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Sectionl Alaska Natives |ssues

Indigenous people of Alaska (Alaska Natives) havelong utilized fishery resources, both for subsistence and
commercial purposes. The groundfish and other commercial fisheries may interact with Alaska Native
subsistence activitiesin anumber of ways, and Alaska Natives are also directly engaged in the commercial
groundfish fishery in other ways.

The subsistence harvest and distribution of fish that spend part or all of their timein the ocean has occurred
since peoplehave been present in Alaska. Of themorethan 200 communitieswith federally recognized tribal
governmentsin Alaska, asignificant majority arelocated in coastal areas or aong river systemsthat support
anadromous fish that, in turn, form an important part of the subsistence base of those communities. Other
important subsistence resources, such as marine mammals and seabirds, depend on marine and anadromous
fish to some degree. Several groundfish species are utilized for subsistence purposes but, in general, their
use is overshadowed in terms of relative importance by other fish (and non-fish) species.

In particular, salmon is an important anadromous subsistence resource for Alaska Natives. However, the
continuing interception (incidental bycatch) of salmon originating in western Alaska river systems by
domestic salmon fisheries targeting other salmon stocks continues to be an issue today. The Native issue of
the direct interception of Pacific salmon that originate in western Alaskariver systems by foreign fleets on
the high seas was addressed at the highest levels of government and resulted in multi-level agreements and
treaties with foreign nations. Such bycatch isaconcern due to recent poor returns of maturing salmon to the
western Alaska river systems. This has resulted in severe economic disaster declarations and severe
restrictions on subsistence harvests. Theimpact of the salmon bycatch within the groundfish fishery itself on
Native subsistence harvest isthought to be minimal, but remainsan issue. It isbeing addressed by the Alaska
Bard of Fisheries, rather than the North Pacific Fishery Management Council (NPFMC), since National
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS or National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration [NOAA] Fisheries)
has little direct involvement in management of the salmon fisheries in Alaska, with the exception being in
southeast Alaska.

Marine mammals, and Steller sealions specifically, are al'so an important subsi stence resource in a number
of Alaska Native communities. Theimpact of commercial fishing activitieson Steller sealionsis an issue
of particular concernto AlaskaNative communitiesin someareas but, as discussed at length in the main body
of thisProgrammatic Supplemental Environmental | mpact Statement (SEI'S), therel ationshi p between Steller
sea lion population dynamics and commercial fishing activitiesis not entirely clear given existing data.

Alaska Native engagement in commercial fishing activities began soon after contact with the Russians, and
deepened over the course of later interactions with Euro-Americans. This engagement includes owning
fishing vessels and harvesting and processing fish. Alaska Native participation in commercial fishing in
general, and thegroundfish fisheriesin particular, wasfurther influenced by the establishment of theNPFMC
Community Development Quota (CDQ) program for commercial offshore fisheriesin the Bering Sea. The
CDQ program established six regional non-profit Alaska Native corporations, representing 65 coastal area
villages. These CDQ corporationswereinitially given ashare of the commercial pollock harvest quota, and
in later years the program was expanded to include other groundfish and non-groundfish species. Thus
creating the opportunity for western Alaska communitiesto enter the fisheriesin anumber of different ways
and reap the social and economic benefits of thosefisheries. Direct engagement in commercial fisheriesalso
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creates “joint production” subsistence opportunities for Alaska Natives, where the same vessels and gear
utilized for commercial production may also be utilized for subsistence production.

The NPFM C recognizes the importance of fishery resourcesto AlaskaNatives and has specifically included
Alaska Native representation on both its Advisory Panel (AP) and the NPFMC itself. Through these
representatives (and others), the concerns of CDQ groups, other Native fishermen, Native communities, and
subsistence harvesters are raised during the fishery management decision-making process. Fishery
management measures or fishery management plans (FMP) adopted by the NPFMC, as guided by the
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act of 1976 (MSA) (Public Law 94-256), directly
or indirectly address issues of Alaska Native concern, such as use of CDQ revenue, salmon bycatch, and
protection of Steller sealions, which are subject to subsistence harvest.

Fishery management must comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969. NEPA
requires that potential effects of fishery management actions on the human environment including Alaska
Natives be analyzed and, to the extent practicable, mitigated. This includes effects on subsistence, CDQ
groups, non-CDQ Nativefishermen, and fishing communitieswith Native populations. Executive Order (EO)
12898 (1994) on Environmental Justice requires that the potentia for disproportionately high and adverse
effects on minority populations (which include Alaska Natives) beanalyzed. Whilenot apart of NEPA, this
analysistypically isundertaken during the NEPA process. Inaddition, EO 13175 (2000) on Consultation and
Coordination with Indian and Tribal Governments requires that when there is a potential for federal action
to significantly or uniquely affect Indian tribal governments, federal agencies must engage in timely and
meaningful consultation with federally recognized tribal governments. This consultation requirement is
addressed through the MSA and NEPA compliance process. The mgjority of the more than 200 federally
recognized tribes in Alaska are located along the coast or river systems and can potentially be affected by
fishery management decisions. Further, AlaskaNativecommunities, like other communities, that areengaged
in and dependent upon the fishery, are subject to the provisions of MSA Nationa Standard 8, which guides
fishery management toward fostering the sustained participation of traditional fishing communities.

Finally, Alaska Natives have observed changes in the environment and in the distribution and populations
of fishand wildlife over many generations. The value of these observations has been increasingly recognized
by western scientists and fishery managers as Traditional Ecological Knowledge (Traditional Knowledge or
TK). Federal agencies responsible for managing lands, waters, fish, and wildlife are collecting Traditional
Knowledge and incorporating it into NEPA compliance documents and management activities to varying
degrees.

11 Summary of Current Alaska Native | ssues/Groundfish M anagement

Subsistence

Steller SealLion

Steller sealionsare harvested by some AlaskaNatives, primarily Aleut, communities. Thedeclineinsealion

populations has affected subsistence harvest practices, and Alaska Natives have expressed concern about
potential cause and effect between commercial groundfish fishing and the sealion population decline.
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Salmon Bycatch

Concerns continue to be raised by Alaska Natives on the effects of salmon bycatch in the Alaska groundfish
fisheries on subsistence salmon harvests, particularly in the Y ukon-Kuskokwim area.

General Ecosystem Health

Concernshavebeen expressed by AlaskaNativeson theeffectsof commercial fishing and associated bycatch
discardsonthe health of the marine ecosystem, particularly with regard to discardsattracting fishand wildlife
and causing disease in animals that eat discards.

Joint Production

Commercial fishing often provides overhead in terms of equipment and trip costs for subsistence harvest of
fish or other resources. Changes in the location of commercial fishing infrastructure through closures and
changesin allocation and other changesin fishery management that affect the viability of commercial fishing
(through regul atory action) operationscan haveanindirect adverseaffect on associated subsistenceactivities.

Alaska Native Participation in Commercial Fisheries

CDQ Fisheries

Approximately 65 western Alaskan Native communities participate in commercial fishing through six CDQ
corporations. These corporations are allocated quotas for specific fisheries, which generate employment and
revenue opportunities, and provide funds for economic investment in participating communities. Changes
in alocation can create beneficia or adverse effects, depending on their nature.

Non-CDQ Fisheries

Alaska Native fishermen from severa communities in the Aleutian I1slands/Alaska Peninsula, Kodiak,
southcentral Alaska, and southeast Alaska regions participate in groundfish fisheries as boat owners, crew,
or fish processors. Commercial fishing is a mgor component of the economy in most coastal Native
communities, and changesin management measuressuch asall ocation, seasonal and spatial closures, and gear
restrictions, would create beneficial or adverse effects, depending on their nature.

Economic Viahility of Traditional Alaska Communities

The MSA and the NPFMC list maintaining community benefits from fishing as an objective. Many of the
Alaskacommunitiesthat participatein groundfish fisheriesand derive municipal revenuefromfishing-related
activities are predominantly Native. Fishery management actions have a direct and indirect effect on the
economic viability of many coastal Alaska Native communities.
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Alaska Native Participation in Fishery M anagement

Level of Representation within the NPEFMC

Although Alaska Natives currently have some representation on the AP and NPFMC, the limited number
presents some difficulty in representing potentially competing interests between CDQs, non-CDQ Native
fishermen, and subsistence users.

Co-management

Other federal and stateagencies, notably theU.S. Fishand Wildlife Service (USFWS) and AlaskaDepartment
of Fish & Game (ADF& G), haveinstituted measuresto increase Alaska Native participation in management
of fishand wildlife. Some Alaska Natives have indicated an interest in some form of co-management of the
Alaska groundfish fisheries.

Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments

Opportunitiesfor consultation have been provided to potentially affected tribal governments throughout the
Programmatic SEI'S preparation process. However, some commentors on the Draft Programmatic SEIS have
asked for greater outreach.

Public Involvement

Like other members of the public, Alaska Natives have rights and opportunities to review and comment on
preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), as part of the NEPA process.

Other Issues

Environmental Justice

Actions taken in the management of groundfish fisheries could have disproportionately adverse effects on
CDQ groups and other Alaska Natives participating in fish harvesting and processing.

Incorporation of Traditional Knowledge into Fishery M anagement

Alaska Natives have interacted with the natural environment for many generations, and have a body of
knowledge based on their observations and those passed down from ancestors. Scientists and resource
managersarerecognizing thevalueof Traditional Knowledgein supplementing other sourcesof information.
Efforts to collect Traditional Knowledge can range from a review of existing literature to key informant
interviews in the field. Incorporation of Traditional Knowledge should provide appropriate citation of the
source, and Traditional Knowledge should be presented with respect.

1.2 How M anagement of Fisheries Has Evolved to Address Alaska Native | ssues
Since the Americanization of the fisheries during the 1980s, Alaska Nativeissues have becomeincreasingly

important in fisheries management. Thistrend reflectsincreased Native participation in groundfish fisheries
and developments of EOs and MSA/NEPA compliance. Both NOAA Fisheries and the NPFM C have made
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management decisions concerning the economic viability of Alaska communities relating to bycatch,
protection of subsistenceresources, and alocationto CDQ groupsand other fishing/processing sectorswhere
Alaska Natives are participants.

North Pacific Fishery Management Council

The NPFMC members from western Alaska have functionaly, if unofficially, represented Alaska Native
interests since approximately 1987. As Alaska Native participation in the fisheries has grown, the seat has
represented a broader group of interests, such as CDQ corporations, and has made the unofficial Alaska
Native representation role more complex for the incumbents. Alaska Native interests represented on the AP
have also become more diverse during this time period, and are addressed through regional, community,
CDQ, and conservation group members appointed by the NPFMC to sit on its AP.

NEPA Compliance and Related Regulatory Requirements

Amendmentsto the Alaska groundfish FM Ps must comply with NEPA. Inthelate 1970sand 1980s, NEPA
compliance documents such as Environmental Assessments and EIS addressed but did not expand upon
Alaska Native issues. Alaska Native groups were given the same opportunities to comment on documents
as other stakeholder groups, but were not targeted for additional outreach.

Theenactment of Executive Orderson Environmental Justice and Consultation and Coordinationwith Indian
Tribal Governments in the mid-1990s increased the focus on Alaska Native issues. These issues are often
addressed as part of NEPA analysis. Greater attention has since been given to potential disproportionate
adverse effects on Alaska Natives. Outreach efforts have increased to meet consultation requirements.
Compliance with the NEPA process and related EOs provides amechanism for encouraging participationin
fishery management decision-making.

Analytical Emphasis on Socioeconomic I ssues by NPFM C and NOAA Fisheries

Staff responsibilities have evolved to include oversight of issues associated with fishing communities and
social impact assessments, which have AlaskaNative components. NOAA Fisheriesisal so adding staff with
responsibilities for addressing basic research in non-economic social sciences, and this may assist in
addressing the concerns of Alaska Natives. This includes a cultural anthropologist position at the Alaska
Fisheries Science Center.

CDQ Program and Community Protection in Fisheries M anagement

TheCDQ programintheBering Sea/Aleutian Islands (BSAI) wasestablished in 1991. Theintent of the CDQ
program is to promote fisheries-related economic development in the coastal communities that participate
in the CDQ program. CDQ corporations can lease out their shares of the quota, or harvest and process the
share themselves. In addition to generating employment for Alaska Natives, revenue generated from use of
guota shares must be used for economic devel opment under specific guidelines established by the NPFMC.
Thefirst individua fishing quota (IFQ) allocations that occurred for sablefish and halibut were established
by the NPFMC. The six CDQ corporations formed and as directed by NPFMC, developed plans for how
guotas would be fished and revenue distributed. Quotafor additional fisherieswas alocated to CDQ groups
as apart of the Inshore/Offshore 1 FM P amendments and subsequent amendments. The CDQ program now
appliesto multiple groundfish fisheriesincluding pollock, Pacific cod, flatfish, Atkamackerel, rockfish, and
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sablefish, as well as halibut and crab. Currently, the CDQ program is alocated 10 percent of the total
alowable quotafor pollock and 7.5 percent for most other species. Gulf of Alaska (GOA) FMP Amendment
66 has recently been approved by NPFMC and is designed to allow 42 eligible GOA coasta communities
to participate in the fixed gear halibut and sablefish IFQ Programs.

Subsistence

Establishing the prohibited speciescatch (PSC) for salmon and herring and associated bycatch limitshasbeen
important to Alaska Natives for both commercia and subsistence fishing. Prior to the mid-1980s, bycatch
limits were primarily aimed at foreign fleets; since the mid-1980s bycatch restrictions have focused on the
domestic fisheries, with bycatch limits established for chum salmon, chinook salmon, various crab species,
halibut, and herring. Since 1995, conservation effortsto reduce bycatch and waste in the groundfish fishery
have continued, and retention and utilization programs have been revised and improved.

1.3 Management Measur es Used to Address Alaska Natives | ssues

Historically, federal management measuresthat address AlaskaNativeissuesrel ating to fishery management
of the Alaska groundfish fisheries have focused on representation on the NPFMC and its committees,
consideration of issues and testimony by the NPFMC, and dedication of staff resources to address Alaska
Native and community concerns. The number of seats on the NPFMC from Alaskais defined in the MSA,
but representation has been based on informal factors such as geographic representation and interest group
affiliation. Inrecent years, one seat has been filled by awestern Alaska representative who functionally if
informally served asarepresentative of AlaskaNativeinterests, with arecent focuson CDQ interests. Other
Nativeinterests, such as Native-owned catcher vessel s and subsi stence users have al so found avoice through
at least limited representation by this seat onthe NPFMC. Seats on the AP change every year. The NPFMC
ischarged with representing avariety of interests, including subsistencefishermen. Thereisgeneraly at least
one CDQ representative on the AP, who has also informally functioned at times as a representative for
broader based Alaska Native related interests.

Other federal and state agencies have established regional and statewide advisory councilsto provide Alaska
Nativeinput to resourcemanagers. Theseagenciesincludethe USFWS (national wildliferefuges, subsistence
onfedera lands), NPS, (use and access of parklands) and ADF& G (harvest regul ationsfor fish and wildlife).
In general, these advisory councils and commission members provide input on subsistence, take regulations,
and general fish and wildlife management issuesfor terrestrial and anadromous resources, and in afew cases
aredecision-makers. With the exception of specific marine mammalsand migratory waterfowl, thereislittle
Alaska Native involvement in federal management of offshore fish and wildlife because there is very little
subsistence in federal waters.

Both NOAA Fisheriesand the NPFM C have recogni zed the importance of addressing socioeconomic issues,
including the importance of community protection. In support of thisendeavor the Alaska Fisheries Science
Center hasrecently hired a cultural anthropologist who will focus on socioeconomic and community iSsues.
The NPFMC also addresses CDQ and community issuesin their staff analysis.
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Alaska Native issues related to fishery management are addressed through the NPFMC public decision
process. Both the MSA and NEPA compliance process requires that potential effects on Alaska Natives be
adequately assessed during the federal decision-making process. The NEPA process requires that any
potential management action analyze potential impacts on socioeconomic characteristics (employment,
income, municipa revenue) and subsistence use of fish and wildlife resources as a part of the human
environment. This analysis will generally also include a discussion of EO 12898 on Environmental Justice
(1994) and EO 13175 on Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments (2000). Through
the public involvement process Alaska Natives, communities, or individuals can voice their concerns on the
potential impacts of the proposed management changes.

The CDQ program provides another indirect tool for addressing Alaska Native issues. The CDQ program
was established to provide benefits to predominantly Native western Alaska communities along the Bering
Sea. Allocation of groundfish quota to CDQ groups provides benefits to Alaska Natives, through their
participation in the fisheries and by generating revenue that can be used in communities for fishery related
economic development. The NPFM C caninfluencethese processeswhen adj usting quotasand ruling ontypes
of eligible community economic development investments in Native communities.
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Section 2  Overview of Policy Alternatives

TheProgrammatic SEI Seval uatesthe environmental consequencesof four different policy alternatives. Each
policy aternative containsaframework comprised of amanagement approach and asuite of policy goalsand
objectives. To assess the environmental consequences and highlight for the decision-makers and the public
thetradeoffs of each policy aternative, we analyzed arange of management measuresthat illustrate how the
framework could be implemented. Ultimately, the two example FMPs under each of the alternativesto the
status quo illustrate the range of actions possible under each alternative and show the flexibility each
alternative will allow the NPFMC to manage the fisheries adaptively.

The four policy alternatives under consideration by the NPFMC are chosen to serve as bookends to a
management framework. They will serve asameans for the NPFM C to commit to a management decision.

Alternativel

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Continue Under the Current Risk-Averse M anagement Policy: Under thispolicy alternative,
the NPFMC would continue to manage the groundfish fisheries based upon the present
conservative and risk-averse policy. This policy assumes that fishing does result in some
adverse impacts to the environment and that, as these impacts become known, mitigation
measures will be developed and appropriate FMP amendments will be implemented.

This policy approach would continue Alaska Native involvement through MSA and NEPA
mechanisms. Additionally, some effort will be placed on incorporating Traditional
Knowledge on fisheries management.

