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ABSTRACT 

In many fisheries, the harvesting pattern shows considerable intra-year variation. These fluctuations give 
challenges for downstream firms in value chains where predictability and continuity in the flow of 
production are important. Seasonal harvesting may well be rational from an economic perspective, as 
migration patterns can give huge variations in catch per unit effort. With limited quotas, profit can be 
maximized through fishing intensively in short periods. This strategy is particularly present in the 
Norwegian cod fisheries, where approx. 80 per cent is landed from January to April. During the lean 
season, fish-processing firms have low capacity utilization, and employees are often laid-off. In order to 
ease these problems, several schemes have been employed, all aiming at changing the harvesting pattern 
towards more landings of cod during the autumn. In 2006 and 2007, rural community quotas (RCQs) 
were re-introduced to improve supplies of raw material to particularly exposed communities in the lean 
season. An exclusive quota was allocated to an autumn fishery. This was allotted to vessels through a 
lottery among applicants. Quotas were to be delivered fresh to a specified geographical area. This paper 
describes and analyses the implementation and impacts of this quota system. The empirical findings 
reported focuses on the selection of vessels and communities and impact on harvesting pattern and 
processing.  

INTRODUCTION 

Catch per unit effort varies considerably during the year in several important Norwegian fisheries. 
According to Eide et al. [1], stern trawlers’ rates varied seasonally, and were at their lowest less than 30 
per cent of the maximum. This seasonal variation in landings is, however, most pronounced for the 
coastal fleet, which is less mobile and seaworthy. These vessels primarily target Northeast-Arctic cod, 
which generally only is available on its spawning and feeding migrations to the coast. The resulting 
landings of cod from this fleet segment are therefore highly seasonal, with approx. 80 per cent landed 
between January and April, as shown in figure 1.  

 
A seasonal harvesting pattern may well be rational. The catch is generally restricted by quotas. Catching 
costs, opportunity costs from other fisheries and spare time are minimized. A large part of the processing 
industry has adapted to, or prefers, this seasonality, e.g. the stockfish and saltfish producers. For other 
processors, especially fresh fish and fillet processors, security of supply and continuity in the production 
flow are more important. Naturally, seasonal harvesting patterns give supply chain management 
challenges for these firms. Often employment varies strongly, and temporary lay-offs are common during 
the low season.  
 
This fluctuation also poses challenges for the communities involved. Fish processing is an important 
activity for many rural communities along the Norwegian coast. A primary goal for the central 
government’s both rural and fisheries policy is to preserve the main features of the geographic population 
structure [2,3]. In spite of this, many of these communities have for a long period faced unemployment 
and population decrease.  
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Several measures have been employed in countering the negative development. Trawler licenses were 
primarily given in order to provide fresh fish for processing plants year-round [4, p. 64].  Many of these 
licenses also contained obligations to land their catch at defined processing plants [5]. Period quotas to be 
fished after the prime season have been extensively employed both for trawlers and coastal vessels.  
 
In 2006 the government reintroduced another scheme for distribution of fish in both time and space – 
called rural community quotas (RCQs). In short, the scheme reserved a small part of the cod quota for 
fishing in the low season towards the end of the year. County governments distributed quotas among 
communities. Vessels applied for vessel quotas, and selected vessels were constrained to land the fish in 
specified zones. The stated aim was to improve the supply of raw fish to particularly vulnerable areas 
during the low season to secure employment [6]. A similar quota system was applied from 1984 until 
1991.  

RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND METHOD 

The number of schemes applied shows that controlling the harvesting and distribution of marine resources 
is a very difficult task. The purpose of this paper is to describe the implementation and examine some of 
the important effects of introducing RCQ in the Norwegian cod fishery. We report how the vessels were 
selected and how the county governments acted when distributing quotas. We discuss how the vessels 
adapted to these quotas and the way this impacted distribution in time and space of cod landings. We 
discuss how the scheme was moderated by exogenous factors like weather and availability of cod. We 
also evaluate to what degree introduction of RCQ fulfilled the political intentions of positive impacts on 
employment in “vulnerable coastal areas”.     
 
