EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF THE FIRST FISH EVALUATION

History and Context of the FISH Initiative

The FISH initiative has been Massachusetts’ primary workforce development effort for fishermen,
industry-related workers, and families that have been dislocated as a result of the federally imposed
restrictions on the commercial fishing industry, such as those stemming from the Sustainable Fisheries
Act. The Sustainable Fisheries Act (SFA), signed into law by President Clinton in 1996, is the principal
law regulating the commercial fishing activities in the United States. As a result of the SFA, the New
England Fishery Management Council (NEFMC) adopted fishery management plans and amendments
in May of 1999. These amendments and plans had a direct adverse effect on individuals whose

economic well-being is tied to commercial fishing activity.

The FISH initiative was designed to assist members of the fishing community in finding new
employment through the provision of a broad range of readjustment, training, education, and support
services (including counseling and needs-related financial assistance). Massachusetts has received five
National Emergency Grants from the U.S. Department of Labor totaling $16,548,728 in funding! for
the FISH initiative. These grants have supported approximately 1,600 individuals (as of December
2003) of whom 871 or almost 60% have made a successful transition to new employment.

With the expected implementation of Amendment 132 in the spring of 2004, the need for additional
services — such as those provided by the FISH initiative — is expected to grow. An estimated 1,894
workers in New England’s fishing industry — most of whom live in Massachusetts (i.e., an estimated
1,134 workers) — are expected to be able to spend less than three months per year at sea.

Purpose of the Evaluation

It is against this backdrop that Commonwealth Corporation designed and implemented the first
evaluation of the FISH initiative between spring 2003 and spring 2004. The goals of the evaluation was
manifold: (1) to identify the current and anticipated needs of members of the fishing community, (2) to
determine the responsiveness of the FISH initiative to these needs, (3) to assess the effectiveness of the
FISH initiative focusing primarily on labor market outcomes such as entered employment and wages,
and (4) to identify what has worked well and less well to inform program improvement. Such evaluation

! Funding per grant period was as follows: Grant | = $200,000, Grant 11 = $2,149,000, Grant 11 =$4,291,558,
Grant IV =$4,887,978, and Grant VV =$5,020,192.
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was deemed appropriate because the initiative had sufficiently matured since its inception in 1994 to

warrant an examination of its responsiveness and effectiveness. This evaluation was further viewed as an
opportunity to learn in a more formal way how future policies and programs for fishermen could be
improved to maximize the net impact of services.

Evaluation Questions

The evaluation was designed to answer questions in three broad categories:
(1) Questions abont the Needs of Members of the Fishing Commmunity

What are the broad areas of need faced by members of the fishing community?
How have these needs evolved?

How are these needs expected to evolve given possible changes in legislation and
regulations?

Quuestions about the Responsiveness of FISH to Those Needs

Which of these areas of need did the FISH initiative address by design?
How have other areas of need been addressed?

How has the FISH initiative responded to the needs of members of the fishing
community?

Questions about the Effectiveness of FISH:

What components of FISH have worked well in addressing these needs?
What components of FISH have worked less well?
How can FISH be improved to better meet the needs of fishermen?

What is the effect of participation in FISH on post-FISH employment and
wages?

o Does the effect of participation in FISH on post-FISH employment
vary by selected background characteristics and by fisherman
assistance center?

What types of jobs do fishermen hold after they leave FISH?

What are the wage rates or earnings levels of fisherman post-FISH?

Evaluation Design and Analysis

2 Amendment 13 implements more restrictions so that the goals of the SFA, also known as the Magnuson Stevens
Act, are met.
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To answer these evaluation questions, an evaluation approach that combined qualitative and quantitative
methods was used. The quantitative methods involved an analysis of participant background,
participation, and outcome data, as well as an analysis of center-/program-related characteristics. The
primary data source for this analysis was the Massachusetts One Stop Employment System (MOSES),
Massachusetts’ primary workforce development management information system. The data from this
state administrative data set were used to generate descriptive statistics, as well as to conduct a statistical
analysis aimed at estimating the effect of participation on (entered) employment, the primary outcome
measure. The analytic sample for the latter of these analyses consisted of FISH 1V participants. In the
first stage of the statistical analysis, models were fitted to the data to model self-selection into training by
participants (or selection of participants into training by the center operators).3 The results of the
analysis in this first stage were then used during a second stage aimed at estimating the effect of
participation in training on employment, as measured at exit from the initiative.