Adopt a More Aggressive Management Policy: This aternative represents aless
precautionary management policy (i.e. more aggressive harvest policy) would be
implemented based upon the concept that the present policy is overly conservative and that
higher harvests could be taken without threat of overfishing the target groundfish stocks.
This policy assumes that fishing at the recommended levels would have no adverse impact
on the environment, except in specific cases that are generally known.

This policy approach would continue existing levels of Alaska Native consultation, and
incorporation of Traditional Knowledge.

Adopt a More Precautionary Management Policy: This policy would seek to accelerate the
existing precautionary management approach through community or rights-based
management, incorporation of ecosystem-based management principles and, where
appropriate and practicable, increase habitat protection and impose additional bycatch
constraints. Under this approach, additional conservation management measures would be
taken as necessary to respond to social, economic or conservation needs and to address
concerns over uncertainty. Additional measures would be taken if scientific evidence
indicated that the fishery was negatively impacting the“ environment,” not just a population
of agiven species.

This policy alternative increased consultation with, and participation of Alaska Nativesin
fisheriesmanagement. Whilethispolicy continuesto recognizetheimportanceof Traditional
Knowledge additional efforts would be initiated to increase collection and research.
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Alternative4 Adopt aHighly Precautionary Management Policy: This policy would require that the user
of the resource demonstrate that the intended use would not have adetrimental effect onthe
environment before significant fishing could be allowed. The policy, as illustrated by its
FMP framework, shifts the burden of proof from the resource to the user when faced with
uncertainty and would impose very restrictive conservation and management measures that
would only be modified or relaxed when additional, reliable scientific information became
available. Itwouldinvolveastrict interpretation of the precautionary principle. Management
discussions would involve and be responsive to the public, but decreased emphasis would
be placed on industry and community concerns. More emphasis would be placed on
ecosystem concerns and principles, including the identification and incorporation of non-
consumptive use values. The overall premise is that fishing does produce adverse impacts
on the environment, but due to alack of information and uncertainty, we know little about
these impacts.

With regards to Alaska Native issues, this policy aternative would initiate cooperative
research programs and co-management in order to enhance use of Traditional Knowledge
in fishery management, including monitoring and data gathering capabilities. Consultation
with Alaska Natives would increase with a particular focus on subsistence users.
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Section 3  Alternative 1: Continue Under the
Current Risk-Aver se Management Policy

31 Alaska Native Participation and Consultation in Fisheries M anagement

311 Alaska Native Representation on the North Pacific Fishery Management Council and the
Advisory Panel

The NPFM C was established through guidelines set by the MSA of 1976 (Public Law 94-265). The MSA
outlines the number of members and how they are chosen for the NPFMC. Section 302 of the MSA states
“The NPFMC shall have 11 voting members, including seven appointed by the Secretary of Commerce
(Secretary) in accordance with subsection (b)(2) (five of whom shall be appointed from the State of Alaska
and two of whom shall be appointed from the State of Washington). These voting members must represent
the principal state official with marine fishery responsibility, the regional director of National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS).” Appointments are based on recommendations from the state governor of other
individuals who, by reason of their occupational or other experience, scientific expertise, or training, are
knowledgeabl e regarding the conservation and management, or the commercial or recreational harvest, of
the fishery resources of the geographical area concerned. Four nonvoting members include the regional
director of the USFWS, the commander of the Coast Guard, the Executive Director of the Marine Fisheries
Commission for the geographical area, and one representative of the Department of State. Since the late
1980s, of the 11 voting members on the current NPFM C, one member isfrom awestern Alaska community.

Under section 101-627(4), the MSA states “ The Secretary shall establish APs to assist in collection and
evaluation of information relevant to the development of any fishery management plan or plan amendment
for afishery to which subsection (a)(3) applies. Each AP shall participate in al aspects of the development
of the plan or amendment; be balanced in its representation of commercial, recreational, and other interests;
and consist of not less than seven individuals who are knowledgeable about the fishery for which the plan
or amendment isdeveloped...” The North Pacific APisavoluntary advisory group with no decision-making
power. It currently consists of 23 members, representing various geographical regions and interests as
suggested in the MSA. Of the 23 members, one individual represents CDQ constituents on behalf of the
Bristol Bay Economic Development Corporation, also a CDQ group and one individual represents Aleut
Enterprise Corporation. Western Alaska Native groups have traditionally been very active on the AP.

312 Public I nvolvement

Publicinvolvement isafundamental principle of both MSA and NEPA. The unique status of AlaskaNatives
is acknowledged by NOAA Fisheriesin a number of wayswhen complying with the MSA and NEPA. The
regulations on implementing the MSA and NEPA require that agencies make diligent effortsto involve the
publicincluding AlaskaNatives, in preparing and implementing fisheriesmanagement procedures. TheM SA
stresses public involvement in participation of stakeholdersin the NPFMC process. The procedures defined
by the MSA provide opportunities for public comment at various stages during the development of fishery
management actions (Section 302 Regional Fishery Management Councils 16 USC 1852). This processand
the NEPA process are intertwined so that the public has formal opportunities to provide input on proposed
actions on proposed FMPs or amendments through the scoping process, and during public review of Draft
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and Final EIS documents. Public input and comments received must be considered in the project analysis,
documentation, and decision-making.

The first formal step in EIS preparation is a Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS must be published in the
Federal Register asrequired by NEPA 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 1501.7 and NOAA 216-6. The
Notice of Intent servesasthe official legal noticethat afederal agency iscommencing preparation of an EIS.
By providing the Notice of Intent to federally recognized tribes within the project area, consultation and the
opportunity to become involved isinitiated.

Federal agencies recognize theimportance of Alaska Native involvement through established statutes, EOs,
regulations, and policies. NEPA requiresformal actionsto address the EOs. See Section 3.6 for adiscussion
of Environmental Justice.

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) NEPA regulations require the lead agency’ s scoping process
to “Invite affected federal, state, and local agencies, Indian tribes, project proponents, and other interested
ersons’ to participate in the EIS process as required by 40 CFR 1501.7 (1). During the scoping process,
NOAA Fisheriescontactstribal organizationsand solicitsinput on the nature and extent of issuesand impacts
to be addressed in the EIS and the methods by which they will be evaluated. NOAA Fisheriesrecognizesthe
importance of inviting tribal involvement in the NEPA process. For example, in the Programmatic SEIS
formal letters and newsletters were mailed to Alaska Native organizations informing them of the scoping
process and comment period. Scoping meetingswere held with theintent to prepare the Programmatic SEIS,
to define the federal action under review and to offer consultation and coordination with tribal governments.
This process would continue under the Alternative 1 policy.

Community outreach efforts are implemented through letters, newsletters, special meetings, and comment
response. Letters and newsletters supply notification of project commencement and compl etion and supply
project information throughout the process.

Noticesof NPFMC meetingsand public hearingsareto be published inlocal newspapersdistributedin magjor
fishing ports having adirect interest in the affected fishery and areasthat will result in wide publicity. Every
meeting, or emergency meeting held by the NPFM C or the AP is open to the public unless notification that
it is closed has been published in regiona newspapers. Timely notices of meetings are required. There are
usually five meetingsayear. I nterested personsare encouraged to present oral or written statementsregarding
the issues on the meeting agenda. Written comments received up to approximately one week prior to the
meeting areincluded in meeting packetsfor NPFM C members, or theindividual may submit their comments
by giving oral or written testimony at the meeting. Minutes and all analysis action memos of each NPFMC
meeting, except closed sessions, are filed and contain a record of the attendees, a description of matters
discussed, and conclusionsreached. The minutes are availableto the public (posted on the NPFM C website,
by request). Newsl ettersare provided foll owing each NPFM C meeting and are distributed to mailing listsand
posted on the NPFM C website.

As a matter of policy, the NPFMC routinely schedules its meetings in Anchorage, Alaska (a central
geographical location), and lessfrequently (but on aregular basis) inthe mgjor Alaskafishing ports of Sitka,
Kodiak, and Unalaska/Dutch Harbor, along with Seattle, Washington (acenter of effort for the North Pacific
fisheries).
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Under Alternative 1, the current opportunities availablefor public comment on proposed and existing fishery
management plans, EI'S documents, regulations, and agenda items during NPFM C meetings, provide many
avenues for Alaska Natives to provide input regarding groundfish fishery management.

Public Review and Comment on FM Ps, Amendments, and EI'S Documents

After a FMP or amendment is transmitted to the Secretary a notice stating that it is available must be
immediately published in the Federal Register to inform the public that written information, views, or
comments of interested persons may be submitted to the Secretary during a 60-day period. The 60-day
comment period begins on the date the notice is published.

In accordance with CEQ NEPA guidelines, NOAA Fisheries must provide public notice of the availability
of NEPA documentsto interested persons and agencies (40 CFR 1506 (a) and (b)) notice must be published
in the Federal Register and sent by mail to national organizations reasonably expected to be interested (40
CFR 1506.6 (b) (2)). Thisincludes AlaskaNativeswithin the project area. NOAA Fisherieswill aso conduct
apublic hearing to provide the opportunity for oral testimony, if necessary.

NOAA Fisheries provided a public comment period on the Draft 2001 Programmatic SEIS that |asted
approximately six months. The comment period was announced and details were explained in a series of
newsletters. Public meetings were held in five locales in and outside of Alaskato acquire oral and written
comments on the Draft 2001 Programmeatic SEIS. During this time, the option to contribute comments by
mail was also provided. Letters were sent to tribal governments soliciting their participation and input on
project-specific issues in a special state-wide teleconference between NOAA Fisheries with Alaska tribal
governments. Upon the completed preliminary review of public comments, NOAA Fisheries recognized the
need for increased effortsto include Western Alaska communitiesin the agency’ s decision-making process,
and additional meetings were conducted.

Solicitation of public comment on proposed FM Ps, their amendments, and proposed rule-making by NOAA
Fisheriesisrequired under theM SA and NEPA.. Such commentsareviewed by NPFMC and NOAA Fisheries
as critical in helping managers shape responsible plans for our nation’ s fishery resources that best meet the
NPFMC's and NOAA Fisheries mission, the ten MSA National Standards, the goals of NEPA, and the
interests of the American public. During theformal comment period, the public can review and comment on
draft plans. The process described in this document for soliciting and analyzing public commentsis part of
a broader effort of public involvement and agency consultation described in this Programmatic SEIS. The
comments received are analyzed and the results considered by the NPFMC and NOAA Fisheries.

3.1.3 Co-Management

Co-management isarelatively new approach to fisheries management and can be defined in many ways. In
genera, co-management refers to “joint decision-making by the government and communities (or other
interest groups) about one or more aspects of natural resource access or use” (Castro and Nielsen 2001).
According to Brown (1999), the term is often used for partnerships formed by stakeholders but does not
guaranteethat stakeholders share power with the management agency. Thelevel of co-management can vary
depending on the resource, management function, degree of formality of the arrangement, and the number
of interestsinvolved.
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There are various arrangements for the amount of participation within co-management that range from
activities as ssimple as consultation and coordination or as complex as the alocation of equal power among
stakehol dersduring decision-making. Fisheriesare often suited for co-management becausethey areamobile
resource and encompass alarge area. Sharing authority and decision-making in resource management brings
diverse groups together, regardless of their different interests (McCay and Jentoft 1998). Where decision-
making is not able to be shared, advisory groups, review committees, and other open forums allow resource
managersto consult withthepublic. Thisapproach all owsinterested partiesto expressthemsel vesto resource
managers who are then exposed to a wide range of knowledge, ideas, concerns, and needs.

Co-management has many challenges. In some cases, local participants may be asked to bear the work and
costs of resource management without adequate funding to support such responsibilities. For managers, it
may be difficult to lead a group of diverse stakeholders who may have conflicting interests, or there may be
regulatory limits on the authority to share decision-making. These challenges may make stakeholder groups
or agencies reluctant to enter into a co-management agreement. However, there are benefits to such an
agreement if the participants are willing and able to overcome the difficulties. Co-management efforts can
provide avenues to share information and rai se awareness about fisheries management. For the NPFM C and
NOAA Fisheries, it may beadvantageousto collaborate asit may increasetheir enforcement, monitoring, and
research capabilities as well as enhance the communication between the agencies and interested parties.

The existing types of co-management under the Alternative 1 framework are on aprimary level and include
informing, consultation, and cooperation, as provided through solicitation of public comments. Thisform of
co-management may be considered less participatory than other approaches where stakeholders have equal
voting power with resource managers. Under the current Alternative 1 framework, managers are ableto seek
meaningful advice from the members of the AP who represent various interests, including Alaska Native
interests, as well as from the public.

314 Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments

NOAA Fisheries recognizes their special obligations to consult and coordinate with tribal governments on
agovernment-to-government basi s pursuant to Executive Order 13175, Consultation and Coordinationwith
Indian Tribal Governments, signed by President Clinton and published in the Federal Register on November
9, 2000. Executive Order 13175 requiresexecutiveagencies* to establish regular and meaningful consultation
and collaboration with tribal officials in development of Federal policies that have tribal implications, to
strengthen the United States government-to-government relationships with Indian tribes, and to reduce the
imposition of unfunded mandates upon Indian tribes.” Further, As part of CEQ regulations regarding the
scoping process, thelead agency shall: “ Invite the participation of affected federal, state, and local agencies,
any affected Indian tribe, the proponent of the action, and any other interested persons’ Section 1501.7(a)(1).

Under Alternative 1 policy, NOAA Fisherieswill continueto consult with Alaskatribal governmentsthrough
the NPFM C and the MSA/NEPA decision-making process.

NOAA Fisheries complies with EO 13175, by initiating public outreach to potentially interested tribal
governments. For examplethe agency started agovernment-to-government consultation effort on the Alaska
Groundfish Fisheries Draft 2001 Programmatic SEIS. Letters were sent to approximately 250 federally
recognizedtribeswithin 50 milesof the Alaskacoast, encouraging themto begin correspondencewith NOAA
Fisheries. Letters were initially sent out to introduce the project and begin the scoping period, to introduce
the completed Draft 2001 Programmatic SEIS, and to indicate the closing of the preliminary review of public
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comment. In these letters communities and villages were invited to scoping/public meetings or
teleconferences and to submit written comment. NOAA Fisheries has made substantial effort to comply with
EO 13175 andtoinvolveand respond diligently to all communitiesthat correspond and hold avested interest
in the future management of the groundfish fisheries.

3.2 Traditional Knowledge

3.2.1 Definition of Traditional Knowledge and Collection M ethods

Traditional environmental knowledge, or TK, can generally be defined as a body of
knowledge built up by a group of people through generations of living in close contact with
nature. Itincludesa systemof classification, a set of empirical observationsabout the local
environment, and a system of self-management that governsresource use. The quantity and
quality of traditional environmental knowledge varies among community members,
depending upon gender, age, social status, intellectual capability, and profession (hunter,
spiritual leader, healer, etc.). With its roots firmly in the past, traditional environmental
knowledge is both cumulative and dynamic, building upon the experience of earlier
generations and adapting to the new technological and socioeconomic changes of the
present (Johnson 1992).

Biologists have begun to work more with indigenous peoples to integrate Traditional Knowledge into their
research (Freeman and Carbyn 1988, Freeman 1992, Hobson 1992, Albert 1992). Thisinterestin Traditional
Knowledge recognizes the fact that biological field studiestypically are conducted as intensive, short-term
efforts during the summer. In contrast, Traditional Knowledge represents the cumulative observations of
people who have lived in the environment their entire lives.

Traditional Knowledge can be passed along relatively unchanged from generation to generation, but also
adaptsto and reflectschangesintechnol ogy and socioeconomic conditions. Theterm Traditional Knowledge
as used in this Programmatic SEIS also includes contemporary indigenous knowledge. This knowledge
includes, but is not limited to, expertise on weather, seaice, currents, fish and wildlife, historic and current
usesof theland and water for subsistence activitiesand other traditional uses, andimpactsof human activities
on fish and wildlife and the environment.

Traditional Knowledge can be obtained in a number of ways:
» Literature available from local libraries, universities, and Internet-based search engines.
» Existing information gathered from third parties such as Alaska Native organizations.

+ Key informant interviews with elders and other knowledgeable individuals in Alaska Native
communities.

NOAA Fisheries intends to evaluate existing sources of Traditional Knowledge for use in its fishery
management analysis. It is hoped that Traditional Knowledge may be useful by providing observations on
past trends and cumulative effects. In the Draft 2001 Programmatic SEIS, efforts were initiated to evaluate
potential sources of Traditional Knowledge from existing literature available from state agencies, local
libraries and universities, and Internet-based search engines.
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3.2.2 Applicability of Traditional Knowledge to Fisheries M anagement

Traditional Knowledge can provide a historical perspective regarding trends and cumulative effects for
specificfishand wildlife species, and for large scale environmental changes. 1t can also provide observations
from specific geographic areasinthe GOA and BSAI that can supplement scientificinformation or fill in data
gaps. Public comments received on theinitial Draft 2001 Programmatic SEIS, assist with the evaluation of
Traditional Knowledge and the assessment of potentially disproportionate adverse effects on Alaska Native
populations as required by EO 12898 on Environmental Justice.

The NPFMC annually adopts a set of research ideas presented by the AP and the Scientific and Statistical
Committee that prioritize activities or areas in fishery management that need attention. Included in the list
of research priorities are issues that may pertain to Alaska Natives such as Traditional Knowledge, bycatch
research, or impacts of fishery management measures on social and economic conditions. These research
priorities are then provided to NOAA Fisheries who will use the information to determine, along with their
own set of priorities, whereto allocate funding for research. This provides another avenue for incorporating
Alaska Native Traditional Knowledge not just in fisheries management but in research as well.

Under Alternative 1, NOAA Fisheriesiscurrently using existing literature available at libraries, universities,
and the Internet to identify sources of Traditional Knowledge relevant to the GOA and BSAI groundfish
fisheries. A Traditional Knowledge database has been developed, and Traditional Knowledge has been
entered into the database. NOAA Fisheries intends to use relevant Traditional Knowledge excerpts in
preparing the comparative baseline and reaching conclusions on the significance of potential environmental
consequences. Under thisframework, Traditional Knowledgeisnot collected fromthird party sourcesor key
informant interviews.