In the paper we apply data and information from various sources. Information on the implementation of 
the scheme was obtained through official documents and interviews with key officials in the Ministry of 
Fisheries and Directorate of Fisheries. Data on the actual landings of fish were provided by the 
fishermen’s sales organization. These data and semi-structured interviews with fishermen were used to 
investigate how fishermen adapted to RCQs. These interviews and interviews with key personnel at 
processing plants give the basis for the overall evaluation of the scheme. 

RESULTS 

The results of our study are structured in two main parts. First, the implementation of the rural community 
quotas is described. Second, we analyze and discuss its effects. 

Implementation  

Three vessel groups were included in the RCQ system implemented in 2006. The quota was obtained by 
subtracting 3 per cent of their respective group quotas. The quota from each vessel group was distributed 
by the Ministry of Fisheries among the three northernmost counties. The geographic distribution was 
done according to a model employing “ruralness” and “fisheries dependency” indices at a municipality 
level. The distribution among counties and vessel groups is shown in table I. 
 
Table I. Distribution of rural community quotas in 2006 and 2007 (tons) 

 County  
Vessel group Nordland Troms Finnmark Total 
Trawl 948 395 553 1.896 
Coastal 15–20,9 m 482 201 281 964 
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Coastal 21–27,9 m 312 130 182 624 
Total 1.742 726 1.016 3.484 

 
In 2006, the RCQs were opened for fishing in late October and late August in 2007. 
  
Distribution of the quotas within each county was left to the county governments, as these supposedly had 
better knowledge of the dependency and vulnerability of different communities. Quotas were allocated to 
different regional zones of the included counties. To a large extent the allocation included most of the 
processing capacity. Although the Ministry urged the counties to make a stronger priorities, the changes 
in 2007 were minimal. In Finnmark, they actually included new capacity.  
 
To make RCQs attractive they were given to a limited number of vessels. Guaranteed quotas of 10, 15 
and 40 tons were set for the coastal 15-20,9 m, coastal 21-27,9 m and trawler groups respectively in 2006. 
In 2007, trawler quotas were increased to 80 tons. Vessels were asked to apply for quotas, and a lottery 
determined the vessels that were allowed to participate. The vessels had large influence on preferred 
county, but not on which zone they were allocated.  
 
Table II shows the number of vessels applying for quotas and the number of granted quotas. Relatively 
few vessels applied for RCQs in 2006. Some quotas were not granted in 2006 due to too few applicants in 
certain counties. This low interest is related to an abnormally low utilization of the regular quota during 
the high season in 2006. Therefore, regular vessel quotas were increased at the same time as the RCQs 
were opened. In the coastal groups, there was a considerable increase in interest from 2006 to 2007.  
 
Table II. Applicants for and grants of rural community quotas  

 Applicants Granted quotas 
 15–21 21–28 Trawl 15–21 21–28 Trawl 
2006 94 41 48 88 37 48 
2007 126 67 45 96 42 24 

 
In addition to the restriction on where to land, another important restriction was imposed on the trawlers. 
Their fish was initially required to be landed fresh. This was a major issue, due to most of the trawlers 
being equipped for freezing the catch. In 2007 these restrictions were initially lifted for a limited period 
during the fishery. 

Did it work?  

Although RCQs in 2006 were opened in late October 2006, there was very little activity until December, 
the last month of the fishery. Very few vessels participated, and little quantity was landed. To increase 
attractiveness, the authorities increased vessel quotas and lifted restrictions on onboard freezing and 
where to land in Finnmark. 
 
Increased quotas gave little effect, but with frozen fish being allowed, more trawlers started fishing. 
During the two last weeks, 1.719 tons of frozen cod was landed - 63 per cent of the total quantity. Some 
coastal vessels also fished during December, but utilized only 14 per cent of the quota. The trawlers 
extended their allocated share by 31 per cent. Hence, catch was transferred from the coastal vessels to the 
trawlers. Landings across vessel groups are shown in table III. The low utilization among the coastal 
vessels in 2006 is clearly related to increased regular vessel quotas. The restrictions imposed on the rural 
community quotas meant that fishermen preferred fishing on normal quotas instead.  
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In 2007, the situation was totally changed. Due to higher catches per vessel during the high season, the 
regular quotas were caught during the winter, and generally only RCQs were left for the RCQ-period. 
Like in 2006, however, there was little activity early on in all counties and vessel groups. Vessel quotas 
were therefore increased substantially and onboard freezing was permitted. Activity increased in 
December in both the coastal and trawler groups, respectively landing 68 and 69 per cent of their RCQ 
catch during December. In total, the quota was slightly overfished. The distribution between vessel 
groups was close to the intended one.   
 