Qualitative methods consisted of (1) focus groups with fishermen at the three centers (i.e., Gloucester,
New Bedford, and Hyannis), (2) group interviews with staff at the three centers, (3) semi-structured4
interviews with selected graduates of the initiatives who pursued different career options to generate
portraits of selected participants, and (4) a review of program records and pertinent documents
(including legislative and regulatory documents.)

Commonwealth Corporation’s Center for Research and Evaluation (CRE) designed the evaluation with

input from staff from the Center for Workforce Innovation (CWI) and with input from staff at the three

FISH centers. Data sets and data tables with results of descriptive analysis were prepared by staff from
the Center for Research and Evaluation for use by contractors. The statistical analysis of program
effects was conducted by Derrick James, an independent contractor. The qualitative component of the
study was conducted by Clyde W. Barrow, Ph.D., Director of the Center for Policy Analysis, University
of Massachusetts at Dartmouth.

Key Findings
Key Findings Regarding the Current Needs of Members of the Fishing Community

The broad areas of need faced by members of the fishing community and center staff are:

o Job security through jobs that pay life sustaining wages

3 This type of statistical analysis is known as maximum-likelihood probit estimation with selection.
4 Semi-structured interviews use an agreed upon set of broad questions asked of all participants. Often there is
room for the interviewer to ask additional questions.
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Financial assistance/family supports to facilitate departure from the industry,
particularly while in training/education

Training and Education:

Higher level of services (due to Amendment 13)

Enhanced job training for spouses (wives)

Study skills

Training that leads to titles, endorsements, and certificates
Multi-year training options

Succession planning/training for the next generation of fishermen

ESOL, computer, and other ABE skill development options irrespective
of whether these are tied to participation in occupational skills training

Re-employment assistance:

Job search assistance

Career development supports including job exploration/career planning
and career counseling

Other Wrap-around Support Services

. Other forms of counseling (e.g., to help manage emotions [e.g., anger])
. Paperwork assistance.

. Access to low-cost/pro bono legal services

Information:

Information on how regulations affect/are expected to affect industry and
fishing families’ lives

Labor market information

Information on industry-based/-related and other employment/career
options for fishermen and their family members

. Information on education/training and social service providers
Health insurance
Small business plan development and assistance

Advocacy/political action support
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There is great overlap between the way that members of the fishing community defined the
areas of need and the way that staff at the three centers defined the current needs of
fishermen.

Key Findings Regarding the Expected Needs of Members of the Fishing Community

Anticipated needs, as defined by both participants and staff, appeared directly related to the
expected impact of changes in fishing regulations on individual fishermen and their families,
the local community and the local labor market (including the effect on employment in
related businesses).

Region-wide, Amendment 13 is estimated to impact about 1,900 jobs. Specifically, the New
England Fisheries Management Council estimates that a total of 1,894 jobs will be lost in
New England with 1,134 of those jobs being fishing jobs in Massachusetts. The employment
impact for Gloucester is estimated at 260 and the estimates for Boston, Cape Cod and the
Islands, and New Bedford are 378 jobs, 107 jobs, and 389 jobs respectively. This vessel-
based estimate of job loss has been viewed as an initial estimate. Further analyses that
consider infrastructure impact, minimum thresholds for viable business operations, and types
of jobs affected are needed to qualify what has been deemed to be an initial and conservative
estimate.

Participants and staff identified specific issues related to changes in fishing regulations that
the FISH initiative will have to address:

o An overall increase in the demand for services for fishermen.
o The aging of the fishing labor force.
o An expected rise in the need for counseling.

o An increase in the demand for services customized to the need of spouses
including but not limited to daycare support.

Key Findings Regarding the Responsiveness of FISH

The FISH initiative was designed to address most of the needs articulated by the members of
the fishing community. Focus group participants and staff members who participated in staff

group interviews identified the following ways in which the FISH initiative — by design —

responds to fishermen’s needs:

Conduct outreach
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Most participants (i.e. 83%) were White; 15% were Hispanic, and 2% were of some other
race/ethnicity.

