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Executive Summary

Introduction (Section 1)

At its June 2001 meeting, the North Pacific Fishery Management Council (Council) adopted a suite of
alternatives, elements, and options for analysis of a rationalization program for the Bering Sea and Aleutian
Islands (BSAI) crab fisheries. After a status reports and reviewing draft analyses at its December 2001,
February 2002, and April 2002 meeting, the Council defined most provisions of a preferred alternative for
the proposed rationalization of the BSAI crab fisheries at its June 2002 Council meeting. At its October 2002,
December 2002, February 2003, and April 2003 meetings, the Council completed the identification of a
preferred alternative, a “three-pie voluntary cooperative” program.'

The proposed action would develop a rationalization program to manage the BSAI crab fisheries. A change
in management from the current License Limitation Program (LLP) may be necessary to alleviate problems
of resource conservation, bycatch and handling mortality, excessive harvesting capacity, lack of economic
stability, and safety that have arisen under the race to fish. The current LLP management program and its
predecessor, the vessel moratorium, may have limited the exacerbation of these problems. Despite these limits
on entry, problems with excess capacity, lack of economic stability, and safety persist.

This analysis considers three overriding alternative management structures for the BSAI crab fisheries; status
quo (or continued management under the LLP), an Individual Fishing Quota (IFQ) program, and a
cooperative program. The IFQ program alternative includes options defining either a one-pie, harvester only
IFQ program or a two-pie program, which would include both harvester shares and processor shares. Two
cooperative program alternatives are analyzed. The Voluntary Cooperative alternative is a program that would
allocate shares to harvesters and processors and allow each harvester to join a cooperative, with one or more
other harvesters, associated with one or more processors. The Plurality Assignment Cooperative alternative
is a program that would allow each harvester to join a cooperative associated with the processor that it
delivered the most crab to during a specified qualifying period. Harvesters that join a cooperative would
receive an allocation based on qualifying catch history. Harvesters that elect not to join a cooperative would
be limited to participating in an open access fishery. This program alternative includes several different
options that would protect processor interests to varying degrees and that would define terms of permissible
movement between cooperatives. The analysis examines several different aspects of the proposed programs
and their impacts on the fisheries.

Background (Section 2)
As a foundation for the analysis of alternatives, this section provides extensive background that describes the

current conditions in the different fisheries under consideration for rationalization. The section includes
subsections describing the affected environment, fishery biology, fishery management, the harvesting sector,

! The structure of this analysis and the alternatives analyzed in this document differ from those of the Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) because preliminary drafts of this analysis were used to narrow alternatives for EIS analysis. The
plurality cooperative analyzed in this document is of similar structure to the cooperative alternative analyzed in the EIS.
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the processing sector, community and social impacts, ex- vessel prices, and various market and economic
conditions. Table E1 shows the maximum Guideline Harvest Levels (GHL), the minimum GHL, and closure
years (if any) for the fisheries under consideration for rationalization.

Table E1: Maximum and Minimum GHLs for various crab fisheries and years the fishery was
closed
Maximum GHLC Minimum GHL Closures
Fishery (millions of pounds) (millions of pounds) (Years/Season)
Bering Sea Snow Crab (C. opilio) 333(1992) 25.3(2001) None
Bristol Bay Red King Crab 18 (1991) 5 (1996) 1994, 1995
Bering Sea Tanner (C. bairdi) 39.2 (1991/92) 2.2 (1996) 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001
Pribilof Islands Red King Crab 3.4 (1993) 1.25%(1998) 1991/92 & 1999, 2000, 2001
. 1991/92, 1993,1994, 1999, 2000,
Pribilof Islands Blue King Crab 2,57 (1995) 1.25%(1998) 2001
St. Matthew Blue King Crab 5 (1997) 2.4 (1995) 1999, 2000, 2001
Western Aleutian Islands (Dutch Harbor) 32 30
Golden (Brown) King Crab (1996, 1997, 1998) (1998, 1999, 2000, 2001) None
Eastern Aleutian Islands (Adak) Golden 27
(Brown) King Crab (1996, 1997, 1998) None
Eastern Aleutian Islands (Adak) Red 1996/97, 1997/98, 1999/2000, &
King Crab 2000/2001
®Combined red and blue king crab.

Table E2 reports the weighted average annual ex-vessel price of the various crab fisheries under
consideration. These data were derived from Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) fishtickets.
The data in the report generally show that the mid-1990's were strong years for ex-vessel prices. Ex-vessel
prices also increased in 1999 and 2000 (relative to the 1997 and 1998), except in the Bristol Bay red king crab
fishery.

Table E2: Weighted average annual ex-vessel prices from ADF&G fishtickets (prices have not
been adjusted for inflation)

Year (Fishing WAl golden Adak Bristol Bay BS BS EAl golden Pribilof blue Pribilof St. Matthew
Season) king' red’ red king® C. opilio® ___C. bairdi* __king crab? king® red king® blue king®
1998-1999 $2.04 closed $ 6.26 $ 0.56 closed $1.87 $2.34 $2.39 $1.87
1999-2000 $3.14 closed $ 4.81 $0.88 closed $3.22 closed closed closed
2000-2001 $3.15 closed $4.14 $1.85 closed $ 3.50 closed closed closed

1) Fishing seasons span two years

2) The fishing seasons that took place in one calendar year are identified by the first year listed in the year column.
BS - Bering Sea

WAI - Western Aleutian Islands

EAI - Eastern Aleutian Islands

Table E3 is a summary of the first wholesale prices derived from Commercial Operator Annual Report data.
These prices were calculated by dividing the total first wholesale value reported by the processor by the total
pounds of the product form produced.
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Table E3: First Wholesale Crab Price per pound by Species and Product Form, 1991-2000 (prices
have not been adjusted for inflation)

Species Product 1998 1999 2000

Red King Crab Shellfish Sections $ 5.52 $11.25 $ 9.1
Whole $ 3.83 $10.69 $ 7.74

Blue King Crab Shellfish Sections $4.80 Conf. Conf.

Golden King Crab Shellfish Sections $ 4.24 $ 6.90 $ 7.22
Whole $ 490 $ 3.79 $ 4.60

C. bairdi Shellfish Sections $ 4.81 $ 4.23 $ 5.83
Whole $ 2.95 $ 3.71 $ 3.33

C. opilio Shellfish Sections $ 2.03 $ 292 $ 4.16
Whole $ 2.05 $ 1.06

Source: Commercial Operator’'s Annual Reports (1998-2000)

Analysis of the Alternatives (Section 3)

Section 3 presents the analysis of the alternatives. The section begins with a brief discussion of the status
quo, which draws from the extensive background analysis in Section 2.

Biology, Management, Environmental, and Safety Implications of Rationalization (Section 3.2)

This section presents an analysis of the biological, management, environmental, and safety impacts of
rationalization of the BSAI crab fisheries. This section examines the appropriateness of the different fisheries
forrationalization, potential changes in deadloss, size limits, incidental catch, seasons, pot limits, the potential
impacts of overlapping seasons of different species, and the effects of rationalization on rebuilding programs.
The section also examines the environmental factors, including the impacts of rationalization on endangered
species and marine mammals. The section concludes with discussions of the division of management
authority between State and federal managers, and the impacts of rationalization on safety in the fishery. The
analysis in this section was provided to Council staff by representatives of ADF&G and the National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS).

The analysis suggests that the Bering Sea C. opilio, Bristol Bay red king crab, Bering Sea C. bairdi, Pribilof
blue king crab, Pribilof red king crab, St. Matthew blue king crab, and the two Aleutian Islands golden king
crab be included in the rationalization program. The Aleutian Islands red king crab, the Aleutian Islands C.
bairdi, the Pribilof golden king crab, and Bering Sea Tanneri fisheries are suggested for exclusion from
rationalization.

Rationalization should have environmentally-friendly impacts on the crab stocks and their habitat as long as
concerns over highgrading and ghost fishing from lost pots do not evolve. Managers are concerned that
highgrading may occur when the time pressures are removed from the fishery. Fishermen will be more likely
to keep only the highest valued catch, since any catch landed will be counted against their quota. Therefore,
keeping second quality crab (especially when there are large differences in ex-vessel price) might not
maximize profits. Under the current low GHLs and race-for-fish management system all marketable crab are
currently being retained. The State of Alaska feels that new regulations will likely need to be developed to
protect the biological integrity of the stock. They also indicate that onboard observer coverage and dockside
sampling are needed to determine if changes in fishery selectivity occur and, if so, the mechanisms that cause
those changes. Pot limits may be relaxed in a rationalized fishery. For pot limits to be changed the Board of
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Fish (BOF) would need to be petitioned, or a proposal would need to be submitted to the BOF requesting that
pot limits be modified.

Seasons for the different species proposed for inclusion in the rationalization program are considered. The
primary biological objective in scheduling seasons is avoidance of periods of crab mating and molting, to the
extent possible. Table E4 shows the molting and mating seasons for the different species being considered
for rationalization. The analysis also considers the use of concurrent seasons for species included in the
rationalization program. A potential advantage of multispecies fisheries may be a decrease in mortality of
discards. As crab fishing seasons are lengthened the possibility of gear conflicts with trawl and longline
vessels increase. Those conflicts would need to be monitored to ensure that they were not increasing to an
unacceptable level.

Table E4: Bering Sea Crab Fishery Molting/mating time periods as determined by the Crab Plan
Team in September 2001

Species Molting/mating time period
C. opilio May 15 to July 31
C. bairdi April 1 to July 31
blue king crab February 1 to July 31
red king crab January 15 to June 30
red king crab (Norton Sound) September 15 to October 31
golden king crab January 1 to December 31

The analysis also supports provisions which would create no allowance for overages or underages on the
principle that overages and underages should be fully avoidable in a rationalized fishery. The analysis also
supports full accounting of deadloss. The analysis suggests that the slower pace of a rationalized fishery will
improve sorting of crab by gear, thereby decreasing handling mortality and deadloss.

The analysis provides that the rationalized fisheries would need to be managed with Total Allowable Catch
(TACs) instead of the current GHL management. TAC management would provide certainty of allocations
necessary to realize the full benefits of rationalization. The allocation of a minor open access fishery, as
proposed in the Plurality Assignment cooperative program alternative, could also be problematic for managers
that are required to monitor a small GHL in an open access fishery. The more precise management under a
TAC (without provision for overages) could also aid rebuilding efforts in the fisheries, assuming adequate
observer monitoring.

Monitoring participants in a rationalized fishery would be challenging due, in part, to the extended seasons.
The analysis supports the use of Vessel Monitoring Systems (VMS). VMS would not only improve
monitoring activities of participants but also would improve data collection and vessel safety. ADF&G has
suggested that the costs of this system could be borne by either participants in the fisheries or the federal
government. Additional monitoring of landings may also be required. Observer requirements and the
disbursement of costs of those requirements will also need to be assessed in a rationalized fishery.
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The analysis assesses the need to maintain a minimum fleet size to ensure that harvests reach an optimum
level. Caps on ownership could be used to ensure that fleets are maintained at a size necessary to maintain
harvests in the event excessive stocks require additional harvesting power.

The section includes a discussion of the interaction of State and federal management and monitoring of the
fisheries. Limitations of deferral of management authority by the federal government may require that NMFS
assume responsibility for allocations of quota in the fisheries. Setting of TACs (or GHLs), regulating fishing
activity, and collecting harvest date for monitoring harvest limits and enforcement of regulations are currently
conducted by the State and could, for the most part, continue to be subject to State management in a
rationalized fishery. Further detail on the joint management of the fisheries is provided in this section.

The section also presents an analysis of the environmental impacts of rationalization. Potential changes in
stewardship and biological conservation, and the effects of rationalization on habitat are discussed. The
section also examines the effects of rationalization on endangered species. A history of crab Fishery
Management Plan (FMP) consultations is presented, as well as a discussion of the implications of the Marine
Mammal Protection Act.

The section concludes with a discussion of the potential implications of rationalization on safety in the
fisheries.

The Allocation of Harvest Shares (Section 3.3)

This section of the analysis examines the different alternatives for allocating harvest shares. The analysis
examines the rules that define eligibility to receive an initial allocation and the calculation of those
allocations. Both proposed options would base eligibility on whether a vessel has met the requirements for
an LLP license. Table ES shows the number of endorsed LLP licenses in the fisheries and the estimated
number of vessels that would qualify for a crab endorsed LLP license and hence an initial allocation in each
fishery being considered for rationalization.

Table E5: LLP licenses and the Estimated Number of Vessels that Qualify for LLP licenses
endorsed for BSAI Crab Fisheries

Fishery Number of Permanent Number of Estimated Number of

LLP Licenses Interim LLP Vessels Eligible for an
Licenses Allocation

WAI (Adak) Golden King Crab 27 14 23

WAI (Adak) Red King Crab 24 22 28

Bristol Bay Red King Crab 260 89 266

Bering Sea C. Opilio 260 93 256

Bering Sea C. Bairdi 260 93 266

EAI (Dutch Harbor) Golden King Crab 27 14 20

Pribilof Blue King Crab 110 48 84

Pribilof Red King Crab 110 48 122

St Matthew Blue King Crab 154 59 180

Source: NMFS Alaska Region RAM Office and State of Alaska ADF&G Fish ticket files.
WA - Western Aleutian Islands
EAIl - Eastern Aleutian Islands
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The sum of permanent and interim licenses is the maximum number of vessels that could qualify. The
“estimated number of vessels eligible for an allocation” is the minimum number that would qualify, as that
does not include vessels that rely on Amendment 10 exemptions for qualification, which define limited
exemptions and circumstances when activities from multiple vessels may be combined to meet the
qualification criteria. The consistency of the different allocation options with the current LLP management
is discussed. The section also includes quantitative analysis of the allocations under the different qualifying
year options for each fishery. The analysis shows that the allocations in the Bering Sea C. opilio, Bristol Bay
red king crab, Bering Sea C. bairdi, Pribilof blue king crab, St. Matthew blue king crab, and Western Aleutian
Islands (Adak) red king crab are very similar under all of the qualifying year options. In the Pribilof red king
crab fishery, the allocation to the leading four vessels varies somewhat under the different options. In the two
Aleutian Islands golden king crab fisheries (particularly in the Western subdistrict), the allocations under the
various options show greater variation. Graphical representations of the allocations and descriptive statistics
appear in the section. Graphs included in this section show groupings of four vessels to protect confidential
data. The same vessels are not always in the same groups for the different allocation options. The portion
of the total allocation to catcher/processors in each fishery under each option is also shown.

The IFQ Program Elements (Section 3.4)

This section analyzes the options for development of an IFQ program. The section includes analyses of the
various measures that define the rights to own, purchase, and use harvest shares in the different fisheries. The
section includes an analysis of the two-pie IFQ alternative, including the initial allocation, transfer rights,
ownership and use caps on processor shares, and limits on vertical integration.

Harvest Shares

The analysis examines use and ownership caps on harvest shares in the different fisheries at the initial
allocation. These caps are intended to limit consolidation of harvest shares, in part, to ensure competition in
the harvest sector. This analysis is limited by the poor availability of vessel and LLP license ownership
information. Based on available data, no person would exceed a 5 percent ownership cap in the Bering Sea
C. opilio, Bristol Bay red king crab, Bering Sea C. bairdi, or St. Matthew blue king crab fisheries. Four
persons would exceed the 5 percent cap in the Pribilof blue king crab fishery. Data concerning the number
of persons exceeding an 8 percent or 5 percent cap in the Pribilof red king crab fishery cannot be disclosed
because of confidentiality restrictions. Several persons would exceed a 1 percent cap in all of these fisheries.
In the Western Aleutian Islands golden king crab fishery, the number of persons exceeding a 40 percent, 20
percent, or 10 percent cap cannot be shown because of confidentiality restrictions . In the Eastern Aleutian
Islands golden king crab fishery, no person would exceed the 40 percent cap. The number of persons
exceeding the 20 percent cap in this fishery cannot be disclosed because of confidentiality restrictions. If the
allocation in Aleutian Islands golden king crab fisheries is based on the combined participation in both areas,
no person would exceed the 40 percent cap, and the number of persons exceeding the 20 percent cap cannot
be disclosed

Processing Shares

A complete analysis of the two-pie IFQ program is also contained in this section. Program elements including
the initial allocation of shares, transfer rights, and ownership and use caps are examined. Two options for
allocating processing privileges to catcher/processors are proposed. Under the first, catcher/processors would
be allocated processing shares in the same manner as those shares are allocated to other processors.
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Alternatively, catcher/processors could be allocated a “catcher/processor share” that includes both harvest
and processing privileges.

Analysis of the option under which catcher/processors are allocated processing shares

If catcher/processors are allocated processing shares, in the Bering Sea C. opilio, the Bristol Bay red king
crab, and the Bering Sea C. bairdi fisheries slightly more than 30 processors (including catcher/processors)
will receive an allocation. The leading four processors would receive an average allocation of between 12 and
14 percent, depending on which qualifying year option is selected. The average allocation would be less than
5 percent and the median? allocation would be approximately 1 percent or less. In the Pribilof red king crab,
Pribilof blue king crab, and St. Matthew blue king crab fisheries approximately 15 processors would receive
allocations. The leading four processors would receive on average less than 20 percent of the total allocation.
The median allocation would be less than 5 percent. In the two Aleutian Islands golden king crab fisheries,
between 8 and 13 processors would receive an initial allocation. The four largest processor allocations would
be between 20 and 25 percent of the total allocation. In the Eastern Aleutian Islands fishery, the median
allocation would be between approximately 4 and 8 percent of the total allocation. In the Western Aleutian
Islands fishery, the median allocation would be less than one percent.

In the Bering Sea C. opilio, Bristol Bay red king crab, and the Bering Sea C. bairdi fisheries 10 or 11
catcher/processors would receive processing allocations that collectively account for between 7 and 8 percent
of the allocations in these fisheries. In the St. Matthew blue king crab and the Eastern Aleutian Islands and
Western Aleutian Islands golden king crab fisheries 2 or 3 catcher/processors would receive an allocation of
processing shares.’ In the Pribilof king crab fisheries, no catcher/processors would receive a processing
allocation.

Ownership and use caps on processor shares are analyzed based on the initial allocations. These caps are
intended to limit consolidation of processing shares. The analysis is limited because of confidentiality
restrictions on the disclosure of data. The analysis shows that, with the exception of the Western Aleutian
Islands (Adak) golden king crab fishery, no processors would exceed a 50 percent cap based on the initial
allocation. In the Bering Sea C. opilio, the Bristol Bay red king crab, the Bering Sea C. bairdi, the Pribilof
red king crab, and the Pribilof blue king crab fisheries, no processors would exceed a 30 percent cap.

The section also examines vertical integration in the crab fisheries by analyzing the allocation of harvest
shares to persons affiliated with processors (including catcher/processors). The Council has proposed limiting
processor ownership of harvest shares to 8, 5, or 1 percent of the total allocation of harvest shares to restrict
vertical integration in the fisheries.* In the Bering Sea C. opilio, the Bristol Bay red king crab, and the Bering
Sea C. bairdi fisheries in excess of 40 vessels affiliated with processors (including independently owned
catcher/processors) would receive an allocation. Under almost all of the initial allocation options between 4
and 5 processors would exceed a 1 percent cap on harvest share ownership in these fisheries. No processors

? The median allocation is the allocation at the midpoint of the distribution, for which half of the allocations would be
larger and half of the allocations would be smaller.

3 These allocations cannot be disclosed because of confidentiality restrictions.

* Common ownership is defined as having 10 percent common ownership of a vessel and a processor.

APPENDIX 1 —REGULATORY IMPACT REVIEW 7 AUGUST 2004



would exceed a 5 percent cap in the Bering Sea C. opilio or the Bering Sea C. bairdi fisheries. In the Aleutian
Islands golden king crab fisheries, between 1 and 4 processors would receive harvest share allocations
depending on the allocation option selected. In the Western subdistrict, the number of processors exceeding
any caps cannot be shown because of confidentiality restrictions. In the Eastern subdistrict, no processors
would exceed either an 8 or 5 percent cap. Under the option that would determine the allocation based on
combined harvests in the two subdistricts, the number of processors exceeding any caps cannot be shown
because of confidentiality restrictions. In the Pribilof red king crab and Pribilof blue king crab fisheries,
between 4 and 6 processors would receive an allocation of harvest shares. In the Pribilof red king crab fishery,
no processors would exceed an 8 percent cap. No further information on the caps can be disclosed for this
fishery. In the St. Matthew blue king crab fishery, 11 processors would receive an allocation of harvest shares.
No processors would exceed either an 8 or 5 percent cap in this fishery. The number of processors exceeding
the 1 percent cap cannot be disclosed. In the Western Aleutian Islands red king crab fishery, three processors
would receive an initial allocation of harvest shares. No information concerning the number of processors
exceeding the proposed share caps can be disclosed for this fishery.

Analysis of the option under which catcher/processors are allocated catcher/processor shares

If catcher/processors are allocated catcher/processor shares, in the Bering Sea C. opilio, the Bristol Bay red
king crab, and the Bering Sea C. bairdi fisheries, between 19 and 26 processors would receive an allocation
in each fishery. The leading four processors would receive an average allocation of between 14 and 16
percent of the total processing allocation, depending on which qualifying year option is selected. The average
allocation would be less than 6 percent and the median® allocation would be less than 3 percent. In the Pribilof
red king crab, Pribilof blue king crab, and St. Matthew blue king crab fisheries approximately 15 processors
would receive allocations. The leading four processors would receive, on average, less than 20 percent of the
total allocation. The median allocation would be less than 5 percent. In the two Aleutian Islands golden king
crab fisheries, between 6 and 11 processors would receive an initial allocation. For those options which
information can be disclosed, the four largest processor allocations combined would be between 20 and 25
percent of the total allocation. In the Eastern Aleutian Islands fishery, the median allocation would be
between approximately 4 and 10 percent of the total allocation. In the Western Aleutian Islands fishery, the
median allocation would be less than one percent.

In the Bering Sea C. opilio, Bristol Bay red king crab, and the Bering Sea C. bairdi fisheries between 9 and
11 catcher/processors would receive catcher/processor share allocations. In the St. Matthew blue king crab
fishery 5 catcher/processors would receive catcher/processor share allocations. In the Eastern Aleutian Islands
golden king crab fishery 0 or 1 catcher/processor would receive catcher processor shares. In the Western
Aleutian Islands golden king crab fisheries and under the allocation option that would combine the Aleutian
Islands golden king crab fisheries 1 or 2 catcher/processors would receive catcher processor shares. In the
Western Aleutian Islands red king crab fishery 1 catcher/processor would receive catcher processor shares.
In the Pribilof king crab fisheries, 0, 1, or 2 catcher/processors would receive catcherprocessor shares
depending on the qualifying year option selected.

Ownership and use caps on processor shares are analyzed based on the initial allocations. The analysis is
limited because of confidentiality restrictions on the disclosure of data. The analysis shows that with the

> The median allocation is the allocation at the midpoint of the distribution, for which half of the allocations would be
larger and half of the allocations would be smaller.
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exception of the Western Aleutian [slands (Adak) golden king crab fishery, no processors would exceed a
50 percent cap based on the initial allocation. In the Bering Sea C. opilio, the Bristol Bay red king crab, the
Bering Sea C. bairdi, the Pribilof red king crab, and the Pribilof blue king crab fisheries, no processors would
exceed a 30 percent cap.

The section also examines vertical integration in the crab fisheries by analyzing the allocation of harvest
shares to persons affiliated with processors (excluding catcher/processors). In the Bering Sea C. opilio, the
Bristol Bay red king crab, and the Bering Sea C. bairdi fisheries between 25 and 35 vessels affiliated with
processors (excluding independently owned catcher/processors) would receive an allocation. Under all of the
initial allocation options, 4 or fewer processors would exceed a 1 percent cap on harvest share ownership in
these fisheries. No processors would exceed a 5 percent cap in the Bering Sea C. opilio or the Bering Sea C.
bairdi fisheries. In the Aleutian Islands golden king crab fisheries, 1 or 2 processors would receive harvest
share allocations, depending on the allocation option selected. In neither subdistrict under the option that
would allocate shares on combined harvests in the two districts would any processors exceed either an 8§ or
5 percent cap. The number of processors exceeding a 1 percent cap cannot be shown because of
confidentiality restrictions. Under some of the qualifying year options, no processors would exceed the 1
percent cap. In the Pribilof red king crab, Pribilof blue king crab, and St. Matthew blue king crab fisheries,
3 or 4 processors would receive an allocation of harvest shares. In the Pribilof red king crab fishery, no
processors would exceed an 8 percent cap. In the St. Matthew blue king crab fishery, no processors would
exceed a 5 percent cap. No further information on the caps can be disclosed for these fisheries. In the Western
Aleutian Islands red king crab fishery, 1 processor would receive an initial allocation of harvest shares. No
further information concerning the proposed share caps can be disclosed for this fishery.

Cooperative Program Alternatives (Section 3.5)

This section examines the cooperative program alternatives advanced in the Council motion. The section
begins with a brief discussion of the cooperative alternatives that the Council has considered, but excluded
from analysis. These cooperative program options were deemed unsuitable for the crab fisheries. These
options would potentially distort allocations from the historical participation, providing limited share
protection to both harvesters and processors.

More importantly, the section examines the Voluntary Cooperative program and Plurality Assignment
Cooperative program currently under consideration. The Voluntary Cooperative program would allocate
harvest and processing shares similar to those under the IFQ program alternatives. The program would permit
harvest shareholders to form cooperatives associated with one or more processors holding a processing
allocation. The program is intended to provide maximum flexibility, allowing the development of cooperative
arrangements between participants that see an advantage to creating those arrangements. These agreements
could help to ensure that more of each person’s allocation is harvested. This could be accomplished through
pooling remaining shares, say, at the end of a season, so one vessel from the cooperative could be sent out
to “mop-up” the remaining quota. This has been successfully done in the BSAI pollock cooperatives. There
the percentage of the TAC being left unharvested each year is very low, relative to the halibut and sablefish
IFQ programs, which does not employ cooperatives.

Under the Voluntary Cooperative program share allocations would be made to both harvesters and processors
regardless of whether cooperative agreements are entered into. Because of this allocation system there would
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be no “open access” fishery. Persons that do not elect to join a cooperative would still receive a protected
allocation.

The second cooperative program (the Plurality Assignment Cooperative program) would permit each
harvester to enter a single cooperative associated with the processor to which he/she delivered the most
pounds of crab during the qualifying period. Allocations are made to each cooperative, based on the catch
history of its members. Allocations earned by harvesters that do not join a cooperative are made to an open
access fishery that is fished competitively by harvesters that do not join cooperatives. Because of the
eligibility rules and a requirement that a cooperative have at least two members, over half of the processors
that received deliveries from the crab fisheries during the qualifying period (but were not the recipient of the
most catch from at least two harvesters) would not be able to associate with a cooperative in the first year of
the program. Also, under a 1994-99 qualifying period, five vessels would not be eligible to join a cooperative
because they were the only vessel qualified to form a cooperative with their primary processor. These vessels
would be required to participate in an open access fishery the first year of the program. Each year, participants
in the open access fishery would become eligible to join a cooperative associated with the processor to which
it delivered the most crab in the open access year.

The all-or-nothing allocation of catch history to processors under this alternative could result in disparities
between processing history and processor allocations. Historical data show that many catcher vessels made
deliveries to multiple processors over the qualifying period. For example, in the Bristol Bay red king crab
fishery for the open seasons from 1993-1999, a total of 255 vessels had qualifying landings. Only 163 (or
about 64 percent) of the vessels delivered at least 50 percent of their catch to the same processor. Under the
Plurality Assignment Cooperative all the catch would be assigned for delivery to a single processor. To
lessen the impact of requiring all of the catch to be assigned to a specific processor, alternatives are included
that would require a cooperative to deliver a set percentage (as low as 10 percent) of its allocation to its
associated processor. Members of the catcher vessel sector have indicated that requiring only 80 percent of
the catch to be delivered to the cooperative’s processor would benefit harvesters, in terms of bargaining power
and maintaining traditional markets, much more than requiring a 90 percent delivery rate. Processors on the
other hand feel that as the percentage decreases from 100 percent they tend to be in a much weaker position
to negotiate prices and make long term plans for their operations.

This program is difficult to characterize because several options have been proposed with vary degrees of
connection between harvesters in a cooperative and the associated processor. The most stringent option would
require delivery of all or most of a cooperative’s allocation to an associated processor. The most lenient
option would not require any deliveries to the associated processor. Similarly, the program has options
defining the ability of harvesters to move between cooperatives. These range from unrestricted movement,
subject only to the approval of the cooperative to which the harvester is moving, to options that require a year
in the open access fishery.

The alternatives for allocation of shares to vessels under the cooperative program are the same as under the
IFQ alternatives. Therefore, the discussion of quota allocations is only covered in the section on IFQ
allocations.
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Regionalization and Community Protections (Section 3.6)

This section examines the two alternatives that would establish a regionalization program and several
community protections. Regionalization of the fisheries is intended to protect community interests. The first
alternative would divide the fishery into north and south regions, creating a requirement that landings and
processing activity be distributed between the regions in accordance with historic participation patterns.
Estimates of the distribution of shares under the alternatives are provided. North allocations in the Pribilof
red king crab and Pribilof blue king crab, and St. Matthew blue king crab fisheries exceed 50 percent of the
fishery. The allocations, however, vary by approximately 10 percent in the Pribilof blue king crab fishery and
by more than 5 percent in the Pribilof red king crab fishery depending on whether the allocation is made
under the years designated for allocating regional shares or the years designated for determining processor
allocations. The significance of this difference is that use of different years for determining regional
allocations and processor allocations could result in some processors being allocated shares for use in aregion
in which they have no processing history or facilities. In the Bering Sea C. opilio fishery the allocation to the
north would be approximately 40 percent of the fishery. In the Bering Sea C. bairdi fishery the north
allocation would be less than 5 percent under the only applicable regionalization option. Allocation of shares
under the processor allocation option would allocate more than 20 percent to the north, because this allocation
would be based on activity in the C. opilio fishery. In the Bristol Bay red king crab fishery, the allocation to
the north would be less than 10 percent under any of the regionalization and processor allocation options. In
the Aleutian Islands golden king crab fisheries, the north would receive no allocation.

The second regionalization alternative would create a link between processing activity and communities in
which processing historically occurred. Under this option, processing would be permitted to relocate from
a community only with permission of the community. In this draft, analysis of this option is strictly
qualitative. The allocation of shares to communities has the potential to impose hardships on both harvesters
and processors, while failing to allocate community shares may impose hardships on small, remote fishery
dependent communities. Determining the appropriateness of this option requires balancing these potential
hardships. Small allocations could burden processors by requiring that they either run processing facilities
with small processing allocations or forgo processing a portion of their allocation. In addition, coordinating
deliveries of crab to communities to exactly match the community allocation could be very challenging.
Inability to reach an exact match could result in a portion of the GHL (or TAC) going unprocessed (and
unharvested).

The analysis also assesses several different community protection measures. A two-year "cooling off period"
during which processing shares cannot be relocated from the community where the historical processing
occurred is analyzed. Under this provision, all processing shares will bear a community designation, which
will require processing of the share in the designated community for the first two years of the program. The
"cooling off period" would be intended to provide a period of general stability for processors and
communities to adjust to the program. At the beginning of share-based management, trading of shares could
lead to rapid consolidation in the processing sector, as some processors may choose to exit the fisheries. The
"cooling off period" requirement is intended to provide each historic processing community with an added
opportunity to entice processors to maintain facilities in the community under the new management structure.

A right of first refusal that would be granted to community groups and Community Development Quota
(CDQ) groups from communities with significant crab processing history on the sale of any processing shares
for use outside of the community is also analyzed. The provision is intended to provide community and CDQ
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groups with a right to intervene on behalf of their communities, if a local processor intends to sell its
processing interests outside the community. An exception to the right would allow a company to consolidate
operations among several commonly owned plants to achieve intra-company efficiencies. In addition,
companies could lease shares for use outside of a community subject to limits. Use of more than 20 percent
of a person's Individual Processor Quota (IPQ) holdings outside of a community for more than 3 of 5 years
would trigger the community right of first refusal. To exercise a right of first refusal a community group
would be required to meet all of the terms and conditions of the underlying transaction. The right of first
refusal would be established by a contract to be entered into by the processor receiving the allocation of
Processor Quota Shares (PQS) and the community group. The processor would be required to enter the
contract to receive the initial allocation of shares by NOAA Fisheries. To receive the right, a community
would need to designate a qualified community group at least 90 days prior to the deadline for applications
for the initial allocation of processing shares under the program. The exceptions to the right and the
performance requirements for exercising the right could be used by companies to avoid exercise of the right
by a community. The provision, however, could provide some leverage to a community that is faced with the
sale of shares by a resident processor. In addition, a provision is analyzed that would grant community and
CDQ groups that would receive the right of first refusal the right to purchase harvesting and processing shares
in the open market to enhance fisheries activities for their communities. Sea time requirements for the
purchase of harvest shares would be waived for these groups.

An additional community protection measure could cap the total amount of IPQs (or the annual allocation
of processing shares) for the two largest fisheries, the Bristol Bay red king crab and the Bering Sea C. opilio
fisheries. In years of low abundance, processor shares are intended to provide stability to the processing sector
and historically dependent communities. As stocks increase, the caps would limit the allocation of processing
shares providing opportunity for new processors and communities to participate and limit any potential
windfall to historic participants.

Binding Arbitration (Section 3.7)

This section examines several alternative binding arbitration programs proposed by industry to govern ex-
vessel price determinations between harvesters and processors. The two programs preferred by the Council’s
ad hoc industry working group are given additional attention in the analysis. Under one of those programs,
a fleet wide price would be established, which could be applied to any delivery to a holder of unused IPQs
at the election of a harvester. Under the second program, harvesters would be permitted to initiate a final offer
arbitration proceeding with a processor holding unused IPQs to determine all terms of delivery, including
price. This second program also contains two program options that are analyzed. Under the first, at the
conclusion of the individual arbitration proceedings, the highest arbitrated price applicable to 7 percent or
more of all IPQ would be applied to all arbitrated deliveries. Under the second option, a non-binding price
would be determined prior to any arbitration, which would be a starting point for future negotiations and
arbitration proceedings.

Options for Skippers and Crew (Section 3.8)

This section examines four options that are intended to protect skipper and crew interests. The first option
would make an initial allocation of quota shares to skippers and/or crew. The allocation would be intended
to provide those actively working in the fishery with an interest in the fishery. Several options for determining
the allocation have been proposed. Eligibility would be based on either landings, verifiable by ADF&G fish
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tickets (or affidavits in the case of crew), or a point system, under which points are awarded based on
participation verified by fish tickets or affidavit. Allocations could be made equally to all eligible participants
or could be based on landings or points or some combination of these measures. Quantitative analysis of the
option is limited by available data.

The second option would provide skippers and crew with a first-right-of-refusal on a portion of each share
allocation, when those shares are first transferred. A similar provision would create an owner on board
requirement for a portion of any shares transferred after a specified period. These options are intended to
provide a method of entry to skippers and crew that wish to have an interest in the fishery.

The third option would protect skippers and crew by guaranteeing their historical crew share and prohibiting
vessel and quota share holders from reducing crew shares to cover the cost of participation in a share based
fishery. This option is based on a system in the Canadian groundfish fishery. Preliminary research on this
option suggest that enforcement of the provision could be problematic. The last option would create a low
interest loan program to fund the purchase of quota shares by skippers and crew. This option would establish
a program similar to that in the halibut and sablefish fishery.

CDQ Allocations (Section 3.9)

This section examines options for changing the allocations to CDQ groups in the different fisheries proposed
for inclusion in the rationalization program. The analysis examines the allocations to both the CDQ groups
and non-CDQ participants. Based on the GHL in the most recent fisheries, assuming the option for the highest
CDQ allocation is adopted, the allocations to CDQ groups could range from a high of 3.3 million pounds in
the Bering Sea C. opilio fishery, to approximately 150 thousand pounds in the Pribilofred and blue king crab
fisheries combined. These allocations would result in a decrease of approximately 13 thousand pounds and
1.3 thousand pounds from each eligible non-CDQ participant in these fisheries. A second provision analyzed
in this section would allocate the unharvested portion (not to exceed 10 percent) of the GHL in the Western
Aleutian (Adak) golden king crab fishery to the community of Adak. Under this provision, Adak would
receive the allocation to promote community development.

Other Management and Allocation Issues (Section 3.10)

This section examines various management implications of the rationalization program, including the effects
of rationalization on other fisheries, the possible need to continue American Fisheries Act (AFA) sideboards
to limit activities of AFA participants in the BSAI crab fisheries, options that would specify the duration of
the rationalization program and schedule periodic review of the program, and the need for a program to
recover the cost of management of the rationalized fisheries.

Crab rationalization may increase the opportunities for BSAI crab vessels to participate in other fisheries.
LLP data indicate that 253 of the crab vessels hold at least one groundfish endorsement (this includes the 42
AFA catcher vessels). These vessels would be allowed to participate in groundfish fisheries using that
license. However, the options for many of these vessels are limited in groundfish. Groundfish endorsements
are area specific and licenses are expected to have gear endorsements added in the next year. Pacific cod
endorsements are expected to be added to BSAI groundfish licenses as a result of Amendment 67 (47 pot
catcher vessels are expected to qualify for a cod endorsement). Pacific cod is the most likely candidate for
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expansion by the crab fleet. However, the restrictions currently in place for the cod fishery limit the
expansion that can occur in that fishery. The quota is already split among fixed, trawl, and jig gear vessels.

There may be more concern in the Gulf of Alaska (GOA) cod fisheries where fewer restrictions are placed
on entry. Information on the number of vessels licensed to harvest groundfish in the GOA, the number of
vessel that actually participated in Western and Central Gulf, and the catch of those vessels over the 1995-
2000 fishing seasons is reported in this section.

Increases in participation of BSAI crab vessels in State managed fisheries, including the GOA crab and the
State of Alaska GOA cod fishery, could be limited by State regulations. The State waters cod fisheries are
often managed with pot limits and vessel size restrictions. Those limits either make the fisheries unavailable
or less attractive to large crab vessels. The GOA crab fisheries have had relatively low GHLs, when open
in recent years. The pot limits applied to those fisheries may also make them less attractive to large BSAI
crab vessels.

Including AFA vessels/processors in the quota allocation process may eliminate the need for harvesting
and/or processing sideboards in the BSAI crab fisheries. The allocation alternatives would result in AFA
vessel harvests and processing allocations similar to the caps. Limits on the amount of quota AFA vessels
and processors can purchase after the initial allocation could prevent them from using BSAI pollock monies
to increase their share holdings. These limits could also be accomplished through the ownership caps being
considered.

This section also analyzes program review and sunset options . Program review should be helpful for
identifying unintended consequences. Sunsetting the program, however, could limit the ability of participants
to engage in long term planning, necessary to realize efficiency gains.

A cost recovery program is mandated for all new [FQ programs. The maximum fee that can be levied against
the fleet is 3 percent of the ex-vessel value for harvest IFQ programs. However, the possible processor
allocations raise the question of whether cost recovery should apply to processors in a program that allocates
processor shares. Since they are benefitting from an allocation that would have management costs associated
with it, should they be included in a cost recovery program to pay for its management?

Effects of Rationalization on Products and Consumers (Section 3.11)

This section examines potential changes in products and other effects on consumers of rationalization of the
fisheries. The analysis draws on prior experiences in North Pacific fisheries as well as conversations with
participants in the industry. The expected slower pace of the fishery and less compacted delivery times should
allow processors to improve sorting and grading of crab and improve employee training. Improved product
grading could benefit both participants in the fisheries and consumers. Also, expanding season lengths
should decrease storage costs and allow consumers to purchase a fresher product as harvests can be better
timed to market demand. Freezing techniques could also be modified to make more use of plate and blast
freezers, which would result in a higher quality product.
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The Effects of the Crab Vessel Buyback Program (Section 3.12)

This section of the analysis examines the effects of the vessel buyback program on the rationalization
program. We have assumed that the buyback program will purchase vessels, LLP licenses, and catch history.
The analysis is qualitative because the participation in this voluntary program cannot be quantitatively
predicted.

The buyback program will tend to increase the aggregate allocation of the harvesters that remain in the fishery
by the percentage of qualifying catch history that was removed from the quota share pool. Because the
buyback program is specific to harvesters, it will cause a redistribution of processor “allocations” under the
Plurality Assignment Cooperative. Processors that have more of their fleet bought out (in terms of
cooperative allocation) relative to other processors would be worse off as a result of the buyback. Also,
because catcher/processors are not part of the buyback, they will receive a larger harvest allocation under all
of the rationalization alternatives. Depending on whether processing allocations to catcher/processors are
base on their harvest allocations or their processing history, buyback could either allow them to process their
entire harvest and increase their processing allocations or prevent catcher/processors from processing their
entire allocation and have no effect on their processing allocations.

Stranded Capital in the Processing Sector and the Potential for a Processor Buyback (Section 3.13)

This section of the analysis examines the effects of the vessel buyback program on the rationalization
program. The section also includes a discussion of the potential for a processor buyback program and the
issue of stranded capital in the processing sector. The analysis is qualitative because the participation in this
voluntary program cannot be quantitatively predicted.

Foreign Ownership (Section 3.14)

This section analyzes foreign ownership in the BSAI crab fisheries. Foreign ownership of both harvesting
and processing sector interests are considered.

Custom Processing (Section 3.15)

This section presents an analysis of custom processing in the BSAI crab fisheries. Custom processing
accounted for more than 8 percent of the processing of red king crab between 1995 and 2000. In 2000, custom
processing accounted for more than 10 percent of all crab processing in the regions that process BSAI crab.
The analysis also discusses the potential for custom processing in a rationalized fishery.

Economic Effects of Rationalization (Section 3.16)

This section examines various potential economic effects of rationalization. The section begins with an
analysis of “net benefits” that examines changes in benefits that might be realized by producers (i.e., both
harvesters and processors) and consumers, as well as changes in benefits realized through management cost
changes and environmental impacts. The section also examines the distributional consequences of
rationalization relying on economic analyses of rationalization programs in other North Pacific fisheries. The
section also examines opportunities for entry into the rationalized fisheries and the effects of rationalization
on different vessel classes.
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Data Collection (Section 3.17)

An extensive program for the collection of economic data from harvesters and processors is analyzed in this
section. The collection of these data would be intended to facilitate review of the program and would be used
to detect unintended consequences of the program, which the Council could mitigate with future amendments.
Substantial discussion is devoted to the need for confidentiality and the potential methods of aggregating data.

Community and Social Impacts (Section 3.18)

This section presents two types of information on community and social impacts of the range of alternatives
and options. First, general level community and social impact issues associated with the different features
of the range of proposed alternatives and options is presented. This section draws from experience of earlier
rationalization programs in the potentially impacted communities. Second, community impacts driven by
specific sector allocation changes under the range of alternatives and options are discussed. These sections
include quantitative output tables showing the range of outcomes by sector and area, where applicable.

The Preferred Alternative (Section 4)

This section describes and analyzes the Council’s preferred rationalization alternative, termed a “three-pie
voluntary cooperative” program. Although the preceding sections analyze all of the elements included in the
alternative, a complete understanding of consequences of the alternative requires a comprehensive analysis
of the alternative, including all preferred elements and options, as provided in this section.

The Council carefully crafted its preferred alternative to strike a balance of the interests of several identifiable
groups that depend on these fisheries. Share allocations to harvesters and processors, together with
incentives for cooperation, are intended to increase efficiencies, provide economic stability, and facilitate
compensated reduction of excess capacities in both harvesting and processing sectors. The binding arbitration
program is intended to resolve price disputes between harvesters and processors, which in the past have
delayed fishing. Community interests are intended to be protected by the CDQ group and Adak allocations,
regional landing and processing requirements, as well as several community protection measures. Captains
are allocated a portion of the catch to protect their interests in the fisheries. These owner on board “C” shares
are intended to provide long term benefits to both captains and crew. The program includes a comprehensive
economic and socioeconomic data collection program that would aid the Council in assessing the success of
the program and in developing amendments necessary to mitigate any unintended consequences. Perhaps
most importantly, the program would improve safety of participants in the fishery by ending the race for fish.

This section includes a net benefit analysis of the preferred alternative. Although specific benefits cannot be
quantified, the section concludes that net benefits should arise from the program. Net benefits arising from
harvesting and processing efficiency gains, consumer benefits, environmental benefits, and positive affects
of the program on monitoring and management costs are discussed. The section also analyzes effects on
captains and crew, effects on entry to the harvesting and processing sectors, and community and social
impacts.
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Consistency with Other Applicable Laws (Section 5)

This section analyzes the consistency of the rationalization alternatives with the National Standards of the
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Management Conservation Act, the Fishery Impact Statement requirement of the
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Management Conservation Act, and Executive Order 12866.

Regulatory Flexibility Analysis (Section 6)

This section contains the Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis that analyzes the effects of the proposed
rationalization alternatives on small entities, as required by the Regulatory Flexibility Act. The section
estimates the number of small entities that will be directly regulated by the rationalization program and
analyzes both the reporting requirements and the potential impacts of the alternatives on these small entities.
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1.0 Introduction

At its June 2001 meeting, the North Pacific Fishery Management Council (Council) adopted a suite of
alternatives, elements, and options for analysis of a rationalization program for the Bering Sea/Aleutian
Islands (BSAI) crab fisheries. At its December 2001 meeting, and again at its February 2002 meeting, after
preliminary reviews of a draft of the analysis, the Council revised and refined the rationalization alternatives,
elements, and options. The Council conducted an initial review of the analysis at its April 2002 meeting and
approved the release of this analysis to the public. At its June 2002 meeting, the Council selected provisions
defining its preferred alternative for rationalization of the fisheries, while identifying several areas for further
analysis and subsequent consideration for inclusion in the preferred alternative. At its October 2002,
December 2002, January/February 2003, and April 2003 meetings, the Council reviewed staff analyses and
completed the selection of its preferred alternative.®

Rationalization is intended to address resource conservation, excess harvesting and processing capacity,
bycatch issues, economic stabilization in the industry and coastal communities, safety, and resource allocation
problems in the BSAI crab fisheries. At its April 2001 meeting, the Council adopted a problem statement
concerning the BSAI crab fisheries, which it modified at its February 2002 meeting, to read:

BSAI Crab Rationalization Problem Statement

Vessel owners, processors, and coastal communities have all made investments in the crab fisheries, and capacity
in these fisheries far exceeds available resources. The BSAI crab stocks have also been highly variable and have
suffered significant declines. Although three of these stocks are presently under rebuilding plans, the continuing
race for fish frustrates conservation efforts. Additionally, the ability of crab harvesters and processors to diversify
into other fisheries is severely limited and the economic viability of the crab industry is in jeopardy. Harvesting
and processing capacity has expanded to accommodate highly abbreviated seasons, and presently, significant
portions of that capacity operate in an economically inefficient manner or are idle between seasons. Many of the
concerns identified by the North Pacific Fishery Management Council (NPFMC) at the beginning of the
comprehensive rationalization process in 1992, still exist for the BSAI crab fisheries. Problems facing the fishery
include:

1. Resource conservation, utilization and management problems;

2. Bycatch and its associated mortalities, and potential landing deadloss;

3. Excess harvesting and processing capacity, as well as low economic returns;

4. Lack of economic stability for harvesters, processors, and coastal communities; and
5. High levels of occupational loss of life and injury.

The problem facing the Council, in the continuing process of comprehensive rationalization, is to develop a
management program which slows the race for fish, reduces bycatch and its associated mortalities, provides for
conservation to increase the efficacy of crab rebuilding strategies, addresses the social and economic concerns of
communities, maintains healthy harvesting and processing sectors, and promotes efficiency and safety in the
harvesting sector. Any such system should seek to achieve equity between the harvesting and processing sectors,
including healthy, stable, and competitive markets

® The structure of this analysis and the alternatives analyzed in this document differ from those of the EIS because preliminary drafts
of this analysis were used to narrow alternatives for EIS analysis. The plurality cooperative analyzed in this document is of similar
structure to the cooperative alternative analyzed in the EIS.
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The proposed crab rationalization program represents the next step toward development of a Comprehensive
Rationalization Plan (CRP) for all fisheries under the Council’s jurisdiction. The Council made a commitment
atits November 1992 meeting to develop and implement a “comprehensive and rational management program
for the fisheries ” under its jurisdiction, including the groundfish fisheries in the Gulf of Alaska (GOA), and
BSAI management areas, and the BSAI commercial king and Tanner crab fisheries. Since that time, the
Council has taken a step-wise approach toward fulfilling its commitment to the overall rationalization process
by first adopting a Vessel Moratorium Program (Moratorium) and then by adopting a License Limitation
Program (LLP). Section 1.1 provides a summary of these actions, and other past Council and Congressional
actions relevant to the rationalization process for the BSAI crab fisheries.

The proposed rationalization program addressed in this analysis includes only certain BSAI crab fisheries
subject to the Fishery Management Plan for Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands King and Tanner Crabs (the FMP).
The FMP, which outlines the joint State of Alaska (State), and Federal management of the BSAI crab
fisheries, defers much of the management to the State, but identifies certain, more fundamental management
measures that cannot be changed without an amendment to the FMP. Changes to the limited access program
(including the proposed rationalization) are among those identified as requiring an amendment to the FMP.

1.1 Purpose and Need for Action
1.1.1 Need for Rationalization of Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands Crab Fisheries

Prior to the start of joint State and Federal management of the BSAI king and Tanner crab fisheries, these
fisheries were managed by the State. The State had managed the king crab fisheries (within the limits of
prevailing U.S. authority) since statehood in 1959, and had managed the domestic Tanner crab fisheries since
their inception in the Bering Sea and the Aleutians, in 1968 and 1973, respectively. The crab fisheries have
been managed by limits on total catch and entry limits established by the Vessel Moratorium Program and
LLP. Effort also has been controlled to some extent by State managed seasons and pot limits. The current
joint management of the crab fisheries by the State and Federal governments began in 1978, with the FMP
for the commercial Tanner crab fishery off the coast of Alaska. That FMP was repealed in 1986, and replaced
by the current FMP, which covers all BSAI king and Tanner crab fisheries.

Since the mid-1970's, when the U.S. extended jurisdiction from 3 to 200 nm seaward of its shores, crab
fisheries under the FMP have experienced several cycles of expanding effort and harvesting capacity,
followed by declining resource abundance and excess capacity. The crab fisheries were heavily exploited
during the late1970's, resulting in rapid increases in vessel numbers and harvest. The crab resource base
plummeted in the early 1980's, due to harvest pressure and cyclical resource availability, leading to severe
reductions in the harvest quota. The sudden decline and accompanying hardship induced some crabbers to
shift effort to the emerging Alaskan groundfish industry in the 1980's. Rebuilding of some of the crab
resources in the late 1980's led to a resurgence in crab operations by the early 1990's. By 1991, the
convergence of new and existing crab vessels on the Bristol Bay king crab fishery resulted in a doubling of
the number of vessels and tripling of the number of pots compared to 1986. Open entry and overcapitalization
had also reduced the Bristol Bay king crab season to a mere seven days in 1991. During this period, the
number of vessels also increased in the C. bairdi and C. opilio crab fisheries since many crabbers found it
economically necessary to operate in several crab fisheries.
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Throughout the 1990's, conditions of excess harvesting capacity and shortened seasons in the Bristol Bay red
king crab fishery persisted. The number of vessels participating in the C. bairdi and C. opilio fisheries also
continued to increase during this period, while season lengths declined. In addition, a number of the fisheries
were closed for one or more years due to low abundance, including the Bristol Bay red king crab (closed 1994
-1995), Pribilof Islands red king crab (closed 1988 -1992) and Pribilof blue king crab (closed 1988 - 1994),
St. Matthew Island blue king crab (closed since 1999), and Bering Sea C. bairdi (closed since 1997).
Furthermore, in 1999, the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) determined the C. bairdi, C. opilio, and
the St. Matthew Island blue king crab stocks had been overfished (i.e., the spawning stock biomass was below
the minimum stock size threshold). As required by the Magnuson-Stevens Act, the Council developed
rebuilding plans for each stock within one year of notification.