Table III. Rural community quotas and landings (tons) in 2006 and 2007 

  Landings 
Vessel group Quota 2006 2007 
15–20,99 m 964 94 1.024 
21–27,99 m 624 133 504 

Trawl 1.896 2.487 2.027 
Total 3.484 2.714 3.555 

 
The spatial distribution of landings differed considerably from the politically intended. In 2006, Finnmark 
got its share, while the two other counties got significantly less than initially distributed. In 2007, 
Finnmark got 50 per cent more, Troms got its allocation, while Nordland got 23 % less.  
 
Investigating the individual zones reveals considerable variation from the initially allocated quotas, as 
shown in figure 1. Particularly in Finnmark, landings in some of the zones were substantially larger than 
the allocation, while others got significantly less. We find the same pattern in 2006, but the low utilization 
from the coastal fleet makes comparisons difficult.  
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Figure 1. Landings and allocation of rural community quotas per zone, 2007. 
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Impacts 

The intention by implementing RCQs was to “secure employment in particularly vulnerable 
communities”. In 2006, the catch was about 800 tons short, while the whole quota was caught in 2007. 
Interest and utilization among vessels was generally low. Therefore, the authorities had to lift several of 
the restrictions tied to the quotas. Individual vessel quotas were increased, more vessels were admitted 
and restrictions on where to land and onboard freezing were lifted.     
 
Evaluating the impact of the RCQ scheme is difficult, as the causality between landings of fish and 
securing employment is highly complex and uncertain. “Securing employment” is also not a well defined 
term.  However, in this part of the study we try to analyze how RCQs influenced landings of cod and its 
impact on short term employment. In addition, we discuss features related to the vessel selection process. 
 
First and foremost, the landings of cod are limited by the total Norwegian quota. For some communities 
to get higher landings, others must get less. The rural community quotas can only alter the spatial and 
temporal distribution of the quota1.  

 
Spatial distribution of landings 

Estimation of the impact on landings is difficult, as we have little knowledge about the distribution 
without RCQs. Large variations in the fishery make it difficult to compare the landings with previous 
years. RCQ has a positive and a negative impact on landings. For simplicity, we assume that the actual 
landings of RCQ represent the positive. The negative effect stems from the “financing” of RCQ, as all 
vessels in the included groups were subtracted 3 per cent of their regular cod quota. Some of this fish 
would have been landed in the included counties.    
 
Even though the RCQ was not fully utilized in 2006, the Norwegian total cod quota was caught. This 
means that the underutilization of the RCQ did not give reduced landings, but was fished as regular quota. 
In order to estimate the spatial distribution, we have employed a simplifying model. For the trawlers, we 
have assumed that their landings of RCQ represent the positive effect. We have disregarded that some 
landings would have been made in the same areas also without the RCQ. For the coastal vessels, the vast 
majority of the RCQ were landed as regular quotam without any restrictions. We have assumed that the 
allocation for RCQ had the same geographical distribution as for the regular quotas in the same period in 
question. The overfishing from the trawlers is subtracted from the coastal quota. We have estimated the 
negative effect based on the allocation for RCQ and the distribution of the vessel groups’ landings during 
the non-RCQ period.  
 
In 2007, the rural community quotas were fully utilized; hence the actual landings represent the positive 
effects. Negative effects are estimated following the same method as for 2006.   
 
The results for 2006 and 2007 are shown in table IV. As the coastal groups land their cod almost 
exclusively in the three counties, the net effect for the area as a whole is almost negligible. In 2006, the 
distribution between the counties gives a small positive effect for Finnmark, and small negative effects for 
the two others. The trawlers land a considerable amount in other counties, resulting in a net positive effect 
for all three counties. The same picture is found in 2007, with the exception that also Troms and Nordland 
obtained positive effects. 
 
