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1 Introduction

In the spring of 2007, the North Pacific Fishery Management Council (the Council) established a
committee to address certain concerns with the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands crab rationalization
program (the program). In the course the committee’s meetings, members expressed concern that at times
of extreme icing and other uncontrollable circumstances, the regional landing requirements applicable to
Class A individual fishing quota (IFQ) could pose safety risks, loss of resource (such as excessive
deadloss), or extreme economic hardships to participants in the crab fisheries. At its October 2008
meeting, after receiving a staff discussion paper, an advisory panel recommendation, and public
testimony, the Council directed staff to prepare an analysis of alternatives to provide an emergency
exemption from regional landing requirements. To avoid potential insurmountable administrative burdens
the Council identified for analysis a system of civil contracts between harvesters, processors, and a
regional representatives as the means of defining the exemption from the regional landing requirements.

This document contains a Regulatory Impact Review (Section 2) and an Initial Regulatory Flexibility
Analysis (Section 3) of the alternative to exempt custom processing from the use cap of the processing
platform. Section 4 contains a discussion of the Magnuson Stevens Act National Standards and a fishery
impact statement.*

This document relies on information contained in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands Crab Fisheries Final
Environmental Impact Statement/Regulatory Impact Review/Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis/
Social Impact Assessment (NMFS/NPFMC, 2004). Throughout this analysis, this document is referred to
as the “Crab EIS”.

2 Regulatory Impact Review

This chapter provides an economic analysis of the action, addressing the requirements of Presidential
Executive Order 12866 (E.O. 12866), which requires a cost and benefit analysis of federal regulatory
actions.

The requirements of E.O. 12866 (58 FR 51735; October 4, 1993) are summarized in the following
statement from the order:

In deciding whether and how to regulate, agencies should assess all costs and benefits of available
regulatory alternatives, including the alternative of not regulating. Costs and benefits shall be
understood to include both quantifiable measures (to the fullest extent that these can be usefully
estimated) and qualitative measures of costs and benefits that are difficult to quantify, but
nonetheless essential to consider. Further, in choosing among alternative regulatory approaches
agencies should select those approaches that maximize net benefits (including potential
economic, environmental, public health and safety, and other advantages; distributive impacts;
and equity), unless a statute requires another regulatory approach.

E.O. 12866 further requires that the Office of Management and Budget review proposed regulatory
programs that are considered to be “significant”. A “significant regulatory action” is one that is likely to:

! The proposed action is a minor change to a previously analyzed and approved action and the proposed change has no effect
individually or cumulatively on the human environment (as defined in NAO 216-6). The only effects of the action are the
potential economic redistributive and production efficiency effects arising from exempting certain landings from regional landing
requirements. As such, it is categorically excluded from the need to prepare an Environmental Assessment.
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» Have an annual effect on the economy of $100 million or more or adversely affect in a material
way the economy, a sector of the economy, productivity, competition, jobs, local or tribal
governments or communities;

» Create a serious inconsistency or otherwise interfere with an action taken or planned by another
agency;

» Materially alter the budgetary impact of entitlements, grants, user fees, or loan programs or the
rights and obligations of recipients thereof; or

* Raise novel legal or policy issues arising out of legal mandates, the President’s priorities, or the
principles set forth in this Executive Order.

2.1 Purpose and need statement

Participants in the fishery identified three potential problems that could be addressed through a provision
allowing an exemption from regional landing requirements. All problems arise from the occurrence of an
unanticipated event that prevents delivery of landings as required by regional landing requirements. Most
prevalent have been assertions that ice conditions in and around the Pribilof Islands, where all North
region processing takes place, have created a substantial risks to vessels and crews in the fishery. A
second need for the exemption could arise if events prevent the delivery of landings in a region for an
extended period of time which could lead to excessive deadloss of harvested crab. A third problem could
arise if an unanticipated event or circumstance could prevent harvest of a portion of the TAC. Although
economic costs should not be the sole motivator for an exemption, it is possible that in some
circumstances, costs arising from an unanticipated event could make harvest of the TAC for landing in a
specific region unreasonably costly. These costs might be unavoidable, despite all reasonable efforts of
the IFQ and IPQ holders. A well-drafted purpose and need statement could identify unavoidable costs
arising from an unanticipated circumstance that would make harvest of IFQ designated for landing in a
region uneconomical as a reasonable motivation for an exemption provision.