The rapid growth and overcapitalization of the BSAI crab fisheries have intensified the race for fish. The
harvesting and processing capacity in the BSAI crab fisheries are perceived to exceed the amounts necessary
to efficiently utilize the annual guideline harvest levels (GHLs) for these fisheries. The excess capacity has
resulted in allocation dilemmas for the Council regarding how access privileges to the resource should be
distributed. The race for fish and shortened seasons have resulted in other resource conservation and
management issues, including excessive bycatch of non-target crab species, highgrading (or discard of lower
valued crab), handling mortality and deadloss, and insufficient attention to safety. Excess capacity and the
race for fish have also resulted in economic instability and reduced earnings by affected harvesters and
processors. These problems have threatened the Council’s ability to achieve optimum yield (OY) in the
affected fisheries from economic, biological, and social perspectives.

Faced with these problems in the BSAI crab fisheries and in the groundfish fisheries under its jurisdiction,
the Council identified two distinct steps required to achieve comprehensive rationalization: (1) stem the flow
of additional, unneeded vessels and capital investment into the fisheries under the Council’s authority, and
(2) address the existing and emerging problems resulting from an overcapitalized fishing industry. The Vessel
Entry Moratorium and LLP programs implemented the first step of the overall rationalization process. The
proposed rationalization program analyzed in this document represents the second step for the BSAI crab
fisheries (efforts to rationalize the groundfish fisheries under the Council’s authority are proceeding on
separate tracks). The proposed action is intended to address the concerns about the condition of the resource
and the economic welfare of participants in these fisheries, including harvesters, processors, crew, and
communities.

1.1.2  Overview of Past Actions

Since 1992, several actions taken by the Council and implemented by NMFS have contributed to the early
stages of rationalizing the BSAI crab fisheries. Council actions directly contributing include the Vessel
Moratorium, the LLP, the addition of a recent participation requirement to the LLP (Amendment 10 to the
BSAI King and Tanner Crab FMP), and crab harvesting and processing sideboard measures to limit America
Fisheries Act beneficiaries from expanding effort into the BSAI crab fisheries. The Council’s experience from
actions taken to rationalize other fisheries under its jurisdiction, for example, the Individual Fishing Quota
(IFQ) program for the halibut and sablefish fisheries, has also helped to shape many features of the proposed
crab rationalization program. Finally, several important Congressional actions have had a direct bearing on
the overall rationalization process, including the imposition of a Congressional moratorium on new IFQ
programs (Sustainable Fisheries Act of 1996) and a buy-back program for vessels participating in the BSAI
crab fisheries. These past actions are summarized next.
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1.1.2.1 Vessel Moratorium Program

On June 24, 1992, the Council first submitted for review by the Secretary of Commerce (SOC) a moratorium
on vessel entry into the groundfish, halibut, and crab fisheries under the Council’s jurisdiction. The proposed
rule was published in the Federal Register on June 3, 1994, but subsequently disapproved by the SOC on
August 5, 1994. At its September 1994 and December 1994 meetings, the Council approved revisions to the
vessel moratorium program. The final rule for the revised moratorium program was published on August 10,
1995 and the program became effective on September 11, 1995.

The moratorium limited access to the groundfish and BSAI crab resources off Alaska to vessels whose owners
were issued a moratorium permit for the vessel by NMFS or that were within a vessel category exempt from
the moratorium permit requirements. Generally, a vessel qualified for a moratorium permit if it made a legal
landing of a moratorium species during the qualifying period of January 1, 1988, through February 9, 1992.
The program also outlined conditions for allowing a vessel that qualified for a moratorium permit for one
species to cross over to other fisheries in which the vessel did not qualify for a moratorium permit. The
program also allowed a moratorium permit to be transferred to allow a vessel owner to make limited
improvements to or replace an existing vessel. The moratorium was not expected to resolve the problem of
excess harvesting capacity in the groundfish and BSAI crab fisheries. It was intended to function as an interim
management measure to provide temporary industry stability by restricting the number of vessels allowed to
participate in the affected fisheries and limiting increases in fishing capacity.

1.1.2.2 License Limitation Program

The Council approved license limitation programs for the groundfish and BSAI crab fisheries under its
jurisdiction on June 17, 1995. The proposed rule received SOC approval on September 12, 1997, and the final
rule was published in the Federal Register on October 1, 1998. The LLP became effective January 1, 2000,
replacing the Moratorium program which expired on December 31, 1999.

The LLP limits the number, size, and specific operation of vessels that may be deployed in certain groundfish
and BSAI crab fisheries under the Council’s jurisdiction. By limiting the number of vessels that are eligible
to participate in the affected fisheries, the LLP limits capitalization in those fisheries. The LLP was intended
to serve as an interim step toward a more comprehensive solution to the conservation, management, and
economic problems in a competitive derby fishery.

To qualify for a crab LLP permit, a person must own a vessel that has documented harvests of crab during
two periods, the general qualification period (GQP) and the endorsement qualification period (EQP). The
requirement for participation in both periods was intended to ensure that only vessel owners with both past
dependence and recent participation in the fishery qualify. For all crab species, the GQP is January 1, 1988
through June 27, 1992 (a period that includes the qualification period for the Vessel Moratorium).
Alternatively, a vessel satisfies the GQP requirement if it has a documented crab harvest between January 1,
1988 and December 31, 1994, provided it has a landing of any king or Tanner crab species between February
10, 1992 and December 11, 1994, and a documented harvest of groundfish between January 1, 1988 and
February 9, 1992. Vessels that participated in the Norton Sound red and blue king crab fisheries and the
Pribilof red and blue king crab fisheries are exempt from the GQP requirement. The EQP and the number of
required harvests varies among seven area/species endorsements in order to accommodate the different
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patterns of development and closures for specific crab species. The EQPs for the different fisheries appear
in Table 1-1 below.

In addition to the area/species endorsements, the LLP license is designated for use on either a
catcher/processor or catcher vessel and the vessel ’s length category. LLP licenses may be transferred, subject
to the vessel designations and area/species endorsements. Rules governing the application process and transfer
provisions of the LLP were published as a separate rule on August 6, 1999, and became effective on
September 7, 1999.

Table 1-1: BSAI Crab LLP Endorsement Qualification Requirements.
Fishery Number Endorsement Qualification Period
of
Harvests
—— . V""" |
Pribilof red king crab and Pribilof blue king crab one January 1, 1993 through December 31,
1994
Norton Sound red king crab and Norton Sound blue king | one
crab
C. opilio and C. bairdi three January 1, 1992 through December 31,
1994
St. Matthew blue king crab one
Aleutian Islands brown king three
Aleutian Islands red king crab one
Bristol Bay red king crab one January 1, 1991 through December 31,
1994

1.1.2.3 Amendment 10 to the Fishery Management Plan for Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands King and
Tanner Crabs

At its October 1998 meeting, the Council recommended for SOC approval several changes to the LLP.
Changes were recommended to the LLP for the GOA and BSAI groundfish fisheries (Amendments 58 and
60 to the respective FMPs) and the BSAI crab fisheries (Amendment 10). The proposed rule for these
recommended changes to the LLP were published in the Federal Register on March 30, 2001. Those rules
took effect at the beginning of the 2002 fishing season.

Amendment 10 added a recent participation requirement to the eligibility requirements for a crab species LLP
license. Under the current LLP, a person applying for a crab species license must demonstrate documented
harvests from a qualifying vessel during the GQP and the respective EQP for that species. Under Amendment
10, a documented harvest must be made in a third period, the recent participation period (RPP), which
extended from January 1, 1996, through February 7, 1998. The additional eligibility requirements of the RPP
are proposed as a means of preserving activity reductions in the crab fisheries. The amendment ensured that
crab species licenses of persons inactive in the crab fishery since 1995, would not be used by either the
holders of those licenses or new entrants who received the licenses by transfer.

The Council recommended four exemptions to the RPP requirements:
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1. A person who only qualifies for a Norton Sound red and blue king crab endorsement;
2. A person whose qualifying vessel is less than 60 ft. length overall (LOA);

3. A person whose qualifying vessel was lost or destroyed during the RPP, but who made a documented
harvest of crab species during the period after the vessel was lost or destroyed through January 1, 2000; and

4. A person whose vessel made a documented harvest of crab species during the period January 1, 1998,
through February 7, 1998, and who obtains the fishing history of a vessel that meets the GQP and the EQP,
or enters into a contract to obtain the fishing history of a vessel that meets the GQP and EQP, by 8:36 am PST
on October 10, 1998.

These exemptions were adopted, based on public testimony, to reduce the impact of the RPP on small fishing
operations.

1.1.2.4 American Fisheries Act - Sideboards for Crab Harvesting and Processing

The American Fisheries Act (AFA) was signed into law during the fall of 1998. The purpose of the AFA was
to tighten U.S. ownership standards and to provide the BSAI pollock fleet the opportunity to conduct their
fishery in a more rational manner, while protecting non-AFA participants in the other fisheries. Since the
passage of the AFA, the Council has taken an active role in the development of management measures to
implement the various provisions of the AFA. The Council initiated an analysis of a suite of AFA-related
management measures in late 1998, and took final action on the proposed amendments at its June 1999
meeting. At its December 1999 meeting, the Council recommended that NMFS proceed immediately with
an emergency interim rule to implement its June 1999 recommendations so that AFA regulations could be
in place prior to the start of the 2000 fisheries. The emergency rule was published on January 28, 2000, and
implemented in the 2000 season. Under extensions, the provisions remain in effect.

The AFA established a cooperative management program for the pollock fisheries of the BSAI It also
established harvesting and processing restrictions (known as “sideboards”) on fishermen and processors who
have received privileges under the AFA, to protect participants in other fisheries, including other groundfish
fisheries and the BSAI crab fisheries. The AFA is relevant to the proposed rationalization program for the
BSAI crab fisheries from two standpoints: (1) the cooperative management program established by the AFA
provides experience and serves as one potential model for the design of the crab rationalization program, and
(2) the AFA sideboards for crab limit further entry of AFA vessels and processors into the already
overcapitalized BSAI crab fisheries. The major features of the AFA cooperative management program are
discussed as part of the analysis of the proposed BSAI crab rationalization program alternatives. The AFA
crab sideboards are described next.

The AFA required the Council to recommend by July 1, 1999, conservation and management measures to
prevent AFA catcher vessels from exceeding in aggregate the traditional harvest levels of such vessels in
other fisheries under the Council’s authority as a result of fishery cooperatives in the directed pollock fishery.
(The Council met this deadline by taking final action at its June 1999 meeting.) Since the BSAI king and
Tanner crab fisheries are managed by the State under Federal oversight, catcher vessel sideboards are
implemented jointly through State and Federal actions. Participation in the BSAI crab fisheries by AFA
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catcher vessels is generally limited by (1) AFA catcher vessel permit endorsements implemented by NMFS,
and (2) crab sideboard limits to be implemented by the State.

A catcher vessel that lacks the appropriate endorsements on its AFA permit is prohibited from retaining BSAI
king and Tanner crab. In the Bristol Bay red king crab (BBRKC) fishery, AFA catcher vessel harvest limits
are equal to the percent of BBRKC harvested from 1991 through 1997 (excluding 1994 and 1995 when the
fishery was closed). Under these provisions, AFA vessels are entitled to approximately 13 percent of the
available quota in the BBRKC fishery. The Bering Sea C. bairdi fishery is currently closed and will remain
closed until the the Council’s rebuilding goal for that fishery is reached. When the fishery reopens, harvests
by AFA vessels will be limited to their historic catch percentage from 1995 through 1996. Under these limits,
AFA vessels will be entitled to approximately 7 percent of the Bering Sea C. bairdi fishery. In the Bering Sea
C. opilio, Pribilof king crab, and St. Matthew king crab fisheries, sideboards limit the number of AFA vessels
that are permitted to participate. Catch limits do not apply to AFA vessels in these fisheries because seasons
are very short and few AFA vessels participate in the fisheries.

The AFA also established limits on crab processing for AFA inshore processors and AFA motherships that
receive pollock harvested by a fishery cooperative. Specifically, effective January 1, 2000, such AFA
processors would be “prohibited from processing, in the aggregate for each calendar year, more than the
percentage of the total catch of each species of crab in directed fisheries under the [Council’s] jurisdiction
... than facilities operated by such owners processed of each such species in the aggregate, on average, in
1995, 1996 [and]1997.” Since the primary inseason management for the BSAI crab fisheries is delegated to
the State, NMFS has worked closely with the Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) to develop
a management program to implement the crab processing sideboards. Meanwhile, in the emergency interim
rule published on January 28, 2000, NMFS established for each BSAI crab fishery entity-wide crab
processing caps for each AFA inshore or mothership entity. These crab processing caps applied to all crab
processed by the associated AFA crab processing facilities including any “custom processing” activity.

At its April 2000 meeting, the Council received testimony from crab fishermen who opposed the crab
processing caps implemented in 2000, through the emergency interim rule. Some crab fisherman testified that
AFA crab processing limits were restricting markets for crab fishermen and having a negative effect on ex-
vessel prices. Atits September 2000 meeting, the Council voted to revise the base years used to calculate crab
processing sideboard amounts by adding 1998, and giving it double weight. In other words, 1995 to 1998
would be used to determine crab processing history with the 1998 year counting twice. By adding 1998 and
by giving it a double weight, the Council believed that the crab processing limits would more accurately
reflect the status of the crab processing industry at the time of passage of the AFA. This change was
implemented in the emergency interim rule published on January 22, 2001.

1.1.2.5 Sustainable Fisheries Act of 1996 - Moratorium on New IFQ Programs

The Sustainable Fisheries Act (SFA), enacted by Congress on October 11, 1996, re-authorized and made
significant amendments to the Magnuson Fishery Conservation and Management Act of 1976 (renamed the
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act). While the original focus of the Magnuson-
Stevens Act (MSA) was to Americanize the fisheries off the coasts of the U.S., the SFA included provisions
aimed at the development of sustainable fishing practices in order to guarantee a continued abundance of fish
and continued opportunities for the U.S. fishing industry. The SFA included provisions to prevent
overfishing, ensure the rebuilding of overfished stocks, minimize bycatch, and address impacts on fish
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habitat. The SFA also placed a four-year moratorium (until October 1, 2000) on the implementation of new
IFQ programs and commissioned a comprehensive study of IFQ programs by the National Academy of
Sciences (NAS).” Finally, the SFA codified the Alaskan community development quota (CDQ) program
already adopted by the North Pacific Council, but also commissioned an NAS study of the CDQ program.

The moratorium on new IFQ programs came about largely because of the high degree of controversy
surrounding the four IFQ programs that had been implemented in the U.S., particularly the North Pacific
halibut and sablefish IFQ programs that went into effect in 1995. IFQ programs raised concerns regarding
potential negative and unknown effects. For example, concerns were raised regarding the new level of capital
required for entry, whether fisheries would become absentee-investor owned under IFQs, the impact of IFQs
on fishing communities, and potential foreign control of IFQs and the fisheries themselves. On the other hand,
because of their potential to address many of the problems associated with the race for fish (including
overcapacity, high bycatch rates, and safety) IFQ programs were recognized as promising fishery
management tools that should be available to Fishery Management Councils for their consideration.

To address the concerns raised with respect to IFQs, the SFA (1) established a moratorium on new IFQ
programs until October 1, 2000, (2) clarified certain rights associated with IFQs, (3) commissioned a
comprehensive study of IFQs by the NAS, and (4) required, after October 1, 2000, that Councils and the SOC
consider the NAS study and recommendations for any new IFQ programs. These last three provisions of the
SFA are summarized briefly below. The actual findings and recommendations of the NAS study on IFQ
programs are discussed in more detail in Section 2.3 of this analysis. The legal implications of the moratorium
on new IFQ programs are discussed in Section 1.3, which addresses several legal considerations relevant to
the proposed crab rationalization program.

Clarifications on [FQs - The SFA clarified that [FQs (1) shall be considered permits, (2) may be revoked or
limited at any time in accordance with procedures under the MSA, (3) shall not confer the right of
compensation to the holder if revoked or limited, and (4) shall not create a private property right to the fish
before the fish are harvested.

NAS Study on [FQ Programs - The study on IFQs is intended to provide Congress with guidance needed to
assess IFQs as a fishery management tool and, if necessary, allow Congress to develop a broadly supported
national policy on IFQs. The SFA directed the NAS to consider many of the unresolved issues regarding
IFQs, including transferability, duration, processor quotas, conservation impacts, fishery characteristics, and
potential social and economic costs and benefits to the Nation, and to participants in the fishery. The SFA
also directed NAS to study mechanisms to prevent foreign control of U.S. fishery resources and mechanisms
to ensure that vessel owners, vessel operators, crew members, and U.S. fish processors are treated fairly and
equitably in initial allocations.

Requirements for New IFQ Programs - The SFA requires, after the moratorium on new IFQ programs expires,
that Councils and the SOC consider the NAS report on IFQs and the report’s recommendations for any new
IFQ programs. The SFA also requires the Councils and SOC to ensure that any new [FQ program:

(A) establishes procedures and requirements for the review and revision of the terms of any
such program (including any revisions that may be necessary once a national policy with

7 The Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2001 extended the moratorium on new IFQ programs until October 1, 2002.

APPENDIX 1 —REGULATORY IMPACT REVIEW 25 AUGUST 2004



respect to individual fishing quota programs is implemented), and, if appropriate, for the
renewal, reallocation, or re-issuance of individual fishing quotas;

(B) provides for the effective enforcement and management of any such program, including
adequate observer coverage, and for fees under section 304(d)(2) to recover actual costs
directly related to such enforcement and management; and

(C) provides for a fair and equitable initial allocation of individual fishing quotas, prevents
any person from acquiring an excessive share of the individual fishing quotas issued, and
considers the allocation of a portion of the annual harvest in the fishery for entry-level
fishermen, small vessel owners, and crew members who do not hold or qualify for individual
fishing quotas.

Finally, the SFA included several provisions with respect to CDQ programs. First, it amended the MSA to
include the western Alaska CDQ program that the North Pacific Council had already established. The
amendment authorized the North Pacific Council and the SOC to “establish a western Alaska CDQ program
under which a percentage of the total allowable catch (TAC) of any Bering Sea fishery is allocated to the
program.” Secondly, the SFA authorized the Western Pacific Council to establish a CDQ program for any
fishery under its jurisdiction in order to provide access to such fishery for western Pacific communities.
Thirdly, the SFA commissioned an NAS study of the CDQ program to investigate the implications of the
program for the Native Alaskan communities and fishery participants.

A provision was included to phase in the CDQ allocation percentage for the Bering Sea crab fisheries by
allocating 3.5 percent of the TAC in 1998, 5 percent in 1999, and 7.5 percent in 2000 and thereafter, unless
the North Pacific Council submits and the SOC approves any other percentage on or after October 1, 2001.
The phase-in of the CDQ crab allocation was included because of the declining resource abundance in many
of the Bering sea crab fisheries and the associated strain on participants.

1.1.2.6 Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2001 - BSAI Crab Vessel Buy-Back Program

The Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2001 (P. L. No. 106-554), which took effect on December 21, 2000,
established a license and vessel buyback program, and vessel eligibility criteria in order to reduce fishing
capacity in the BSAI crab fisheries. The enactment of the buyback program is, in part, the result of industry-
led efforts to provide relief for the crab fleet. An ad hoc industry group considered several approaches to
rationalizing the BSAI crab fisheries, including a vessel buyback program, cooperatives, IFQs, and the status
quo. In order to move more quickly on the development of the buyback program, in early 2000, the industry
group split into two smaller ad hoc industry committees; one committee focused on the buyback program and
the other focused on cooperatives.

The Consolidated Act included four provisions relevant to the rationalization of the BSAI crab fisheries: (1)
it established a fishing vessel buyback program for the BSAI crab fisheries; (2) it established eligibility
criteria for vessels to participate in the BSAI crab fisheries; (3) it mandated the North Pacific Council to
analyze several options for rationalizing the GOA groundfish and BSAI crab fisheries under its jurisdiction;
and (4) it extended the moratorium on new IFQ programs until October 1, 2002. The first three of these
provisions are discussed briefly below.
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Vessel Buyback Program - The buyback program is intended to reduce fishing capacity in the BSAI crab
fisheries by buying back eligible vessels and permanently revoking all licenses, permits, and endorsements
for fisheries subject to U.S. jurisdiction. Vessels removed under the program would be permanently ineligible
to participate in any fishery worldwide. Finally, the owners of vessels or holders of permits for such vessels
would forever relinquish any claim associated with such vessel, permits, and any catch history associated with
such vessel for purposes of any present or future limited access system in the U.S.

At its February, April, and June 2001 meetings, the Council reiterated its support of the buyback program as
an important step in the overall rationalization process for the BSAI crab fisheries. At each meeting, the
Council moved to send a letter to the SOC stating the Council’s support. The implications of the vessel
buyback program in the context of the rationalization program alternatives under consideration for the BSAI
crab fisheries, including the status quo alternative, are discussed in Section 3 of this analysis.

Eligibility to Participate in the BSAI Crab Fisheries - The initial statute established qualification criteria for
vessels to be eligible to participate in the BSAI crab fisheries. An amendment to the statute reestablished the
use of LLP permits for regulating participation, including the RPP requirement that the vessel have at least
one landing of BSAI crab in 1996, 1997, or before February 7, 1998. The statute by reference adopted the
exemptions of Amendment 10 to the LLP requirements. The implications of this statute for the rationalization
of the BSAI crab fisheries are discussed in Section 3 of this analysis.

Analysis of Rationalization Options - In addition to the vessel buyback program, the Consolidated Act also
mandated that the Council examine fisheries under its jurisdiction to determine whether rationalization is
needed and directed the Council to analyze several specific options. This requirement is discussed more fully
in section 1.3.1.

1.1.2.7 Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2004

In January of 2004, Congress passed legislation authorizing the Secretary of Commerce to implement the
Council’s preliminary preferred alternative, described in Section 4 of this document. The specific legislation
authorizing this action together with the floor statement concerning that legislation are attached to the
Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed action, which this document is Appendix 1 to.

1.1.3 Need for Further Action

Actions taken so far, including actions awaiting implementation (e.g., Amendment 10 to the LLP and the
vessel buyback program), have been recognized as important initial steps toward the Council’s ultimate goal
of developing a more comprehensive and rational management system for the BSAI crab fisheries. The
proposed rationalization program alternatives that are the focus of this analysis are intended to provide a
management system for the BSAI crab fisheries that address the problems of a competitive derby fishery in
a more comprehensive manner. The suite of elements and options adopted by the Council at its June 2001
meeting are the result of efforts that began in late 1999, involving representatives of harvesters, processors,
skippers and crewmen, communities, and environmental organizations. Interested parties met on an informal
basis in a series of meetings starting in late 1999, and continuing through the fall of 2000. This ad hoc
industry committee was formalized into a Council committee in December 2000.
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The BSAI Crab Rationalization Committee made significant progress during its meetings in February and
March 2001, in developing a set of elements and options for Council consideration and analysis of a crab
rationalization program. The Committee’s proposed rationalization program consisted of a three-component
IFQ program that would allocate harvesting quota shares only to the harvesting sector (one-pie), allocate
harvesting quota shares to the harvesting sector and processing quota shares to the processing sector (two-
pie), and impose regional restrictions on deliveries of crab to processors (regionalization). While the
Committee agreed that the rationalization program could be based on just one or two of the components, the
Committee did not reach consensus on the relative desirability of a one-pie or two-pie IFQ program, with or
without regionalization. The Committee agreed to recommend that the Council include all three components
in the analysis, recognizing that the Council may choose to adopt a subset of the three.

At its June 2001 meeting, the Council refined and selected for analysis several alternatives and options for
rationalization of the crab fisheries based on the Crab Rationalization Committee’s work, AP
recommendations, public testimony, a staff discussion paper, and discussion of the Council. A more complete
discussion of the efforts of the ad hoc committee, the Crab Rationalization Committee, the AP, and the
Council that led to this analysis appears in Appendix 1-1. The Council revised and refined its motion at its
December 2001, and February 2002 meetings.

1.2 Alternatives Under Consideration
1.2.1 Description of Alternatives
Three general management alternatives for rationalization of the BSAI crab fisheries are under consideration:

Alternative 1.  No Action (Status Quo)
Alternative 2.  Crab IFQ Program
Alternative 3. Crab Co-op Program

Brief descriptions of each alternative are provided below. The complete list of elements and options that are
analyzed in this document is provided in Section 1.2.2.

Alternative 1. No Action (Status Quo) - Under this alternative, the BSAI crab fisheries would continue to be
managed in accordance with existing Federal and State management measures, including any management
measures pending implementation. The analysis of this alternative will address the implications for the
resource and the fishing industry, including harvesters, processors and communities, if management of the
BSAI crab fisheries continued without any additional actions by the Council. The analysis will consider the
implications of implementation of Amendment 10 (recency requirement for the LLP), the AFA sideboard
limits on harvesters and processors and the vessel buyback program. The analysis assesses the potential
impact and timing of anticipated recoveries in the crab stocks.

Alternative 2. Crab IFQ Program - Under this alternative, the BSAI crab fisheries would be managed under
some type of IFQ program. Depending on the Council’s choice of elements and options, the IFQ program
could be a one-pie IFQ program or a two-pie IFQ program. Under a one-pie IFQ program, quota shares (QS)
would only be issued to the harvesting sector. Under a two-pie IFQ program, separate pools of quota shares
would be allocated to the harvesting sector and the processing sector. In order to address coastal community
concerns, the proposed IFQ program also includes options for restricting crab deliveries to certain
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geographical regions (an approach called regionalization) and/or options for increasing the crab allocations
to the existing CDQ groups. Several options are available for addressing (a) the initial allocation, (b)
transferability, (¢) ownership and use caps, and (d) the concerns of skippers and crew members.

Additional options may be chosen, which would have implications for harvesters-processor interactions under
either IFQ program. For both one-pie and two-pie IFQ programs, options are included for controlling the
degree of vertical integration. Under a two-pie system, additional options are proposed to encourage price
competition among processors, including options to allow harvesters to deliver a specific percentage of their
quotas to any processor on an open-delivery basis. Finally, an option for a private-sector (non-governmental)
managed, binding arbitration process for resolving pricing disputes between harvesters and processors is
included.

Alternative 3. Crab Co-op Program - Under this alternative, the BSAI crab fisheries would be managed under
a cooperative system. Two types of co-op models are proposed: (1) a voluntary, multispecies cooperative,
with independent harvesting and processing allocations proposed by ADF&G (2) a “plurality assignment”
cooperative model under which each vessel is eligible to join a cooperative associated with the processor to
which it delivered the most pounds of crab during a specified period. Under both cooperatives, harvesting
vessels would be allowed to join one cooperative, which would receive an annual allocation of the GHL or
TAC based on the catch history of the member vessels during the qualifying period on a fishery-by-fishery
basis. The cooperative models specify different linkages between the co-ops and processors.

Many of the options for the IFQ program alternative also apply to the co-op alternative, including options
governing the initial allocation to harvesters, ownership caps, and options for addressing skipper and crew
concerns. In addition, options for regionalizing deliveries or expanding the crab allocations to CDQ groups
may also be considered in the context of a co-op alternative. The co-op alternative also includes options that
are unique to co-ops, including options governing the number of vessels required to form a co-op, movement
of vessels between co-ops, and the duration of co-op agreements.

1.2.2 Elements and Options for Analysis

The Council developed a set of options for analysis through an iterative process beginning at its June 2001
meeting, continuing through its April 2002 meeting. At the Council’s June 2002 meeting, the Council selected
a preferred alternative for rationalization of the fisheries, yet the Council identified several options that
required further consideration and analysis to develop a comprehensive preferred alternative addressing all
areas of the problem statement. The Council completed the identification of a comprehensive preferred
alternative at its April 2003 meeting. The different options considered by the Council after staff analysis are
presented below in the chronological order in which those options were developed by the Council.

The following is a complete list of elements and options adopted for analysis by the Council at its June 2001
meeting as supplemented and modified by the Council through its April 2002 meeting:

Draft Council Motion for Item C-5 BSAI Crab Rationalization
April 14, 2002

C-5 BSAI Crab Rationalization
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BSAI Crab Rationalization Problem Statement

Vessel owners, processors, and coastal communities have all made investments in the crab fisheries, and capacity in these
fisheries far exceeds available resources. The BSAI crab stocks have also been highly variable and have suffered
significant declines. Although three of these stocks are presently under rebuilding plans, the continuing race for fish
frustrates conservation efforts. Additionally, the ability of crab harvesters and processors to diversify into other fisheries
is severely limited and the economic viability of the crab industry is in jeopardy. Harvesting and processing capacity has
expanded to accommodate highly abbreviated seasons, and presently, significant portions of that capacity operate in an
economically inefficient manner or are idle between seasons. Many of the concerns identified by the NPFMC at the
beginning of the comprehensive rationalization process in 1992, still exist for the BSAI crab fisheries. Problems facing
the fishery include:

1. Resource conservation, utilization, and management problems;

2. Bycatch and its' associated mortalities, and potential landing deadloss;

3. Excess harvesting and processing capacity, as well as low economic returns;

4. Lack of economic stability for harvesters, processors, and coastal communities; and
5. High levels of occupational loss of life and injury.

The problem facing the Council, in the continuing process of comprehensive rationalization, is to develop a management
program which slows the race for fish, reduces bycatch and its associated mortalities, provides for conservation to
increase the efficacy of crab rebuilding strategies, addresses the social and economic concerns of communities, maintains
healthy harvesting and processing sectors, and promotes efficiency and safety in the harvesting sector. Any such system
should seek to achieve equity between the harvesting and processing sectors, including healthy, stable, and competitive
markets.

Alternative Rationalization Programs

The Council adopted elements and options for analysis of alternative rationalization programs for the BSAI crab
fisheries. The alternative models under consideration include several IFQ-style and cooperative-style rationalization
models that may be structured as either harvester-only or harvester-processor programs, depending on the Council’s
choice of options. Additional features may be included to address coastal community and skipper/ crew issues. The
following elements and options apply to any rationalization model under consideration as applicable:

1. Harvesting Sector Elements
1.1 Included in the program are the following crab fisheries subject to the Federal FMP for BSAI:

Bristol Bay red king
Brown king (AI Golden king)
Adak red king

Dutch Harbor red king
Pribilof Islands blue king
St. Matthew blue king
Pribilof Islands red king
Opilio (EBS snow crab)
E AI Tanner

W AI Tanner

Bairdi (EBS Tanner)

Other FMP species not included here are discussed under item L at the end of the alternatives section.
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Options:
A) Exclude the E Al Tanner, W Al Tanner, Dutch Harbor red king crab, and W Al red king crab.

B) Federal waters shall be closed to the harvest of Eastern (Dutch) and Western Al Tanner crab and
Eastern (Dutch) and Western Al red king crab until such time as the State of Alaska develops a fishery
management plan and harvest strategies that include provisions to conserve the stocks and prevent
overcapitalization.

C) Exclude the E Al Tanner, W Al Tanner, Dutch Harbor red king crab, and W Al red king crab East of
179° W longitude. (Insert consistent with recent Board of Fish action).

1.2 Persons eligible to receive an initial allocation of QS must be:
Option 1. Any person that holds a valid, permanent, fully transferrable LLP license; or
Option 2 A person, defined as a U.S. citizen that owns a MarAd certified and/or USCG  documented

BSAI crab vessel that: (i) was used to satisfy the General Qualification Period (GQP) and Endorsement
Qualification Period (EQP) landings requirements of the License Limitation Program (LLP), and (ii) either was
used to satisfy the Recent Participation Period (RPP) landings requirement of Amendment 10 or meets the
exemption requirements of Amendment 10.

Suboption: A person who has purchased an LLP, with GQP, EQP, and RRP qualifications
to remain in a fishery is eligible to obtain a distribution of QS on the history of either the
vessel on which the LLP is based, or on which the LLP is used, but NOT both.

1.3 Categories of QS/IFQs

1.3.1  Crab Fishery Categories - QS/IFQs will be assigned to one of the crab fisheries included in the
program as identified in paragraph 1.1, except Dutch Harbor red king, E AI Tanner, and W Al
Tanner. (Note also that the Adak red king crab fishery has been closed for several years.)
1.3.1.1 Brown king crab (Al golden king crab) option.
Option 1. Split into two categories: Dutch Harbor brown king crab and Western
Aleutian Islands brown king crab

1.3.2  Harvesting sector categories - QS/IFQs will be assigned to one of the following harvesting sector
categories:
(a) catcher vessel (CV), or
(b) catcher/processor (CP)

QS-IFQ for the Catcher/Processor sector is calculated from the crab that were both harvested and processed
onboard the vessel. This shall confer the right to harvest and process crab aboard a catcher/ processor in
accordance with section 1.7.2.

1.3.3  Processor delivery categories - QS/IFQs for the CV sector may be assigned to processor delivery categories
if processor quota shares (PQs) are included in the program. Two processor delivery categories (options
for the percentage split between class A/B shares for initially allocated QS appear under the Processing
Sector Elements):

(a) Class A - allow deliveries only to processors with unused PQs
(b) Class B - allow deliveries to any processor

APPENDIX 1 —REGULATORY IMPACT REVIEW 31 AUGUST 2004



1.3.4  Regional Categories - QS/IFQs for the CV sector may be assigned to regional categories if
Regionalization is included in the program. Two regions would be defined as follows (see
Regionalization Elements for a more detailed description of the regions):

(a) North Region - All areas on the Bering Sea north of 56° 20" N. Latitude.
(b) South Region - All areas on the Bering Sea south of 56° 20' N. Latitude and on the Gulf
of Alaska

1.4 Initial allocation of QS
1.4.1. Calculation of initial QS distribution will be based on legal landings excluding deadloss.

(a) Calculation of QS distribution. The calculation is to be done, on a vessel-by-vessel basis, as a percent
of the total catch, year-by-year during the qualifying period. Then the sum of the yearly percentages, on
a fishery-by-fishery basis, is to be divided by the number of qualifying years included in the qualifying
period on a fishery-by-fishery basis to derive a vessel’s QS.

Suboption: For each of the fisheries for which such a vessel holds valid endorsement for any years
between the sinking of the vessel and the entry of the replacement vessel to the fishery,
allocate QS according to a range of 0 to 100% of the vessel's average history for the
qualifying years unaffected by the sinking.

(b) Basis for QS distribution.

Option 1. For eligibility criteria in paragraph 1.2, Option 1, the distribution of QS to the LLP
license holder shall be based on the catch history of the vessel on which the LLP license
is based and shall be on a fishery-by-fishery basis. The underlying principle of this
program is one history per vessel. However, the initial allocation of quota share will
allow stacking or combining of valid, permanent, fully transferable LLP licenses and of
histories of vessels as permitted under the LLP.

Option 2. For eligibility criteria in paragraph 1.2, the distribution of QS to the LLP license holder
shall be based on the catch history of the vessel (including replacement vessels) on
which the LLP license and endorsements are based and shall be on a fishery by fishery
basis. The catch history upon which the fishing quota shares are derived, must have been
earned on vessels that are currently MarAd certified and/or USCG documented fishing
vessels. The initial allocation of quota share will allow stacking or combining of LLPs
and histories that satisfied (i) the GQP and EQP landings requirements of the LLP, and
(i1) either the RPP landings requirement, or one or more of the specific exemption
requirements of Amendment 10 to the LLP.

Option 3: In cases where the fishing privileges (i.e. moratorium qualification or LLP license) of
an LLP qualifying vessel have been transferred, the distribution of QS to the LLP shall
be based on the aggregate catch histories of (1) the vessel on which LLP license was
based up to the date of transfer, and (2) the vessel owned or controlled by the LLP
license holder and identified by the license holder as having been operated under the
fishing privileges of the LLP qualifying vessel after the date of transfer. Only one catch
history per LLP License.

Suboption: Persons who have an purchased LLP, with GQP, EQP, and RPP qualifications to remain
in a fishery may obtain a distribution of QS on the history of either the vessel on which the LLP
is based or on which the LLP is used, NOT both.
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Suboption: With the exception of Amendment 10 replacement vessels, catch histories from different
vessels shall not be combined for any single fishery, nor shall distribution of QS be
based, in whole or in part, on any catch history of any vessel not lawfully U.S.
documented and endorsed as a fishing vessel at the time such QS distribution is made.
License transfers for purposes of combining LLPs must have occurred by January 1,
2002. (Could be applied to any of the above options or suboptions)

1.4.2 Qualifying Periods for Determination of the QS Distribution:

1.4.2.1 Opilio (EBS snow crab)
Option 1. 1994 - 1999 (6 seasons)

(a) Best 5 seasons
Option 2. 1992 - 1999 (8 seasons)

(a) Best 7 seasons
Option 3. 1995 - 1999 (5 seasons)

(a) All seasons

(b) Best 4 seasons
Option 4. 1996 - 2000 (5 seasons)

(a) Best 4 seasons
Option 5. 1996-2002 (7 seasons)

(a) (Best 6 seasons)

1.4.2.2 Bristol Bay red king crab
Option 1. 1993 - 1999 (5 seasons, closed in ‘94 and 95)
(a) All seasons
(b) Best 4 seasons
Option 2. 1992 - 1999 (6 seasons)

(a) All seasons

(b) Best 5 seasons
Option 3. 1996 - 2000 (5 seasons)

(a) Best 4 seasons
Option 4. 1996-2001 (6 seasons)

(a) Best 5 seasons

1.4.2.3 Bairdi (EBS tanner crab)
Option 1. 1992 - 1996 (5 seasons)

(a) All seasons
(b) Best 4 seasons
Option 2. 91/92* - 1996 (6 seasons)
(a) Best 5 seasons
Option 3. Based on a 50/50 combination of Bristol Bay red king crab and opilio
harvests.

*The biological season extended over a calendar year

1.4.2.4 Pribilofs red king crab
Option 1. 1993 - 1998

(a) Best 4 seasons
Option 2. 1994 - 1998
(a) All seasons
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(b) Drop one season®

1.4.2.5 Pribilofs blue king crab
Option 1. 1993 - 1998

(a) Best 4 seasons
Option 2. 1994 - 1998

(a) All seasons

(b) Drop one season

1.4.2.6 St. Matthew blue king crab
Option 1. 1993 - 1998

(a) Best 4 seasons
Option 2. 1994 - 1998

(a) All seasons

(b) Drop one season

1.4.2.7 Brown king crab (based on biological season)
(Options apply to both Dutch Harbor and western Aleutian Island brown king crab)
Option 1. 92/93 - 98/99 (7 seasons)

(a) All seasons

(b) Drop one season
Option 2. 95/96 - 98/99 (4 seasons)

(a) All seasons

(b) Drop one season
Option 3. 96/97 - 98/99 (3 seasons)

(a) All seasons

(b) Drop one season
Option 4. 96/97 - 2000/01 (5 seasons)

(a) Best 4 seasons
Option 5. 96/97 - 2001/02 (6 seasons)

(a) Best 5 seasons

Suboption: Award each initial recipient QS based on:
(a) GHL split Dutch Harbor/western Aleutian Island brown king crab
(b) historical participation in each region.

1.4.2.8 Adak Red King Crab
Option 1. 1992 - 1996

(a) All seasons
(b) Best 2 seasons
(c) Not appropriate for rationalization

1.5 Annual allocation of IFQs:
1.5.1  Basis for calculating IFQs:
Option 1. GHL
Option 2. Convert GHL to a TAC and use the TAC as the basis.

1.6 Transferability and Restrictions on Ownership of QS/IFQs:

SAll potential recipients would drop their worst season during the qualifying period.
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1.6.1  Persons eligible to receive QS/IFQs by transfer:

Option 1.
(a) All persons or entities eligible to document a U.S. fishing vessel are eligible
to own or purchase harvester QS and IFQs
(b) Persons or entities with 75% U.S. ownership

Suboption: Initial recipients of harvesting quota share are grandfathered

Option 2. US citizens who have had at least (3 options):
a. 30 days of sea time*
b. 150 days of sea time*
c. 365 days of sea time*
Suboption: Initial recipients of harvesting quota share are grandfathered

Option 3. Entities that have a U.S. citizen with 20% or more ownership and at least
a. 30 days of sea time*
b. 150 days of sea time*
c. 365 days of sea time*
Suboption: Initial recipients of harvesting quota share are grandfathered
*Definition of sea time (3 options):

Option 1. Sea time in any of the US commercial fisheries in a harvesting capacity

Option 2. Sea time in a harvesting capacity in any commercial fishery of the State of
Alaska or the Alaska EEZ

Option 3. Sea time in any BSAI crab fishery

1.6.2  Leasing of QS (Leasing is equivalent to the sale of IFQs without the accompanying QS.)
Leasing is defined as the use of IFQ on vessel which QS owner holds less than 5-50% ownership
of vessel or on a vessel on which the owner of the underlying QS is present:

Option 1. Leasing QS is allowed with no restrictions

Option 2. Leasing QS is not allowed

Option 3. A brown king crab QS holder may annually swap with any other brown king crab QS
holder, on a pound for pound basis, IFQ in one district for IFQ in the other district.

1.6.3  Separate and distinct QS Ownership Caps - apply to all harvesting QS categories pertaining to
a given crab fishery with the following provisions:
(a) initial issuees that exceed the ownership cap would be grandfathered,;
(b) apply individually and collectively to all QS holders in each crab fishery;
() percentage-cap options for the Bristol Bay red king crab, Opilio, Bairdi, Pribilofs red
king crab, Pribilofs blue king crab and St. Matthew blue king crab fisheries (a different
percentage cap may be chosen for each fishery):

Option 1. 1 % of the total QS pool for the fishery
Option 2. 5% of the total QS pool for the fishery
Option 3. 8% of the total QS pool for the fishery
(d) percentage-cap ranging from 10%-40% for the Dutch Harbor and western Aleutian

Island brown king crab (a different percentage cap may be chosen for each fishery or
may be applied to the combined fisheries if not categorized separately).

Suboption: No initial issuance shall exceed the cap specified. Any amount of QS that
would be issued to a person in excess of the cap shall be distributed to other qualified
persons receiving an allocation in the fishery:

a) equally or

b) proportionally.
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(e) percentage-cap ranging from 10%-30% for Adak red king crab (if QS for this fishery are
issued).

6] in the opilio fishery, the cap can be reduced to 0.5% of the total QS pool in the event the
GHL increases to over 400 million pounds (with those over this cap prior to the
reduction grandfathered).

1.6.4  Controls on vertical integration (ownership of harvester QS by processors):

Option 1: No controls
Option 2: A cap of 1%, 5% or 8%, with grandfathering of initial allocations
Option 3: An entity that owns PQs may not own harvester QS in addition to those

harvester QS that were issued to the PQ holder in the initial allocation.
Vertical integration ownership caps on processors should be analyzed using both the individual and collective rule
and the threshold ownership rule using 10%, 25%, and 50% minimum ownership standards for inclusion in
calculating the cap. PQS ownership caps are at the company level.

1.7 Use of IFQs

1.7.1  Use by harvesting sectors - IFQs must be used in accordance with the privileges defined for the
associated QS category. The following provisions also apply:

L “A” class CV-IFQs may be processed by either a shoreside processor or a
catcher/processor so long as sufficient processor shares are held by the processor.

IIL. “B” class CV-IFQ’s may be processed by either a shoreside processor or a
catcher/processor.

111 “A” or “B” class CV-QS initially issued to a catcher/processor shall not be regionally
or community designated.

Iv. “A” or “B” class CV-QS purchased or obtained by catcher/processors shall retain their
regional or community designation.

V. No allowance of the use of purchased class B share IFQ crab on catcher processor
vessels.

1.7.2 Catcher/Processor shares:

1.7.2.1 Catcher/Processors shall be granted “A” and “B” class CV-QS in the same manner as
catcher vessels.

1.7.2.1.1 Catcher/Processors shall be granted CP-QS in the same manner as catcher vessels.

1.7.2.2 Catcher/Processors shall be granted PQ’s based on their processing history.

1.7.2.3 Allowances for Catcher/Processors:

Option 1. Catcher/Processors are prohibited from purchasing additional PQs from shore
based processors but are free to acquire PQs from other Catcher/Processors.

Option 2. Catcher/Processors shall be allowed to purchase additional PQs from shore
based processors as long as the shares are processed within 3 miles of shore in

the designated region.

Option 3. Catcher/Processors may purchase additional CV-QS but cannot process unless
sufficient unused IPQs are held.
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Option 4.

Option 5.

Option 6.

Catcher/Processors may sell processed or unprocessed crab. Depending on the
type of model (one-pie, two-pie, etc.), unprocessed crab may be delivered to:
(a) processors that hold unused IPQs, or
(b) any processor

Only catcher processors that both caught and processed crab onboard their
qualifying vessels in any BSAI crab fishery during 1998 or 1999 will be
eligible for any CP QS in any IFQ or Coop program.

CP-QS initially issued to a catcher/processor shall not be regionally or
community designated.

1.7.2.4 Transfers to shore-based processors:

(a) Catcher/Processors shall be allowed to sell PQ’s to shore based processors.

(b) When CP-PQ shares without a regional designation are sold to a shore based processor,
the shares become designated by region.

(©) Catcher/Processors shall be allowed to sell CP/QS to shore based processors.

(d) When CP/QS shares, without a regional designation, are sold to a shore based processor,

the shares become CV and PQ shares designated by region.

1.7.3  Catch accounting under IFQs - All landings including deadloss will be counted against IFQs.
Options for treatment of incidental catch are as follows:

Option 1.

Option 2.

Option 3.
Option 4.

Option 5.

No discards of legal crab will be allowed and sufficient IFQs for legal crab
must be available.

No discards of ”marketable” crab will be allowed for opilio crab and sufficient
IFQs for “marketable” crab must be available. (Legal size for opilio is 3.1
inches but the industry standard is 4 inches.)

No discards of opilio crab with a carapace of 4 inches or greater in width.
Discards of incidentally caught crab will be allowed. (This option would allow,
for example, incidental catch of bairdi crab in a red king crab fishery to be
discarded without counting against bairdi IFQs.)

Request ADFG and BOF to address the concerns of discards, highgrading,
incidental catch and the need for bycatch reduction and improved in season
monitoring to coincide with implementation of a rationalization program.

1.7.4  Use caps on IFQs harvested on any given vessel:

Option 1.

a) fleet average percent of the catch
b) highest single vessel percentage of the catch

Time periods considered for determining the catch shall be:
a) the IFQ qualifying years;
b) the IFQ qualifying years plus the years from the end of the qualifying period through the year
of the final Council action.

Option 2. No use caps

1.8 Other Optional Provisions

1.8.1  Options for skippers and crews members:

Option 1.
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I. Percentage to Captains and/or crew:

A range of percentages for initial allocation from 0% to 20% should be analyzed.

(i.e. 0%, 10%, 20%)

A crewman is defined as a US citizen who held a a commerecial fishing landing permit or crew license during the
qualifying period.

II. Species specific:

III.

Iv.

VI

As with vessels.

Eligibility:
Determined on a fishery by fishery basis by 1) having at least one landing in the qualifying years used by the vessels
and 2) having recent participation in the fishery as defined by at least one landing per year in the fishery in the last
two years prior to adoption of a rationalization program by the Council.
As a second option, eligibility could be determined by a point system modeled after that used by the State of Alaska
in SE Alaska for limited entry in the Dungeness, King, and Tanner crab fisheries there.
Eligibility will include:

1. Skippers only
2. All crew

Qualification period:
As with vessels.

Distribution per Captain:

i) Shares based on landings (personal catch history based on ADF&G fish tickets).
ii) Shares distributed equally among qualified participants.
iii) distribution based on a point system
iv) A mix of one or more of the above, with a range of 0-50% distributed equally and the balance based
on landings and/or points
Distribution for All Crew:
i) Shares distributed equally among qualified participants.
ii) distribution based on a point system
iii) A mix of one or more of the above, with a range of 0-50% distributed equally and the balance based
on points

VII. Transferability criteria:

(1) Sale of QS
a) QS is fully transferable
b) QS is only transferable to active participants

(2) IFQ leasing
a) [IFQ is fully leasable
b) IFQ is only leasable to active participants
¢) [IFQ is leasable to smaller, distant fisheries (i.e. St. Mathew, Pribilof and Adak King Crab)
d) No leasing of [FQ

Use it or lose it would apply to all skipper/crew QS, with a one year hardship provision. If the skipper/crew QS holder
does not maintain active status in the fishery they would be required to transfer their QS to another active participant
in the fishery.
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An active participant is defined by participation in at least one delivery in a crab fishery included in the proposed
rationalization program in the last year as evidenced by ADF&G fish ticket or affidavit from the vessel owner.

VIIIL

a)
b)

<)

Skipper/Crew on Board requirements

No onboard requirement for skipper/crew with QS

Initial issuees of QS would not be required to be onboard the vessel, subsequent tranferees would be
required to be onboard the vessel when harvesting QS.

Requirement for skipper/crew to be onboard vessel when harvesting QS.

Option 2: First Right of Refusal on Quota Share Transfers

(1

@)

3)

4)

)

Option 3.

Option 4.

A range of 0-20% of initially issued QS would be designated as crew shares, these shares would
remain as a separate class of QS. Transfer of initially issued QS must include transfer of 0-20% crew
shares for which there will be a first right of refusal for eligible crew to buy. The owner of the QS
being offered for sale would have to give notice to NMFS RAM division of the impending sale. RAM
in turn could then notify the fleet of the available QS. After this initial transfer crew QS will be
available for transfer to any active participant in the fishery.

If a qualified buyer cannot be found then 50% of the 0-20% crew QS offered for sale would have to
be gifted to a pool available to qualified buyers and the remaining 50% of the 0-20% could then be
offered for sale on the open market to any buyer.

The crew pool of QS would be overseen by RAM. The proceeds from the sale of this QS by auction
to the highest qualified bidder would go into a dedicated low interest loan program for crew.

Time frame for the first right of refusal is 1-3 months.
Eligibility of a U.S. citizen to purchase crew shares would be defined by participation in at least one
delivery in the subject crab fishery in the last year as evidenced by ADF&G fish ticket or affidavit

from the vessel owner.

Protection of traditional and historical crew share percentages with no sunset based on the Canadian
Groundfish Development Authority Code of Conduct.

A low-interest rate loan program for skipper and crew purchases of QS would be established or made
part of the existing loan program for IFQ purchases.

Option 5. Owner On Board Option

A portion (range of 5-50%) of the quota shares initially issued to fishers / harvesters would be
designated as "owner on board."

Allinitial issuees (individual and corporate) would be grandfathered as not being required to be aboard
the vessel to fish shares initially issued as "owner on board" shares

Shares transferred to initial issuees in the first (range of 3-7 years) of the program would be
considered the same as shares initially issued

"owner on board" shares transferred by initial issuees , after the grace period, would require the
recipient to be aboard the vessel to harvest the IFQ/ITQ

APPENDIX 1 —REGULATORY IMPACT REVIEW 39 AUGUST 2004



e. In cases of hardship (injury, medical incapacity, loss of vessel, etc.) a holder of "owner on board"
quota shares may, upon documentation and approval, transfer / lease his or her shares for the term of
the hardship / disability or a maximum of (Range 1-3 years)

f. Shares issued to CDQ groups are exempt from owner on board requirements

Suboption: Any transfer of QS designated at initial allocation as "owner on board" quota would count against "1st
refusal" requirement.

1.8.2  Overage Provisions:

(a) Allowances for overages during last trip:
Option 1. 1%
Option 2. 3%
Option 3. 5%
(b) Any overage would be deducted from the QS holder’s IFQs (during the next season) at:
Option 1. same amount as overage
Option 2. twice the amount as overage

1.8.3  AFA vessels option: Eliminate AFA harvester sideboard caps on crab species upon implementation.

1.8.4  Discussion in the analysis of season opening dates under an IFQ program and the potential for concurrent
seasons and multi-species fishing to reduce bycatch.

1.8.5  Sideboards.
Sideboards shall be addressed through a TRAILING AMENDMENT, which shall evaluate the following

options:
1. Non AFA vessels that qualify for QS in the rationalized opilio crab fisheries would be limited to their
a) GOA groundfish catch history excluding sablefish or
b) inshore pcod catch history in the GOA fisheries (with offshore pcod exempt).
The years for qualification would be the same as the qualifying period selected from 1.4.2.1.
2. Sideboard exemptions:
1. exempt vessels from sideboards which had opilio landings in the qualifying years of:
Option a. <100,000 pounds
Option b. <70,000 pounds
Option c. <50,000 lbs
Option d. <25,000 lbs
3. exempt vessels with more than 100, 200, or 500 tons of cod total landings in the years 95-99
4. vessels with <10,<50 and <100 tons total groundfish landings in the qualifying period would be
prohibited from participating in the GOA cod fishery.

