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4. Regulatory Impact Review
4.5.

Description of the Upper Cook Inlet Salmon Drift Gillnet Fishery

4.5.5. Fishing Communities
For the purposes of fishing community assessment, a two-part approach was used. First, tables based on
existing quantitative fishery information were developed to identify patterns of engagement in and
dependence1 on the relevant sectors of the UCI salmon drift gillnet fishery, i.e., the sectors most likely to
be directly affected by one or more of the proposed action alternatives. This approach is consistent with
the portion of the National Standard 8 guidelines that state:
To address the sustained participation of fishing communities that will be affected by management
measures, the analysis should first identify affected fishing communities and then assess their
differing levels of dependence on and engagement in the fishery being regulated (50 CFR
600.3452).
The tabular information and accompanying narrative developed under this approach are presented in
Section 4.5.5.1. There are, however, considerable limitations on the data that can be utilized for these
purposes, based on confidentiality restrictions. A prime example of this is where a community is the site
of one or two shoreside processors active in a given year. No information can be disclosed about the
volume and/or value of landings in those communities. This, obviously, severely limits quantitative
community level discussions of the potential impacts of the management alternatives being analyzed.
The second approach involved selecting a subset of Alaska communities participating in the UCI salmon
drift gillnet fishery for characterization of the community context of the fishery to support subsequent
analysis of the range, direction, and order of magnitude of potential social- and community-level impacts
of the proposed alternatives. The communities engaged in the UCI salmon drift gillnet fishery are
numerous and far-flung. Figure 1 shows the location Alaska communities engaged in the fishery through
local ownership of one or more catcher vessels and/or the local operation of one or more shore-based
processors that participated in the fishery any year 2009-2018. Figure 2 shows the location of Pacific
Northwest communities engaged in the fishery through local ownership of one or more catcher vessels
active in the fishery on an annual average basis over the period 2009-2018.

1

Dependence on a fishery can be measured in multiple ways and is a complex concept with economic, social, and
other dimensions. In the case of the referenced summary tables, the economic dimension of dependence is
characterized simply as the proportional contribution of ex-vessel gross revenues (for catcher vessels) or first
wholesale gross revenues (for processors) resulting from engagement in the relevant fishery relative to the overall exvessel gross revenues or first wholesale gross revenues generated by the catcher vessels or shore-based processors
from their engagement in all species, gear, and area fisheries.
2
The National Standard 8 guidelines referenced in this SIA, current as of January 1, 2020, are from the Electronic
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Title 50, Chapter VI, Part 600, Subpart D, Section 600.345 (cited as 50 CFR
600.345) are available at https://www.ecfr.gov/cgibin/retrieveECFR?gp=&SID=6b0acea089174af8594db02314f26914&mc=true&r=SECTION&n=se50.12.600_1345
accessed 2/4/20.
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Figure 1

Map of selected Alaska communities engaged in the UCI salmon drift gillnet fishery during the 2009-2018 period and adjacent North Pacific
and International Pacific Halibut Commission Fisheries regulatory areas
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Figure 2

Map of selected Washington and Oregon communities engaged in the UCI salmon drift gillnet
fishery during the 2009-2018 period
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The approach of using a subset of communities rather than attempting characterization of all the
communities in the region(s) involved in the fishery was chosen due to the practicalities of time and
resource constraints. This is consistent with the portion of the National Standard 8 guidelines that state:
The best available data on the history, extent, and type of participation in these fishing communities
in the fishery should be incorporated into the social and economic information presented in the FMP.
The analysis does not have to contain an exhaustive listing of all communities that might fit the
definition; a judgment can be made as to which are primarily affected (50 CFR 600.345).
Communities (and types of potential community/social impacts) vary based upon the type of engagement
of the individual community in the fishery, whether it is through being home to a portion of the catcher
vessel fleet; being the location of shoreside processing; or being the location of fishery support sector
businesses. In short, the second approach employed in this analysis uses the community or region as the
frame of reference or unit of analysis (as opposed to the fishery sector as in the first approach). This
approach examines, within the community or region, the local nature of engagement or dependence on the
fishery in terms of the various sectors present in the community and the relationship of those sectors (in
terms of size and composition, among other factors) to the rest of the local social and economic context.
This approach then qualitatively provides a context for potential community impacts that may occur
because of fishery management-associated changes to the locally present sectors in combination with
other community-specific attributes and socioeconomic characteristics. The characterization of the
relevant communities has been largely undertaken with existing information, supplemented with phone
and email contact with a limited number of individuals.
Figure 3 shows the coincidence of the federal UCI drift gillnet salmon management area, as proposed
under one of more of the action alternatives, with existing state UCI management area districts,
subdistricts, and sections, and the location of communities in the immediate vicinity that were engaged in
the UCI salmon drift gillnet fishery through local ownership of one or more catcher vessels and/or the
local operation of one or more shore-based processors that participated in the fishery any year 2009-2018.
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Figure 3

Map of EEZ waters of Upper Cook Inlet, ADF&G management areas, and adjacent Alaska communities engaged in the UCI salmon drift
gillnet fishery during the 2009-2018 period
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4.5.5.1.

Quantitative Indicators of Community Fishery Engagement and Dependency

Within the quantitative characterization of fishery participation, several simplifying assumptions were
made. For the purposes of this analysis, assignment of catcher vessels to a region or community has been
made based upon ownership address information as listed in the Alaska Commercial Fisheries Entry
Commission (CFEC) vessel registration files. Thus, some caution in the interpretation of this information
is warranted. It is not unusual for vessels to have complex ownership structures involving more than one
entity in more than one region. Further, the community of ownership address does not directly indicate
where a vessel spends most of its time, purchases services, or hires its crew as, for example, some of the
vessels with ownership addresses in the Pacific Northwest spend a great deal of time in Alaska ports and
hire at least some crew members from these ports. The region or community of ownership address,
however, does provide a rough indicator of the direction or nature of ownership ties (and a proxy for
associated economic activity, as no existing datasets provide information on where BSAI catcher vessel
earnings are spent), especially when patterns are viewed at the sector or vessel class level. Ownership
location has further been chosen for this analysis as the link of vessels to communities rather than other
indicators, such as vessel homeport information, based on previous NPFMC FMP social impact
assessment experience (e.g., AECOM 2010) that has indicated the problematic nature of existing
homeport data. For shore-based processors, regional or community designation was based on the
operating location of the plant (rather than ownership address) to provide a relative indicator of the local
level of fishery-related economic activity, which can also serve as a rough proxy for the relative level of
associated employment and local government revenues. This is also consistent with established NPFMC
FMP community/social impact assessment practice. << NOTE: Similarly, when relevant data are
available, S03H permits will be assigned to communities based on permit ownership address. >>
The sections below provide quantitative participation information, within the bounds of confidentiality
restrictions, for the communities most directly engaged in and/or dependent upon relevant sectors within
the UCI salmon drift gillnet fishery. Specifically, Sections 4.5.5.1.1 and 4.5.5.1.2 include a series of
tables containing a range of quantitative information describing the distribution of sector-specific
community engagement (or participation) in and dependency (or reliance) on the commercial UCI salmon
drift gillnet fishery for the catcher vessel and shore-based processing sectors, respectively. << NOTE:
Analogous tables and accompanying discussion for S03H permits will be presented in Section 4.5.5.1.3
when relevant data are available.>> These detailed year-by-year, community-by-community tables focus
on the most recent 10 years of data available (2009-2018). Longer term trends in landings by port (19922018) and cumulative ex-vessel gross revenues for the ten communities with the greatest number of S03H
permit holders (1975-2018) are illustrated in figure format at the end of Sections 4.5.5.1.2 and 4.5.5.1.3,
respectively.
4.5.5.1.1.