Case Study - Development of the Traditional Knowledge Database

For the Draft 2001 Programmatic SEIS, a Microsoft Access 2000 relational database was developed for
entering and querying Traditional Knowledge. Theintent of the database design isto provide atool that can
be used for future Traditional Knowledge collection efforts, not only by the Alaskaregion, but other regions
of NOAA Fisheriesaswell. Queries can be conducted for a number of topics, content, key words, citations,
and speaker variables. This database is useful for incorporating Traditional Knowledge into fisheries
management and the Programmatic SEIS.

3.3 Alaska Native Participation in Groundfish Fisheries by Regional Setting

Alaska Native issues regarding participation in the groundfish fishery and potential impacts of the
management alternativesaremany and complex. Thissection discussesregional differencesin AlaskaNative
engagement in and dependence upon the groundfish fishery in overview. Thisdiscussionissplitinto CDQ
and non-CDQ regions. Within the non-CDQ regions afurther split is made among communities with issues
related to direct participation in the fishery and those without direct participation.

331 Community Development Quota Participation in Groundfish Fisheries
The CDQ program for western Alaska was created by the NPFMC to foster regional participation in and

benefit fromthegroundfishfisheries. Atitsinception during theinshore/offshoreallocative decision process
(inthe early 1990s), the program was limited to the pollock fishery. In subsequent yearsit has expanded to
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include a variety of other groundfish and non-groundfish species. Groundfish, in general, and the pollock
fishery, in particular, provide astrong economic foundation for the CDQ program. The CDQ regionincludes
predominately Alaska Native communities within 50 nautical miles of the Bering Seacoast. This program
was intended “to provide fishermen who reside in western Alaska communities a fair and reasonable
opportunity to participate in the BSAI groundfish fisheries, to expand their participation in salmon, herring,
and other nearshore fisheries, and to help alleviate the growing social economic crisis within these
communities” (BSAI Groundfish FMP). In order for acommunity to qualify as a CDQ community, it not
only needed to bean AlaskaNative Claims Settlement Act community withinthe designated geographic area,
it also could not have previoudy developed harvesting or processing capability sufficient to support
substantial participation in the groundfish fisheries in the Bering Sea (although there was some leeway for
exceptionsto this criteria, asillustrated by the case of Akutan, described below).

Initially, the pollock allocation to CDQswas 7.5 percent of the Bering Seatotal allowable catch (TAC), but
thiswas increased to 10 percent under provisions of the American Fisheries Act of 1998. Bering Seaopilio,
bairdi, and king crab, more recent additions to the CDQ program, are currently at allocations of 7.5 percent
following aphase-in period. Other alocationsinclude halibut, sablefish, remaining BSAI groundfish, along
with prohibited species, with somevariability in all ocations by management areaas detailed el sewhereinthe
Draft 2001 Programmeatic SEIS.

Different CDQ groups have taken different approachesto the opportunities provided by the program. Some
groups have chosen to become direct participants in the fishery through ownership interest in groundfish
harvest and catcher processor vessels, while others have chosen to have their quota shares harvested by
industry partners in exchange for royalties and employment opportunities, preferring to invest the benefits
from the groundfish fishery in developing other direct participation in local (non-groundfish) fisheries.
According to Northern Economics, Inc. (2002):

Sncetheinception of the programin 1992, the program has provided approximately 1,000
jobsannually for western Alaska residents and has created an excess of $8 million in wages
annually since 1998. Over the duration of the CDQ program, annual pollock CDQ royalties
have consi stently exceeded $13 million. 1n 2000, the CDQ communitiesreceived nearly $33
millionin pollock CDQ royalties, while royalties from the multi-species program provided
the communities an additional $7.4 million. The value of CDQ community assets in
aggregate, including equity ownership in fishing vessels, on-shore development projects,
loan portfolios and IFQ holdings, increased from nearly $15 million in 1992 to over $152
million in 2000.

Under Alternative 1, CDQ participation would remain the same as under existing conditions. The nature of
engagement with the fishery would not change, and that no significant changesto CDQ communitieswould
be likely to occur, at least through the mechanism of the CDQ program itself. Potential subsistence related
impacts to these communities are at least partially independent of CDQ status, as developed below, but no
significant new impacts to subsistence are likely to occur under Alternative 1.

3.3.2 Non-Community Development Quota Regional 1ssues
Alaska Native issues affect communities outside the CDQ region as well as those inside the region. The

“non-CDQ region” may usefully be divided into two separate parts for discussion purposes. First are those
Alaska Native communities that directly participate in the groundfish fisheries. The second set are those
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communities outside of the CDQ region that do not participate directly in the groundfish fisheries, but
nevertheless may experience arange of impacts from various groundfish fishery management decisions.

Impactsto Non-CDQ Alaska Native Communities with Direct Participation

A number of non-CDQ communities with significant Alaska Native populations participate directly in the
BSAI groundfish fishery. Thesecommunitiesface potential impactsthat could result from BSAI groundfish
management decisions. These impacts may include non-commercia economic affectsrelated to subsistence
and Environmental Justice. These same communities also face potential impacts or issues common to all
communities, Alaska Native or non-Native, that are substantially engaged in or dependent upon the fishery.
These impacts may include displacement or consolidation of harvesting and processing sectors.

Table1displaysthe populationinformationfor the AlaskaPeninsula/Aleutian | slands major groundfish ports
in 2000. While King Cove and Sand Point are clearly the Alaska Native non-CDQ communities most
engaged on aday-to-day basisinthe BSAI groundfish fishery, there are Alaska Native population centersin
the other Alaska communities most heavily engaged in the groundfish fishery. For example, as shown in
Table 1, Unalaska' s Alaska Native population is almost as large as that of King Cove, but accounts for less
than 10 percent of the overall community population. Akutan isin the unique position of being bothaCDQ
community and to asubstantial degree being directly engaged in the groundfish fishery. Thisoverlap means
that the community may be buffered from sometypesof impactsduetothisform of diversification. However,
impacts to Akutan may be amplified compared to other communities if both direct participation and CDQ
engagement experience adverse outcomes under a given management alternative.

Table 1. Ethnic composition of population, selected Alaska Peninsula/Aleutian I sland Region
communities, 2000.

o Unalaska Akutan King Cove Sand Point
Race/Ethnicity
Number % Number % Number % Number %

White 1,893 44.2% 168 23.6% 119 15.0% 264 27.7%
African American 157 3.7% 15 2.2% 13 1.6% 14 1.5%
Alaska Native/Native 330 7.7% 112 15.7% 370 46.7% 403 42.3%
American
Native Hawaiian/ other Pacific 24 0.6% 2 0.3% 1 0.1% 3 0.3%
islander
Asian 1,312 30.6% 275 38.6% 212 26.8% 221 23.2%
Some other race 399 9.3% 130 18.2% 47 5.9% 21 2.2%
Two or more races 168 3.9% 11 1.5% 30 3.8% 26 2.7%
Total 4,283 100% 713 100% 792 100% 952 100%
Hispanic* 551 12.9% 148 20.8% 59 7.4% 129 13.6%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2000.
*Hispanic’ is an ethnic category and may include individuals of any race (and therefore is not included in the total as
this would result in double counting).

Akutan is also unique with respect to the degree of separation of the industrial enclave that compriseslocal
commercial processing development from the remaining portion of the community. Asdiscussed in Section
3.9.3 of the Programmatic SEI'S, among al of the communities engaged in fishing, the residential portion of
the community isin somewaysmost like atraditional Aleut community dueto itsrelative distinctnessfrom
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thelocal industrial development. Thisdistinction may serveto shapelocalized impacts somewhat differently
than what would be the case in more spatially integrated communities.

Support services are present in King Cove and Sand Point and are of key importance to local private sector
economies. King Cove and Sand Point have very different types of engagement with the groundfish fishery
than do communities in the CDQ program. Both communities have a significant local commercial harvest
fleet, and both are home to major shore processors. Akutan does not have alocal fleet but doeshave amajor
processor. All three communities derive asignificant portion of municipal revenuesfromfish landingsinthe
community, and groundfish make up asubstantial portion of the overall landings. Thelocal public sector also
derives revenue by providing avariety of servicesto fishing industry participants.

In general, the communities of King Cove, Sand Point, and to alesser extent Akutan may beimpacted by the
various groundfish management actions quite differently than CDQ communities. For example, King Cove,
Sand Point, and Akutan are economically sensitive to impacts resulting from changes to harvesting,
processing, or support service sectors, and all three communities depend on municipal revenuesderived from
active engagement in the fishery. None of these types of impactsis likely under Alternative 1.

It is also important to note that the participation of King Cove and Sand Point in groundfish fisheries does
have direct and indirect benefits for some other CDQ communities. King Cove and Sand Point are part of
the Aleutians East Borough (AEB), and revenuethat derivesfrom landingsin these communities (along with
landingsin Akutan) substantially benefits smaller Alaska Native (and CDQ) communitiesin the AEB, such
as False Pass and Nelson Lagoon.

Impactsto Non-CDQ Alaska Native Communities Without Direct Participation

Thereareasignificant number of AlaskaNative communitiesthat are neither CDQ communities nor directly
participating non-CDQ communities that may still experience impacts resulting from the various proposed
groundfish fishery management approaches. The CDQ regions encompass a coastal area extending “50
nautical miles from the baseline from which the breadth of the territorial seais measured along the Bering
Sea coast from the Bering Strait to the western most of the Aleutian Islands, or on anisland within the Bering
Sea” It excludes communities “located on the GOA coast of the North Pacific Ocean” and Alaska Native
(and other) communities located in Alaska' s “Interior.”

Thereareno anticipated impactsrel ating to subsistence and Environmental Justicefor the GOA communities
not directly engaged in thefishery. Data devel oped to date suggest no concerns over these types of impacts,
and none has been raised during the public involvement process. The situation is, however, different for the
communities of the Interior. A central concern of relevant Alaska Native communitiesin the Interior isthe
impact of the groundfish fishery on the subsistence and commercial salmon fishery. A number of comments
on the Draft 2001 Programmatic SEIS related to thisissue have been received from the Y ukon-K uskokwim
area. Two specific regiona groupsthat have been active in the public involvement process associated with
the compilation of this Draft 2001 Programmatic SEIS have been the Association of Village Council

Presidents and the Tanana Chiefs Conference, Inc., regional non-profit corporations that provide health,

social, education, and community servicesto Alaska Native villages within Western Alaska and the Interior
regions. Most of thecommunitiesserved by these organi zationsarelocated along the Kuskokwimand Y ukon
Riversand their tributaries. Because potential impacts to these regions focus on subsistence issues, impacts
to these regions are discussed in the following section.
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34 Subsistence | ssues

Thediscussion of subsistence has been expanded from what appeared in the Draft 2001 Programmatic SEIS,
which drew public comment for itsgeneral nature.* A new section has been added and subsistenceissuesare
now treated at some length in the revised Programmatic SEIS.

Potential effects of the proposed alternative on subsistence use of natural resources may be usefully splitinto
five main sections, each of which is summarized below:

» Potentia effects on groundfish subsistence use.

» Potential effects of commercial groundfish fisheries on subsistence use of Steller sealions.

» Salmon bycatch in the groundfish fishery and associated impacts to subsistence salmon fishing.
»  Genera ecosystem concerns about volume of fishery removals.

» Indirect impacts on other subsistence activities, including joint production and income-related
impacts.

34.1 Effects on Groundfish Subsistence

There is a relatively low level of subsistence activity associated with groundfish species targeted for
commercial harvest. For the communities profiled, the best available information indicates that groundfish
made up less than 10 percent of total subsistence take, and ranged far behind salmon and other non-salmon
fish. There are no indications that ongoing commercia harvest is adversely affecting groundfish-specific
subsistence activities. Further, Alternative 1 policy and current FMP do not restrict subsistence fishing
directly. As a result, no significant impacts to groundfish subsistence are anticipated under any of the
Alternatives. Therefore, effects of the Alternatives on groundfish subsistence will not be discussed further
in this document.

34.2 Effects on Subsistence Use of Steller Sea Lions

The effects of Alternative 1 on Steller sea lion subsistence use are less straightforward than is the case for
groundfish subsistence use. Thesubsistenceharvest of Steller sealionshasdeclined substantially since 1992,
over the same time period that the overall population of Steller sea lions was declining, as discussed in
Section 3.9.5.3 of the Draft 2001 Programmeatic SEIS. However, therelationship betweenthetwoisnot clear.
Furthermore, the complex connections between commercial groundfish fisheries and the decline in Steller
sealion population, discussed at length inthe body of the Draft 2001 Programmatic SEIS, render theanalysis
of impacts of commercia fishing on Steller sealion based subsistence problematic. It isevident though, that

1« AKN 06: The Draft Programmatic SEIS erroneously indicatesthat Alaska Native communitiesdo not have a stakein the
management of the groundfish fisheries. The Draft Programmatic SEIS suggests that because the fisheries occur in the Exclusive
Economic Zone, impacts to Alaska Native subsistence are few. This is not the case and should be revised.” A second general
category of comment “AKN 11: NM FSshould establish marine protected ar easwhich include provision for traditional Alaska
Native subsistence uses.” is not addressed in this section, but rather is encompassed in the marine protected areas discussion, and
will beadded to this section after consultation with authorsof the broader Marine Protected Areasand Essential Fish Habitat analyses.
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both of theserelationshipsareimportant for assessing the potential effectsof Alternative 1 onthe subsistence
use of Steller sealions. This effect will be true for each of the four policy aternatives.

To the extent that Alternative 1 does not indirectly result in restrictions on existing opportunities or abilities
to take Steller sealionsfor subsistence purposes, it will have no direct adverse effects upon subsistence uses
of Steller sea lions. If current levels of groundfish fishing are causing a decline in the Steller sea lion
population, thefisheries could beindirectly contributing to the declining trend in subsistence harvest and use
of the Steller sealion that has occurred in recent years. Thus, to the extent that the design or mitigation
strategies contained in Alternative 1 achieve the intended protection of Steller sea lion populations, the
aternative will have neutral to positive effects on the subsistence use of that resource. More precise
assessments are not possible, given the quality and quantity of information available, athoughit isprobable
that subsistence harvest levels will not be significantly changed by the projected potential changes in the
Steller sealion population resulting from Alternative 1. Thisisdueto the complex dynamicsinvolved in the
existing conditions surrounding contemporary subsistence harvest of these animals, as developed in detail
in Section 3.9.5.3 of the Draft 2001 Programmatic SEIS.

Evenrelatively large changesin Steller sealion populations may not be accompanied by changesintherate
of subsistence use. Although subsistence harvest is to some degree related to the total population (and
density) of animals to be taken, other factors aso affect the rate of harvest, especialy at low population
levels. Unfortunately, little is known about these relationships, so the threshold at which the population is
no longer perceived as“low” isnot clear. Further, while anecdotal information suggeststhat there are long-
term, intergenerational changes occurring, no detailed information exists on changesin cultural preferences
for, and uses of, traditional marine-mammal-based foods. A number of other variables, such as negotiated
agreements, may also influence long-term trends.

When examining impacts on acommunity level, it isimportant to note that of all the communitiesidentified
inthetext of the Draft 2001 Programmatic SEI S as having adocumented Steller sealion harvest, only Akutan
and Unalaska are identified as “regionally important groundfish communities” with substantial direct
participation in the fishery. In other words, where use of Steller sealionsis identified as important to the
community subsistence base, the commercial groundfish fishery is generally not, and vice versa.

34.3 Effects on Subsistence Salmon Fisheries

Salmon bycatch in Alaska groundfish fisheries has been an ongoing management issue for the Alaska
groundfish fisheries and has been a concern repeatedly noted in the public comment process for this
Programmatic SEIS.? This concern focuses on the recent status of the western Alaska stocks and the
contribution of salmon bycatch to decreasing subsistence harvests. The following sections on historic and
current subsistence salmon harvest are summearized from the most recent data from this area supplied by the
ADF&G (2001).

2 AKN 10: The Draft Programmatic SEI Sfailsto analyze the issue of salmon bycatch, which is seriously impacting Alaska
Native subsistence. The salmon discarded in the groundfish fisheries are jeopardizing subsistence harvests. Thisissue must be
addressed in the revised document.
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In 1999, fisheriesin four management areas accounted for 77 percent of thetotal subsistence salmon harvest
statewide. These were Y ukon (232,070 salmon; 25 percent of the statewide total); Kuskokwim (202,413
salmon; 21 percent); Northwest Alaska (154,294 salmon; 16 percent); and Bristol Bay (143,756 salmon; 15
percent). Thetotal estimated salmon subsistence harvest in Alaskain 1999 was 975,617 fish based on annual
harvest assessment programs.

The bycatch species of most concern in the groundfish fishery are chinook and chum, and of these two,
chinook is considered amuch larger potential problem. In 1999, the largest subsistence harvests of chinook
salmon occurred in the Kuskokwim Area (77,660 salmon; 50 percent of the statewide total), followed by
Y ukon (50,515 salmon; 33 percent), Bristol Bay (13,009 salmon; 8 percent); and Northwest (6,242 salmon;
4 percent). Three areas dominated the subsistence chum salmon harvest in 1999: Y ukon (162,670 salmon;
48 percent of the statewide harvest), Northwest (115,676 salmon; 34 percent), and Kuskokwim (47,612
salmon; 14 percent). Given that the majority of salmon subsistence harvest occurs in the Yukon and
Kuskokwim areas, the following discussion will focus on these areas.

Yukon Area

Asin the past, today’ s residents of the Y ukon River arearely heavily on fish for food. While non-salmon
species provide an important component of the overal fish harvest, salmon comprises the bulk of the total
subsistence fish harvested. Although four salmon species are harvested in the Y ukon drainage subsistence
fishery, chinook, chum, and coho salmon comprise the majority of the subsistence harvests. In portions of
the drainage, subsistence harvests of some species, especially chum and chinook salmon, are substantial.
Often subsistence harvests far exceed commercial harvests.