The Council has adopted the following purpose and need statement for this action:

In developing the crab rationalization program, the Council included several measures to protect
regional and community interests. Among those provisions, the Council developed regional
designations on individual processing quota and a portion of the individual fishing quota that
require the associated catch to be delivered and processed in the designated region. Periodically,
including at times in the first three years of the program, harbors in the Northern Region as
defined in the program, are closed by the advance of the Bering Sea ice pack. These ice
conditions have disrupted the crab fishery, contributing to safety risks and preventing harvesters
from entering harbors to deliver to shore-based and floating processors located in the region, as
required by the regional share designations. In addition, other unforeseeable events, events such
as an earthquake or tsunami, or man-made disaster, could prevent deliveries or limit the
available processing capacity in a region necessary for compliance with the regional
designations on Class A IFQ and IPQ. A well-defined exemption from regional landing and
processing requirements of Class A IFQ and IPQ that includes requirements for those receiving
the exemption to take efforts to avoid the need for and limit the extent of the exemption could
mitigate safety risks and economic hardships that arise out of unforeseeable events that prevent
compliance with those regional landing requirements. Such an exemption should also provide a
mechanism for reasonable compensation to communities harmed by the granting of the exemption
to ensure that the community benefits intended by the regional designations continue to be
realized despite the exemption.
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2.2 Alternatives
The Council has adopted the following alternatives for analysis:

Alternative 1 — Status quo (no exemptions from regional landing requirements)
Alternative 2 — Contractually Defined Exemption
Method of defining the exemption and compensation:
The exemption shall be generally defined in regulation. To receive an exemption, however,

Option 1: an IFQ holder the holder of matched IPQ, and the entity holding (or formerly
holding) the right of first refusal for the IPQ, or

Option 2: an IFQ holder the holder of matched IPQ, and an entity identified by the
community benefiting from (or formerly benefiting from) the right of first refusal for the

1PQ, or

Option 3: an IFQ holder the holder of matched IPQ, and a regional entity agreed to by
the communities benefiting from rights of first refusal (or formerly benefiting from rights
of first refusal) in the designated region of the IFQ and IPQ,

shall have entered a contract defining conditions under which an exemption will
be granted and the terms of any compensation.

Administration of the exemption

The exemption shall be administered through submission of an affidavit by the holder of the IFQ
for which the exemption is applied. An affidavit attesting to the satisfaction of requisite
conditions for the exemption (as agreed in the contract) shall constitute conclusive evidence of
qualification for the exemption.

Definition of the exemption

Qualifying circumstance: An unavoidable circumstance that prevents the delivery or processing
of crab in a region as required by regionally designated IFQ and matched IPQ will qualify for the
exemption from regional landing requirements. To qualify for the exemption a circumstance
must: a) be uavoidable, b) be unique to the IFQ and/or IPQ holder, ¢) be unforeseen or reasonably
unforeseeable, and d) have actually occurred.?

Option: Additional specificity of the exemption and its term will be included in any
contract between the IFQ holder, the holder of matched IPQ and the entity representing
region/community interests.

% These criteria are taken from the exemption to ‘cooling off’ provision landing requirements that applied on a
community basis to some IPQ in the first two years of the program (see 50 CFR 680.42(b)(4)(ii)).
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Mitigation requirements
Requirement to attempt to mitigate:
Option 1: To receive an exemption the IFQ holder and the holder of matched IPQ shall have
exerted all reasonable efforts to avoid the need for the exemption, which may include attempting
to arrange delivery to other processing facilities in the designated region unaffected by the
unavoidable circumstance, attempting to arrange for the use of IFQ (and IPQ, if needed) not
requiring delivery in the affected region, and delaying fishing.
Option 2: An IFQ holder will not be granted an exemption, if the IFQ holder holds any unused
Class B IFQ, C share IFQ, or Class A IFQ that may be delivered outside of the affected region.

Compensation
Compensation shall be as agreed in the contract among the IFQ holder, the holder of matched
IPQ, and the entity representing regional/community interests.

In addition, the Council has requested that the analysis discuss 1) the potential for requiring satisfaction of
detailed legal definitions or standards to pose safety risks and 2) the potential for the use of contractual
provisions (including compensation requirements) to prevent abuse of the exemption.