Catcher Vessels

The following tables provide a series of quantitative indicators of sector engagement in and dependency
on the UCI salmon drift gillnet fishery, by community and/or regional geography depending on data
confidentiality restrictions, for UCI salmon drift gillnet vessels by community of ownership address.
Table 1 provides a count, by historic ownership address community3 and year (2009-2018), of UCI
salmon drift gillnet catcher vessels for all Alaska communities, all Washington communities, all Oregon
communities, and a combined total for all communities outside the states of Alaska, Washington, and
Oregon. Also shown are subtotals of groupings of communities that will be carried forward in subsequent
tables to comply with fishery volume and value data confidentiality restrictions, while allowing the
greatest degree of analytically meaningful disaggregation feasible. Also shown by community and
“Historic” ownership address is defined as the ownership address for the vessel in the individual data years shown
(as opposed to the most recent year ownership address of the vessel, if different).
3
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groupings of communities are annual average counts and percentages, and the number of unique vessels
participating over the 2009-2018 period. As shown, the largest component of fleet ownership during any
given year is, by far, in the Kenai Peninsula Borough (on an average annual basis accounting for between
60 and 63 percent of all participating vessels and featuring 10 communities with five or more vessels
active in the fishery on an annual average basis 2009-2018). The only communities outside of the Kenai
Peninsula Borough annually averaging five or more UCI salmon drift gillnet vessels with local ownership
addresses active in the fishery 2009-2018 were Anchorage and Wasilla, Alaska, and Astoria, Oregon.4
Table 1

UCI Salmon Drift Gillnet Catcher Vessels by Community of Vessel Historic Ownership Address,
2009-2018 (number of vessels).

4

Adding communities that round to five or more vessels active per year on an average annual basis 2009-2018
would expand the list to include Delta Junction, Alaska; the Seattle MSA (taken as a whole) and Cathlamet,
Washington; and Salem, Oregon.
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Table 1, Continued
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Table 1, Continued

Table 2 provides UCI salmon drift gillnet catcher vessel ex-vessel gross revenue information by
community of historic ownership address and year (2009-2018) to the extent possible within data
confidentiality restrictions, along with annual averages in terms of dollars and percentages. This table
clearly shows the concentration of the UCI salmon drift gillnet catcher vessel fleet ex-vessel annual
average values in Alaska in general (approximately 75 percent) and the Kenai Peninsula Borough
communities of Homer and Kenai in particular (together accounting for approximately 39 percent of all
ex-vessel revenues and over half of the Alaska total). Also as shown in this table, there is a relatively even
distribution of annual average ex-vessel revenues among vessels from Washington (8.5 percent), Oregon
(7.9 percent), and all states other than Alaska, Washington and Oregon combined (8.1 percent).
Table 3 provides information on UCI salmon drift gillnet catcher vessel dependency on the UCI salmon
drift gillnet fishery itself compared to all other areas, gear types, and species fished by those same vessels
as measured by ex-vessel gross revenues on an average annual basis 2009-2018. As shown, dependency
on UCI drift gillnet-caught salmon, as measured in percentage of total ex-vessel revenues, ranges between
approximately 53 percent for catcher vessels with Alaska ownership addresses to roughly 57 percent for
catcher vessels with Washington ownership addresses to roughly 66 percent for catcher vessels with
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Oregon ownership addresses. Apparent, however, is the wide variation between levels of dependency of
vessels owned in different communities. For example, UCI salmon drift gillnet vessels with ownership
addresses in the Kenai Peninsula Borough communities of Kasilof, Kenai, and Nikiski show an
approximately 95 percent or greater dependency on this one fishery, while vessels with ownership
addresses in the communities of Anchor Point, Fritz Creek, Homer, and Sterling, within the same
Borough, are in the 34 to 39 percent range. The estimated dependency on UCI drift gillnet-caught salmon
coming from the proposed federal UCI drift gillnet salmon management area alone has been calculated as
approximately 49 percent of the total catch on an aggregate basis over the years 2009-2018, which is also
shown in the table.
Table 4 provides information on “community catcher vessel fleet” dependency on the UCI salmon drift
gillnet fishery compared to all other areas, gear types, and species fished by the “community catcher
vessel fleet” vessels to the extent possible given data confidentiality restrictions (with the “community
catcher vessel fleet” defined as all commercial fishing catcher vessels with ownership addresses in the
communities with at least one catcher vessel active in the UCI salmon drift gillnet fishery during the
period 2009-2018, not just vessels that participated in the UCI salmon drift gillnet fishery itself). As
shown, UCI drift gillnet-caught salmon accounted for less than 10 percent of the “community catcher
vessel fleet” total ex-vessel gross revenues for quite a few communities, but accounted for on average
between 20 and 40 percent of “community catcher vessel fleet” ex-vessel gross revenues for six Kenai
Peninsula Borough communities (Kasilof, Kenai, Nikolaevsk, Ninilchik, Soldotna, and Sterling), and over
60 percent of all ex-vessel gross revenues for the locally owned community fleet of Nikiski. The
estimated dependency on UCI drift gillnet-caught salmon coming from the proposed federal UCI drift
gillnet salmon management area alone has been calculated as approximately 49 percent of the total catch
on an aggregate basis over the years 2009-2018, which is also shown in the table.
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Table 2

UCI Salmon Drift Gillnet Catcher Vessel Ex-Vessel Gross Revenues, UCI Drift Gillnet-Caught Salmon Only (in 2018 dollars), by Community
of Vessel Historic Ownership Address, 2009-2018.
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Table 3

UCI Salmon Drift Gillnet Catcher Vessel Ex-Vessel Gross Revenue Diversification by Community of Historic Ownership Address, All
Communities, 2009-2018 (2018 dollars).
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Table 4

All Catcher Vessel Ex-Vessel Gross Revenue Diversification by Community of Vessel Historic Ownership Address (for all communities
with at least one catcher vessel active in the UCI salmon drift gillnet fishery), 2009-2018 (2018 dollars).
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4.5.5.1.2.

Shore-Based Processors

The following tables provide a series of quantitative indicators of engagement in and dependency on
deliveries from catcher vessels in the UCI salmon drift gillnet fishery, by community and/or regional
geography of operation depending on data confidentiality restrictions, for shore-based processors
operating in Alaska, as noted in the following paragraphs. Overall community shore-based processor
dependency on UCI drift gillnet-caught salmon deliveries is also shown to the extent possible within data
confidentiality restrictions.
Table 5 provides information on the distribution of shore-based processors in Alaska communities that
accepted UCI drift gillnet-caught salmon deliveries in the period 2009-2018. For the purposes of this
analysis, shore-based UCI salmon drift gillnet processors are defined as those shore-based entities (as
identified by F_ID [intent to operate] and SBPR [shore-based processor]5 codes in AKFIN data) accepting
catcher vessel deliveries of UCI drift gillnet-caught salmon. As shown, a total of seven Alaska
communities were the location of UCI salmon drift gillnet shore-based processors that accepted relevant
deliveries over this time period, but three of those communities averaged less than one shore-based
processor active in the fishery on an annual average basis 2009-2018 (Nikiski, Ninilchik, and Soldotna).
Of the other four communities, one (Seward) had one processor active in the fishery each year and one
(Anchorage) had one processor active in eight out of the 10 years in the period. The remaining two
communities Homer and Kenai had multiple processors active in the fishery each year 2009-2018, with
the exception of Homer in 2018 when only one processor was active in the fishery. With the exception of
Anchorage, all communities with shore-based processors active in the fishery 2009-2018 were located
within the Kenai Peninsula Borough.
Table 5

Shore-Based Processors in Alaska Accepting UCI Drift Gillnet-Caught Salmon Deliveries, by
Community of Operation, 2009-2018 (number of processors).