Depending on the drainage area, subsistence fishing occurs from late May through early October. Fishing
activitiesareeither based from afish camp or fromthehomevillage. Fishing patternsand preferred sitesvary
from community to community. Extended family groups, typically representing severa households, often
undertake subsi stence salmon fishing and typically cooperate to harvest, process, preserve, and store salmon
for subsistence use.

In 1999, it is estimated that 2,888 households participated in the fishery, and as shown in Table 2 these
households were distributed over a large number of communities that are in turn spread across a wide
geographic region. The estimated 1999 total subsistence salmon harvest for the Y ukon area broken down by
species included 50,515 chinook (22 percent), 79,250 summer chum (34 percent), 83,420 fall chum (35
percent), 19,984 coho (9 percent), and 681 pink salmon (0.3 percent). There hasbeen considerable variation
from year-to-year, however, asshown in Table 3. However, these numbers show that chum and coho salmon
were significantly down for 1998 and 1999.

Kuskokwim Area

Theharvest of fish and wildlifefor subsistence useisan important component of the mixed subsistence-cash
economy throughout the Kuskokwim area. The subsistence salmon fishery in theregionisoneof the largest
and most important inthe state. Many other households, which are not directly involved in catching salmon,
participate by assisting family and friends with cutting, drying, smoking, and associated preservation
activities(salting, canning and freezing). ADF& G Subsistence Division studiesin theregionindicatethat fish
contribute as much as 85 percent of the total pounds of fish and wildlife harvested in acommunity annually,
and salmon as much as 53 percent of the total annual harvest (Coffing 1991).
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Table2. 1999 subsistencesalmon household/per mit totalsby community, Y ukon management area.
Households/ Households/ Households/
Community permits Community permits Community permits
total total total
Alakanuk 128 Grayling 51 Nunam Igua 35
(Sheldon's Point)
Alatna 12 Healy 8 Pilot Station 95
Allakaket 54 Holy Cross 66 Pitka's Point 26
Anvik 40 Hooper Bay 194 Rampart 29
Beaver 32 Hughes 24 Ruby 73
Bettles 20 Huslia 84 Russian Mission 57
Birch Creek 14 Kaltag 57 Saint Mary's 118
Central 12 Kotlik 90 Scammon Bay 76
Chalkyitsik 35 Koyukuk 38 Shageluk 32
Circle 21 Manley Hot 16 Stevens Village 31
Springs
Eagle 65 Marshall 68 Tanana 122
Emmonak 157 Minto 65 Venetie 54
Fairbanks 95 Mountain 151 Other Alaska 54
Village Communities
Fort Yukon 173 Nenana 33 Totals 2,888
Galena 183 Nulato 100
Table3. Historic subsistence salmon harvests: Yukon management ar ea.
Estimated salmon harvest
Year Chinook Summer chum Fall chum Coho Total
1990 48,587 115,609 167,900 43,460 375,556
1991 46,773 118,540 145,524 37,388 348,225
1992 47,077 142,192 107,808 51,980 349,057
1993 63,915 125,574 76,882 15,812 282,183
1994 53,902 124,807 123,565 41,775 344,049
1995 50,620 136,083 130,860 28,377 345,940
1996 45,671 124,738 129,258 30,404 330,071
1997 57,117 112,820 95,141 23,945 289,023
1998 54,124 87,366 62,901 18,121 222,512
1999 50,515 79,250 83,420 19,984 233,169
1995-1999 Average 51,609 108,051 100,316 24,166 284,143
1990-1999 Average 51,830 116,698 112,326 31,125 311,978
1975-1999 Average 42,113 184,387 136,889 29,713 365,499
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There were 37 communities consisting of approximately 4,200 households with permits within the
Kuskokwim areafor the 1999 salmon subsistence fishery, as shownin Table 3. The 1999 total subsistence
salmon harvest estimates for the Kuskokwim areawere 77,660 chinook, 47,612 chum, 49,388 sockeye, and
27,753 coho saimon. Aswasthe caseinthe Y ukon area, considerable variation is seen from year to year, as
shown in Table 4, and the 1998-1999 harvest levels were significantly below the ten-year average. The

historic salmon harvest for the Kuskokwim areais presented in Table 5.

Table4. 1999 subsistence salmon harvests by community Kuskokwim area.
Households/ Households/ Households/
Community permits Community permits Community permits
total total total
Akiachak 119 Kongiganak 71 Oscarville 15
Akiak 58 Kwethluk 142 Platinum 19
Aniak 163 Kwigillingok 95 Quinhagak 132
Atmautluak 53 Lime Village 17 Red Devil 18
Bethel 1,508 Lower Kalskag 63 Sleetmute 35
Chefornak 94 McGrath 100 Stony River 16
Chuathbaluk 28 Mekoryuk 92 Takotna 14
Crooked Creek 30 Napakiak 73 Telida 2
Eek 67 Napaskiak 74 Toksook Bay 133
Goodnews Bay 53 Newtok 80 Tuluksak 72
Kalskag 53 Nightmute 67 Tuntutuliak 74
(Upper)
Kasigluk 136 Nikolai 29 Tununak 109
Kipnuk 176 Nunapitchuk 100 Totals 4,180
Table5.  Historic subsistence salmon harvest Kuskokwim area.
Estimated salmon harvest
Year Chinook Sockeye Chum Coho "Smalln Total salmon
salmon
1990 92,678 39,662 131,469 50,713 221,844 314,522
1991 90,224 56,404 96,308 55,581 208,293 298,517
1992 68,665 34,159 99,576 44,496 178,231 246,896
1993 91,721 51,363 61,726 35,295 148,384 240,105
1994 98,378 39,279 76,951 36,504 152,734 251,112
1995 100,159 28,622 68,942 39,165 136,729 236,888
1996 81,598 35,036 90,238 34,698 159,972 241,570
1997 85,506 41,270 40,976 30,714 112,960 198,466
1998 86,115 37,578 67,665 27,239 132,482 218,597
1999 77,660 49,388 47,612 27,753 124,753 202,413
1960-1999 Average 57,887 NA NA NA 186,232 244,118
1995-1999 Average 86,208 38,379 63,087 31,914 133,379 219,587
1990-1999 Average 87,270 41,276 78,146 38,216 157,638 244,909

APPENDIX F-9 - QA PAPER: ALASKA NATIVE ISSUES

F-9-23

JUNE 2004



Salmon Bycatch under Groundfish Fishery Existing Conditions

The issue of salmon bycatch is presented in more detail in the bycatch qualitative analysis paper. The five
species of Pacific salmon are divided into two FMP bycatch management groups. chinook salmon, and
“other” salmon (chum, sockeye, coho, pink). (Steelhead trout have not been observed recently in either the
BSAI or GOA and were not considered in that assessment). All groundfish fisheriesin the BSAI and GOA
are prohibited from retaining any species of salmon except for those retained under the Voluntary Salmon
Donation Programthat authorizestheir retention for local food banks(BSAI FMP Amendment 26, GOA FMP
Amendment 29). In 1999, over 3 million pounds of salmon were donated.

Of the five salmon species, only the bycatch of chinook and chum salmon is of any serious concern in the
BSAI and GOA. Pink, coho, and sockeye salmon populationsin Alaska are considered healthy, and bycatch
in the groundfish fisheries represents only aminuscule portion of state harvests and overall population size.
These three species also are small components of bycatch in the groundfish fishery relative to chinook and
chum salmon.

While the overall bycatch of chinook and chum salmon is also very small relative to state harvests, bycatch
take could poseathreat to specific stocks (riversof origin). A recent paper by Witherell et al. (2002) provides
acompilation of the latest data on Alaska groundfish fisheries salmon bycatch under existing conditions:

Bycatch is primarily juvenile salmon that are one or two years away from returning to the
river of origin as adults. The origin of salmon taken as bycatch includes rivers in western
Alaska, southcentral and southeast Alaska, Asia, British Columbia, and Washington.
Analysisindicatesthat an incidental catch of 30,000 chinook salmon in the Bering Sea and
Aleutian Islands groundfish trawl fisheries equates to about 14,581 adult chinook salmon
from western Alaska. Smilarly, a bycatch of 60,000 chum salmon in the Bering Sea and
Aleutian Idlandsgroundfishtrawl fisheriesequatesto about 13,120 adult chumsalmon from
western Alaska. We estimated that, on average, salmon bycatch in the Bering Sea and
Aleutian Islands groundfish trawl fisheriesreduced the western Alaska chum salmon run by
less than 0.2%, and reduced the western Alaska chinook salmon run by less than 2.7%.
Impacts of salmon bycatch from the Gulf of Alaska groundfish trawl fisheries cannot be
estimated at this time (Witherell, et al. 2002).

Some western stocks of chinook and chum salmon are currently depressed. In 2000, there were fishing
closuresin the Y ukon and Kuskokwim River systems, and it is possible that ADF& G escapement goals may
not berealized over theimmediate future. If individual stocksbecome so depressed that full closure of direct
fisheries is insufficient to enable a rebound in the population, then any additional mortality, including
bycatch, could negatively impact the stock. It is estimated that 58-70 percent of chinook salmon bycatchin
the BSAI groundfish fisheries may originate from western Alaska stocks, but it is unknown what proportion
of these salmon are specifically from depressed stocks. Analystscontend that thereisinsufficient information
to determine the effects of BSAI bycatch and PSC limits on specific at-risk stocks within thiswestern group.

Under BSAI FMP Amendment 21b, the PSC limit represents about 19.2 to 36.9 percent of the combined
Arctic-Y ukon-Kuskokwim and Bristol Bay chinook salmon landings reported between 1997 and 1999. This
isasubstantial portion of the domestic harvest. In 1999, the NPFM C adopted BSAI FMP Amendment 58
to (1) further reduce the chinook salmon bycatch limit from 48,000 to 29,000 fish over afour-year period,
(2) implement year-round accounting of chinook salmon bycatch in the pollock fishery, (3) revise the
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boundariesof the chinook Salmon SavingsAreas, and (4) set morerestrictive closuredates. Thisreduced PSC
limit represents about 11.6 to 22.3 percent of the combined Arctic-Y ukon-Kuskokwim and Bristol Bay
chinook salmon landings reported between 1997 and 1999. PSC limits have not been established for salmon
in the GOA, nor is bycatch considered a potential problem for GOA subsistence fisheries under existing
conditions. Somewestern Alaska stocks of chum salmon are al so depressed, but analysts estimate that only
about 19 percent of chum salmon bycatch in the BSAI isfrom western stocks. Because thisis equivalent to
only 1.3 to 1.5 percent of the combined Arctic-Y ukon-Kuskokwim and Bristol Bay chum salmon landings
reported between 1997 and 1999, bycatch represents a tiny fraction of landings even for depressed stocks.
The quantitative assessment of bycatch and the relationship of bycatch to individual salmon stocks are
discussed in detail in the Bycatch Qualitative Analysis Paper, as well asin the Draft Programmatic SEIS. It
isapparent that this analysis conflicts with views held by a significant number of Alaska Native entities and
individuals participating in the public involvement process. The degree to which this divergence of opinion
isbased in the different approaches of scientific analysisand Traditional Knowledgeis unknown. Whatever
the specific origin of this divergence, it is acknowledged that this conflict in viewpoint exists.

Under Alternative 1, the amount of salmon bycatch and associated impacts to western Alaska stocks would
appear relatively low, and adverse impacts on subsistence would therefore not be significant. However,
salmon bycatch isnonethel ess acontentiousissue given the current state of some of the salmon fisheries. For
example, in 2000, "salmon returns throughout the Y ukon and Kuskokwim River drainages and the entirety
of Norton Sound were less than 50 percent of the 20-year average”" (D. Eggers, ADF& G Juneau, personal
communication, cited in Witherell et al. 2002). These and correspondingly adverse conditionsin the Bristol
Bay sockeye fishery have led the state to constrain commercial, recreational, and subsistence harvests, and
in 1998, 1999, and 2000, economic disaster was formally declared for western Alaska based on collapsed
salmon runs (Witherell et al. 2002). While year-to-year fluctuations are common (more so in the GOA than
in BSAI fisheries), in recent years chum salmon bycatch in the BSAI has remained fairly stable. However,
BSAI chinook bycatch increased in 2001 to about 7 percent above the 1990-2001 annual average (Witherell
et al. 2002). Given the existing conditionsin the salmon fisheries and the specific importance of salmon to
overal subsistence take, the cause of public concern voiced by Alaska Natives over salmon bycatch in the
Alaska groundfish fisheriesis readily apparent. However, this concern does not appear to be supported by
existing quantitative data and analysis.

It is also important to note that adverse subsistence salmon conditions in western Alaska are having a
regulatory impact on commercial salmon fisheries in Alaska Native groundfish communities elsewhere.
Specifically, Area M, which includes both the north and south sides of the western end of the Alaska
Peninsula as well as the eastern part of the Aleutian Islands, has faced commercial restrictions designed to
decreasetheinterception of western Alaskasalmon whiletargeting Bristol Bay and AlaskaPeninsulasalmon
stocks. These restrictions have had a marked negative impact on the communities of King Cove and Sand
Point, two Alaska Native communities directly involved groundfish communities, as discussed in Section
3.9.3 of the Programmatic SEIS.

3.4.4 Indirect Impacts on Other Subsistence Activities
Beyond direct use of groundfish and Steller sealions as subsistence resources and potential bycatch-related

impactsto subsistence salmon fisheries, the Alternative 1 policy or FM P could haveindirect impactson other
subsistence pursuits. These types of impacts fall into two main categories.
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» Impactsto other subsistence pursuits as a result of loss of income from the commercia groundfish
fishery. Thisincome could be used to purchase fuel, vehicles, other subsistence related gear, or
otherwise offset expenses required to engage in arange of subsistence pursuits.

» Impactsto other subsistence pursuits as aresult of the loss of opportunity to use commercial fishing
gear and vessels for subsistence pursuits, where these assets are used in such a manner that
commercial and subsistence catches arejointly produced, based on shared use of fixed and variable
inputs.

The variables that influence these indirect impacts are numerous and complex. Although some impacts are
likely to accrueto alimited number of communities that participate directly in the fishery, quantification of
theseimpactsis problematic. Impactsto subsistence in communitiesthat participate in thefishery primarily
through investment and control of quota (the CDQ communities) could occur through loss of income that
would be directed toward subsistence pursuits, but quantification of these impactsis aso problematic.

It is also important to note that the geographic distribution of these potential impacts varies widely. Joint
production impacts are confined to those individuals who own or have immediate access to vessels
participating in the groundfish fisheries. The impacts of a potential loss of income would fall on alarger
group of individual s, many of whommay livesignificant distancesaway from the coastal communitieswhere
commercial vessels are home ported. It should aso be noted that these are both still relatively constrained
areas compared to the potential subsistence salmon impacts discussed above. Though their geographic base
may be narrow, the impacts on families may be much more immediate and of greater magnitude.

Income-Related Indirect Subsistence mpacts

The potential |oss of incomeresulting in funds not being available for subsistence pursuitsisavery complex
issue. Below are some facets of the various issues involved.

» Loss of income can impact everyone associated with the fishery, and people associated with the
fishery live in communities ranging across Alaska and the Pacific Northwest.

» Incomespecifically contributed by groundfish pursuitsmay bealarger or smaller proportion of funds
used for subsistence by individuals or families.

» The relationship between loss of income and specific subsistence outcomes is not entirely
straightforward.

» Field experience would indicate that subsistence strategies are, at least in part, flexible in nature and
are readily adapted to the level of cash flow available.

* Income associated with the groundfish fishery can be derive from direct participation through
employment, investment in vessels or processors, and/or through control of quota, such asthrough
CDQ related revenues.

« CDQ communities represent a special case by being the only communities where fisheries
subsistence is heavily practiced and where benefits from the fishery are primarily derived through
investment and control of quota.
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» Different CDQ groups have chosen different organizational structuresand strategiesfor using funds
derived from the program and have had varying degrees of success with their investments. Asa
result, there are different levels of individual and family income in different CDQ communities.

» CDQ programs focused on employment and training may, in turn, indirectly influence individual
subsistence spending and participation decisions.

No loss of income related to subsistence impactsis anticipated under the Alternative 1 policy or the current
FMP.

Joint Production Related Subsistence I mpacts

The second type of potential impact, loss of opportunity for joint production, applies to groundfish
communities with direct participation in the fishery (i.e., only vessels that currently participate in the
commercial fishery can be used for joint production). Thistype of impact was noted in public comment on
the Draft 2001 Programmatic SEIS.?

In generd, there is little information on joint production within the groundfish fishery. Below are some
genera points about the vessels involved, followed by points about the communities involved.

* Not al vesselsin the commercia groundfish fishery are also used for subsistence.

» Depending on the community involved, a greater or lesser proportion of the commercia fleet
engaged in the local commercial groundfish fishery is owned and operated by non-residents.

» Joint production can occur in at least two fundamentally different ways. Subsistence fish can be
retained during commercial trips, or separatetripsusing the commercial vessel and gear may be made
for subsistence harvests.

» Asagenerd rule, tripsspecifically dedicated to subsistence are not economical for thelarger vessels
engaged inthe groundfishfishery. However, for thelarge vessel s based in subsistence communities,
dedicated trips for subsistence fishing may be unusual, but it is known from field interviews that
some other subsistence use may occur.

» Smaller vessels are most likely to be involved in joint production. Though the number of joint
production vesselsis unknown, nearly all of the smaller class vessels that engage in the groundfish
fishery arealsoinvolved in somecombination of (or all of) the salmon, halibut, sablefish, and herring
subsistence fisheries.

» For those small vessels engaging in other fisheriesin addition to the groundfish fishery, the time of
the year that the vessdl is available for joint production may decrease if the reduction of the
commercial groundfish fishery were of a sufficient magnitude.