Table IV. Impact on geographic distribution of landings (tons) 

 Negative 2006 Positive 2006   
 Coastal Trawl Coastal Trawl Net 2006 Net 2007 
Other counties 16 587   -603 -853 
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Finnmark 402 469 668 867 +664 +632 
Troms 265 440 134 551 -19 +163 
Nordland 905 401 195 1.069 -42 +129 

  
Compared to the total landings of cod in the counties, the impacts are rather small. In Finnmark, total 
landings in 2005 and 2006 were 63.000 and 60.000 tons respectively. This implies an increase of about 1 
per cent in landings. In the two other counties the effect is close to zero.  
 
The distribution of landings between communities and firms was somewhat more concentrated. In 2006, 
the model indicates that primarily two out of five zones captured the positive effect in Finnmark. The 
effect was still limited to an increase of about 2 per cent. In Troms, one of two zones got a positive effect, 
while in Nordland, the effects were more evenly distributed between four zones. No significant quantity 
effects were identified for the individual zones. In 2007, the results were quite similar, but one zone in 
Nordland got an estimated increase of 14 per cent. This was a zone with very small total landings.  
 
Among individual processing firms, the landings from the coastal fleet are relatively well-distributed 
between a total of 49 firms. The trawler landings are concentrated to 11 firms. In total, these 11 firms 
received 65 per cent of the rural community quota. All but one are subsidiaries of large, vertically 
integrated companies with ownership of several trawlers, including those selected for the RCQ. The 
distribution of landings in 2007 is shown in figure 2. 
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Figure 2. Landings of rural community quotas per processing firm, 2007.   
 

Temporal distribution of landings 
RCQ can contribute to changing the temporal distribution of landings. Without the scheme, a considerable 
part of the quota would have been caught during the prime season. It is difficult to estimate this effect, as 
it relies on individual vessel decisions about how much to fish during the prime season. Without RCQs 
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some vessels will save some quota for fishing towards the end of the year. With such quotas, some that 
would else have saved some of their regular quota will instead rely on these for fishing in this period, and 
will not save any of their regular quota. We expect the latter to be relatively small, due to the uncertainty 
around allocation of RCQs.  
 
Unfortunately, we do not have data available on individual utilization of regular quotas. Thus, to estimate 
the change in temporal distribution, we assume that the groups, on average, would not change their 
utilization rate. The average utilization rate during the high season would then reflect how much of the 
RCQ that would else have been caught.  
 
Utilization rates, RCQs and quantities that are transferred to the low season are shown in table V. Coastal 
vessels land most of their quotas during the high season, hence placing restrictions on these quotas gives 
very high transfer effects. The trawlers had a more linear landing pattern the investigated years, and 
therefore lower effects are obtained. Still, we estimate a transfer efficiency of about 75-85 per cent of the 
allocated RCQs.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table V. Transfer of landings to rural community quota period 

 2006 2007 

 
Utilization 
week 44 RCQ 

Transferred  
quota 

Utilization 
week 44 RCQ 

Transferred 
quota 

15-20,9 m 89 % 964 858 >100 % 964 964 
21-27,9 m 95 % 624 593 >100 % 624 624 
Trawl 68 % 1 896 1 289 75 % 1 896 1 422 
Total  3 484 2 740  3 484 3 010 

 
Impact on employment 

A simple model was constructed to evaluate the impact of RCQ on employment in the counties. The 
model was based on average figures for employment per kilogramme of raw materials, obtained from 
background data from a yearly profitability survey of the processing industry [7]. Due to the relatively 
minor effects on landed quantity, it was clear that also employment effects would be small. For 2006, the 
effect was estimated at about 11 man-years in Finnmark, i.e. 2 per cent of the total employment of 526 
man-years.  
 
The effect on employment during the RCQ period is naturally larger, as landings normally are relatively 
low. Some of the processing firms draw extensively on temporary and foreign labor during the prime 
season. Shifting some landings to the low season can thus give a more stable work situation for local 
workers.   

Participating vessels 

A prime requisite for successful implementation of RCQs is that enough vessels find it attractive to 
participate. Equally important, would be that the vessels granted quotas in fact utilized these. The number 
of applicants was presented in table 2 above. In 2006, there were just about enough, while there was a 
surplus in 2007. The sum of the granted vessel quotas did not exceed the RCQ, hence the authorities 
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planned for every vessel to fish their allocated quota. As contingency, individual vessel quotas could be 
raised.  
 