Table 6 provides information on the ex-vessel gross payments for UCI drift gillnet-caught salmon
deliveries to shore-based processors by community of processor operation and year (2009-2018) to the
extent possible within data confidentiality restrictions. As shown, data can be provided for every year for
one community only (Kenai) and for only for one other community (Homer) for at least some years.
Readily apparent, however, is the concentration of processing of UCI drift gillnet-caught salmon in Kenai
which alone accounted for about 63 percent of all ex-vessel gross payments on an annual average basis
through the period 2009-2018. While no information can be disclosed for any year for the individual
communities of Anchorage, Nikiski, Ninilchik, Seward, and Soldotna (with the potential exception of
Anchorage in 2018), as a group these communities accounted for about 63 percent of all ex-vessel gross
payments on an annual average basis through the period 2009-2018, with the greatest continuity of
processing engagement occurring in Seward, where one and the same shore-based processing plant was
5

“SBPR” is used as an abbreviation for “shore-based processor(s)” in tables (only) in this SIA.
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engaged in the fishery each year 2009-2018, and in Anchorage, where at least one shore-based processor
participated in the fishery every year and a total of five different entities did so over the period 20092019. Homer, though having multiple shore-based processors participate in the fishery all but one year
(2018) over the period 2009-2018 accounted for less than two percent of annual average ex-vessel gross
payments for UCI drift gillnet-caught salmon over these years.
Table 6

Shore-Based Processor Ex-Vessel Gross Payments for UCI Drift Gillnet-Caught Salmon, by
Community of Processor Operation, 2009-2018 (in 2018 dollars).

Table 7 provides information on average annual dependency of shore-based processors engaged in the
processing of UCI drift gillnet-caught salmon on UCI drift gillnet-caught salmon deliveries alone
compared to all area, gear, and species fisheries landings processed by those same processors for the years
2009-2018, as measured in relative ex-vessel gross payments for landings. As shown, deliveries of UCI
drift gillnet-caught salmon accounted for approximately 35 percent of the combined ex-vessel value paid
Kenai UCI drift gillnet-caught salmon processors for all deliveries of all area, gear, and species fisheries
over that period to those same processors. The analogous figure for Homer shore-based UCI drift gillnetcaught salmon processors was two percent; for shore-based UCI drift gillnet salmon-caught processors in
all communities other than Kenai and Homer combined was approximately 13 percent. The estimated
dependency on landings of UCI drift gillnet-caught salmon coming from the proposed federal UCI drift
gillnet salmon management area alone has been calculated as approximately 49 percent of the total catch
on an aggregate basis over the years 2009-2018, which is also shown in the table.
Table 7

Shore-Based Processors in Alaska Accepting UCI Drift Gillnet-Caught Salmon Deliveries ExVessel Gross Payments Diversity, by Community, 2009-2018 (millions of 2018 dollars).

Table 8 provides information on average annual total shore-based processor dependency (all shore-based
processors in the communities that had at least one UCI drift gillnet-caught salmon processor, i.e., the
entire “community processing sector,” not just those shore-based processors that accepted relevant UCI
drift gillnet-caught salmon deliveries) on UCI drift gillnet-caught salmon compared to all area and species
fishery landings processed by all processors for the years 2009-2018, within the constraints of
confidentiality restrictions. As shown, for 2009-2018, UCI drift gillnet-caught salmon deliveries ex-vessel
gross payments accounted for about 34 percent of all shore-based processor ex-vessel gross payments for
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all processors present in the community combined. The analogous figure for Homer was two percent and
for all communities other than Kenai and Homer combined was six percent. The estimated dependency on
landings of UCI drift gillnet-caught salmon coming from the proposed federal UCI drift gillnet salmon
management area alone has been calculated as approximately 49 percent of the total catch on an aggregate
basis over the years 2009-2018, which is also shown in the table.
Table 8

All Areas and Species Ex-vessel Gross Payments Diversity by Community of Operation for All
Shore-Based Processors (for Alaska communities with at least one SBPR accepting UCI drift
gillnet-caught salmon deliveries) , 2009-2018 (millions of 2018 dollars).

Look back at the data from 1992-2018, Figure 4 shows that majority of commercially retained salmon
harvested using drift gillnet gear in the Central District over time delivered to the port of Kenai, but extent
of dominance relative to other communities has varied over time. The average amount of salmon (all
species combined) delivered to Kenai (from drift gillnet vessels fishing in the Central District) from 1992
through 2018 was 9,228,411 pounds with an average estimated gross ex-vessel value of $11,940,822. It is
also important to note that salmon landed in one port may be trucked to another for processing, e.g., fish
landed in Homer may be trucked to Seward for processing.
Figure 4

Pounds of salmon landed in the UCI salmon drift gillnet fishery by port, 1992-2018.

Source: Economic and Community Impacts of Salmon Fishing
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4.5.5.1.3.

S03H Permit Holders

<< NOTE: 2009-2018 data analysis TBP: Awaiting detailed permit data by community, including permit
portfolio diversity/S03H dependency data >>
Look back at the data from 1975-2018, Figure 5 illustrates the distribution of ex-vessel gross revenues
among the ten communities with the greatest number of S03H permit holders.6 For the time period 1997
through 2018, an average of 100 Homer permit holders were active in the fishery, with a combined annual
average estimated gross earnings of $3,144,153 from harvests in the fishery. On average, from 19752018, 61 percent of S03H permit holders have resided in one of the top ten towns and they have
accounted for an average of 62% of the annual landed value of the fishery.
Figure 6 shows a relatively stable relative participation (based on a permit being active in a season) by
community. Eight of the top ten earning communities are located within the Kenai Peninsula Borough,
with two other Alaska communities rounding out the top 10 (Anchorage and Wasilla). Communities
outside of Alaska with notable concentrations of permit holders over this time span include and
Cathlamet, Washington and Astoria, Oregon.

Figure 5

Cumulative ex-vessel revenues for the ten communities with the greatest number of S03H permit
holders, 1975-2018.

Source: Economic and Community Impacts of Salmon Fishing

6

Due to the occurrence of the Exxon Valdez oil spill, 1989 is a particularly anomalous year in this figure as well as
the next one.
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Figure 6

Proportion of S03H permits fished in a given year by the community in which the permit is
registered.

Source: Economic and Community Impacts of Salmon Fishing

<< NOTE: Harvester and crew employment to be added when permit data are available. >>
4.5.5.2.

Community Context of the UCI Salmon Drift Gillnet Fishery

Table 31 provides selected demographic indicators for the Kenai Peninsula Borough communities
identified as engaged in and/or dependent upon the UCI salmon drift gillnet fishery in one or more years
2009-2018, along with comparative data from Anchorage and that State of Alaska as a whole.7 Table 32
presents information on the types of municipal governments, relationships to ANCSA regional and
village corporations, and the presence (or absence) of a federally recognized tribe in these same
communities. As shown, considerable variation among these indices occurs across these communities.

7

Note: this section currently focuses on Alaska communities within the Kenai Peninsula Borough. As noted above,
other Alaska communities are engaged in the UCI salmon drift gillnet fishery. The lesser degree of engagement
and/or dependency of these communities, relative to multiple Kenai Peninsula Borough communities, will be further
developed in subsequent versions of this analysis.
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Table 9

Selected Demographic Indicators for Kenai Peninsula Borough Communities Engaged in the UCI
Salmon Driftnet Fishery 2009-2018, Anchorage, and the State of Alaska.
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Table 10

Selected Institutional Indicators for Kenai Peninsula Borough Communities Engaged in the UCI
Salmon Driftnet Fishery 2009-2018 and Anchorage.