3 AKN 09: Commercial fishingprovidesaplatformthat supportssubsistenceactivities. Thecommercial fisheriesformthebasis
of continuing cultural health in many AlaskaNative communities. Theeconomic infrastructure of thecommercial fisheriesprovides
the requisite foundation for a subsistence lifestyle. The Draft 2001 Programmatic SEIS should acknowledge this and revise its
analysis accordingly.
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* Inpractical terms, joint production opportunities also vary by gear type. Although quantitative data
are slim, knowledge of the industry suggests that little subsistence takes place using trawl vessels
compared to other gear types. Among the fixed gear classes, much more time is directed toward
sablefish, salmon, and herring than is devoted to groundfish; therefore, the joint production
opportunitiesin this classwould remain relatively high independent of the groundfish management
alternative chosen.

» Field observations indicate that different individuals look at the balance between commercial and
subsistence catches during times of scarcity or forced decision-making in very different ways.

» CDQ-ownedvesselsthat participateinthegroundfishfishery usually do not participatein subsistence
activities.

In terms of communities, the potential for significant social or community level impacts resulting from
indirect effects of any of the alternatives on subsistence through loss of direct income (exclusive of CDQ
considerations) or joint production opportunitiesis only anticipated in Unalaska, Akutan, King Cove, Sand
Point, and Kodiak. As outlined below, joint production impacts are only considered likely for a subset of
these communities.

* Inthe case of Unalaska, none of the large commercial vessels that deliver groundfish to the local
processing plants are owned or crewed by residents of the community. Thereisasmall boat fleet
from the community that does jig for cod, and the opportunity would continue to exist for joint
commercial/subsistence production. Intermsof the number of participants, thisfleet hasseen growth
and declinein recent years. There was al so somelongline groundfish activity by small boats, but the
level of effort in federal watersis difficult to assess with current data.

» In Akutan, like Unalaska, the fleet delivering to the local processing facility is anon-resident fleet
and the resident fleet from the traditional community is essentially not engaged in the commercial
groundfish fishery. Therefore, there would be no joint production impacts from any of the
alternatives.

* Inthe case of Sand Point and King Cove, local vessels less than 68 feet (ft) in length are likely to
engage in subsistence. Although data are not available to quantify potential impacts of this nature,
it would appear likely that if income of larger vessels (i.e., those in the Trawl Catcher Vessel non-
American Fisheries Act/Trawl Catcher Vessel 60/Pot Catcher Vessel classes and some in the Fixed
Gear Catcher Vessel 33-59 ft vessel class) goes down significantly because of any particular
aternative, it will be moredifficult for vessel ownersand operatorsto justify using their large vessel
for certain types of subsistence activities.

» Giventhe concentration of thefleet in Kodiak, and theinherent tendency of smaller vessels (such as
those in the smaller villages as well as that portion of the Kodiak fleet) to be less speciaized (and
therefore have more joint production opportunities), whatever indirect subsistence impacts that do
occur inthisregion asaresult of the aternative frameworks are likely to be concentrated in the City
of Kodiak itself.

Insummary, theindirect impact of Alternative 1 policy or the current FM P on subsistenceisdifficult to assess
for thereasonsdiscussed inthissection. |mpactsassociated with lost joint production opportunitiesarelikely
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to be concentrated among small vessel ownersin arelatively small number of communities. Indirect impacts
associated with loss of income may affect subsistence pursuitsin awider range of communities, including
the CDQ communities. Significant adverse impacts are not anticipated under Alternative 1 or its FMPs.

35 Alaska Native Environmental Justice | ssues

Concerns regarding environmental equity are generaly termed “environmental justice.” Environmental
Justice can also be defined as “the determination of equal justice and equal protection under the law for all
environmental statutesand regulationswithout discrimination based onrace, ethnicity, and/or socioeconomic
status’ (Bryant, 2001). Environmental Justice issues encompass a broad range of impacts including those
onthe natural and physical environment and related social, cultural, and economic effects. EO 12898 (1994)
requires each federal agency to achieve Environmental Justice by addressing “disproportionately high and
adverse human health and environmental effects on minority and low-income populations.” Environmental
Justice impacts are not highlighted as an objective of any of the four policy alternatives that are being
analyzed in this Programmatic SEIS. However, as Alaska Native populations may be affected by future
policy objectives, it is important to consider these effects. Environmental Justice impacts were not
highlighted in the Draft 2001 Programmatic SEIS, either for minority populations and low-income
populations in general, or for Alaska Native populations in particular. This omission was afocus of public
comment.

To addressthisshortcoming, adescription of existing conditionsconcerning Environmental Justicewasadded
to the Programmatic SEIS. The following sections provide an overview of differing Environmental Justice
impacts by CDQ and non-CDQ regions.

35.1 Community Development Quota Region as Low-Income and Minority Population and
Environmental Justice Related | mpacts

The purpose of the CDQ program isto facilitate the participation of BSAl community residentsin the BSAI
fishery, asameansto devel op local community infrastructure and increase general community andindividual
economic and socia well-being. CDQ communitiesare by definition predominantly AlaskaNative villages,
asshownin Table 6. Alaska Native residents comprise 86.8 percent of the combined total population of all
CDQ communities. They areremote, isolated settlements with few natural assets with which to develop and
sustainaviablediversified economic base. Asaresult, economic opportunities have been few, unemployment
rates have been chronically high, and communities (and the region) have been economically depressed.

While these communities border some of the richest fishing grounds in the world, they have largely been
unable to take advantage of these opportunities. The full domestication of the BSAI fisheries occurred
relatively quickly. However, thevery high capital investment required to competein thesefisheriesprecluded
small communitiesfrom participating in their development. The CDQ program servesto ameliorate some of
these circumstances by extending an opportunity to qualifying communities to directly benefit from the
productive harvest and use of these publicly owned resources.

The sixty-five coastal communities currently eligible to participate in the CDQ program are organized into
six CDQ groups, with between one and 21 communities in each group. The CDQ communities are
geographically dispersed, extending westward to Atka, on the Aleutian | land chain, and northward along the
Bering coast to thevillage of Wales, near the Arctic Circle. Table 6 summarizesthesix CDQ groupsinterms
of their approximate populations. The total population of the 65 CDQ communities in 2000 was estimated
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Table6.

development quota communities, 2000.

Alaska Native percentage of total community population, Alaska community

Community

% of
Population

Aleutian Pribilof Island Community Development

Community

% of
Population

Coastal Villages Fishing Cooperative (Continued)

Source: U.S. Census Bureau Census 2000

Association Mekoryuk 96.7%
Akutan 16.4% Napakiak 96.6%
Atka 91.3% Napaskiak 98.2%
False Pass 65.6%|| [[Newtok 96.9%
Nelson Lagoon 81.9% Nightmute 94.7%
Nikolski 69.2% Oscarville 100.0%
Saint George 92.1% Platinum 92.7%
Bristol Bay Economic Development Corporation Quinhagak 97.3%
Aleknagik 84.6%|| |[Scammon Bay 97.4%
Clark’s Point 92.0%|| [[Toksook Bay 97.6%
Dillingham 60.9%|| [[Tuntutuliak 98.9%
Egegik 76.7%|| [[Tununak 96.9%
Ekuk 0.0% Norton Sound Economic Development
Ekwok 93.8%|| [[Corporation
King Salmon 30.1% Brevig Mission 92.0%
Levelock 95.1%|| ||Diomede 93.8%
Manokotak 94.7%|| [|Elim 94.9%
Naknek 47.1%|| ||Gambell 95.8%
Pilot Point 86.0% Golovin 92.4%
Port Heiden 78.2% Koyuk 94.3%
Portage Creek 86.1% Nome 58.7%
South Naknek 83.9%|| [[Saint Michael 93.2%
Togiak 92.7%|| [[Savoonga 95.5%
Twin Hills 94.2% Shaktoolik 94.8%
Ugashik 81.8%|| [[Stebbins 94.7%
Central Bering Sea Fishermen’s Association Teller 92.5%
St. Paul 86.5% Unalakleet 87.7%
Coastal Villages Fishing Cooperative Wales 90.1%
Chefornak 98.0%|| [[wWhite Mountain 86.2%
Chevak 95.9%|| [[Yukon Delta Fisheries Development Association
Eek 96.8%|| [|Alakanuk 97.9%
Goodnews Bay 93.9% Emmonak 93.9%
Hooper Bay 95.8%|| ||Grayling 91.8%
Kipnuk 98.0%|| [[Kotlik 96.1%
Kongiganak 97.2% Mountain Village 93.5%
Kwigillingok 97.9% Nunam lqua 93.9%
Total All Villages 86.8%
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tobejust over 27,000. However, thispopulation figure may include asubstantial number of individualswho
are not year-round residents (Table 7). The administrative offices of CDQ groups tend to be located in
regional hub communities, near government or industry partner offices, and/or near community or other
ongoing projects.

To the extent that subsistence in the CDQ region experiences other adverse impacts, however, no significant
adverse Environmental Justice impacts associated with income or joint production loss are anticipated under
Alternative 1. These impacts could occur as aresult of loss of income that would otherwise be applied to
subsistence pursuits or as aresult of the loss of subsistence opportunities through loss of joint production
opportunities or through adverse impacts to subsistence resources themselves (as in the case of salmon
bycatch). Thesewould be considered Environmental Justiceimpactstothe AlaskaNative CDQ communities
independent of (or at least not directly related to) impacts to the CDQ program itself.

Table?. Community development quota group populations (2000).
Community Development Quota (CDQ) Group 2000 Population*

Aleutian Pribilof Island Community Development Association 1,143
Bristol Bay Economic Development Corporation 5,932
Central Bering Sea Fisherman’s Association 532

Coastal Villages Region Fund 7,855
Norton Sound Economic Development Corporation 8,488
Yukon Delta Fisherman’s Development Association 3,123
Total 27,073

*The population estimate may include individuals who are not year-round residents.
Source: ADCED 2001, U.S. Census, 2000

352 Non-Community Development Quota Alaska Native Environmental Justice | ssues
Groundfish Communities
Thediscussioninthissectionisorganizedinto six different topical areasasoutlined below. Thisorganization
reflects the complexity of the Environmental Justice issue for the Alaska groundfish fishery, the range of
regions and communitiesthat may experienceimpacts, and the complex nature of ties of specific regionsand
communities to different sectors of the fishery, all of which have implications for Environmental Justice
outcomes. Each topicisdiscussed inturn, and includes conclusions by region and aternative, consistent with
the organization of the social impact analysis sections in the main body of the Programmatic SEIS. The
individual topics are:

e Community level Environmental Justice impacts.

o Catcher vessel fleet related Environmental Justice impacts.

o Catcher processor fleet related Environmental Justice impacts.
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»  Shore processor related Environmental Justice impacts.

* CDQrelated Environmental Justice impacts.

»  Subsistence related Environmental Justice impacts.
Groundfish Community Level Environmental Justice | mpacts

For the Alaska Peninsul a/Aleutian |lands region, alternatives projected to significantly reduce participation
in pollock and Pacific cod fisheries would result in significant and profound impacts to those communities
in the region most engaged in the fishery: Unalaska, Akutan, King Cove, and Sand Point. Beyond impacts
to the fisheries-related sector of the economy, impacts would ripple through other sectors of the local
economy. The degreeto which other sectors would decline depends upon therelative level of integration of
the processing and harvesting sectors with the rest of the community economy and the diversity within the
fisheries-specific portion of the economy. Unalaska, with its substantial support service sector, would
experience additional impacts, but this would not necessarily disproportionately impact Alaska Natives
(outside of, perhaps, local Alaska Native corporation enterprises).

Fisheries-related local government revenues would also decline significantly, with the specific amount
depending on the local tax structure. Given that King Cove and Sand Point are communities where Alaska
Natives congtitute a plurality, these potential adverse impacts are an Environmental Justice issue, as they
would disproportionately accrue to a minority population. Akutan, with its unique dua traditional
community/large groundfish plant industrial enclave structure, plusits CDQ engagement would also likely
experience Environmental Justice impacts, but the local fishery support sectors are relatively undeveloped
compared to the other regiona groundfish communities. Other predominately Alaska Native communities
of the AEB would experienceasubstantial declineingroundfish-related tax revenuewith agroundfishfishery
decline, and economic opportunities are generaly limited in these communities. None of these types of
impacts is anticipated under the Alternative 1 policy or the current FMP.

For the Kodiak region, commercial groundfish activity is highly concentrated in the City of Kodiak itself, a
largely non-Native community. All regional groundfish processors, except one, are located there, as are 87
percent of theregionally owned catcher vessel sthat, in turn, account for fully 95 percent of thetotal ex-vessel
value of the regionally owned fleet over the period from 1992 to 2000. Asthe Alternative 1 policy does not
cause areductionin Kodiak production and Alaska Native participation in the groundfish fishery, no Alaska
Native Environmental Justiceimpactsare anticipated to result from Alternative 1 policy of the current FMPs.

For the southcentral and southeast Alaskaregions, the Washington inland watersregion, and the Oregon coast
region, none of the alternativesis anticipated to result in adverse impacts at the community level. Therefore,
Alternative 1isnot considered likely to produce Environmental Justice concernsintheseregionsfor any low-
income or minority population, including Alaska Natives.

Catcher Vessdl Fleet Related Environmental Justice | mpacts

Resident owners and crews of the catcher vessel fleet in the Alaska Peninsula/Aleutian Islands region are
assumed to be representative of the overall population of their communities. Given that assumption,
aternatives resulting in adverse impacts to regional catcher vessels would create Environmental Justice
impacts and disproportionately accrue to aminority (Alaska Native) population in the region, as would be
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the case in the communities of King Cove and Sand Point. These communities together accounted for 72
percent of al regionally owned groundfish vessels and 83 percent of the total regionally owned ex-vessel
groundfish value over the 1992-2000 period (Table 2).

Some disproportionate impacts would also be likely in Unalaska/Dutch Harbor, where the local fleet
accounted for 21 percent of al regionally owned groundfish vessels and 14 percent of the total regionally
owned ex-vessel value during this same time span. It is not as clear, however, that this would be an
Environmental Justice issue, given the overall demography of the community (less than 8 percent Alaska
Nativein 2000), despitethe fact that AlaskaNative residents may be morelikely to be engaged in the catcher
vessel sector of thefishery thanisthegeneral population dueto length of residence and historical engagement
in fishery activity in general, among other factors. (Catcher vessels from the Chignik/Peninsula area
communitiesof Chignik Bay, Chignik Lagoon, Chignik Lake, Ivanof Bay, and/or Perryville haveparticipated
inthecommercia groundfishfishery at higher levelssince 1997 than by earlier years, andimpactsto thisfleet
may be Environmental Justice issues, but data on the fleet are sparse.) Significant adverse impacts are not
foreseen under the Alternative 1 policy or the current FMP.

With diminishing vessel participation, owners and crew in the Kodiak region will experience significant
impacts similar to the Alaska Peninsula/Aleutian | slandsregion, but thisis not likely to be an Environmental
Justice issue, given therelatively small proportion of Alaska Nativesin the overall community population.
However, aswould bethe casein Unalaska/Dutch Harbor, Alaska Native residentsin the Kodiak region may
be more likely to be engaged in the catcher vessel sector of the fishery than the general population, due to
length of residence and historical engagement in fishery activity, among other factors.

For catcher vessel ownersand crewsin the southcentral and southeast Alaskaregions, therearenoindications
that the impacts to Alaska Natives would be adverse. No adverse Environmental Justice impactsto Alaska
Native-owned catcher vessels are anticipated under the Alternative 1 or the current FMPs.

Catcher Processor Related Environmental Justice mpacts

Workforce populations associated with the catcher processor sector are largely associated with the
Washington inland waters region in general, and the greater Seattle area in particular, where majority
ownership of this sector is concentrated. It isimportant to note, however, that while individuals recruited
from Washington dominate employment in this overall sector, some of the smaller entities within this sector
are based in the Kodiak region. Alaskan crews and Alaska Native crews specifically, have been the focus of
targeted hiring efforts in the sector for a number of years. This sector’ s workforceis significantly different
demographically from the overall population of the greater Seattle area, based on 2000 U.S. Census datafor
the community and on industry-reported information for the same year. Whilethe greater Secttle areais 23
percent minority, thisworkforceis 63 percent minority, according to industry data. The minority component
of the various workforces within this sector was largely comprised of individuals of Hispanic or Asian
ancestry.

Industry data indicate that in 2000, individual reporting entities were anywhere from about 36 percent to
about 86 percent minority (Table 2). Therefore, any job losses experienced under the various alternatives
would largely be jobslost by minority workers. Thiswould indicate a disproportionate adverse impact to a
minority population, and thereforeis an Environmental Justice impact. However, thereisno indication that,
on the sector level, these impacts would cause disproportionate impacts to Alaska Natives, so it is not
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considered an AlaskaNative Environmental Justiceissue. However, employment associ ated with the catcher
processor sector isimportant to a number of CDQ entities.

Shore Processor Related Environmental Justice | mpacts

The workforce populations associated with the shore-based processing plants in the Alaska
Peninsula/Aleutian Islands region are significantly different demographically from the overall populations
of these communities, based on interpretation of U.S. Census data and on more recent industry-reported
information. These workforces are largely comprised of minority workers, of primarily either Asian or
Hispanic ancestry. Industry dataindicatesthat, in 2000, 79 percent of the workers at the plants are minority
individuals, and that individual reporting plants were anywhere from about three-quartersto over 90 percent
minority (Table 3). While acomplete sample of processors was not obtained, it isassumed for the purposes
of thisanalysis (and, in part, on previous knowledge of the industry) that the large processorsin the region
are at least roughly equivaent in their workforce composition with respect to the general proportion of
minority hires, if not in the specific combination of minority groups represented at each processor.

Significant employment losses at these plants would cause a disproportionately high, adverse impact on a
minority population, and therefore would be considered an Environmental Justice impact. These impacts
would be further accentuated by the fact that at least some of these workers have limited English language
skills. This, combined with limited opportunities to acquire job skills in other economic sectors, would
indicate that these minority workers would be less able than average American workers to easily gain
employment outside of the seafood industry. Thisisnot, however, an AlaskaNative issue as even plantsin
predominately Alaska Native communities have extremely low Alaska Native employment in their
workforces. This effect is not anticipated under the Alternative 1 policy.