The average age of Fish IV participants was 39.6 years (SD=10.7) with the youngest worker

in the sample being 17 years of age and the oldest 65 years of age.

The average years of schooling completed was 12.3 years. Almost sixty-six percent of
participants had a high school diploma or equivalent only (65.3%), 9.1% had some high
school but no diploma, and 3.5% had less than high school. Roughly thirteen percent
(12.9%) of participants had some college but no degree and 8.9% were college graduates or

holder of advanced or professional degrees.

Slightly less than four percent of participants had English reading abilities at or below the
7th grade. The remainder read at least at the eighth grade level.

Approximately five percent (4.6%) of participants were offenders, about two percent
(1.8%) were disabled, 1.5% were limited English proficient, and 2.3% could be considered
poor, as measured by their dependence on public assistance.

Seventy percent of the 481 FISH IV participants in our sample participated in some form

of education or training.

Slightly over ninety percent of trainees participated in occupational skills training. The

remainder of participants participated in ESOL, basic education, or On-the-Job-Training.

In addition to these training and education services, participants used the following services
made available to them through FISH 1V:

= Job Search (used by 50.3% of the 481 participants)
= Counseling (used by 44.3%)

= Career Planning (used by 34.3%)

= Support Services (used by 30.6%)

= Other? (used by 2.0%)

The effect of participation in the FISH Initiative on subsequent employment for the
481 participants in the FISH 1V cohort at the end of the FISH 1V grant was positive
but tended to vary by training status, center, and whether a participant was a fisherman

(versus a fishing industry-related worker or family member). Specifically, the entered
employment rate for members of the FISH 1V cohort at the end of FISH 1V was 47%

" Includes Job Referral (0.2%), Summer Youth (0.0%), Youth Education (0.2%), Youth Work Experience (0.2%), OJT
(0.6%), and Other (0.8%).
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for all participants. This means that roughly 1 out of every 2 FISH IV participants had
made a successful transition into new employment at the end of the FISH IV grant
period.

The entered employment rate for trainees, however, was 38 percentage points above
the entered employment rate for participants who received less intensive services only
(i.e., 58% for trainees compared to a mere 20% for non-trainees). The higher
(unadjusted) entered employment rates for trainees suggest that training might be an
effective intervention to support the transition to new employment for members of the
fishing community.

Table 1: FISH IV Occupational Skills Training Enroliments

Type of Training Enrollments Percent
Captain/Master 100 33%
Computer-related 52 17%
Truck-Driver/Heavy Equipment 37 12%
Able Seaman 29 10%
HVAC/Appliance mechanic 16 5%
Health-related 13 4%
Aquaculture/marine services 11 4%
Business-related 8 3%
Construction/welding 7 2%
Other 32 10%
Total 305 100%

o The overall entered employment rates for members of the FISH 1V cohort represent
somewhat of a puzzle. Why is it that entered employment rates at the end of FISH IV were
low? One explanation might be that individuals who had an opportunity to continue
services under FISH V were identified in the FISH IV exit data as negative terminations in
terms of entered employment. If these individuals were removed from the FISH IV exit file
(since they could be considered to still be in training/in the program), then the entered
employment rate among the approximately 400 exiters increases (from 47%) to 56% overall
and reaches 71% for trainees and 22% for non-trainees, a training-related difference of 49

percentage points.

To further examine the outcomes of the individuals who were not able to enter
employment at the close-out of FISH 1V, this evaluation measured entered employment for
these individuals using follow-up measurements at the 6-, 12-, 18-, and 23-month points
following the close out of FISH IV to see if it would be possible to capture any post-FISH
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IV entered employments. Such follow-up measurements were deemed feasible since these
members of the fishing community may have needed more time to complete their training
or find work than the time set by NEG grant schedules® About 75 members of the 481-
person FISH 1V cohort had this opportunity and were able to continue receiving services

Table 2: Occupations at Job Placement for FISH IV
Occupational Skills Training Enrollees

Occupation at Job Placement # Placed by # of Carry- Total
For Fish IV Training Enrollees end of  Overs Placed
Fish IV (Out of
Fish V)