Simplifying assumptions also needed to be made as to which communities to select for characterization,
given the large number of communities participating in the fishery, the desire to focus on the communities
most clearly substantially engaged in and/or substantially dependent on the fishery (and therefore most
likely to be directly affected by proposed management actions), and a recognition that communities with
multi-sector activity may be more or less vulnerable to potential adverse impacts related to the proposed
fishery management changes based on the particular sectors present specific communities.8 Table 11
provides information on recent year engagement (2009-2018) along with engagement level over the
longer term (1991-2017), as determined by a principal components factor analysis (PCFA).9

8

If multiple fishery sectors present in a community were all adversely affected by a proposed management action,
then those combined impacts, at the community level, may be greater than the sum of individual sector impacts as,
for example, direct fishery support sector businesses or municipal services are, in turn, adversely affected.
Alternatively, if some locally present fishery sectors were adversely affected and some locally present fishery sectors
were beneficially affected, then those combined impacts, when aggregated at the community level, may in whole or in
part cancel one another out, with the beneficial impacts to some sector or sectors effectively minimizing or offsetting
the adverse impacts to another sector or sectors.
9
The PCFA, described in the September 2019 “Economic and Community Impacts of Salmon Fishing” paper, is
currently being updated to include 2018 data and will be included in subsequent versions of this EA/RIR.
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Table 11

Selected UCI salmon drift gillnet fishery community harvesting and processing level
engagement indicators for Kenai Peninsula Borough communities, 2009-2018 and 1991-2017.

These data were used to select communities to be carried forward for more detailed characterization.
•

•
•

Communities listed with no level of engagement indicators in either the harvesting or processing
category higher than the “low” category for any year 1991-2017 included Clam Gulch, Halibut
Cove, Port Graham, and Seldovia; Fritz Creek had one year out of the 27 in the 1991-2017 period
in the “ medium” harvest engagement category. These five communities were not carried
forward for further characterization. <<NOTE: Sketches of these five communities have been
grayed out but retained in the text below for potential discussion at the salmon committee
meetings of February 2020.>>
A total of eight communities had multiple years of “medium-high” or “high” harvesting and/or
processing engagement (Anchor Point, Homer, Kasilof, Kenai, Nikiski, Ninilchik, Seward, and
Soldotna). These communities are further characterized below.
Two other communities , Nikolaevsk and Sterling, had multiple years of “medium” level harvest
engagement, but no “medium-high” or “high” engagement years (and no years with processing
engagement above a “low” level). These communities are also carried forward for further
characterization below as both averaged around 10 local ownership address vessels participating
in the fishery over the period 2009-2018.

The communities selected for additional characterization of the community context of the UCI salmon
drift gillnet fishery are all located with the Kenai Peninsula Borough.10 According to archaeological
evidence in the region, the earliest known inhabitants of the area were Riverine Kachemak peoples who
were present from approximately 1000 B.C. to 1000 A.D. After 1000 A.D., archaeological materials
10

Unless otherwise indicated, community background information is taken from NOAA 2013.
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suggest that the Riverine Kachemak were replaced with Dena’ina Athabascan residents. Early Russian fur
traders noted in the mid-1700s approximately 1,000 Dena’ina residents along the Kenai River in the
vicinity of what would eventually become the community of Kenai. In 1791, Russian fur traders
constructed a trading post at Kenai called Fort St. Nicholas. In 1797, hostilities between the Russian
traders and Dena’ina led to an attack on the fort, resulting in 100 deaths. Throughout the 1800s and into
the 1900s, the Dena’ina population dwindled due to disease, including a smallpox epidemic in 1838 and
the flu epidemic of 1919. Many of the region’s remaining residents consolidated in the Kenai area,
participating in commercial fishing and other industries throughout the 20 th century. Homesteading
opportunities emerged in the 1940s, resulting in an increase in population for the region. The construction
of the first road between Anchorage and Kenai occurred in 1951.
The contemporary economy of the region is dependent on a few key industries, including oil and gas,
commercial fishing, tourism, and retail. As with other areas of Alaska outside of urban centers,
government, utility, education, and health service sectors also provide employment opportunities for
residents. The Kenai Peninsula can arguably lay claim to being the place of origin of the modern Alaska
oil and gas industry, with the first commercially viable oil field discovered in 1957 in the Cook Inlet
Basin. Oil production has waned in recent years, but natural gas extraction, timber, coal mining, and
commercial ranching continue to be present in the region and provide employment opportunities for area
residents.
The commercial harvest of salmon within Cook Inlet began in 1882 with the establishment of a cannery
near the mouth of the Kasilof River. Commercial halibut and groundfish fishing began in the 1920s with
this diversification fueled in part by the development of diesel-powered catcher vessels. The herring and
crab fisheries developed in the 1920s and 1930s; however, these fisheries have experienced closures due
to low biomass. The proximity of the region to some of the state’s most productive commercial fisheries
in combination with road connectivity to Anchorage and beyond has continued to make the region an
important area for commercial catcher vessel fleets and seafood processing operations. The Kenai,
Kasilof, Russian, Anchor, and Ninilchik rivers support Chinook and sockeye salmon runs, while other
drainages in the Kenai Peninsula support coho, steelhead, and Dolly Varden. In recent decades, the
tourism industry in the region has grown, with Seward and Whittier as cruise line transfer ports, as has the
sport fishing industry. Recreational fishing and charter operations are located throughout the Kenai
Peninsula Borough, with particular concentrations in Soldotna, Homer, and Kenai.
Anchor Point
Anchor Point is located approximately 14 miles northwest of Homer and 112 miles southwest of
Anchorage. Archaeological evidence suggests that the area was originally settled at least 3,000 years ago
by the Kachemak tradition of Tanaina Athabascans. Captain James cook documented the area and its
people in 1778 and, according to legend, gave Anchor Point its name after losing a kedge anchor to tidal
currents nearby. The goldrush of the late 1800s brought prospectors into the area and homesteaders began
to settle more of Anchor Point throughout the 1900s. The community’s current economy is focused on the
commercial fishing industry and tourism, as its location provides easy access to saltwater and freshwater
marine habitats. Commercial fisheries active in Anchor Point include salmon, halibut, groundfish, scallop,
sablefish, cod, pollock, and other species. The community was once home to a more robust herring
fishery but that has since been closed to allow for stock rebuilding. Anchor Point does not have highly
developed fishery support service sector, with most services present in nearby Homer.
Clam Gulch
Clam Gulch is located approximately 24 miles south of Kenai and 85 miles southwest of Anchorage,
along the Sterling Highway. The site of the community does not appear to have been a pre-contact
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settlement location for Athabascans in the region. The contemporary community traces its origin to the
arrival of homesteaders in the middle 20th century and the population of the community was not reported
by the U.S. Census until 1970. The current economy of the community is of relatively modest scale, with
most residents working in nearby Kasilof or engaging in recreational services and commercial fishing.
Due to its recent settlement, Clam Gulch does not have a long history of engagement with the commercial
fisheries in the region. However, residents who are involved in the commercial fishery are engaged in
Cook Inlet salmon fisheries and nearby processors in Kasilof and Kenai provide markets for local Clam
Gulch catch.
Fritz Creek
Fritz Creek is located approximately 7 miles northeast of Homer, along the Sterling Highway, on the
north shore of Kachemak Bay. Archaeological evidence suggests that the area around Kachemak Bay,
including the area that would eventually become Fritz Creek, was an important gathering site for
Dena’ina Athabascans and may have also been an important settlement for Alutiiq peoples as long as
4,500 years ago. The contemporary community was originally settled to support coal extraction in the late
1800s, but that endeavor was ultimately unsuccessful. Fritz Creek has gained some notoriety as being the
“End of the Road” in a popular series of books and the community, along with nearby Halibut Cove,
attracts artists and outdoor enthusiasts as residents. Fritz Creek also has a relationship to the neighboring
community of Voznesenka, which is home to families of “Russian Old Believers.”11 Most residents of
Fritz Creek find employment in nearby Homer, which has a relatively diverse economy dominated by its
involvement in the commercial fishing industry. Fritz Creek does not have highly developed fishery
support service sector, with most services present in nearby Homer.
Halibut Cove
Halibut Cove is located 12 miles across the inlet from Homer Spit, on the south shore of Kachemak Bay,
within Kachemak Bay State Park. Evidence suggests that the area around Kachemak Bay, including the
area that would eventually become Halibut Cove, was an important gathering site for Dena’ina
Athabascans and may have also been an important settlement for Alutiiq peoples as long as 4,500 years
ago. Large midden sites suggest that Halibut Cove may have been a primary settlement site in the region
during pre-contact times and that the people during this time harvested all five salmon species using dip
nets, weirs, dams, and fish traps. The contemporary community of Halibut Cove began as a settlement
supporting the herring fishery in the early 1900s, with the community hosting more than half of the
canneries along the Cook Inlet prior to the herring fishery closures in the 1920s. Attempts to revive the
herring fishery in the 1960s also failed due to low biomass. The current economy of Halibut Cove is
focused on the tourism industry, with the community being home to a large artist colony and seasonal
residents. Those residents of Halibut Cove who are involved in the commercial fishery are engaged in the
salmon, halibut, sablefish, and groundfish fisheries. Halibut Cove does not have a highly developed
fishery support service sector, with most services present in nearby Homer.
Homer
Homer is located 227 road miles south of Anchorage, at the end of the Sterling Highway, on the north
shore of Kachemak Bay. Archaeological evidence suggests that the area around Kachemak Bay, including
the area that would eventually become Homer, was an important gathering site for Dena’ina Athabascans
and may have also been an important settlement for Alutiiq peoples as long as 4,500 years ago.
Archaeological sites near what is now Homer suggest that the area was inhabited for many centuries
before European contact. The community of Homer in its contemporary form traces its roots to 1896
11