2. Processing Sector Elements

2.1 Eligible Processors - processors (including catcher-processors) eligible to receive an initial allocation of
processing quota shares (PQs) are defined as follows:
(A) U.S. Corporation or partnership (not individual facilities) that
(b) processed crab for any crab fishery included in the IFQ program during 1998 or 1999.

2.2 Categories of Processing Quota Shares
2.2.1  Crab fishery categories - processing quota shares may be issued for the following crab fisheries:

Bristol Bay red king
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Brown king (Al Golden king)
Adak red king

Dutch Harbor red king
Pribilof Islands blue king

St. Matthew blue king
Pribilof Islands red king
Opilio (EBS snow crab)

E Al tanner

W Al tanner

Bairdi (EBS tanner)

2.2.2  Regional categories - processing quota shares will be categorized into two regions if regionalization
is adopted (see Regionalization Elements for description of regions):
(a) Northern Region - All areas on the Bering Sea north of 56° 20' N. Latitude
(b) Southern Region - All areas on the Bering Sea south of 56° 20' N. Latitude and all areas on the
Gulf of Alaska

23 Initial allocation of processing quota shares
Option 1. Processing quota shares shall be initially issued to Eligible Processors based on three-year

average processing history’ for each fishery, determined by the buyer of record listed on
ADF&G fish tickets, as follows:

(a) 1997 - 1999 for Bristol Bay red king crab

(b) 1996 - 1998 for Pribilof red king crab

(c) 1996 - 1998 for Pribilof blue crab

(d) 1996 - 1998 for St. Mathew blue crab

(e) 1997 - 1999 for opilio crab

(f) Bairdi crab based on 50/50 combination of processing history for BBRKC and opilio

(g) 1996/97, 1997/98 and 1998/99 seasons for brown king crab

(h) The council shall/may determine if the 4 species not included are appropriate for PQs, Dutch

Harbor red king, E Al tanner, W Al tanner, and Adak red king

(1): The qualifying years for issuance of IPQ in the Western Aleutian Islands (Adak) red king crab

fishery will be:
Option A. 1992/93 to 1995/96
Option B. Based on Western Aleutian Islands brown king crab IPQ
Option C. 0 - 50% of IPQs would be allocated to the community of Adak

Option 2. Processing quota shares shall be initially issued to Eligible Processors based on the
processing history for Opilio, BBRKC or brown king crab, determined by the buyer of record
listed on ADF&G fish tickets, using the best 4 seasons during the 1996 - 2000 seasons.
Suboption: Extend this option to 1996 - 2002 for Opilio (best 6 of 7 seasons)

1996 - 2001 for BBRKC (best 5 of 6 seasons)
1996/7 - 2001/2 for brown king crab (best 5 of 6 seasons)

Option 3. If an eligible processor is no longer active in the crab fisheries, the history of the processor
will be allocated to open delivery (Class B) shares but will retain its regional designation.

The three-year average shall be the three-year aggregate pounds purchased by each eligible processor in a
fishery, divided by the three-year aggregate pounds purchased by all eligible processors in that fishery.
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24

25

2.6

2.7

Option 4. If the buyer can be determined to be an entity other than the entity on the fish ticket, then the
IPQ shall be issued to that buyer.

Percentage of season’s GHL or TAC for which IPQs are distributed:

2.4.1  TPQs will be issued for a portion of the season’s GHL or TAC for each species to provide open
delivery processing as a means to enhance price competition:

Option 1 100% GHL (or TAC) would be issued as IPQs

Option 2 90% GHL (or TAC) would be issues as IPQs - the remaining 10% would be
considered open delivery.

Option 3 80% of GHL (or TAC) would be issued as IPQs - the remaining 20% would be
considered open delivery.

Option 4 70% of GHL (or TAC) would be issued as IPQs - the remaining 30% would be

considered open delivery.
Option 5 0% - no processing shares

Implementation of the open delivery processing portion of the fishery:
Catcher vessel QS/IFQs are categorized into Class A and Class B shares. Purchases of crab caught with Class
A shares would count against IPQs while purchases of crab caught with Class B shares would not. Crab caught

with Class B shares may be purchased by any processor on an open delivery basis.

Transferability of processing shares - provisions for transferability include the following:

(a) Processing quota shares and IPQs would be freely transferable, including leasing
(b) IPQs may be used by any facility of the Eligible Processor (without transferring or leasing)
(c) Processing quota shares and IPQs categorized for one region cannot be transferred to a processor for

use in a different region.

Ownership and use caps - different percentage caps may be chosen for each fishery:
2.7.1  Ownership caps

Option 1. based on maximum share for processors by fishery plus a percentage of 5%, 10%
or 15%.

Option 2. Ownership cap equal to largest share issued to processor at initial issuance.

Option 3. Range of caps from average to maximum with grandfather clause.

PQS ownership caps should be analyzed using both the individual and collective rule and the threshold ownership rule
using 10%, 25%, and 50% minimum ownership standards for inclusion in calculating the cap. PQS ownership caps are
at the company level.

2.8

2.7.2  Use caps

Option 1 Annual use caps ranging from 30% - 60% of the GHL (or TAC) by fishery.
Option 2. Annual use caps of quota share equal to the largest PQ holder’s share in each
specific fishery.

Other Optional Provisions:
2.8.1  The crab processing caps enacted by Section 211(c)(2(A) of the AFA would be terminated.

2.8.2  Penalties - Eligible Processors must fully utilize their processing quota shares in the season while a
fishery is open or lose the amount that is not utilized for one season in the next season.
(a) Distribution of unused quota:
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Option 1. Distributed to other processors proportionally
Option 2. Distributed to other processors equally

Option 3. Allocate to open delivery

Suboption 1. If QS is reclassified from Class A to Class B:

a) reclassification of Class A QS will be distributed proportionally
among all Class A QS holders

b) reclassification of Class A QS will be distributed equally among
all Class A QS holders

c) reclassification of the unused Class A QS to B class

All three options for reclassification of these temporary B QS should require a
regionalization designation to maintain the appropriate regional allocations. Additionally,
include discussion of reasons a processor may not use its quota, including physical inability
(e.g. plant breakdown); harvesters being unable to deliver when the processor is able to
process; bona fide price disagreement; concern over exceeding the processor quota allotment
(when there is only a small amount of processor quota remaining); and bonafide dispute over
quality of the crab.
(b) Hardship provisions

2.8.3  Option for use of a private sector managed (non-governmental), binding arbitration process, for failed
price negotiations, between fishermen and processors. To the extent that this may be a key design
feature in a two pie IFQ program, the analysis should consider the mechanics and applicability to a
two pie IFQ program.

Considerations for analysis of binding arbitration:

Individuals and groups of fishermen holding QS will negotiate independently and separately with individual
processing companies holding PQs at any time, before season openings, the earlier the better, to seek best
market prices;

Only required if negotiations fail to achieve acceptable price to both parties;
Private-sector financed and managed and conducted on a company-by-company basis;
Individuals, groups and companies that request binding arbitration jointly bear the cost;
Requires statutory definition, along with harvesting and processing quota shares;
Harvesting and processing sectors must agree to participate;

Agreements on price settlements are binding and will likely require an enforcement mechanism (i.e. contracts
or statement of agreement between parties);

Biological seasons, overlap of the biological seasons, crab quality, weather and other considerations need to
be contemplated in development of the process framework;

Need to establish criteria for pool of arbitrators

Elements of the binding arbitration process:

Requires independent market analyses for specified BSAI king, tanner (Bairdi) and snow (Opilio) crab species
by a designated market analyst to be chosen by industry (fishermen and processors);

Arbitrator, chosen by industry (fishermen and processors) before start of negotiations, sits in on presentation
of market analysis but does not sit in on negotiations;

Need to establish and adhere to deadlines for:
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(a) Presentation of market analysis to industry (i.e. 8 to 10 weeks prior to season opening)
(b) Agreement on date to go to arbitration

(1) Pre season

(2) In season
() Agreement on deadline for price settlement

(1) Date certain

(2) or based on % of GHL caught

. Arbitration will require the parties to submit best price and arbitrator picks one or the other price, but does not
split the difference or other options

. Options to establish a price:

Option 1. Prices established are a minimum price, based on market analysis, with processors agreeing
to pay at least the minimum price (allows variability on prices between companies).

Option 2. Formula approach similar to some Bering Sea pollock operations, where the fleets share in
the percentage of the sale price of the products. In this case, the arbitrator would decide the
formula percentage.

The Council will appoint a technical working group to further assess the means to implement a system of Binding
Arbitration as part of the crab rationalization program for all alternatives considered. The working group should be
charged to return with a report to the Council in June, 2002. The working group will include staff support, NOAA GC,
and representatives of the AMA, the processors, and harvesting groups. Further the Council/NMFS will explore options
to bring in representatives of the harvest and processing sector from the Newfoundland crab fishery, who participated
in the process with John Sackton, the arbitrator.

Additionally, the costs of arbitration and market research shall be funded by one-quarter of one percent of the
federal fee on the ITQ program from the fisheries subject to the rationalization plan - distributed equally to an
arbitration fund to the harvesters' legally constituted collective bargaining association.

a) One quarter of one percent of the program for enforcement and management

Elements of the binding arbitration process:
The following additional options are added for analysis:

1. Arbitration may bind:

Option 1. All harvesters

Option 2. Only fishermen associated with a particular processor entity

Option 3. All processors

Option 4. Only the processor associated with a particular group of harvesters
2. The arbitrator shall base his or her decision on:

Option 1. Historical sharing of revenues in the fishery

Option 2. Historical revenues and costs of the fishery

Option 3. Distribution of revenues in excess of variable costs in the fishery

Option 4. All of the above and any other relevant factors the parties present to the arbitrator
3. An arbitration decision may be enforced by:

Option 1. Standard contract law provisions

Option 2. Use it or lose it provisions for both harvesters and processors

Option 3. Specific performance requirement
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Staff shall include a brief preliminary qualitative discussion of the binding arbitration options in the public review
analysis. Staff shall provide further analysis as the program is better defined.

3. Regionalization Elements
3.1 Two regions are proposed:
(a) Northern Region - All areas on the Bering Sea north of 56° 20" N. Latitude. (This region includes the

(b)

Pribilof islands and all other Bering Sea Islands lying to the north. The region also includes all
communities on Bristol Bay including Port Heiden but excludes Port Moller and all communities lying
westward of Port Moller.)

Southern Region - All areas on the Bering Sea south of 56° 20' N. Latitude and all areas on the Gulf
of Alaska (This region includes all parts of the Alaska Peninsula westward of and including Port
Moller. All of the Aleutian Islands are included in the South Region as are all ports and communities
on the Gulf of Alaska.)

Suboption: Regional categories for deliveries of Aleutian Islands brown king and Adak red king crab

split into a "Western" (west of 174 degrees West longitude) and "Eastern” (east of 174
degrees West) area with an option that up to 50% of W AI brown king crab must be
processed in the W Al region.

32 Regional categorization of processing and/or harvesting quota shares

3.2.1

322

3.2.3

324

3.2.5

Categorization will be based on all historical landings. Periods used to determine regional percentages
are as follows:
Option 1. 1995 - 1999
Option 2. 1997 - 1999
Option 3.
There shall be no regional designation when the percentage associated with the region is 0
- 8%.
There shall be no regional designation of the Bairdi fishery shares.
There shall be no regional designation of the Bristol Bay red king crab fishery shares.
Pribilof red king crab Class A shares shall all be designated for the Northern Region.
Pribilof blue king crab Class A shares shall all be designated for the Northern Region.

Options for the harvesting sector:
Option 1. all CV quota shares are categorized by region
Option 2. only Class A CV quota shares are categorized by region

Options for the processor sector:
Option 1. Processing quota shares and IPQs are categorized by region

Option 2. Regional restrictions apply to deliveries made on an open delivery basis

Once assigned to a region, processing and/or harvesting quota shares cannot be reassigned to a
different region.

Options for addressing potential mismatch of harvesting and processing shares within the region.

1. The base years for determining processing shares and the base period for determining the
share assigned to each region shall be the same.
2. If the cumulative harvester quota associated with each region differs from the total regional

share, by species, the harvester share, by species, shall be adjusted, up or down, in the
following manner:
a. The adjustment shall apply only to harvesters with share in both regions.
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b. The adjustment shall be made on a pro rata basis to each harvester, so that the total
share among those harvesters, by region, equals the total share assigned to each
region.

3. The adjustment shall only be on shares that carry a regional designation; Class B quota
would be excluded from the adjustment.

33 Delivery and processing restrictions - the following provisions apply to the delivery and processing of crab with
IFQs or IPQs that are categorized by region:
(a) Crab harvested with catcher vessel IFQs categorized for a region must be delivered for processing
within the designated region
(b) Crab purchased with IPQs categorized for a region must be processed within the designated region.

34 Alternative Regionalization/Community Protection Option: Processing history may leave an eligible community
of origin in which the history was established with permission of the eligible community. The processing QS
may change communities with negotiated agreement between the processor and the originating (eligible)
community; these agreements will be filed with the Secretary of commerce thirty days prior to the quota share
leaving the eligible community.

"Eligible communities" shall be defined as any community in which aggregate (community) landings exceeded
0-8% of the species for which processor QS is awarded during the qualifying period.

"Community landings" for closed fisheries will be determined using a formula that mirrors "processor option
one" as defined in the current analysis.

Option to be evaluated as a TRAILING AMENDMENT:

Under this option, processor quota shares are subject to regional designations as set forth in Section 3.1, 3.2
and 3.3. A processing quota share holder may switch processor quota from one region to another region (on
an annual or permanent basis) by compensating the community that is impacted by that change. A processor
must provide compensation only if it switches from one region to another region. A change in location of
processing within a region does not require compensation to a community. Compensation for a permanent
departure from a region is only required one time; a subsequent change to another region does not require
further compensation by the processing share quota owner. A switch of the region of processing under this
option would include the following elements:

1. This option does not displace the regional designation of Class A shares or the processing of quota
delivered under Class A shares. It instead provides an option for the delivery and processing of quota
from Class A shares using IPQ into a different region upon compensation (in a manner and form
acceptable to the effected community) to switch to another region.

2. The community to be compensated would be determined by the community that received the raw fish
tax associated with the IPQ being transferred. The options for determining the community include:
(a) The community to which the raw fish tax was paid in 1, 2, 3 or 4 years prior to the proposed
transfer;
(b) The community to which the raw fish tax was paid in the period used to determine eligibility
for the issuance of IPQ;
(c) The community to which a majority of the raw fish tax was paid in the period designated in
aor b above.
3. The processor that pays the compensation to the community may designate the harvester that also is

allowed to switch from the original region to another region. The harvester is free to accept or reject
that designation.

4. The option applies only to IPQ and corresponding Class A shares. It does not apply to any processing
of Class B shares nor to Class B shares themselves.
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5. The entity entitled to negotiate on behalf of the community shall be designated by one of the
following: The State of Alaska or the United States Department of Commerce.

4. Community Development Allocation (based on existing CDQ program):

Option 1. No change from existing program

Option 2. Expand existing program to all crab fisheries under this analysis.

Option 3. Increase for all species of crab to 10%

Option 4. Increase for all species of crab to 12.5%

Option 5. For the Aleutian Islands brown king crab fishery, the percentage of resource not utilized
(difference between actual catch and GHL) during base period is allocated to the community
of Adak.

5. Program Duration and Review

The following options apply to all program elements:

Option 1. Program review after 2 years and every 3 years thereafter to objectively measure the success
of the program, including benefits and impacts to harvesters (including vessel owners,
skippers and crew), processors and communities by addressing concerns, goals and
objectives identified in the Crab Rationalization problem statement and the Magnuson
Stevens Act standards. This review should include analysis of post-rationalization impacts
to coastal communities, harvesters and processors in terms of economic impacts and options
for mitigating those impacts.

Option 2. Program review every 3 years to objectively measure the success of the program, including
benefits and impacts to harvesters (including vessel owners, skippers and crew), processors
and communities by addressing concerns, goals and objectives identified in the Crab
Rationalization problem statement and the Magnuson Stevens Act standards. This review
should include analysis of post-rationalization impacts to coastal communities, harvesters and
processors in terms of economic impacts and options for mitigating those impacts.

Option 3. No program review

Option 4. Sunset in 5 or 7 years

6. Cooperative model options:

6.1 Coop model with the following elements and options:

State Voluntary Cooperative: The purpose of the voluntary cooperative for BSAI crab fisheries is to allow harvesting,
processing and community interests to share in the benefits of a rationalized fishery, enhanced by formal cooperation
between buyers and sellers. A cooperative structure encourages entities with common and mutual interests to approach
those interests through a common perspective.

Individual harvesting and processing histories are issued to both catcher and processors.
(Harvesters under Section 1.3.2 a) which meet program qualifications. Processors under Section 2.1,
2.3, and 2.4 (Options 1-4) which meet qualifications of the program).

Cooperatives may be formed through contractual agreements among fishermen who wish to join into a
cooperative with one or more processors holding processor history for one or more species of crab. Fleet
consolidation within this cooperative may occur either by internal history leasing and vessel retirement or by
history trading within the original cooperative or to a different cooperative.
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3) There must be at least 2 or more unique vessels/owners to form a coop with a processor. Vessels are not

restricted to deliver to a particular plant or processing company.

Suboption: There must be at least 4 or more unique vessels engaged in one or more crab
fisheries to form a coop with a processor. Vessels are not restricted to deliver to a
particular plant or processing company.

New processors may enter the fishery by acquiring processor history from an initial issuee. Cooperative
formation with a new processor lacking processing history requires the new processor to offer both an adequate
payment to the vessel and to the originating plant where the prior processing history resided.

Custom processing would continue to be allowed within this rationalization proposal.

Provide an opportunity for communities. Processing history may leave an eligible community of origin in which
the history was established with permission of the eligible community. The processing QS may change
communities with negotiated agreement between the processor and the originating (eligible) community; these
agreements will be filed with the Secretary of commerce thirty days prior to the quota share leaving the eligible
community.

"Eligible communities" shall be defined as any community in which aggregate (community) landings
exceeded 0-8% of the species for which processor QS is awarded during the qualifying period.

"Community landings" for closed fisheries will be determined using a formula that mirrors "processor
option one" as defined in the current analysis.

(Option for community protection that is being considered as trailing amendment under section 3.4
may be included in this program)

7) Regional Categories:

Option 1. No regional categories.

Option 2. Harvester cooperatives' regional categories for deliveries of Bering Sea
crab as in paragraph 1.3.4.

Option 3. Harvester cooperatives' regional categories for deliveries of Aleutian

Islands brown king and Adak red king crab split into a "Western" (west of
174 degrees West longitude) and "Eastern" (east of 174 degrees West)

area.
8) Duration of coop agreements.
Option 1. 2 years
Option 2. 4 years
Option 3. 6 years
Option 4. A harvester quota share holder may exit the cooperative at any time after

one season. One season shall mean the season established by the Alaska
Board of Fisheries for the fishery associated with the quota shares held by
the harvester.

9) Community Development Allocation (under existing CDQ program)

Option 1. No change from existing program

Option 2. Expand existing program to all crab fisheries under this analysis.
Option 3. Increase for all species of crab to 10%

Option 4. Increase for all species of crab to 12.5%
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Option 5.

For the Aleutian Islands brown king crab fishery, the percentage of
resource not utilized (difference between actual catch and GHL) during
base period is allocated to the community of Adak.

10) Observer requirements. For crab vessels greater than 60' in length, maintain observer coverage at:

Option 1.
Option 2.
Option 3.
Option 4.

11) Length of program:
Option 1.
Option 2.

Status quo.
10%
20%
30%

Sunset in 5 years
Program review to objectively measure the success of the program by
addressing concerns identified in the Crab Rationalization problem
statement and the Magnuson Stevens Act standards.

Suboption 1. Program review after 2 years

Suboption 2. Program review every 3 years

12) Option for skipper and crew members: Protection of traditional and historical crew share percentages with no

sunset.

13) Catch Accounting - All landings including deadloss will be counted against a vessel’s quota. Options for
treatment of incidental catch are as follows:

Option 1.

Option 2.

Option 3.
Option 4.

Option 5.

No discards of legal crab will be allowed, and sufficient quota for legal
crab must be available.

No discards of “marketable” crab will be allowed for opilio crab and
sufficient quota for “marketable” crab must be available. (Legal size for
opilio is 3.1 inches, but the industry standard is 4 inches.)

No discards of opilio crab with a carapace of 4 inches or greater in width.
Discards of incidentally caught crab will be allowed. (This option would
allow, for example, incidental catch of bairdi crab in a red king crab
fishery to be discarded without counting against a vessel’s bairdi quota.)
Request ADFG and BOF to address the concerns of discards, highgrading,
incidental catch and the need for bycatch reduction and improved in
season monitoring to coincide with implementation of a rationalization
program.

6.2 Use a co-op model that would have the following options:

1. Formation of Coop

A. There would be one coop formed with each eligible crab processor. Coops would be formed with the processor at
the company level, not the plant level. Two or more vessels are sufficient to form a coop. The coop would handle all

species of crab.

B. Crab processor eligibility would be determined using the qualifying period identified for allocation of initial IPQs
(Eligible Processors, including C/P as revised in 1.7.2.3 option 5. Processors eligible to receive an initial allocation of
processing quota shares (PQs) are defined as follows: U.S. Corporation or partnership (not individual facilities) that
processed crab for any crab fishery included in the IFQ program during 1998 or 1999.)
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C. Each crab vessel is eligible to join only one coop. Which coop the vessel is eligible to join is determined based on
which eligible processor that vessel delivered the highest pounds of crab to during the processor qualifying period used
for 1.B above.

D. Vessels that join a coop will have their catch history from the vessel qualifying period protected. A vessel that does
not elect to join in the coop for which it is eligible remains under an open access fishery.

E. Each vessel’s catch history is determined using the formulas identified for calculation of initial quota shares selected
under section 1.4 as modified above.

F. A coop agreement would be filed annually with the Secretary of Commerce, after review by the Council, before a
coop’s catch history would be set aside for their exclusive use. The processor and each boat that is eligible and elects
to join the coop must sign the agreement. Only the histories of those boats that sign will be protected.

2. Operation of Coop

A. The coop is responsible for allocating fishing quotas for each species of crab to the coop members. Each vessel is
entitled to one vote, and decisions will be made by majority vote unless otherwise agreed to by the coop members.

B. The processor with which the coop is formed gets

i. first right of refusal for all crab harvested by coop members, with coop free to deliver crab to another eligible
processor if no agreement is reached; or

il. a guaranteed amount of coop crab to be delivered, with the amount ranging from 10% to 100%, the
remainder of which can be delivered by the coop to either—

L. any eligible processor, or
II. any processor, eligible or not (i.e., new entrant allowed).

C. If the processor buys the coop crab, it may process the crab itself or may arrange to have it processed by any other
crab processor (i.e., the processor acts as broker for coop crab it does not wish to process).

D. In the alternative, the processor may elect to have the coop act as its own broker for crab the processor does not wish
to buy, with the coop free to either sell the crab to another processor or allow individual vessels to make arrangements
on their own.

E. Cooperatives may arrange to swap, purchase, or trade deliveries of crab by mutual agreement of the cooperatives
concerned.

3. Movement of Vessels Between Coops

A. Three alternatives would be analyzed.
i. Vessels are free to transfer between coops once each year, with agreement of the coop to which they are
moving. Vessel catch history goes to new coop.

ii. Vessels may move to a new coop after spending one year in the open access fishery. Coop must agree to
entry of new vessel. Vessel catch history is not protected in open access, but is restored upon entering new
coop.

iii. Vessels may only leave coop with agreement of the processor. Catch history only goes with vessel if
processor agrees.
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B. Vessels that did not join a coop in the first year coops are formed may join the coop of the processor to which they
delivered the highest pounds of crab in the previous year after spending one year in the open access fishery.

4. Regionalization, Etc.
A. All other options in the June Draft Council motion regarding regionalization, skipper/crew shares, etc. would
be applied to the Lead Fishery Cooperative Model based on the options identified for analysis in those areas.

5. Taxes

Require owners of CP vessels to pay a fee equivalent to the tax that would have been imposed had the CP operated in
State waters.

Further, the Council reaffirmed its earlier policy statement that catch history in the crab fisheries beyond December 31,
1998 may not count in future rationalization programs, including a fishery cooperative system.

The Initial Council Review Draft of the plurality coop is complete. Further analysis should focus on the options for an
individual quota framework - both one-pie and two-pie - for management of the BSAI crab fisheries. The analysis should
include a discussion of the use of the voluntary cooperative as a fishery management tool within the individual quota
framework.

The analysis should include information on the alternative fisheries that harvesters and processors have participated in,
so that alternative allocation options can be better assessed based on an individual harvester or processor's dependence
on a particular crab fishery.

The amount of stranded capital in the processing sector should be analyzed. Options for addressing the stranded
processing capital issue, such as a processor buyback program should also be discussed.

The effect of regionalization on ownership caps should be added to the analysis.
The analysis should include a qualitative discussion of cumulative impacts of the options on different classes of vessels.

Motion to require certain socioeconomic data from the crab catching, processing and catcher/processors participants
during implementation of the crab rationalization program. This information is to include, but not be limited to: harvest
and production costs; expenditure patterns; vessel ownership data including vessel identifiers (name and address files);
and employment and earnings data. Individual socioeconomic data will be collected from fishing and processing entities
and tabulated by the resource agencies, and maintained in a secure and confidential manner for analysis by the State and
Federal fishery management agencies and the NPFMC. A team of Council and agency staff shall be appointed to develop
a list of specific data to be collected, and the mechanism by which the data would be collected. Upon development of
the draft plan, the team will meet with Council identified industry members to refine the program.

In addition the analysis should include the customary information that meets the requirements of an IRFA, RIR, EA etc.

Adopt by reference the recommendations on page 10 of the Final AP minutes of 2/9/02 and the SSC recommendations
regarding improvements and changes to the crab rationalization document outlined in the SSC minutes of 2/7/02.

The state's current authority to set GHLs will be modified to include the setting of TACs under the BSAI Crab FMP.

Finally, the Council requested that the Analysis include to the extent possible a comprehensive qualitative and, where
possible, quantitative consideration and examination of the following:

A. Processor ownership interest in BSAI crab harvesting vessels

B. CV ownership interest in processors
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Processor ownership interest in BSAI crab fishing history

CV ownership interest in BSAI processing history

Foreign ownership interest in the BSAI crab processing sector
Foreign ownership in the BSAI crab harvesting sector

The percentage of Harvester QS that will be allocated to the processor sector as a result of processor sector
ownership interest in BSAI crab harvesting vessels and BSAI crab fishing history.

The percentage of processor PQs that will be allocated to the harvesting sector as a result of harvesting sector
ownership interests in the BSAI crab processing sector and BSAI crab processing sector history including CPs.

The anti-competitive impacts and economic barriers that may result from the cumulative and combined impacts
of Individual Processing Quotas (IPQs) coupled with Regionalization. For example, are the combined impacts
and barriers of IPQs and Regionalization different than the individual and respective impacts of IPQs or
Regionalization and, if so, to what extent.

The general economic and social impacts and the impacts on free and open competition and markets of IPQs,
including the Halverson report and Matulich report on a 2-pie IFQ-type program.

The impacts of IPQs on free markets and vigorous competition in the BSAI crab industry that may result from
(1) processor sector ownership interest in BSAI crab harvesting vessels, (2) processor sector ownership interest
in BSAI crab fishing history, and (3) the percentage of harvester QS that may be allocated to the processor sector
as a result of processor sector ownership interest in BSAI crab vessels and BSAI crab fishing history.

Staff should provide information describing the issues related to recency and potential proxy QS from other crab
fisheries for determining the initial allocations in the EAI tanner, WAI tanner, and EAI (Dutch Harbor) red king
crab fisheries. The State of Alaska should be consulted on potential options which can be implemented as
trailing amendments.

An analysis of the implications of rationalization on BSAI and GOA groundfish and other crab fisheries
(including tanneri and Pribilof Islands brown king crab fisheries) shall be included in the analysis.

A comprehensive section on environmental consequences (including byctach, highgrading, stock rebuilding)
of the rationalization alternatives shall be included in the analysis.

An analysis of the impact of the crab vessel buyback on the rationalization alternatives (including the
distribution of allocations and caps of harvester and processor shares and the regionalization alternatives) shall
be included in the analysis.

The analysis shall include a discussion of the cost recovery program and its interaction with the current State
fee program.

The general impacts of IPQs on free markets and vigorous competition, price mechanisms, costs, distribution
of rents and other competitive mechanisms:

(1) in the BSAI crab processor sector

(2) in the BSAI crab harvester sector.

(3) in the BSAI crab industry,

(4) in the non-AFA processor sector,

(5) in the Kodiak processor sector,

(6) in the BSAI and GOA fishing industry,

(7) that may result from mergers, acquisitions, combinations and concentrations in the processing sector,
(8) that may result from foreign ownership interest in the processing sector.

Restrictions of ownership of Harvester QS by processing entities that have more than 25% foreign ownership
interest.

Spillover effects on other fisheries.
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T. Include a discussion of the percent of GHL purchased by non-eligible processors on an annual basis and the
effect on the final QS pool.

U. Include a conceptual discussion on how co-op management might work in the harvesting and processing sectors
and a comparison of IFQs/IPQs, to co-ops including the Dooley-Hall co-op structure in addressing the problem
statement.

V. Conservation benefits and other implications of each component of the program (IFQ, IPQ, Regionalization Co-

ops). Present the analysis of these issues in a consolidated section in the EA/RIR.

The Council at its June 2002 meeting selected elements and options that defined its preferred alternative for
rationalization of the BSAI crab fisheries. As a part of that motion, the Council included the following
provisions not explicitly identified in the previous motion. In addition, the Council requested that staff
analyze the additional options for consideration. The following are the provisions of the June 2002 motion
that amend or supplement the provisions of the April 2002 motion (additions are shown in bold):

Elements of the Crab Rationalization Program
Harvesting Sector Elements

Harvester shares shall be considered a privilege and not a property right.

1.1 Crab fisheries included in the program are the following fisheries subject to the Federal FMP for BSAI
crab:

Adak (WAI) red king crab - West of 179° W
Pribilof Islands blue and red king crab

1.3.4 Regional Categories -

South Region - All areas not included in the North Region.
1.4 Initial allocation of QS
1.4.1. Calculation of initial QS distribution will be based on legal landings excluding deadloss.
(b) Basis for QS distribution.

(Old Option 3) In cases where the fishing privileges (i.e. moratorium qualification or LLP license) of an LLP qualifying
(i.e. GQP, EQP, RPP and Amendment 10 combination) vessel have been transferred, the distribution of QS to the LLP
shall be based on the aggregate catch histories of (1) the vessel on which LLP license was based up to the date of
transfer, and (2) the vessel owned or controlled by the LLP license holder and identified by the license holder as having
been operated under the fishing privileges of the LLP qualifying vessel after the date of transfer. Only one catch history
per LLP license. The only catch histories that may be credited by transfer under this suboption are the individual
catch histories of vessels that generate a valid permanent fully transferable LLP license.

1.4.2. Qualifying Periods for Determination of the QS Distribution:
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1.4.2.3 Bairdi (EBS Tanner crab)
Option 2. 91/92 - 1996 (best 4 of 6 seasons)

1.4.2.4 and 1.4.2.5 Pribilof red and blue king crab
Option 2. 1994 - 1998
b. Drop one season

1.4.2.7 Brown king crab (based on biological seasons)
Option 4. 96/97 2000/01 (all 5 seasons)

1.4.2.8 Adak (WAI) red king crab - west of 179° west long.

Option 1. 1992/1993 - 1995/1996 (4 seasons)

d. Best 3 seasons

1.6.2  Leasing of QS (leasing is equivalent to the sale of IFQs without the accompanying QS.)
Leasing is defined as the use of IFQ on vessel which QS owner holds less than 10% ownership of vessel or on a vessel
on which the owner of the underlying QS is not present:
Option 1. Leasing QS is allowed with no restrictions during the first five years after program implementation.
1.6.3  Separate and distinct QS Ownership Caps - apply to all harvesting QS categories pertaining to a given crab
fishery with the following provisions:
c. Percentage-cap options for the Bristol Bay red king crab, Opilio, Bairdi, Pribilof red and blue king crab and St.
Matthew blue king crab fisheries (a different percentage cap may be chosen for each fishery)
1.7.2.3 Allowance for Catcher/Processors:

Option 8. The CP sector is capped at the aggregate level of initial sector-wide allocation.

1.7.4  UsecapsonIFQsharvested on any given vessel are provided for those vessels not participating in a voluntary
cooperative described under section 6.1.

1.8.2  Overage Provisions for the Harvesting Sector:
Allowances for overages during last trip:

Option 2. Overages up to 3% will be forfeited. Overages above 3% results in a violation and
forfeiture of all overage.

1.8.5 Sideboards.

Options:

1. Non AFA vessels that qualify for QS in the rationalized opilio crab fisheries would be limited to their
a. GOA groundfish catch history excluding sablefish or

b. Inshore pcod catch history in the GOA fisheries (with offshore pcod exempt).

2. The years for qualification would be the same as the qualifying period selected from 1.4.2.1.

b. Sideboard exemptions:

3. Exempt vessels from sideboards which had opilio landings in the qualifying years of:
Option a. <100,000 pounds

Option b. <70,000 pounds

Option c. <50,000 Ibs

Option d. <25,000 lbs
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4. Exempt vessels with more than 100, 200, or 500 tons of cod total landings in the years 95-99
5. Vessels with <10,<50 and <100 tons total groundfish landings in the qualifying period would be prohibited
from participating in the GOA cod fishery.

Suboption a: Council staff should analyze economic dependency of participants in the Bering Sea Korean hair
crab fishery to determine if sideboards are warranted.

2.1 Eligible Processors

Hardship provisions for processors that did not process crab in 1998 or 1999 but meet the following provisions:
A processor (not Catcher/Processor) that processed opilio crab in each season between 1988 and 1997 and
Invested significant capital in the processing platform after 1995, will be determined to be a qualified

processor.

Significant capital is defined as a direct investment in processing equipment and processing vessel
improvements in excess of $1 million.

23 Initial allocation of processing quota shares

Option 1. Processing quota shares shall be initially issued to Eligible Processors based on three-year average processing
history for each fishery, determined by the buyer of record listed on ADF&G fish tickets, as follows:

(b) 1996 - 1998 for Pribilof red and blue king crab,
() 1996/97 - 1999/00 seasons for brown king crab

Option 4. If the buyer can be determined, by NMFS using the State of Alaska Commercial Operators Annual
Report, fish tax records, or evidence of direct payment to fishermen, to be an entity other than the entity on the
fish ticket, then the IPQ shall be issued to that buyer.

2.6 Transferability of processing shares - provisions for transferability include the following:
d. New processors may enter the fishery by purchasing IPQ or by purchasing Class B Share crab or by processing
CDQ crab.

2.7.1  Ownership caps

Option 4. No ownership to exceed 30% of the total PQS pool on a fishery by fishery basis with initial issuees
grandfathered.

2.7.2 Use Caps.
Option 3. In the Northern Region annual use caps will be at 60% for the opilio crab fishery.

2.8.3 A private sector managed (non-governmental), binding arbitration process for failed price negotiations,
between fishermen and processors will be implemented through a TRAILING AMENDMENT .

The Council requests that the Binding Arbitration Committee review the following provisions when considering
the development of the binding arbitration program:

. continue its efforts to refine the system of Binding Arbitration that will accomplish the goals articulated
in the Council Crab Rationalization Problem Statement. The Committee should meet over the course of
the summer and return with a report at the October 2002 Council Meeting.

. that the system of binding arbitration will create a mechanism to establish a minimum or formula price
for all crab delivered using Class A harvesting shares.
. this minimum or formula price to be the "safety net" for the "last man standing" facing the last IPQ
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holder. It is intended to ensure that any harvester without market options has the option of an arbitrated
minimum price.

. that there be one arbitration event per IPQ holder per season. Once through arbitration of price, price
shall not be the subject of arbitration for that IPQ holder again for that season.

. that the system of price formation encourage the tradition of harvesters voluntarily engaged in collective
bargaining with individual processing firms for the minimum ex-vessel price or formula in large GHL
fisheries.

Listing these possible elements is not intended to restrict the committee from considering other arbitration
program elements that it believes will be effective for protecting the interests of the parties.

3.1 Two regions are proposed:
b. Southern Region - All areas not in the Northern Region.

32 Regional categorization of processing and/or harvesting quota shares
3.2.1 Categorization will be based on all historical landings.

There shall be no regional designation of the bairdi fishery shares. When there is a harvestable surplus of bairdi,
an open season, and the vessel has bairdi quota, bairdi will be retained and delivered as incidental catch in the
red /blue king crab and opilio fisheries.

34 Community Protection

Transfers of IPQ out of a region are prohibited.

If an owner of IPQ decides to sell the IPQ, the right of first refusal to purchase the IPQ shall be granted to cdq
groups (for IPQ in the Bering Sea) or a community organization approved by the local government (for IPQ in
the GOA) providing that any IPQ so purhased is processed at a facility owned at least 50% by the CDQ
organization or community group.

The amount of IPQ in any year shall not exceed the percentage of the TAC for any crab species as follows:
Option 1: IPQ percentage times a TAC of 150 million pounds.
Option 2: IPQ percentage times a TAC of 200 million pounds.

5. Program Elements

RAM Division in conjunction with State of Alaska will produce annual reports regarding data being gathered
with a preliminary review of the program at 3 years.

Option 2. Formal program review at the first Council Meeting in the Sth year after implementation to objectively
measure the success of the program, including benefits and impacts to harvesters (including vessel owners, skippers and
crew), processors and communities by addressing concerns, goals and objectives identified in the Crab Rationalization
problem statement and the Magnuson Stevens Act standards. This review shall include analysis of post-rationalization
impacts to coastal communities, harvesters and processors in terms of economic impacts and options for mitigating those
impacts. Subsequent reviews are required every 5 years.

Option 5. A proportional share of fees charged to the harvesting sectors and processing sectors for management
and enforcement of the IFQ/IPQ program shall be forwarded to the State of Alaska for use in management and
observer programs for BSAI crab fisheries.

At its October 2002 meeting, the Council adopted several additional provisions for staff analysis to consider
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to supplement the preferred alternative identified in the June 2002 motion. The following provisions were
included for analysis by the Council:

Elements of the Crab Rationalization Program
Section 3.4

Addition:

Alternative 3 Allow for a community organization in those communities that have at least 1% of the initial
distribution of processing history of any BSAI crab fishery to be exempted from the
restriction for the 150 days of sea time requirement under 1.6 Transferability and Restrictions
on Ownership of QS.

Community organization would be defined as:

L. CDQ groups for CDQ communities
II. non-profit community group (similar to CDQ group structure) for non-CDQ communities
II1. non-profit community group (similar to group structure under halibut community purchase

program) for non-CDQ communities regardless of whether or not they are in a borough.

Ownership and management of harvest and processing shares by CDQ or community group will be
subject to rules similar to CDQ regulations

The Council also approved the following options for consideration for the Captains QS (C share) program (options
developed by the committee as amended at the direction of the Council):

1.8.1 Options for captain and crews members:

1.8.1.2 Percentage to Captain:

1. Initial allocation of 3% shall be awarded to qualified captains as C shares.
a. Allocation from QS pool
b. Allocation is from each vessel's allocation to the skipper on the vessel

1.8.1.3 Species specific:
I. As with vessels.

1.8.1.4 Eligibility:

Option 1

1. A qualified captain is determined on a fishery by fishery basis by

1) having at least one landing in
a) 1 of the qualifying years used by the vessels
b) 2 of the qualifying years used by the vessels
c) 3 of the qualifying years used by the vessels and

2) having recent participation in the fishery as defined by at least
L. one landing per season in the fishery in the last two seasons prior to June 10, 2002.
II. one landing per season in the fishery in one of the last two seasons prior to June 10,

2002.

I11. one landing per season in the fishery in two of the last three seasons prior to June 10,
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2002.
Suboption: For recency in the Adak red king, Pribilof, St. Matthew, and bairdi fisheries a qualified
captain must have at least

a) one landing per season in the opilio, BBRKC, or Al brown crab fisheries in the last
two seasons prior to June 10, 2002 (operators of vessels under 60 feet are exempt
from this requirement for the Pribilof red and blue king crab fishery).

b) one landing per season in the opilio, BBRKC, or Al brown crab fisheries in one of
the last two seasons prior to June 10, 2002 (operators of vessels under 60 feet are
exempt from this requirement for the Pribilof red and blue king crab fishery).

c) one landing per season in the opilio, BBRKC, or Al brown crab fisheries in two of
the last three seasons prior to June 10, 2002 (operators of vessels under 60 feet are
exempt from this requirement for the Pribilof red and blue king crab fishery).

2. A captain is defined as the individual named on the Commercial Fishery Entry Permit.

For captains who died from fishing related incidents, recency requirements shall be waived and the allocation shall be
made to the estate of that captain. All ownership, use, and transfer requirements would apply to C shares awarded to the
estate.

Option 2
Point System
Point system-following alternative is provided:
1) Participation 1996-2001
Qualified by delivery in at least two different species
(Maximum 36 points)
Graduated Scale weights most recent participation

Year Points Awarded

2001 7 points

2000 7 points

1999 6 points

1998 6 points

1997 5 points

1996 5 points

2) Consistent Participation 1996-2001
Qualified by making total catch in a season for two different species
(Maximum 24 points)

4 points for each year

3) Vessel Ownership As of January 1, 2002
(Maximum 6 points)

% of Ownership Points Awarded

1-50% 4 points

51-75% 5 points

76-100% 6 points

* This could be used to qualify captains as a general group or on fishery by fishery basis.

1.8.1.5 Qualification period:
I. As with vessels.
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1.8.1.6 Distribution per captain:

l. C QS based on landings (personal catch history based on ADF&G fish tickets) using harvest share
calculation rule.

Regionalization and Class A/B Designation

Option 1: C shares shall be a separate class of shares and not be subject to Class A share delivery requirements.

Suboptions a. This allocation shall be made off the top and shall not affect the Class A/Class B share split
for harvest shares. C shares shall not be subject to regional designations.

b. This allocation shall be made from the harvest Class B shares. C shares shall not be subject

to regional designations.

Option 2: C shares shall be a separate class of shares but shall be subject to the Class A/Class B split and any
related delivery requirements associated with the parallel harvest shares. C shares shall be subject to
regional designations.

Option 3: C shares shall be a separate class of shares and shall all be subject to Class A share delivery
requirements.
Option 4: C shares shall not be regionally designated or have an IPQ delivery requirement, but when used shall

be delivered with the same regional distribution as the harvest shares used on the vessel on a season
by season basis.

Initial Allocation Regionalization

If C shares are regionalized, at the initial allocation regional designations shall be made based on the captain's history,
with an adjustment to the allocation to match the PQS regional ratio made based on the same scheme used for regional
adjustment of harvest shares.

1.8.1.7 Transferability criteria:
1. Purchase of C QS.
a. C QS may be purchased only by persons who are
Option 1. US citizens who have had at least 150 days of sea time in any of the US commercial
fisheries in a harvesting capacity and
Option 2. active participants

An "active participant" is defined by participation as captain or crew in at least one delivery in a crab fishery included
in the rationalization program in the last 365 days as evidenced by ADF&G fish ticket or affidavit from the vessel owner
or evidence from other verifiable sources.

2. C share leasing
a) C QS are leasable for the first three seasons a fishery is prosecuted after program
implementation.

Suboption: limit to the following fisheries only:
Pribilof red and blue crab and St. Matthew blue crab

b) In cases of hardship (injury, medical incapacity, loss of vessel, etc.) a holder of C shares may
lease C QS, upon documentation and approval, (similar to CFEC medical transfers) for the
term of the hardship/disability or a maximum of 2 years over a 10 year period.
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1.8.1.8 Loan program for crab QS

A low-interest rate loan program consistent with MSA provisions, for skipper and crew purchases of QS, shall be
established for QS purchases by captains and crew members using 25% of the Crab IFQ fee program funds collected.
These funds can be used to purchase A, B, or C shares.

Loan funds shall be accessible by active participants only.

Any A or B shares purchased under the loan program shall be subject to any use and leasing restrictions applicable to
C shares (during the period of the loan).

National Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA Fisheries) is directed to explore options for obtaining seed money for the
program in the amount of $250,000 to be available at commencement of the program to leverage additional loan funds.

1.8.1.9 Captain/Crew on Board requirements

l. Holders of captain QS or qualified lease recipients are required to be onboard vessel when harvesting
IFQ.
2. C QS ownership caps for each species are
Option 1. the same as the individual ownership caps for each species
Option 2. the same as the vessel use caps for each species
Option 3. double the vessel use caps for each species

C share ownership caps are calculated based on the C QS pool (i.e. section 1.7.4). Initial allocations shall be
grandfathered.

3. Use caps on IFQs harvested on any given vessel shall not include C shares in the calculation.
1.8.1.10 C/P Captains
Captains with C/P history shall receive C/P C QS at initial issuance. C/P C shares shall carry a harvest and processing
privilege.

Option 1. The same rule applies to C/P C QS if they leave the C/P sector as in section 1.7.2.4.

Option 2. C/P C shares shall be useable only on C/Ps.

Option 3. C/P C shares may be harvested and processed on C/Ps or harvested on catcher vessels and

delivered to shore based processors.
Option 4. If C shares are not subject to IPQ delivery requirements, C shares may be harvested and

processed on C/Ps or harvested on catcher vessels and delivered to shore based processors.

1.8.1.11 Cooperatives
C share holders shall be eligible to join cooperatives.

Crab Sideboards

The Council requested staff to expand the discussion of the application of sideboards to vessels, LLP licenses and
transfers, and cooperatives for assessing the effectiveness of those caps. The Council also requested staff to consider the
impacts that AFA sideboards and sideboard exemptions have had on the Pacific cod fishery in the analysis.

Data Collection

The Council directed the Data Workgroup and staff to continue working on development of a mandatory data collection
program. The Council requested that the following issues be addressed at the December Council meeting:

1. the need and usefulness of allocating fixed costs across enterprises and products unrelated to crab,
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2. collection of additional information on purchase and expenditure data to estimate community impacts,

3. development of an approach to collect additional data that could be used to study community and social impacts,

4. the usefulness of fish tickets and crew license identifiers to estimate number of crew days by vessel,

5. a discussion of protection of confidential data with input from NOAA GC and the State AG,

6. a discussion of the data collection under a third party system (includes a legal review of PSMFC collecting the
data),

7. a discussion of whether arms length transactions are needed to determine "true" market prices, and

8. a discussion of data verification and enforcement under voluntary and mandatory data collection programs (the

discussion should also include information on the potential for defense and abuse of the verification and enforcement
systems).

The Council also developed three alternatives which consider various levels of fixed costs to be included in the data
collection program. Under each alternative are two sub-options that request analysis on whether disaggregated
expenditure and purchase data could be collected most efficiently under a mandatory or voluntary program. The
alternatives and sub-options are listed below.

Alternative 1. Complete the analysis with the section on fixed costs (e.g., section 6.2 in the cost data surveys).

Sub-option 1. Utilize disaggregated expenditure and purchase data to measure impacts to communities
acquired by mandatory data collection
Sub-option 2. Utilize disaggregated expenditure and purchase data to measure impacts to communities that

are provided through a program analogous to the UAF-ADFG on-going opilio impact study.

Alternative 2. Complete the analysis without the section on fixed costs (e.g., section 6.2 in the cost data surveys).

Sub-option 1. Utilize disaggregated expenditure and purchase data to measure impacts to communities
acquired by mandatory data collection
Sub-option 2. Utilize disaggregated expenditure and purchase data to measure impacts to communities that

are provided through a program analogous to the UAF-ADFG on-going opilio impact study.

Alternative 3. Complete the analysis with a subset of the fixed cost data in section 6.2 in the cost data surveys.

Sub-option 1. Utilize disaggregated expenditure and purchase data to measure impacts to communities
acquired by mandatory data collection
Sub-option 2. Utilize disaggregated expenditure and purchase data to measure impacts to communities that

are provided through a program analogous to the UAF-ADFG on-going opilio impact study.
Additional Issues

The Council also included the following items for analysis.

Adak allocation clarification

Goals of Allocation: The 10% community allocation of Golden King Crab was developed to provide
the community of Adak with a sustainable allocation of crab to aid in the development of seafood

harvesting and processing activities within that community. Adak is a community that has similar
attributes to the communities that have already been awarded community development quotas (CDQ).
It is a very small second class city with a year-round population of over 110 residents, with commercial
fishing as the only source of private sector income. As a Bering Sea community, the transportation
alternatives are highly constrained without road, ferry, limited air service, or barge service. While the
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community government is supported by modest local taxes and municipal assistance a critical source
of revenue is the revenue sharing from the Alaska commercial fisheries business tax. Adak does not
qualify as a CDQ community because of the reasons described in the Council staffing document, and
the Council’s allocation to Adak is to serve a similar end. The Council believes that there are no other
similarly situated communities in the Western Aleutian Islands that are not CDQ communities.

Criteria for Selection of Community Entity to Receive Shares:

1. A non-profit organization will be formed under Aleut Enterprise Corporation'® with a board of
directors selected from the enterprise foundation’s board.

2. A non-profit entity representing the community of Adak, with a board of directors elected by the
community (residents of Adak) in a manner similar to the CDQ program. As a sub option, the shares
given to this entity may be held in trust in the interim by the Aleut Enterprise Corporation and
administered by it.

For both options 1 and 2 above, a set of use procedures, investment policies and procedures, auditing
procedures, and a city or state oversight mechanism will be developed. Funds collected under the
allocation will be placed in trust for 2 years until the above procedures and a plan for utilizing the funds
are fully developed.

Performance standard for management of the allocation to facilitate oversight of the allocation and
assess whether it achieves the goals: Use CDQ type management and oversight to provide assurance

that the Council’s goals are met. Continued receipt fo the allocation will be contingent upon an
implementation review conducted by the State of Alaska to ensure that the benefits derived from the
allocation accrue to the community and achieve the goals of the fisheries development plan.

Additional sunken vessel provision

This provision would apply to persons whose eligibility to replace their vessel was initially denied
under PL 106-554. The sunk vessel must have been replaced with a newly constructed and have been
under construction by June 10, 2002 and participating in a Bering Sea crab fishery by October 31,2002
for a person tor receive a benefit under this provision.

For each of the fisheries for which such a vessel holds a valid endorsement, for all season between the
sinking of the vessel and the entry of the replacement vessel to the fishery within the IRS replacement
period (as extended by the IRS, if applicable) allocate QS according to 50 to 100 percent of the vessel’s
average history for the qualifying years unaffected by the sinking.

CDQ caps

The following ownership caps would apply to CDQ ownership of QS

Range of Analysis:

Area/Species

QS Pool Percentages

Bristol Bay red king crab

1%, 3%, 5%

Bering Sea opilio crab

1%, 3%, 5%

Bering Sea bairdi crab

1%, 3%, 5%

"The Aleut Enterprise Corporation is a separate corporation from the Aleut Native Corporation formed under ANSCA. The AEC
is a multi-ethnic economic development foundation formed to promote economic enterprise in the community of Adak.

APPENDIX 1 —REGULATORY IMPACT REVIEW

62

AUGUST 2004



Pribilof red and blue king crab 2%, 6%, 10%
St. Matthew blue king crab 2%, 6%, 10%
EAI brown king crab 10%, 20%, 30%
WAI red king crab 10%, 20%, 30%
WAI brown king crab 10%, 20%, 30%

The analysis shall include a qualitative discussion of how these caps relate to cooperative formation. The analysis
shall also examine caps under 1) the individual and collective rule and 2) using thresholds of 10, 50, and 100
percent ownership for inclusion in calculating cap.

At its December 2002 meeting, the Council motion included the following direction concerning options to
be considered for inclusion in the Council’s preferred alternative:

Elements of the Crab Rationalization Program

Community Protection:

A cooling off period of 2 years shall be established during which processing quota earned in a community may not be
used outside that community. The community protection committee shall consider implementation details.