Captain (Charter, Ferry, Tugboat, etc.) 57 19
Truck Driver, Heavy Equipment Operator 12
Master, Mate, Deck Hand, Able Seaman 11
Computer Customer/User/Tech Support
Computer Programmer, Engineers
Construction/Trades
HVAC Technician
Administrative Assistant
Marine Services Technician
Esthetician/Cosmetologist
Computer Technician
Medical Assistant, Nursing Assistant
Technician (Medical, Lab, Surgical)
Tour/Travel Guide
Emergency Medical Tech
Oil Burner Technician
Cable/Telecommunications Tech
Accounting/Bookkeeping
Fish Culture Tech
Web Design
Physical Therapist
Other Occupations
Total
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in FISH V. Fifty-seven of these individuals had exited FISH V as of December 2, 2003
or 23 months after the closure date of FISH IV. Seventeen were still active participants.
Forty-seven out of the fifty-seven who exited in this period had found employment on
or before December 2, 2003, an entered employment rate of 82.5% for this sub-group

8 In most NEGs, such opportunities to continue training and measure entered employment rates during post-
NEG periods are not an option. In the fishing industry this option exists because the fishing industry has faced
prolonged eras of displacement due to ongoing changes in fishing regulations. In response to this issue, several
National Emergency Grants have been awarded, which has created the opportunity for fishermen who were not
able to enter employment at the closeout of a grant to continue their skill development and their search for new
employment.

Executive Summary — page 13




of exiters. When looking at this group as a share of the approximately 75 FISH IV
individuals who continued in FISH V, almost two-thirds (i.e., 64%) were able to find
employment in the two years following the closing date of FISH IV. The entered
employment rate for trainees in this group was 77% compared to the entered
employment rate of 13% for individuals who only received less intensive services, a

difference of 64 percentage points.

Table 3: Differences between entered employment rates for
trainees and non-trainees for the FISH IV cohort (n=481)

End of 23 Months
FISH IV Later Difference
Training 58.2% 72.1% 13.9
No Training 20.1% 21.5% 14
Difference 46.8 57.0 10.2

These post-FISH 1V follow-up measurements allowed for the examination of
cumulative entered employment rates for the FISH IV cohort (i.e., the number of
individuals for whom an entered employment was recorded at the end of FISH 1V plus
the number of individuals who participated in FISH 1V, continued to participate in
FISH V, exited from FISH V, and entered employment in any of the 23 months
following the end of FISH 1V). (Table 3) These cumulative entered employment rates
show that 72.1% of trainees, 21.5% of nontrainees, and 57% of all participants had

entered employment.

The effect of participation in FISH on post-FISH employment — at the end of the
FISH 1V grant -- varied by fisherman assistance center. Center-based entered
employment rates for the FISH IV cohort varied from 54% (63% for trainees and 30%
for non-trainees, a difference of 33 percentage points) in Hyannis to 51% (63% for
trainees and 17% for non-trainees, a difference of 46 percentage points) in Gloucester,
and 35% in New Bedford (46% for trainees and 14% for non-trainees, a difference of

32 percentage points).
Center-based entered-employment rates tended to vary over time. In Fish V, for

instance, entered employment rates through December 31, 2003 were 86% for the
Cape Cod Center, 79% for the New Bedford Center and 83% for the Center in
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Gloucester. The overall entered employment rate Fish V as of December 31, 2001 was
84%.

o The key findings from the statistical analysis, which controlled for factors that influence
whether individuals select into or are selected for training and adjusted for selected individual
and center-related characteristics thought to affect entered employment, are:

o The results from the statistical analysis indicate that the expected probability that
participants that received training will enter employment?® is 71% compared to 26% for
non-trainees suggesting an effect size of forty-five percentage points.

The statistical analysis indicated that fishermen were slightly less likely than family
members and industry-related workers to receive training. The difference in the
predicted probability for fishermen and their participation was 2.66% (p<0.05).
Fishermen, however, were no less likely to enter employment than those who received
training.

There are at least three factors that may explain why fishermen are slightly less probable
to participate in training than other Fish participants:

0  Economic factors: The ability of fishermen to commit to longer-term training may
have been limited by their income needs. Fewer than 27% of fishermen were
eligible for unemployment insurance (Fisherman V Grant: Emergency
Assistance Centers Project Narrative, 2001). With the exception of limited
financial assistance provided through FISH needs-related payments, fishermen
and their families had no source of supplemental income. Consequently, it
may have been difficult for some of them to commit to a time-consuming
retraining process and at the same time generate sufficient income to support
their families and pay for business-related expenses such as those related to the
maintenance of their vessels.