For more information on Russian Old Believer settlements, see the discussion of Nikolaevsk.
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when Homer Pennock arrived with 50 miners in a search for coal and gold. Coal mining remained the
primary economic driver for the community into the early 20th century. Other industries, including fur
farming and commercial fishing, increased as a result of early homesteaders settling in or near the
community. Before the 1960s, however, the commercial fishing industry in communities around
Kachemak Bay was centered on Seldovia, with Homer playing a relatively small, supporting role within
the region. However, the Good Friday Earthquake in 1964 destroyed much of Seldovia’s fishing
infrastructure and Homer filled the vacuum of a local fishing center. Currently, commercial fishing
underpins much of Homer’s economy, although tourism, sportfishing, and hunting are also large
components. Homer is a major regional hub for fishery landing and processing activities, with residents
involved in the salmon, halibut, crab, groundfish, herring, and other fisheries. As a key community for the
commercial fleet in the region, Homer has a wide array of supporting infrastructure and support service
businesses that draw business from many nearby communities.
Kasilof
Kasilof is located approximately 15 miles south of Kenai, 13 miles southwest of Soldotna, and 70 miles
southwest of Anchorage, along the Sterling Highway. European explorers documented a Dena’ina
settlement in what would become Kasilof and other seasonal camps located along the Kasilof River.
Russian fur traders established a trading station at the mouth of the Kasilof River in the late 1700s.
Commercial fisheries began in the area when a salmon cannery was established at the mouth of Kasilof
River in 1882. Fox farming was a large component of the Kasilof economy in the early 20th century, but
that sector waned in importance through the 1930s, leaving commercial salmon fishing as the key
component of the community economy. Currently, the economy of Kasilof is focused on oil and gas
processing, commercial and sportfishing, government services, healthcare, retail, and tourism. Those
residents of Kasilof who are involved in the commercial fishery are engaged in the salmon, herring,
halibut, groundfish, sablefish, crab, and other fisheries. Kasilof is home to a few small-scale fish
processing and/or buying facilities and the community’s relatively diverse economy includes some fishery
support service businesses including fabrication and an icehouse (DCCED 202012).
Kenai
Kenai is located approximately 65 miles southwest of Anchorage and 11 miles off the Sterling Highway,
on the eastern shore of Cook Inlet at the mouth of the Kenai River. When Russian fur traders arrived in
the area, they documented approximately 1,000 Dena’ina people in a village of Shk’itk’t, which was
located on the same site as the contemporary community of Kenai is now. Following the population
losses to epidemics of the late 19th and early 20th centuries described above, the remaining Dena’ina
maintained ties to their historic village camps through the 1930s and 1940s. The overall population of the
community continued to grow in the following decades with the discovery of oil 20 miles northeast of
Kenai, in 1957, and the discovery of offshore oil in 1965. Kenai’s contemporary economy is focused on
the oil and gas industry, with many of the support businesses in town providing services to Cook Inlet’s
oil and gas drilling platforms. Kenai’s economy also includes substantial tourism, commercial fishing,
and fish processing sectors. Those residents of Kenai involved in the commercial fishery are generally
engaged in the salmon and halibut fisheries, with others involved in the herring, groundfish, sablefish,
crab, and other fisheries. The City of Kenai operates a dock and boat ramp and there are other moorage
opportunities present along the Kenai River. Other commercial fishery support service businesses are also
present in Kenai and nearby communities.
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DCCED 2020. Alaska Community Database Online. https://dcra-cdo-dcced.opendata.arcgis.com/ Accessed
February 9, 2020.
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Nikiski
Nikiski is located approximately 9 miles north of Kenai, along the Sterling Highway. The modern
contemporary community of Nikiski was originally established to support the first cannery in the area,
which was established in 1888. As was the case with Kenai, the area experienced an increase in
population as a result of homesteading in the 1940s and additional settlement in support of the oil and gas
discoveries of the 1950s and 1960s. Due to its proximity to Kenai, the economy of Nikiski is closely
linked with that of its larger neighbor and is focused primarily on supporting the oil and gas sector with a
large proportion of residents also involved in commercial fishing. Those residents of Nikiski involved in
the commercial fishery are generally engaged in the salmon fishery, particularly drift and set gillnet
fisheries. The docks in Nikiski are utilized by the oil and gas sector exclusively and Nikiski does not have
a highly developed fishery support service sector, with most services present in nearby Kenai.
Nikolaevsk
Nikolaevsk is located approximately 115 miles southwest of Anchorage and 10 miles north of Homer,
several miles inland from Anchor Point. Nikolaevsk is unique among the communities included in this
analysis because it is a settlement of Staroveri, or “Russian Old Believers” who fled religious persecution
in Russia and ultimately settled on the Kenai Peninsula. Russian Old Believers are originally from a
remote part of Siberia and left when the head of the Russian Orthodox Church changed a number of
prayer books and traditions in 1666. A small sect within the Church resisted these changes and the
conflict eventually became violent, with many imprisoned or burned at the stake due to their adherence to
the older customs. Many fled Russia and found refuge in China; however, after World War II, the Chinese
government forced the Russian Old Believers out and the various families found refuge in other countries
around the world, including Turkey, Argentina, Australia, and Brazil. During the Cold War, thenAttorney General Robert F. Kennedy offered the Russian Old Believers asylum and many families settled
in New Jersey and Oregon. While the families in Oregon generally found economic success, elders of the
community believed that the younger generation was becoming too Americanized in Oregon and five
families migrated to the current community of Nikolaevsk (Jonassen and Laughlin, 201313). Ultimately,
Nikolaevsk was one of four villages established in the 1960s in the area for Russian families who were
eager to maintain their traditional way of life.14
Upon arrival to the region, many Nikolaevsk residents became engaged in the commercial fishery and it is
not uncommon for Russian Old Believer fishermen to be engaged in commercial fishing throughout the
year, in contrast to a substantial portion of other salmon drift gillnet fishers in Cook Inlet (Loring and
Harrison 201315). The Russian families in Nikolaevsk generally lead a family-oriented, self-sufficient
lifestyle of small-scale farming, gardening, fishing, and hunting. Nikolaevsk has a small tourism sector
but is generally not engaged in any other major industry in the region aside from commercial fishing; no
commercial fishery support service sector exists in the community, with needed services present in nearby
Homer.
Ninilchik
Ninilchik is located approximately 38 miles southwest of Kenai and 188 road miles from Anchorage,
along the Sterling Highway. The Ninilchick area was once used as a fishing and fur-farming location for
Jonassen, Wendi and Ryan Loughlin. 2013. “A 17th Century Russian Community Living in 21st-Century Alaska.”
The Atlantic. May 1. Available online: https://www.theatlantic.com/national/archive/2013/05/a-17th-century-russiancommunity-living-in-21st-century-alaska/275440/ Accessed Feb 7, 2020.
14
The other communities include Voznesenka, Razdolna, and Kachemak Selo.
15
Loring, Philip and Hanna Harrison. “’That’s what opening day is for:’ social and cultural dimensions of (not) fishing
for salmon in Cook Inlet, Alaska. Maritime Studies 12, 12 (2013). https://doi.org/10.1186/2212-9790-12-12
13
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Dena’ina Athabascan peoples. During the days of early Russian settlement (when Alaska was still a part
of Russian America), Ninilchik was established as a retirement community for pensioners of the Russian