2.2.1 Alternatives considered but not advanced for analysis

The Council considered four types of alternatives that it elected not to advance for analysis. Generally,
these alternatives were perceived by the Council as limiting the effectiveness of the alternatives in
achieving their intended purpose.

First, the Council elected to eliminate alternatives that specifically define exemption criteria in regulation.
Given that the claims for the exemption are likely to be based on unavoidable and unforeseeable events,
the qualification of an event for the exemption, the scope of the exemption, and any subsequent
compensatory action are likely to be case specific. A flexible structure able to accommodate this
variability could be beneficial. Specifically defining events that qualify for an exemption is problematic
because the nature of the exemption is to accommodate unforeseen events that prevent deliveries.
Although the types of events that might qualify for the exemption (such as ice, natural disasters, and
disabling of a processing facility) are reasonably identifiable, it is possible that some events might not be
identifiable. As such, it is reasonable to generally define an exemption with a description of the type of
events that would qualify for the exemption, allowing flexibility of contractual agreements among
affected parties to further define the exemption adding specificity to its terms. To accommodate
unanticipated events, the Council has elected to eliminate from analysis any alternatives that specifically
define the exemption, instead relying on a more general definition of conditions qualifying for the
exemption and its scope.

Second, the Council considered alternatives under which NOAA Fisheries would fully administer the
exemption, determining whether conditions qualifying for the exemption are met. The Council elected not
to advance these options for analysis, as it deemed the potential administration by NOAA Fisheries as
costly and potentially preventing the exemption from fulfilling its purpose. Several issues would arise
through NOAA Fisheries administration of the exemption. First, NOAA Fisheries administration of
general standards that lack specific criteria is complicated. The need for an exemption applicable to
unanticipated circumstances (which would include circumstances other than icing in the harbor) requires
a flexible regulatory standard that may not delineate all criteria. While a less specific standard may
accommodate a broader range of needs, it also may increase the scale of agency fact finding required for
determining whether the exemption standard has been met. This increased scale of fact finding may not
only increase administration costs, but may also delay decision making. The need for efficient and timely
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administration of the exemption is a second challenge to an agency administered standard. Under
conventional agency administration, an agency finding of qualification for the exemption would require
that the agency make an evidentiary determination that the standard is met. These findings are not made
lightly, requiring verification of conditions (which in the crab fisheries will likely be in remote locations
with limited accessibility). Although a slight delay in processing an application for an exemption may be
desirable (particularly if the exemption is based on ice conditions that may clear), administrative delays
could also lead captains to wait to be informed of the decision on the exemption, which may expose their
vessels and crews to additional risk and may contribute to costly deadloss to crab on board. In addition,
any agency administered exemption will require provision for appeals by affected parties, which may be
time consuming and limit the effectiveness of the exemption. The conflict between the need for expedited
consideration of exemption applications and the need for a flexible standard for determining qualification
for the exemption suggest that agency administration may limit the effectiveness of the exemption
provision.

Third, the Council also elected not to advance for analysis alternatives that specifically define
compensation, in the event that the exemption is used. Alternatives containing specific compensation
requirements were deemed too prescriptive to effectively balance the competing interests of parties,
which are likely to change with the circumstances surrounding the granting of an exemption. Alternatives
that allow flexibility to parties to define compensation were believed to better equip the participants
(including those representing regional interests) to balance the competing interests that arise when an
exemption is granted.