Cultural and psychological factors: Like farming, fishing is as much a lifestyle as it is
an occupation. Thus, for the fisherman the value derived from fishing goes far

beyond the income received. Consequently, it may have been psychologically

9 This analysis included entered employments for Fish 1V participants who continued in Fish V and obtained
employment in Fish V. Individuals who left the program due to health reasons were excluded from the analysis.
Three individuals who enrolled in postsecondary education were included in the entered employment analysis.
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more difficult for fishermen to part with their previous occupation and find
new employment.

Structural factors: Environmental restrictions on the fishing industry do not

necessarily result in full unemployment for fishermen, as is often the case with
mass layoffs in other industries. Restrictions placed upon the fishing industry
likely result in decreased fishing days and reduced income for fishermen but
unlike in a plant closing or other mass layoff, the decision to leave the fishing
industry is ultimately up to the worker. Interviews with local administrators of
the centers indicated that fishermen were willing to tolerate some loss of
income to continue fishing.

Recommendations for Future Funding and Program Improvement

e These are specific ways in which participants and staff felt the FISH initiative could be

improved:

Extend the grant cycle to five years.

Increase the resources available for needs-related payments.
Increase the amount of training funds.

Further expand the number of fields that people (can) train for.

Ensure that skills upgrading after training/job placement is an allowable activity and
cost.

Find ways to help clients maintain their health insurance.
Regularly re-assess the adequacy of the formula for distributing funds to centers
Consider a “supplement losses strategy” to provide fishermen with additional sources
of income while training or making the transition to new careers.
¢ In addition, evaluators identified the following for consideration by policy makers, funders, and
practitioners who are considering ways to effectively respond to the anticipated impact of pending

changes in fishing restrictions:

o Secure continued funding to support fishermen who have not been able as of yet to
successfully transition to new employment and to begin work immediately with those
likely to be affected by Amendment 13 who have not sought any assistance from the
FISH initiative to date. Such funding would be most effective if it were to
accommaodate and minimally maintain current investments in longer-term training,
financial needs-related assistance, and various kinds of support services including
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counseling. Use future funding to support effective ways to get more eligible
participants into training, since the returns (as measured by entered employment) to

training services are great, and returns from less intensive services are minimal.

Expand upon the innovative career pathway development work begun under FISH IV
and FISH V (See Career Pathway Chart in Appendix) and the promising efforts to tie
the creation of new jobs for fishermen and the required training to regional economic
development efforts under way in New England’s ocean economy (such as the
development of the Marine Biology Cluster in southern Massachusetts). Consider a
demonstration project that would link the initiative more tightly to regional economic

development efforts.

Reconsider the length of funding and program cycles and accelerate the application and

approval processes.

Find ways that promote and facilitate working while learning.

Make net impact and benefit-cost evaluations that use longitudinal data integral parts

of the initiative’s continuous improvement efforts.
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Appendix A.

Career pathways for workers affected by federally imposed restrictions on commercial fishing

MARINE-RELATED
(At-Sea Operations)

INDUSTRY

TRANSITIONAL
(Land and Sea)

MARINE TECHNOLOGY

NON-MARINE CAREERS
(Land-based)

MISCELLANEOUS

RECREATIONAL
INDUSTRY

SHIPPING
INDUSTRY

Able Seaman
Ferries

Fishing Charter
Tourism

Whale Watch
Yachting

Tugs

Cruise Ships
Merchant Marine
Pipelines

Cargo

Security

COLLABORATIVE
RESEARCH

TECHNICAL

Net Design
Environmental
Monitoring
Habitat impacts

Resource Evaluation
Education

Boat Surveyor
Marine Technician

LICENSES/ENDORSEMENTS

Captains

Master/Mate

STCW (Basic Safety Training)
Radio

ASSOCIATE
DEGREE/CERTIFICATE

Marine Biotechnology
Biomanufacturing
Environmental Science
Biotechnology

Telecommunications/Cable

Computer repair

Computerized accounting

Automotive Services Repair

Commercial Drivers License (CDL) Class A

Airplane Mechanic

Pilot

Waste Water Treatment
E.M.T.