Actual participation is shown in table VI, and shows that many of the granted quotas were not utilized. 
Only 11 of the coastal vessels granted quotas participated in 2006. The corresponding number had risen to 
76 in 2007. Among the trawlers, the corresponding results were about 50 and 100 per cent.    
 
The results from 2006 are heavily influenced by the preferred option to utilize regular quotas. For 
comparison, we have therefore included the granted vessels utilization of regular quotas in the same 
period. With these included, participation in the coastal groups was 67 and 26 per cent of the vessels 
granted quotas initially.   
  
Table VI. Vessels participating in rural community quota fishery 

 Rural community quotas All quotas 
 15–21 21–28 Trawl 15–21 21–28 Trawl 
2006 11 3 25 64 11 35 
2007 76 29 22    

 
These results show that a significant number of the vessels granted quotas chose not to utilize it. Among 
the vessels that did fish, there is huge variation in catch. When the authorities chose to increase the 
individual vessel quotas to ensure that the quota was caught, this allowed vessels to catch significantly 
more than initially allocated. For vessels that took this opportunity it became a “bonus” for them. Two 
vessels in the smallest vessel group managed to fish about 50 tons each. For the smallest vessel, this 
represented a bonus of about 70 per cent compared to ordinary catch – substantially more than the 10 tons 
originally granted.    
 
Attracting and selecting vessels that are interested in actually utilizing the RCQs is important to make 
sure the quota is caught. In addition, the selection is important for the spatial distribution. Each vessel was 
allocated a particular zone for landing. When some vessels do not participate, and other’s quotas were 
increased, the geographic intended distribution will be skewed. This was exactly what happened in 2007; 
landings were concentrated in some zones, and at some processing firms. 
 
An important question is why so many vessels found it unattractive to utilize these quotas, while many 
clearly found it profitable. Here we will try to shed some light on some important factors. The first point 
we would like to make on the application side. All vessels were allowed to apply for quotas. Norwegian 
fishermen are used to temporary regulations becoming permanent, and fishing rights depending on 
previous participation or interest [4, p. 124]. A quota represents an option, not an obligation, to fish. 
Hence it adds flexibility to a vessels operating plan. These factors imply that some of the vessels, as 
mentioned by several of our respondents, applied on a more speculative basis, rather than actually 
intending to utilize the quota.  
 
Another factor, that may have prevented some vessels from applying, is the size of the quota. Some of the 
respondents explained that they considered 10 or 15 tons of cod too little to start fishing. Costs are 
generally higher in the low season, primarily due to lower catch rates. 
 
An important decision factor is opportunity costs. In the length groups in question, many vessels have 
permits for fishing other species than cod. Utilizing the RCQ may then have opportunity costs in form of 
lost income from other fisheries. During the relevant period a number of other important species are 
caught. The most important are purse seining for saithe (P. virens) and for herring (C. harengus). 
Especially the latter coincides with the most attractive fishing period for RCQ-cod – December.  



IIFET 2008 Vietnam Proceedings 

 9

 
This feature is investigated for the vessels between 21 and 20,9 m length. Data over each vessel’s fishing 
rights were provided by the Directorate of Fisheries, and the vessels were divided in two groups; one 
group with and one without rights in the herring fishery. Due to the quota situation in 2006, we have 
included also utilization of these quotas in the same period. We find that representatives from both groups 
have both delivered catch and been idle. In the group with herring-rights, the share of vessels fishing and 
average landings is considerably lower.  
 
Table VII. Licenses and RCQ utilization among vessels granted RCQs  

 2006 2007 

Licenses No. Fished  No. Fished 
Avg 
catch 

Cod 11 8  17 11 21,3 
Cod and herring 26 5  25 9 12,3 

    
We know that cod is generally less catchable in the RCQ-period, sometimes with the exception of late 
December. It could be hypothesized that attractiveness differs between counties. To analyze this, we have 
looked at applications for quotas and actual utilization of quotas in the respective counties. In terms of 
applications, Troms got less than half of the applications, compared to the other two counties. Between 
Finnmark and Nordland, there are no clear differences as they got about the same number of applications. 
In terms of actual utilization, there are no clear differences among the counties.  
 