American Company and became the permanent home for those too sick or infirm to travel back to Russia
after their retirement. The original Russian residents of Ninilchik came from five families and through the
early 1900s the community retained a largely Russian-speaking population with a Russian village school
and a Russian Orthodox church. Non-Russian homesteaders began to arrive in Ninilchik in the 1930s and
1940s and the Sterling Highway was constructed through the community in 1950. The first commercial
fishing cannery was established in the community in 1949. The contemporary economy of Ninilchik is
based primarily on fishing, retail businesses, and tourism. Those residents of Ninilchik involved in the
commercial fishery are engaged in the salmon, halibut, groundfish, herring, and crab fisheries. The harbor
in Ninilchik is oriented toward smaller boats and the community does not have a highly developed fishery
support service sector, with more services present in nearby Kenai and Homer.
Port Graham
Port Graham is located approximately 7.5 miles southwest of Seldovia, 28 miles from Homer, and on the
southern end of the Kenai Peninsula. The area was the location of an Alutiiq village during pre-contact
times where Native peoples engaged in a fishing and subsistence lifestyle, with archaeological evidence
suggesting that marine mammals were the primary food source for centuries before a transition to
shellfish and finfish. The area was documented in 1786 by Captain Portlock of the Cook Party as a
seasonal hunting and food gathering site. The modern community of Port Graham was settled in 1850 by
Russians attempting to establish a coal mine. A salmon saltery was established in Port Graham Bay in
1883, the first cannery was established in 1909, and a second cannery established in 1912. A fire
destroyed one cannery in 1960 and another salmon processing facility in 1998. Throughout the 20 th
century, the canneries were the main economic drivers of the community and many Alaska Native
residents worked in the canneries as line crew, salmon trap attendants, and setnet fishers. Today, the
economy of Port Graham is still influenced by commercial fishing and is home to the Port Graham
Hatchery, which has a capacity for 84 million pink salmon eggs (Cook Inlet Aquaculture Association
202016). The dock in Port Graham is oriented toward smaller vessels and the community does not have a
highly developed fishery support service sector, with more services present in nearby Homer.
Seldovia
Seldovia is located on the south shore of Kachemak Bay, across the bay from Homer. As noted above,
Kachemak Bay was an active settlement area during pre-contact times, with the Seldovia area being a
historic meeting area and trading place for a range of Alaska Native peoples, including Koniags from
Kodiak, Aleuts from the Aleutians, the Chugach from Prince William Sound, and the Kenaitze people of
the Cook Inlet. Russian settlers arrived in the late 1700s and established a nearby coal mine. By the midand late-1800s, Seldovia had become a major trading hub for furs, timber, and fish. The community had
also become a major entryway for gold prospectors due to its ice-free harbor. The first commercial fishing
cannery was established in 1911 along with multiple herring salting facilities, becoming an early hub of
commercial fishing in the region. As previously noted, however, the Good Friday Earthquake of 1964
destroyed much of Seldovia’s commercial fishing infrastructure. Despite that setback, Seldovia remains
active in the current commercial fishing sector and has well-developed commercial and charter fleets. The
contemporary economy of Seldovia is reliant on commercial fishing, ecotourism, sport hunting, and sport
fishing. Those residents of Seldovia involved in commercial fishing are engaged in the salmon,
groundfish, halibut, sablefish, herring, and crab fisheries, among others. Seldovia has a large dock capable
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Cook Inlet Aquaculture Association. 2020. Hatcheries. https://www.ciaanet.org/about/hatcheries/ Accessed Feb 8,
2020.
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of handling vessels 150 ft in length and a range of other services supporting the commercial fishing
industry, including a cleaning station and haul-out facilities.
Seward
Seward is located approximately 125 highway miles south of Anchorage, along Resurrection Bay on the
east coast of the Kenai Peninsula. The original inhabitants of the area were the Unegkurmiut, who are a
subgroup of the Chugach who lived elsewhere on the Kenai Peninsula. Russian explorer Alexander
Baranof traveled into the bay on his way from Kodiak to Yakutat on the “Sunday of Resurrection” in the
Russian Orthodox church and established a camp close to the site of the contemporary community of
Seward. The contemporary city of Seward traces its origins to the late 1800s when it was founded as a
railroad terminus following the discovery of gold. Construction of the railroad completed in 1923 and the
community became a major rail link from the lower 48 to the interior of the state. The Good Friday
Earthquake of 1964 destroyed an estimated 90% of the town’s infrastructure. However, Seward was able
to rebuild and has remained a major hub for trade and transportation. The contemporary economy of the
community is focused on commercial fishing, fishing support service industries, coal transportation,
education and research, and tourism, and also benefits from the local presence of a correctional facility.
Seward is broadly engaged in the commercial fishery as a base of operations for numerous vessels and
home to a local fleet and multiple locally operating processors. Those residents of Seward involved in the
commercial fishery are engaged in the crab, halibut, herring, sablefish, groundfish, and salmon fisheries.
The commercial fishing support service industry is highly developed in Seward and the infrastructure
present includes ample dock space, fuel, haul-out services, and emergency response services, among
others.
Soldotna
Soldotna is located approximately 150 highway miles south of Anchorage and 10 miles inland from Cook
Inlet along the Kenai River. The area was and remains home to the Kenaitze people. The community is
relatively young for the region and was established by homesteaders in the years immediately following
World War II. The community became a stopping point along the Sterling Highway as it is the location of
the highway bridge crossing for the Kenai River, with the retail sector forming the cornerstone of its early
economy. The oil and gas discoveries of the late 1950s brought additional services and families to the
community. The contemporary economy of Soldotna is focused on providing services to the oil and gas
industry with other important sectors including commercial fishing, fish processing, government,
agriculture, transportation, construction, and retail trade. Historically, residents of Soldotna have been
involved in the primary commercial fisheries of the region, including salmon and herring throughout the
20th century. Those current residents of Soldotna involved in the commercial fishery are engaged in the
salmon, halibut, herring, sablefish, groundfish, shellfish, and other fisheries. As Soldotna is not adjacent
to the coast, the community does not have a highly developed fishery support service sector, with more
services present in nearby Kenai.
Sterling
Sterling is located approximately 18 miles east of Kenai along the Sterling Highway, near the junction of
the Moose and Kenai rivers. Sterling is close to Soldtona and was (and remains) home to the Kenaitze
people, who as previously noted, had summer fish camps along many of the rivers and along the shores of
Cook Inlet, harvesting all five salmon species through a variety of means. Sterling developed in similar
manner to Soldotna, with the settlement of homesteaders marking the origin of the community in its
contemporary form in the years immediately following World War II. The community also became
involved in providing services and support to the oil and gas sector in that time, with other residents
involved in the predominant commercial fisheries in the area, including salmon and herring. The
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contemporary economy of Sterling is focused on oil and gas processing, timber, commercial fishing,
government, retail and tourism. Those current residents of Soldotna involved in the commercial fishery
are engaged in halibut, herring, and salmon. As Sterling is not adjacent to the coast, the community does
not have a highly developed fishery support service sector, with more services present in nearby Kenai.
4.5.5.3.