Mechanic

Practical Nursing

Paralegal

Medical or Dental Assistant
Phlebotomy

Administrative Assistant

Business Management

Professional Medical Office

Esthetics/ Spa Therapy

Cosmetologist

Major Appliance Repair

Commercial Air Conditioning and Heating




Appendix B. Profiles of FISH grant participants

Participant: Andrew Koch, Shellfish Constable
Background

Andrew Koch is a resident of Cape Cod, who moved to Massachusetts after growing up in New Jersey
and obtaining a bachelor’s degree in Psychology from the University of Rhode Island. Andrew
remembers being on fishing boats with his father since he was two years old. He and his father would
sail from New Jersey to New England, where at different times they harvested bluefish, sea bass, cod,
giant tuna, and shellfish. When he was a kid, Andrew sold his catch for extra money, but after leaving
college in 1988, he decided to become a commercial fisherman. He eventually bought his own boat and
equipment and began harvesting quahogs and bay scallops around Cape Cod. About 7 years ago,
Andrew began working in quahog aquaculture and about 3 years ago he started his own aquaculture bed.

He decided to leave the industry for many reasons, including the impact of government regulations and
declining market prices. He observes that shellfishing “became harder and harder. The effort I put into
it wasn’t worth what | was getting out of it. | have a family with a wife and two girls — 8 and 10.”
Andrew, who is in his late 30’s, is now the Shellfish Constable for the Town of Wellfleet, Massachusetts.

Transition into Program

Andrew Koch has owned 6 different boats since he was 18 years old. He sold his last boat in 2002 after
the engine blew up soon after bought it. Two replacement engines also went bad so he sold the boat
and took a huge loss on the sale, which was another reason he decided to leave the industry. He also
recalls that 3 years ago the fish house that was buying his tuna “pulled the plug” (i.e. went bankrupt) and
failed to pay $20,000 that was owed to him. After the engine problems with his last boat, Andrew notes
“I was just fed up at that point...there were just too many things going bad.”

Andrew decided to apply to the FISH program, because “I just wanted some more options in life.” He
was hearing about the FISH Initiative from friends, flyers, and direct contact with the Career
Opportunities Outreach Coordinator. When he learned that the FISH Initiative would allow him to
obtain a Captain’s license, he was ready for the opportunity. Although he was ready to leave fishing,
Andrew says that he “always wanted to be around the water and fish,” but a Captain’s license “gives me
another option in life. 1 feel like anything you can put on a resume is a plus.”

Andrew entered the FISH retraining program and like others he went through the an evaluation and
assessment to identify local career opportunities, aptitudes, and occupational interests, but he knew he
wanted a Captain’s license. Andrew was accepted into New England Maritime, where he received his




Captain’s license, as well as certifications in CPR, towing, Safety/Water Training, and First Aid. He also

received a week of maritime firefighter training.

While enrolled at New England Maritime, the Fish Initiative paid Andrew $150 per week to help pay

bills and provided “fuel money” (i.e., mileage) so he could travel to school in Hyannis. The program
paid for his tuition, books, and Captain’s license ($140) fee. He estimates that the program spent a total
of $5,000 to $6000 so he could obtain his Captain’s license and without that financial assistance Andrew
concludes “I wouldn’t have been able to do it. | wouldn't be sitting here as a licensed captain if it wasn’t
for them.”

Current Occupation

Andrew Koch is now the Shellfish Constable for the Town of Wellfleet, Massachusetts. The Shellfish
Constable is responsible for enforcing shellfish regulations and ordinances in the town. He also helps
write and amend local ordinances and oversees seed and culture programs designed to sustain the local
shellfishery. He is also a liaison to other town agencies, such as the Conservation Commission.