Fourth, the Council chose not to advance alternatives that would redesignate IFQ and IPQ to compensate
for landings redirected under the exemption. Under such an alternative, the IFQ holder could receive an
allocation in the following year that are redesignated for the region in which the exemption was granted.
Such a redesignation is likely infeasible. It may be unfair to a recipient of a QS transfer early in the
season (but after IFQ issuance) who may have no involvement in the IFQ use in the season of the
exemption to have IFQ redesignated. To offset the lost landings, the redesignation would need to be for
an equivalent amount of IFQ in the following year. TAC changes would leave IFQ redesignations
uncertain until only a few days prior to those allocations being made. With the variety of annual IFQ and
IPQ allocations and the complexity of determining those allocations, share redesignations could further
delay IFQ/IPQ issuance, which already poses challenges to participants attempting to match Class A IFQ
and IPQ. In most cases, IFQ holders are cooperatives that are not QS holders. Changes in cooperative
membership and transfers of QS from year to year may result in extremely complicated and costly
tracking of QS to ensure that exemption offsetting IFQ are issued. Arranging compensating share
redesignation will also be complicated for IPQ holders. If the IPQ holder receives the landings covered by
the exemption, redesignation of IPQ may be appropriate. In some cases, however, other processors may
receive the benefits of redirected landings under an exemption. Redesignation of IPQ in that case might
be inappropriate. In addition, some IPQ holders may hold no PQS for the region where the exempted
shares were landed making redesignation impossible. These inequities and complexities suggest that other
means of compensation may more appropriate than share redesignation and led the Council to eliminate
such alternatives from consideration.

2.3 Existing conditions

This section describes the relevant existing conditions in the crab fisheries. The section begins with a
brief description of the management of the fisheries under the rationalization program, followed by
descriptions of the harvesting and processing sectors in the fisheries.
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2.3.1 Management of the fisheries

Nine Bering Sea and Aleutian Island crab fisheries are managed under the rationalization program.
Harvesting quota shares (QS) were created in each program fishery. QS are a revocable privilege that
allow the holder to harvest a specific percentage of the annual TAC in a program fishery. The annual
allocations, which are expressed in pounds, are referred to as individual fishing quota (IFQ). The size of
each annual IFQ allocation is based on the amount of QS held in relation to the QS pool in a program
fishery—a person holding one percent of the QS pool receives IFQ to harvest one percent of the annual
TAC in the fishery.

QS are designated as either catcher vessel QS or catcher processor QS, depending on whether the vessel
that created the privilege to the shares processed the qualifying harvests on board. Approximately 97
percent of the QS (referred to as “owner QS™) in each program fishery were initially allocated to license
holders based on their catch histories in the fishery. The remaining 3 percent of the QS (referred to as “C
shares” or “crew QS”) were initially allocated to captains based on their catch histories in the fishery.

Catcher vessel owner IFQ are issued in two classes, Class A IFQ and Class B IFQ. Class A IFQ are
issued for 90 percent of the catcher vessel owner IFQ in a program fishery. Crab harvested using these
IFQ must be delivered to a processor holding unused individual processing quota (IPQ). In addition, Class
A IFQ are subject to regional share designations, whereby harvests are required to be delivered within an
identified region. The delivery restrictions of Class A IFQ are intended to add stability to the processing
sector by protecting processor investment in program fisheries and to preserve the historic distribution of
landings and processing between regions. Since the only IFQ that are subject to regional landing
requirements are catcher vessel owner Class A IFQ, it is only those IFQ that are directly subject to this
action.

QS and IFQ are transferrable under the program, subject to limits on the amount of shares a person may
own or use. Transferability of shares among eligible purchasers of QS and IFQ may promote production
efficiency in the harvest sector and provides a means for compensated removal of excess harvesting
capacity in the program fisheries. In addition, transferability may be used to avoid overages, in the event a
harvester exceeds its available IFQ. The use of transfers to avoid overages could increase under a new
amendment adopted by the Council that allows transfers after delivery to remedy an overage.

Leasing of owner QS (or equivalently, the sale of owner IFQ) will be prohibited, except by cooperatives,
after the first five years of the program. Leasing is defined as the use of IFQ on a vessel in which the
owner of the underlying QS holds less than a 10 percent ownership interest and on which the underlying
QS holder is not present. The prohibition on leasing of QS (or sale of IFQ) by persons not in cooperatives
is intended to create an incentive for cooperative membership. The interim period in which leasing is not
constrained is intended to allow a period of adjustment during which harvesters can coordinate fishing
activities and build relationships necessary for cooperative membership.

In addition to harvest shares, the program also created processing quota shares (PQS), which are allocated
to processors and are analogous to the QS allocated to harvesters. PQS are a revocable privilege to receive
deliveries of a fixed percentage of the annual TAC from a program fishery. These annual allocations are
referred to as individual processing quota (IPQ). IPQ is issued for 90 percent of the owner IFQ pool,
corresponding to the 90 percent allocation of owner IFQ as Class A IFQ. As with owner QS and Class A
IFQ, PQS and IPQ are designated for processing in a region. These processing shares are intended to
protect processor investment in program fisheries and preserve regional interests in the fisheries. Since all
IPQ are subject to regional landing requirements, all IPQ are directly subject to this action. IPQ do not
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apply to the remaining 10 percent of the catcher vessel owner IFQ, corresponding to the catcher owner
IFQ allocated as Class B IFQ.