It is likely that vessels prefer fishing in known waters and not far from their home. As the majority of 
vessels are based in Nordland, this will influence the spatial impact of RCQ. This effect decreases with 
vessel size due to increased mobility. We therefore analyze the group of large coastal vessels (21-27,9 m) 
and the fishing zone these applied for. The results are shown in table 7, and confirm that vessels prioritize 
fishing in their home county. They also indicate that Finnmark is somewhat more attractive than the other 
counties, as some of the vessels from the other counties applied for quotas here. Still, the majority applied 
for quota in their home county. The results may be influenced by the size of the quota. Given a larger 
quota, more vessels may have found the steaming to Finnmark worthwhile. To increase the probability of 
receiving quotas, some vessels may have applied for quota in Troms, even if the catch of cod per unit 
effort often are low here at this time of the year.  
 
Table 7. Home county of applying vessels (down) and applied fishing zone (across), vessels 15-20,9 m 

 2006 2007 
 Finnm. Troms Nordl. Finnm. Troms Nordl. 
Finnmark 9   18   
Troms  5  2 6  
Nordland 2  16 4 2 21 
Other 5  3 6 4 4 

 
So far, the analysis indicates that unknown factors are the most important determinant of RCQ utilization. 
For the purpose of selecting vessels to fish a period-defined quota, previous behavior may be a good 
criterion. We analyze the conditional probability of fishing during the RCQ-period, given that they were 
active during the same period of the previous year. This is compared to the utilization rate of the initially 
granted rural development quotas. The results are shown in table VIII, and show a higher utilization 
among vessels that fished the previous year for the smaller coastal vessels, but not for the larger vessels. 
 
Table VIII. Probabilities of fishing in 2007 (per cent)  
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 15-20,9 m 21-27,9 m 
Vessels granted RCQ  57  47 
Vessels granted RCQ and fished during RCQ-period 2006 85 54 

 
Landings from both coastal vessels and trawlers were concentrated in the end of the period – in 
December. Vessel quotas for both groups were hence increased in order to ensure utilization of the 
quotas. Still, very few of the trawlers commenced fishing. This can at least partly be explained by the 
requirement to land the fish fresh, not frozen.  
 
The majority of Norwegian codfish trawlers are designed for freezing the catch onboard, and prices for 
frozen fish are significantly higher than for fresh fish. In addition, all but two fresh fish-trawlers are 
owned by two vertically integrated companies with several freezer-trawlers also allocated RCQs. As 
shown in table IX, a quarter of the granted quotas went to fresh-fish trawlers, while the remainder went to 
trawlers designed for freezing onboard.  
 
In 2006, only one “independent” trawler delivered catch by early December. This forced the authorities to 
increase the trawler quotas by 80 tons from the 1st December, and allowing onboard-frozen landings from 
11th December. This relief led to large trawler landings in the second half of the month. Several of the 
respondents stated that the industry-owned fresh-fish trawlers were boycotting RCQ, in order to put 
pressure on the authorities to lift restriction on onboard-frozen landings. In addition, many of these 
trawlers had saved regular quotas to maintain activity at the processing plants during the end of the year.  
 
Table IX. Freezer and fresh-fish trawlers granted RCQs 

 2006 2007 
Fresh-fish trawlers 12 6 
Freezer trawlers 36 18 
Total granted quotas 48 24 

 
In 2007, two of the counties allowed onboard-freezing relatively early in the RCQ-period, while 
Finnmark maintained the requirement to land the fish fresh. Landings were higher than 2006, but still 
behind schedule, particularly in Finnmark. The authorities therefore increased trawler quotas to 200 tons 
in this county. Still, none of the freezer trawlers changed to fresh landings, even though several of them 
were idle. Vessel owners interviewed explained that it is difficult to change from freezing to fresh fish. 
This information is clearly supported by the fact that none changed, even with a 200 ton cod premium at 
stake. 
 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This paper describes how RCQ was re-implemented into the Norwegian cod management regime in 2006. 
In addition the paper evaluates if RCQ had the intended impact on allocation of quota, harvesting 
strategies and employment.  
 