Fishery Tax Related Revenues

4.5.5.3.1.

Tax Revenues Generated by the UCI Salmon Drift Gillnet Fishery

Salmon harvested in the UCI salmon drift gillnet fishery are subject to three fisheries taxes. The
descriptions of these taxes are taken from the Alaska Department of Revenue (DOR) Tax Division
website, which provides additional information about resource taxes in Alaska. The first two taxes are
levied as a percentage of ex-vessel value, and the third is based on first wholesale value. The three
fisheries taxes levied on salmon harvested in the UCI salmon drift gillnet fishery are as follows:
•

Fisheries Business Tax: The fisheries business tax is generally paid by the first processor of
processed fish, or the exporter of unprocessed fish, based on the ex-vessel price of unprocessed
fish. The rates vary depending on the type of processor, and on whether or not the species of fish
is considered a “developing” species. Salmon species are considered established species. The key
applicable rates for the species of salmon considered here are those for shore-based processors
and direct marketers (3 percent), floating processors (5 percent), or salmon canneries (4.5
percent).

•

Seafood Marketing Assessment: Any person processing or exporting more than $50,000 of
seafood products in a calendar year is responsible for paying 0.5 percent of the ex-vessel value of
the fish to support marketing efforts.

•

Salmon Enhancement Tax. Salmon harvesters in a region may vote to assess themselves to
support salmon enhancement programs in their regions. Assessments may vary from program to
program. Assessments are collected by licensed fish buyers from CFEC permit holders when they
sell their salmon. CFEC permit holders who sell to unlicensed buyers or export their fish from the
aquaculture region where they were caught must pay the assessment themselves. These revenues
support salmon enhancement activity in the regions within which they are collected.

Unlike multiple communities in the Western GOA and the Aleutians that are substantially engaged in
and/or dependent on federally managed commercial fisheries, none of the communities in the Kenai
Peninsula Borough have municipal fishery landing taxes in addition to the shared state fishery taxes, nor
does the Kenai Peninsula Borough itself.
Although not a tax, harvesters also pay 2.0 percent of the ex-vessel value of the fish to support the Cook
Inlet Aquaculture Association, a non-profit organization based in Kenai, and one of eight regional
aquaculture associations in Alaska (Cook Inlet Aquaculture Association 2020). The Association's
programs include hatcheries that produce salmon fry, which are released in streams and lakes;
construction and maintenance of salmon migration routes, referred to as "fishways"; and scientific
research into salmon breeding and behavior patterns.17

17

Currently, there is a single private hatchery that is fully operational in Upper Cook Inlet, the Trail Lakes facility
operated by Cook Inlet Aquaculture Association. The Trail Lakes hatchery is in the upper Kenai River drainage near
Moose Pass (Marston and Frothingham 2019).
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4.5.5.3.2.

Fishery Tax Revenues Received by Communities Engaged in the UCI Salmon Drift
Gillnet Fishery

Table 12 provides an overview of the DOR fishery tax revenue sharing program and, in item 4 in the
Fisheries Business tax program row, provides an overview of Alaska Department of Commerce,
Community, and Economic Development (DCCED) fishery tax revenue sharing program. As noted, the
shared revenues that derive from both the state Fisheries Business Tax (applied to ex-vessel value of
landings from catcher vessels to processors) and the state Fishery Resource Landing Tax (applied to
processed products from catcher/processors and motherships, as calculated on the estimated ex-vessel
value of the resources that were input for the processed products, at the point of landing/transfer) are
directly proportional to the total revenues generated from landings in a given community or borough.
Table 13 provides information on the DCCED fishery tax revenue sharing program.18 As noted, the
revenues received from the DCCED program by any given community are not directly proportion to
commercial fishing landings made in that community. Revenues received under either the DOR or
DCCED administered programs are not differentiated by fishery, so it is not possible from existing data to
determine the tax revenues generated specifically from the UCI salmon drift gillnet fishery. Further,
aggregate tax contributions from all fisheries include salmon caught in both Federal and State waters.
Table 12

Types of Shared State Fishery Tax Revenues Received from the Alaska Department of Revenue
by Kenai Peninsula Borough Communities Engaged in the UCI Salmon Driftnet Fishery 20092018 and Anchorage.

18

As with the DOR program, there is a lag time between collection of the taxes and the distribution of revenue to the
municipalities. For example, the funding for the taxes collected in the 2018 calendar year will be distributed in March
2020.
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Table 13

Department of Commerce Community and Economic Development Administered Shared State
Fishery Tax Revenues Program Description, Eligibility, and Funding Specifications.

Table 14 provides information on the DOR administered shared state Fishery Business Tax program
revenues received by Kenai Peninsula Borough communities engaged in the UCI salmon drift gillnet
fishery during the period FY 2009-FY 2018, along with analogous information for the Kenai Peninsula
Borough itself and for Anchorage. Table 15 provides parallel information for the DCCED administered
Fishery Business Tax program. As shown, among the Kenai Peninsula Borough communities, revenues
from the DOR administered program range widely, while the revenues from the DCCED administered
program are relatively flat across those communities.

Table 14

Shared State Fishery Business Tax Revenues Received from the Alaska Department of Revenue
by Kenai Peninsula Borough Communities Engaged in the UCI Salmon Driftnet Fishery FY 2009FY 2018 and Anchorage.
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Table 15

Shared State Fishery Business Tax Revenues Received from the Alaska Department of
Commerce Community and Economic Development by Kenai Peninsula Borough Communities
Engaged in the UCI Salmon Driftnet Fishery FY 2010-FY 2018 and Anchorage.

Table 16 provides information on annual average revenues received over the period FY 2009-FY 2018
from shared Fishery Business Tax and shared Fishery Resource Landing Tax sources. As shown, revenue
from Fishery Resource Landing Tax sources are modest, and ranged from less than one percent of the
grand total of Fishery Business Tax and Fishery Resource Landing Tax revenues for Homer, Kenai, the
Kenai Peninsula Borough, and Anchorage, to roughly one, two, and three percent for Seward, Soldotna,
and Seldovia, respectively.
Table 16

FY 2010-FY 2018 Average Annual Shared Fisheries Tax Revenues Received by Kenai Peninsula
Borough Communities Engaged in the UCI Salmon Driftnet Fishery and Anchorage.