The Shellfish Constable is a full-time salaried position with the town. Andrew estimates that he is
probably making a little bit more in net income than he was making fishing, because he no longer has
any overhead expenses, such as boat maintenance, fuel, and supplies. The fringe benefits are much
better than previously and now include health care, a retirement plan, and dental coverage. After only
one week on the job, Andrew is not only satisfied with the income and benefits, but is enthusiastic about
the new lifestyle. He notes that a steady income has already “taken the stress off” him and his family,
who were previously at the mercy of the fishing industry’s boom and bust cycle. Andrew says “I'm very
happy so far. I'm enjoying it. I'm still around the water, involved in the fisheries, and I'm around the
fishermen...the difference is | have health care and a steady paycheck. It's the perfect job for me.”

Future Plans

In January of 2004, the Town of Wellfleet will send Andrew Koch to constable school with the

expectation that he will become a licensed constable.

Participant: Dale Freeman
Background

Dale Freeman lives outside Boston, where he now works as a commercial diver. Dale grew up in White
Salmon, Washington and joined the U.S. Navy shortly after finishing high school. He was trained as a
Navy diver and earned his diving license. When Dale was discharged from the Navy, his ship was
docked in the East Boston Navy Shipyard. Dale worked at building tunnels for the next 18 years and




returned to Boston in 1990 specifically to work on the outfall tunnel planned as part of the Boston
Harbor clean-up project. However, when he arrived in Boston, the tunnel’s construction was delayed so

he took a job on a lobster boat. He eventually became a self-employed lobsterman.
Transition into the Program

Dale made the decision to leave the fishing industry in the late 1990s after he saw 40 lobstermen go out
of business in a single year. He observes, “I saw the writing on the wall. Lobstermen were going out of
business and the catch was declining. I did not want to wait until it was too late.” Dale began his
commercial diving business as an offshoot of his lobstering, since lobstermen frequently need divers to
assist them. However, Dale recognized the need for additional training and certification if he was to
succeed in a new career. He states that “you can have all the skills in the world, but if you can’t put it on

paper for an employer how is he going to know that?”

Dale learned of the FISH Initiative from several sources starting with “scuttle butt around the dock”
and later from a notice in the monthly newsletter of the Massachusetts Lobsterman Association. He
eventually dropped into the Gloucester FISH office and picked up some materials on the program. He
later called the New Bedford Fisherman’s Family Assistance Center and finally decided to enroll in the
program. Dale enrolled in the Captain’s license course offered in Quincy by New England Maritime,
where he received a Captain’s license in 2000 for a 100 ton boat with a towing endorsement. FISH paid

for the course, books, and mileage so there were no out of pocket expenses associated with the course.

Current Occupation

Dale Freeman is now a full-time self-employed commercial diver with a Captain’s license. He uses his
diver’s license to perform underwater boat maintenance, seawall construction, and to build or repair
docks. He owns a crane barge for heavier work and shares expensive equipment with a friend who is
also a diver to make more efficient use of their capital investments. His first job after receiving his
Captain’s license was a large boat tow so he notes that “two days after | got the license it was paying for
itself.” Dale’s income is now 4 times what it was as a lobsterman, where the catch and regulations have
made it necessary for most lobstermen to have second jobs. He has medical coverage through a small
business coop provider and self-funds a 401K for retirement. Dale is pleased that “this worked out
pretty good for me. I'm still down here with all the lobstermen, but it’s not as boring as lobstering. I'm
doing something different everyday, whereas lobstering was always the same hard routine.” As for the
FISH program, he says: “l would just like to see it continue.”




Future Plans

Dale has continued his schooling since graduating from New England Maritime and has enrolled in
some kind of schooling every year since that time. He attended a Florida dive school sponsored by the
Professional Association of Diving Instructors (PADI), where he was certified as a scuba diving
instructor. He also attended Wentworth Institute to become a certified welder. Although he had some
welding skills previously, he upgraded his skills and received certification that allows him to weld

stainless steel and aluminum, which are common materials on many boats.

Dale is currently working on an associate’s degree in Business Management at Quincy College. He has
completed the first of two years to obtain his degree and has a 4.0 grade point average. He says that he
plans to continue his education by seeking a B.A. in Business Administration at UMass Boston in the

next couple of years.