The following types of alternatives could be considered in the committee, if consistent with the charge to the committee
or within the discretion of the chair of the committee:

Under the alternatives with regionalization limitations and/or processor "A" shares:

Creation of a 3rd region, the North Gulf Coast region, defined as the area north of the extension of the existing
north/south line eastward across the Alaska Peninsula and the Gulf of Alaska.

Suboption:

a. Communities that have processed more than 1% of a rationalized crab species in any one of the qualifying years
within the 3rd region to receive a direct allocation of processor "A" shares proportionally from regions 1 and

b. Holders of harvester shares shall be allowed to make one delivery within the 3rd region (last load home) to any
community that has processed more than 1% of a rationalized crab species in any of the qualifying years. Crab
poundage delivered in region 3 will be apportioned between regions 1 and 2 according to the ratio of
"regionalized" shares owned by the harvester.

Atits April 2002 meeting the Council created a committee to work to develop options for a system of binding
arbitration to resolve ex-vessel price disputes between harvesters and processors. The committee developed
several options, which the Council considered through its April 2003 meeting. The following problem
statement and options were the refined options developed by the committee and considered by the Council:

Arbitration Problem Statement
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Issuing harvesting and processing quota raised concerns regarding changes in bargaining power between the harvesting
and processing sectors in ex-vessel price formation. Binding arbitration is a mechanism intended to address that issue,
and to help achieve the goals articulated in the North Pacific Council's Crab Rationalization Problem Statement.

Standard for Arbitration (All options apply to all alternatives)

Option 1
The arbitration decision will attempt to make an equitable division of rents in the fishery (using the historic division of
revenues as a surrogate for the division of rents for existing product forms).

Option 2
The arbitration decision will attempt to set a competitive or fair market price for crab delivered.

Option 3

The arbitrator shall consider relevant factors in making an arbitration decision, including but not limited to:

a. Historical exvessel prices and division of revenues

b. Current ex vessel prices (including prices for Class A, Class B, and Class C shares recognizing the different
nature of the different share classes)

c. Consumer and wholesale product prices for the processing sector and the participants in the arbitration
(recognizing the impact of sales to affiliates on wholesale pricing)

d. Innovations and developments of the different sectors and the participants in the arbitration (including new
product forms)

e. Efficiency and productivity of the different sectors (recognizing the limitations on efficiency and productivity
arising out of the management program structure)

f. Quality (including quality standards of markets served by the fishery and recognizing the influence of harvest
strategies on the quality of landings)

8. The interest of maintaining financially healthy and stable harvesting and processing sectors

h. Safety

1. Timing and location of deliveries

J- Reasonable underages to avoid penalties for overharvesting quota and reasonable deadloss

Option 4

The primary role of the arbitrator shall be to establish a price that preserves the historical division of revenues in the
fisheries while considering relevant factors, including the following:

a. Current ex vessel prices (including prices for Class A, Class B, and Class C shares recognizing the different
nature of the different share classes)

b. Consumer and wholesale product prices for the processing sector and the participants in the arbitration
(recognizing the impact of sales to affiliates on wholesale pricing)

c. Innovations and developments of the different sectors and the participants in the arbitration (including new
product forms)

d. Efficiency and productivity of the different sectors (recognizing the limitations on efficiency and productivity
arising out of the management program structure)

e. Quality (including quality standards of markets served by the fishery and recognizing the influence of harvest

strategies on the quality of landings)

The interest of maintaining financially healthy and stable harvesting and processing sectors
Safety

Timing and location of deliveries

Reasonable underages to avoid penalties for overharvesting quota and reasonable deadloss

I

—

Alternative Arbitration Structures

L A structure of one arbitration per processing firm, with harvesters using one mandated collective bargaining
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association that would submit one last and final offer on behalf of all IFQ holders. Sub-options for this structure

include

a. Can either be pre-season or at any time the processor is first forced to arbitration.

b. Instead of mandating a collective bargaining association, the structure could require one last best offer from all
IFQ holders (without mandating belonging to the association).

c. IFQ holders not participating can either have the protection of the arbitration (last man standing is protected)

or not (last man standing does not receive the benefit of the arbitration).

IIL. A structure of one arbitration event per processing firm, but with multiple arbitrations allowed. Under this
system, arbitration would occur at one time, using one arbitrator, per processor, but any individual IFQ holder
or group of IFQ holders could force arbitration of their individual last/best offer. Sub-options for this structure

include:

a. Can be collective bargaining by harvesters or individual or both. If individuals can arbitrate, there would be a
notice and joinder opportunity for all harvesters to join into arbitration.

b. Can either be pre-season (only) or at any time the processor is first forced to arbitration.

c. If an IFQ holder is not part of the arbitration, it can still get the benefit of the minimum price established. The

sub-options are the lowest, mean or highest arbitrated price.

111 A structure of multiple arbitration events per processing firm only at firm times.

a. The sub-options for when arbitration is allowed include temporal (such as every two months, or one event one
month before the end of the season) or market related (if the market changes up or down over 5%, for example).
It is assumed that any IFQ holder may join in the arbitration.

c. It is assumed that any IFQ holder has the benefit of the last arbitration. The sub-options are the same as I.c.

Iv. A structure of multiple arbitration events per processing firm. Under this structure, arbitration could occur at
the election of any quota holder at any time. Sub-options for this structure include:

a. Can be collective bargaining by harvesters or individual or both.

b. There may be standards that must be met in order to require arbitration, such as a minimum amount of IFQ to

cause arbitration.

A structure establishing a "fleet wide" single arbitration event.

a. The system would not use "last best offer" but rather the arbitrator could pick any final price the arbitrator
wanted.
It would require that the arbitrator develop a formula pricing system

c. It would require revenue by processor be given to the arbitrator to use in developing the formula. It could require
costs by processor be given to the arbitrator to use in developing the formula.

d. The formula could either adjust weekly with changes in market prices or establish a base or minimum price paid

at the time of delivery and adjustment after product sales are completed.

Detail of Structure II (Last best offer structure)

General:

The Last Best Offer Model provides efficiency by resolving all price and delivery disputes pre-season, while also
providing a later opportunity for an IFQ holder, who did not arbitrate or conclude a contract, to opt in on the same terms
to a contract resulting from any of the completed arbitrations. The Last Best Offer Model allows voluntary agreements
between IFQ and IPQ Quota Holders at any time, and provides a pre-season "matching" period for [IFQ Holders to match
with an IPQ Holder. The arbitration would occur close to the beginning of the season.

Specific characteristics include:

1. Processor-by-processor. Processors will participate individually and not collectively, except in the choice of the
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market analyst and the arbitrator/arbitration panel.

2. Processor-affiliated shares. Participation of processor-affiliated shares will be limited by the current rules
governing antitrust matters.

3. Arbitration standard. The standard for the arbitrator is the historic division of revenues between harvesters and
processors in the aggregate (across the entire sectors), based on arm's-length first wholesale prices and ex-vessel
prices (Option 4 under "Standard for Arbitration" in the staff analysis). The arbitrator shall consider several
factors including those specified in the staff analysis, such as current ex vessel prices for A, B, and C Shares,
innovations, efficiency, safety, etc.

4. Opt-in. An IFQ holder may opt in to any contract resulting from a completed arbitration for an [PQ holder with
available IPQ by giving notice to the IPQ holder of the intent to opt in, specifying the amount of IFQ shares
involved, and acceptance of all terms of the contract. Once exercised, an Opt-in is binding on both the IPQ
holder and the IFQ holder.

5. Performance Disputes. Performance and enforcement disputes (e.g. quality, delivery time, etc. ) initially will
be settled through normal commercial contract dispute remedies. If those procedures are unsuccessful and in
cases where time is of the essence, the dispute will be submitted for arbitration before the arbitrator(s). The costs
of arbitration shall be paid from the fees collected, although the arbitrator(s) will have the right to assign fees
to any party for frivolous or strategic complaints.

6. Lengthy Season Approach. For a lengthy season, an IPQ holder and an IFQ holder (or group of IFQ holders)
may agree to revise the entire time schedule below and could agree to an arbitration(s) during the season. That
approach may also be arbitrated pre-season if the holders cannot agree.

Process:

1. Negotiations and Voluntary Share Matching.
At any time prior to the season opening date, any IFQ holders may negotiate with any IPQ holder on price and
delivery terms for that season (price/price formula; time of delivery; place of delivery, etc.). If agreement is
reached, a binding contract will result for those IFQ and IPQ shares. IPQ holders will always act individually
and never collectively, except in the choice of the market analyst(which may occur at any time pre-season) and
the arbitrator/arbitration panel for which all IFQ and IPQ holders will consult and agree.

2. Required Share-Matching and Arbitration.

Beginning at the 25-day pre-season point, [FQ holders may match up IFQ shares not already subject to contracts
with any IPQ shares not under contract, either as collective groups of IFQ holders or as individual IFQ holders
(the offered IFQ Shares must be a substantial amount of the IFQ Holder(s)' uncontracted shares). The IPQ holder
must accept all proposed matches up to its non-contracted IPQ share amount. All IFQ holders "matched" with
an IPQ holder will jointly choose an arbitrator with that IPQ holder. The matched share holders are committed
to the arbitration once the arbitrator is chosen (if the parties wish, the arbitrator may initially act as a mediator
to reach an agreement quickly). Arbitration must begin no later than 15 days before the season opening date.

3. Data.
The Arbitrator will gather relevant data independently and from the parties to determine the historical
distribution of first wholesale crab product revenues (at FOB point of production in Alaska) between harvesters
and processors in the aggregate (across the entire sectors). For a vertically integrated IPQ holder(and in other
situations in which a back-calculation is needed), the arbitrator will work with that IPQ holder and the IFQ
holders to determine a method for back-calculating an accurate first wholesale price for that processor. The
Arbitrator will receive a pre-season market report from the market analyst, and may gather additional data on
the market and on completed arbitrations. The Arbitrator will also receive and consider all data submitted by
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the IFQ holders and the IPQ holder. The Arbitrator will not have subpoena power.

All data obtained by the Arbitrator will be shared with the parties, subject only to antitrust limitations. The
Arbitrator may consult with the third party data collector (e.g., the Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission)
for purposes of verifying data.

4. Arbitration Decisions.
Arbitration will be based on a "last best offer" system, with the Arbitrator choosing one of the last best offers
made by the parties. The Arbitrator will work with the IPQ and IFQ holders to determine the matters that must
be included in the offer (e.g. price, delivery time & place, etc.) and will set the date on which "last best offers"
must be submitted. The last best offers may also include a price over a specified time period, a method for
smoothing prices over a season, and an advance price paid at the time of delivery.

If several groups or individual IFQ Holders have "matched" with that IPQ Holder, each of them may make a last
best offer. Prior to submission of the last-best offers, the Arbitrator may meet with parties, schedule joint
meetings, or take any actions aimed at reaching agreement. The Arbitrator will notify the IPQ holder and the
IFQ holders of the Arbitration Decision no later than 10 days before the season opening date. The Arbitration
Decision may be on a formula or ex-vessel price basis. The Arbitration Decision will result in a contract for the
IPQ holder and the IFQ holders who participated in arbitration with that [PQ holder.

5. Post-Arbitration Opt-In.
Any IFQ holder with shares not under contract may opt in to any contract resulting from an Arbitration Decision
for an IPQ holder with IPQ that is not under contract, on all of the same contract conditions (price, time of
delivery, etc.). If there is a dispute regarding whether the "opt in" offer is consistent with the contract, that
dispute may be decided by the arbitrator who will decide only whether the Opt-in is consistent with the contract.

6. Formula and Prices.
Throughout the year, the market analyst will survey the crab product market and publish periodically a
composite price. That price will be a single price per species, based on the weighted average of the arm's length
transactions in products from that species.

7. Additional Modifications

a. The arbitrator who makes the last pre-season arbitration decision will review all of the arbitration decisions for
that season and select the highest arbitrated prices(s), which is representative of 7% of the market share of the
PQ. That price shall become the price for all arbitrated prices of that season, inclusive of the opt-in provision,
and, independent of delivery terms at the harvester option. If the arbitration decisions include both formula and
straight price decisions, the arbitrator shall have the discretion to select and apply one of each type. The decision
on which price is the 'highest arbitrated price' shall take into consideration terms of delivery that may have a
significant impact on price, including time and place of delivery.

b. A single annual fleet-wide arbitration will be used to establish a non-binding formula under which a fraction
of the weighted average first wholesale prices for the crab products from each fishery may be used to set an
ex-vessel price. The formula is to be based on the historical (1990-2000) distribution of first wholesale revenues
between fishermen and processors. The formula may be adjusted by the arbitrator(s) to take into account
post-rationalization developments as the arbitrator(s) deem appropriate, subject to certain general guidelines.

Detail of Structure V (Fleet-wide binding arbitration structure)

General:

A single annual fleet-wide arbitration will be used to establish a formula under which a fraction of the weighted average
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first wholesale prices for the crab products from each fishery is used to set a default ex-vessel price. This price will apply
in cases where a delivery is made in the absence of contract between a harvester and a processor. The formula is to be
based on the historical (1990-2000) distribution of first wholesale revenues between fishermen and processors. The
formula may be adjusted by the arbitrator(s) to take into account post-rationalization developments as the arbitrator(s)
deem appropriate, subject to certain general guidelines.

On certain terms and conditions, harvesters holding individual fishing quotas ("IFQs") for which they do not have a
contract with a processor may "put" such IFQs to any processor with available individual processing quota ("IPQs") for
the arbitrated default price, by providing a notice of intent to deliver, which specifies the date, place, quantity, etc. of
the proposed delivery. If a processor to whom a harvester puts IFQ does not agree with the delivery terms, the terms will
be subject to expeditious negotiation, and, if the harvester elects, binding arbitration before the arbitrator(s) that establish
the default price formula. Under no circumstances will a processor have the ability to "call" IFQ.

To address differences in timing between when deliveries are made and when the related product is sold, and the
potential that processors will exclusively reserve delivery periods when product has higher value to harvesters with
whom they are affiliated, the arbitrator(s) will have the authority to "smooth" first wholesale prices over a period that
the arbitrator(s) determine is appropriate.

Because there will be some time lag between deliveries to which the default price applies and the determination of that
price, the arbitrator(s) will establish a method for projecting the default price, and will establish a formula for
determining the percentage of the default price to be paid at delivery (as an advance), and the balance to paid when the
default price has actually been calculated (as a settlement).

Procedure:

1. Arbitrator. Representatives of the harvesting and processing sectors select an arbitrator. If the two sectors are
not able to agree, each sector will choose an arbitrator, and the two so chosen will choose a third arbitrator.

2. Market Analyst. The arbitrator(s) select a market analyst, in consultation with representatives of the harvesting
and processing sectors.

3. Data Gathering. The arbitrator(s) and the market analyst (the "Team") meet with each processor individually
as necessary (to address antitrust issues) and harvesters individually and/or collectively (subject to the vertical
integration standards of generally applicable antitrust laws) to:

a. gather data relevant to determining the historical distribution of first wholesale crab product revenues between
harvesters and processors;

b. determine a method for constructing a composite first wholesale price from the IPQ holders' crab product
transactions;
c. determine composite price adjustment factors for each crab delivery port, to reflect the differential costs

associated with delivering to, processing at and shipping from each port;

d. determine the percentage of the default price to be paid at delivery (as an advance), and the balance to paid when
the default price has actually been calculated (as a settlement);

e. determine the start date and duration of the period during which harvesters may "put" their IFQ to an IPQ holder
with available IPQs, on a fishery by fishery basis;

f. determine the level of "upward" vertical integration of each IPQ holder, and to determine, in cases where a
processor does not sell product on an arm's length basis at the first wholesale level, the value accrued by the
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processor at each transaction level up to and including the first point at which it sells on an arm's length basis
to a third party (which will be used to back-calculate a proxy first wholesale price for any such processor); and

g. the variety of crab product forms projected to be produced and the likely markets for such products.

4. Initial Discussions/Mediation. Not less than 120 days before the opening of the first crab fishery of the
upcoming year, the Team meets with each processor individually and with harvesters collectively (subject to
the vertical integration standards set forth above) to present their preliminary conclusions regarding the items
listed in section 3., above. The arbitrator(s) seek consensus among representatives of the harvesting and
processing sectors regarding these issues.

5. Contract Negotiation Period. The Team encourages harvesters and processors to negotiate voluntary contracts
concerning IFQ/IPQ transactions prior to the opening of the period during which put options may be exercised.
The arbitrator(s) allow adequate time between the initial discussions and mediation referenced in Section 4.,
above, and the opening of the put option period(s) to facilitate contract negotiation and formation.

6. Arbitration. Not less than 30 days before the first crab fishery opens, the arbitrator(s) stipulate the revenue
distribution formulas, method for constructing composite first wholesale prices, advance and settlement
percentages and the put option periods for each fishery, if they have not been agreed upon by all IPQ and IFQ
holders.

7. Composite Price Calculation. Throughout the year, the market analyst surveys the crab product market, and
publishes a weekly composite price based on the survey structure and price construction methodology developed
by the Team. The weekly composite price is a single price per species, based on the weighted average of the
arm's length transactions in products produced from that species.

8. Price Smoothing Function. The weekly composite prices may be used, at the arbitrators' discretion, to establish
a single season or multi-week price, to "smooth" differences between prices at delivery and prices at the time
of product sales, and to address optimal delivery times being reserved to processor-affiliated vessels. In addition,
for purposes of determining appropriate seasonal advance payments at delivery, the Team will produce a weekly
projection of the smoothed price that would apply to deliveries made during a given week.

9. Delivery Mechanics. In the absence of a contract, a fisher would have the option to put his IFQs to a processor
with available IPQs at the default price, during the put exercise period. A harvester may exercise its put option
by providing a notice of intent to deliver, proposing place, time, quantity, etc. The amount of IFQ involved must
be substantial, relative to the harvester's uncommitted IFQ. Upon a harvester putting IFQ to a processor with
available IPQ, the put IFQ and the equivalent amount of IPQ are reserved until: (i) terms of delivery are agreed
upon (in which case the IFQ and IPQ are committed), (ii) the harvester withdraws the IFQ put (which may be
any time through the harvester electing to undertake binding arbitration with respect to the put), or (iii)
expiration of the negotiation period, if the harvester does not elect to enter binding arbitration. The negotiation
period is 5 business days for harvesters that are not members of a cooperative, and 7 business days for harvesters
that are. In cases where a processor objects to any term of the IFQ put, the matter is not resolved through
negotiation during the negotiation period, and the harvester elects to undertake binding arbitration, the dispute
will be arbitrated by the arbitrator(s) selected to determine the formula. To reduce the administrative burden
associated with such dispute resolution, the arbitrator(s) are expected to use reasonable efforts to consolidate
such disputes on a processor by processor basis, such that each processor is subjected to no more dispute
resolution sessions than necessary, and to conduct the related arbitration(s) expeditiously.

10. Opt-In. After the put option period has closed, a harvester with uncommitted IFQ may deliver to a processor
with uncommitted IPQ by either (i) accepting the delivery terms established under put option arbitration(s) with
that processor, or (ii) by negotiating mutually agreeable delivery terms with the processor.
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11. Payment. Because the price smoothing function may introduce some lag between delivery and price
determination, payments will be made on an advance and settlement basis. The advance percentage is intended
to be that which typically applied pre-rationalization in transactions where a harvester was not sharing market
risk, and is expected to be a reasonably high percentage (i.e., 80%) of the projected composite price. The
settlement will be calculated promptly following the close of the price smoothing period, and paid promptly
thereafter.

12. Performance-Related Dispute Resolution. Disputes arising out of any IFQ/IPQ transactions (including but not
limited to disputes concerning product quality, delivery, payment or other harvester and processor performance
obligations) will initially be addressed through standard commercial contract procedures (i.e., notice of breach,
opportunity to cure for a commercially reasonable period, etc.). Disputes that are not resolved through such
procedures will be submitted to binding arbitration before the arbitrator(s). To reduce the risk that disparate
resources could affect the outcome, the costs of arbitration will be paid out of the pool of funds collected (as
taxes or industry assessments) to support the price arbitration process. On the other hand, to discourage frivolous
or strategic (as opposed to substantive) complaints, the arbitrator(s) may deny access to arbitration or assess
arbitration costs and fees in cases where a party asserts a non-substantive claim.

Summary Comments:

The arbitrator(s) pre-season functions (other than determining the historical distribution of first wholesale revenues) are
repeated annually. The arbitrator(s) are expected to take into account changes in fishery and market characteristics, such
as changes in season duration and product forms each successive season, and to adapt the structure and function of the
model accordingly, while preserving its general parameters.

In addition to developing a composite base price formula, the arbitrator(s) and the market analyst will be expected to
develop individual port price adjustment factors, to reflect the differential costs of delivering to, processing in and
shipping from each community.

The arbitrator(s) may exclude high value products from the composite price calculation in cases where processors and/or
harvesters have incurred extraordinary expenses or made capital investments to produce such products, or in cases where
the arbitrator determines exclusion of such products is appropriate to provide an incentive to improve efficiency or
product quality. The arbitrator(s) would not be expected to exclude high value products in cases where the higher value
relates to market timing.

Price smoothing is intended to eliminate the need to track product from delivery to first arm's length sale, reducing
administrative burden to processors. Further, price smoothing is intended to address the disparity in value related to
delivery timing, where delivery periods associated with peak values are reserved to a processor's affiliated fleet, and/or
in cases where a processor chooses to process products other than crab during such periods. On the other hand, it may
be appropriate in some circumstances to allow the composite price to float with the market price, to reflect differences
in value associated with harvest timing, such as in-fill percentages, and generally applicable market cycles. The
arbitrator(s) will have substantial discretion in balancing relevant factors, and determining the appropriate duration and
scope of the price smoothing function.

The arbitrator(s) will have the authority to address market timing and processor operational or logistical considerations
in put option arbitrations. On the other hand, the arbitrator(s) will be expected to address the opportunity costs incurred
by harvesters as the result of addressing those considerations.

Because the historical distribution of first wholesale revenues was based on an ex-vessel cash sales and not on profit/loss

sharing, it did not include risk compensation for fishermen. Therefore, in cases where the ultimate composite price is
less than the advance, fishermen would not be expected to refund the difference.

Market Report
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An independent market analyst selected by the mutual agreement of the sectors will present to both sectors and all
designated arbitrators an analysis of the market for products of that fishery.

Selection of the Arbitrator(s) and Market Analyst

The market analyst and arbitrator(s) will be selected by mutual agreement of the PQS holders and the QS holders. PQS
holders collectively must agree and QS holders collectively must agree. Processors may participate collectively in the
selection process. The details of the selection will be decided at a later time.

Shares subject to binding arbitration

This binding arbitration system shall address price disputes between holders of delivery restricted IFQ (including Class
A TFQ and Class C IFQ when subject to delivery restrictions) and holders of IPQ. Binding arbitration does not apply to
the negotiation of price for deliveries under the class B IFQ and Class C IFQ when not subject to delivery restrictions.
C share holders, however, may elect to participate in the arbitration process prior to delivery restrictions taking effect.

Shares of processor affiliates

Option 1
Holders of IFQs that are affiliated with processors are not eligible to participate in the arbitration process. Processor
affiliation will be determined using the threshold rule with percent thresholds of 10, 25, and 50 percent.

Option 2

Entities that are partially owned by processor affiliates will be permitted to participate in arbitration, however, the
participation will apply only to a share of IFQs equal to the ownership share of owners not affiliated with a processor
(e.g., if an entity owning any part of a processor owns a 75 percent interest in 100 IFQs, the nonaffiliated owner of those
IFQs may participate in arbitration with 25 shares.

Option 3

Participation of processor affiliates in binding arbitration as IFQ holders will be determined by any applicable rules
governing anti-trust. Any parties eligible for collective bargaining under the Fishermen's Marketing Act of 1934 will be
eligible to participate in binding arbitration. No antitrust exemption should be made to enable processor affiliated IFQ
holders to participate in arbitration.

Payment for the Arbitration and Market Analysis

The payment for the market analysis and the arbitrators will be shared by the two sectors. Cost shall be shared by all
participants in all fisheries.

Option 1
For shared costs, the payment of those costs shall be advanced by IPQ holders. The TPQ holders will collect the IFQ
holders' portion of the shared costs by adding a pro rated surcharge to all deliveries of Class A crab.

Option 2
Administration of payments will be accomplished by allocation of a share of the cost recovery funds to the binding

arbitration program.

Performance-Related Dispute Resolution.

Disputes arising out of any IFQ/IPQ transactions (including but not limited to disputes concerning product quality,
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delivery, payment or other harvester and processor performance obligations) will initially be addressed through standard
commercial contract procedures (i.e., notice of breach, opportunity to cure for a commercially reasonable period, etc.).
Disputes that are not resolved through such procedures will be submitted to binding arbitration before the arbitrator(s).
To reduce the risk that disparate resources could affect the outcome, the costs of arbitration will be paid out of the pool
of funds collected (as taxes or industry assessments) to support the price arbitration process. On the other hand, to
discourage frivolous or strategic (as opposed to substantive) complaints, the arbitrator(s) may deny access to arbitration
or assess arbitration costs and fees in cases where a party asserts a non-substantive claim. (This option appears as 13.
in the Fleet Wide Model)

Quality Dispute Resolution.

In cases where the fisherman and the processor cannot come to agreement on quality and thus price for crab, two
mechanisms are suggested for resolving the price dispute-after the processor has processed the crab (to avoid waste from
the dumping the load at sea): (1) In cases where fishermen and processors have agreed to a formula based price, the two
parties would take their normal shares of the price, after the disputed load is sold. (2) This type of dispute would most
likely apply in cases where fishermen desire to stay with fixed dockside prices and there is disagreement on quality and
therefore price. These cases could be referred to an independent quality specialist firm. The two parties in dispute would
decide which firm to hire.

Data Used in Arbitration

Under any arbitration structure, the arbitrator must have access to comprehensive product information from the fishery
(including first wholesale prices and any information necessary to verify those prices).

Processors may participate in common discussions concerning historical prices in the fisheries.

Subject to limitations of antitrust laws and the need for proprietary confidentiality, all parties to an arbitration proceeding
shall have access to all information provided to the arbitrator(s) in that proceeding.

Data collected in the data collection program may be used to verify the accuracy of data provided to the arbitrator(s) in
an arbitration proceeding. Any data verification will be undertaken only if the confidentiality protections of the data

collection program will not be compromised.

Payment for the Arbitration and Market Analysis

The payment for the market analysis and the arbitrators will be shared by the two sectors. Cost shall be shared by all
participants in all fisheries.

Option 1
For shared costs, the payment of those costs shall be advanced by IPQ holders. The IPQ holders will collect the IFQ
holders' portion of the shared costs by adding a pro rated surcharge to all deliveries of Class A crab.

Option 2

Administration of payments will be accomplished by allocation of a share of the cost recovery funds to the binding
arbitration program.

Enforcement of the Arbitration Decision

The decision of the arbitrator will be enforced by:

1. civil damages
2. specific performance
3. forfeiture of unused IFQs or IPQs in the fishery for the following season (1 year use-it-or-lose-it) subject to
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hardship exceptions.

Oversight and Administration

Oversight and administration of the binding arbitration should be conducted in a manner similar to the AFA cooperative
administration and oversight. System reporting requirements and administrative rules should be developed in conjunction
with the Council and NOAA Fisheries after selection of the preferred program.

At its October 2002 meeting the Council created a committee to work to develop options for protection of
communities under the rationalization program. The committee developed several options, which the Council
considered through its April 2003 meeting. The following options were the refined options developed by the
committee and considered by the Council:

Cool Down Period

During the Cool Down Period shall the following elements will apply:

1. The method to determine the shares associated with a community will be the same method used for allocating
processing quota as established by the Council.
2. Community shall be defined as the boundaries of the Borough or, if no Borough exists, the first class or second

class city, as defined by applicable state statute. A community must have at least 3 percent of the initial PQS
allocation in any fishery based on history in the community to require continued use of the IPQs in the
community during the cool down period.

3. 10% of the IPQs may leave a community on annual basis, or up to 500,000 pounds, whichever is less. The
amount that can leave will be implemented on a pro rata basis to all PQS holders in a community.

4. Exempt the Bairdi, Adak red crab and Western Aleutian Islands brown crab fishery from the cool down
provision.

5. There should be an exemption from the requirement to process in the community if an act of God prevents crab
processing in the community. This provision will not exempt a processor from any regional processing
requirements.

IPQ Cap

The amount of IPQ in any year shall not exceed the percentage of the TAC for crab species as follows:

For opilio:

Option 1: IPQ percentage times a TAC of 175 million pounds.
Option 2: IPQ percentage times a TAC of 200 million pounds.
For Bristol Bay red king:

Option 1: IPQ percentage times a TAC of 20 million pounds.
Option 2: IPQ percentage times a TAC of 25 million pounds.
Option 3: IPQ percentage times a TAC of 30 million pounds.

IFQ issued in excess of the [PQ limit shall be subject to regional landing requirements.
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Community Purchase and Right of First Refusal Options

The committee believes that communities need an effective right of first refusal on any shares sold for use outside of the
community. The committee believes that the following provisions should be included in the right of first refusal:

1. General Right of First Refusal

For communities with at least three percent of the initial PQS allocation in any BSAI crab fishery based on history in
the community except for those communities that receive a direct allocation of any crab species (currently only Adak),
allow CDQ groups or community groups representing qualified communities a first right of refusal to purchase

processing shares that are based on history from the community which are being proposed to be sold for processing
outside the boundaries of the community of original processing history in accordance with the provisions below.

Entity Granted the Right of First Refusal

The right of refusal shall be established by a contract entered into prior to the initial allocation of PQS which will contain
all of the terms specified in paragraphs A through I below. The contract will be between the recipient of the initial
allocation of the PQS and:

1) the CDQ group in CDQ communities

2) the entity identified by the community in non-CDQ communities.

In non-CDQ communities, the community must designate the entity that will represent the community at least 90 days
prior to the deadline for submission of applications for initial allocations of PQS.

Contract Terms

A. The right of first refusal will apply to sales of the following processing shares:
1. PQS and
2. IPQs, if more than 20 percent of a PQS holder's community based IPQs (on a fishery by fishery basis) has been

processed outside the community of origin by another company in 3 of the preceding 5 years.

B. Any right of first refusal must be on the same terms and conditions of the underlying agreement and will include
all processing shares and other goods included in that agreement.

C. Intra-company transfers within a region are exempt from this provision. To be exempt from the first right of
refusal, IPQs must be used by the same company. In the event that a company uses IPQs outside of the
community of origin for a period of (two options):

1. 3 consecutive years

2. 5 consecutive years
the right of first refusal on those processing shares (the IPQs and the underlying PQS) shall lapse. With respect
to those processing shares, the right of first refusal will not exist in any community thereafter.

D. Any sale of PQS for continued use in the community of origin will be exempt from the right of first refusal. A
sale will be considered to be for use in the community of origin if the purchaser contracts with the community

to:

1.use at least 80 percent of the annual IPQ allocation in the community for 2 of the following 5 years (on a
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fishery by fishery basis), and
2.grant the community a right of first refusal on the PQS subject to the same terms and conditions required of
the processor receiving the initial allocation of the PQS.

E. All terms of any right of first refusal and contract entered into related to the right of first refusal will be enforced
through civil contract law.

F. A community group or CDQ group can waive any right of first refusal.

G. The right of first refusal will be exercised by the CDQ group or community group by providing the seller within
60 days of receipt of a copy of the contract for sale of the processing shares:
1.notice of the intent to exercise and
2.earnest money in the amount of 10 percent of the contract amount or (two options)
a.$250,000 or
b.$500,000
whichever is less.
The CDQ group or community group must perform all of the terms of the contract of sale within the longer of:
1.120 days of receipt of the contract or
2.in the time specified in the contract.

H. The right of first refusal applies only to the community within which the processing history was earned. If the
community of origin chooses not to exercise the right of first refusal on the sale of PQS that is not exempt under
paragraph D, that PQS will no longer be subject to a right of first refusal.

L Any due diligence review conducted related to the exercise of a right of first refusal will be undertaken by a third
party bound by a confidentiality agreement that protects any proprietary information from being released or
made public.

2. GOA First Right of Refusal

For communities with at least three percent of the initial PQS allocation of any BSAI crab fishery based on history in
the community that are in the area on the Gulf of Alaska north of 56°20'N latitude, groups representing qualified
communities will have a first right of refusal to purchase processing quota shares which are being proposed to be
transferred from unqualified communities in the identified Gulf of Alaska area.

The entity granted the right of first refusal and terms and method of establishing the right of first refusal will the same
as specified in the general right of first refusal.

3. Community Purchase Option

Allow for a community organization in those communities that have at least 3 percent of the initial PQS allocation of
any BSALI crab fishery based on history in the community to be exempted from the restriction for the 150 days of sea
time requirement under 1.6 Transferability and Restrictions on Ownership of QS.

4. Identification of Community Groups and Oversight

For CDQ communities, CDQ groups would be the entity eligible to exercise any right of first refusal or purchase shares
on behalf of the community. Ownership and management of harvest and processing shares by CDQ groups will be

subject to CDQ regulations.

For non-CDQ communities, the entity eligible to exercise the right of first refusal or purchase shares on behalf of a
community will be identified by the qualified city or borough, except if a qualified city is in a borough, in which case
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the qualified city and borough must agree on the entity. Ownership and management of harvest and processing shares
by community entities in non-CDQ communities will be subject to rules established by the halibut and sablefish
community purchase program.

Regionalization of the Bairdi Fishery

The committee requests that the Council consider regionalization of the bairdi fishery prior to that fishery becoming a
directed fishery.

Other Provisions in the Council Motions

The committee has examined all other provisions in the Council motions of April, June, October, and December 2002.

1.3 Scope of Analysis Mandated by Congress

As part of the Consolidated Appropriations Actof2001 (Pub. L. No. 106-554), Congress directed the Council
to examine fisheries under its jurisdiction to determine whether rationalization is needed and provide an
analysis of several specific approaches to rationalization. The specific legislative language is:

The North Pacific Fishery Management Council shall examine the fisheries under its
Jjurisdiction, particularly the Gulf of Alaska groundfish and Bering Sea crab fisheries, to
determine whether rationalization is needed. In particular, the North Pacific Council shall
analyze individual fishing quotas, processor quotas, cooperatives, and quotas held by
communities. The analysis should include an economic analysis of the impact of all options
on communities and processors as well as the fishing fleets. The North Pacific Council shall
present its analysis to the appropriations and authorizing committees of the Senate and House
of Representatives in a timely manner.

At its April 2001 meeting, the Council considered this directive and requested clarification from NOAA
General Counsel (GC) on the scope of the analysis required by Congress. As part of a white paper prepared
by Council staff on the proposed crab rationalization alternatives for the June 2001 meeting, this requested
guidance from NOAA GC was provided. NOAA GC indicated that the statute language required the Council
to analyze the rationalization options identified (i.e., individual fishing quotas, processor quotas, cooperatives,
and quotas held by communities) and did not appear to give the Council any discretion to exclude any of the
options from its analysis. Furthermore, NOAA GC indicated that each option needs to be considered on an
equal analytical footing. Finally, NOAA GC suggested that the Council could prepare a threshold
comparative analysis of the different options that considered the impact of the options on communities,
processors, and the fishing fleets, but that the analysis did not need to consider all details required for Council
adoption and SOC approval of a rationalization program.

At its June 2001 meeting, the Council adopted a suite of elements and options for alternative rationalization
programs for the BSAI crab fisheries and tasked Council staff to initiate a full analysis of the alternatives,
which this document provides. The options under consideration include the options identified in the statute.
The Council also requested that staff prepare a summary report to Congress on the rationalization options,
once the full analysis is completed. Currently, the Council anticipates that the report will be completed after
selection of a preferred alternative, at its June 2002 meeting.
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14 Data, Vessel Ownership, and Concentration of Interests
The primary data source relied on in this analysis is described in Appendix 1-2 to this document.

Several sections of the analysis examine the concentration of interests under the rationalization program. Use
and ownership caps on harvesting and processing shares in the fisheries and limits on vertical integration, in
particular, require detailed knowledge of the ownership structure of interests in the fisheries. Limited data
are available concerning this ownership. Many vessels and LLP licenses are corporate owned with individual
ownership concealed by the corporate structure. Vessel ownership information is collected by the U.S.
Maritime Administration (MarAd), but it is not released at detailed level by that agency. MarAd collects
complete ownership information to verify U.S. ownership necessary for participation in U.S. fisheries. LLP
license ownership and vessel ownership records are maintained by the NMFS/RAM office. These records,
however, include only the named legal owner or owners. Regardless of the purpose for this choice of
ownership, corporate ownership has the effect of concealing the concentration of interests in the fishery. At
the June 2001 Council meeting, industry representatives agreed to provide the Council with vessel ownership
identification to assist Council staff in overcoming this obstacle to the analysis. Three different efforts have
secured portions of the information.

A processor group has delivered to Council staff a list of vessels owned by each major crab processor, or its
subsidiaries or affiliates. The information provided is vessel and owner specific, enabling Council staff to
combine the information with vessel harvest information in the ADF&G fish ticket file to determine
participation patterns and potential distribution of harvest shares to processor affiliated vessels under the
rationalization alternatives. Owners of 38 vessels provided information.

The Alaska Crab Coalition (the ACC) has delivered to Council staff ownership information for a number of
vessels. The information collected by the ACC survey shows only groupings of vessel ownership by fishery,
without vessel identification. For example, the data show that in the Pribilof Islands red and blue king crab
fishery two different owners control four vessels, two owners control three vessels, and 12 owners control
a single vessel. Similar information is provided for each of the other LLP fisheries. Because of the summary
nature of the information, staff is unable to combine the information with the ADF&G fish ticket files,
limiting the effectiveness of the ownership information for analyzing the potential distribution of shares under
the rationalization alternatives. Owners of 55 vessels have responded to this survey.

The CRAB Group contracted a survey of all vessels in the crab fisheries to obtain ownership information.
CRAB Group reported that the survey response rate was poor, due to the potential loss of confidentiality on
delivery of the results to Council staff. To overcome the poor response rate, the survey was modified so that
only summary findings, without vessels identification, would be delivered to Council staff. The specificity
of the information is similar to that provided by the ACC. Because of the summary nature of the information,
staff is unable to combine the information with the ADF&G fish ticket files, limiting the usefulness of the
ownership information for analyzing the rationalization alternatives. Owners of approximately 100 vessels
responded to this survey.

1.5 Organization of Analysis
The remainder of this document is organized into the following sections:

Section 2. Background
Section 3. Analysis of the Alternatives
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Section 4. Preferred Alternative and other EIS alternatives
Section 5. Consistency with Other Applicable Laws
Section 6. Regulatory Flexibility Act

Section 7. References

Section 8. Agencies and Individual Consulted

Section 9. Preparers
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2.0 Background
2.1 Affected environment; fishery management; and status of stocks, biology and fisheries

Detailed information on the affected environment, fishery management, and the status of the stocks, biology
and fisheries is contained in the EIS, of which this RIR/IRFA is an appendix.

2.1.1 Affected environment

The action area for BSAI crab fisheries effectively covers all of the Bering Sea under U.S. jurisdiction,
extending southward to include the waters south of the Aleutian Islands west of 170°W. to the border of the
U.S. Exclusive Economic Zone. These regions encompass those areas directly affected by fishing, and those
that are likely affected indirectly by the removal of crab at nearby sites. The lack of important information
on distribution and stock structure of target species confounds a clear and precise definition of the action area,
but a review of areas fished by the crab fisheries and surveyed by the NMFS annual trawl survey suggests
that virtually the entire Bering Sea, excluding the nearshore region (less than 50 meters in depth), is utilized
by one fishery or another.

2.1.2 Crab fisheries management: an overview

This section also provides summary descriptive information on the major target species of the fisheries under
the FMP, including important life history traits, trophic interactions, fisheries, stock assessments, and
recommended catch levels. These species and the respective fisheries are described in greater detail in the
annual Crab Stock Assessment and Fishery Evaluation (SAFE) reports compiled by the North Pacific Fishery
Management Council’s (Council) Crab Plan Team, and reviewed at various levels throughout the Council
process. By reference, those SAFE reports are incorporated in this document in their entirety (NPFMC 2001).

Management measures implemented for the BSAI king and Tanner crab

Overview of the FMP fisheries, as defined by the federal crab FMP, by category.

The crab stocks in the Bering Sea Category 1 Category 2 Category 3

are managed by the State of (Fixed in FMP) (Frameworked in FMP) (Discretion of State)

Alaska (State) through the Federal * Legal Gear * Minimum Size Limits * Reporting Requirements

FMP. Under the FMP R * Permit Requirements ~ * Guideline Harvest Levels ~ * Gear Placement and Removal

: * Federal Observer * Inseason Adjustments * Gear Storage

management, measures fall into Requirements * Districts, Subdistricts * Gear Modifications

three categories: (1) those that are * Limited Access and Sections * Vessel Tank Inspections

fixed in the FMP under Council * Norton Sound * Fishing Seasons * State Observer Requirements
Superexclusive * Sex Restrictions * Bycatch Limits (in crab

COIltl‘Ol, (2) those that are Registration * Closed Waters fisheries)

frameworked so that the State can Area * Pot Limits * Other

change management measures * Registration Areas

following criteria outlined in the
FMP, and (3) those measures
under discretion of the State. Significant State actions and actions to ensure the FMP complies with the
Magnuson-Stevens Act are either reviewed by or developed in conjunction with the Council’s Crab Plan
Team.

The Council approved the FMP in 1989. The Council revised and updated the FMP in 1998 (NPFMC 1998).
The revised version of the FMP incorporates: 6 FMP amendments; catch data and other scientific information
from the past 10 years; and changes due to amendments to the Magnuson-Stevens Act and other laws, a
Russian/US boundary agreement, and a Federal/State Action Plan. The revised FMP included Amendment
7 to specify criteria for identifying overfishing and when a crab stock is overfished.
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Since the FMP was revised, NMFS has approved Amendment 8§ to establish Essential Fish Habitat,
Amendment 9, to extend the moratorium program, Amendment 10 to establish recency criteria for the crab
license limitation program, Amendment 11 to implement a rebuilding plan for Tanner crab, Amendment 14
to implement a rebuilding plan for snow crab, and Amendment 15, to implement a rebuilding plan for St.
Matthew blue king crab, and Amendment 13, to implement American Fisheries Act sideboards. The Council
is developing Amendment 12 to establish habitat areas of particular concern. NMFS is developing
implementing regulations for a capacity reduction program for the BSAI king and Tanner crab fisheries in
response to a Congressional mandate.

The most basic fishery management measure employed for crab fisheries is the establishment of catch limits,
called guideline harvest levels (GHLs). ADF&G derives the GHLs for most stocks based on annual
abundance estimates. The abundance of the major crab stocks is estimated annually from data collected
during the NMFS annual Eastern Bering Sea trawl survey and published in the NMFS Annual Report to
Industry. The crab stocks annually surveyed are: Bristol Bay red king crab, Pribilof Islands red king crab,
Pribilof Islands blue king crab, St. Matthew blue king crab, eastern Bering Sea Tanner crab, and eastern
Bering Sea snow crab. ADF&G derives the GHL from these annual abundance estimates following harvest
strategies developed for each species. Once the fishery reaches its GHL, ADF&G closes the fishery by
emergency order. For crab species not surveyed, ADF&G estimates abundance using pot surveys and fishery
information.

The crab fisheries target only large male crabs. Each fishery has a minimum size limit for male crab. All crab
fisheries use pot gear. The State has established pot limits for each fishery to limit effort in the crab fisheries.
In addition to minimum size and sex restrictions, the State has instituted numerous other regulations for the
BSAI crab fisheries. The State requires vessels to register with the state by obtaining licenses and permits,
and register for each fishery and each area.

State regulations also prescribe gear modifications Bering Sea Aleutian Islands King and Tanner crab

to inhibit the bycatch of small crab, female crab, fishing seasons.
and other species of crab. Gear modifications
include escape rings, tunnel size, and a requirement | Snow crab January 15
that crab pots be fitted with a degradable escape | S°lden king crab August 15

. . . . St. Matthew/Pribilof Islands
mechanism. Like other fisheries, pot fisheries incur king crab September 15
some bycatch of incidental fish and crab. Bycatch Bristol Bay red king crab October 15
in crab pot fisheries includes crabs, octopus, Pacific Tanner crab Oct 15/ Jan 15
cod, halibut, and other flatfish (Tracy 1994). | Norton Sound king crab July 1

However, the vast majority of bycatch in the crab
fisheries is females of target species, sublegal males
of target species, and non-target crabs. All bycatch of non-legal crabs is discarded at sea. Since pot gear
selectively harvests primarily legal sized crab, the crab fisheries do not remove significant amounts of other
species from the ecosystem.

The State establishes fishing seasons following criteria in the FMP. The adjacent table outlines the BSAI crab
fishing season start dates. Fishing seasons are established to achieve the biological conservation, economic
and social, vessel safety, and gear conflict objectives of the FMP. Season opening dates are set to maximize
meat yield, minimize handling of softshell crabs, and meet market demands.

Community Development Quota Program: The Magnuson-Stevens Act mandated that the Council and
NMES establish a Community Development Quota (CDQ) program under which a percentage of the total
allowable catch of Bering Sea and Aleutian Island crab fisheries is allocated to the program (§305.104-
297(1)(A)). The crab CDQ groups receive 7.5% of the GHL for the following Bering Sea fisheries: Bristol
Bay red king crab, Pribilof red and blue king crab, Norton Sound red king crab, snow crab, and Tanner crab.
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Crab CDAQ fisheries began in 1998. The Council and NMFS defer management authority of the BSAI king
and Tanner crab CDQ fisheries to the State, with federal oversight. The FMP provides the State with the
authority to establish CDQ fishing seasons, to allocate the crab CDQ reserve among CDQ groups, and to
manage crab harvesting activity of the CDQ groups (§8.1.4.2 of the BS/AI crab FMP). ADF&G divides the
7.5% reserve among the six CDQ groups. The State sets the CDQ seasons after the regular commercial
fishery. Sixty-five communities along the Bering Sea are eligible for the CDQ program. These villages
aligned into six CDQ groups.

Licence Limitation Program: Fishing under the crab license limitation programs (LLP) began in January
2000. The goal of the LLP is to limit access to the crab fisheries to the historic participants or to people who
purchase licenses from historic participants. Owners of vessels must have a valid LLP license in order to
participate in the BSAI crab fisheries. NMFS issued licenses based on fishing history during a general
qualifying period, with area/species endorsements based on additional qualifying periods for each species by
area. Licenses also limit the size of the vessel deployed under the license. Interim licenses were also issued
to any applicant that had a valid moratorium qualification for crab in 1999. Interim licenses are temporary
and the total numbers of licenses will decrease as interim licenses either are denied or licenses granted.
Interim licenses are issued if any part of a person’s claim is contested. Also, the number of licenses may
change as a result of a small number of new licenses issued from late filed claims.

The LLP was recently
Table 2.1-1 Crab Licenses Limitation Program: number of licenses issued modified by Amendment 10,

as of January 2002 which change the basic

eligibility criteria for crab.

Number of crab licenses: 395 (113 of which are interim licenses) )
Amendment 10 requires

Number of crab licenses with specific endorsements, by crab fishery: recent participation in the
Endorsement Licenses Interim Total BSAI king and Tanner crab
Aleutian Is. golden king 23 18 41 .o .

: . fisheries in order to qualify
Aleutian Is. red king 22 21 43 .
EBS Tanner 213 106 319 for a license under 'th'e crab
Bristol Bay red king 207 101 308 LLP. Therecent participation
Norton Sound king 58 5 63 requirement applies to the
Pribilof Is. king ‘ 95 48 143 general licenses only; if a
St. Matthew Is. blue king 135 67 202

vessel satisfies the recent
Notes: A crab license may contain more than one endorsement. EBS Tanner participation ~criteria, the
endorsements included both snow crab (C. opilio) and Tanner crab (C. bairdi). owner would receive the
original license and all of the
species/area endorsements
for which it qualified under the original criteria. No new species/area endorsements could be earned during
the recent qualification. The Secretary approved Amendment 10 and issued implementing regulations that
resulted in a decrease in the total number of crab licenses.

American Fisheries Act: In 1998, Congress passed the American Fisheries Act (AFA) to establish a new
allocation scheme for the BSAI pollock fishery. The AFA required harvest restrictions (commonly known
as “sideboards”) on the pollock fishermen who received exclusive harvesting privileges under the AFA to
protect the interests of fishermen who are not directly benefitted by the AFA. Fourty-one AFA vessels are
endorsed to fish in the BSAI crab fisheries, but these vessels are restricted to participation in the specific
fishery for which they are endorsed. The sideboards for the AFA vessels to participate in the crab fisheries
are as follows.

Under regulations implementing the AFA, an AFA vessel is ineligible to participate in any BSAI crab fishery

unless that specific vessel participated in a specific crab fishery during certain qualifying years. AFA vessel
permits could be endorsed for the Bristol Bay red king crab, snow crab, C. bairdi Tanner crab, St. Matthew

Appendix 1 — Regulatory Impact Review 81 August 2004



blue king crab, Pribilof Islands king crab, Aleutian Islands red king crab, and Aleutian Islands golden king
crab fisheries. To participate in a BSAI crab fishery, the operator of an AFA vessel would have to have a
valid LLP license for that crab fishery as well as an AFA vessel permit containing an endorsement for that
crab fishery.

In addition to the historic participation requirements, there is a cap on the amount of Bristol Bay red king crab
and C. bairdi Tanner crab that the AFA vessels can harvest. The Bristol Bay red king crab harvest cap is
based on the aggregate 5-year (1991-1997, excluding 1994-1995) weighted average share. Under this cap,
AFA vessels may harvest up to 10.81% of the regular commercial GHL, which equals 834,937 pounds for
the 2000 fishery. In 2000, 26 AFA vessels participated in the Bristol Bay red king crab fishery. The amount
of the harvest cap may change if the number of AFA vessels with Bristol Bay red king crab endorsements
changes. Anaggregate harvest cap will be established for C. bairdi Tanner crab once the stock rebuilds. This
harvest cap will be based on the aggregate historic catch of the endorsed C. bairdi Tanner crab vessels for
1995-1996. Management and implementation of these crab harvest cap sideboards is deferred to the State of
Alaska.

Capacity Reduction Program: NMFS has developed a proposed rule to implement a capacity reduction
program for the BSAI crab fisheries, excluding Norton Sound, pursuant to Section 144(d) of Public Law 106-
554 (section 144). Section 144 mandates a specific capacity reduction program. The objective of the
program is to permanently remove harvesting capacity from the BSAI crab fisheries by permanently reducing
the number of license limitation program licenses issued pursuant to the FMP. The action is necessary
because the BSAI crab fisheries are over capitalized. The program will: 1) prevent certain crab vessels from
fishing again anywhere in the world; 2) revoke the crab LLP licenses NMFS issues based on the vessels’
fishing history; 3) revoke any NMFS issued non-crab licenses that the vessels’ owners still hold; and 4)
revoke the vessels’ fishing histories upon which NMFS based the licenses to be revoked. NMFS identified
247 vessels who will be eligible for the buyback based on criteria in section 144. The actual number of
vessels that will be removed from the BSAI crab fisheries remains unknown. However, NMFS anticipates
that this number would be between 30 and 90 vessels.

Observer Program: Observers are required on all vessels processing BSAI crab, which includes floater
processors and catcher/processors, on 100% of the catcher vessels in specific crab fisheries, and on 10% of
the catcher vessels in the remaining crab fisheries. ADF&G began the observer program for processing
vessels in 1988 for BSAI king and Tanner crab fisheries. ADF&G expanded this program to include observer
coverage for the processing vessels in the snow crab fishery in 1991. In 1994, ADF&G expanded the
observer program to include requiring observers aboard all vessels (catcher vessels and processors) in permit
fisheries targeting C. tanneri, C. angulatus, L. couesi, Bering Sea golden king crab, and Paralomis ssp. In
1995, ADF&G required observers aboard all vessels targeting red and golden king crabs in the Aleutian
Islands. In 1998, ADF&G required 100% observer coverage on catcher vessels operating in the CDQ
fisheries targeting red and blue king crab, snow crab, and Tanner crab (Pappas 1999). In 2000, the State
expanded observer coverage to include 10% observer coverage of catcher vessels operating in the Bering Sea
fisheries for snow crab, St. Matthew and Pribilof Islands king crab, Tanner crab, and Bristol Bay red king
crab fisheries. In addition, ADF&G requires the AFA vessels have10% observer coverage in the Bristol Bay
red king crab fishery and the Tanner crab fishery.

