  fed era l or sta te  fish ery  o b serv er  program s:
O bservers are required in the federal groundfish fisheries, in th e Bering Sea and A leutian Island 
crab fisheries and in th e scallop fishery. In the groundfish fisheries all catcher processors and  
vessels greater than 1 2 5 ' length overall (LOA) are required to  carry observers 1 0 0  p ercen t of th e  
tim e. V essels b etw een  60 ' and 1 2 5 ' LOA are required to  have 30  p ercen t observer coverage. 
O bserver coverage requirem ents in th e crab and scallop fisher are slightly d ifferent than observer  
requirem ents in the groundfish fisheries.
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O p tion  2 .7  A u gm en t th e  lo g b o o k  reporting req u irem en ts in all f ish er ies  that requ ire lo g b o o k s to  
in c lu d e  co m p le t io n  o f  an A laska C rew m em b er A ctivity Form for ea ch  w e e k  th e  v e s se l is
active: In this option , th e logbook forms w ould  be augm ented  with Alaska C rew m em ber Activity 
Form. All vessel operators w ould be required to  report the activities o f harvesting crew  with the  
sam e frequ en cy  that logbook data are reported.

O p tio n  2 .8  C reate an  e lec tr o n ic  version  o f  th e  A laska C rew m em b er A ctivity Form th a t w ou ld  be  
rep orted  on  all v e s s e ls  and p ro cesso rs u sin g  th e  In teragency  E lectronic R eporting System :
For th ose fisheries that utilize the IERS system  (see Subsection 4 .2 .2 ), an electron ic version o f the  
Alaska C rew m em ber Activity Form for all crew  m em bers w ould  be subm itted along with each  
landing record/fish-ticket.

O p tio n  2 .9  C h an ge th e  cu rren t fish -tick et form  to  a c c o m m o d a te  in form ation  rep orted  in th e  
A laska C rew m em b er A ctivity Form. Any processor that issues a fish-ticket w ould  be required to  
obtain the crew  m em ber data from the perm it holder and to report the inform ation on the fish- 
ticket.

6  W o r k g r o u p  G o a l s  a n d  O b j e c t i v e s

The Southw est Alaska M unicipal C onference (SWAMC) is sponsoring the Seafood  Harvesting Labor 
Data Project to help  address the issues raised ab ove. Part o f this ongoing effort is con d uctin g  this work  
group. The primary ob jective o f the work group session is to  gather information and ideas from a 
w ide-ranging group o f individuals and organizations. Currently, the work group exp ects participation  
from th e Alaska Board of Fish, the Alaska D epartm ent of C om m erce, C om m unity, and Econom ic  
D evelop m en t, th e Alaska D epartm ent o f Fish and C am e, the Alaska D epartm ent o f Labor, th e City of 
Kodiak, the City o f  Sand Point, the City of Unalaska, the Com m ercial Fisheries Entry C om m ission, the  
Kodiak Area C ham ber o f C om m erce, the Lake and Peninsula Borough, NOAA Fisheries, the North 
Pacific Fishery M an agem ent Council, the University of Alaska's Institute for Social and Econom ic 
Research, and th e University o f Alaska Fairbanks. Jon Isaacs is coordinating th e work group session  
with support from Gunnar Knapp (UAA/ISER), along with M arcus Hartley and Jonathan King from  
Northern Econom ics. Northern Econom ics is the prime contractor responsible for the project as a 
w h ole.

The broad goals for th e work group session are:

•  Further exp lore the issues associated with seafood  harvesting labor data;

•  C ollect inform ation on current data collection  and past estim ation efforts;

•  D efine unfulfilled organizational n eed s for seafood  harvesting labor data;

•  Suggest n ew  data co llection  m ethods or system s that w ould  elim inate th e unfulfilled needs;

•  Evaluate potential system s from m ultiple perspectives and identify the positive and negative  
attributes o f each  system  as well as the potential hurdles to im plem enting each  system .
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-  C o n f i d e n t i a l i t y  I s s u e s

The issue of confidentiality w as raised as a concern  at th e work group on im proving seafood  
harvesting em p loym en t data— of particular con cern  w ere alternatives in w hich crew m em ber ID's 
w ould  be linked directly to particular landings, either through a m odification o f the current fish ticket 
system , or integrated as part o f  the soon  to be im plem ented  eLandings system .

C onfidentiality is a m ultifaceted issue and the discussion that follow s represents the perspective o f the 
authors of this report. The ideas and op in ions described b elow  do not necessarily reflect the opinions  
of the state or the federal governm ents.

G eneral P rotection s u nd er S tate and Federal C onfid en tia lity  Rules

Northern Econom ics assum es that any data subm itted under an en h an ced  seafood  em p loym en t data  
collection  program w ould  be protected by th e sam e state and federal confidentiality rule that are in 
place for perm it holders, vessel ow ners, and processors. In particular, the agen cies could  n ot release 
to th e public any inform ation that w ould  reveal critical business information ab ou t individuals or 
firms.

Based on th ese  restrictions, agen cies can n ot release information about the activities o f  individuals or 
firms, unless th ey  are aggregated. In general, th e State o f Alaska requires that data be aggregated such  
that no few er than four firms or individuals are represented in any given num ber. The m inim um  
aggregation level is specified  based on the prem ise that with four or m ore included , it w ould  be nearly 
im possible to infer specific information about the activities o f any o n e  of th e four involved, even  if the 
specific information ab ou t o n e  o f the four w ere already known.

U nder any of the op tion s under discussion it is assum ed that this basic level o f protection w ould  be 
provided crew m em bers w h o se  data are reported.

It should b e noted in this discussion that the protection of confidentiality are only provided for data 
show ing business activities, but that information provided in the license or perm it information (with a 
few  excep tion s such as social security num bers) are considered  "critical business information" and are 
generally available to  th e public. Thus for exam p le it is possible to determ ine through publicly  
available inform ation, th e specific fishing permits or fishing vessels that any individual holds, along  
with the address of th e individual and other dem ographic information.

The Right to  A ccess  D ata

The issue o f confidentiality also raises the im portant issue of w h o  has the right to access data that has 
already b een  subm itted. In general, the state (and NMFS) assum es that the actual subm itters o f the 
information have th e right to  access the information they subm itted. In the past the state has ruled 
that th e both th e perm it holder identified on the fish ticket as well as the processor identified on the 
fish ticket have the "access rights" to  the data. O f particular interest is the fact that this ruling d o es  not 
grant a specific right of access to the ow ner of the harvesting vessel from w hich the landing w as m ade, 
even  though the vessel identification is listed on  the fish ticket.

Based on this ruling, the state did not provide fish ticket data to  vessel ow ners during th e sablefish and 
halibut IFQ application process, unless the vessel ow ner w as also the perm it holder o f record, even  
though the IFQs w ere to  be allocated to the vessel ow ners based on  fish ticket landings. In a case, 
w here the vessel ow ner w as not th e perm it holder, the vessel had to acquire a signed w aiver from the 
perm it holder in order to  access the information stored by the m anagem ent agency.

Given this p reced en t it seem s ev ident that in the even t a crew -m em b er identifier w as attached to a 
fish ticket, the crew m em ber (like vessel ow ners) w ould  not have access to the business information
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included in th e fish ticket data (landings am ounts, revenue, etc .), becau se in fact the perm it holder 
and the processor w ould  still b e  only subm itters of th e data. It should be noted again that the 
preced ing represents the thinking of Northern Econom ics and this v iew  is not necessarily the op inion  
o f Attorney G eneral of th e State o f Alaska.
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