Participant: Sharon Randall, Licensed Practical Nurse (LPN)
Background

Sharon Randall is a resident of Marshfield, Massachusetts, who like most of her family, has been a
lobsterman for most of her life. Her father and both of her brothers are lobstermen. Her father, who
passed away 3 years ago, frequently worked on commercial fishing vessels off the coast of Canada for
most of his life. Sharon remarks “That was his love” and “My brothers have never done anything but
fish.” Sharon owned her own lobster boat, lobster traps, boat operator’s license, and fishing license, but

she sometimes worked a lobster boat with her brother Doug. She is now a Licensed Practical Nurse

(LPN). She is selling her boat, which is under a purchase and sale agreement and she will also sell her
fishing license in the near future. She says she had “no problem” selling the boat and *“did OK” on the
sale. She will recover the fair market value of her boat (after normal depreciation). Sharon is in her 30s,
not married, and she has no children.

Transition into Program

Sharon entered the FISH retraining program after she saw a poster at the pier where she docks her boat.
She called and spoke to Diana Jasinski, the FISH Career Counselor at Career Opportunities in Hyannis,
Massachusetts. Diana explained the program to her on the phone, assessed her eligibility for the
program, and encouraged her to join the program once it was determined she was eligible. Sharon
describes Diana as “wonderful” and she joined the program immediately. She went through the normal
evaluation and assessment to identify local career opportunities, aptitudes, and occupational interests.
Sharon quickly identified nursing as a new occupation, but it was not until a second effort the following
year that she managed to get into a nursing program. The school she selected the first year did not




return her paperwork on time for the program funding cycle and thus she had to wait a year to begin
retraining. The second year, Diana suggested that Sharon apply to a different school. Sharon was

accepted into the LPN program at Upper Cape Cod Regional Vocational-Technical High School.

The LPN program was a 10-month full-time course of study. The FISH Initiative paid her a small
stipend of about $200 per week so she attended the program on a full-time basis. She observes that the
program even helped her with an extra $100 when her truck broke down so she could continue
attending classes without interruption. The FISH Initiative also paid for her tuition, books, graduation
fee, and the NCLEX test fee, which is the state licensure examination consisting of 85 questions.
Sharon was amazed that the program “covered everything” so she could devote her full attention to
training for a new career. Sharon passed the NCLEX test on the first take as did most others in her
LPN class. She was pleased that: “The school is good. We were well prepared for the test.”

Current Occupation

Sharon is now in her first year as a Licensed Practical Nurse at Falmouth Harborside Healthcare, a long-
term care and rehabilitation facility. She is a charge nurse, who along with one other charge nurse,
oversees 40 patients and 5 nurses aides. She works 2 days a week for 12 hours per day, but receives 32
hours’ pay for 24 hours’ work, because she works on Saturday and Sunday. She works one additional
day during the week, because an individual must be physically on-site for 32 hours per week to receive
fringe benefits. Her benefits include full health care, dental, short-term disability, a tax sheltered

investment option, and tuition reimbursement up to $1,500 per year.

As a new employee in her first year out of the nursing program, Sharon’s take home pay is slightly less

than she made as a lobsterman, but she is satisfied that it will equal out in a fairly short time. Her
benefits are slightly better than previously. Sharon was covered by the Fisherman’s Partnership Health
Plan, which is administered by Tuft's HMO, but she now also has dental coverage and tuition
reimbursement as an added benefit. Her tax sheltered annuity partially offsets some of the tax
deductions she lost when she left the fishing industry.

Importantly, Sharon now has a level of employment stability for the first time in her life: *“I will never
be on unemployment insurance again because there is always a nursing job.” Sharon adds, “I am glad to
be out of fishing. I see them going out on cold days and the catch is down.” Sharon is confident that
“This program is going to change my life dramatically....I was absolutely satisfied. 1 couldn’t believe I
was lucky enough to get in a program like this. It's not often that someone offers you a program like

this; one that changes your life.”




Future Plans

Sharon has already applied to a joint nursing program offered by Massasoit Community College and

UMass Boston, which allows an individual to become a Registered Nurse (R.N.) by seamlessly pursuing
a bachelor’s and master’s degree in nursing. Once she receives her R.N. license, Sharon will be earning
significantly more than when she was a lobsterman. She is excited about resuming her studies and says:

“I can’t wait to learn more.” She notes that one her brothers, Doug, is now also thinking about leaving

the fishing industry. He will probably sell his boats to obtain the capital to open a campground in

Maine.
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