ADF&G does not place observers on catcher vessels in Norton Sound. In years when a floating processor
operates in Norton Sound, it has 100% observer coverage. Norton Sound vessels are exempt from observer
requirements because the vessels are small (all vessels are under 60 feet and the majority are less than or equal
to 32 feet, and many do not have a wheel house).

Observers are responsible for collecting biological data and monitoring vessel compliance with regulations.
Observers document and communicate their information with the observer program in three ways; 1)
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observers complete radio report forms, which the observer files at sea daily or weekly, depending on the
length of the fishery; 2) observers keep a logbook to record information while at sea; and 3) after the observer
returns to port, the observer is debriefed. The ADF&G shellfish observers are trained at the North Pacific
Fisheries Observer Training Center (OTC), which also trains the observers used by NMFS.

2.2 Harvesting sector
2.2.1 Description of fleet

License Limitation Program - Fishing under the crab license limitation program (LLP) began in January 2000.
Table 2.2-1 shows the number of crab LLP licenses and interim licenses issued as of December 2001. Interim
licenses were issued if any part of a person’s claim is contested. Interim licenses are temporary and the total
numbers of licenses will decrease as interim licenses are denied or licenses are granted and made permanent.
The number of LLP licenses provides an indication of the number of the maximum number of participants
in the BSAI crab fisheries. The LLP license includes the mode of operation and the maximum length overall
of the vessel on which the license may be used.
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Table 2.21 LLP licenses in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands crab fisheries

Non-Interim | Non-Interim | Non-Interim | Interim C/P | Interim CV [Interim Tota
C/P cVv Total
MLOA < 60 0 0 0 0 0 0
MLOA >=60 & <125 0 13 13 0 7 7
MLOA >= 125 6 8 14 2 5 7
Total 6 21 27 2 12 14
Non-Interim | Non-Interim [ Non-Interim | Interim C/P | Interim CV [Interim Tota
C/P cVv Total
MLOA < 60 0 0 0 0 2 2
MLOA >=60 & <125 0 17 17 0 13 13
MLOA >= 125 3 4 7 1 6 7
Total 3 21 24 1 21 22
Non-Interim | Non-Interim [ Non-Interim | Interim C/P | Interim CV [Interim Tota
C/P cVv Total
MLOA < 60 0 5 5 0 9 9
MLOA >=60 & <125 1 161 162 1 55 56
MLOA >= 125 26 67 93 5 23 28
Total 27 233 260 6 87 93
Non-Interim | Non-Interim [ Non-Interim | Interim C/P | Interim CV [Interim Tota
C/P cVv Total
MLOA < 60 0 2 2 0 3 3
MLOA >=60 & <125 1 165 166 1 57 58
MLOA >= 125 25 67 92 5 23 28
Total 26 234 260 6 83 89
Non-Interim | Non-Interim [ Non-Interim | Interim C/P | Interim CV [Interim Tota
C/P cVv Total
MLOA < 60 0 57 57 0 3 3
MLOA >=60 & <125 0 2 2 0 2 2
MLOA >= 125 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 0 59 59 0 5 5
Prihilof Red/Blue King endorsement” 108
Non-Interim | Non-Interim [ Non-Interim | Interim C/P | Interim CV [Interim Tota
C/P cVv Total
MLOA < 60 0 9 9 0 4 4
MLOA >=60 & <125 0 74 74 0 31 31
MLOA >= 125 2 25 27 0 13 13
LTotal [ 2 1 108 [ 110 | O | 48 | 48 |
afthew Blue King endorsement: ICENSES
Non-Interim | Non-Interim [ Non-Interim | Interim C/P | Interim CV [Interim Tota
C/P cV Total
MLOA < 60 0 0 0 0 0 0
MLOA >=60 & <125 1 91 92 1 37 38
MLOA >= 125 13 49 62 2 19 21
|_Total 14 140 1| 154 [ 3 | 56 [ 59 |

As of December 2001, there were a total of 442 crab LLP licenses, 338 of which were permanent and 104
of which were interim. Of the 442 crab LLP licenses, 428 (approximately 93 percent) allow operation as a
catcher vessel, while the remaining 33 (approximately 7 percent) allow operation as a catcher/processor.

Each crab LLP licenses carries one or more area/species endorsements. Approximately 80 percent of the crab
LLP licenses carry an endorsement for the Bering Sea C. opilio and C. bairdi fisheries. Approximately 80
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percent of crab LLP licenses also carry endorsements for the Bristol Bay red king crab fishery. Almost 50
percent of the crab LLP licenses are endorsed for St. Matthew Island blue king crab, 36 percent are endorsed
for Pribilof Islands king crab, and less than 20 percent of the licenses are endorsed for the Norton Sound king,
Aleutian Islands red king, and Aleutian Islands golden king crab fisheries.

2.2.2 Participation and harvests

This section provides general background information concerning the participation patterns of vessels
harvesting crab in the BSAI fisheries from 1991 to 2000. The analysis examines the both participation and
division of harvests between vessels that qualified for an LLP license with an endorsement in the appropriate
fishery and vessels that do not meet the qualification for an LLP license in the fishery. In addition, a
discussion of the ex-vessel gross revenues is included for each fishery.' Participation tables for each fishery
appear in Appendix 2-1.

Bering Sea C. opilio

The number of qualified and non-qualified vessels in the Bering Sea C. opilio fishery has remained fairly
constant throughout the 1990's (Figure 2.2-1). The number of qualified vessels increased slightly during the
first have of the decade to a high of 231 in 1994, followed by a gradual decline to 205 vessels in the latter half
of the decade. The number of non-qualified vessels was 34 in 1991 and 23 in 2000. The fleet composition
is primarily catcher vessels. In 1991 there were 174 qualified catcher vessels and 17 qualified catcher/
processors. Ten years later there were 197 catcher vessels and eight catcher/processors. Non-qualified
catcher vessels and catcher/processors numbered 27 and nine during the 1991 season, while in 2000 there
were 22 catcher vessels and one catcher/processor. Over the ten seasons, the percent of qualified to non-
qualified vessels increased from 85 to 90 percent.

'The estimated ex vessel gross revenues include estimated ex vessel gross revenues that would have been generated by
catcher/processor harvests. It should be noted that catcher/processors do not generate an ex-vessel revenue. The estimate
of ex-vessel gross revenue in this section assumes a proxy for the catcher/processor’s ex-vessel price which is equal to
the average price paid to catcher vessels. This assumption cannot be verified since catcher/processors do not purchase
or sell crab, instead they harvest and process the crab onboard to a first wholesale level. This report includes the
estimated ex vessel gross revenues that would have been generated by the sale of these harvests of catcher/processors,
in part, to maintain consistency with the Annual Management Report of ADF&G, which includes those estimated
revenues in the estimated gross revenues from harvests.
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Figure 2.2-1  Number of qualified and non-qualified vessels in the Bering Sea C.
opilio fishery by season from 1991 to 2000.

The fishery during the last ten years has seen a gradual decline in harvest and gross revenues punctuated by
a short and dramatic increase in 1996 and 1997 followed by a dramatic decline in the years following (figure
2.2-2). In 1991, qualified vessels harvested 277 million pounds and non-qualified vessels harvested 48
million pounds. Ten years later, 27 million pounds and three million pounds were harvested by qualified and
non-qualified vessels, respectively. In 1991, ex-vessel gross revenues of qualified vessels were $140 million
and ex-vessel revenues of non-qualified were $24 million. Ten years later, ex-vessel revenues of qualified
vessels were $51 million and ex-vessel revenues of non-qualified vessels was $5 million.

Over the past ten years, the percent of pounds harvested by qualified vessels in relation to non-qualified
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Figure2.2-2  Qualified and non-qualified pounds of Bering Sea C. opilio harvested
by season from 1991 to 2000.
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vessels has increased moderately. During the 1991 season, 85 percent of the total pounds harvested was by
qualified vessels. Ten years later, the harvest by qualified vessels increased to 90 percent.

Bristol Bay red king crab

With the exception of the 1996 season, the number of qualified and non-qualified vessels in the Bristol Bay
red king fishery has remained fairly constant throughout the 1990's (Figure 2.2-3). The fishery was closed
during the 1994 and 1995 season. In 1991, there were 244 qualified vessels and 54 non-qualified vessels.
Following the reopening of the fishery in 1996, the number of qualified vessels dropped to 179, while non-
qualified vessels declined to 15. In the years following the 1996 season, the number of qualified and non-
qualified vessels increased to levels seen before the closure. In the last three years, the number of qualified
vessels has declined slightly from 241 in 1998 to 213 in 2000, while non-qualified vessels declined from 33
to 31. The majority of vessels in the Bristol Bay red crab fishery are catcher vessels. In 1991, there were 232
qualified catcher vessels and 41 non-qualified catcher vessels. During the same season, there were 12
qualified and 13 non-qualified catcher/processors. However, unlike the catcher vessels which show only
slight variation, the number of catcher/processors over the years has declined dramatically. During the 2000
season, there were only six qualified catcher/processors and there were no non-qualified catcher/processors.
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Figure 2.2-3 Number of qualified and non-qualified vessels in the Bristol Bay red king
crab fishery by season from 1991 to 2000. The fishery was closed during
the 1994 and 1995 season.

The Bristol Bay red king crab fishery from 1991 to 2000 has been marked with fluctuating harvests with no
discernable trend (Figure 2.2-4). During this period, total harvest ranged between 7 million to16 million
pounds. In 1991, qualified vessels harvested 14 million pounds, while non-qualified vessels harvested 2.6
million pounds. In 2000, 7 million pounds and 0.8 million pounds were harvested by qualified and non-
qualified vessels, respectively. In the most recent three years, total harvest declined from 14 million pounds
to 7.5 million pounds. Earnings also show no discernable trend. During the 1991 season, ex-vessel revenues
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of qualified vessels were $46 million and ex-vessel revenues of non-qualified vessels were $9 million. Ten
years later, ex-vessel revenues of qualified vessels were $32 million and ex-vessel revenues of non-qualified
vessels were $3 million.
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Figure 2.2-4  Qualified and non-qualified pounds of Bristol Bay red king crab by
season from 1991 to 2000. The crab fishery was closed during the
1994 and 1995 seasons.

Over the past ten years, the percent of pounds harvested by qualified vessels in relation to non-qualified
vessels has increased very moderately. During the 1991 season, 84 percent of the total pounds harvested was
by qualified vessels. Ten years later, the harvest by qualified vessels increased to 90 percent.

Bering Sea C. bairdi

The Bering Sea C. bairdi fishery can be characterized as having two different participation patterns for
qualified and non-qualified vessels during the 1991 to 1996 time period (Figure 2.2-5). From the 1991-1992
to 1993-1994 seasons, qualified vessel participation was between 234 to 249, while non-qualified
participation was between 45 and 51. After the 1993-1994 season, qualified vessel participation was between
171 and 186, while non-qualified vessels was between 10 to 15. The fishery is composed mostly of catcher
vessels. During the 1991-1992 season, there were 222 qualified and 37 non-qualified catcher vessels. During
that same period, there were 14 qualified and 15 non-qualified catcher/processors. In 1996, the last year the
fishery was open, there were 177 qualified and 15 non-qualified catcher vessels and four qualified and no
non-qualified catcher/processors. Over the six seasons, the percent of qualified to non-qualified vessels
increased from 82 to 92 percent.
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Figure 2.2-5  Number of qualified and non-qualified vessels in the Bering Sea C. bairdi
fishery by season from 1991 to 1996.

The Bering Sea C. bairdi fleet has seen a dramatic decline in harvest and earnings during the 1992 to 1996
time period. Figure 2.2-6 depicts this decline for both qualified and non-qualified vessels by pounds from
1992 to 1996. The best season during the six year period was 1992-1993 where 30 million pounds was
harvested by qualified vessels. During that same period, non-qualified vessels harvested 4 million pounds.
Just four seasons later, 1.7 million pounds and 0.1 million pounds were harvested by qualified and non-
qualified vessels, respectively. Fleet earnings faired no better. During the 1992-1993 season, ex-vessel
revenues of qualified vessels were $50 million, while ex-vessel revenues of non-qualified vessels were $7
million. In 1996, total ex-vessel revenues of qualified vessels were $4 million, while ex-vessel revenues of
non-qualified vessels were $0.3 million.

Over the period of six seasons, the percent of pounds harvested by qualified vessels in relation to non-
qualified vessels has increased. During the 1991-1992 season, 82 percent of the total pounds harvested was
by qualified vessels. Four years later, the harvest by qualified vessels increased to 94 percent.

Pribilof red king crab
During the 1993 to 1998 period, the Pribilof red king crab fishery has experienced a decline in the number
of qualified vessels, while non-qualified participants has remained near the same level (Figure 2.2-7). The

fishery was closed during the 1999 and 2000 seasons. During the five years the fishery was open, qualified
vessels declined from a high 0f 93 in 1993 to 41 in 1998. Non-qualified vessel participation peaked in 1995
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at 41, but during subsequent years, vessel participation ranged between 16 to 21. The percent of qualified
vessels to non-qualified vessels increased over the five year period. In 1993, 80 percent of the total vessels
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Figure 2.2-6  Qualified and non-qualified pounds of Bering Sea C. bairdi harvested by
season from 1991 to 1996.
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Figure 2.2-7  Number of qualified and non-qualified vessels in the Pribilof red king crab
fishery by season from 1991 to 1996.
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were qualified vessels, while in 1998 qualified vessels had slipped to 72 percent. The fishery is composed
almost entirely of catcher vessels, with only two qualified catcher/processors participating in the 1993 fishery.
There were no non-qualified catcher/processors during the 1993 to 1998 period.

Harvest and earnings during the 1993 to 1998 time period has steadily declined (Figure 2.2-8). In 1993,
qualified harvest was two million pounds and non-qualified harvest was 0.3 million pounds. Six years later
harvest had declined to 0.4 million for qualified vessels and 0.1 million pounds for non-qualified vessels,
respectively. Ex-vessel gross revenues declined rapidly from a high of nine million dollars in 1995 to one
million dollars in 1998 for qualified vessels, while ex-vessel revenues of non-qualified vessels dropped from
one million dollars to $0.3 million. The share of qualified to non-qualified pounds declined from 89 percent
in 1993 to 74 percent in 1998.
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Figure2.2-8  Qualified and non-qualified pounds of Pribilofred king crab harvested
by season from 1993 to 1998.

Pribilof blue king crab

The Pribilof blue king crab (P. platypus) can be characterized as fishery with declining participants during
the 1995 to 1998 period (Figure 2.2-9). The fishery was closed during the 1993 and 1994 seasons and again
during the 1999 and 2000 seasons. During the four years the fishery was open, qualified vessels declined
from a high of 76 in 1995 to 35 in 1997. Non-qualified vessels declined from a high 0of 42 in 1995 to 16 in
1998. The percent of qualified vessels to non-qualified vessels remained fairly constant during the four
seasons at roughly a 70/30 split. The fishery is composed almost entirely of catcher vessels, with only one
qualified catcher/processor having participated in the 1995 fishing season. There were no non-qualified
catcher/processors during the 1995 to 1998 time period.
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Figure 2.2-9  Number of qualified and non-qualified vessels in the Pribilof blue king crab
fishery by season from 1995 to 1998.

Harvest and earnings during the 1995 to 1998 time period has steadily declined (Figure 2.2-10). In 1995,
qualified vessels harvested 0.9 million pounds and non-qualified vessels harvested 0.3 million pounds. Four
years later, 0.3 million and 0.1 million pounds were harvested by qualified and non-qualified vessels,
respectively. Ex-vessel revenues declined from $2.3 million in 1995 to $0.7 million in 1998 for qualified
vessels, while ex-vessel revenues of non-qualified vessels declined from $0.6 million to $0.3 million. The
share of qualified to non-qualified pounds remained relatively constant during the four years. In 1995, 79
percent of the harvest was from qualified vessels, while four years later it decreased to 71 percent.

St. Matthew blue king crab

The St. Matthew blue king crab fishery has experienced an increase in the number of qualified and non-
qualified vessels during the 1991 to 1998 period (Figure 2.2-11). The fishery was closed during the 1999 and
2000 season. Over the eight year period, qualified vessels increased from a low of 51 in 1991 to 101 in 1998.
In 1992, the fishery experienced an unusual increase in the number of qualified vessels (when 154 qualified
vessels participated), but the participation rate returned to levels more consistent with the trend the following
year. Non-qualified vessel participation declined during the first four seasons from 17 in 1991 to only 5
vessels in 1994, but subsequently increased over the remaining four years to a high of 30 in 1998. The
percent of qualified vessels to non-qualified vessels increased during the first four years from 75 percent to
94 percent, but declined to low of 77 percent in 1998.
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Figure 2.2-10  Qualified and non-qualified pounds for Pribilof blue king crab harvested by
season from 1995 to 1998.
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The majority of the St. Matthew blue king crab fleet during the eight year period was catcher vessels. During
the eight year period, qualified and non-qualified catcher/processors participation declined, while qualified
and non-qualified catcher vessels participation increased. In 1991, there were five qualified and four non-
qualified catcher/processors, while in 1998 there was one qualified and one non-qualified catcher/processor
that participated in the fishery. Qualified catcher vessel participation increased from 46 in 1991 to 100 in
1998. As noted above, the 1992 season experienced a sharp increase in the number of qualified vessels, all
of which were catcher vessels. Non-qualified catcher vessel participation increased from 13 in 1991 to 29 in
1998.

Harvest and earnings has remained relatively stable over the eight years (Figure 2.2-12). In 1991, qualified
harvest was 2.3 million pounds and non-qualified harvest was 0.8 million pounds. Eight years later, the
harvest was 2.1 million pounds for qualified vessels and 0.7 million pounds non-qualified vessels,
respectively. Ex-vessel revenues of during this period fluctuated from a high of $13.8 million in 1994 to a
low of $4.2 million dollars in 1998 for qualified vessels, and from a high of $2.1 million in 1991 to a low
of $0.7 million in 1994 for non-qualified vessels. The share of qualified to non-qualified pounds increased
during the first four years from 75 percent to 94 percent, but subsequent years declined to previous levels.
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Number of qualified and non-qualified vessels in the St. Matthew blue king

Figure 2.2-11
crab fishery by season from 1991 to 1998.
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Figure 2.2-12  Qualified and non-qualified pounds of St. Matthew blue king crab harvested
by season from 1991 to 1998.

EAI (Dutch Harbor) golden king crab

The Eastern Aleutian Islands (Dutch Harbor) golden king crab (L. aequispina) has relatively few participating
vessels and has remained somewhat constant from 1991 to 2001(Figure 2.2-13). The number of qualified
vessels has ranged between 8 and 13, while the number of non-qualified vessels has ranged between 4 and
8 with the exception of the 1993-1994 season when only 1 non-qualified vessel participated in the fishery.
The fleet is composed mostly of catcher vessels, while at the same time the number of qualified and non-
qualified catcher/processors has diminished over the ten year period. In the 1991-1992 season, there were two
qualified and four non-qualified catcher/processors, while during the 1999-2000 season there was only one
catcher/processor who participated in the fishery and it was a qualified vessel.

The relative percent of qualified vessels to non-qualified vessels showed no discernable trend during the 1991
to 2001 time period. During the 1991-1992 season, 53 percent of the total vessels qualified. Immediately
following the 1991-1992 season, the percent of qualified vessels to non-qualified vessels increase
substantially where it peaked during the 1993-1994 season at 90 percent. In the subsequent years, the
relatively percent of qualified to non-qualified vessels followed a more typically pattern of roughly a 60/30
split with the exception of the 1996-1997 season where the number of qualified and non-qualified vessels
were equal.

With the exception of the 1994-1995 and 1995-1996 seasons, harvest by qualified vessels has remained
relatively constant at approximately 2 million pounds (Figure 2.2-14). During the 1994-1995 and 1995-1996
season, harvest increased to 3.3 million and 3.4 million pounds, respectively. Harvest by non-qualified vessels
declined from high of 2.4 million pounds during the 1991-1992 and 1992-1993 seasons to approximately 0.7

Appendix 1 — Regulatory Impact Review 97 August 2004



million pounds in the 1999-2000 season. Ex-vessel revenues followed a similar trend with non-qualified
vessels surpassing qualified vessels during the 1991-1992 and 1992-1993 seasons. Since the

1992-1993 season, ex-vessel revenues of non-qualified vessels declined in relation to qualified vessels.

Vessels

Seasons

‘EIQuaIified Vessels MNon-Qualified Vessels |

Figure 2.2-13 Number of qualified and non-qualified vessels in the Eastern Aleutian
Islands (Dutch Harbor) golden king crab fishery by season from 1991 to
2001.

Qualified vessel ex-vessel revenues peaked during the 1994-1995 season at $11 million and then subsequently
declined to between $5 and $7 million between the 1996-1997 and 1999-2000 seasons. As evident in Figure
2.2-14,non-qualified vessels harvested more golden king crab during the first years, but then quickly declined
as a percent of qualified harvest in the subsequent years. During this period, the percent of pounds harvested
by qualified vessels in relation to non-qualified vessels increased moderately from 45 percent in 1991-1992

season to 68 percent in the 2000-2001 season.
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Figure 2.2-14 Qualified and non-qualified pounds of Eastern Aleutian Islands (Dutch
Harbor) golden king crab harvested by season from 1991 to 2001.

Western Aleutian Islands (Adak) golden king crab

The Western Aleutian Islands golden king crab fishery has experienced shifting trends in vessel participation
over the 1991 to 2001 time period (Figure 2.2-15). During the first seasons years, the number of qualified
vessels increased from 9 to 16. This was followed by five years of declining participation until the 1998-1999
season when only 1 qualified vessel fished in this fishery. In the remaining two years, participation of
qualified vessels increased to 9 and 10. Non-qualified vessel participation followed a similar pattern. With
the exception of the 1993-1994 season, participation increased over the first four years, peaking at 13 vessels
during the 1994-1995 season. Participation declined over the next 5 years to only 2 vessels during the 1998-
1999 season. This was followed by a slight increase during the remaining two years.

The percent of qualified vessels to non-qualified vessels during the 1991 to 2001 period showed no
discernable trend (Figure 2.2-15). During the 1991-1992 season, 73 percent of the total vessels participating
in the crab fishery were qualified vessels, while during the 2000-2001 season 75 percent were qualified
vessels. However, during the 1998-1999 season, only 33 percent of the total participants were qualified
vessels.
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Figure 2.2-15 Number of qualified and non-qualified vessels in the Western Aleutian Islands
(Adak) golden king crab fishery by season from 1991 to 2001.

The composition of the Western Aleutian Islands (Adak) golden king crab fleet has undergone some change
during the 1991 to 2001 time period. Catcher/processors participation declined during the ten years, while
catcher vessel participation increased during the early years followed a slow decline in subsequent years. In
1991-1992 season, there were four qualified and three non-qualified catcher/processors, while in 2000-2001
there was only one qualified and no non-qualified catcher/processors. Qualified catcher vessel participation
increased from four in 1991-1992 to 16 in 1993-1994, followed by a decline to eight in 2000-2001. Non-
qualified catcher vessel participation increased from no in 1991-1992 to 12 in 1994-1995 and then declined
to three in 2000-2001.

Figure 2.2-16 shows qualified and non-qualified harvest for those years where data confidentially was not
a problem. Unfortunately, the extent of the confidential data precludes any real trend analysis for qualified
and non-qualified vessels. Detailed aggregate harvest data for each fishery are shown in Appendix 2-2.

Western Aleutian Islands (Adak) red king crab

With the exception of the 1995-1996 season, the Western Aleutian Islands red king crab fishery has
experienced an increase in qualified vessel participation from 7 in 1991-1992 to 19 in 1994-1995, while non-
qualified participation declined during this period from three to one vessel (Figure 2.2-17). The fishery has
been closed since 1997. During the 1995-1996 season, qualified vessel participation declined to three. The
percent of qualified vessels to non-qualified vessels increased during the first four seasons the fishery was
open from 70 to 95 percent, but then declined to 75 percent during the 1995-1996 season. The qualified fleet
was composed mostly of catcher vessels, which showed an increase during the first four of the five years from
five to 17 vessels, but then declined the last year the fishery was open to three. Catcher/processors numbers
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fluctuated between one and two vessels. Non-qualified catcher vessels declined from three to one participant

and catcher/processors declined from one to no participants during the five years.
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Figure 2.2-16 Qualified and non-qualified pounds of Western Aleutian Islands (Adak) golden
king crab harvested by season from 1991 to 2001.
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Figure 2.2-17 Number of qualified and non-qualified vessels in the Western Aleutian
Islands red king crab fishery by season from 1991-1992 to 1995-1996.
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As shown in Figure 2.2-17, the Adak red king crab fishery has very few participants. The limited number of
participants in this fishery precludes the release of harvest data to the public.

23 Processor participation

This section summarizes processor participation in the different BSAI crab fisheries. For each fishery, the
number of processors participating, the region of participation, and pounds of delivered are presented and
discussed. To the extent permitted by rules intended to protect confidentiality, these figures are reported for
qualified and unqualified processors (as defined by the rationalization program options) and for each region
(as defined under the regionalization program options). In addition, Appendix 2-3 contains a brief summary
of first wholesale prices received by processors of BSAI crab for products produced from these fisheries.

Bering Sea C. opilio fishery

Deliveries of Bering Sea C. opilio to processors have declined significantly since 1991 (Table 2.3-1). With
the exception of a few years, the largest portion of deliveries were to the southern region. Processing by
catcher/processors has gradually declined over the period. In 1991, 37 percent of deliveries were to the
southern region, 21 percent were to catcher/processors, 7 percent were to the northern region, while 35
percent were to floating processors in locations that could not be identified for this report. Ten years later,
67 percent of the total pounds processed were processed in the southern region, 18 percent were to the
northern region, 6 percent were processed by catcher/processors, and the remaining 26 percent were split
between the northern processors and processors the location of which could not be established.

The number of qualified processors in the Bering Sea C. opilio fishery has remained relatively constant, while
the number of non-qualified processors has declined throughout the 1990's (Table 2.3-1). In 1991,
approximately 67 percent of the total pounds processed were processed by 37 qualified processors and 32
percent of pounds processed were processed by 35 non-qualified processors. Since 1998, all processing has
been by qualified processors. Since 1998, the number of qualified processors receiving deliveries declined
from 47 to 30.

Bristol Bay red king crab fishery

Total deliveries of Bristol Bay red king crab from 1991 to 2000 have fluctuated between 7 to 17 million
pounds showing no discernable trend (Table X). There was no fishing during the 1994 and 1995 seasons. The
largest share of deliveries during this period was made to the southern region. Processing by catcher
processors has gradually declined over this period as has the number of pounds processed by floating
processors that could not be categorized by region. In 1991, 60 percent of total pounds processed were
processed in the southern region, while 16 percent were processed by catcher/processors. The remaining share
of the fishery was processed by a single processor in the north and floating processors, the location of which
could not be established. Ten years later, 96 percent of the total deliveries were to the southern region, while
the remaining 4 percent went to catcher/processors, processors in the north and floating processors that could
not be categorized by region.

The number of qualified processors in the Bristol Bay red king crab fishery has remained relatively constant,
while the number of non-qualified processors declined throughout the 1990's (Table 2.3-2). In 1991,
approximately 71 percent of the total deliveries were to 29 qualified processors, while the remaining 29
percent were delivered to 27 non-qualified processors. Only 3 unqualified processors participated in the
fishery in 2000.
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Table 2.3-1 Deliveries in pounds to qualified and unqualified processors and number of qualified
and unqualified processors by year and region for the Bering Sea C. opilio fishery.
Asterisk denotes confidential data.
Deliveriesto Deliveriesto
Qualified Unqualified Total
Processors Processors Deliveries Qualified  Unqualified Total

Season Region (Pounds) (Pounds) (Pounds) Processors Processors Processors

1991 Unassigned Foaters * * 114,124,272 7 11 18

CatcherProcessor 41,901,229 25,514,003 67,415,232 15 13 28

South 105,335,436 14,026,192 119,361,628 12 10 22

North * * 24,282,101 3 1 4

Total 219,629,974 105,553,259 325,183,233 34 35 69

1992 Unassigned Foaters * * * 6 7 13

CatcherProcessor 29,350,068 25,051,644 54,401,712 14 17 31

South 112,367,720 12,551,657 124,919,377 10 8 18

North * * * 2 1 3

Total 208,771,822 104,067,582 312,839,404 31 33 64

1993 Unassigned Floaters * * 78,531,786 6 8 14

CatcherProcessor 25,987,533 15,839,560 41,827,093 18 12 30

South 68,731,006 3,787,946 72,518,952 16 6 22

North * * 36,295,977 3 2 5

Total 155,442,195 73,731,613 229,173,808 41 27 68

1994 Unassigned Floaters * * 26,057,414 2 5 7

CatcherProcessor 15,844,157 8,000,413 23,844,570 16 8 24

South 33,173,011 3,299,261 36,472,272 12 4 16

North * * 61,618,699 10 2 12

Total 108,089,136 39,903,819 147,992,955 40 19 59

1995 Unassigned Floaters * * 10,263,824 3 5 8

CatcherProcessor 5,843,305 2,482,267 8,325,572 13 6 19

South * * 27,872,511 16 3 19

North 27,543,452 0 27,543,452 10 0 10

Total 65,317,558 8,687,801 74,005,359 38 14 52

1996 Unassigned Floaters * * 7,514,228 2 3 5

CatcherProcessor * * 10,837,812 12 3 15

South 18,941,386 0 18,941,386 13 0 13

North 27,069,732 0 27,069,732 11 0 11

Total 59,581,636 4,781,522 64,363,158 38 6 44

1997 Unassigned Floaters * * * 2 1 3

CatcherProcessor * * 12,395,552 12 2 14

South * * 56,952,319 18 1 19

North 38,912,525 0 * 8 0 8

Total 112,679,426 4,500,257 117,179,683 38 4 42

1998 Unassigned Foaters * * * 3 0 3

CatcherProcessor 16,301,645 0 16,301,645 15 0 15

South 104,989,772 0 104,989,772 18 0 18

North * * * 11 0 11

Total * * 240433650 44 0 44

1999 Unassigned Foaters * * * 2 0 2

CatcherProcessor 10,038,844 0 10,038,844 11 0 11

South 69,767,666 0 69,767,666 15 0 15

North * * * 9 0 9

Total * * 182,678,507 36 0 36

2000 Unassigned Hoaters * * * 2 0 2

CatcherProcessor 1,939,298 0 1,939,298 9 0 9

South 20,544,915 0 20,544,915 14 0 14

North * * * 5 0 5

Total * * 30,258,170 28 0 28
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Deliveriesto Deliveriesto
Qualified Unqualified Total
Processors Processors Deliveries Qualified Unqualified Total
Season Region (Pounds) (Pounds) (Pounds) Processors Processors Processors
1991 Unassigned Foaters * * * 4 5 9
Catcher Processors 1,350,983 1,306,013 2,656,996 12 13 25
South 8,519,758 1,644,111 10,163,869 13 8 21
North * * * 0 1 1
Total 11,719,501 5,130,061 16,849,562 29 27 56
1992 Unassigned Foaters * * * 3 4 7
Catcher Processors 292,494 455,273 747,767 6 9 15
South 4,804,622 652,000 5,456,622 10 7 17
North * * * 0 1 1
Total 5,853,956 2,123,285 7,977,241 19 21 40
1993 Unassigned Foaters * * * 3 2 5
Catcher Processors 876,080 492,344 1,368,424 12 4 16
South 8,818,597 695,928 9,514,525 11 6 17
North * * * 0 1 1
Total 11,818,736 2,524,302 14,343,038 26 13 39
1996 Unassigned Floaters * * * 2 0 2
CatcherProcessors * * * 3 1 4
South 7,555,335 0 7,555,335 11 0 11
Total * * 8,319,611 16 1 17
1997 Unassigned Foaters * * * 2 0 2
Catcher Processors 305,426 0 305,426 8 0 8
South 7,538,524 0 7,538,524 13 0 13
North * * * 2 0 2
Total * * 8,720,403 25 0 25
1998 Unassigned Foaters * * * 2 0 2
CatcherProcessors 1,486,380 0 1,486,380 11 0 11
South 11,908,145 0 11,908,145 14 0 14
North * * * 1 0 1
Total * * 14,120,487 27 0 27
1999 Unassigned Foaters * * * 1 0 1
CatcherProcessors 931,557 0 931,557 8 0 8
South 9,611,242 0 9,611,242 13 0 13
North * * * 1 0 1
Total * * 10,949,856 23 0 23
2000 Unassigned Hoaters * * * 0 2 2
Catcher Processors 293,088 * 6 0 6
South * * 7,172,614 14 1 15
Total * * 7,468,240 20 3 23
Table 2.3-2 Deliveries in pounds to qualified and unqualified processors and number of qualified and

Bering Sea C. bairdi fishery

unqualified processors by year and region for the Bristol Bay red king crab fishery. Asterisk

denotes confidential data.

During the 1990 to 1996 period, deliveries of Bering Sea C. bairdi to processors has increased during the first
two years followed by a dramatic decline during the last four years the fishery was open (Table 2.3-3). During

Appendix 1 — Regulatory Impact Review

104

August 2004




this period, deliveries to processors in the southern region increased as a percent of the total. In 1991, 51
percent of pounds were processed by processors in the southern region, 12 percent were processed by
catcher/processors, and the remaining 37 percent was split between processors in the north and floating

processors the region of which could not be categorized. In 1996, 96 percent of the total deliveries were to
the southern region.

The number of qualified processors in the Bering Sea C. bairdi fishery increased slightly during the first few
years and then declined the remaining three years, while the number of non-qualified processors has declined
throughout the 1990s (Table 2.3-3). In 1991, approximately 69 percent of the total deliveries were to 33
qualified processors and the remaining 31 percent of deliveries were to 30 non-qualified processors. In 1996,
98 percent of the deliveries were to qualified processors.
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Table 2.3-3 Deliveries in pounds to qualified and unqualified processors and number of qualified
and unqualified processors by year and region for the Bering Sea C. bairdi fishery.
Asterisk denotes confidential data.
Deliveriesto Deliveriesto
Qualified  Unqualified Total
Processors Processors Deliveries Qualified Unqualified Total
Season Region (Pounds) (Pounds) (Pounds) Processors  Processors Processors
1990-1991 Unassigned Floaters * * * 7 11 18
Catcher Processors 1,342,491 579,103 1,921,594 14 10 24
South 6,897,490 1,108,340 8,005,830 11 8 19
North * * * 1 1 2
Total 10,903,720 4,726,846 15,630,566 32 30 62
1991-1992 Unassigned Floaters * * * 8 7 15
Catcher Processors 3,522,039 3,216,444 6,738,483 14 17 31
South 13,893,424 3,323,134 17,216,558 12 10 22
North * * * 0 1 1
Total 19,212,823 12,301,522 31,514,345 34 35 69
1992-1993 Unassigned Floaters * * * 8 11 19
Catcher Processors 2,348,072 1,898,011 4,246,083 14 13 27
South 18,336,520 2,792,984 21,129,504 15 10 25
North * * * 1 2 3
Total 24,931,610 9,855,301 34,786,911 37 34 71
1993-1994 Unassigned Floaters * * * 7 4 11
Catcher Processors 1,443,860 755,443 2,199,303 12 5 17
South 9,083,632 2,067,669 11,151,301 13 10 23
North * * * 0 1 1
Total 12,849,774 3,770,205 16,619,979 31 20 51
1994 Unassighed Floaters * * * 0 1 1
CatcherProcessors 402,805 228,179 630,984 5 4 9
South 5,432,868 1,082,651 6,515,519 10 6 16
North * * * 1 1 2
Total 6,058,890 1,575,216 7,634,106 16 12 28
1995 Unassigned Floaters * * * 0 1 1
CatcherProcessors * * 370,209 9 2 1
South * * 3,651,043 12 1 13
North * * * 2 0 2
Total 4,108,924 75,087 4,184,011 23 4 27
1996 Unassignhed Foaters * * * 1 0 1
CatcherProcessors * * * 3 1 4
South * * 1,711,024 13 1 14
Total * * 1,788,102 17 2 19
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Pribilof blue king crab fishery

Between 1995 and 1998 period, deliveries of Pribilof blue king crab to processors has declined (Table 2.3-4).
Over these four seasons, 50 percent of deliveries were to the northern region, while deliveries to the southern
region were slightly lower. The Pribilof blue king crab fishery was closed during the 1993 and 1994 seasons,
and again during the 1999 and 2000 seasons. Due to the limited number of processors in the fishery, details
on regional deliveries cannot be reported.

The number of qualified processors in the Pribilof blue king crab fishery has remain relatively constant,
between 11 to 15 over the fours years, while their was only 1 non-qualified processor during the first two
years, but then subsequently dropped out the last two (Table 2.3-4). Almost all processing was by qualified
processors in this fishery, with 100 percent of processing by qualified processors in 1997 and 1998.

Table 2.3-4 Deliveries in pounds to qualified and unqualified processors and number of
qualified and unqualified processors by year and region for the Pribilof blue king
crab fishery. Asterisk denotes confidential data.

Deliveriesto  Deliveriesto
Qualified Unqualified Total
Processors Processors Deliveries  Qualified Unqualified Total
Season Region (Pounds) (Pounds) (Pounds) Processors Processors Processors
1995  Unassigned Hoaters * * * 0 1 1
Catcher Processors * * * 1 0 1
South 531,840 0 531,840 6 0 6
North 622,546 0 622,546 4 0 4
Total * * 1,195,861 11 1 12
1996  Unassigned Hoaters * * * 0 1 1
South 416,039 0 416,039 6 0 6
North * * * 4 0 4
Total * * 916,474 10 1 11
1997  Unassigned Hoaters * * * 1 0 1
South 73,913 0 73,913 7 0 7
North * * * 4 0 4
Total * * 491,434 12 0 12
1998 Unassigned Hoaters * * * 1 0 1
South 169,508 0 169,508 10 0 10
North * * * 4 0 4
Total * * 494,424 15 0 15

Pribilof red king crab fishery

Between 1993 and 1998, processing of Pribilof red king crab has declined (Table 2.3-5). The limited number
of processors in the fishery have created confidentiality problems for disclosing data making general
statements concerning the regional distribution of processing difficult. Generally speaking, deliveries to
floaters that cannot be regionally categorized and catcher/processor processing have been minor during the
six year period. Catcher/processors have not participated in the processing sector of this fishery since 1993
season. The fishery was closed during the 1999 and 2000 seasons.

Between 1993 and 1998, the number of qualified processors in the Pribilof blue king crab fishery has ranged
from 11 to 14, while the number of non-qualified processors has declined from 5 during the first three years
to none during the last three years (Table 2.3-5). The majority of crab was processed by qualified processors
during the five year period. In 1993, 71 percent of crab was processed by 12 qualified processors and the
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remaining 29 percent was processed by 5 non-qualified processors. In 1996 and continuing through 1998,
100 percent crab was processed by qualified processors.

Table 2.3-5 Deliveries in pounds to qualified and unqualified processors and number of qualified
and unqualified processors by year and region for the Pribilof red king crab fishery.
Asterisk denotes confidential data.

Deliveriesto Deliveriesto
Qualified Unqualified Total
Processors Processors  Deliveries Qualified Unqualified Total
Season Region (Pounds) (Pounds) (Pounds) Processors Processors Processors
1993 Unassigned Floaters * * * 1 1 2
CatcherProcessors * * * 2 0 2
South * * 1,531,674 8 3 11
North * * * 1 1 2
Total 1,829,968 755,998 2,585,966 12 5 17
1994 Unassigned Floaters * * * 0 1 1
South * * 692,746 8 3 11
North * * * 3 1 4
Total 994,934 341,090 1,336,024 1 5 16
1995 Unassigned Floaters * * * 0 1 1
South 353,123 0 353,123 7 0 7
North * * * 4 0 4
Total * * 855,063 1 1 12
1996  South 96,558 0 96,558 6 0 6
North 103,160 0 103,160 4 0 4
Total * * 199,718 10 0 10
1997 Unassigned Floaters * * * 1 0 1
South 117,803 0 117,803 7 0 7
North * * * 4 0 4
Total * * 735,109 12 0 12
1998 Unassigned Floaters * * * 2 0 2
South 207,997 0 207,997 9 0 9
North * * * 3 0 3
Total * * 501,042 14 0 14

St. Matthew blue king crab fishery

During the 1991 to 1998 period, the distribution of processing in the St. Matthew blue king crab has remained
relatively constant (Table 2.3-6). During the first two years floaters at unknown locations captured the largest
portion of deliveries. However, in the following years, the northern region captured the largest portion of
deliveries. Deliveries to floaters and catcher/processors declined during the entire period. The fishery was
closed in 1999 and 2000.

The number of qualified processors in the St. Matthew blue king crab fishery has increased from 7 in 1991
to 14 in 1998, while the number of non-qualified processors has declined from 8 to 0 (Table 2.3-6). During
the first two years, processing was fairly evenly divided between qualified and non-qualified processors, but
in subsequent years processing by qualified processors surpassed non-qualified processors. In 1991, 51
percent of processing was by 7 qualified processors and the remaining 49 percent was by 8 non-qualified
processors.
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Table 2.3-6 Deliveries in pounds to qualified and unqualified processors and number of
qualified and unqualified processors by year and region for the St. Matthew blue
king crab fishery. Asterisk denotes confidential data.

Deliveriesto Deliveriesto
Quallified Unqualified Total
Processors Processors Deliveries Qualified Unqualified Total
Season Region (Pounds) (Pounds) (Pounds) Processors Processors Processors
1991 Unassigned Floaters * * * 1 1 2
Catcher Processors 319,415 669,579 988,994 4 5 9
South * * * 2 1 3
North * * * 0 1 1
1,596,512 1,559,095 3,155,607 7 8 15
1992 Unassigned Floaters * * 1,227,886 3 4 7
CatcherProcessors * * 361,425 2 5 7
South * * * 3 0 3
North * * * 1 1 2
1,170,406 1,303,674 2,474,080 9 10 19
1993 Unassigned Floaters * * * 2 1 3
CatcherProcessors * * * 2 1 3
South * * 613,964 5 1 6
North * * 1,465,770 2 2 4
2,126,501 873,420 2,999,921 11 5 16
1994 Unassigned Floaters * * * 0 1 1
CatcherProcessors * * * 3 3 6
South * * 839,266 6 2 8
North * * 2,354,833 5 2 7
2,723,506 994,057 3,717,563 14 8 22
1995 Unassigned Floaters * * * 0 1 1
CatcherProcessors * * * 1 0 1
South 870,376 0 870,376 4 0 4
North 1,776,004 0 1,776,004 5 0 5
* * 3,075,902 10 1 1
1996 CatcherProcessors * * * 2 1 3
South 703,131 0 703,131 7 0 7
North * * * 5 0 5
* * 3,040,766 14 1 15
1997 Unassigned Floaters * * * 1 0 1
CatcherProcessors * * * 1 0 1
South 1,068,101 0 1,068,101 6 0 6
North 3,016,829 0 3,016,829 5 0 5
* * 4,438,395 13 0 13
1998 Unassigned Floaters * * * 1 0 1
CatcherProcessors * * * 2 0 2
South 415,025 0 415,025 6 0 6
North 2,134,456 0 2,134,456 5 0 5
* * 2,849,574 14 0 14

Western Aleutian Islands (Adak) golden (brown) king crab fishery

During the 1990 to 2001 period, the distribution of processing of Adak brown king crab has remained
relatively constant (Table 2.3-7). During the 1991-2 and 1992-3 seasons, catcher/processors processed the
majority of the crab in this fishery. In subsequent years, the processing distribution could not be shown
because of confidentiality. No processing occurred in the northern region during the period,
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The number of qualified processors in the Adak brown king crab fishery has remained relatively constant
during the 11 year period, while the number of non-qualified processors has declined from 3 to 0 (Table
2.3-7).

Table 2.3-7 Deliveries in pounds to qualified and unqualified processors and number of
qualified and unqualified processors by year and region for the Western
Aleutian Islands (Adak) golden (brown) king crab fishery. Asterisk denotes
confidential data.

Deliveriesto  Deliveriesto
Qualified Unqualified Total
Processors Processors  Deliveries Qualified Unqualified Total

Season Region (Pounds) (Pounds) (Pounds) Processors Processors Processors
1990-1991 Catcher Processors * * * 1 3 4
South * * * 3 0 3

Total * * 2,593,196 4 3 7

1991-1992 Catcher Processors * * 2,929,066 3 4 7
South * * 214,325 4 0 4

Total 2,265,251 878,140 3,143,391 7 4 11

1992-1993 Catcher Processors * * 1,213,312 4 0 4
South * * 463,598 5 1 6

Total * * 1,676,910 9 1 10

1993-1994 Unassigned Foaters * * * 0 1 1
CatcherProcessors * * * 1 0 1

South 821,520 0 821,520 5 0 5

Total * * 2,119,067 6 1 7

1994-1995 Unassigned Foaters * * * 0 1 1
CatcherProcessors * * * 1 1 2

South * * 2,118,806 6 1 7

Total * * 3,255,116 7 3 10

1995-1996 Catcher Processors * * * 1 0 1
South * * * 5 0 5

Total * * 2,165,941 6 0 6

1996-1997 CatcherProcessors * * * 2 0 2
South * * * 5 0 5

Total * * 2,403,721 7 0 7

1997-1998 Unassigned Foaters * * * 2 0 2
CatcherProcessors * * * 2 0 2

South 1,223,269 0 1,223,269 4 0 4

Total * * 2,405,622 8 0 8

1998-1999 CatcherProcessors * * * 1 0 1
South * * * 2 0 2

Total * * 1,670,167 3 0 3

1999-2000 CatcherProcessors * * * 1 0 1
South * * * 5 0 5

Total * * 2,663,281 6 0 6

2000-2001 Catcher Processors * * * 1 0 1
South * * * 7 0 7

Total * * 2,902,518 8 0 8
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Eastern Aleutian Islands (Dutch Harbor) golden (brown) king crab fishery

During the 1990 to 2001 period, the southern region has processed an increasing amount of crab from the
Eastern Aleutian Islands (Dutch Harbor) golden king crab fishery (Table 2.3-8). No deliveries were made to
northern region processors during this period. Due to the limited number of processors, little more on the
distribution of processing can be reported.

The number of qualified processors has remain relatively constant, while the number of non-qualified
processors has declined in this fishery (Table 2.3-8). The majority of processing was by qualified processors
during the ten year period, with all processing since the 1996-1997 season, being by qualified processors.

Table 2.3-8 Deliveries in pounds to qualified and unqualified processors and number of qualified
and unqualified processors by year and region for the Eastern Aleutian Islands
(Dutch Harbor) golden (brown) king crab fishery. Asterisk denotes confidential data.

Deliveriesto Deliveriesto
Qualified Unqualified Total
Processors Processors  Deliveries Qualified Unqualified Total

Season Region (Pounds) (Pounds) (Pounds) Processors Processors Processors
1990-1991 Unassigned Foaters * * * 0 1 1
CatcherProcessors * * * 0 2 2

South 1,349,812 0 1,349,812 4 0 4

Total * * 1,626,661 4 3 7

1991-1992 Catcher Processors * * 1,016,230 2 4 6
South * * 3,374,623 4 1 5

Total 3,689,454 701,399 4,390,853 6 5 11

1992-1993 Unassigned Foaters * * * 1 0 1
CatcherProcessors * * 993,451 2 3 5

South * * * 3 1 4

Total 4,082,604 346,940 4,429,544 6 4 10

1993-1994 Unassigned Foaters * * * 0 1 1
South * * * 5 1 6

Total * * 3,259,394 5 2 7

1994-1995 Unassigned Foaters * * * 0 2 2
South * * * 5 1 6

Total * * 4,579,823 5 3 8

1995-1996 Catcher Processors * * * 0 1 1
South * * * 4 0 4

Total * * 4,479,463 4 1 5

1996-1997 South 3,105,659 0 3,105,659 5 0 5
Total * * 3105659 5 0 5

1997-1998 Catcher Processors * * * 2 0 2
South * * * 4 0 4

Total * * 3,357,867 6 0 6

1998-1999 Catcher Processors * * * 1 0 1
South * * * 6 0 6

Total * * 3,165,020 7 0 7

1999-2000 Catcher Processors * * * 1 0 1
South * * * 6 0 6

Total * * 2,999,890 7 0 7

2000-2001 South 3,086,890 0 3,086,890 4 0 4
Total * * 3,086,890 4 0 4
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Western Aleutian Islands (Adak) red king crab fishery

Between 1990 and 1996 period, processing of Western Aleutian Islands (Adak) red king crab increased
rapidly and then declined rapidly (Table 2.3-9). Due to the limited number of processors, in the fishery little
can be said about the regional distribution of processing.

The number of qualified processors in the Adak red king crab fishery increased from 2 in the 1990-1991
season to 9 during the 1994-1995 season, followed by a decline to 4 in the 1995-6 season, the last season the
fishery was open (Table 2.3-9). The number of unqualified processors has declined during the six years from
a high of 5 during the 1991-1992 season to none in the 1995-1996 season.

Table2.3-9 Deliveries in pounds to qualified and unqualified processors and number of qualified
and unqualified processors by year and region for the Western Aleutian Islands
(Adak) red king crab fishery. Asterisk denotes confidential data.

Deliveriesto  Deliveriesto
Quallified Unqualified Total
Processors Processors Deliveries Qualified Unqualified Total

Season Region (Pounds) (Pounds) (Pounds) Processors Processors Processors
1990-1991 Catcher Processors * * * 2 1 3
Total * * 169,102 2 1 3

1991-1992 Unassigned Hoaters * * * 0 1 1
CatcherProcessors * * * 2 1 3

South * * 266,344 4 3 7

Total 935,123 16,155 951,278 6 5 1

1992-1993 Catcher Processors * * * 1 1 2
South * * * 6 1 7

Total * * 1,281,424 7 2 9

1993-1994 Unassigned Hoaters * * * 1 0 1
CatcherProcessors * * * 1 0 1

South * * 303,393 5 2 7

North * * * 0 1 1

Total * * 690,675 7 3 10

1994-1995 Unassigned Hoaters * * * 0 1 1
CatcherProcessors * * * 2 0 2

South 97,382 0 97,382 7 0 7

Total * * 195,537 9 1 10

1995-1996 Catcher Processors * * * 1 0 1
South * * * 3 0 3

Total * * 38,706 4 0 4

24 The relationship between harvesters and processors

Harvesters and processors in the crab fisheries are related on several levels ranging from common ownership
to simply repeated transactions in the buying and selling of crab. Since the relationships are often manifold,
their dynamics are also quite complicated. Understanding these relationships, however, is critical to
understanding the applicability of a rationalization program in a fishery. A cooperative program may exploit
strong ties and close working relationships between processors and vessels to the benefit of all parties. A
system of cooperatives, however, may constrain participants in a fishery, if relationships between harvesters
and processors are transitory and fluid. This section describes the various relationships between harvesters
and processors. This material is used later in the analysis to develop an understanding of the practicability
ofthe different rationalization alternatives and to assess the market power between harvesters and processors
under the different alternatives.
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2.4.1 Common ownership of harvesters and processors

Common ownership of vessels and processors will have a strong influence on the relationship between
harvesters and processors and the coordination of activities in the two sectors. Common ownership will also
affect the nature of transactions between the sectors and the dependence of one sector on the other. In a
fishery with expansive common ownership of the harvesting and processing sectors, participants in either
sector that are not vertically integrated will have a different position in the market from those participants that
are vertically integrated.

A portion of the crab industry is vertically integrated (either a processor owns an interest in a vessel or a
vessel owner owns an interest in a processor). Representatives of the major processors in the fisheries
provided the analysts with a list of vessels owned by processors that participate in the BSAI crab fisheries.
That list is attached hereto as Appendix 2-4. Table 2.4-1shows the number of vessels that a processor or a
processor subsidiary or affiliate owns at least 10 percent® of and the harvest histories of those vessels in the
fisheries under consideration for rationalization between 1991 and 2000. The table includes only harvests of
vessels (including catcher/processors) that are affiliated with shoreside processors.