A similar patternisseeninthe Kodiak region, whereindustry data, though incompl ete, suggest that thesejobs
are overwhelmingly held by minority workers. If this pattern holds true, significant processor job losses
would cause a disproportionately high, adverse impact on a minority population, and be considered an
Environmental Justice issue. Again, however, this would not be an Alaska Native issue and is not an
anticipated adverse impact on Alaska Natives resulting from the Alternative 1 policy.

For the southcentral and southeast Alaska regions, the Alternative 1 policy is not anticipated to result in
adverse employment impacts to shore-based processors including Alaska Natives that may work for
processors. Additionally, no Alaskagroundfish shore-based processors arelocated in the Washington inland
waters or Oregon coast regions. Therefore, Environmental Justice is not considered an issue for this sector
in these regions.

Subsistence Related Environmental Justice Impacts

Subsistence impacts, in general, are an Environmental Justice issue due to the disproportionate involvement
of Alaska Natives in subsistence pursuits (and the exclusive engagement of Alaska Natives in subsistence
activitiesinvolving taking of marine mammals). As noted above, no direct negative impacts on groundfish
subsistence use or Steller sealion subsistence use are anticipated under Alternative 1. Indirect impacts, as
a result of lost opportunities for joint commercial and subsistence production, are possible under some
aternatives, however, and would most likely be experienced in King Cove, Sand Point, and Kodiak. Given
the assumption that the King Cove and Sand Point catcher vessel fleets reflect the overall demographic
structures of those communities, and given that those communities have many Alaska Native residents, to
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the degree that joint production impacts are felt, they would likely be Environmental Justice impacts. For
Kodiak, the white or non-minority residents are the majority, while the Alaska Native component of the
population only accounts for 10 percent of the total population. Therefore, subsistence impacts in this
community are not likely to result in an adverse Environmental Justice issue. Indirect significant adverse
subsistence impacts resulting from aloss of commercial fisheriesincome are not likely under Alternative 1,
but these impacts may be felt in a much wider range of communities, and are not possible to quantify with
existing data.

Disproportionately high, adverse impacts to subsistence are not considered likely for the southcentral or
southeast Alaska regions under Alternative 1. Subsistence impacts are not applicable to the Washington
inland waters region or the Oregon coast region.

Non-Groundfish Communities

Under the Alternative 1 policy and the current FM Ps subsi stenceimpacts could affect non-CDQ communities
and communitiesthat are not directly participating in the groundfish fishery to some degree. The potentially
affected regions span a large area, such as the Yukon and Kuskokwim regions, and include many
communities. However, the effects of salmon bycatch on subsistence under the Alternative 1 policy or the
current FMPs do not appear to be significantly adverse.
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Section4  Alternative 2. Adopt a More Aggressive
M anagement Policy

4.1 Alaska Native Participation and Consultation in Fish Management

4.1.1 Alaska Native Representation on the North Pacific Fishery Management Council and the
Advisory Panel

Under the Alternative 2 policy as illustrated by FMP 2.1 and 2.2, Alaska Native representation on the
NPFMC and the AP would not change. It is assumed that one member would be appointed for each group
to represent Alaska Native interests.

41.2 Public I nvolvement

Publicinvolvement under the Alternative 2 policy would remain the same as described under the Alternative
1 policy, asitisafedera requirement.

4.1.3 Public Review and Comment on Fishery Management Plans, Fishery Management Plan
Amendments, and Environmental | mpact Statement Documents

Under FM Pbookends 2.1 and 2.2, community outreach inrelation to public review and comment and scoping
on FMPs, amendments, EIS, comment analysis and response, and government-to-government consultation
would not change.

414 Co-Management

The level of co-management under Alternative 2 policy would likely not change from Alternative 1.

4.15 Gover nment-to-Government Consultation Requirements

Under the Alternative 2 policy framework asillustrated by FMPs 2.1 and 2.2, government-to-government
would not change.

4.2 Traditional Knowledge

Under the Alternative 2 policy therewould beno changefrom Alternative 1. Traditional Knowledge obtained
from existing literature and public comments would be used as a source of information for fisheries
management. Under Alternative 2, there is no formal consideration of Traditional Knowledge in the
management of fisheries. A formal system for collecting and evaluation of Traditional Knowledge
information would not be established by NOAA Fisheries.
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4.3 Alaska Native Participation in Regional Fisheries by Regional Setting

431 Community Development Quota Regional Issues

Under the Alternative 2 policy asillustrated by FMP 2.1, as noted in the main body of this Programmatic
SEIS and in Appendix F-8, the Overcapacity discussion paper, CDQ for all groundfish species except for
pollock would be repealed. The multi-species groundfish CDQ program has steadily grown in relative
importance since its inception, and in 2000 it accounted for approximately one-tenth of all CDQ royalties.
Duetothelossof revenue and other economic and employment opportunitiesunder thisbookend alternative,
repeal of the multi-species program would generate adverse impacts to CDQ groups. However, under FMP
2.1, thepollock fishery would expand substantially over baseline conditions, soit isassumed that the pollock
CDQ program would proportionally expand with the rest of that fishery. In terms of net change, this
expansion is of sufficient magnitude that it would offset thelossesincurred as aresult of the discontinuation
of the multi-species program on an overall or genera level, but it isthe case that |osses and gains would not
be evenly distributed among CDQ groupsdueto differential reliance on the various species under the overall
CDQ program (and within the multi-species program in particular). As a result, the significance of
direct/indirect effectstoindividual CDQ groupsareunknown. Under FMP 2.2, CDQ would not changefrom
Alternative 1; thus, no adverse impacts are anticipated.

432 Non-Community Development Quota Regional 1ssues

Non-CDQ Alaska Native Community I ssues/Direct Participation

No Alaska Native issue-related negative impacts are foreseen for these communities under this aternative.
Non-CDQ Alaska Native Community Issues/no Direct Participation

Impacts to these communities are summarized in Section 4.5 below.

4.4 Subsistence | ssues

441 Steller Sea Lion Subsistence

FMP 2.1 is not anticipated to have any demonstrable impact on Steller sea lion subsistence, for reasons
detailed in the Alternative 1 discussion. Communities experiencing direct adverse fishery impacts due to
groundfish fishing restrictions under FM P 2.2 would not benefit from improved Steller sealion subsistence
opportunities.

4.4.2 Salmon Subsistence and Bycatch Related | ssues

Asdiscussed in Appendix F-5 (Bycatch Qualitative Analysis Paper) under Alternative 1, it is possible that
current PSC restrictions in the BSAl management region may not provide adequate protection to some
depleted western chinook salmon stocks. If thisisthe case, the removal of PSC limits could exacerbate the
situation and more at-risk chinook salmon might be taken. Further, the status quo PSC limit of 48,000 fish
represents about 19.2 to 36.9 percent of the combined Arctic-Y ukon-Kuskokwim and Bristol Bay chinook
salmon landings reported between 1997 and 1999. Thisis a substantial portion of the domestic harvest.
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Elimination of PSC limits would increase these proportions even further. This could potentially result in
impacts to Alaska Native communities with substantial subsistence salmon fisheries dependent on these
stocks, but further analysis is needed to confirm this possibility.

4.4.3 General Ecosystem Concer ns about Volume of Fishery Removals

A moreaggressive harvest strategy under thisalternative would not impact AlaskaNative concernsregarding
thisissue.

4.4.4 Other Indirect Subsistence | mpacts
Joint Production Subsistence | mpacts

Moreintensefishing efforts under the Alternative 2 policy may increase the opportunity for joint production
opportunitiesfor those continuing to participate in the fishery, but whether or not thisimpact would provide
asignificant benefit is not clear from available data.

Income-Related Subsistence Impacts

Asnotedinthe Alternative 1 discussion, it would not appear to be possible to quantify impacts from changes
of the magnitude anticipated under this alternative.

45 Alaska Native Environmental Justice | ssues

45.1 Community Development Quota as L ow-Income and Minority Population

Repeal of the multi-species groundfish CDQ allocations under FMP 2.1 (as noted in Section 4.4.1) could
result in Environmental Justice impacts. These impacts, if they wereto occur, would result from declinesin
employment and income and in revenues through royalties from CDQ participation and direct participation
in the relevant fisheries. The direct participation impacts, if relevant, would result from the type of
investments made by CDQ entities as described in detail in Section 3.9.4 of the Draft 2001 Programmatic
SEIS. However, as noted above, lossesin the multi-species CDQ program may belargely or entirely offset
by increases in returns from the pollock CDQ program under FMP 2.1, but this will likely vary among
individual CDQ groups. Although specific direct/indirect impacts are unknown at this time, any adverse
impacts that do occur would disproportionately accrue to the minority and low-income populations that the
CDQ program was explicitly designed to benefit and would qualify as Environmental Justice impacts. As
the CDQ program does not change under FMP 2.2, similar Environmental Justice concerns do not apply.

45.2 Non-Community Development Quota Alaska Native Environmental Justice I ssues
Groundfish Communities

Community Level

No community level impactsspecificto AlaskaNative communitiesare anticipated under Alternative 2 policy
asillustrated by FMPs 2.1 and 2.2.
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Sub-Community Level

No sub-community level impacts specific to Alaska Natives are anticipated under Alternative 2 policy as
illustrated by FMPs 2.1 and 2.2.

Non-Groundfish Communities

If potential impacts to Western and Interior Alaska Native communities noted in Section 4.5.3, such as
depletion of salmon stocks, come to fruition, these would be considered Environmental Justice impacts.
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Section5  Alternative 3: Adopt aMore
Precautionary M anagement Policy

51 Alaska Native Participation and Consultation in Fisheries M anagement

511 Alaska Native Representation on the North Pacific Fishery Management Council and the
Advisory Panel

The Alternative 3 policy framework seeks to accelerate the existing precautionary management approach
through community or rights-based management, incorporation of ecosystem-based management principles
and, where appropriate and practicable, increased habitat protection and additional bycatch constraints.
Therefore this alternative requires a more precautionary approach to fisheries management than the current
Alternative 1 policy. Alaska Native representation on the NPFM C and the AP under the Alternative 3 policy
framework would increase. Currently, Alaska Natives are represented on both the NPFMC and AP. FMP 3.2
could provide the mechanism to incorporate an Alaska Native seat on NPFM C and a voluntary position for
non-CDQ Nativesinthe APto represent other stakeholders. TheM SA definesaposition for Native American
representation on the Pacific Fishery Management Council. Section 302 Regiona Fishery Management
Councils (16 USC 1852, Voting Members (b)(5)(A)), states “The Secretary shall appoint to the Pacific
Council, agroup with management authority for fisheriesin California, Oregon, Washington, and |daho, one
representative of an Indian tribe with Federally recognized fishing rights from a list of not less than 3
individuals submitted by the tribal governments. The Secretary, in consultation with the Secretary of the
Interior and tribal governments, shall establish by regulation the procedure for submitting a list under this
subparagraph.” This regulation only applies to the Pacific Fishery Management Council, and is not a
requirement for the NPFM C managing the Alaska groundfish fisheries.

512 Opportunity for Public Comment

Under the Alternative 3 policy asillustrated by the FMP bookends 3.1 and 3.2, Alaska Native consultation
would increase. Possible waysto increase public involvement and Alaska Native participation could include
Separate meetings with Alaska Native communities and corporations for input on FMPs and amendments.
Currently, the USFWS Federa Subsistence Program incorporates Alaska Natives in management through
ten Regional Advisory Councils established under Title VIII of Alaska Native Interest Lands Conservation
Act (ANILCA). These Advisory Councils provide recommendations and information to the Federa
Subsistence Board related to policies and plansfor managing subsistence. Regional Advisory Councilshold
their own public meetings to discuss regulations and allow for local public input. The Regional Councils
serve as liai sons between communities and the Subsistence Board.

Under the Alternative 3 policy, NOAA Fisheries and the NPFMC could take advantage of the existing
Regional Councils to begin incorporating more Alaska Native input on fisheries management. Regional
Advisory Councils could hold public meetings for FMPs and amendments. NPFM C and AP representatives
could arrange meetings with these communities and corporations to gather input prior to any NPFMC
decisions on fisheries management. Exploration of various methods such asincreased personal contact with
Alaska Natives by the NOAA FisheriessNPFMC by telephone or in-person; creation or revision of officia
NOAA FisheriessNPFMC Alaska Native policy; and creation of Alaska Native liaison positions in
NMFS/NPFM C could beincorporated. The NPFM C could also solicit input from AlaskaNative corporations
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andregional non-profit groups. Exploration of variousmethods such asinternshipsfor AlaskaNative students
at NOAA FisheriessNPFMC (including science centers), funding for travel to NPFMC meetings, video
conferencing, addition of an AlaskaNative seat on the AP could beincorporated. These approachesare often
used by other federal agencies for projects that may impact Alaska Native interests and has proven to be an
effective way to enhance Alaska Native participation.

513 Co-Management

Co-management under the Alternative 3 policy would increase Alaska Native participation in fisheries
management. AlaskaNative participation inthe NPFM C Observer Program could increasetheir invol vement
in gathering fisheries information. Regional Advisory Councils described above could be charged with
providing the NPFM C with regul ar updates on local needs, concerns, and ideas about how to collaborate on
managing the fishery. Providing communities with more responsibility could create a stronger sense of
involvement and potentially reduce conflict among stakeholders and the NPFMC.

There are other federal agencies who have increased Alaska Native participation in co-management. The
Federal Subsistence Program is a multi-agency effort made up of five federal agencies that emphasize
cooperation and consensus building with rural Alaskans with regard to subsistence issues. As part of this
effort, 10 Regional Advisory Councils have been created to review policies and management measures and
provide recommendations and information to the Federal Subsistence Board. Each Regional Council has 10
or 13 members and meets at least twice each year. Regional Councils may develop and review proposals
regarding subsistence use. Public meetings are al so held by the Regional Councilsto involvelocal peoplein
establishing regulations. An Annual Report must be prepared by each Regional Council every year containing
recommendations to the Federal Subsistence Board on subsistence regulations and management policies.

514 Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments

Under the Alternative 3 policy framework as illustrated by FMPs 3.1 and 3.2, community outreach and
government-to-government representation, consultation requirements, and increased participation, would
include efforts to promote increased personal contact with Alaska Natives. This may include more
tel econferences and scheduled meetingswith AlaskaNativesaswell asanincreased effort to includeawider
array of Alaska Native groups. Under this Alternative scoping, comment analysis and response, and public
review and comment on the NEPA documents would not change.

52 Traditional Knowledge

TheAlternative 3 policy issimilar totheAlternative 1 policy, but wouldincreaseincorporation of Traditional
Knowledgeinto fisheriesmanagement and NEPA compliance. Under theFMP 3.1, formal procedureswould
be developed and implemented to incorporate Traditional Knowledge into fishery management. The FMP
3.2 requires incorporation of Traditional Knowledge through additional research such as key informant
interviews. Implementation of thistype of FM P would require working with Alaska Native organizationsto
develop research programs and protocols, and would need to be coordinated with community outreach and
government-to-government consultation efforts.
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Increasing the level of co-management provides an avenue to incorporate more Alaska Natives in fisheries
research. Exploration of various methods such as making available a research database of published
Traditional Knowledge for incorporation into NOAA Fisheries documents and implementing guidelinesto
obligate decision-makers to address issues could be incorporated. This research would be defined as field
research on specific topics of importance as intended under the Alternative 3 management policy. Again,
using the Regional Advisory Councils established for subsistence management under ANILCA would offer
ways of including more traditional knowledge, skills, and fisheries practices into the Alaska groundfish
fisheries. Regional Advisory Councilscould providerecommendationsto the NPFM C onresearch priorities.
Advisory Councilscould a so appoint small research groups throughout the state to hel p gather dataon water
quality, marine mammals, seabirds, fish, and general ecology. These widely distributed research groups
would supplement federal and state research efforts and increase the amount of information on the North
Pacific ecosystem as well as very localized areas where data may be lacking.

5.3 Alaska Native Participation in Regional Fisheries by Regional Setting

531 Community Development Quota Regional |ssues

Itisunclear to what extent increased rationalization would result inincreased CDQ allocation. Assuming that
additional fisheries are rationalized and CDQ all ocation increased, there would be beneficial effectson CDQ
groups.

5.3.2 Non-Community Development Quota Regional 1ssues

As noted in the Overcapacity qualitative analysis paper, the harvesting and processing sectors of the fishing
industry in Alaska and elsewhere are labor-intensive and often located in relatively isolated communities.
King Cove and Sand Point, two communities with Alaska Native populations, are examples of such
communities. Based on experiencewith earlier rationalization programs, | FQsin groundfish fisheries could
lead to a reduction in the number of vessels in the harvest sector and a decline in overall employment.
Similarly, some processing consolidation may be expected to occur, but the extent to which thisislikely to
impact King Cove and Sand Point is difficult to assess, given the changes that occurred in the recent past
under American Fisheries Act conditions. In genera, rationalization effects under the Alternative 3 policy
can be expected to disrupt the local economies of King Cove and Sand Point to some degree, especialy
during the transition from open accessto an | FQ program, but the magnitude of this disruption remainsto be
assessed.

Non-CDQ Alaska Native Community | ssues/Direct Participation

Under the Alternative 3 policy illustrated by FMPs 3.1 and 3.2, consolidation of sectors could lead to
community level impactsin the Alaska Native communities of King Cove and Sand Point. Asnoted earlier,
the degreeto which consolidation takesplaceisafunction of both individual enterprisedecision-making (e.g.
theefficient operation of amulti-speciesplant in anisolated community may require groundfishinputswhere
otherwise consolidation away from a community would make economic sense) and direct restrictions of
movement (community protection clauses) or consolidation caps to prevent such movement.
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54 Subsistence | ssues

54.1 Groundfish Subsistence

Alternative 3 is not anticipated to have any demonstrable direct impact on groundfish subsistence. Thisis
primarily due to relatively low groundfish subsistence dependency, the assumption that groundfish stocks
would not be overfished, and the lack of restrictions on groundfish subsistence under this alternative.