Processing shares are transferable, including leasing of PQS (or equivalently, the sale of IPQ) subject to
use caps. As with harvesting shares, transferability of processing shares is intended to promote efficiency
and facilitate compensated reduction of excess capacity. In addition, IPQ transfers may aid in the
coordination of deliveries from the fisheries. To provide a period of general stability for processors and
communities to adjust to the program a two-year ‘‘cooling off period’” was established during which
processing shares could not be relocated from the community where the historical processing occurred
that led to the allocation (the community of origin).®> In addition, a right of first refusal on certain
transfers of PQS and IPQ was granted to the CDQ group that represents the community of origin (if there
is one) or an entity designated by the community of origin (if the community is not represented by a CDQ
group) for communities with significant crab processing history. Exceptions to the right allow a company
to consolidate operations among several commonly owned plants to achieve intra-company efficiencies
and the temporary lease of shares outside of the community of origin.

A processing share cap prevents any person from holding or using in excess of 30 percent of the
outstanding processing shares in any program fishery. In general, all share holdings of an entity and any
custom processing by a plant owned by an entity is counted toward that entity’s cap. An exception that
would exempt custom processing in certain fisheries and regions from the plant owners share cap was
adopted recently. That exemption is intended to allow consolidation beyond the caps in fisheries and
regions that pose particular economic challenges to processors.* As with vertical integration caps,
processor share caps are applied using a threshold rule for determining whether the shares are held by a
processor and then the individual and collective rule for determining the extent of share ownership. Under
the threshold rule, any entity with 10 percent or more common ownership with a processor is considered
to be a part of that processor. Any direct holdings of those entities are fully credited to the processor’s
holdings. Indirect holdings of those entities are credited toward the processor’s cap in proportion to the
entities ownership. A “grandfather” provision exempted initial allocations of PQS in excess of the cap. In
the C. opilio fishery, in addition to the PQS ownership cap, no processor is permitted to use in excess of
60 percent of the IPQ issued in the North region.

Regional share designations

The allocation to regions is accomplished by regionally designating all Class A (delivery restricted) IFQ
and all corresponding IPQ. In most program fisheries, regionalized shares are either North or South, with
North shares designated for delivery in areas on the Bering Sea north of 56° 20" north latitude and South
shares designated for any other areas, including Kodiak and other areas on the Gulf of Alaska. In the
Western Aleutian Islands (Adak) golden king crab fishery, the designation is based on an east/west line to
accommodate a different distribution of activity in that fishery. Share designations are mostly based on

® The “cooling off’ limitation applied to most processing shares, but shares allocated based on processing history in
communities with minor amounts of crab were not subject to the provision. In addition, each processing share holder
was permitted to move small amounts of IPQ out of the ‘community of origin’ during the cooling off period to allow
for some coordination of landings and more complete use of Class A IFQ and IPQ allocations.

* The exemption would apply to custom processing in the North region of the C. opilio, Pribilof red and blue king
crab, the St. Matthew Island blue king crab, the Western Aleutian Islands red king crab, the Western Aleutian
Islands golden king crab, and the Eastern Aleutian Islands golden king crab fisheries. The exemption is limited to
processing that occurs in communities to protect community interests. Along with the exemption, a provision was
adopted that would limit the processing in any facility to 60 percent of the IPQ in the Western Aleutian Islands
golden king crab and Eastern Aleutian Islands golden king crab fisheries.
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the historic location of the landings and processing that gave rise to PQS allocations. So, share
distributions across regions differ by fishery, as shown in the following:

Bristol Bay red king crab — division at 56°20°N latitude
3 percent - North
97 percent - South
Bering Sea C. opilio — division at 56°20°N latitude
47 percent — North
53 percent - South
Eastern Bering Sea C. bairdi — none (or undesignated)
Western Bering Sea C. bairdi — none (or undesignated)
Pribilof red and blue king crab — division at 56°20°N latitude
68 percent - North
32 percent - South
St. Matthew Island blue king crab — division at 56°20’N latitude
78 percent - North
22 percent - South
Western Aleutian Islands red king crab — division at 56°20’N latitude
100 percent - South
Eastern Aleutian Islands golden king crab — division at 56°20°N latitude
100 percent - South
Western Aleutian Islands golden king crab — division at 174°W longitude
50 percent - Undesignated
50 percent - West

The arbitration system

Since delivery of Class A IFQ is permitted only to a holder of unused IPQ, an arbitration system is
included in the program to ai in the resolution of price disputes. The arbitration system serves several
important purposes in the program. It coordinates the matching of A share IFQ held by harvesters with
IPQ held by processors. For a 5-day period starting when IFQ and IPQ are issued, shares are matched
only by mutual agreement of share holders. After that period has expired, shares may be matched either
by agreement or by unilateral commitment of the IFQ holder. Although this share matching process may
aid in establishing commitments to deliver and receive A share IFQ landings, the terms of those
transactions may be disputed. The arbitration system defines a procedure intended to assist participants in
coming to reasonable terms for those deliveries. If the parties are unable to negotiate a settlement, an
arbitration process may be used to resolve those terms. The arbitration system can be used to resolve not
only price, but delivery time and location. To date, the arbitration system has not been used to settle
delivery time or location. Parties have resolved those issues outside of the arbitration process.

2.3.2 The harvest sector

This section of examines the distribution of interest and activities in the harvest sector under the program.
The section begins with a summary of share holdings, then describes harvest activities. The section
contains limited information concerning the Class B IFQ and C share QS and IFQ, since those shares are
not directly affected by this action.

Owner harvest share holdings
The distribution of owner share holdings varies across fisheries (see Table 1) Share holdings in the
Aleutian Islands fisheries, which have the least participants, are the most concentrated. In all fisheries, at
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least one share holder exceeds the individual use cap, as initial allocations above the cap were
grandfathered. In the Western Aleutian Island golden king crab and Western Aleutian Islands red king
crab fisheries the largest initial allocation was in excess of 4 times the share cap; in the Bristol Bay red
king crab, Bering Sea C. opilio, Bering Sea C. bairdi, Eastern Aleutian Islands golden king crab, and St.
Matthew Island blue king crab fisheries, the largest initial allocation was more than double the individual
use cap. Notwithstanding these large share holdings, the median share holding in all fisheries, except the
Eastern Aleutian Islands golden king crab fishery, is less than half the individual use cap. The regional
distribution of shares differed with landing patterns that arose from the geographic distribution of fishing
grounds and processing activities. In the Bering Sea C. opilio fishery, almost half of the catcher vessel
owner QS are designated for landing in the North region, while in excess of two-thirds of the catcher
vessel owner pool is designated for landing in the North region in both the St. Matthew Island blue king
crab and Pribilof red and blue king crab fisheries. CDQ groups, who are subject to separate higher share
holdings caps, are permitted to acquire shares over the cap level that applies to all other persons. In each
fishery, one of those groups has acquired shares beyond the individual cap applicable to persons other
than CDQ groups since the program was implemented.

Table 1 Current owner quota share holdings by region.

Share holdings by region Across regions
Fishery Region/Catcher Qs Percent of Mean Median  Maximum Qs Mean Median  Maximum
processor holders pool holding holding holding holders _ holding holding holding
North 32 2.4 0.1 0.0 0.2
Bristol Bay red king crab South 234 93.0 0.4 0.3 3.4 245 0.41 0.34 3.44
Catcher processor 12 4.5 0.4 0.3 1.0
North 202 42.7 0.2 0.2 1.2
Bering Sea C. opilio South 205 48.2 0.2 0.2 2.6 231 0.43 0.41 2.59
Catcher processor 13 9.1 0.7 0.7 2.2
. - Undesignated 234 93.3 0.4 0.3 2.6
Eastern Bering Sea C. bairdi Catcher processor 13 67 05 05 11 244 0.41 0.31 291
. P Undesignated 234 93.3 0.4 0.3 2.7
Western Bering Sea C. bairdi Catcher processor 13 67 05 05 11 244 0.41 0.31 2.91
. . South 13 95.2 7.3 6.6 20.4
Eastern Aleutian Island golden king crab Catcher processor 2 48 24 24 a1 15 6.67 5.97 20.35
Undesignated 13 26.9 21 1.0 11.0
Western Aleutian Island golden king crab West 9 26.9 3.0 1.3 135 16 6.25 1.74 45.73
Catcher processor 3 46.2 15.4 0.5 45.7
. . South 32 61.0 1.9 0.5 13.5
Western Aleutian Island red king crab Catcher processor 2 39.0 195 195 378 33 3.03 0.62 45.16
North 121 76.7 0.6 0.6 3.4
St. Matthew Island blue king crab South 84 21.3 0.3 0.1 2.2 136 0.74 0.62 4.45
Catcher processor 5 2.0 0.4 0.3 0.9
North 85 67.1 0.8 0.5 3.1
Pribilof red and blue king crab South 76 32.4 0.4 0.3 2.8 113 0.88 0.52 3.42
Catcher processor 1 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5