Table 2.4-1: Participation of shoreside processor affiliated vessels in BSAI crab fisheries, 1991-

2000.
Pounds Caught by
Processor Vessels Vertically Integrated
with affiliated affliliated with Vessels (in Total Pounds
Fishery vessels processors thousands) (in thousands)
WAI (Adak) golden king crab 2 6 * 26,998.9
WAI (Adak) red king crab 1 1 * 3,326.7
Bristol Bay red king crab 6 37 11,564.5 88,761.2
Bering Sea C. opilio 6 30 212,759.2 1,724,107.9
Bering Sea C. bairdi 6 36 12,908.0 112,158.0
EAI (Dutch Harbor) golden king crab 2 3 * 38,4811
Pribilof blue king crab 3 8 * 3,098.2
Pribilof red king crab 4 12 * 6,212.9
St. Matthew blue king crab 6 21 1,844.8 25,751.8

* Withheld to protect confidentiality.

Includes all harvests (including those by unqualified vessels) from seasons which began between

January 1, 1991 and January 31, 2000, and harvests from the Aleutian Islands golden king crab fishery from
the 2000-2001 season.

Sources: Summarized from the NPFMC Bering Sea Crab Data Base (2001 Version 1) using vessel list
provided by processor representatives.

The amount of vertical integration varies by fishery. In the several of the fisheries harvests could not be
revealed because of confidentiality protections. In the Bristol Bay red king crab, the Bering Sea C. opilio, and
the Bering Sea C. bairdi fisheries processor affiliated vessels have caught between 11 and 13 percent of the
total catch in the seasons considered. In the St. Matthew blue king crab fishery processor affiliated vessels
harvested 7 percent of the total fleet harvests.

2.4.2 Support relationships between harvesters and processors

Harvesters and processors also have support relationships that are important to both sectors. Some processors
sell bait, fuel, and food to vessels (often on credit) and store gear for vessels during the offseason. At times,

? This level of ownership and the ownership of affiliates is intended to capture all relationships and influences and was
used for determining ownership under the AFA.
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vessel owners with large debts to processors will give the lending processor a lien on their vessels. Whether
a lien is taken is dependent on the relationship between the vessel owner and the processor. Because of
confidentiality, the number of these liens and whether and the extent to which they are used to exert pressure
on vessel operators is not known. Vessel owners also enter contracts to tender salmon and herring for
processors outside of the crab season. Both vessel owners and processors contend that tendering relationships
are important to their businesses. The extent to which either side exploits the other based on these tendering
contracts is also not known. These relationships are discussed more fully in Section 3.16 below.

2.4.3 Harvest delivery patterns and processor purchasing patterns

Patterns of harvest deliveries and processor purchases can influence the applicability of different
rationalization programs to a fishery. Fisheries in which fishermen consistently delivery harvests to a single
processor, both during and across seasons, show a strong harvester/processor relationships that can benefit
from the coordination of AFA style cooperative management. Fisheries in which harvesters deliver to several
processors in the course of a season and change processors across seasons might be more suitable for a system
of individual quotas or a cooperative program that provides greater flexibility in delivery patterns than AFA
style cooperatives.

2.5 Ex-vessel pricing

The interaction between harvesters and processors is critical to the distribution of rents in a fishery. This
section describes the current methods by which ex-vessel prices are determined in the BSAI crab fisheries.
The discussion is intended to describe the general procedures used to establish ex-vessel prices. If known,
exceptions to these general procedures are discussed.

2.5.1 Pricing practices

Pricing practices differ somewhat between fisheries with relatively short seasons and a relatively high
number of participants (such as the Bristol Bay red king crab and the BS C. opilio fisheries) and fisheries with
fewer participants and longer seasons (such as the Aleutian Islands golden king crab fisheries). Pricing
practices in these different fisheries are therefore discussed separately.

Pricing in the Bristol Bay red king crab and Bering Sea C. opilio fisheries

Inrecent years, harvesters in the BSAI crab fisheries have coordinated most price negotiations. Since the early
1990s, the Alaska Marketing Association (the AMA) has represented a substantial share of fishers in price
negotiations in the largest BSAI fisheries— the Bristol Bay red king crab, the BS C. opilio, and the BS C.
bairdi fisheries. Informal discussions have indicated that AMA membership has ranged from 25 percent to
95 percent of crab vessel owners.

Approximately one month prior to each season opening, AMA representatives meet with each of the major
crab processors informally to discuss the markets for crab products. Based on this information and
information gathered through its own market research, the AMA determines an expected price for crab, which
it communicates to the processors. The AMA then solicits price offers from each processor, which it submits
to its members for a vote. This process of soliciting prices continues until a price offer acceptable to AMA
members is received. Receipt of an acceptable offer from a single processor has typically driven pricing of
all processors. In the current fisheries, with unrestricted deliveries, processors have matched the accepted
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offer to maintain market share.’ Prices generally remain constant in the current, short season fisheries. To
create an incentive for higher offers, in the 2001 Bristol Bay red king crab fishery AMA members informally
agreed to reward the processor that offered the accepted price with additional deliveries. This was the first
time AMA members had offered such an arrangement. A similar arrangement was offered in the 2002 Bering
Sea C. opilio fishery.

If an acceptable price is not received prior to the seasoning opening, catcher vessels will not begin fishing.
In the 2000 and 2001 Bering Sea C. opilio season fishers did not begin fishing until several days after the
announced opening because an acceptable price offer was not received from a processor. Although not all
vessel owners are members of the AMA, in recent years all catcher vessels have remained at port after season
openings until an acceptable price has been received by the AMA. Catcher/processors, on the other hand,
have not abided by these “stand downs” but have begun fishing at the opening of the season.
Catcher/processors do not receive an exvessel price so they are unaffected by the price negotiations. Fishing
by catcher/processors, however, may weaken the negotiating position of catcher vessels since their harvests
will reduce the amount of catch remaining after a price agreement is reached.

The pricing process typically establishes two prices— the main price applies to higher value new shell crab
(grade 1) and a secondary, lower price for lower value, old shell crab (grade 2). These different grades bring
different prices in ex-vessel, wholesale, and consumer markets. The price variation between grades can vary
greatly between processors. The price difference averages approximately 25 percent of the grade 1 price
($1.00 per pound for red king crab and $0.25 for C. opilio) but difference in practices among processors can
be extreme, defying generalization. The grade 2 price is important to fishers, but the grade 1 price negotiation
is paramount.

Although this informal system establishes a single price for each grade of crab, price competition exists on
a minor scale. Occasionally, processors offer small bonuses (e.g., $0.05 per pound) to attract additional
vessels. Processors also use different grading practices to attract vessels. Some fishers will select processors
based on grading practices to realize better returns on harvests. In addition, a few harvesters continue to
handle their own price negotiations (separate from the AMA negotiations).

Pricing also varies regionally among processors in the crab fisheries. Regional price differences have several
sources. In fisheries where vessels make several deliveries, the availability of goods and services in a location
can be important to fishers. Food, bait, fuel, and a good port facilities can make a processor more attractive
to vessels wishing to offload harvests. Processors in locations that offer less goods and services may pay price
premiums to induce fishers to sell their harvests. Processors that are distant from grounds may also need to
pay a premium price to compensate fishers for time away from the grounds while making deliveries.
Proximity to consumer markets can also influence ex-vessel prices. Processors with less access to consumer
markets may pay slightly less for crab inputs than processors closer to end markets since they must bear the
cost of delivering the crab to the market.

Generalizations concerning the spatial distribution of ex-vessel prices may be difficult to make. Dutch Harbor,
where the most processors are located can be used as the basis for determining prices. The prices in Kodiak
are higher (approximately $0.20 in the recent Bristol Bay red king crab fishery) because of the longer distance
to the fishing grounds and the proximity to consumer markets. The St. Paul processors are thought to pay
slightly less for crab (less than $0.05 less than the Dutch Harbor price for C. opilio) possibly as a result of
the close proximity of the port to the fishing grounds. These minor price differences between ports are

? Not all processors have participate in the AMA pricing activities. Although some fishers believe that the AFA has
reduced participation of AFA processors, in the most recent C. opilio fishery an AFA processor made the price offer
accepted by the fishers.
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thought to have little effect on the competitiveness of vessels that deliver to the facilities at the different ports,
when the other costs are considered.

Pricing in the Aleutian Islands golden king crab fisheries.

The Al golden king crab fisheries have many fewer participants than the Bristol Bay red king crab and BS
C. opilio fisheries. Seasons in these golden king crab fisheries also last several months, in contrast to seasons
shorter than one month in the Bristol Bay red king and BS C. opilio fisheries. As a result, ex-vessel pricing
practices differ substantially in the Al golden king crab fisheries.

Traditionally, participants in the Al golden king crab fisheries have negotiated prices independently. Only
recently have fishers in the Al golden king crab fisheries used collective action to negotiate ex-vessel prices
for the fleet. Notwithstanding these efforts, some fishers continue to negotiate prices for their harvests
independent of any collective negotiations. Longer seasons in the Al golden king crab fisheries allow for
substantial in-season price fluctuations, which are uncommon in the short season fisheries. The long seasons
with fluctuating prices have also complicated organizing collective action in the fishery.

Other influences on prices

To an unknown extent, price negotiations and delivery patterns are influenced by relationships between
harvesters and processors. Some harvesters tender salmon and herring for processors. Maintaining this
contract might require the harvester to continue to deliver crab to the processor. Similarly, some harvesters
receive financial support from processors. Whether formalized or not, some of these harvesters have a
perceived obligation to deliver crab harvests to the processor with whom they have the financial relationship.
The extent of the impact of these relationships and obligations on prices and delivery patterns is not known.

2.5.2 Estimated ex-vessel prices
Ex-vessel prices for the fisheries and years under consideration are reported in Table 2.5-1 below. Catch and

value data from catcher processor harvests and fish tickets reported by catcher/sellers are excluded. Those
fish tickets were excluded because they do not generate a true ex-vessel price.
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Table 2.5-1

and Catcher/sellers Excluded)

Overview of Weighted Fish Ticket Prices by Fishery and Season (Catcher Processors

Fishery Season Total Percent Weighted Ex-vessel
Landed Pounds Priced Total Value Price
Pounds
WAI Golden King 1990-1991 1,796,371 -- $0.00 --
1991-1992 2,431,180 68.35 $3,297,409 $1.984
1992-1993 3,632,021 63.93 $4,497,049 $1.937
1993-1994 3,905,984 64.84 $6,940,551 $2.740
1994-1995 5,190,845 98.68 $16,832,515 $3.286
1995-1996 4,392,003 99.97 $9,190,622 $2.093
1996-1997 1,327,012 99.99 $2,951,160 $2.224
1997-1998 1,249,377 99.73 $2,663,475 $2.138
1998-1999 577,648 100.00 $1,178,628 $2.040
1999-2000 1,697,941 99.99 $5,326,299 $3.137
2000-2001 1,993,874 100.00 $6,272,350 $3.146
Adak Red King 1991-1992 266,383 70.26 $624,597 3,337
1991-1992 266,383 70.26 $624,597 $3.337
1992-1993 806,524 31.12 $1,197,547 $4.772
1993-1994 465,651 97.03 $1,590,137 $3.519
1994-1995 98,102 84.21 $453,539 $5.490
1995-1996 22,272 96.67 $56,834 $2.640
Bristol Bay Red King 1991-1991 14,360,990 - $0.00 --
1992-1992 7,186,419 48.43 $17,279,406 $4.965
1993-1993 13,053,109 10.49 $5,241,765 $3.828
1996-1996 7,897,131 97.54 $30,908,556 $4.013
1997-1997 8,493,704 96.92 $26,821,854 $3.258
1998-1998 12,634,107 97.55 $32,184,792 $2.612
1999-1999 10,018,299 96.20 $60,357,026 $6.262
2000-2000 7,172,614 90.70 $31,271,920 $4.807
Bering Sea C. Opilio 1991-1991 257,523,354 - $0.00 --
1992-1992 259,777,128 84.04 $109,075,160 $0.500
1993-1993 187,346,715 85.70 $104,157,710 $0.649
1994-1994 126,126,831 87.41 $138,077,985 $1.253
1995-1995 66,087,115 88.62 $142,271,956 $2.429
1996-1996 54,738,161 91.34 $66,295,848 $1.326
1997-1997 106,126,849 97.02 $80,851,245 $0.785
1998-1998 224,132,005 97.01 $122,044,686 $0.561
1999-1999 172,639,663 99.79 $151,841,907 $0.881
2000-2000 28,318,872 97.06 $50,748,270 $1.846
Bering Sea C. Bairdi 1990-1991 13,633,166 - $0.00 --
1991-1992 25,177,190 28.37 $11,968,818 $1.676
1992-1993 30,354,794 76.15 $35,208,809 $1.523
1993-1994 14,524,022 74.36 $19,370,649 $1.794
1994-1994 7,003,122 88.47 $22,811,242 $3.682
1995-1995 3,831,529 74.89 $7,958,508 $2.773
1996-1996 1,754,467 87.28 $3,823,354 $2.497
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Table 2.5-1(Cont.) Overview of Weighted Fish Ticket Prices by Fishery and Season (Catcher
Processors and Catcher/sellers Excluded)

Fishery Season Total Percent Weighted Ex-vessel
Landed Pounds Priced Total Value Price
Pounds
Eastern Aleutian 1991-1991 838,620 - $0.00 -
Islands Golden King 1992-1992 546,984 98.76 $1,205,709 $2.232
1993-1994 908,136 100.00 $1,928,674 $2.124
1994-1995 1,720,359 95.96 $6,412,973 $3.885
1995-1995 1,649,978 95.66 $4,041,812 $2.561
1996-1996 3,105,659 100.00 $6,938,551 $2.234
1997-1998 2,981,457 100.00 $6,708,306 $2.250
1998-1999 2,925,915 100.00 $5,466,986 $1.868
1999-2000 2,755,684 100.00 $8,883,247 $3.224
2000-2001 3,086,890 100.00 $10,812,630 $3.503
Pribilof Blue King 1995-1995 1,154,386 2.46 $3,120,211 $2.923
1996-1996 909,713 92.40 $2,233,280 $2.657
1997-1997 491,434 96.62 $1,337,639 $2.817
1998-1998 494,424 95.94 $1,111,172 $2.343
Pribilof Red King 1993-1993 2,542,592 '69.13 $7,915,389 $4.503
1994-1994 1,336,024 88.47 $7,618,788 $6.446
1995-1995 796,543 91.47 $2,452,168 $3.366
1996-1996 199,718 96.64 $532,459 $2.759
1997-1997 735,109 98.05 $2,224,857 $3.087
1998-1998 501,042 99.56 $1,192,881 $2.391
St. Matthew Blue 1991-1991 2,166,613 - $0.00 -
King 1992-1992 2,087,645 46.98 $2,752,901 $2.807
1993-1993 2,834,296 58.29 $4,389,127 $2.657
1994-1994 3,366,915 91.26 $12,749,429 $4.149
1995-1995 3,022,097 95.77 $6,715,195 $2.320
1996-1996 2,866,705 73.95 $4,664,292 $2.200
1997-1997 4,426,626 100.00 $9,796,323 $2.213
1998-1998 2,645,489 96.19 $4,752,367 $1.867

Details of the ex-vessel price calculations and data included/excluded are provided in Appendix 2-5. That
Appendix also contains a discussion of the methods and assumptions that were used to generate these ex-
vessel prices.

2.6 Community and social existing conditions

Community and social existing conditions are discussed in this section and in an appendix to this volume
(Social Impact Assessment: Overview and Community Profiles). These two discussions, taken together,
comprise the Social Impact Assessment (SIA) for this RIR. These two discussions provide separate
perspectives on the community and social context for the potential differential distribution of impacts
associated with rationalization alternative approach being analyzed in this RIR.

In this section, information from quantitative fisheries data sources for harvesting and processing is presented
where those data can meaningfully be attributed to communities or regions. As discussed below, there are
fundamental problems with sector-based community discussions for a number of the sectors, based upon data
confidentiality considerations. Within the constraints imposed by the data, this section focuses on the pattern
of engagement of the crab fishery sectors across communities and regions, with the purpose of allowing a
subsequent analysis of how alternative associated changes within a given sector would result in a differential
distribution of impacts between communities and regions. In this section, the frame of reference or unit of
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analysis is the fishery sector (harvester, catcher processor, processor) and the human geographies associated
with each sector.

Within the quantitative data, assignment of a region or community of ownership for harvest vessels and
catcher/processors is based on the vessel ownership and address information as listed in CFEC vessel
registration files or NOAA Fisheries federal permit data. As a result, 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 (or for some of the vessels from the Pacific Northwest that
spend a great deal of time in Alaska ports to hire at least a few crew members from these ports), but the region
or community of ownership provides a rough indicator of the direction or nature of ownership ties (and
associated employment and economic activity) when patterns are viewed at the sector or vessel class level.
For shoreplant and floating processing entities, regional or community designation was based on the location
of the plant or floater itself (rather than ownership address) in order to provide a relative indicator of the local
volume of fishery related economic activity, which can also serve as a rough proxy for the relative level of
associated employment and local government revenues.

The SIA Appendix takes a different approach and contains community-specific information to provide a
detailed context for the community and social impact assessment. The frame of reference or unit of analysis
in the appendix is the community or region. Within that frame, the attributes of the locally occurring crab
fishery sectors and associated support sectors are detailed and put in a local social and economic context to
allow a subsequent assessment of how the proposed management alternative for the crab fisheries are likely
to impact the social and economic base of the relevant communities. This appendix also contains an overview
of community experience with previous fishery rationalization programs and provides a summary of
community level impacts of those programs likely to be useful as analogs for anticipating impacts associated
with the proposed rationalization alternative. In detailing the localized nature and intensity of engagement
with and dependency on the crab fishery, the community profiles also contain an analysis of the direction and
magnitude of the social impacts likely to result from the proposed alternative. In addition to covering a broad
range of social impact issues for directly engaged communities, the appendix also features a discussion of
CDQ region existing conditions and social impacts likely to be associated with crab rationalization.

The social impact assessment thus utilizes a two-pronged approach to understanding the nature and
distribution of potential impacts. This section (Section 2.6) focuses on quantitative sector-related data. The
SIA Appendix focuses more on narrative descriptions of community and regional socioeconomics using both
qualitative and quantitative information.

In terms of organization, this section contains a series of discussions and tables that cover harvest vessel
(catcher vessel plus catcher processor), catcher processor, and processing (shore plant, floater) sector
information. Each of these, and their ties to particular communities as shown through quantitative data, are
presented in turn. Harvest vessels are much more numerous than are processors, so that confidentiality
concerns are much less problematic for harvest vessels than for processors. As aresult, the quantitative tables
that were produced are more comprehensive for the harvesting sector than the processing sector.

2.6.1 Harvest sector existing conditions

This section presents a series of tables that show different attributes and patterns of distribution of vessels and
harvest volume and values for the crab harvesting sector. The first series of tables focuses on crab vessels
and their participation in the individual crab fisheries as well as in other non-crab fisheries.

Table 2.6-1 provides summary information on the distribution by community of BSAI crab catcher vessels

(including catcher processors) over the period 1991-2000 on an annual average basis. Not all of the listed
fisheries were open each year, and the average number of vessels for the relevant individual fisheries was
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calculated in this table using years open during 1991-2000. For volume and value tables that appear in this
section, figures for 1991-2000 are annualized on a 10-year basis, no matter how many years each fishery was
actually open. The intent of this approach is to approximate the "worth" or "benefit" of each fishery to the
relevant communities or regions on a comparable basis over the 1991-2000 period. The time span 1991-2000
was chosen for analysis because this encompasses the entirety of the available data. For readers interested
in trends of change within the 1991-2000 decade (and there were fundamentally important changes in
individual fisheries) or for specific subsets of years, such as those corresponding to various qualifying
periods, detailed data tables are presented in an attachment (Attachment 3) to the SIA Appendix of this
document.

As with other summary tables in this section, Table 2.6-1 provides individual species information for only
the three largest BSAI crab fisheries (Bristol Bay red king crab, Bering Sea opilio crab, and Bering Sea tanner
crab), a combined total for those three fisheries, a combined total for the "other six" relevant BSAI crab
fisheries, and a combined total of all nine BSAI crab fisheries included in the proposed management
approaches analyzed in this RIR.* This lumping of the quantitative information from smaller
volume/participation fisheries is due primarily to confidentiality considerations. Information for each of the
fisheries by species or group of species is presented for the entire fishery category, lumping together landings
that would be "qualified" and "non-qualified" with respect to the rationalization alternative. To provide some
context on the distinction between non-qualified vessels and landings, Table 2.6-1 provides separate rows
displaying the number of vessels with non-qualified landings and the number of "overlap" vessels with
qualified landings in at least one relevant crab fishery and non-qualified landings in at least one other relevant
crab fishery. (Analogous rows do not appear in subsequent harvest volume or value tables, yet again due
primarily to confidentiality considerations.) The table row labeled "All fisheries other than PMA Crab"
provides a measure of participation of crab vessels in other fisheries. In other words, this row provides a look
at "dependency" of crab vessels on crab compared to other fisheries in which they are engaged. For readers
interested in analogous detailed breakouts on the same fisheries categories, tables displaying the full annual
time series data appear at the end of the community profile document (SIA Appendix 3, Attachment 3).

Due to confidentiality restrictions, availability of information by community is somewhat limited. For
Alaska, data are sufficient to provide information on a community basis in this table series for Anchorage,
Homer, King Cove/Sand Point, Kodiak, and a residual category "other Alaska." For Washington, the Seattle-
Tacoma Consolidated Metropolitan Statistical Area (CMSA) is used as the unit of analysis for the greater
Seattle area, and an "other Washington" residual category is also used. For Oregon, data for Newport and
"other Oregon" are displayed. Due to confidentiality restrictions, data from vessels from states other than
Alaska, Washington, and Oregon are not displayed. By examining Table 2.6-1, the relative distribution of
the fleet by place of ownership can be determined. Table 2.6-2 shows these same data as a percentage of the

*In this section, "PMA crab" is used in data tables as an abbreviated reference to relevant BSAI crab species that are being considered
for inclusion in the proposed management alternative in this RIR. Crab species and stocks included in the proposed management
alternative include Adak (Western Aleutian Islands [WAI]) brown (golden) king crab (Lithodes aequispina), Adak (WAI) red king
crab (Paralithodes camtschaticus), Bristol Bay red king crab (P. camtschaticus), Bering Sea opilio (snow) crab (Chionoecetes opilio),
Bering Sea tanner (C. bairdi), Dutch Harbor (Eastern Aleutian Islands [EAI]) brown (golden) king crab (L. aequispina), Pribilof blue
king crab (P. platypus), Pribilof red king crab (P. camtschaticus), and St. Matthew blue king crab (P. platypus). Three additional
species or stocks were originally proposed for inclusion in the rationalization program but were later excluded (and do not appear
in the quantitative data tables in this section) due to low levels of harvest and/or recent multi-year closures: Dutch Harbor (EAI) red
king crab (P. camtschaticus), EAI tanner (C. bairdi), and WAI tanner (C. bairdi). The rationalization program includes Adak red
king crab west of 179° W Longitude and excludes it east of this line, but the tables in this section include data for this species/stock
from both sides of the line. In the tables, the "non-PMA" crab designation includes all crab species not covered by the proposed
management alternative including, among others, species covered by the BSAI crab FMP but managed under state discretion via an
ADF&G commissioner's permit (e.g., Al scarlet king crab [L. couesi]), BSAI federal waters fishery crab managed by the state and
not included in the FMP (e.g., Korean hair crab [Erimacrus isenbeckii]), low-volume primarily state water fisheries (e.g., Aleutian
District Dungeness [Cancer magister], or non-BSAI FMP area federal fisheries (e.g., multiple Gulf of Alaska crab fisheries).
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individual species or species group. This table shows, for example, that within the Bristol Bay red king crab
fishery, of the total vessels in the fishery 56.8 percent of the vessels were owned by residents of the Seattle-
Tacoma CMSA, 17.2 percent were owned in Kodiak, 3.6 percent were owned by residents of Newport, and
so on. The clear dominance of Seattle within the overall harvest sector and of Kodiak within the portion of
the fleet owned by Alaska residents is readily apparent for each of the fisheries listed.

Tables 2.6-3 through 2.6-5 provide information on the absolute and relative average annual value of harvest
by these same fishery and community categories. Table 2.6-3 provides information on the value of the
summary fishery categories by community on an annual average basis in terms of dollars. Table 2.6-4
provides information on harvest value as a percentage of the total species listed for an individual community
or community group in order to provide a quick means of gauging the importance of each individual fishery
for that community relative to the other fisheries listed. For example, for Kodiak, Bristol Bay red king crab
accounted for 12.2 percent of the average annual value of the combined relevant species harvested by vessels
owned in the community, while Bering Sea opilio accounted for 46.7 percent, and so on. In each case the
percentages for the community or place columns total 100 percent. This table can also be used to show the
relative dependence of local crab vessels on crab itself. For example, crab vessels from King Cove and Sand
Point derive 31.7 percent of their annual harvest value from fisheries other than the relevant BSAI crab
fisheries. No other local Alaska crab fleet derives more than 20 percent of harvest value from non-BSAI crab
species. Crab vessels from Anchorage and Homer are more dependent on the relevant BSAI crab species (94
and 89 percent of annual average harvest value, respectively) than other Alaska communities or areas shown
(ranging from 68 to 82 percent). Dependency ranged from 71 to 90 percent for Pacific Northwest BSAI crab
vessels, but it is important to note that BSAI crab vessels from the Pacific Northwest may also fish outside
of Alaska EEZ or Alaska state waters, and that activity would not show up in these data.

Table 2.6-5 provides information on the harvest value from locally owned vessels for each place as a
percentage of the total value for that fishery. In other words, in this table the fishery rows (not the place
columns) total to 100 percent. This information allows an at-a-glance comparison of the distribution of
harvest value for each species by place. For example, for Bristol Bay red king crab, 2.3 percent of total value
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Table 2.6-1 Average number of relevant BSAI species crab vessels in various fisheries categories, by fisheries category
and community of vessel owner — Alaska, Washington, and Oregon, 1991-2000

Alaska Washington Oregon
King Cove/ Seattle-Tacoma Other Other

Fish Anchor: Homer nd Poin Kodiak her Alask: MSA Washington New regon rand Total
Bristol Bay Red King Crab 5.8 9.3 7.0 443 15.9 145.9 13.1 9.3 6.4 256.8
Bering Sea Opilio Crab 5.7 8.1 5.3 37.8 14.7 138.4 121 8.4 53 235.8
Bering Sea Tanner Crab 4.8 9.3 6.3 43.7 13.3 139.3 11.8 8.5 6.7 243.8
BBR/BSO/BST Crab group 6.5 9.6 7.3 45.8 18.1 162.0 14.4 10.4 6.8 280.9
Other 6 PMA Crab group 3.9 6.0 10.5 25.9 11.4 81.6 8.8 5.8 3.6 149.4
All 9 PMA Crab group 6.7 9.6 11.4 48.1 19.1 163.2 14.8 111 6.8 290.8
Non-Qualified PMA Crab (all 9) 1.2 1.3 5.1 11.3 6.7 26.1 5.8 23 23 62.1
"Overlap" Vessels, all 9 PMA Crab 0.6 0.0 1.1 1.8 21 9.7 2.0 1.8 0.7 19.8
| All Fisheries other than PMA Crab 35 8.1 8.4 34.4 10.9 80.5 7.3 75 4.8 165.4]
Notes: PMA crab fishery and group vessel counts are not mutually exclusive and therefore do not sum to column totals, as some vessels fish several fisheries.

PMA crab fishery and group vessel counts include all landings (qualified and non-qualified).
Average vessel counts for individual fisheries are computed using years open during 1991-2000.
Average vessel counts for grouped fishery categories used all 10 years (unweighted), except for years with zero participation in all fisheries in the group for a given community.
Vessels fishing multiple fisheries have been counted only once in combined categories.
Non-qualified and "overlap" vessels do not appear in subsequent harvest or value tables due to confidentiality concerns.
"Overlap" vessels have both qualified and non-qualified PMA crab fisheries landings but are counted only once in combined groups.
"All Fisheries other than PMA Crab" represents that subset of PMA crab vessels that also fish other fisheries.
Data from vessels owned by residents of states other than Alaska, Washington, and Oregon have been deleted due to confidentiality concerns.
Source:  Summarized from the NPFMC Bering Sea Crab Data Base / 2001_1

Appendix 1 — Regulatory Impact Review 122

August 2004



Table 2.6-2 Average number of relevant BSAI species crab vessels in various fisheries categories, by fisheries category

and community of vessel owner, by percent of total vessels in the fishery — Alaska, Washington, and Oregon,

1991-2000

Alaska Washington Oregon
King Cove/ Seattle-Tacoma Other
D Anchor: Homer nd Poin Kodiak her Alask MSA Washin New her n rand Total

Bristol Bay Red King Crab 2.2% 3.6% 27% | 17.2% 6.2% 56.8% 5.1% 3.6% 2.5% 100.0%
Bering Sea Opilio Crab 2.4% 3.4% 22% | 16.0% 6.2% 58.7% 5.1% 3.6% 2.2% 100.0%
Bering Sea Tanner Crab 2.0% 3.8% 2.6% 17.9% 5.5% 57.1% 4.9% 3.5% 2.7% 100.0%
BBR/BSO/BST Crab group 2.3% 3.4% 26% | 16.3% 6.4% 57.7% 5.1% 3.7% 2.4% 100.0%
Other 6 PMA Crab group 2.6% 3.2% 56% | 17.3% 6.1% 54.6% 4.7% 3.9% 1.7% 100.0%
All 9 PMA Crab group 2.3% 3.3% 39% | 16.5% 6.6% 56.1% 5.1% 3.8% 2.3% 100.0%
Non-Qualified PMA Crab (all 9) 1.9% 2.1% 82% | 182% 10.8% 42.0% 9.3% 3.7% 3.7% 100.0%
"Overlap" Vessels, all 9 PMA Crab 3.0% 0.0% 5.6% 9.1% 10.6% 49.0% 10.1% 9.1% 3.5% 100.0%
All fisheries other than PMA Crab % 4.9% % 0.8% 6.6% 48 7% 4.4% 4.5% 9% 00.0%

PMA crab fishery and group vessel counts include all landings (qualified and non-qualified).

Average vessel counts for individual fisheries are computed using years open during 1991-2000.
Average vessel counts for grouped fishery categories used all 10 years (unweighted), except for years with zero participation in all fisheries in the group for a given community.
Vessels fishing multiple fisheries have been counted only once in combined categories.
Non-qualified and "overlap" vessels do not appear in subsequent harvest or value tables due to confidentiality concerns.
"Overlap" vessels have both qualified and non-qualified PMA crab fisheries landings but are counted only once in combined groups.
"All Fisheries other than PMA Crab" represents that subset of PMA crab vessels that also fish other fisheries.
Data from vessels owned by residents of states other than Alaska, Washington, and Oregon have been deleted due to confidentiality concerns.

Source:
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Table 2.6-3

Average annual value of harvest for relevant BSAI species crab vessels in various fisheries categories, by fisheries
category and community of vessel owner — Alaska, Washington, and Oregon, 1991-2000

Alaska

Washington

Oregon

Notes:

PMA crab fishery and group harvest values include all landings (qualified and non-qualified).

Average annual community harvest values are computed using 1991-2000 (that is, including years various fisheries were closed).

"Fisheries other than PMA crab" includes both Alaska EEZ (federal) and Alaska state waters fisheries.

"All Fisheries other than PMA Crab" represents the value of non-PMA crab harvests by PMA crab vessels (that is, the other fisheries in which they participate).
"Other States" have been deleted due to confidentiality concerns.

Source:
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King Cove/
nd Poin

Bristol Bay Red King Crab $827,311| $1,167,033 $782,112 $5,240,622 $1,589,774 $21,857,948 $1,557,482 $1,466,012 $775,679 $35,263,97.
Bering Sea Opilio Crab $2,5639,097| $3,725,622 $2,705,133 $20,081,371 $6,158,292 $89,969,977, $6,426,721 $5,151,151 $2,636,270 $139,393,634§|
Bering Sea Tanner Crab $216,299 $615,159 $429,111 $3,593,507 $685,572 $13,163,108, $765,462 $740,503, $512,954 $20,721,674
BBR/BSO/BST Crab group $3,5682,707| $5,507,813 $3,916,357 $28,915,500 $8,433,638, $124,991,034 $8,749,665) $7,357,666 $3,924,903] $195,379,28
Other 6 PMA Crab group $730,890 $302,773) $537,166 $5,390,614 $761,770 $16,168,524, $831,041 $3,798,493) $205,249 $28,726,52(
All 9 PMA Crab group $4,313,597| $5,810,586 $4,453,523 $34,306,113 $9,195,408 $141,159,558, $9,580,705 $11,156,159 $4,130,153|  $224,105,80
All fisheries other than PMA Crab $260,445) $742,913 $2,064,507| $8,711,223 $2,030,719 $31,632,523 $1,032,300 $4,529,452 $1,581,269 $52,585,35
Total All Fisherie $4.574.0411 $6 499 $6.518.030 $43,017,337] $11.226.127 $172.792.081] $10.613.00 $15.685.611 $5.711.421] $276,691.1
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Table 2.6-4 Average annual value of harvest for relevant BSAI species crab vessels in various fisheries categories, by fisheries

category and community of vessel owner — Alaska, Washington, and Oregon as percent of total harvest value of

community crab vessels, 1991-2000

Alaska Washington Oregon
King Cove/ Seattle- Other
D Anchor: Homer nd Poin: jiak her Alask Tacoma CMSA | Washin New her Or n rand Total
Bristol Bay Red King Crab 18.1% 17.8% 12.0% 12.2% 14.2% 12.6% 14.7% 9.3% 13.6% 12.7%
Bering Sea Opilio Crab 55.5% 56.8% 41.5% 46.7% 54.9% 52.1% 60.6% 32.8% 46.2% 50.4%
Bering Sea Tanner Crab 4.7% 9.4% 6.6% 8.4% 6.1% 7.6% 7.2% 4.7% 9.0% 7.5%
BBR/BSO/BST Crab group 78.3% 84.0% 60.1% 67.2% 75.1% 72.3% 82.4% 46.9% 68.7% 70.6%
Other 6 PMA Crab group 16.0% 4.6% 8.2% 12.5% 6.8% 9.4% 7.8% 24.2% 3.6% 10.4%
All 9 PMA Crab group 94.3% 88.7% 68.3% 79.7% 81.9% 81.7% 90.3% 71.1% 72.3% 81.0%
Al fisheries other than PMA Crab 5.7% 11.3% 31.7% 20.3% 18.1% 18.3% 9.7% 28.9% 27.7% 19.0%
isheri 100.09 09 100.09 100.09 100.09 100.09 100.09 100.09 100.09

Source:
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"Fisheries other than PMA crab" includes both Alaska EEZ (federal) and Alaska state waters fisheries.
PMA crab fishery and group harvest values include all landings (qualified and non-qualified).

Average annual community harvest values are computed using 1991-2000 (that is, including years various fisheries were closed).
"All Fisheries other than PMA Crab" represents the value of non-PMA crab harvests by PMA crab vessels (that is, the other fisheries in which they participate).
"Other States" have been deleted due to confidentiality concerns.
Summarized from the NPFMC Bering Sea Crab Data Base / 2001_1
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Table 2.6-5

Average annual value of harvest for relevant BSAI species crab vessels in various fisheries categories, by fisheries
category and community of vessel owner as percent of total fishery harvest value for crab vessels from Alaska,
Washington, and Oregon, 1991-2000

Alaska

Washington

King Cove/
nd Poin:

Notes: "Fisheries other than PMA crab" includes both Alaska EEZ (federal) and Alaska state waters fisheries.
PMA crab fishery and group harvest values include all landings (qualified and non-qualified).
Average annual community harvest values are computed using 1991-2000 (that is, including years various fisheries were closed).
"All Fisheries other than PMA Crab" represents the value of non-PMA crab harvests by PMA crab vessels (that is, the other fisheries in which they participate).
"Other States" have been deleted due to confidentiality concerns.

Source: Summarized from the NPFMC Bering Sea Crab Data Base / 2001 1
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Bristol Bay Red King Crab 2.3% 3.3% 2.2% 14.9% 4.5% 62.0% 4.4% 4.2% 2.2% 100.0%
Bering Sea Opilio Crab 1.8% 2.7% 1.9% 14.4% 4.4% 64.5% 4.6% 3.7% 1.9% 100.0%
Bering Sea Tanner Crab 1.0% 3.0% 2.1% 17.3% 3.3% 63.5% 3.7% 3.6% 2.5% 100.0%
BBR/BSO/BST Crab group 1.8% 2.8% 2.0% 14.8% 4.3% 64.0% 4.5% 3.8% 2.0% 100.0%
Other 6 PMA Crab group 2.5% 1.1% 1.9% 18.8% 2.7% 56.3% 2.9% 13.2% 0.7% 100.0%
All 9 PMA Crab group 1.9% 2.6% 2.0% 15.3% 4.1% 63.0% 4.3% 5.0% 1.8% 100.0%
Al fisheries other than PMA Crab 0.5% 1.4% 3.9% 16.6% 3.9% 60.2% 2.0% 8.6% 3.0% 100.0%
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for the species on an annual average basis is harvested by vessels owned by residents of Anchorage, 3.3
percent by residents of Homer, 2.2 percent by residents of King Cove and Sand Point, and so on. The relative
dominance of Seattle-Tacoma and Kodiak is again clear, but the importance of Newport, Oregon, is also
apparent as the third largest "BSAI crab port" in terms of vessel harvests.

The next series of tables presents information on the total locally owned harvest vessel fleet, not just crab
vessels as was the case in the previous table series. This "total local fleet" information allows an assessment
of the relative "worth" or "benefit" of the relevant BSAI crab fisheries compared to all other fisheries pursued
by the local fleet. This is a more accurate reflection of the importance of crab from a community level
perspective, in terms of engagement in and dependence upon the BSAI crab fisheries.

Table 2.6-6 provides information on the total harvester fleet by community for the period 1991-2000. Table
2.6-7 provides this information in the form of percentages, which allows an at-a-glance look at the relative
participation of the overall local fleet in the BSAI crab fisheries in comparison to other fisheries. Table 2.6-8
also provides percentage information, but in this case as a function of the overall participation in the
individual fisheries, allowing an at-a-glance look at the relative participation in individual fisheries by the
fleets from different communities.

Table 2.6-9 provides information on the value in dollars of crab and non-crab species harvested by catcher
vessels owned by residents of the relevant communities for the period 1991-2000. The fisheries listed are
PMA crab, non-PMA crab, pollock, Pacific cod, other groundfish, salmon, "non-vessel,"’ fisheries, and other
fisheries. This information can be used to gauge the relative dependence of the community fleet (both crab
and non-crab vessels) on any particular species group. Table 2.6-10 provides parallel information for harvest
volume.

Table 2.6-11 provides the same information as in Table 2.6-9, but in percentage of value for the overall
fishery for each species or species group rather than in absolute dollars. This display allows an easy
comparison of distribution of harvested value, by community, for the individual fishery. For example, in
terms of value for the combined relevant BSAI crab fisheries, Kodiak-owned vessels harvested 15.1 percent
of the grand total value of these fisheries over the years shown, while vessels owned in the Seattle-Tacoma
CMSA accounted for 62.1 percent of these same fisheries, with the species group rows in this table summing
to 100 percent. The "Total Community Value" row allows a quick comparison of the combined value of all
fisheries listed for each community relative to all of the other communities listed. Table 2.6-12 provides
analogous percentage of total fishery information by harvest volume by community of vessel owner rather
than by value. Volume figures are useful for comparing effort within fisheries, but not particularly useful for
summing across fisheries, given the sharp differences in both volume and value per unit in the different
fisheries.

>"Non-vessel" fisheries are included in local harvest totals for the sake of completeness. Non-vessel harvests are harvests that appear
in the Fish Ticket database and are assigned a location but have no associated vessel information. The vast majority of this harvest
is salmon and derives from non-vessel gear (e.g., beach set nets). Some of these fisheries may, in fact, involve vessels (such as
skiffs), but no information on these vessels appears in the harvest data set. These "non-vessel" landings may be more or less
important to the total value of landings by residents of a given community and are provided to better place relevant crab landings
in a context of total landings by community residents.
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Table 2.6-6 Average annual number of vessels participating in commercial fisheries in Alaskan waters, by community and fishery
category, 1991-2000

Alaska Washington Oregon
King Cove/
nd Poin
PMA Crab 6.7 9.6 11.6 48.1 18.9 163.2 14.8 1.1 6.8 5.9 296.7
non-PMA Crab 4.1* 30.5 0.8* 55.8 380.7 31.0 35.1 1.9% 4.1 16.3 560.3
Salmon 2771 267.5 138.5* 209.5 3,290.7 628.5 801.4 3.4 219.4 1,055.0 6,891.0
Pollock 2.0* 9.3 14.6* 53.0 25.6 69.8 15.3 16.2 10.7 5.0 221.5
Pacific Cod 284 94.4 62.3 161.9 466.0 140.2 52.0 20.8 25.6 19.3 1,070.9
Other Groundfish 40.5 105.6 23.9 134.8 843.6 159.4 100.6 18.1 45.7 241 1,496.3
Other Fisheries 136.4 208.0 79.5 263.9 2,779.9 231.7 312.3 10.4 84.4 1271 4,233.6
:lota{ Community 361.1 354.1 161.4 4173 4,816.4 919.9 956.0 30.2 262.9 1,160.1 9,439.4
Notes: Offshore harvest (and value) not included, which affects mainly groundfish and Seattle-Tacoma CMSA (but also some other communities).

Database as provided combines all PMA fisheries.
"PMA Crab" includes both qualified and non-qualified vessels.
"Non-PMA Crab" includes all crab (federal and state waters) other than PMA crab.
Counts by fishery within individual communities are not mutually exclusive as some vessels participate in more than one listed fishery.
"Total Community Fleet" represents unique vessels.
Cells with values marked * are suppressed in subsequent harvest value and volume tables to protect confidentiality.
Vessel numbers are not identical to those shown in Table 2.6-1 due to slightly different data sets, so should be used to examine relative levels of participation rather than absolute or comparative
measurements.
Source:  Summarized from the NPFMC Bering Sea Crab Data Base / 2001_1
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Table 2.6-7 Percentage of community-owned vessels participating in commercial fisheries in Alaskan waters, by fishery category,
1991-2000
Alaska Washington Oregon
King Cove/
nd Poin
PMA Crab 1.9% 2.7% 7.2% 11.5% 0.4% 17.7% 1.5% 36.8% 2.6% 0.5% 3.1%
non-PMA Crab 1.1% 8.6% 0.5% 13.4% 7.9% 3.4% 3.7% 6.3% 1.6% 1.4% 5.9%
Salmon 76.7% 75.5% 85.8% 50.2% 68.3% 68.3% 83.8% 11.3% 83.5% 90.9% 73.0%
Pollock 0.6% 2.6% 9.0% 12.7% 0.5% 7.6% 1.6% 53.6% 4.1% 0.4% 2.3%
Pacific Cod 7.9% 26.7% 38.6% 38.8% 9.7% 15.2% 5.4% 68.9% 9.7% 1.7% 11.3%
Other Groundfish 11.0% 29.8% 14.8% 32.3% 17.5% 17.3% 10.5% 59.9% 17.4% 2.1% 15.9%
Other Fisheries 37.8% 58.7% 49.3% 63.2% 57.7% 25.2% 32.7% 34.4% 32.1% 11.0% 44.9%
:lota{ Community 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%% 100% 100%
I—Ij—

Notes: Offshore harvest (and value) not included, which affects mainly groundfish and Seattle-Tacoma CMSA (but also some other communities).

Database as provided combines all PMA fisheries.

"PMA Crab" includes both qualified and non-qualified vessels.
"Non-PMA Crab" includes all crab (federal and state waters) other than PMA crab.
Counts by fishery within individual communities are not mutually exclusive as some vessels participate in more than one listed fishery.

"Total Community Fleet" represents unique vessels.

Source:  Summarized from the NPFMC Bering Sea Crab Data Base / 2001_1

Appendix 1 — Regulatory Impact Review

129

August 2004



Table 2.6-8 Percentage of vessels participating in selected commercial fisheries in Alaskan waters, by community of ownership,

1991-2000
Alaska Washington Oregon

King Cove/

nd Poin
PMA Crab 2.3% 3.2% 3.9% 16.2% 6.4% 55.0% 5.0% 3.7% 2.3% 2.0% 100.0%)
non-PMA Crab 0.7% 5.4% 0.1% 10.0% 67.9% 5.5% 6.3% 0.3% 0.7% 2.9% 100.0%j
[Salmon 4.0% 3.9% 2.0% 3.0% 47.8% 9.1% 11.6% 0.0% 3.2% 15.3% 100.0%)
Pollock 0.9% 4.2% 6.6% 23.9% 11.6% 31.5% 6.9% 7.3% 4.8% 2.3% 100.0%j
"Pacific Cod 2.7% 8.8% 5.8% 15.1% 43.5% 13.1% 4.9% 1.9% 2.4% 1.8% 100.0%)
"Other Groundfish 2.7% 7.1% 1.6% 9.0% 56.4% 10.7% 6.7% 1.2% 3.1% 1.6% 100.0%j
"Other Fisheries 3.2% 4.9% 1.9% 6.2% 65.7% 5.5% 7.4% 0.2% 2.0% 3.0% 100.0%)

i 100.09

Notes: Offshore harvest (and value) not included, which affects mainly groundfish and Seattle-Tacoma CMSA (but also some other communities).
Database as provided combines all PMA fisheries.
"PMA Crab" includes both qualified and non-qualified vessels.
"Non-PMA Crab" includes all crab (federal and state waters) other than PMA crab.
Counts by fishery within individual communities are not mutually exclusive as some vessels participate in more than one listed fishery.
"Total Community Fleet" represents unique vessels.

Source:  Summarized from the NPFMC Bering Sea Crab Data Base / 2001_1
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Table 2.6-9

Average annual value (in dollars) of commercial fisheries harvest from Alaskan waters, by community and fishery
category, 1991-2000

Alaska

Washington

Oregon

PMA Crab $5,810,586 $4,587,926 | $34,306,113 $9,061,006 $141,159,558 $9,580,706 | $11,156,159 $3,224,107 | $227,329,909
non-PMA Crab $276,040 * $1,879,682 $11,468,042 $3,428,402 $1,438,342 * $287,643 $19,220,047"
Salmon $14,723,836 * $15,815,247 $128,672,683 $47,636,036 $52,557,339 * $22,893,700 $320,808,279"
Pollock $107,704 * $6,005,876 $791,729 $53,995,031 $10,665,645 $6,745,705 $4,453,312 $87,302,404"
"Pacific Cod $1,827,514 $4,982,291| $10,308,203 $3,932,386 $13,419,197 $3,050,236 $5,001,739 $921,241 $46,214,104"
"Other Groundfish $2,057,026 $235,271 $7,144,549 $31,966,447 $15,267,487 $6,883,516 $531,274 $1,699,582 $69,354,393"
Other Fisheries $8,228,277 $1,780,749 | $17,398,694 $45,216,286 $11,681,963 $9,156,290 $1,017,593 $4,255,919 $104,476,043"
"Non-vessel" Fisheries $1,278,131 $636,580 $4,403,224 $5,215,035 $59,836,898"

$3,779,779

2960.638.14

$33,774,137

04.00 o)

$2,696,724

8 84 .39

$11,001

Notes: Offshore harvest (and value) not included, which affects mainly groundfish and Seattle-Tacoma CMSA (but also some other communities).

Database as provided combines all PMA fisheries.
"PMA Crab" includes both qualified and non-qualified vessels.

"Non-PMA Crab" includes all crab (federal and state waters) other than PMA crab.
"Other Fisheries" include all harvests associated with vessels attributed to a community, including halibut, exclusive of crab, salmon, pollock, Pacific cod, and other groundfish.

"Non-vessel" fisheries represent fish ticket landings attributable to residents of a community, but that do not have an associated vessel record (see text).

Average annual community harvest values are computed using 1991-2000 (that is, including years various fisheries were closed).
Source:  Summarized from the NPFMC Bering Sea Crab Data Base / 2001_1
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Table 2.6-10 Average annual volume (in pounds) of commercial fisheries harvest from Alaskan waters, by community and fishery
category, 1991-2000

Alaska Washington Oregon

King Cove/ Other
nd Poin i i
PMA Crab 3,202,360 | 5,062,135 4,012,913 | 30,146,663 8,307,660 128,940,296 8,399,699 8,207,446 | 3,523,907 2,832,604 | 202,725,683
non-PMA Crab . 143,737 * 1,097,065 5,971,964 1,770,543 967,223 E 112,621 186,822 10,412,633
Salmon 24,022,264 | 24,258,110 . 40,266,848 | 256,476,193 112,129,986 | 105,528,064 * | 14762643 | 36222593 | 647,369,850
Pollock . 1,313,831 * 68,321,595 8,757,773 623,965,654 | 119,922,540 76,889,832 | 37,769,105 | 49,953,114 | 1,002,378,430
Pacific Cod 1445915 | 7,136,265 | 26,630,638 | 45,586,871 15,913,174 71,605,318 15,603,709 | 26,852,414 [ 11,898,341 4841239 | 227,513,883
Other Groundfish 1,067,436 | 1,769,931 608,592 | 19,240,712 | 22,092,178 22,527,337 8,797,458 2,918,791 | 6,261,156 1,749,690 87,033,281
Other Fisheries 5,280,218 | 13,595,750 28290117 | 19511,615 | 66,595,299 16,103,408 18,904,012 699,378 | 2,826,116 4,021,936 150,366,849
F'I“s"h';:’lzzse' 7217411 | 1,491,641 . 6,536,465 | 41,437,616 3,180,870 5,330,636 13,006 | 2,049,978 6,160,106 74,298,811
Total Community 42,325,604 | 54,771,399 | 67,605,059 | 230,707,832 | 425,551,856 980,223,412 | 283,453,340 | 115,747,211 | 79,203,867 | 105,968,106 | 2,402,099,419
_——

Notes: Offshore harvest (and value) not included, which affects mainly groundfish and Seattle-Tacoma CMSA (but also some other communities).
Database as provided combines all PMA fisheries.
"PMA Crab" includes both qualified and non-qualified vessels.
"Non-PMA Crab" includes all crab (federal and state waters) other than PMA crab.
"Other Fisheries" include all harvests associated with vessels attributed to a community, including halibut, exclusive of crab, salmon, pollock, Pacific cod, and other groundfish.
"Non-vessel" fisheries represent fish ticket landings attributable to residents of a community, but that do not have an associated vessel record (see text).
Average annual community harvest values are computed using 1991-2000 (that is, including years various fisheries were closed).
Source:  Summarized from the NPFMC Bering Sea Crab Data Base / 2001_1
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Table 2.6-11

Total value of commercial fisheries harvest from Alaskan waters, by community and fishery category, 1991-2000
as percent of total fishery value

Alaska Washington Oregon
King Cove/ Other Seattle- Other Other
Fish Anchor: Homer nd Poin Kodiak k Tacoma CMSA | Washin New regon her rand Total
PMA Crab 1.9% 2.6% 2.0% 15.1% 4.0% 62.1% 4.2% 4.9% 1.8% 1.4% 100.0%
non-PMA Crab * 1.4% * 9.8% 59.7% 17.8% 7.5% * 0.8% 1.5% 100.0%
Salmon 4.6% 4.6% 0 4.9% 40.1% 14.8% 16.4% * 3.4% 7.1% 100.0%
Pollock * 0.1% * 6.9% 0.9% 61.8% 12.2% 7.7% 3.7% 5.1% 100.0%
Pacific Cod 0.7% 4.0% 10.8% 22.3% 8.5% 29.0% 6.6% 10.8% 5.3% 2.0% 100.0%
Other Groundfish 1.3% 3.0% 0.3% 10.3% 46.1% 22.0% 9.9% 0.8% 3.9% 2.5% 100.0%
Other Fisheries 2.6% 7.9% 1.7% 16.7% 43.3% 11.2% 8.8% 1.0% 2.9% 4.1% 100.0%
"Non-vessel" Fisheries 10.6% 2.1% 1.1% 6.3% 56.4% 4.5% 7.4% 0.0% 2.9% 8.7% 100.0%
0 o o o o o o o o o o

Y e e e -

Notes:

"PMA Crab" includes both qualified and non-qualified vessels.