54.2 Steller Sea Lion Subsistence

Given the lack of availability of information, it is not possible to measure or predict effects of Alternative 3
on subsistence in order to determine whether or not such theoretically positive effects would be significant
as a result of decreased commercial harvests. Logically, management policies that reduce commercial
groundfish harvest the most could have the most potential benefit for the subsistence use of Steller sealions,
but operationally such differenceswill likely be dlight. In general, somewhat positive effects could result if
reductions in groundfish harvest lead to increased sea lion populations, and if higher sea lion populations
result in benefitsto subsistence usersof sealions. Such benefits could include higher harvest levelsand lower
harvest costs for sealions; the degree to which subsistence reliance on Steller sealions could be affected by
the proposed alternatives cannot be quantified given the lack of data, but it is not likely to be great.

54.3 Salmon Subsistence and Bycatch Related | ssues

Under the Alternative 3 policy, PSC limitsin the BSAl would be lowered to the extent practical from 0-10
percent (FMP 3.1) to 10-30 percent (FMP 3.2). Any benefit conferred by lower bycatch would eventually
alow for higher harvests in the state's commercial, subsistence, and recreational fisheries. Because salmon
stocksinAlaskaarerigorously managed by ADF& G and aregenerally considered healthy, withtheexception
of some western stocks, any additional protection afforded salmon populations under Alternative 3 would,
therefore, have no long-term effect on stock status. The possible exceptions are at-risk western stocks of
chinook salmon that may be taken as bycatch in the BSAI (see Alternative 1 discussion 3.5.3). It would be
difficult to quantitatively determineif increased protection offered under Alternative 3 would be sufficient
to protect these stocks from further depletion. Qualitatively, reduced PSC limits ranging from 0-10 percent
(FMP3.1) to 10-30 percent (FM P 3.2) should offer proportionate protectionto at-risk chinook salmon stocks.
In general, however, this alternative would result in neutral or positive effects with respect to Alaska Native
subsistence use of these stocks.

54.4 Other Indirect Subsistence | mpacts
Joint Production Subsistence | mpacts
Rights-based fishing efforts under Alternative 3 would increase the opportunity for joint production

opportunitiesfor those continuing to participate in the fishery, but anticipated consolidation of the fleet may
offset this potential gain.
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Income-Related Subsistence Impacts

Income to commercial fishermen may be expected to rise under Alternative 3, but this may be offset by an
overal reduction in the number of participants in the fishery as consolidation occurs. As noted in the
Alternative 1 discussion, it would not appear to be possible to quantify subsistence-income-related impacts
from changes anticipated under this alternative.

55 Alaska Native Environmental Justice | ssues

55.1 Community Development Quota as L ow-Income and Minority Population

It is unclear to what extent increased rationalization under Alternative 3 would result in an increased CDQ
alocation. Assuming that additional fisheries are rationalized and CDQ allocation increased, there would be
beneficial effects on CDQ groups.

55.2 Non-Community Development Quota Alaska Native Environmental Justice | ssues

Groundfish Communities

Community Level

Under Alternative 3, the type of community level impacts as noted for King Cove and Sand Point would be
Environmental Justice impacts, and the ripple effects within the AEB could also result in Environmental
Justiceimpactsin other AEB communities, as described under Alternative 1. If Kodiak’ s participationin the
groundfish fishery is reduced under Alternative 3, the alternative would have significant socioeconomic
effects upon the region, and especialy the community of Kodiak, given the local engagement in and
dependency on the groundfish fishery. The City of Kodiak’s population is a non-majority plurality, and the
AlaskaNative population component isrelatively small (lessthan 11 percent). It isnot considered likely that
these would be Environmental Justice impacts, at least on the community level.

For the southcentral and southeast Alaskaregions, the Washington inland watersregion, and the Oregon coast
region, none of the alternativesis anticipated to result in adverse impacts at the community level. Therefore,
Alternative 3isnot considered likely to cause Environmental Justice concernsin these regionsfor any low-
income minority population, including Alaska Natives.

Sub-Community Level

The only sector within the fishery subject to potential impacts under this alternative that would involve
Alaska Native Environmental Justice issues is the harvest fleet. Presumably, vessel owners would be
compensated for lack of continued participation under different consolidation scenarios, but skipper and crew
joblosses could cause disproportionate effectson AlaskaNative popul ationsin some communities. Although
crew demographic information is sparse, it is assumed that King Cove and Sand Point would be among the
set of potential communities involved.
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Non-Groundfish Communities

No negative impacts are anticipated for these communities, described in Section 5.5.3, and therefore there
are no Environmental Justice implications for this region under the Alternative 3 policy.
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Section 6  Alternative 4. Adopt a Highly
Precautionary M anagement Policy

6.1 Alaska Natives and the M agnuson-Stevens Act

6.1.1 Alaska Native Representation on the North Pacific Fishery Management Council and the
Advisory Panel

The Alternative 4 policy framework, a highly precautionary approach to fisheries management, would
increase Alaska Native involvement in the NPFMC and the AP. One way to ensure Alaska Native
participation in these groups would be to amend the MSA to guarantee two positions for Alaska Nativesin
both the NPFMC and the AP. Native American representation is currently part of the MSA for the Pacific
Council, which hasauthority over Washington, Oregon, California, and Idaho. Althoughthishasalwaysbeen
the traditional practice of the NPFMC, making it a written part of the MSA would not only give Alaska
Natives a sense of their importance in fisheries management but such action would increase the ratio of
Alaska Native representation in the decision-making process.

6.1.2 Public I nvolvement

The Alternative 4 policy asillustrated by the FMPs 4.1 and 4.2 would increase the opportunity for public
involvement and public comment through ways suggested under the Alternative 3 policy. This may include
enlisting the Regional Advisory Councils established under ANILCA to solicit Alaska Native community
input. Additional efforts would encourage subsistence usersto provide moreinput on fisheries management
and their concerns on the relationship of management policies with subsistence management. Under this
policy, the NPFMC and NOAA Fisheriesmay increasethelevel of cooperation with the Federal Subsistence
Board and ADF& G to broaden their outreach on fisheries management.

Under the Alternative 4 FM P bookends, scoping, public review and comment on the NEPA documents, and
comment analysis and response would not change. However, community outreach may need to develop and
incorporate procedures whereby traditional knowledge is obtained during community outreach efforts.
Community outreach should includeincreased consultation effortsto encourage participation and to address
the needs of subsistence users through increased participation.

6.1.3 Co-Management

Under the Alternative 4 policy, the NPFMC, NOAA Fisheries, and Alaska Native communities would seek
to enter into a collaborative management agreement in which AlaskaNatives are given an increased level of
authority greater than currently exists under the updated Alternative 1 policy. A series of Management
Boards could be created throughout the region under this effort. Not only would the NPFMC seek Alaska
Nativeinput on FM Ps and amendments from these Alaska Native M anagement Boards, but al so such groups
could come up with action plansfor particul ar issues. These plans may help addressissues such aslocalized
depletion and provideameansof incorporating traditional knowledgeinto fisheriesmanagement. A Fisheries
Joint Management Committee was established in Canadaas part of the Inuvialuit Final Agreement of 1984.
Joint management by this Committeeis accomplished through a 50 percent Native representation. Thistype

JUNE 2004 APPENDIX F-9 - QA PAPER: ALASKA NATIVE ISSUES

F-9-46



of consensus-based, non-adversarial method of management has proved successful accordingtoindustry and
academic perspectives (Campbell 1996).

6.1.4 Government-to-Government Consultation Requirements

Under the Alternative 4 policy framework and asillustrated by FMP bookends 4.1 and 4.2, government-to
government representation, consultation requirements, and participation would likely increase as aresult of
additional Alaska Native involvement and community outreach.

6.2 Traditional Knowledge

TheAlternative 4 policy includesthe Traditional Knowledge el ementsof the Alternative 3 policy, and would
initiate cooperative programs for research and monitoring based on Traditional Knowledge. FMP 4.1 would
require that fishery managers initiate cooperative research programs for data gathering and monitoring in
order to enhance the use of Traditional Knowledge in fishery management. As with Alternative 3, this
aternative would require working with Alaska Native organizations to develop research and monitoring
programs and protocols, and would need to be coordinated with community outreach and government-to-
government consultation efforts. This outreach may include subsistence user groups such as the United
Fishing Association.

AlaskaNative Management Boards established under this management policy could devel op research plans
outlining goals and objectives for the NPFMC. This Alaska Native perspective would increase the use of
Traditional Knowledge in fisheries research, giving it more emphasis in the scientific community. This
approach may also provide fisheries scientists with access to a broader, historical understanding of the
ecosystem. Not only could Alaska Natives participate in collecting important scientific data, as suggested
under the Alternative 3 policy, but they could create an endowment for local high school students who are
thinking of going into fisheries management. The endowment could provide funding for perhapstwo to four
students a year to assist the Alaska Native Management Boards in collecting Traditional Knowledge and
subsistence use in their communities. The Alaska Native Management Boards could then provide this
information to the NPFM C and NOAA Fisheries to augment their understanding of the fisheriesto include
in their database.

6.3 Alaska Native Participation in Regional Fisheries by Regional Setting

6.3.1 Community Development Quota Regional Issues

Under the Alternative 4 policy commercial fishing reductions or elimination would result in significant
negative impacts to the CDQ region. As noted in the discussion of the Alternative 1 policy and its effects,
this region derives substantial benefit from this program, groundfish plays a dominant role in generating
income within this program, and alternative opportunities for income and revenue are generally limited in
this region.
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6.3.2 Non-Community Development Quota Regional | ssues
Non-CDQ Alaska Native Community I ssues/Direct Participation

Impacts to communities directly participating in the groundfish fishery would be significant under the
Alternative 4 policy. While this would encompass many Alaska coastal communities, the Alaska Native
communities that would be hardest hit would be King Cove and Sand Point. These communities each have
alocal harvest fleet, asignificant shore processing presence, and anumber of support service businessesthat
would all experience substantial economic losses under this aternative. Further, municipal and borough
revenue losses would be felt in these and other AEB communities.

Non-CDQ Alaska Native Community I ssues/No Direct Participation

Issuesinthisregion arelargely tied to salmon subsi stencefishing, and these are summarizedin Section 6.5.3.
6.4 Subsistence | ssues

6.4.1 Groundfish Subsistence

The Alternative 4 policy as illustrated by FMP bookends 4.1 and 4.2 is not anticipated to have any
demonstrable direct impact on groundfish subsistence. Thisis primarily due to relatively low groundfish
subsi stence dependency and the assumption that groundfish stocks would not be overfished. Although FMP
4.2 has the potential to restrict subsistence harvest until information demonstrates that it has no significant
impact on the environment, the level of groundfish subsistence harvest is so minimal it is assumed that
subsistence fishing in the Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) would not be permanently restricted under the
FMP bookend. It is also assumed that most subsistence groundfish fishing takes place in nearshore waters
minimizing whatever potential impacts, however dight, that would result from this alternative policy.
Lowering or virtually eliminating commercial fishing effort under this alternative would theoretically make
moregroundfish availablefor subsistence use, but thereisno indication of current unmet demandsthat would
be accommodated under Alternative 4 conditions.

6.4.2 Steller Sea Lion Subsistence
Potential impacts noted under the Alternative 3 policy would apply to the Alternative 4 policy.
6.4.3 Salmon Subsistence and Bycatch Related | ssues

Under the Alternative 4 policy, PSC limits in the BSAI would be lowered to the extent practical to 30-50
percent (FMP 4.1) or to PSC = 0, the closure of the fishery (FMP 4.2). In the GOA, PSC limits would be
established at 25,000 fish for chinook and 20,500 fish for other salmon (FMP4.1) and would remain in effect
until complete closure of the fishery (FMP 4.2). As noted under Alternative 3, however, because salmon
stocksin Alaskaarerigorously managed by ADF& G and are generally considered healthy (with the possible
exception of some western stocks), any benefit conferred by lower bycatch would eventually be offset by
higher harvestsin the state’ scommercial, subsistence, and recreational fisheries. The possible exceptionsare
at-risk western stocks of chinook salmon that may be taken as bycatch in the BSAI. As noted in the
Alternative 1 discussion, there is insufficient information to determine if these at-risk stocks are being
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seriously impacted by bycatch in the BSAI under the existing conditions. In general, however, Alternative
4 would have neutral or positive effects on Alaska Native salmon subsistence uses.

6.4.4 General Ecosystem Concerns About Volume of Fishery Removals

The Alternative 4 policy would address concerns expressed by Alaska Natives about the volume of fishery
removals and general ecosystem health asit is ahighly precautionary approach to fisheries management.

6.4.5 Other Indirect Subsistence | mpacts

Joint Production Subsistence | mpacts

The drastic reduction of fishing effort under Alternative 4 would sharply reduce, if not eliminate, the joint
production subsistence opportunities until more information was obtai ned about the frequency and intensity
of fishing impacts on the environment, potentialy re-opening the fishery. These impacts would effect all
communities where there are Alaska Native-owned vessels participating in the fishery.

Income Related Subsistence I mpacts

L oss of income under Alternative 4 would be significant, but forecasting this to engagement in subsistence
pursuitsisproblematic, asdiscussed under Alternative 1. Ingeneral, however, it can be anticipated that these
types of impacts would be felt in many rural Alaska communities.

6.5 Alaska Native Environmental Justice | ssues

6.5.1 Community Development Quota as L ow-Income and Minority Population

Significant adverse impacts to CDQ regions are anticipated under the Alternative 4 policy and would
constitute Environmental Justice impacts.

6.5.2 Non-Community Development Quota Alaska Native Environmental Justice | ssues
Groundfish Communities

Community Level

Direct adverse community level impacts to Alaska Native communities can be expected for King Cove and
Sand Point, aswell as smaller Alaska Native communitiesin the AEB. These would, in turn, be considered
Environmental Justiceimpacts. Akutan and Unalaska, communitieswith moreor lessdistinct AlaskaNative
population components, would experience significant impacts as well. If Kodiak participation in the
groundfish fishery isreduced under Alternative 4, it would have significant socioeconomic effects upon the
region, and especialy the community of Kodiak, given the local engagement in and dependency on the
groundfish fishery. The City of Kodiak’s population is a non-magjority plurality, and the Alaska Native
population component is relatively small (less than 11 percent). It is not considered likely, therefore, that
these would be Environmental Justice impacts, at least on the community level.
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For the southcentral and southeast Alaskaregions, the Washington inland watersregion, and the Oregon coast
region, none of the alternativesis anticipated to result in adverse impacts at the community level. Therefore,
Alternative 4 is not considered likely to cause Environmental Justice concernsin these regionsfor any low-
income minority population, including Alaska Natives.

Sub-Community Level

Displacement of all fishery sectors could occur under this alternative. Thiswould be considered an Alaska
Native Environmental Justice issue, specifically for the harvest vessel sector, for reasons presented in the
Alternative 1 discussion.

Non-Groundfish Communities

Impacts to these communities would largely be driven by salmon subsistence issues as described above.
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Section 7 Summary Comparison of All Alternatives

Thefollowing summarizes the effects of each policy aternative with regard to Alaska Native issues and the
Alaska groundfish fisheries, as determined by analyses of each alternative’s associated FMP framework
presented in this paper. Table 8 shows a summary of the effects of the FMPs on Alaska Native issues.

Alternativel:

Alternative 2;

Alternative 3;

Under thispolicy alternative, the NPFM C woul d continueto managethe groundfish fisheries
based upon the present conservative and risk-averse policy. This policy approach would
continue Alaska Native involvement by maintaining Alaska Native representation on the
NPFMC and the AP and by incorporating Traditional Knowledge presented in existing
literaturein fisheriesmanagement. AlaskaNative participation in accordancewith M SA and
NEPA would continue under thisalternative. CDQ participation woul d al so remain the same
as under existing conditions. The nature of engagement with the fishery would not change,
meaning that no significant changesto CDQ communities would be likely to occur, at least
through the mechanism of the CDQ program itself. Subsistence fishing and Steller sealion
harvest isnot anticipated to be adversely affected by the Alternative 1 policy, though Alaska
Natives have voiced concern over salmon bycatch from the groundfish fisheries. Under
Alternative 1, there would be minimal impacts from the |oss of income from the groundfish
fisheries, that may indirectly impact subsistence pursuits in many communities, including
CDQ communities. No Environmental Justiceimpacts are anticipated under the Alternative
1 policy, with the potential exception of salmon bycatch, where effects are not known.

A more aggressive harvest policy would be implemented based upon the concept that the
present policy isoverly conservative and that higher harvests could be taken without threat
of overfishing the target groundfish stocks. Although no impacts are anticipated for non-
CDQ communities,the CDQ program for all groundfish species except pollock would be
repealed (under FMP 2.1 only). Therefore, CDQ communities with investments in these
fisherieswould be significantly impacted, but theseimpacts my be offset in whole or in part
by the increase in revenues from the pollock CDQ program. No groundfish subsistence
impacts are anticipated under thispolicy alternative; however, the elimination of PSC limits
would increase the proportion of salmon bycatch. Thiscould potentially result in impactsto
AlaskaNativecommunitieswith substantial dependency on salmon subsistence. Reductions
in the CDQ program and potential effects on salmon subsistence would result in
Environmental Justice impacts under Alternative 2.

This policy would seek to accelerate the existing precautionary management measures
through community or rights-based management, ecosystem-based management principles
and, where appropriate and practicable, increase habitat protection and impose additional
bycatch constraints. Under this approach, additional conservation management measures
would be taken as necessary to respond to social, economic or conservation needs and to
address uncertainty in management information. Elements of this policy alternative that
pertain to Alaska Natives include developing and implementing procedures to incorporate
traditional knowledge into fisheries management through additional research. Consultation
with and representation of AlaskaNativesinfisheriesmanagement would increaseunder this
policy and additional opportunitiesfor co-management of the fisheries would be provided.
AlaskaNative participationin accordancewith NEPA would continue under thisalternative.
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Alternative 4:

Increased rationalization of fisheries could benefit CDQ groups. No impacts to subsistence
are anticipated under Alternative 3 other than the potential for reduced salmon bycatch.
Potential Environmental Justice impacts on non-CDQ Alaska Native communities that
harvest groundfish commercially may result from this alternative. However, communities
that do not harvest groundfish commercially will likely not be impacted.