In 2006, the RCQ was not fully utilized due to large carryover regular quotas from the prime season. In 
2007, however, most of the vessels had fished their regular quotas during the prime season. This 
stimulated more vessels to participate, and the RCQ quota was fully utilized.  
 
Several restrictions were imposed on the RCQs implemented. Individual vessel quotas were relatively 
small, and were initially to be delivered as fresh fish to defined areas. The number of vessels actually 
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participating was relatively low. Therefore, the restrictions were lifted; it was allowed to freeze cod 
onboard, vessel quotas were substantially increased and restrictions related to where to land were 
liberated. 
 
The lifted restrictions and low interest among vessels led to another spatial distribution of RCQ than 
intended. Finnmark and the trawlers got more than initially allocated. The distribution among zones was 
also altered; some zones got very little of their allocation, while others got substantially more. At firm 
level, the majority of the quota went to large, vertically integrated firms.  
 
The effects on quantities landed were relatively small, both for counties and zones. The largest effect 
reported was an increase of about 2 per cent in landings of cod. This is due to the inclusion of almost all 
processing firms, relatively small quotas and the fact that most of the fish would have been landed in the 
included areas anyway, but during winter. Minor impact on quantity also means small effects on 
employment and economic results. However, the shift in temporal distribution of landings was more 
effective, and this effect may contribute to a more stable employment in the processing firms. This effect 
may be achieved with substantially less complicated means. 
 
The distributional issues are partly caused by many vessels granted quotas choosing not to utilize them. 
Lifted geographical and quota restrictions then leads to some vessels landing substantially more than 
allocated and a concentration of landings. Most vessels have incentives to apply for RCQs, as it gives 
them an option, but not an obligation, to fish cod. Many vessels that applied were unlikely to utilize these 
quotas. Investigation showed that coastal vessels combining pelagic and demersal fisheries are less likely 
to participate. Vessels that previously were active during the RCQ-period were more likely to utilize 
RCQs. These criteria could be employed for better selection of vessels. Even with a 200 ton premium, 
trawlers equipped for freezing did not convert their production process before the onboard freezing 
restriction was lifted.  
 
Distributing quotas between communities was the task of the regional governments. These prioritized 
only to a small extent, and included large parts of the processing capacity in the counties. Based on 
landings in 2005, Finnmark, Troms and Nordland counties included in 2006 communities where 88, 75 
and 99 % of the cod previously have been landed. In 2007, the regional governments were asked by the 
Ministry of Fisheries to prioritize more strongly. Still, only minor changes were made, and Finnmark 
actually included more firms. The intention of introducing RCQ was to help vulnerable communities, and 
although the impact on the county as a whole is low, tougher prioritizing between communities could give 
larger impact for individual communities.  
 
Other quota schemes have been employed in Norway to secure landings to specific communities and to 
increase landings during the second half of the year - all of them giving incentives to compensate for 
lower CPUE out of season. However, as for the implementation of RCQ, the harvesting strategies chosen 
seem to follow the maximization of the catch per unit seasonal curve. This strategy match both the 
knowledge developed over generations and the migration pattern of the cod. In addition this strategy 
includes strong economical incentives for the vessel participating. This is also the experience harvested 
from the implementation of RCQ into the Norwegian cod fishery. The result, as far as spatial and timely 
distribution is concerned, was far from the intended. As a paradox, the landings of cod out of season from 
the coastal fleet in RCQ-regions were at its highest in 2006. Not as a result of introduction of RCQ – but 
because of bad weather and low catch per unit in the prime season. Based on these findings, the 
Norwegian government decided not to continue the RCQ experiment in the coastal fleet in 2008. 
 
Another factor, challenging all management trials aiming to moderate the seasonal harvesting pattern, is 
the recent dramatic increase in oil prices. Several of the prime seasons for harvesting from important 
species in the Norwegian fisheries are based on migration from high seas to the coastal areas. Increased 
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fuel costs will strengthen incentives to harvest seasonally, and changing this pattern will require strong 
means.  
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ENDNOTES 

 
                                                 
1 Assuming no overfishing and that the whole quota is fished. 