Table 17 provides a relative order-of-magnitude snapshot comparison of average annual FY 2009-FY
2018 shared state fishery tax revenues to all general fund revenues for FY 2018. As shown, the
contribution of direct fisheries revenues is relatively modest (in contrast to, for example, sales and use
taxes, property taxes, and/or charges for services, depending on the community), but it is important to
note that the fisheries taxes shared with municipalities or local enhancement operations contribute to the
economies of communities engaged in the UCI salmon drift gillnet fishery. “Fish tax” receipts shared
with a community may be associated with increased community spending on goods and services within
the community, smaller community sales tax or property tax assessments, purchases of goods and
services outside the community, or some combination of these. Costs recovered for salmon aquaculture
may also be a source of local employment and income.
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Table 17

FY 2009-FY 2018 Average Annual Shared Fisheries Tax Revenues Received by Kenai Peninsula
Borough Communities Engaged in the UCI Salmon Driftnet Fishery and Anchorage as a
percentage of Total FY 2018 General Fund Revenues.

Look back at the data from 1993-2018, Figure 7 illustrates a longer term pattern of shared fishery tax
revenues in the communities of Homer and Kenai.
Figure 7

Combined (all species) Shared Fishery Business Tax Revenues for Homer and Kenai, 1993-2018.

Source: Economic and Community Impacts of Salmon Fishing

4.5.5.4.

Community Engagement in Subsistence and Personal Use Salmon Fisheries in or near
Upper Cook Inlet

Most of the waters of the State of Alaska’s Cook Inlet Management Area are within the AnchorageMatsu-Kenai Peninsula Nonsubsistence Use Area as established by the Alaska Joint Board of Fisheries
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and Game. [5 AAC 99.015 (3)]. Because subsistence fisheries are not permitted within nonsubsistence
use areas, noncommercial harvesting opportunities occur under state sport, personal use, and educational
fishing regulations (as well as limited opportunity under federal regulations). Commercial harvesters may
retain finfish from their lawfully taken commercial catch for home use (“home pack”). These fish are
required to be reported on the commercial fish ticket, not on the subsistence salmon permit or personal
use permit (ADFG 2019).
Figure 8 shows the location of the Anchorage-Matsu-Kenai Peninsula Nonsubsistence Use Area relative
to the location of the proposed federal UCI drift gillnet salmon management area. As shown, the proposed
federal UCI drift gillnet salmon management area is outside of, but adjacent to, the nonsubsistence use
area. Also shown on the figure are the communities in the vicinity identified as engaged in and/or
dependent on the commercial UCI salmon drift gillnet fishery, as are communities otherwise in or near
subsistence salmon fishery permit areas and/or personal use fishery areas, along with those communities
where federal subsistence salmon permits are available to residents.
In two instances (Seldovia and Port Graham), communities identified as engaged in and/or dependent on
the commercial UCI salmon drift gillnet fishery over the period 2009-2018 are immediately adjacent to
state subsistence salmon fishery permit areas.19 Both of these communities are located to the southeast of
the proposed federal UCI drift gillnet salmon management area near the southwestern tip of the Kenai
Peninsula and outside of the Anchorage-Matsu-Kenai Peninsula Nonsubsistence Use Area.20 Additional
subsistence salmon fishery permit areas shown on Figure 8 (but farther removed from the proposed
federal UCI draft gillnet salmon management area) include Tyonek permit area, which is located in
waters adjacent to lands owned by the Native Village of Tyonek, and the Yentna fish wheel fishery permit
area, located on the Yentna River upstream of the nonsubsistence use area boundary in the vicinity of the
community of Skwentna.21 Neither Tyonek nor Skwentna were identified as communities engaged in
and/or dependent on the commercial UCI salmon drift gillnet fishery in any year 2009-2018. Additional
information on state permitted subsistence fisheries in the region (as well as educational fisheries in the
region, which include permits held by Alaska Native entities in the Upper Cook Inlet, such as those held
by Kenaitze Tribal Group, Ninilchik Traditional Council, and Ninilchik Native Descendants) is provided
in Section <<4.6.4.1>>.
In one instance (Ninilchik), federal subsistence salmon permits are available to the residents of a
community identified as engaged in and/or dependent on the commercial UCI salmon drift gillnet fishery
2009-2018 that is located within the Anchorage-Matsu-Kenai Peninsula Nonsubsistence Use Area.
Federal subsistence fishery permits are also available to residents of two other communities located
within the same nonsubsistence use area (Hope and Cooper Landing), but neither were identified as
engaged in and/or dependent on the UCI salmon drift gillnet fishery during the period 2009-2018.22

19

The predominantly Alaska Native community of Nanwalek, which was not identified as engaged in and/or
dependent on the UCI salmon drift gillnet fishery during the period 2009-2018, is in the Port Graham subdistrict
subsistence permit area along the with the community of Port Graham, which is also predominately Alaska Native.
20
There are three other subdistrict subsistence fishery permit areas near the southwestern tip of the Kenai Peninsula,
outside of the Anchorage-Matsu-Kenai Peninsula Nonsubsistence Use Area. The Koyuktolik (Dogfish) Bay, Port
Chatham, and Windy Bay subsistence permit areas, unlike the Port Graham subsistence permit area, are not
adjacent to contemporary communities. The fisheries for the Port Graham, Koyuktolik Bay, Port Chatham, and Windy
Bay subdistricts are all under one permit issued by the Division of Commercial Fisheries; the fishery in the Seldovia
area is under a separate permit also issued by the Division of Commercial Fisheries.
21
Specifically, it is located in the mainstem of the Yentna River from its confluence with Martin Creek upstream to its
confluence with the Skwentna River. The subsistence fish wheel fishery began in 1996 as a personal use fishery and
was reclassified as a subsistence fishery by the Board of Fish in 1998 (ADFG 2019).
22
Since 2007, federal regulations allow for the harvest of salmon, trout, and Dolly Varden by residents of Cooper
Landing, Hope, and Ninilchik in the Kenai National Wildlife Refuge and Chugach National Forest (ADFG 2019).
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Additional information on federal permit subsistence fisheries in the region is provided in Section
<<4.6.4.2>>.
Two other communities (Kenai and Kasilof) identified as engaged in and/or dependent on the commercial
UCI salmon drift gillnet fishery during the period 2009-2018 are adjacent to personal use salmon fishery
areas encompassing three personal use fisheries (the Kenai River dip net fishery, the Kasilof River dip net
fishery, and the Kasilof River set gillnet fishery) A fourth personal use salmon fishery area in the region,
at Fish Creek on the northwestern shore of Knik Arm (the Fish Creek dip net fishery), is located roughly
equidistant (approximately 15 miles) from two communities (Anchorage and Wasilla) identified as
engaged in and/or dependent on the commercial UCI salmon drift gillnet fishery. All four of these
communities are located within the Anchorage-Matsu-Kenai Peninsula Nonsubsistence Use Area.23
Additional information on personal use fisheries is provided in Section <<4.6.3>>.

23

A fifth personal use fishery, the Beluga River Personal Use Salmon Fishery, occurs within the Beluga River
upstream from the northwestern shore of Cook Inlet, roughly 10 miles northeast of the community of Tyonek. As it is
limited to Alaska residents 60 years or older, it is not further considered in this section.
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Figure 8

Subsistence and Personal Use Salmon Fishery Areas in or Near Upper Cook Inlet
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