This policy would require that the user of the resource demonstrate that the intended use
would not have adetrimental effect on the environment before significant fishing could be
alowed. It would involve astrict interpretation of the precautionary principle. The overall
premise is that fishing does produce adverse impacts on the environment, but dueto alack
of information and uncertainty, littleisknown about these impacts. With regardsto Alaska
Native issues, this policy aternative would require the initiation of cooperative research
programs for data gathering and monitoring in order to enhance use of Traditional
Knowledge in fishery management. Alaska Native participation in decision-making in
accordance with M SA and NEPA would continue under all alternatives. Consultation with
Alaska Natives would increase and participation of subsistence users (Native and non-
Native) in fisheries management would be strongly encouraged. Traditional Alaska Native
subsistence uses of fish and wildlife within protected areas would be permitted under FMP
4.1. Reductions in or elimination of commercia fishing under FMP 4.2, however, would
result in significant adverse impacts to the CDQ region and to non-CDQ Alaska Native
communities participating in thefishery (aswell asindividual Alaska Native vessel owners
and otherswho participate in thefishery). This may result in Environmental Justice impacts
to these communities. Under FMP 4.2, nofishing, including subsi stence, would be permitted
in the Exclusive Economic Zone without a determination that subsistence fishing is having
no significantly adverse effect on the environment. This strategy could greatly affect
subsistence use until more information determined otherwise.

Groundfish management alternativesthat involve substantial CDQ reductionswill result in disproportionate
high and adverse impactsto the predominately AlaskaNative CDQ region communities. Asnoted in above,
AlaskaNative population component represents 87 percent of the total popul ation of the communities of this
region. Further, as recognized by the very initiation of the CDQ program, the region is economically
underdevel oped and employment and income alternatives arefew. CDQ impactswould befelt in anumber
of different ways, including employment, income, revenues, royalties, and return on fishery investments.
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Table8.

Summary of potential effects of the policy alternatives and Fishery Management Plan bookends on Alaska Natives.

Effect Indicator

Alternative 1

Alternative 2.0

Alternative 3.0

Alternative 4.0

Fishery Management Plan
(FMP) 1

FMP 2.1

FMP 2.2

FMP 3.1 FMP 3.2

FMP 4.1 FMP 4.2

Subsistence

Steller sea lion

No effect

To the extent that
Alternative 1 does not
effect Steller sea lions
population levels and
indirectly restrict availability
for subsistence purposes, it
will have no direct adverse
effects upon subsistence
uses of Steller sea lions.

Potentially adverse effect
An increase in total
allowable catch (TAC)
increases competition for
prey with Steller sea lion
and could have a possible
adverse effect on sea lion
populations, and could
affect the availability for
subsistence harvest.
demonstrable impact on
Steller sea lion
subsistence.

No effect

Similar to Alternative 1,
Steller sea lions population
levels are not affected by
fishing for groundfish, and
FMP 2.2 will have no direct
adverse effects upon
subsistence uses of Steller
sea lions.

Potentially beneficial effect

Management policies that reduce TAC and
bycatch levels potentially benefit the
availability of Steller sea lions for subsistence
purposes. The relative contribution of effects
of fishing on Steller sea lion abundance
compared to other natural environmental
factors is considered small.

Potentially beneficial effect
Management policies that reduce TAC and
bycatch levels potentially benefit the
availability of Steller sea lions for
subsistence purposes. FMP. The relative
contribution of effects of fishing on Steller
sea lion abundance compared to other
natural environmental factors is
considered small.

Salmon bycatch

No effect

The amount of salmon
bycatch and contribution to
potential effects on western
Alaska stocks would
appear relatively low,
although Alaska Natives
have voiced concern over
salmon bycatch from the
groundfish fisheries.

Potentially adverse effect
Elimination of prohibited
species catch (PSC)
restrictions in the Bering
Sea and Aleutian Islands
(BSAI) management region
is likely to adversely affect
populations of some
eliminate western Alaska
salmon stocks and their
availability for subsistence
harvest by Alaska Native
communities, which
heavily rely on these
resources.

No effect

The amount of salmon
bycatch and contribution to
potential effects on western
Alaska stocks would
appear relatively low,
although Alaska Natives
have voiced concern over
salmon bycatch from the
groundfish fisheries.

Potentially beneficial effect

Alternative 3 would be sufficient to protect
these stocks from further depletion.
Qualitatively, reduced PSC limits ranging
from 0-10 percent (FMP 3.1) to 10-30
percent (FMP 3.2) should offer proportionate
protection to at-risk chinook salmon stocks.
In general, however, this alternative would
result in neutral or positive effects with
respect to Alaska Native subsistence use of
these stocks.

Potentially beneficial effect

PSC limits in the BSAI would be lowered
to the extent practical to 30-50 percent
(FMP 4.1) or to PSC = 0, the closure of the|
fishery (FMP 4.2). In the GOA, PSC limits
would be established at 25,000 fish for
chinook and 20,500 fish for other salmon
(FMP 4.1) and would remain in effect until
complete closure of the fishery (FMP 4.2).
This would have neutral or positive effects
on Alaska Native salmon subsistence
uses.
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Table 8 (cont.).

Summary of potential effects of the policy alternatives and Fishery Management Plan bookends on Alaska Natives.

Effect Indicator

Alternative 1

Alternative 2.0

Alternative 3.0

Alternative 4.0

Fishery Management Plan
(FMP) 1

FMP 2.1

FMP 2.2

FMP 3.1 FMP 3.2

FMP 4.1 FMP 4.2

Subsistence (cont.)

General ecosystem
health

Potentially adverse effect
Concerns have been
expressed by Alaska
Natives on the effects of
commercial fishing and
associated bycatch
discards on the health of
the marine ecosystem,
particularly with regard to
discards attracting fish and
wildlife, and causing
disease in animals that eat
discards.

Potentially adverse effect

A more aggressive harvest strategy under FMP 2.1 with

reductions in bycatch limits under this alternative would

likely increase Alaska Native concerns regarding the
ecosystem. Effects under FMP 2.2 would be similar to

FMP 1.

Potentially beneficial effect

The Alternative 3 policy framework seeks to
accelerate the existing precautionary
management approach through incorporation
of ecosystem-based management principles
and, where appropriate and practicable,
increase habitat protection and impose
additional bycatch constraint and therefore
requires a more precautionary approach to
fisheries management.

Beneficial effect

The Alternative 4 policy would address
concerns expressed by Alaska Natives
about the volume of fishery removals and
general ecosystem health as it is a highly
precautionary approach to fisheries
management.

Joint production

No effect

FMP 1 does not increase or
decrease opportunities for
joint production.

Potentially beneficial
effect

More intense fishing efforts
under the Alternative 2
policy may increase the
opportunity for joint
production opportunities
for those continuing to
participate in the fishery,
but whether or not this
impact would provide a
significant benefit is not
clear from available data.

No effect

FMP 2.2 does not increase
or decrease opportunities
for joint production.

No effect

Rights-based fishing efforts under Alternative
3 increase the opportunity for joint production
opportunities for those continuing to
participate in the fishery, but anticipated
consolidation of the fleet may offset this
potential gain.

Adverse effect

The drastic reduction of fishing effort
under Alternative 4 would sharply reduce,
if not eliminate, the joint production
subsistence opportunities until more
information was obtained about the
frequency and intensity of fishing impacts
on the environment, potentially re-opening
the fishery. These impacts would effect all
communities where there are
Native-owned vessels participating in the
fishery.
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Table 8 (cont.).

Summary of potential effects of the policy alternatives and Fishery Management Plan bookends on Alaska Natives.

Effect Indicator

Alternative 1

Alternative 2.0

Alternative 3.0

Alternative 4.0

Fishery Management Plan
(FMP) 1

FMP 2.1

FMP 2.2

FMP 3.1

FMP 3.2

FMP 4.1 FMP 4.2

Alaska Native participation in commercial fisheries

Community
development quota
(CDQ) fisheries

No effect
CDQ participation would
remain the same.

Potentially adverse effect
CDQ for groundfish
species except for pollock
will be repealed. Alone this
would be a significant
negative impact to Alaska
Native communities in the
CDQ region, but likely will
be offset at least in part by
the increase in pollock
TAC, which would increase
overall returns. Impacts to
individual CDQ groups are
unknown, but may be
adverse.

No effect

Under FMP 2.2, CDQ
would not change from
Alternative 1.

Beneficial effect

It is unclear to what extent that increased
rationalization would result in increased CDQ
allocation. Assuming that additional fisheries
are rationalized and CDQ allocation
increased, there would be beneficial effects

on CDQ groups.

Adverse effect

Commercial fishing reductions or
elimination would result in significant
negative impacts to the CDQ region.

Non-CDQ fisheries

No effect

Alaska Natives who own or
crew on catcher vessels
outside of the CDQ region
participate directly in the
groundfish fisheries.
Opportunities for their
participation do not
increase or decrease under
Alternative 1.

No effect

No community, sub-community level, western and
interior Alaska Native communities impacts.

No effect
Opportunities for their
participation do not
increase or decrease.

Potentially adverse
effect

In general,
rationalization effects
under the Alternative
3 policy can be
expected to
adversely effect
Alaska Native
communities to
some degree,
especially during the
transition from open
access to an
individual fishing
guota (IFQ) program,
however, the
magnitude of this
disruption remains to
be assessed.

Adverse effect

Impacts to communities directly
participating in the groundfish fishery
would be significant. While this would
encompass many Alaska coastal
communities, the Alaska Native
communities that would be hardest hit
would be King Cove and Sand Point.
These communities each have a local
harvest fleet, a significant shore
processing presence, and have a number
of support service businesses that would
all experience substantial economic
losses. Further, municipal and borough
revenue losses would be felt in these and
other AEB communities.
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Table 8 (cont.).

Summary of potential effects of the policy alternatives and Fishery Management Plan bookends on Alaska Natives.

Effect Indicator

Alternative 1

Alternative 2.0

Alternative 3.0

Alternative 4.0

Fishery Management Plan
(FMP) 1

FMP 2.1 FMP 2.2

FMP 3.1 FMP 3.2

FMP 4.1 FMP 4.2

Alaska Native participation in fishery management

Native
representation

Potentially adverse effect
Alaska Natives currently
have some representation
on the NPFMC and its AP,
but the limited number
presents some difficulty in
representing potentially
competing interests
between CDQ’s, non-CDQ
Native fishermen, and
subsistence users.

Potentially adverse effect

Alaska Natives currently have some representation on
the AP and NPFMC, the limited number presents some
difficulty in representing potentially competing interests
between CDQ’s, non-CDQ Native fishermen, and
subsistence users.

Potentially beneficial effect

Native representation on the NPFMC and the
AP under the Alternative 3 policy framework
would increase Native participation in the
fisheries management. FMP 3.2 could
provide the mechanism to incorporate an
Alaska Native seat on the Council and a
voluntary position for non-CDQ Natives in the
AP to represent other stakeholders.

Beneficial effect

Alternative 4 policy framework would
increase Native involvement in the
NPFMC and the AP and process.

Co-management

No effect
Co-management
suggestions are currently
provided through
solicitation of public
comments and through
Alaska Native
representation on the AP
and NPFMC.

No effect
The level of co-management under Alternative 2 policy
would not likely change from Alternative 1.

Potentially beneficial effect
Co-management under the Alternative 3
policy would increase Native participation in
fisheries management, and indirectly
opportunities for co-management.

Potentially beneficial effect

NPFMC, NOAA Fisheries, and Native
communities would seek to enter into a
collaborative management agreement in
which Natives were given an increased
level of authority (objective is in terms of
Traditional Knowledge and
research/monitoring) efforts than currently
exists under the updated Alternative 1

policy.

Consultation and
coordination with
Indian tribal
government

No effect

NOAA Fisheries will
continue to consult with
Alaska tribal governments
through the NPFMC and
the MSA/NEPA decision-
making process.

No effect

The level of consultation and coordination under
Alternative 2 policy would likely not change from
Alternative 1.

Potentially beneficial effect

Scoping, comment analysis and response,
and public review and comment during the
NEPA process would continue. Community
outreach and government-to-government
representation, consultation requirements,
and increased effort to include a wider array
of Native groups would increase.

Potentially beneficial effect
Government-to-government
representation, consultation requirements,
and participation, would likely increase as
a result of additional Alaska Native
involvement and community outreach.
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Table 8 (cont.).

Summary of potential effects of the policy alternatives and Fishery Management Plan bookends on Alaska Natives.

Alternative 1

Alternative 2.0

Alternative 3.0

Alternative 4.0

Effect Indicator

Fishery Management Plan
(FMP) 1

FMP 2.1

FMP 2.2

FMP 3.1 FMP 3.2

FMP 4.1 FMP 4.2

Alaska Native participation in fishery management (Cont.)

Public involvement

No effect

Current opportunities
available for public
comment on proposed and
existing FMPs, EIS
documents regulations, and
agenda items during
NPFMC meetings; provide
many avenues for Alaska
Natives to provide input
regarding groundfish
fishery management.

No effect

Public involvement under the Alternative 2 policy would
remain the same as described under the Alternative 1
policy, because it is a federal requirement.

Potentially beneficial effect

While direct mechanisms for public
involvement would not change, efforts to
increase Native consultation would result in
additional public involvement benefits.

Beneficial effect

The opportunity for public involvement and
public comment would increase in the
NPFMC process. Scoping, public review
and comment, and comment analysis and
response in the NEPA process would not
change.

Environmental justice

CDQ region as
low-income and
minority population
and environmental
justice related
impacts

No effect

No significant adverse CDQ
allocation-related
Environmental Justice
impacts or impacts
associated with income or
joint production loss are
anticipated.

Potentially adverse effect
Elimination of multi-
species groundfish CDQ
allocations under this
alternative could result in
Environmental Justice
impacts if not offset by
pollock CDQ gains.

No effect

No significant adverse
CDQ allocation-related
Environmental Justice
impacts or impacts
associated with income or
joint production loss are
anticipated.

Potentially beneficial effect

It is unclear to what extent that increased
rationalization would result in increased CDQ
allocation. Assuming that additional fisheries
are rationalized and CDQ allocation
increased, there would be beneficial effects
on CDQ groups.

Adverse effect

Significant adverse impacts to CDQ
regions are anticipated. This may result in
Environmental Justice impacts to
communities.
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Table 8 (cont.).

Summary of potential effects of the policy alternatives and Fishery Management Plan bookends on Alaska Natives.

Alternative 1

Alternative 2.0

Alternative 3.0

Alternative 4.0

Effect Indicator

Fishery Management Plan
(FMP) 1

FMP 2.1

FMP 2.2

FMP 3.1 FMP 3.2

FMP 4.1 FMP 4.2

Non-CDQ Alaska Nati

ve environmental justice issues

Groundfish
community level
Environmental
Justice impacts

No effect

No community or
sub-community impacts
specific to Alaska Native
communities are

No effect

No community or sub-community level impacts specific
to Alaska Native communities are anticipated.

Potentially adverse effect

It is not considered likely to cause
Environmental Justice concerns in these
regions for any low-income minority
population, including Alaska Natives,

Adverse effect

Direct adverse community level impacts to
Alaska Native communities can be
expected for King Cove and Sand Point,
as well as smaller Alaska Native

communities

The amount of salmon
bycatch and contribution to
potential effects on western
Alaska stocks would
appear relatively low,
although Alaska Natives
have voiced concern over
salmon bycatch from the
groundfish fisheries.

Potential adverse impacts
of increased salmon
bycatch to western and
interior Alaska Native
communities, these would
be considered
Environmental Justice
impacts.

The amount of salmon
bycatch and contribution to
potential effects on western
Alaska stocks would
appear relatively low,
although Alaska Natives
have voiced concern over
salmon bycatch from the
groundfish fisheries.

No adverse impacts are anticipated for
non-groundfish communities.

anticipated. however the harvest fleet is subject to communities in the AEB. Akutan and

potential impacts. Skipper and crew job Unalaska, communities with more or less
losses could cause disproportionate effects | distinct Alaska Native population
on Alaska Native populations in some components would experience significant
communities. Although crew demographic impacts. Displacement of all fishery
information is sparse, it is assumed that King | sectors could occur under FMP 4.2
Cove and Sand Point would be among the specifically for the harvest vessel sector.
set of potential communities affected.

Non-groundfish No effect Potentially adverse effect |No effect No effect Potentially beneficial effect

Impacts to these communities would
largely be driven by salmon subsistence
issues and reductions or elimination of
salmon bycatch.
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Table 8 (cont.).

Summary of potential effects of the policy alternatives and Fishery Management Plan bookends on Alaska Natives.
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Alternative 1 Alternative 2.0 Alternative 3.0 Alternative 4.0
Effect Indicator ;
Fishery Management Plan FMP 2.1 FMP 2.2 FMP 3.1 FMP 3.2 FMP 4.1 FMP 4.2
(FMP) 1
Other Alaska Native issues
Traditional No effect No effect Beneficial effect Beneficial effect Beneficial effect
knowledge NOAA Fisheries is currently | Under the Alternative 2 policy there would be no change | Under the FMP 3.1, The FMP 3.2 Alternative 4 would
using existing literature from Alternative 1. formal procedures will |requires require that fishery
available. Under this be developed and incorporation of managers initiate
framework, traditional implemented to traditional knowledge | cooperative research
knowledge is not collected incorporate traditional |through additional programs for data
from third party sources or knowledge into fishery |research such as gathering and
key informant interviews. management. key informant monitoring in order to
interviews. enhance use of
traditional knowledge
in fishery
management.
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