"Non-PMA Crab" includes all crab (federal and state waters) other than PMA crab.
"Other Fisheries" include all harvests associated with vessels attributed to a community, including halibut, exclusive of crab, salmon, pollock, Pacific cod, and other groundfish.

Offshore harvest (and value) not included, which affects mainly groundfish and Seattle-Tacoma CMSA (but also some other communities).
Database as provided combines all PMA fisheries.

"Non-vessel" fisheries represent fish ticket landings attributable to residents of a community, but that do not have an associated vessel record (see text).
Average annual community harvest values are computed using 1991-2000 (that is, including years various fisheries were closed).

Source:
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Table 2.6-12 Total volume of commercial fisheries harvest from Alaskan waters, by community and fishery category, 1991-2000 as
percent of total fishery harvest

Alaska Washington Oregon
King Cove/ Other Seattle- Other Other
Fish Anchor: Homer nd Poin Kodiak Alask: Tacoma CMSA | Washington New regon her rand Total
PMA Crab 1.6% 2.5% 2.0% 14.9% 4.1% 63.6% 4.1% 4.0% 1.7% 1.4% 100.0%
non-PMA Crab * 1.4% * 10.5% 57.4% 17.0% 9.3% * 1.1% 1.8% 100.0%
Salmon 3.7% 3.7% * 6.2% 39.6% 17.3% 16.3% * 2.3% 5.6% 100.0%
Pollock * 0.1% * 6.8% 0.9% 62.2% 12.0% 7.7% 3.8% 5.0% 100.0%
Pacific Cod 0.6% 3.1% 11.7% 20.0% 7.0% 31.5% 6.9% 11.8% 5.2% 2.1% 100.0%
Other Groundfish 1.2% 2.0% 0.7% 22.1% 25.4% 25.9% 10.1% 3.4% 7.2% 2.0% 100.0%
Other Fisheries 3.5% 9.0% 1.9% 13.0% 44.3% 10.7% 12.6% 0.5% 1.9% 2.7% 100.0%
"Non-vessel" Fisheries 9.7% 2.0% 1.2% 8.8% 55.8% 4.3% 7.2% 0.0% 2.8% 8.3% 100.0%

Notes: Offshore harvest (and value) not included, which affects mainly groundfish and Seattle-Tacoma CMSA (but also some other communities).
Database as provided combines all PMA fisheries.
"PMA Crab" includes both qualified and non-qualified vessels.
"Non-PMA Crab" includes all crab (federal and state waters) other than PMA crab.
"Other Fisheries" include all harvests associated with vessels attributed to a community, including halibut, exclusive of crab, salmon, pollock, Pacific cod, and other groundfish.
"Non-vessel" fisheries represent fish ticket landings attributable to residents of a community, but that do not have an associated vessel record (see text).
Average annual community harvest values are computed using 1991-2000 (that is, including years various fisheries were closed).
Source:  Summarized from the NPFMC Bering Sea Crab Data Base / 2001_1
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Table 2.6-13 provides the same information as in Table 2.6-11, but in percentage of value in terms of the
overall fisheries for each place rather than for each fishery. In this table, the community columns sum to 100
percent, rather than the species rows. This allows for a quick comparison of the patterns of dependency by
community catcher vessel fleets across the various fisheries. This table indicates, for example, that relevant
BSALI crab species account for 35.5 percent of the total value harvested by the combined Kodiak fleet. As
shown, although Kodiak has a large and diversified fleet, the Kodiak community fleet is relatively more
dependent on the relevant BSAI crab species (by far) than any other local Alaskan Fleet. It should be clearly
noted, however, that these dependency figures are for Alaska waters fisheries (Alaska EEZ plus Alaska state
waters) and thus mean different things for the fleets from Alaska versus those from other states. Presumably,
avery high percentage of Alaska-owned vessels direct their effort exclusively toward fisheries off of Alaska.
For Washington-owned vessels, on the other hand, there is presumed to be a greater likelihood that, among
the total vessels in any given community, there would be greater additional effort directed toward non-Alaska
waters fisheries than is the case for Alaska-owned vessels. In other words, these dependency figures apply
to the universe of vessels that participate in the Alaska fisheries, and for Alaska communities this is assumed
to approximate the total community fleet, but for specific Pacific Northwest communities the total local fleet
is likely to include vessels that fish other waters as well. Table 2.6-14 provides similar catcher vessel fleet
relative dependency information, but by volume rather than value. Again, however, the utility of this
information is limited compared to the value figures.

2.6.2 Catcher processor sector existing conditions

This section provides information on BSAI crab catcher processors. This sector has far fewer entities than
seen in the harvest sector, and a very different distribution pattern by community and region than seen in the
harvest sector.

Table 2.6-15 provides an annual average number of catcher processors by fishery and community of
ownership for the period 1991-2000. This table provides an at-a-glance summary of the distribution of the
catcher processor fleet. As shown, the fleet is highly concentrated in the Seattle-Tacoma CMSA, such that
potential social or community impacts associated with this fleet under the proposed alternative would accrue
in large part to the greater Seattle area.

2.6.3 Processing sector existing conditions

The amount of community-specific information that can be shown for the processing sector is very limited
due to confidentiality restrictions. For example, because other Alaskan communities have fewer than four
processing entities, only Kodiak and Unalaska/Dutch Harbor can be discussed in stand-alone terms. Tables
2.6-16 through 2.6-22 provide information on the BSAI crab processing sector by community or region.

Table 2.6-16 provides a count of processing entities by community, on an average annual basis for the period
1991-2000, for Kodiak processors, Unalaska/Dutch Harbor processors, other South region processors, total
South region processors, and North region processors.® Catcher processor and some floating processor
information does not have the same type of geographically referenced data as for the shore processors, so the
direct applicability of this information in terms of community impact assessment of processing activity is
limited. (These data appear under "Processing Activity without Area Designation" in the following table
series.) As shown, even within these highly aggregated community and region categories, there are few

Where location information is available for floating processors, these processors are lumped with shore processors in relevant
community totals.
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Table 2.6-13

Total value of commercial fisheries harvest from Alaskan waters, by community and fishery category, 1991-2000 as
percent of total value of fish harvested in Alaskan water fisheries by vessels owned by community residents

Alaska Washington Oregon
King Cove/ Other Seattle-Tacoma Other Other

Fish Anchor: Homer nd Poin jak Alask: MSA Washin New regon her rand Total
PMA Crab 14.6% 16.9% 17.6% 35.5% 3.4% 48.8% 9.8% 45.0% 14.6% 7.5% 24.3%
non-PMA Crab * 0.8% * 1.9% 4.3% 1.2% 1.5% * 0.6% 0.7% 2.1%
Salmon 49.9% 42.9% * 16.4% 48.6% 16.5% 53.8% * 38.5% 53.3% 34.3%
Pollock * 0.3% * 6.2% 0.3% 18.7% 10.9% 27.2% 11.4% 10.4% 9.3%
Pacific Cod 1.2% 5.3% 19.1% 10.7% 1.5% 4.6% 3.1% 20.2% 8.6% 2.1% 4.9%
Other Groundfish 2.9% 6.0% 0.9% 7.4% 12.1% 5.3% 7.0% 21% 9.5% 4.0% 7.4%
Other Fisheries 9.1% 24.0% 6.8% 18.0% 17.1% 4.0% 9.4% 4.1% 10.8% 9.9% 11.2%
"Non-vessel" Fisheries 21.4% 3.7% 2.4% 3.9% 12.8% 0.9% 4.5% 0.0% 6.0% 12.1% 6.4%

"PMA Crab" includes both qualified and non-qualified vessels.

"Non-PMA Crab" includes all crab (federal and state waters) other than PMA crab.

Offshore harvest (and value) not included, which affects mainly groundfish and Seattle-Tacoma CMSA (but also some other communities).
Database as provided combines all PMA fisheries.

"Other Fisheries" include all harvests associated with vessels attributed to a community, including halibut, exclusive of crab, salmon, pollock, Pacific cod, and other groundfish.
"Non-vessel" fisheries represent fish ticket landings attributable to residents of a community, but that do not have an associated vessel record (see text).
Average annual community harvest values are computed using 1991-2000 (that is, including years various fisheries were closed).

Source:
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Table 2.6-14

Total volume of commercial fisheries harvest from Alaskan waters, by community and fishery category, 1991-2000 as
percent of total value of fish harvested in Alaskan water fisheries by vessels owned by community residents

Alaska Washington Oregon
King Cove/ Other Seattle- Other Other
Fish Anchor: mer nd Poin jiak Alask; Tacoma CMSA | Washington New regon her rand Total
PMA Crab 7.8% 9.2% 5.9% 13.1% 2.0% 13.2% 3.0% 7.1% 4.4% 2.7% 8.4%
non-PMA Crab * 0.3% * 0.5% 1.4% 0.2% 0.3% * 0.1% 0.2% 0.4%
Salmon 56.8% 44.3% * 17.5% 60.3% 11.4% 37.2% * 18.6% 34.2% 27.0%
Pollock * 2.4% * 29.6% 2.1% 63.7% 42.3% 66.4% 47.7% 47.1% 41.7%
Pacific Cod 3.4% 13.0% 39.4% 19.8% 3.7% 7.3% 5.5% 23.2% 15.0% 4.6% 9.5%
Other Groundfish 2.5% 3.2% 0.9% 8.3% 5.2% 2.3% 3.1% 2.5% 7.9% 1.7% 3.6%
Other Fisheries 12.5% 24.8% 4.2% 8.5% 15.6% 1.6% 6.7% 0.6% 3.6% 3.8% 6.3%
"Non-vessel" Fisheries 17.1% 2.7% 1.1% 2.8% 9.7% 0.3% 1.9% 0.0% 2.6% 5.8% 3.1%

"PMA Crab" includes both qualified and non-qualified vessels.

"Non-PMA Crab" includes all crab (federal and state waters) other than PMA crab.

Offshore harvest (and value) not included, which affects mainly groundfish and Seattle-Tacoma CMSA (but also some other communities).
Database as provided combines all PMA fisheries.

"Other Fisheries" include all harvests associated with vessels attributed to a community, including halibut, exclusive of crab, salmon, pollock, Pacific cod, and other groundfish.
"Non-vessel" fisheries represent fish ticket landings attributable to residents of a community, but that do not have an associated vessel record (see text).
Average annual community harvest values are computed using 1991-2000 (that is, including years various fisheries were closed).

Source:
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Table 2.6-15 Annual average number of qualified catcher/processors by relevant BSAI crab
fishery and location of owner of vessel, 1991-2000

Alaska Washington Oregon
Data Anchorage Kodiak Seattle-Tacoma CMSA Newport Grand Total
Bering Sea Opilio 0.1 11 8.6 0.0 9.9
Bering Sea Tanner 0.0 0.7 6.7 0.0 7.3
Bristol Bay Red 0.0 0.9 6.0 0.0 6.9
St. Matthew Blue 0.0 0.5 1.4 0.0 1.9
Adak Brown 0.0 1.0 0.2 0.0 1.2
Adak Red 0.0 0.8 0.3 0.0 1.2
Dutch Harbor Brown 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1
Pribilof Blue 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.3
Pribilof Red 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.3
Total Non-Qualified (all 9 PMA Crab) 0.0 0.1 9.1 0.2 9.4
"Overlap" Vessels (all 9 PMA Crab 0.0 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.4

Notes:  Includes all Catcher Processors, locations with zero excluded.
Annual averages based on the participation in open years for each fishery.
Over the 1991-2000 span a total number of unique qualified catcher processors from each community for any
and all years were:
Anchorage, 1; Kodiak, 2; Seattle-Tacoma CMSA, 8; Newport, 0 (Grand Total, 11).
Non-qualified were: Anchorage, 0; Kodiak, 0; Seattle-Tacoma CMSA, 25; Newport, 2 (Grand Total, 27).
Geographical ownership of some vessels changed over time, accounting for Anchorage and S-T CMSA opilio numbers.
"Overlap" vessels have both qualified and non-qualified PMA crab fisheries landings.
Source: Summarized from the NPFMC Bering Sea Crab Data Base / 2001_1

processing entities for many of the cells. While count information is not confidential, value and volume data
for entities in the low-count cells must be suppressed due to confidentiality concerns.

Table 2.6-17 provides processing volume information (in pounds) for the sectors, communities, and species
shown in Table 2.6-16. This table provides a quick reference for the relative level of processing effort for
the different fisheries by location, as measured by the volume of harvest. Table 2.6-18 shows this same
information, but expressed as a percentage of each fishery by location. In other words, the fishery columns
sum to 100 percent, allowing an at-a-glance perspective on the relative harvest volume within each fishery
by place. For example, for the Bering Sea opilio fishery, 29.7 percent of the total fishery volume is processed
in Unalaska, 39.2 percent in all locations within the south region combined, 26.8 percent in the north region,
and so on. Table 2.6-19 also presents the information in terms of percentage, but in this case the place rows
sum (rather than the fishery columns), allowing an easy reference for examining the relative processing
volumes of the different BSAI crab fisheries for any given location. For example, Adak brown king crab
comprises 1.7 percent of all the BSAI crab processed in Unalaska, Bristol Bay red king crab comprises 5.9
percent of the total BSAI crab processed in the community, the local volume dominance of opilio is seen in
the fact that it makes up 79.8 percent of local BSAI crab processing, and so on.
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Table 2.6-16

Annual average number of processors, 1991-2000, by city/port category and BSAI crab fishery

Notes: Catcher processor data do not have area designations.
"Undesignated Floaters" are mobile processors that could not be assigned city or port locations.
"Other South" includes all southern locations except Kodiak and Unalaska.
"North Region" includes St. George, St. Matthew, and St. Paul.

Averages are computed using years that each fishery was actually open 1991-2000.
Cells with values marked * are suppressed in subsequent volume and value tables due to confidentiality.
Summarized from the NPFMC Bering Sea Crab Data Base / 2001_1

Source:
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Processing Activity without Area
Processing Activity with Area Designation Designation
South Region Catcher Undesignated
Species Kodiak Unalaska Other South Total South North Region Processors Floaters Grand Total |
Adak Brown 0.0* 4.2 0.8* 5.0* 0.0* 2.5* 0.4* 7.9
Adak Red 0.5* 358 1.3* 5.3* 0.2* 1.7% 0.5* 7.7
Bristol Bay Red 3.4* 71 4.3* 14.8 0.9* 10.8 3.4* 29.8
Bering Sea Opilio 3.0* 9.1 4.5* 16.6 6.6 16.0 5.1 443
Bering Sea Tanner 6.2 8.5 53 20.0 2.0* 15.7 7.0* 447
Dutch Harbor Brown 0.0* 4.7 0.6* 5.3% 0.0* 1.6* 0.4* 7.3
Pribilof Blue 1.0% 3.8* 2.5* 7.3* 4.0* 0.3* 1.0% 12.5
Pribilof Red 1.3* 45 2250 8.3* 358 0.3* 1.2* 13.3
t. Matthew Bl 4.
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Table 2.6-17  Annual average of pounds processed, 1991-2000, by city/port category and BSAI crab fishery

Processing Activity without Area
Processing Activity with Area Designation Designation
South Region Catcher Undesignated
Adak Brown * 1,078,931 * * * * * 26,998,930
Adak Red * * * * * * * 3,326,722
Bristol Bay Red * 3,762,629 * 6,892,088 * 821,212 * 88,761,237
Bering Sea Opilio * 51,229,673 * 67,607,801 46,192,962 24,732,733 33,877,297 1,724,107,927
Bering Sea Tanner 561,414 3,986,754 2,570,940 7,119,107 * 1,614,029 * 112,158,020
Dutch Harbor Brown * 3,372,344 * * * * * 38,481,064
Pribilof Blue * * * * * * * 3,098,193
Pribilof Red * 175,223 * * * * * 6,212,922
St. Matthew Blue * 437,785 * * * 231,041 * 25,751,808
LGrandTotal I 1516279 | 64210611 | 21640062 1 873750952 | 48733900 | 20226286 | 37553545 | 20288968231

=  ——— ———— — —————————————————————————
Notes: Catcher processor data do not have area designations.
"Undesignated Floaters" are mobile processors that could not be assigned city or port locations.
"Other South" includes all southern locations except Kodiak and Unalaska.
"North Region" includes St. George, St. Matthew, and St. Paul.
Annual average obtained by dividing decade total by 10 (i.e., for all years, not just open years) to provide for comparability across all fisheries and all years for the communities and regions.
* = cells must be suppressed due to confidentiality due to individual or a combination of cell characteristics.
Source:  Summarized from the NPFMC Bering Sea Crab Data Base / 2001_1
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Table 2.6-18 Volume processed, 1991-2000, by city/port category as percentage of individual BSAI crab fishery
Processing Activity without Area
Processing Activity with Area Designation Designation
South Region Catcher Undesignated
Adak Brown 0.0% 40.0% * * 0.0% * * 100.0%
Adak Red * * * * * * * 100.0%
Bristol Bay Red * 42.4% * 77.6% * 9.3% * 100.0%
Bering Sea Opilio * 29.7% * 39.2% 26.8% 14.3% 19.6% 100.0%
Bering Sea Tanner 5.0% 35.5% 22.9% 63.5% * 14.4% * 100.0%
Dutch Harbor Brown 0.0% 87.6% * * 0.0% * * 100.0%
Pribilof Blue * * * * * * * 100.0%
Pribilof Red * 28.2% * * * * * 100.0%
St. Matthew Blue * 17.0% * * * 9.0% * 100.0%
o o o o o o o o

Notes:

"Undesignated Floaters" are mobile processors that could not be assigned city or port locations.

"Other South" includes all southern locations except Kodiak and Unalaska.
"North Region" includes St. George, St. Matthew, and St. Paul.

= ———————— V" .- —— |

Catcher processor data do not have area designations.

Annual average obtained by dividing decade total by 10 (i.e., for all years, not just open years) to provide for comparability across all fisheries and all years for the communities and regions.

* = cells must be suppressed due to confidentiality due to individual or a combination of cell characteristics.
Summarized from the NPFMC Bering Sea Crab Data Base / 2001_1

Source:
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Table 2.6-19 Volume processed, 1991-2000, by city/port category as a percentage of total BSAI crab fisheries
Processing Activity without Area
Processing Activity with Area Designation Designation
South Region Catcher Undesignated
Adak Brown 0.0% 1.7% * * 0.0% * * 1.3%
Adak Red * * * * * * * 0.2%
Bristol Bay Red * 5.9% * 7.9% * 2.8% * 4.4%
Bering Sea Opilio * 79.8% * 77.4% 94.8% 84.6% 90.2% 85.0%
Bering Sea Tanner 37.0% 6.2% 11.9% 8.1% * 5.5% * 5.5%
Dutch Harbor Brown 0.0% 5.3% * * 0.0% * * 1.9%
Pribilof Blue * * * * * * * 0.2%
Pribilof Red * 0.3% * * * * * 0.3%
St. Matthew Blue * 0.7% * * * 0.0% * 1.3%
o o o o o o o o

Notes: Catcher processor data do not have area designations.
"Undesignated Floaters" are mobile processors that could not be assigned city or port locations.
"Other South" includes all southern locations except Kodiak and Unalaska.
"North Region" includes St. George, St. Matthew, and St. Paul.
Annual average obtained by dividing decade total by 10 (i.e., for all years, not just open years) to provide for comparability across all fisheries and all years for the communities and regions.

* = cells must be suppressed due to confidentiality due to individual or a combination of cell characteristics.

Source:  Summarized from the NPFMC Bering Sea Crab Data Base / 2001_1
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Table 2.6-20 provides processing value information (in dollars) for the sectors, communities, and species
shown in Table 2.6-16. This table provides a quick reference for the relative level of processing value for
the different BSAI crab fisheries by location. Table 2.6-21 provides this same information as a percentage
of the total processing value for each fishery (i.e., the fishery columns sum to 100 percent, in the way that
volumes do in Table 2.6-18). This table is useful for determining how much of the total processing value of
each BSAI crab species accrues to the individual locations listed. In Table 2.6-22, value information is
presented in terms of individual species as percent of total BSAI crab processing value by location (i.e., the
sector/location rows sum to 100 percent, in the way that volumes do in Table 2.6-19). Using this table, the
value of individual crab species relative to all BSAI crab processed in that same location can be easily
determined.

The next series of tables (Tables 2.6-23 through 2.6-25) represents an attempt to characterize "processor
dependency" on the relevant BSAI crab species encompassed in the proposed management alternative relative
to other fisheries. To support this effort, NPFMC staff prepared a data file containing all fish ticket
information for all processors (not only those that process at least some volume of the relevant crab species’),
and linked this to a file containing specific processor attribute information. However, information on the
location of processing proved difficult to determine for more than a few processors and was especially
problematic for a number of floating processors.® Further, catcher processors do not have areas of operation
analogous to shore based processors, or even floaters, meaning that a significant amount of processing effort
cannot be geographically referenced in a way useful for community or social impact analysis.

Because of these locational problems, it was thought desirable to check the extent to which the database
adequately represents the processing activity of any given community in order to be able to interpret the
apparent results of the dependency analysis. The most readily available (and most relevant) processing
information with which to make this test is the BSAI crab database itself. This database contains geographic
reference information for approximately 93 percent of BSAI crab processed and was constructed by NPFMC
staff in order to analyze the regionalization aspects of the proposed alternative. Both databases contain the
same amount of crab in terms of pounds and value; however, the BSAI crab-only database is much more
complete in terms of attributing location to the processing. This is largely due to the complexity of designing
a database that can organize information on an entity (i.e., floater or catcher processor) that can potentially
process many different species in many different areas. Not surprisingly, locational information for
communities with a preponderance of shoreplants (Kodiak and Unalaska) are those for which information
for the two databases is most nearly the same —a 100 percent match for Kodiak and about a 78 to 82 percent
correspondence for Unalaska as well as the "Other South" category (i.e., the residual south region exclusive
of Kodiak and Unalaska). This contrasts sharply with the northern region, where most processors are floaters

"In the harvest vessel discussion in Section 2.6.1, diversity or dependency for local fleets was discussed both in terms of community
crab fleets and community total (crab and non-crab) fleets. This processing discussion only covers community total processing and
not community crab processors. A discussion of diversity or dependency for only crab processors in specific locations was not
practical with the available data, as data by entity included facilities in multiple communities and regions.

$Tables 2.6-23 through 2.6-25 are based on a different data set than Tables 2.6-16 through 2.6-22, which also cover processing by
location. Tables in the latter series cover crab species only, while tables in the former series cover many commercial fisheries. A
directed effort was made for this analysis to specifically clean up location information for crab processing in the data set focused on
crab species (i.e., the data that underlies Tables 2.6-16 through 2.6-22). As a result, location information for crab differs between
the two data sets, with the crab-specific distribution tables containing fewer "unknown" records than the multi-fisheries data set. As
aresult, more crab processing is assigned, for example, to Unalaska and Other South in Tables 2.6-16 through 2.6-22 than in 2.6-23
through 2.6-25 (where there is more crab in the "Other/Unknown" category). This being the case, these table series should be used
independently and for comparison purposes internal to each table set, avoiding apparent inconsistencies between the two sets.
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Table 2.6-20

Annual average of value in dollars of crab processed, 1991-2000, by city/port category and BSAI crab fishery

Notes: Catcher processor data do not have area designations.
"Undesignated Floaters" are mobile processors that could not be assigned city or port locations.
"Other South" includes all southern locations except Kodiak and Unalaska.

"North Region" includes St. George, St. Matthew, and St. Paul.
Annual average obtained by dividing decade total by 10 (i.e., for all years, not just open years) to provide for comparability across all fisheries and all years for the communities and regions.
* = cells must be suppressed due to confidentiality due to individual or a combination of cell characteristics.

Summarized from the NPFMC Bering Sea Crab Data Base / 2001_1

Source:
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Processing Activity without Area
Processing Activity with Area Designation Designation
South Region Catcher Undesignated
Species Kodiak Unalaska |  Other South Total South North Region Processors Floaters Grand Total |
Adak Brown * $2,648,595 * * * * * $6,837,538
Adak Red * * * * * * * $1,349,400
Bristol Bay Red * $15,069,715 * $28,088,680 * $3,191,166 * $35,781,442
Bering Sea Opilio * $40,233,123 * $54,415,414 $44,504,637 $19,174,922 $23,619,793 $141,714,765
Bering Sea Tanner $1,170,659 $7,589,340 $5,279,072 $14,039,070 * $2,778,785 * $20,922,829
Dutch Harbor Brown * $8,902,323 * * * * * $10,215,680
Pribilof Blue * * * * * * * $747,600
Pribilof Red * $764,114 * * * * * $2,690,481
St. Matthew Blue * $1,205,264 * * * $638,736 * $7,070,174
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Table 2.6-21 Value of crab processed, 1991-2000, by city/port category as percentage of individual BSAI crab fishery
Processing Activity without Area
Processing Activity with Area Designation Designation
South Region Catcher Undesignated
Adak Brown 0.0% 38.7% * * 0.0% * * 100.0%
Adak Red * * * * * * * 100.0%
Bristol Bay Red * 42.1% * 78.5% * 8.9% * 100.0%
Bering Sea Opilio * 28.4% * 38.4% 31.4% 13.5% * 100.0%
Bering Sea Tanner 5.6% 36.3% 25.2% 67.1% * 13.3% 16.7% 100.0%
Dutch Harbor Brown 0.0% 87.1% * * 0.0% * * 100.0%
Pribilof Blue * * * * * * * 100.0%
Pribilof Red * 28.4% * * * * * 100.0%
St. Matthew Blue * 17.0% * * * 9.0% * 100.0%
o o o o o o o o

_ |
Notes: Catcher processor data do not have area designations.
"Undesignated Floaters" are mobile processors that could not be assigned city or port locations.
"Other South" includes all southern locations except Kodiak and Unalaska.

"North Region" includes St. George, St. Matthew, and St. Paul.
Annual average obtained by dividing decade total by 10 (i.e., for all years, not just open years) to provide for comparability across all fisheries and all years for the communities and regions.

* = cells must be suppressed due to confidentiality due to individual or a combination of cell characteristics.

Source:  Summarized from the NPFMC Bering Sea Crab Data Base / 2001_1
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Table 2.6-22 Value of crab processed, 1991-2000, by city/port category as a percentage of total BSAI crab fisheries
Processing Activity without Area
Processing Activity with Area Designation Designation
South Region Catcher Undesignated
Adak Brown 0.0% 3.4% * * 0.0% * * 3.0%
Adak Red * * * * * * * 0.6%
Bristol Bay Red * 19.6% * 25.0% * 10.4% * 15.7%
Bering Sea Opilio * 52.3% * 48.4% 86.3% 62.8% 71.9% 62.3%
Bering Sea Tanner 33.1% 9.9% 16.6% 12.5% * 9.1% * 9.2%
Dutch Harbor Brown 0.0% 11.6% * * 0.0% * * 4.5%
Pribilof Blue * * * * * * * 0.3%
Pribilof Red * 1.0% * * * * * 1.2%
St. Matthew Blue * 1.6% * * * 2.1% * 3.1%
o o o o o o o o

Notes:

Catcher processor data do not have area designations.

"Undesignated Floaters" are mobile processors that could not be assigned city or port locations.

"Other South" includes all southern locations except Kodiak and Unalaska.

"North Region" includes St. George, St. Matthew, and St. Paul.
Annual average obtained by dividing decade total by 10 (i.e., for all years, not just open years) to provide for comparability across all fisheries and all years for the communities and regions.
* = cells must be suppressed due to confidentiality due to individual or a combination of cell characteristics.

Source:

Table 2.6-23

Summarized from the NPFMC Bering Sea Crab Data Base / 2001_1

Annual average value of processing by species by place, 1991-2000

Non-PMA

All Other
Fisheri

TOTAL all
Fisheri

Kodiak $3,542,040 $2,512,134 $26,575,772 $14,220,043 $7,292,082 $10,204,100 $14,357,799 $3,287,010 $2,168,172 $634,245 $84,793,396
Unalaska $62,852,299 $2,158,182 $6,585,749 $4,631,533 $2,446,047 $55,274,719 $9,079,646 $1,032,549 $855,197 $1,438,979 $146,354,900||
Other South $26,255,324 $948,210 | $138,004,815 $12,441,264 $6,054,635 $25,413,947 $17,815,591 $481,978 $5,325,998 $2,729,178 | $235,470,941 "
Other/Unknown $134,680,283 $14,628,485 | $209,186,010 $42,712,902 $46,120,675 $717,195 $4,881,809 $2,614,089 $30,524,351 $18,330,793 | $504,396,591 "
[Grand Total | $227.320.946 | $20.247.010 | $380,352.346 | $74.005.742 [ $61.913.430 | $91.600.960 | $46.134.845 $7.415.627 | $38.873.718 WW|
Notes: "Non-commercial" includes forfeited bycatch, test fisheries, CDQ, etc.

"Other/Unknown" includes Northern Region, catcher processors, floaters without a geographic designation, or any processing entity without a geographic reference in the database.

* Note 2000 halibut data missing from the database; therefore, halibut values are understated.
Source:  Summarized from the NPFMC Bering Sea Crab Data Base / 2001_1
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Table 2.6-24 Annual average value of processing by species as a percentage of total by place, 1991-2000

Unalaska 42.9% 1.5% 4.5% 3.2% 1.7% 37.8% 6.2% 0.7% 0.6% 1.0% 100.0%"
Other South 11.2% 0.4% 58.6% 5.3% 2.6% 10.8% 7.6% 0.2% 2.3% 1.2% 100.0%"
Other/Unknown 26.7% 2.9% 41.5% 8.5% 9.1% 0.1% 1.0% 0.5% 6.1% 3.6% 100.0%"
Grand Total 23.4% 21% 39.2% 7.6% 6.4% 94% 4.8% 0.8% 4.0% 24% 100.0%J
Notes: "Non-commercial" includes forfeited bycatch, test fisheries, CDQ, etc.

"Other/Unknown" includes Northern Region, catcher processors, floaters without a geographic designation, or any processing entity without a geographic reference in the database.
* Note 2000 halibut data missing from the database; therefore, halibut values are understated.
Source:  Summarized from the NPFMC Bering Sea Crab Data Base / 2001_1

Table 2.6-25 Annual average value of processing by place as a percentage of total by species, 1991-2000

Non-PMA

All Other
Fisheri

TOTAL all
Fisheri

Kodiak 12.4% 19.2% 11.1% 31.1%

Unalaska 27.6% 10.7% 1.7% 6.3% 4.0% 60.3% 19.7% 13.9% 2.2% 6.2% 15.1%"
Other South 11.5% 4.7% 36.3% 16.8% 9.8% 27.7% 38.6% 6.5% 13.7% 11.8% 24.2%"
Other/Unknown 59.2% 72.3% 55.0% 57.7% 74.5% 0.8% 10.6% 35.3% 78.5% 79.2% 51 .9%"
|Grand Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 19&;’_%]'
Notes: "Non-commercial” includes forfeited bycatch, test fisheries, CDQ, etc.

"Other/Unknown" includes Northern Region, catcher processors, floaters without a geographic designation, or any processing entity without a geographic reference in the database.
* Note 2000 halibut data missing from the database; therefore, halibut values are understated.
Source:  Summarized from the NPFMC Bering Sea Crab Data Base / 2001_1
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or catcher processors, and the two databases only have about a 32 percent correspondence. In practical terms,
this means that it is reasonable to use these data to discuss dependency for Kodiak, Unalaska, and "Other
South," but not for other areas.

Another important caveat is that the data correspondence test was performed only for BSAI crab, and
different fisheries could exhibit different patterns. (It does, however, make intuitive sense that shoreplants,
and locations where they are concentrated, may be better documented in terms of location of processing than
are more mobile operations.) It is also important to note that given these and other known limitations of the
data, the "dependency figures" shown in the tables are, at best, rough approximations. Further, it is important
to bear in mind that these data cover the full spectrum of processing operations in a given locality, and not
only those that process BSAI crab. It thus represents community dependence on BSAI crab at a relatively
high level of abstraction and may not reflect any specific operation in the community, and the data may
represent more in the way of collective entity dependency rather than community dependency. Community
dependency specifically for Unalaska and Kodiak is discussed in the relevant community profiles in the SIA
Appendix, but confidentiality restrictions prevent parallel discussions for other communities. Data for the
northern region, catcher processors, floating processors without a geographic designation, and other
processors that lacked a geographic reference in the database are lumped into the "Other/Unknown" category
in the tables.

Table 2.6-23 presents annual average value data for the various species run by BSAI crab processors over
the period 1991-2000. Table 2.6-24 provides this information expressed in terms of percentage of total value
by place, and the rows of this table provide a quick look at the relative value by species for the geographic
locations specified. As shown, Unalaska crab processors are heavily dependent on BSAI crab and pollock,
with Pacific cod and salmon in (quite distant) third and fourth places. "Other South" locations are very
dependent (nearly 59 percent of total value) on salmon but also process a significant amount of BSAI crab,
pollock, Pacific cod, and halibut (in order of descending percentage of total value processed). Kodiak
processors also relied more on salmon than on any other species during this period, but at only about half of
the percentage of "Other South" processors. Kodiak processors demonstrated somewhat more diversified and
balanced operations dependent on Pacific cod, halibut, pollock, sablefish, and crab. Time series information
is presented in the data appendix and is also summarized in the community profiles and possible dynamics
(and their significance) are discussed there. Table 2.6-25 provides the same type of information, but
expressed as a percentage of the individual fisheries distributed by community. In this case, the columns in
the table provide a useful summary of the distribution of processing of any given species or species group.
For example, for the relevant BSAI crab species, about 2 percent is processed in Kodiak, 28 percent in
Unalaska, and 12 percent in "Other South," and 59 percent falls into the residual "Other/Unknown" category.
For most categories, the "unknown" locational category comprises a large part of the data.

Although quantitative processing dependency information for the north region is not well developed and
would be confidential in any case, it is common knowledge that the relevant BSAI crab species (and
especially opilio crab) and halibut are the two most important fisheries for communities in that region. The
former is a fundamental part of the tax base of regional communities through the raw fish tax, and the latter
is a fishery in which local fishermen are significantly engaged. More detailed qualitative information is
provided in the community profiles for St. Paul and St. George in the SIA Appendix.

2.6.4 Detailed community existing conditions
Community profiles for Unalaska/Dutch Harbor, Akutan, King Cove, Sand Point, Adak, St. Paul, St. George,
Kodiak, and Seattle may be found in the SIA Appendix. These profiles contain detailed descriptions of the

existing conditions in these communities, as well as overview treatments of potential social impact issues
relative to BSAI crab rationalization for the particular communities.
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2.7 Other rationalization programs

Managers of several fisheries in the US and the world have rationalized fisheries as a means to increase
stocks, decrease capitalization, increase safety, reduce bycatch, and improve product quality. Several
rationalization programs have been developed, each unique to the fishery regulated and the social structure
of the fishery. Programs typically rely on some form of individual quotas or cooperative management.
Examining some these programs will provide a background on which to build a successful rationalization
program. Brief summaries describing the rationalization programs in the Icelandic fisheries, the Netherlands
fisheries, the Newfoundland snow crab fishery, Alaskan halibut and sablefish fisheries, the Pacific whiting
fishery, and the Atlantic surf clam and ocean quahog fishery appear in Appendix 2-6.

A purported advantage of rationalization of a fishery is a gain in efficiency in the fishery. Although increases
in technical efficiency reflect additional output produced by inputs, other notions of efficiency are applied
by economists to gain insight into production technologies. A recent study of changes in efficiency conducted
by Dr. Ron Felthoven of the NMFS Alaska Fisheries Science Center found improvements in efficiency and
capacity utilization in the BSAI pollock fisheries caused by the implementation of the AFA. Dr. Felthoven
has examined the applicability of those findings to the BSAI crab fishery to determine whether similar gains
might be expected in a rationalized crab fishery. That analysis appears as Appendix 2-7. Dr. Felthoven’s
study generally concludes that a change from the current race for fish to a rationalized fishery presents an
opportunity for short-run increases in both capacity utilization and technical efficiency in both harvesting and
processing sectors. Whether these improvements will continue in the long run depends largely on whether
the institutions developed by the rationalization program facilitate a competitive market for shares in the
fishery. The choice of institutions, however, must consider social consequences beyond economic efficiency
and capacity, including equity and the distribution of benefits of rationalization.

2.8 Product markets and prices

Few rigorous economic studies of the BSAI crab fishery have been conducted to date (some examples of
studies are Bibb and Matulich, 1994, and Greenberg, Hermann, and McCracken, 1995). Studies of prices, as
well as anecdotal information from participants, suggest that US production competes in a world market for
crab with production from other countries, particularly Russia and Canada. Appendix 2-8 provides a brief
summary of crab production and prices. That appendix is intended to provide some background concerning
the role of the US producers in the current world market and a historical description of the markets for crab.

2.9 National Research Council Recommendations

As a part of the Sustainable Fisheries Act, enacted in 1996, Congress commissioned the National Academy
of Sciences to examine the use of individual fishing quotas in fisheries management. The result of that action
is the report “Sharing the Fish: Toward a National Policy on IFQs”. The report contains several
recommendations concerning the development of IFQ programs. This section briefly reviews those
recommendations.

Most pertinent to the alternatives under consideration is the recommendation that Congress lift the
moratorium on the development and implementation of IFQ programs. The committee, however, cautioned
that IFQs are one of many tools useful for fishery management and that The committee generally advised that:
IFQs can be used in a preventative manner with stocks that are not overfished or to
remedy existing overfishing, overcapitalization, and incentives to fish under dangerous

conditions.(p. 192)

And that IFQ programs will achieve greater success if::
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. The TAC can be specified with reasonable certainty.

. The goals of improving economic efficiency and reducing the numbers of firms, vessels, and people in
the fishery have a high priority.

. Broad stakeholder support and participation is present.
. The fishery is amenable to cost-effective monitoring and enforcement.
. Adequate data exist...[that are] sufficient....to assess and allow the mitigation of, insofar as possible,

the potential social and economic impacts of IFQs on individuals and communities.

. The likelihood for spillover of fishing activities into other fisheries is recognized and provision is made
to minimize its negative effects. (pp. 192-3)

The committee also recommended that regional councils consider the impacts of the program on state fishery
management and work with state agencies to coordinate management activities.

In addition to these general recommendations, the committee made several recommendations that are specific

to elements of any proposed IFQ program. Discussion of these specific recommendations appears in the
appropriate sections throughout this analysis.

Appendix 1 — Regulatory Impact Review 150 August 2004



3.0  Analysis of alternatives

This section provides the analysis of the three structural alternatives: (1) No Action, (2) Crab IFQ Program,
and (3) Crab Cooperative Program. From these analyses, the Council has identified a preferred alternative,
which includes elements of both an IFQ program and a cooperative program. The preferred alternative is
analyzed in Section 4 of this document. The first subsection is a brief introduction that provides a description
of the alternatives to frame the analysis. In this introduction to the section, the models and program elements
are briefly reviewed and a decision process that the Council can follow in the process of identifying a
rationalization program is outlined. The decision process is intended as a guide to ensure that all necessary
elements and options are decided and to ensure consistency of the adopted program elements.

Subsection 3.1 is an analysis of the status quo, continued management of the BSAI crab fisheries under
existing regulations and regulations pending implementation. The status quo is used as the backdrop for
comparison of the alternative management regimes. The subsection is very brief, since pertinent information
concerning the status quo in the fisheries is contained in Section 2.

Subsection 3.2 provides a detailed analysis of the biological and management implications of rationalization
of the crab fisheries, including the effects of rationalization on stock conservation and rebuilding, potential
changes in bycatch, possible changes in season openings and lengths, and the potential for high grading. Each
of these factors is discussed from both a biological perspective and from a management perspective. Since
the rationalization alternatives have similar biological and management effects, the discussion of these factors
is consolidated.

Section 3.3 is an analysis of the share allocations under the IFQ and cooperative program options. These
elements are common to both the IFQ and cooperative program alternatives and are most efficiently discussed
in a single section. Section 3.4 is an analysis of elements and options that are applicable only to the IFQ
program. These include provisions for the transfer of QS and IFQs, ownership, and use caps. A separate
subsection is devoted to the [FQ alternative that includes processor shares. Section 3.5 is an analysis of all
elements and options applicable to the cooperative program alternatives. Separate subsections are devoted
to the voluntary cooperative model proposed by the State of Alaska and the plurality assignment cooperative
model. Section 3.6 is an analysis of the regionalization options under both the IFQ program alternatives and
the cooperative program alternatives. Section 3.7 is an analysis of options for binding arbitration for pricing
crab deliveries. Section 3.8 is an analysis of options for allocating shares to or the purchase of shares by
skippers and crewmembers. Section 3.9 is an analysis of the CDQ program options. Section 3.10 is an
analysis of other management and allocation options under consideration. These include options concerning
the duration and review of the program and the treatment of AFA sideboards. Section 3.11 is an analysis of
the effects of the rationalization alternatives on consumers. Section 3.12 is an analysis of the vessel buyback
program. Section 3.13 is an analysis of the possibility of “stranded capital” in the processing sector and the
potential of a buyback program to remove capital from that sector. Section 3.14 is an analysis of foreign
ownership of harvest vessels and processing facilities in the BSAI crab fisheries. Section 3.15 is an analysis
of custom processing in the BSAI crab fisheries. Section 3.16 is a comparative analysis of the status quo and
the alternative crab rationalization programs, including a discussion of the implications for industry structure
and competition.

Possible rationalization programs

Several institutional structures could be used to rationalize the BSAI crab fisheries. Each structure has
strengths and weaknesses, making some more appropriate management tools for these fisheries than others.
Generally, the different types of institutions can be categorized as individual entitlement programs or
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collective entitlement programs. Collective entitlement programs include cooperatives, allocations to
communities, and community control of harvest areas. Individual entitlement programs include individual
quotas, individual transferable pot quotas, individual territorial use rights (or range style management).

Individual entitlements often appeal to economists because of their potential to increase economic efficiency.
Individual transferable quotas provide participants with a harvest allocation in the fishery. Transferability of
allocations is thought to improve efficiency by allowing low cost producers to purchase allocations from high
cost producers. If quotas impart both current and future harvest privileges, they are thought to create an
incentive for users to protect and conserve stocks, and limit effort.

Individual transferable pot quotas could also be used to limit effort in the fisheries. Pot quotas would allow
an efficient distribution of effort among harvesters by developing a market in which efficient harvesters
purchase rights to employ effort from less efficient harvesters. Pot quotas and similar quotas on effort,
however, suffer from a few shortcomings. Stock changes that require changes in effort can lead to inefficiency
and overcapitalization. In crab fisheries, managers might be required to annually adjust the pot quota
allocations. In addition, pot quotas would permit increases in unregulated inputs and therefore may be
ineffective in limiting effort in the fisheries. Individual territorial use rights (or range-style management
regulations) allow participants to select efficient levels of effort, but would limit the area in which they could
employ that effort. This management method, however, could be ineffective in preserving stocks, if future
stock levels are uncertain or stocks tend to migrate. Stock fluctuations or migrations (like those found in the
crab fisheries) might induce participants to overexploit stocks in periods of high abundance (Criddle,
Herrman, and Greenberg, 2001; see also, Macinko and Raymond, 2001).

Collective entitlement programs attempt to realize the benefits of organized and coordinated activities.
Cooperative programs attempt to realize benefits from the coordination of activities among members of a fleet
that share common interests. The allocation to the cooperative is similar to the allocation to individuals, but
the cooperative program relies, in part, on cooperative monitoring and enforcement (Criddle and Macinko,
2000; Holland and Ginter, 2001). Community-based programs attempt to build on existing institutions and
the locational advantages of communities that are proximate to fisheries. Community interests are important
in the BSAI crab fisheries and several options in the rationalization programs under consideration have
community-based components. These community-based components are options within broader programs,
rather than comprehensive management programs in and of themselves. Inclusion of these community-based
components in a rationalization program would be intended to “appropriately” balance community interests
with those of the fleets and processors that dominate the BSAI crab fisheries.

In consideration of the strengths and weaknesses of these various alternatives for rationalization of the BSAI
crab fisheries, the Council has chosen to examine two types of rationalization programs, cooperative
programs and individual quotas. Two forms of each are included in the analysis and will be considered by
the Council.

Under the harvester only IFQ program alternative, quota shares (QS) would only be issued to the harvesting
sector. Under a so-called two-pie IFQ program alternative, separate pools of quota shares would be allocated
to the harvesting sector and the processing sector.

Under one cooperative alternative, voluntary, multispecies cooperatives, with independent harvesting and
processing allocations would be created. Under the other cooperative alternative each vessel would be eligible
to join a cooperative associated with the processor to which it delivered the most pounds of crab, from a
single fishery, during the qualifying period.
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Under all of the alternatives, coastal community concerns could be addressed under options to restrict crab
deliveries to certain geographical regions or communities and/or options for increasing the crab allocations
to the existing CDQ groups.

In reaching a complete decision on the management of the fisheries, the Council will have several decision
points. Figure 3.1-1 is a decision tree showing the most critical decision points of the Council in the
rationalization process. The decision tree is intended only as a guide to the Council . The initial decision point
is the selection of fisheries for inclusion in the rationalization program. Once fisheries are identified, a type
of rationalization program can be selected — an IFQ-based program or one of the cooperative programs. If the
Council elects to proceed with the development of an I[FQ program or the voluntary cooperative program, a
choice must be made between a program with only harvester shares (one-pie) or a program with both
harvester shares and processor shares (two-pie). — and elements specific to that type of program. For
example, in an IFQ program, provisions limiting transfer and use of QS would need to be decided. If the
plurality cooperative program is chosen, the Council would need to adopt rules to guide the formation of
cooperatives and the relationship of cooperatives to processors. Under either rationalization program,
harvester interests must be decided. Processor specific program elements must be determined under either
a cooperative program or an [FQ program with both harvester shares and processor shares. In addition to the
program specifics, the Council must also decide on CDQ provisions, regionalization, and the duration and
sunset provisions.
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Figure 3.1-1  Decision Tree for Rationalization of the BSAI Crab Fisheries.
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Table 3.1-1 lists each of the elements and options, and summarizes the programs that each element and option
is a part. Relating the specific program elements and options to the general programs is intended to help guide
the Council in determining which elements and options would be decided for each program option. The status
quo option will require no changes from the current management, so none of the elements and options apply
to that alternative.

Table 3.1-1 Table of Elements and Options for Rationalization of the BSAI Crab Fisheries.
S a 3 ol
S 2 S g
22§z 22§z
2 o 58 2 o 58
Element Description & 2 g i Element Description & 2 § i
1 Harvesting Sector 183 AFA Harvester Sideboards X|X|X]|x
11 Included Crab Fisheries X| x| x| x|[184 Season Opening/Closings X|X| X x
12 Hligibility for Initial Allocation X[ X| X
13 Categories of QY/IFQ/Co-op Share 2 Processing Sector
1.31 by Crab Fishery X | X| x| x|[21 Higible Processors X| X|X
132 by Harvesting Sector (CV, C/P) X| X| x| x|[22 Categories of Processing Shares X| X|X
133 by Processor Delivery X| x| x|23 Initial Allocation X | X
134 by Region X| x| x| x|24 Percentage of GHL or TAC X| X|X
14 Initial Allocation 25 Implementation of Open Access X
14.1 Calculation X|X| x| x|[26 Transferability X| X|X
14.2 Qualifying Periods X | X|X|x|27 Ownership and Use Caps X| X
15 Annual Allocation (GHL vs. TAC) X|X| x| x|[28 Other Optional Provisions
16 Transferability/Oanership Caps 281 AFA Processing Sideboards X | X| x| X
1.6.1 Higibility to Receive Transfers X[ X| X 282 Penalties X| X| X
16.2 Leasing X[ X| X 283 Binding Arbitration X[ X|X|X
16.3 Ownership Caps X|X| X
164 Veertical Integration Controls X | X| X 3 Regionalization
1.7 Use of Quotas 3.1 Regions X| X|X|X
1.71 Use by Harvesting Sector X| x| X 32 Categorization by Region X| X| XX
172 G/P Provisions X| X 33 Delivery/Processing Restrictions X| X|X|X
173 Catch Accounting X[ X| X
1.74 Vessel Use Caps X| x| x| |4 CDQ Allocations X| X| X|X
18 Other Optional Provisions
181 Skipper/Crew Options X[ X| X|x|5 Program Duration/Review X[ X|X|X
182 Overage Provisions X|X| X x
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3.1 Alternative 1. Status quo (no action)

The status quo in the BSAI crab fisheries is defined in the previous section of this document. Management
and biological conditions in the fishery are described in Section 2.1. The harvesting sectors and processing
sector are described in Section 2.2 and 2.3. Section 2.4 describes the interactions between the harvesting and
processing sectors. Section 2.5 describes the ex vessel pricing of crab. Section 2.6 describes the social
impacts of the fishery on communities. A brief description of the global market for crab and the position of
the BSAI fisheries in that market is contained in Section 2.8. These sections collectively define the existing
conditions in the fishery.

Because of the difficulty projecting fluctuations in GHLs in the BSAI crab fishery, no projections in future
harvest levels or revenues are presented in this section. Instead, the historical fisheries are used as the basis
for understanding what future fisheries might look like under the status quo. In reality, however, the levels
of participation and the structure of the fleet would be expected to change from those seen in the past. Low
harvest levels in the Bristol Bay red king crab fishery and the C. opilio fishery have substantially reduced
revenues to the fleet. In 2000, the fleet generated about $55 million in ex vessel revenues from those two
fisheries. That is well under half of the ex vessel revenues (in nominal dollars) that the fleet had generated
from these fisheries, on average, since 1988. The C. bairdi fishery has been closed since 1997. Also, other
Bering Sea red and blue king crab fisheries were closed in 2000. Given that participation has not fallen as
drastically as revenue has declined, it is unlikely that the current economic conditions will support a fleet the
size of the qualified vessels under the current LLP. That being said, if current conditions were to continue
into the future we would expect to see substantial amounts of capacity exit and/or turnover in the BSAI crab
fisheries. However, given our current knowledge of future harvests, prices, and cost structures quantitative
estimates cannot be provided. The conditions in the fishery could also be changed by the proposed vessel
buyback program. That program is discussed in Section 3.12.

3.2 Direct and indirect effects of rationalization on management, the fisheries, crab stocks, and the
environment

Rationalization programs would have the direct and indirect effects on crab fisheries management, the
prosecution of the BSAI crab fisheries, the crab stocks, and the environment. A rationalization program may
remove the need for many management measures that focus on controlling effort and providing a fair start.
On the other hand, a rationalization program will increase the need for sophisticated monitoring, catch
accounting, recordkeeping, reporting, and enforcement procedures. Changes to management tie together with
changes to the prosecution of the fishery. Under rationalization, we predict fishermen will change fishing
behavior to fish slower, allow gear to soak longer, and avoid fishing in rough weather. These changes to
management and the prosecution of the fisheries will effect crab stocks and the environment, including habitat
and other benthic species.

The EIS, in sections 2.1.5 Fishery Management Plan Review, 4.1.1 Projected Changes to State management
of BSAI crab fisheries, and 4.6.7 Effects of the alternatives on monitoring and enforcement, analyses in detail
the effects of the alternatives on crab fisheries management.

3.2.1 Crab fisheries under consideration for rationalization

Table 3.2-2 contains all crab fisheries under FMP jurisdiction. Of'these, the Council is currently considering
including the following FMP fisheries in the rationalization program: C. opilio (snow crab), Bristol Bay red
king crab, C. bairdi (Tanner crab), Pribilof red king crab, Pribilof blue king crab, St. Matthew blue king crab,
and Al brown (golden) king crab. The Council has before it options to exclude the fisheries for eastern Al
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Tanner, western Al Tanner, Dutch Harbor red king crab, and western Al red king crab east of 179° W.
longitude. A second option on Western Al red king crab would explicitly exclude the western Al red king
crab east of 179 W. longitude from crab rationalization. The following FMP fisheries would not be included
in the rationalization program: Norton Sound red king crab, Bering Sea golden king crab (Pribilof Islands
and St. Matthew), scarlet king crab (Al and EBS), C. angulatus (Al and EBS), and C. tanneri (Al and EBS).
Gulf of Alaska crab fisheries, crab fisheries in statewaters in the BSAI and the Korean hair crab fishery are
not under the jurisdiction of the FMP, and are exclusively managed by the State of Alaska. Therefore, these
fisheries are not under consideration for inclusion in the Council’s rationalization program.