Source: NMFS Restricted Access Management IFQ database, crab fishing year 2007-2008.
Note: These share holdings data are publicly available and non-confidential.

Ninety percent of annual owner IFQ allocations are issued as Class A IFQ. In fisheries that are subject to
the program’s regionalization component, these IFQ are subject to regional landing requirements. The
amount of IFQ that are subject to regional landing requirements is determined based on the TAC (see
Table 2). Regional landing requirements are split almost equally between North and South in the Bering
Sea C. opilio fishery. As a result, approximately 20 million pounds of each have been subject to North or
South regional landing requirements in each of the last two years. In the Bristol Bay red king crab fishery,
most of the IFQ subject to regional landing requirements are required to be landed in the South region,
with fewer than 1 million pounds required to be landed in the South region. In the Western Aleutian
Islands golden king crab fishery approximately 600,000 pounds have been required to be landed in the
West region each year of the program.
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Table 2 IFQ subject to regional landing requirements (2005-2006 through 2008-2009).

Fishery Region Season
2005-2006 2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009
Bristol Bay red king crab North 348,759 294,205 388,006 387,853
South 13,427,878 11,293,616 14,893,400 14,886,834
Bering Sea C. opilio North 12,428,159 12,137,450 21,073,807 19,382,290
South 14,117,399 13,799,709 23,957,111 22,250,814
Eastern Aleutian Islands golden king crab South 2,243,081 2,245,212 2,243,082 2,355,261
Western Aleutian Islands golden king crab West 570,932 570,932 570,932 599,474

Source: NMFS RAM IFQ data.

Vessel participation and harvest activity

This section reviews harvest sector IFQ use and participation in the fisheries in the first three years of the
program. The section begins with a brief discussion of participation levels before and after
implementation of the program and the overall harvest of IFQ. The section goes on to discuss cooperative
fishing and leasing, to the extent that those practices are known. The section concludes with a discussion
of vessel operations and the distribution of catch among the participating fleet.

Examining data from the first three years of the program show a substantial reduction in the fleets in all
fisheries (see Table 3). The figures reveal initial precipitous declines that, as expected, gradually slowed
over time. Prior to the implementation of the rationalization program, between 167 and 251 vessels
participated annually in each of the two largest fisheries, the Bristol Bay red king crab and Bering Sea C.
opilio fisheries. In the Bristol Bay red king crab fishery, the fleet contracted to less than one-third its pre-
rationalization size. In the Bering Sea C. opilio fishery the fleet contracted to levels similar to those in the
Bristol Bay red king crab fishery, but the contraction was of smaller magnitude because this fleet had
contracted to some degree prior to implementation of the program, as GHLSs in the fishery were at historic
lows in the years preceding the program. The table shows that catcher processor participation in the
Bristol Bay red king crab and Bering Sea C. opilio fisheries dropped slightly less than participation of
catcher vessels. Substantial fleet consolidation also occurred in the smaller Aleutian Islands golden king
crab fisheries, while the Bering Sea C. bairdi fisheries were reopened under the program after being
closed for nearly a decade.

Fleet consolidation in the program fisheries was the result of owners and operators making business
decisions to idle boats in order to remove excess capacity from the fisheries. Leasing of quota, and the
accompanying retirement or sidelining of excess capital, ha