LLP area/species
Stock Fishery endorsement
Bristol Bay red king open Bristol Bay red king crab
Norton Sound red king open Norton Sound
Aleutian Is. golden king open Al golden king crab
W. Al red king closed Al red king crab
Dutch Harbor red king closed Al red king crab
St Lawrence blue king permit none
Pribilof Is. golden king permit none
St. Matthew golden king permit none
Aleutian Is. scarlet king permit none
EBS scarlet king permit none
Pribilof Islands blue king closed Pribilof Is. king crab
St Matthew blue king closed St. Matthew blue king crab
Pribilof Islands red king closed Pribilof Is. king crab
EBS snow crab open BSAI C. opilio and C. bairdi
E. Aleutian Is. Tanner closed BSAI C. opilio and C. bairdi
W. Aleutian Is. Tanner closed BSAI C. opilio and C. bairdi
EBS Tanner closed BSAI C. opilio and C. bairdi
E. Aleutian Is. angulatus permit none
EBS angulatus permit none
E. Aleutian Is. tanneri permit none
EBS tanneri permit none
W. Aleutian Is. tanneri permit none

Table 3.2-1 Fisheries under the FMP for BSAI King and Tanner Crabs, including closed and
developing fisheries. (Developing fisheries are operated by ADF&G Commissioner’s
Permit)
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(A) Options

A) Exclude the E Al Tanner, W Al Tanner, Dutch Harbor red king crab, and W Al red king crab.

B) Federal waters shall be closed to the harvest of Eastern (Dutch) and Western Al Tanner crab and
Eastern (Dutch) and Western Al red king crab until such time as the State of Alaska develops a
fishery management plan and harvest strategies that includes provisions to conserve the stocks and
prevent overcapitalization.

O Exclude the E Al Tanner, W Al Tanner, Dutch Harbor red king crab, and W Al red king crab East
of 179° W longitude. (Insert consistent with recent Board of Fish action).

Because the State of Alaska has substantial management authority for these fisheries (created by the category
2 and 3 deferral under the FMP) Council staff has solicited and the State has provided the following
discussion concerning the necessity (for both biological and management purposes) for including or not
including individual BSAI crab fisheries in the rationalization program:

There are a number of BSAI crab stocks that have little catch history and are termed “developing”. These
stocks are managed under a commissioner’s permit. These include the BSAI deep water scarlet king crab,
the deep water grooved Tanner crab (C. tanneri), the deep water triangle Tanner crab (C. angulatus) and the
Bering Sea (St. Matthew and Pribilof Island) golden king crab. There are other BSAI crab stocks that are,
within reasonable recent history, small in size, have little or no stock assessment, have no formal harvest
strategy, and are currently closed. These include the Aleutian Islands red king crab (eastern or Dutch Harbor
stock and western stock) and the Aleutian Islands (eastern and western) C. bairdi stock. In addition, the
Norton Sound red king crab stock is managed for a subsistence priority and for local community participation.

Rationalization is a tool to primarily address concerns of overcapitalization and overfishing. If the Council
cannot answer “yes” to the following three questions, then the fishery is not ripe for rationalization: (1.) Is
there documented overcapitalization in the harvesting and/or processing sector as a result of this fishery? (2.)
Is the participation level high enough to generate a race for the fish, under shorter and shorter seasons? (3.)
Are there outstanding biological or management concerns, i.e. overfishing, bycatch, etc., that warrant
rationalization as a management tool? If “no” to these three questions, then one should ask if there are
outstanding social, economic, or biological reasons for proceeding or not proceeding with rationalization.
The following crab fisheries have modest participation levels, are not overcapitalized, and are managed
conservatively because of limited information or small stock size. All these factors, as further explained
below, suggest that these fisheries, if included in the LLP program are not ripe for further rationalization at
this time, and if not included under the LLP they should not be so included.

Norton Sound red king crab: For this fishery, management was developed under the LLP in conjunction with
the local ADF&G crab manager in Nome, local community leaders, and participants of the Norton Sound red
king crab fishery. As a result of this coordinated development, more licenses were issued than would be
expected under a rationalization program. This was done in part because the LLP program issued licenses
to qualifying vessels, and all but one of the Norton Sound licenses were issued to vessels less than 60 feet
length over all. Additional factors include: (1) the Norton Sound summer red king crab GHL is set with a
priority that provides for a winter, through-the-ice, subsistence fishery for red king crab; (2) the
superexclusive nature of the summer LLP fishery which prohibits participants from participating in other red
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king crab fisheries in the BSAI; and (3) the small size of the available quota and short weather window
provide for a summer LLP fishery. These factors make the inclusion of the Norton Sound fishery within a
rationalization program beyond the LLP program unwarranted at this time.

Aleutian Islands red king crab: Historically, the red king crab resource in the Aleutian Islands was harvested
in two registration areas. The Adak Registration Area consisted of those waters in the Aleutian Islands west
of 171° W. longitude, while the Dutch Harbor registration area encompassed waters east of 171° W.
longitude. In addition, as the fleet moved westward, a third registration area, Area S, was established for the
waters around Amchitka Island and the Petrel Bank. Area S was created in 1967, and was merged into Area
Rin 1978. Atthe March 1996 BOF meeting, the BOF established the Aleutian Islands king crab registration
area (Area O) by combining the existing Dutch Harbor and Adak Registration Areas. The BOF adopted this
change to improve management of increasingly important golden king crab stocks in the Aleutian Islands.
Combining the Adak and Dutch Harbor areas was not expected to impact management of red king crabs in
the Aleutian Islands.

Western Aleutian Islands (Adak) red king crab: There are three areas where the western Aleutian Islands red
king crab fishery historically occurred. These were on the Petrel Bank, the Atka to Amlia area and the area
around Attu. The first area in the western Aleutian Islands to be commercially fished was the Atka to Amlia
area. This occurred in the 1960's through 1974. In the 1972/73 season nearly 19 million pounds were
harvested. But in the 1973/74 season catches dropped by half and, in the 1974/75 season, the catch fell to
only 2.7 million pounds. According to processors and fishermen who participated in this fishery, harvests
were targeted in state waters and large concentrations of crab occurred in Bays and in the near shore shelf
area, both north and south of the islands. No catcher/processors fished in this early fishery, and all processing
occurred in Finger Bay, on Adak. Though attempts at prospecting the Petrel Bank and Attu were made,
relatively few crab were found, and the distance was such that significant dead loss occurred when crab were
run to Finger Bay or to Dutch Harbor. Though some small effort remained on into the early 1980's, catches
were low and the Atka to Amlia area was closed.

With the advent of catcher/ processors, and better holding tank facilities on crab vessels, the fleet moved to
the Petrel Bank area and some random trips were made out to Attu. Harvest of 1 - 1% million pounds
occurred through the 1980's, mostly from the Petrel Bank. But, by the early 1990's, signs of stock collapse
were evident and the BOF closed the directed fishery. The directed red king crab fisheries in these areas were
first prosecuted with single line pots. Since neither the State nor the NMFS conducts systematic trawl surveys
that provide assessment information, the State developed a surrogate to assessment by allowing golden king
crab longline fishermen a bycatch harvest of red king crab, while fishing golden king crab. The golden king
crab vessels in that area were mostly catcher/ processors and had observers on board to collect assessment
information. When catches dropped again, the limited bycatch fishery was also closed.

The Petrel Bank fishery has not occurred since the mid 1990s, while there has been little or no effort in the
Atka to Amlia and Attu fisheries since the mid to late 1980s. The directed red king crab fisheries in these
areas were first prosecuted with single-line pots. In the years immediately prior to the Petrel Bank fishery
closure, much of the harvest was taken in conjunction with the golden king crab longline pot fishery. Stock
assessment surveys are not conducted in this area. However, the State is currently collecting fisheries
management information on this stock utilizing a modified test fishery under a Commissioner’s Permit, which
allows survey participants to retain and sell crabs harvested in pre-established survey stations. Neither the
BOF, nor ADF&G has a formal harvest strategy for this stock. ADF&G Staff believes that it would be
difficult to establish a TAC based on the current stock status information. In recent years, industry proposals
have attempted to convince the BOF to open the Petrel Bank red king crab fishery in conjunction with the
golden king crab longline pot fishery. Because the majority of fishermen currently participating in the
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Western Aleutian Islands golden king crab fishery did not participate in the historic red king crab fisheries
in this area, the distribution of quota shares or cooperative allocations would be difficult to allocate based
upon actual historic participation of the directed commercial fishery, rather than a bycatch or test fishery.

Because the most recent participation is as a bycatch and test fishery, the Petrel Bank and Attu red king crab
fishery does not lend its self well to quota share distribution. Yet, since the area has historically been
prosecuted by the large boat fleet, including catcher/ processors, and the fishery occurs mostly in federal
waters, some consideration for this area may be reasonable to preclude either an open access fishery or no
fishery at all. The Council may want to instruct the BOF to continue this fishery as a bycatch fishery to the
golden king crab harvest, or consider new options such as auctions to participate. The recent BOF action to
provide a limited fishery on the Petrel Bank in 2002, may be consistent with these options

Regarding the Atka to Amlia area, the BOF was advised that no surveys or test fisheries had occurred in this
area. Because the fishery had historically been located in State waters in conjunction with the Adak shoreside
processing, they elected to consider development of a nearshore fishery in State waters around Adak island,
specifically "between 172 W. and 179 W. longitude, fishing for red king crab may occur only by vessels 90
feet or less in State waters”.

Initial stock assessments in that area would be accomplished by providing small boats (less than 90 feet) with
a Commissioner’s Permit, and establishing test fishing guidelines for them to follow, thereby providing the
department with the biological data necessary to potentially prosecute a fishery. Because of the lack of recent
surveys, the stale catch history, and the fact that, historically, catch occurred predominately within State
waters, this area is not a good candidate for inclusion within the rationalization program.

Eastern Aleutian Islands (Dutch Harbor) red king crab: The core of the Dutch Harbor red king crab fishery

occurred in the bays and fjords of the Eastern Aleutian Islands. This area may serve as an important
component of the overall reproductive stock habitat for Bristol Bay red king crabs. Some of the retrospective
analysis of the red king crab stock collapse indicate that the red king stocks from the Dutch Harbor area and
the Unimak Bight area acted as brood stock for some important Bristol Bay larval settling areas. Current stock
assessment is limited to a triennial trawl survey. The most recent information indicates this stock remains at
a very low level. Due to (1) the possible reproductive importance of this stock component, (2) the fact that
this fishery has not been prosecuted since the early 1980s, and (3) the fishery was mostly located within State
waters, it is not a good candidate for inclusion within the rationalization program.

Aleutian Islands C. bairdi (Tanner Crab): In past years, the Aleutian Islands C. bairdi fishery was conducted
in an eastern and western area fishery. C. bairdi habitat in the Aleutian [slands is limited to narrow shelf areas
primarily around Atka, Amlia, Unalaska and Akutan Islands. A directed fishery on C. bairdi was relatively
small in volume and geographically limited until the late 1970s. Historic C. bairdi fisheries were minor
(averaging only few hundred thousand pounds) in comparison to other Bering Sea and Gulf of Alaska
fisheries. At best, GHLs would be set conservatively low for this stock due to the absence of consistent and
systematic stock assessment. Because these fisheries (1) are conducted in near-shore areas, (2) are sensitive
to overharvest, (3) have very low average GHLs with little recent participation, and (4) the State has not
developed a harvest strategy that could lead to sustainable harvest levels, they are better suited to conservative
management measures, such as low pot limits, low GHLs, and daily fishing periods to allow for assessment
of in-season fisheries performance.

Specifically, the Eastern Aleutian Islands C. bairdi fishery started in the early 1970s. The highest harvest
recorded was 2.5 million pounds, which was taken during the 1977/78 season. Since then, the fishery has
averaged less than 400,000 pounds, and has been closed since the mid 1990s. The harvest history indicates
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that this stock is probably not sustainable at high levels. Even though the stock is surveyed triennially by the
State, the State has not developed a harvest strategy and associated fishery management regulations. Given
these factors, there is no impetus to further rationalize this fishery. Alternative strategies may better suit the
conservation and management of this stock.

The Western Aleutian Islands C. bairdi fishery opened in the early 1970s, and harvest averaged near 200,000
Ibs and never exceeded 900,000 pounds. Most of the harvest occurred as bycatch to the red king crab fishery.
This stock is not surveyed and, as such, sustainable harvest levels have not been determined, nor has a
management plan been developed. The fishery has been closed since the mid 1990s. These factors may not
conform well to further rationalization beyond LLP for this fishery. The BOF may wish to consider how it
could provide for the conduct of a bycatch fishery under crab rationalization. Such alternative strategies may
better suit the conservation and management of this stock.

Pribilof Golden King Crab: The Pribilof golden king crab fishery began in 1982. Although this developing
fishery has seen consistent harvest participation, it is still managed under the term of a commissioner’s permit
and is considered exploratory. By utilizing the commercial fishery, ADF&G attempts to delineate stock
distribution and important biological characteristics that permit future management measures for long-term
stock protection. No formal stock assessment occurs and, thus, long-term sustainable harvests are unknown.
The maximum harvest of 850,000 pounds resulted from the 1983/84 fishery. ADF&G has only recently
established a GHL of 150,000 pounds, based upon the recent average fishery harvest. Except for 1999 and
2001, the fishery has been open year-round and the GHL was not often reached. In 2001, however, the fishery
lasted only 3.5 months prior to the GHL being achieved. Participation in this fishery during the past decade
has not exceeded 7 vessels. At this level of harvest activity, rationalization is not warranted. Should excess
capacity from a rationalization program result in new effort in this fishery, it may need to be closed until a
new management strategy is developed. As a permit fishery, observers are required on all vessels. When the
BOF instituted a 40-pot limit for Pribilof king crab (implemented for Pribilof red and blue crab) the golden
king crab also fell under the regulation. The imposition of low pot limits in this fishery provide ADF&G
with an additional in-season management tool. Because this was a permit fishery without a GHL set from
a stock survey, the Pribilof golden king crab fishery did not fall under the recent federal LLP. In addition,
there is a very small golden king crab commissioner’s permit fishery near St. Matthew’s Island which is
similarly un-assessed and has little and infrequent participation.

Bering Sea C. tanneri fishery (a.k.a. deep water grooved Tanner crab) This fishery began in 1992, is managed
under the term of a commissioner’s permit, and is considered exploratory. By utilizing the commercial
fishery, ADF&G attempts to delineate stock distribution and important biological characteristics that permit
future management measures for long-term stock protection. No formal stock assessment occurs and long-
term sustainable harvest levels are unknown. The maximum single year harvest of 1 million pounds occurred
from the 1995 fishery. ADF&G recently modified the GHL to include concerns for long-term sustainability;
changing from a set 200,000 pounds annual harvest to a range of 50,000 — 200,000 pounds. Actual harvest
levels will now be based upon in-season fishery performance. This strategy was adopted because recent
fisheries have been open year-round without achieving the GHL. Since 1996, the fishery has had very limited
participation. While observers are required on all vessels, there are no pot limits. Because this is an
experimental fishery, without a preseason stock assessment survey to set GHLs, the Bering Sea C. tanneri
fishery does not fall under the recent LLP implemented by the federal government. In addition, there are
smaller commissioner’s permit fisheries for deep water Tanner crabs in the Aleutian Islands that have
infrequent levels of participation.

Bering Sea C. angulatus fishery (a.k.a. the deep water triangle Tanner crab) Like C. fanneri fisheries in the
Aleutian Island District, C. anugulatus (triangle Tanner crab) are harvested under a permit authorized in 5
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AAC 35.511. PERMITS FOR TANNERI AND ANGULATUS TANNER CRAB IN REGUSTRATION
AREA J. Triangle Tanner crabs were harvested as incidental bycatch in the Eastern Aleutian grooved Tanner
crab fishery, where the species has occurred in small numbers. Prior to 1995, and the beginning of the
directed fishery, no harvest of triangle Tanner crabs was reported on fish tickets; however, shellfish observers
stationed onboard vessels participating in the grooved Tanner crab fishery observed small numbers of triangle
crabs harvested in 1994. Two vessels targeted triangle Tanner crabs in the Eastern Aleutian District during
the 1995 and 1996 seasons, thus harvest information from those fisheries is confidential. Since 1996, no
vessels have registered to harvest triangle Tanner crabs in the eastern Aleutian Islands. Surveys of population
abundance are not conducted for triangle crabs; thus, the status of this stock is unknown. Due to the paucity
of population level data for this species and the nature of the historical fishery, additional fishing for triangle
Tanner crabs in the Bering Sea District will be limited to bycatch during the grooved Tanner crab fishery.
Vessels registered to fish for grooved Tanner crabs will be permitted to harvest triangle Tanner crabs at up
to 50% of the weight of the target species as bycatch. This harvest level is consistent with the historic
development of the fishery and allows retention of a deep-water species that is believed to have high bycatch
mortality.

Bering Sea/Aleutian Island Lithodes couesi fishery (a.k.a. deep water scarlet king crab) Scarlet king crab are

currently harvested under authority of a permit issued by the commissioner of ADF&G and authorized in 5
AAC 34.082. PERMITS FOR LITHODES COUESI KING CRAB. These permits are usually issued in
conjunction with an Aleutian Islands golden king crab registration. Scarlet king crab are typically found in
waters deeper than 200 fathoms, and have been taken as incidental bycatch in the golden king crab and
deepwater Tanner crab fisheries in the Aleutian Islands. Some directed fishing has targeted the species;
however, exploratory fishing does not indicate that a large biomass is present. Although vessels first
registered to fish for Bering Sea scarlet king crabs in 1992, no commercial landings occurred prior to 1995.
In 1995, four vessels harvested 26,684 pounds and were paid an ex vessel price of $2.12 per pound. Only
two vessels participated in 1996, subsequently all catch information is confidential. No vessels registered
to fish for scarlet king crabs from 1997 to 1999. A single vessel was permitted to retain scarlet king crab
bycatch during the grooved tanner crab fishery in 2000. Scarlet king crab bycatch was permitted at a rate of
5% of the weight of the target species. No scarlet king crabs were commercially harvested in the Bering Sea
during the 2000 season. No annual abundance estimates are available for scarlet king crab stocks, nor have
any stock assessment surveys targeted them. Onboard observers have been required on most vessels targeting
deepwater crab species since 1994, and have collected information detailing the size and sex composition of
the retained and non-retained scarlet king crab and bycatch species. This information will be used to help
develop management measures for these stocks in the future. Currently, the ADF&G does not intend to
register any vessels to fish directly for scarlet king crabs in the Bering Sea, pending BOF adoption of the Plan
for the Development of New Fisheries in Alaska. Any additional directed fishing for scarlet king crabs will
be conducted in accordance with that plan. Retention of scarlet king crabs captured in other deep-water crab
fisheries may be permitted at low levels.

As previously stated, the three criteria used to determine if a crab fishery would benefit from rationalization
primarily address concerns of overcapitalization and overfishing. Grooved and triangle Tanner crab fisheries
do not meet these criteria, nor does the fishery for scarlet king crab. Therefore, ADF&G recommends that
these fisheries not be included in the rationalization program.

3.2.2 Anticipated changes to BSAI crab fishing patterns
This section provides an overview of the potential changes to the crab fisheries as a result of rationalization,

either through an IFQ program (with or without processor quota shares) or a cooperative program. A
rationalization program is a system under which a share of the total allowable harvest is allocated to

APPENDIX 1—REGULATORY IMPACT REVIEW 162 AUGUST 2004



individual fishermen or groups of fishermen. Processor shares can also be allocated to individual processing
companies.

The task of describing how a particular fishery will respond under a comprehensive new set of rules requires
some degree of conjecture. This is because the circumstances that lead fishermen and industry to behave in
a certain manner are dependent on a wide variety of factors including weather patterns, sea ice conditions,
the migratory patterns of the target species, worldwide market conditions, other regulatory changes, and a
host of other factors that are difficult or impossible to predict. Nevertheless, the re-organization of the BSAI
crab fisheries under a rationalization program will result in certain predictable changes to fishing and
processing practices. A complete analysis of these changes and their expected consequences are presented
in the EIS prepared for this action.

Any of the rationalization program alternatives being considered would result in changes to the fishing
patterns of the various fleets from status quo. At this stage, however, we cannot predict any substantial
differences in the changes to the management or prosecution of the fisheries between an IFQ program (with
or without processor quota shares) or a cooperative program. Obviously, there will be some differences in
how an IFQ program (with or without processor quota shares) or cooperative program is implementation and
administered. Also, each different program will effect fishermens’ behavior, the timing of fishing activity,
and the number of vessels participating. The questions for analysis are whether these difference are
predictable, measurable, and would result in significant impacts to the crab stocks or the environment,
including the human environment which is composed of fishermen, processors, fishing communities, and all
others who depend upon these fishery resources.

In addition to the alternatives of allocating shares to harvesters and processors, the Council is considering
program options to address concerns that arise from the allocating harvester and processor shares. These
options are: regionalization, options for skipper/crew shares, binding price arbitration, and increases to CDQ
allocations. Each ofthese options address allocation and ways to share the benefits of quota share, and ensure
that past participants, like skippers/crews and communities, are not economically disadvantaged as a result
of the rationalization program. At this stage, it is not possible to predict how these options, or a combination
of these options, would change the prosecution of the fisheries in any measurable way.

Harvester-only IFQ program

Rationalization of the harvesting sector eliminates the derby-style race for fish, provides economic incentives
to increase operational efficiency, and, in the presence of excess capacity, consolidate capital assets (e.g.,
decrease the number of vessels participating in the fishery). The extent of this consolidation depends on how
the rationalization program is set up and what restrictions are placed on amassing shares. Eliminating the race
for fish is also thought to decrease the potential for quota overruns, which can result from the difficulty of
monitoring catches during short fishing seasons with many vessels participating.

Rationalization of the harvesting sector, by eliminating the race for fish, slows down the pace of the fishery.
Several reasons account for this slower pace of fishing. First, fishermen are guaranteed a fixed harvest and
no longer need to race for fish with the rest of the fleet during a narrowly defined period in order to assure
their share of the harvest. Under the status quo, open access regime, fishermen are forced to fish at the start
of every opening announced by ADF&G to avoid forfeiting catch to their competitors. Second, because
fishermen may fish more slowly under rationalization, they may range over a larger area in an attempt to
locate higher quality catch. Third, fishing may occur at different times of the year and over a longer period
for logistical and/or market reasons.
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Rationalization provides incentives to fish more selectively, for example, by soaking pots longer and
prospecting for areas with high concentrations of large males, and thus reducing bycatch. Rationalization
may remove the need for restrictive pot limits. If pot limits are removed or increased, each operator would
likely use more pots, depending upon the physical and operational capabilities of the vessel. With season
extensions under rationalization, there is potential for seasons for multiple species to overlap. Concurrent
fisheries allow fishermen to keep all of the legal-sized male crabs brought on board, no matter the species,
for which they have quota. Extended seasons provide fishermen time to improve crab handling on deck,
likely reducing deadloss, and handling mortality.

Harvester IFQ program with processor shares (2-pie)

Including processor shares in the IFQ program provides existing crab processors with shares of the crab to
process. We can only make assumptions about how a processor element of an IFQ program would effect the
prosecution of the fisheries, or how crab are processed, because this is a program element that has not been
implemented before. We assume processor quota would not affect the total harvest and the initial harvest
allocation, because the total harvest and the initial allocation of harvest shares are set by the harvester portion
of the program.

With established processor quota shares, processors are likely to make different business decisions regarding,
for example, new product forms, handling and packaging practices, staffing commitments, equipment needs,
quota trading and leasing, custom packing, etc. Processor quota could provide the processors with the ability
to coordinate with harvesters to time deliveries. This may improve processing efficiencies, but may also
negate some of the benefits of harvester IFQ that arise from allowing the fisherman the flexibility to choose
when to fish and deliver crab. The possibility exists that efficiency gains will yield economic benefits that
may be shared in, by both sectors, although this is not a certainty. The distribution of any accruing economic
gains will depend, in largest part, on the relative market power of the respective parties, (i.e., the fisherman
and the processor) and may not be predictable, a priori. With processor quota shares, we cannot predict if
the processing sector will consolidate.

Cooperative program

A cooperative program, while structured and administered differently than an IFQ program, would result in
many of the same changes to the prosecution of the fisheries as an IFQ program (with or without processor
shares). The shares would be issued on a cooperative level, so each cooperative would determine how to best
harvest its specific allocation. Consolidation may occur more quickly under a cooperative program, because
the cooperative can efficiently determine the number and characteristics of vessels necessary to harvest the
allocation. Also, the cooperative can determine the processing capacity necessary to process the allocation.
Consolidation does not, in and of itself, necessarily change when or how the fishery is prosecuted.

3.2.3 Environmental impacts of rationalization

This section will discuss the possible effects of the changes to the prosecution of the fisheries on the crab
stocks and the environment. This is not a comprehensive analysis of the effects of crab fishing on the crab
stocks and the environment, as these effects have been discussed extensively in previous Environmental
Assessments prepared for FMP amendments and are analyzed in the EIS. NMFS, the Council, and the State
of Alaska have prepared an EIS to analyze the effects on the human environment of the crab fisheries, and
of the alternatives the Council has proposed to change crab fishery management. The EIS will be the NEPA
decision document used by the Council in taking final action to recommend a rationalization program to the
Secretary. The EIS contains a comprehensive analysis of the environmental impacts of rationalization
alternatives.
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The Council is proposing a rationalization program to address excess harvesting and processing capacity, and
many of the resource conservation concerns of the crab fisheries, such as declining stocks, bycatch and its
assorted mortalities, and potential landing deadloss. Rationalization addresses these problems by reducing
overcapacity and allowing improvements to the way the fishery is managed and prosecuted. A rationalization
program, either an IFQ, two-pie, or cooperative, provides the fishermen with the flexibility and incentive to
improve fishing practices. A rationalization program is recognized as potentially beneficial to the resource.

This analysis recognizes that the act of allocating quota to participants, either through an IFQ program or a
cooperative program, may not, in itself, affect the environment, but that the changes to the management and
the prosecution of the fisheries resulting from allocation of quota will have environmental effects. Processor
quota shares may have an effect on the environment to the extent that they change when crabs are processed
and how processors deal with crab processing waste.

In addition, the Council is considering program option to address concerns that arise from the allocating of
harvester and processor shares. These options are: regionalization, options for skipper/crew shares, binding
arbitration, increase CDQ allocations, and monitoring/ data collection. Each of these options addresses
allocation and ways to share the benefits of rationalization , while ensuring that past participants, like
skippers/crews, and dependent communities, are not economically disadvantaged as a result of the
rationalization program. Regardless of how the allocations of the BSAI crab resources are made, research and
management will adopt and be guided by the objectives outlined in the Magnuson-Stevens Act, the BSAI
Crab FMP, and the BOF programs, policies, and plans.

National Research Council Report Recommendations

The NRC report, “Sharing the Fish”, discusses the stewardship and biological conservation issues involved
in an IFQ program and alternative conservation and management measures. The report provides
recommendations for ensuring that an IFQ program will benefit the resource by addressing conservation
objectives. The report’s discussions of derby fishing, stewardship, biological conservation, data collection,
data fouling, bycatch, ghost fishing, highgrading, stock assessment, TAC setting, and underfishing of TACs
are addressed below. Habitat impacts, deadloss, and specific changes to the crab fisheries, which were not
included in the NRC report, are also discussed below.

Conservation objectives and accompanying management measures, such as measures to decrease bycatch and
improve data collection, can be components of a rationalization program. Two aspects of a rationalization
program, which can affect biological conservation, are changes to existing management measures and
implementing new measures necessary to prevent additional adverse environmental effects resulting from the
program. The ways a rationalization program may change existing management measures is described in the
EIS. From this discussion, it is apparent that changes in State regulations could lengthen seasons, allow a
fisherman to retain legal crabs of any species for which he has QS, and relax effort controls, such as pot
limits. Each of these measures will change how the fishery impacts the environment. New measures that the
State or the Council may consider to achieve biological conservation objectives include measures to improve
catch accounting and monitoring, increase observer coverage, limit highgrading, and close areas to prevent
the fishery from expanding in area.

3.2.3.1 Fleet consolidation
Allocating shares of the harvest to fishermen historically reduces capitalization in a fishery by allowing for

the transfer of fishing quota to the most efficient operators and removal of vessels that are inefficient due to
high operating costs. Fewer, more efficient vessels would produce less pollution, including emissions of
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global greenhouse gasses. There should be little speculation that the BSAI crab fishery will consolidate,
because many of the current participants own multiple vessels. It is quite logical to expect that at least these
participants will internally consolidate. Many other participants have vocally stated that the fleet would
rapidly consolidate, because the profit margins have been so low since the crab biomass has decreased that
many vessels are in fear of bankruptcy. This is illustrated in the fleet request to Congress for assistance
through a "buy-back" program. Consolidation may not, in and of itself, benefit the resource, because a smaller
number of vessels can still harvest the TAC and could, if they chose, engage in fishing practices that are
detrimental to the stock, such as highgrading.

3.2.3.2 Stewardship

The NRC report discusses stewardship in terms of a fisherman’s increased incentives for stock conservation,
motivated by the belief that a healthy resource will increase the value of each individual’s quota. However,
as the NRC report points out, each fisherman theoretically gets all of the benefits from his/her illegal actions,
but shares the costs of his/her action with the entire pool of quota share holders. Another component of
stewardship is “who owns the quota.”  Due to the ownership structure of the BSAI crab fisheries, the
majority of quota will be issued to vessel owners who are not actually onboard while the boat is fishing.
Proponents of initial allocation of skipper/crew shares and owner-on-board provisions advocate that these
options would improve stewardship, because the fishermen actually participating in the harvest will have an
ownership interest in the resource. Stewardship is a difficult issue to analyze for a future program because
human behavior is difficult to predict. The crab fisheries under rationalization will need to be more closely
monitored to determine actual harvesters’ behavior.

Rationalization improves the fisherman’s ability to make choices, due to a guaranteed allocation of harvest
share and additional time to harvest his share. But, for analysis, we have no way of predicting if he/she will
make the choice that benefits the environment. To the extent that rationalization provides economic
incentives for conservation choices, a fisherman could make those choices. For example, a fisherman would
have greater economic incentive to move off a congregation of female crabs, and find a congregation of legal-
size male crabs, in a rationalized fishery. This choice would have conservation benefits by reducing bycatch.
However, no aspect of this rationalization program directly requires an operator to move off a congregation
of female crabs. Likewise, if economic incentives exist for fishermen to highgrade, an operator could choose
to do so , even though this behavior may has a negative effect on crab stocks.

Additional stewardship benefits are not predicted from adding a processor quota component or from the
regionalization, binding arbitration, or CDQ options.

3.2.3.3 Changes in season timing and length

To be successful in slowing the pace of the fisheries, new seasons must be specified that permit fishermen
the opportunity to redistribute fishing temporally. Extending seasons, however, can have biological impacts.
Although no options provide explicit changes in season lengths and the development of concurrent, multi-
species fisheries, the following paragraph in the Council motion requests that the analysis include a discussion
of changes in seasons that may result from implementation of a rationalization program:

"It should be noted here that the use of the term “ownership”, as applied to quota, may be somewhat of a misnomer.
Quota shares impart only a “privilege” of access to the resource, not strictly speaking “ownership.” The “privilege” may
be revoked, without compensation, at any time, by the authority of the United States.
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1.8.4  Discussion in the analysis of season opening dates under an IFQ program and the potential for
concurrent seasons and multi-species fishing to reduce bycatch.

Crab fishing seasons will be lengthened through the BOF process. The BOF would likely lengthen crab
fishing seasons as a result of an IFQ (with or without processor shares) or cooperative program. New seasons
will still be within the biological constraints established in the FMP to avoid fishing during mating and
molting periods. Currently, crab fishing seasons are closed once the GHL is caught. When GHLs are low,
seasons have been as short as several days. Under rationalization, seasons can be longer because there will
no longer be a race to harvest as much crab as fast as possible.

Fishing seasons are a Category 2 measure under the crab FMP, which requires the BOF to develop crab
fishing seasons. The BOF will develop new seasons in consultation with the public, industry, and other
interested parties. The FMP requires the BOF, when establishing fishing seasons, to consider: biological
constraints; market constraints; minimizing deadloss; product quality concerns; minimizing fishing in severe
weather; cost of industry operations; coordinating fisheries; and consideration to reduce gear conflict with
groundfish fisheries. The BOF would also consider that CDQ fisheries that normally start after the conclusion
of'the open access fishery must be provided a window of opportunity or be allowed to harvest simultaneously
with cooperatives or IFQ fishermen. The BOF will make decisions on fishing seasons after a rationalization
program is selected by the Council and adopted by the Secretary.

Existing biological seasons are very broad and an IFQ (with or without processor shares) or cooperative
program could potentially allow for fishing at any time during those seasons. The Council’s Crab Plan Team
has reevaluated the current biological seasons to include new information on crab mating and molting to more
accurately describe biological seasons, and reviewed the effect of broader fishing seasons with respect to
natural mortality during the interval between the survey and the fishery. Because some biological activities,
such as molting, may vary with annual regimes, fishermen who choose to fish late in the season, close to the
edge of a biological period, may encounter softshell crab. Note that the Crab Plan Team changed the
biological season from June 1 to May 15 for C. opilio, because of soft shell crab. For fisheries where the
stock occurs over a broad area (such as C. opilio), if operators do run into soft shell crab (as they have in
C. opilio) then the State would attempt to adjust open areas through E.O. to target the fleet on areas of
marketable crab. However, the Council and the BOF may need to evaluate the policy associated with such
encounters and, as with halibut IFQ management, adopt a policy that could close a season on a set date,
regardless of whether or not the TAC has been achieved.
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Table 3.2-2 Bering Sea crab fishery molting/mating time period as determined by the crab plan
team in September 2001.

Species Molting/mating time period
C. opilio (snow crab) May 15 to July 31
C. bairdi (Tanner crab) April 1 to July 31
blue king crab January 1 to July 31
red king crab January 1 to June 30
red king crab (Norton Sound) September 15 to October 31
| golden king crab January 1 to December 31

The act of ending the race for fish allows longer seasons compared to status quo. At this stage in the analysis,
we cannot foresee any discernable differences in potential season lengths between the rationalization program
alternatives (IFQ, with or without processor quota, and cooperative) considered by the Council. Likewise,
the options before the Council (regionalization, options for skipper/crew shares, binding arbitration, and
increases to CDQ allocations) do not appear to impact potential season lengths. We can speculate that an IFQ
program with processor quota shares, or a cooperative program, may give processors influence over when
fishermen deliver crab, compared to a harvester only IFQ program. However, the extent or impacts of this
influence is unknown. Actual business decisions made by either the harvesting or processing sector are not
known. Therefore, while a season may appear protracted under new regulations, the behavior of industry will
determine when fisheries are actually prosecuted.

Longer seasons that spread the fishery in time and space would generally have positive impacts on the
environment. Under the derby fishery, when fishermen locate congregations of large, male crab, the fleet
congregates to harvest this population. Spreading the fishery out in time and space would decrease the
negative impacts of targeting a few congregations of crab. Longer seasons slow the pace of the fisheries and
allow operators to improve fishing methods, such as gear operation and sorting on deck. With more time,
operators will be able to soak pots on the bottom longer, to allow escape mechanisms to work more
effectively. These issues are discussed under bycatch and ghost fishing. Longer seasons would also give
operators flexibility to fish in more favorable weather, which could improve vessel safety and reduce the risks
of oil and fuel spills, because operators may choose not to fish in bad weather.

Although fewer vessels will be participating, those vessels may be on the grounds for a longer time.
Potential negative environmental impacts could occur from vessels having the time to highgrade, discard
deadloss at-sea, work more gear, and shift effort to different locations than during a derby fishery. Vessels
may continually fish close to port or in a specific location. Longer seasons combined with relaxed pot limits
may have negative environmental impacts. If vessels have the ability to work an unlimited number of pots,
incentives may exist to set gear over much larger areas and slowly pick the gear, exposing a larger portion
of crab stocks, bycatch species, and benthic habitat to pot gear. Also, crabs migrate and large males may go
to different locations than during the current fishing season. This means operators may fish in grounds that
have not been fished before.

Even under rationalization, crab seasons cannot be open for most of the year, as are seasons for the halibut
and sablefish IFQ program. Most likely, the BOF will set a long season during which operators may choose
when to fish. Season timing will depend on market demands, product quality, and biological condition of
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the stocks. Within the set season, harvesters would be able to decide when to fish to take advantage of
market forces and seasonal changes in demand.

Product quality will also determine when operators fish. Throughout the year, crabs change in quality as they
undergo molting. After a crab molts, it’s shell is soft and the crab has a low percentage of meat fill. As the
shell hardens, the meat fill increases until the crab reaches its maximum meat content, prior to the next
molting cycle. The FMP prohibits fishing during molting and mating periods, and State and Federal scientists
have a good understanding of when molting and mating occurs, for most stocks. However, after the molting
period ends, the crab are soft shelled for a period of time before becoming hard-shelled. Since the market
prefers hard-shelled crabs with high meat fill, fishermen would be expected to fish when crabs are in the most
marketable condition, subject to other operational constraints (e.g., weather, ice conditions). Also, crabs in
a soft-shelled condition are more vulnerable to handling mortality. To further complicate the issue, crabs in
the same stock are not in the same shell condition at the same time over the extent of their range. In addition,
the molting cycle is different for each crab species, and may confound plans for concurrent fisheries. Because
we have not had fisheries for some stocks during all times of the year, it is difficult to precisely define the
optimal period for harvesting. Most likely, with expanded seasons and increased monitoring, the condition
of each stock over time and space could be more precisely determined. Another time constraint for the crab
fisheries is that crab must be delivered and processed alive. As a result, the duration of a fishing trip is
limited by the time captured crabs can be kept alive in a vessel’s holding tanks.

Longer seasons will also spread out processing effort. Currently, all primary crab processing is done in a
matter of weeks, 24 hours a day, (often) at the end of the fishing season. Processing firms have dramatically
increased the ability of plants to accommodate short seasons, and are compelled to process large volumes of
crab in a relatively short period of time. This has resulted from the “race for fish”, associated with the
regulated open access fishery and a collapsing GHL. As capital expenditures on excess capacity was induced
to enter the harvesting sector (i.e., bigger, faster, more technologically sophisticated), so too was the
processing sector compelled to invest in capacity that could accommodate deliveries of large quantities of
crab in a very short period. Under a rationalized fishery, when and if a given crab season is lengthened,
deliveries may be spread over a much longer period, resulting in processing firms finding they have
significant capital tied up in economically redundant excess capacity..

Processing waste is typically discarded as it is generated. Crab waste (carapace, abdomen, and viscera) is
handled in a variety of ways. Some processing plants with fish meal facilities process 100 percent of crab
waste into fish meal. An alternative method of disposal involves grinding the waste into 1/4 inch particles
and discharging it, through an outfall line, back into the marine environment. This discharge is regulated by
the EPA under National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits. One plant collects and
transports all of its crab waste 12 miles out from shore to be discharged into the open ocean. This method
of discharge is not regulated.

Longer seasons would spread out deliveries and therefore spread out waste discharge. From a practical
standpoint, processors would still try to coordinate crab deliveries so that enough vessels offload at a given
time to make it worth running a crab processing line, which is particularly important for crab because, as
mentioned above, they must be processed alive. This could result in pulses of crab waste generated over a
longer period of time. Without the pressures to process crabs as quickly as possible, processors would have
the opportunity to develop products from parts of crabs that are currently discarded. The total amount of crab
waste may decrease as processors develop alternative products from crabs, thus improving aggregate recovery
rates.
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The EPA, which has jurisdiction over processor waste discharge, has opined that the AFA, a rationalization
program, benefits water quality. In a letter to NMFS, EPA states “Discharging the same amount of processed
fish waste over a longer fishing season reduces the impacts on dissolved oxygen as compared to the short and
intense fishing, processing, and pollutant discharge season without AFA” (EPA 2001). We can assume that
processing the same amount of crab over a longer period of time would have a similar beneficial effect with
respect to waste discharge. Further analysis is necessary to determine how processing waste discharge might
be different with or without processing quota shares.

3.2.3.4 Conducting concurrent multiple species fisheries

With rationalization, the State may establish concurrent seasons for multiple species. Concurrent fisheries
could occur under all of the rationalization alternatives under Council consideration. Concurrent fisheries
allow operators to keep all legal-sized male crab brought on board, no matter the species, for which they have
quota. Concurrent fisheries could reduce discards of legal-sized male crab of non-target species and reduce
handling mortality. For concurrent fisheries, gear regulations may need to be modified to allow use of
different gear. Currently, the design of pots is regulated to catch the target species of crab and allow for
escape or limit capture of other species. A concern for a concurrent fishery is allowing the fishery for one
species when the quota has been caught of another species. This may result in excessive bycatch of closed
species. Fishermen, however, are likely to move from grounds with overlapping species to avoid excessive
bycatch and reduce costs of sorting different species.

Even if multiple species are allowed to be fished, the differing amounts of individual quotas or co-op shares
of each species based on catch history and differing TACs will mean that a fisherman will always run out of
one species before another when fishing multiple species. If a fisherman has quota for more than one species,
then the gear can be configured for the most liberal bycatch reduction measures. But once one species quota
is filled, they would need to reconfigure their gear to avoid excessive bycatch. It may be that, for
enforcement reasons, a vessel may be required to unload, once the quota of one species in a multiple species
fishery is reached and then re-register for a new gear configuration. For example, if a fisherman has quota
for both Bristol Bay red king and Tanner crab, then he/she would target red king crab with large tunnel
opening pots that would catch both red king crab and Tanner crab. After the red king crab quota was taken,
then the vessel’s pots would need Tanner boards installed, so that red king crab bycatch is reduced. To ensure
that a vessel would return to port with the first species load, would require 100% observer coverage.
Definition of management areas are different by each fishery and the districts do not neatly fit one on top of
another. For example, for BBRKC the fishery is located east of 168° W. longitude and the Eastern subdistrict
for C. bairdi Tanner crab is east of 173° W. longitude. State managers do not want a redistribution of effort
resulting in localized depletion in the area of species overlap in a multi-species fishery. Fishery boundaries
have been established through a review of historical effort by area. Some species overlap occurs in some
areas. If concurrent fisheries were allowed, it is conceivable that fishermen would try and capture all of their
allocated quota for one species as bycatch to their directed fishery in the same area.

3.2.3.5 Deadloss, bycatch, and highgrading
The Council motion includes the following options concerning the treatment of deadloss for catch accounting

purposes, and size limits, and incidental catch in paragraph 1.7.3 (for the IFQ alternative) and paragraph 6.2.3
(j) (for the cooperative alternative):
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Catch accounting under IFQs - All landings, including deadloss, will be counted against IFQs. Options for treatment
of incidental catch are as follows:

Option 1. No discards of legal crab will be allowed and sufficient IFQs for legal crab must be
available.
Option 2. No discards of ”marketable” crab will be allowed for opilio crab and sufficient IFQs for

“marketable” crab must be available. (Legal carapace size for opilio is 3.1 inches, but the
industry standard is 4 inches.)

Option 3. No discards of opilio crab with a carapace of 4 inches or greater in width.

Option 4. Discards of incidentally caught crab will be allowed. (This option would allow, for
example, incidental catch of bairdi crab in a red king crab fishery to be discarded, without
counting against bairdi [FQs.)

Option 5. Request ADF&G and BOF to address the concerns of discards, highgrading, incidental
catch, and the need for bycatch reduction and improved in-season monitoring to coincide
with implementation of a rationalization program.

This is the only element of this proposed action that directly addresses bycatch and highgrading, and any of
these options can be adopted with an IFQ program (with or without processor shares) or a cooperative
program. Option 5 best represents the existing cooperative management structure under the FMP.
Comparing the ability of the different rationalization program alternatives to address bycatch and highgrading
is not pertinent because, as discussed below, bycatch and highgrading will be impacted by changes to the
prosecution of the fisheries that will occur under each of the alternatives. Bycatch and deadloss can further
be reduced by specific management measures enacted by the State or NOAA Fisheries.

Deadloss

As previously noted, by law, crab must be alive when commercial processing begins. Deadloss is the amount
of dead crab landed at the dock. All deadloss is discarded because it cannot be sold. Deadloss is not a
biological problem, because all are legal male crabs that are accounted for in the GHL. In years when some
fisheries had very high GHLs, deadloss was a problem because vessels were not able to off-load quickly.
When the season ended, too many boats needed to off-load their catch at the same time. Limited shoreside
processing (receiving) capacity meant that some boats had a long wait time, resulting in the death of a lot
of the crab in their holding tanks. With more processing capacity, improvements in technology, and smaller
GHLs, deadloss has decreased in recent years. Historically, deadloss is about 1 to 2 percent of all crabs
landed.

Because rationalization could change fishing practices, it is possible that deadloss may increase or decrease.
The amount of deadloss depends on how crabs are handled and how long crabs spend on the boat before
being off-loaded. Deadloss may increase if vessels do not off-load frequently enough, or if, as under Element
1.7.3 , options 1 and 3, operators are required to keep all legal sized crab, even old-shelled and diseased crab.
. Old-shelled and diseased crab have a higher mortality rate and their death in the tank reduces the survival
of the other crabs. Deadloss also increases if a vessel circulates warm or less saline water through its live
tank, while waiting nearshore to off-load. Deadloss may decrease by slowing down, improving fishing
practices, improving handling of crab on deck, and avoid fishing in freezing weather.

ADF&G believes that, under rationalization, all deadloss should be counted against available quota. Then,
fishermen would have incentives to reduce deadloss. ADF&G believes that deadloss should not be used when
determining historic catch for QS distribution, because deadloss is not a useful or equitable measure.
Reporting landed live catch is a legal requirement and the database on the amount of live crabs landed is
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considered accurate. While there is a requirement to report deadloss, there is no payment between buyers and
sellers. So, there is less incentive to accurately report deadloss, and thus, it is sometimes not accurately
recorded on the fish ticket.

The fishery will need to be monitored to determine if deadloss increases or decreases under a rationalization
program. Observers may be necessary to document whether fishermen discard dead crab before they get to
port. If, through rationalization, ADF&G is better able to fund port sampling programs, they will also improve
data quality on deadloss in crab deliveries.

Bycatch

Bycatch in the crab fisheries is predominantly female and small male crabs of the target species, and other
crab species. All bycatch is discarded at-sea. In general, we anticipate that bycatch would decrease under
a rationalization program because of changes in how the fishery is prosecuted. Bycatch may be reduced if
fishermen can keep all legal crab, avoid capture of female and small crab, and soak pots for a longer time.
Under IFQs (with or without processor shares) or cooperatives, operators may be able to avoid fishing during
severe weather conditions when handling mortality in higher. Fishermen may also have the time and
economic incentive to search for areas with the highest value crabs and lowest bycatch.

Harvest strategies developed for Bering Sea king and Tanner crab stocks, since the mid-1990’s, account for
assumed bycatch and handling mortality of non-retained crabs in the determination of the harvest rate on
mature- or legal-sized males. Presently, C. bairdi Tanner crab are harvested as an allowable incidental
harvest in both the Bristol Bay red king and C. opilio snow crab seasons when Tanner crab are sufficiently
abundant. Discards of legal animals (e.g. legal males, that are either undersized relative to processor
standards or poses dirty shells) and sublegal crab are accounted for in our present harvest strategies that
establish harvest rate. Harvest caps are in place to guard against over-harvest of specific size and shell-age
classes. Under a rationalization program, the harvest strategies will continue to account for assumed bycatch
and handling mortality establishing the TAC for legal males.

Retention of legal males of non-target species may be allowed in concurrent seasons if the population of
incidental harvest species is sufficient (above threshold minimums). Concurrent fisheries are discussed in
section 3.2.6.4. Concurrent fisheries would reduce bycatch by allowing fishermen to retain legal males of
non-target crab species, assuming they have the necessary QS for those crab.

Elimination of the race for fish may provide time for operators to search for fishing grounds with lower
concentrations of bycatch. Avoiding bycatch is possible in the crab fisheries because most stocks tend to
segregate geographically by size and sex. We can assume that fishermen will change behavior to avoid
concentrations of female and sub-legal male crabs, and thus reduce bycatch and its associated costs.
Fishermen report that during short seasons, they do not have the time to move off concentrations of non-legal
crab and, instead, rely on deck sorting. With longer seasons, operators will have time to search for
congregations of legal males to harvest.

Under IFQs or co-ops, the issue of “dirty/old shell” unmarketable C. bairdi and C. opilio will likely be greatly
reduced, as fishermen target areas with low incidence of such crab. Fishermen will have the time to search
for the highest value crab, and have an economic incentive to do so. As a biological matter, because of the
processor preference for C. opilio 4 inches and greater carapace width, the harvest occurs at the upper end
of the size distribution where natural mortality from old age is highest. Thus, mortality of returned bycatch
of legal crabs should be limited and is not expected to be a biological issue of significance at the population
level. The same situation occurs with C. bairdi, except that the acceptable market size and the legal size are
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the same. Additionally, recent research has suggested that old shell male Tanner crab are an important
reproductive component to the stock. Discards of old-shell crab, if done in a non-destructive, ecologically
sensitive way, may be beneficial to the continued health of the population.

Under a rationalized fishery, some species should be sorted out on the bottom more effectively by means of
pot escape mechanisms compared to the status quo. Longer seasons would allow fishermen to soak their gear
longer, which could reduce bycatch. Extended soak times and gear modifications should allow for sorting
to occur while the pots are still on bottom. This should result in fewer females, juveniles, and unmarketable
crab being brought on the deck. Existing regulations require pot gear to be configured with escape
mechanisms to allow sublegal and female crab to exit the pot. The effectiveness of these escape mechanisms
is not well known, but it is assumed that the longer the pot stays on the bottom, the more chance that non-
target crab will leave the pot. Iftrue, this should drastically reduce handling of non-retained animals, and the
subsequent, associated handling mortality. Thus, longer soak times under rationalization could improve the
effectiveness of the escape mechanisms. Currently, fleet behavior is such that, if they have time to move, they
do not stay on crab that they cannot sell. This fleet behavior is reflected in the current harvest strategy for
Tanner crabs that sets harvest rates based upon “exploitable legal crab”, rather than a percent of mature male
biomass.

Another important component of bycatch in the crab fisheries is handling mortality. Handling mortality
represents the percentage of crabs that die due to being hauled up, handled, and thrown back overboard.
Managers estimate, from studies of handling mortality, that up to 25 percent of crabs brought on deck and
discarded, die from the effects of handling”. However, these studies also illustrate that handling mortality
depends on a variety of factors, and to the extent that these factors change, the rate of mortality may increase
or decrease. The main factors are temperature, wind speed, and time out of water. Basically, the handling
mortality rate increases as temperature decreases, wind speed increases, and time out of the water increases.
Another factor is the way a crab is handled and returned to the ocean. Assuming that fishermen in an IFQ
or cooperative fishery would avoid fishing in extreme weather conditions, crabs would not be harvested on
the coldest and windiest days, and handling mortality would potentially be reduced. Slowing down the
fishery may allow time for better handling of non-legal crab on deck and may result in crabs being returned
to the ocean more carefully and quickly, thereby decreasing handling mortality, as well.

Continued monitoring of bycatch will be necessary to judge the effectiveness of rationalization. It is widely
accepted that increased soak time should reduce bycatch of sublegal crab, however fishing characteristics of
the fleet could change. Changes in areas fished, soak times, pot limits, market characteristics, and stock
distribution could all affect bycatch rates. Gear modifications to allow escapement, such as escape rings or
large mesh panels, will need to be evaluated under longer soak times. Changes in fishery/processor
selectivity and fishing strategies will also need to be examined. In addition, for other, non-target species, gear
selective bycatch reduction measures can and must play a part in a ratio