DRAFT Notes: Crab Working Group Meeting • January 23, 2009 • Nanaimo, BC

Participants

	Pam Cooley, Chair 
	Chris Marshman, Area G

	Bonnie Antcliffe, DFO
	Chris Sporer, BCCFA

	Guy Parker, DFO
	Kim Mauriks, BCCFA

	Russell Mylchreest, DFO
	Wayne Harling, SFAB

	Rick Harbo, DFO
	Chuck Ashcroft, SFAB

	Neil Surry, DFO
	Paul Rickard, SFAB

	Bryan Rusch, DFO
	Jim Lane, NTC

	Erin Wylie, DFO
	James Speck, DMT

	Jason Dunham, DFO
	Carl Edgar, Ditidaht FN

	Bill Shaw, DFO
	Philip Edgar, Ditidaht FN

	Kent Spencer, DFO
	Dwayne Edgar, Observer

	Dennis Chalmers, MoE
	Ray Vowles, Observer


Introductions, overview

Following introductions, Chair reviewed goals for the meeting, which included reviewing scenarios and identifying data gaps to be addressed for future meetings. The ultimate goal of this process is to enable everyone to fish crab their own way with some certainty and consistent policy to facilitate planning. Results of the process will include ways to measure whether the established goals are being met, agreement on a multi-year approach and clarity on a process to work together to resolve future issues.

The Chair began reviewing each sector’s criteria for developing scenarios.  
Discussion

· BCCFA: The summary of objectives/criteria for the commercial sector should include defined shares. Commercial reps also proposed equity, fixed defined rules for a fixed, defined period and a fixed percentage of catch.

· Discussion: Participants debated whether these were criteria, positions or objectives. Are these understood to be implied as part of stability? 

· DFO: “Fixed rules” covers defined shares. 

· SFAB: It must be understood that the result is a reduction of the commercial fishery.
· Chair: No, the result is to optimize all fisheries, without preconceived ideas.
· BCCFA: It was never understood or accepted that this process was about increasing recreational share.

· Discussion: Participants discussed whether “stability” should be added to the list of commercial criteria and what this would be understood to mean. 

· Discussion: Participants discussed whether DFO’s goal in this process was specifically to increase recreational access or to “foster” the recreational fishery.
· DFO: The RDG referred to fostering the recreational fishery and DFO has interpreted that as increasing recreational access.
· BCCFA: The commercial sector has no problem working towards solutions that optimize fisheries for all sectors.

· BCCFA requested that the issue of increasing recreational access be tabled to the next meeting until DFO can provide more clarity on whether this is a specific goal. It was further agreed to also table whether to add “stability” to the commercial criteria, pending the above clarification.
Continuing her review of the process, the Chair noted that all scenarios would have to be vetted through an evaluation system (cost and ability to measure). If it can’t be evaluated, the scenario loses weight. This process is guided by the terms of reference. Decisions and solutions must consider all interests and participants are expected to work together respectfully in good faith, with critical thinking applied to resolve challenges and find the best solutions for all.
The work so far has included identifying what’s important for the sectors, identifying the “edges of the sandbox,” and creating scenarios for discussion. If participants choose not to submit scenarios, they can only react. Today’s objectives include identifying missing data and assigning people to collect it, in order to “populate” the scenarios and re-evaluate them.
Review of scenarios
Participants reviewed the following additional scenarios:
Scenario 18: Framework for commercial fleet rationalization
Background: 

NTC: This is intended to start a discussion. The thinking is that management measures like trap limits will not enable FSC and recreational access and improve commercial viability. All three sectors, plus DFO and MoE, would jointly create a licence retirement bank that would provide funds to buy and permanently retire licences. The commercial sector would have to agree to permanent area selection for all non-PICFI licences (this is admittedly controversial – you can’t go to permanent areas until you get more certainty). All commercial licence holders, including FN, would agree to pay mandatory contributions to the bank each year based on catch numbers (because they benefit). The funds would not be the property of any one group. A multisectoral committee would set priorities for commercial reduction targets by licence area, and also work to get external contributions to the bank from other agencies and funders. This would also require a process that adjudicates retirement proposals to ensure reasonable/fair compensation. You would look at the last 10 years of catch coast-wide to project the revenues that you can expect to generate.

Implications

Commercial sector will have to agree to permanent licence areas. FN and recreational will have to agree to work to lobby for partner funding. Commercial must agree to work towards reasonable fishing opportunities for FN and recreational.

Discussion

· SFAB: Would this be done coast-wide or area by area?

· NTC: It has to be coast-wide; the economics aren’t there to do it area by area.
· BCCFA: It’s not an immediate solution, it’s a long-term solution.

· BCCFA: DFO would have to clarify its position re more crabs for recreational.
· NTC: If the commercial sector agrees to help fund restructuring, it will happen faster.

· Chair: ENGOs might also help to fund this.
· BCCFA: Recreational licence fees could also provide funding.
· Q/A: The PICFI licences are in limbo. They may be moved to certain area but at this point we can’t say which area they will go to.

· BCCFA: How would the commercial sector enforce such a levy? 

· DFO: How to finance this will be a challenge. This may be one of the data gathering exercises (i.e. How feasible is this?). DFO has a problem assigning money it collects to a specific purpose. If you’re depending on money from industry, it will take a very long time. It would make a difference if DFO could put up the initial funding with a promise of repayment over 20 years.

· BCCFA: We need to be realistic about the possibility of getting that money from government in the current situation.

· SFAB: Recreational sector is bound by the User Fee Act.
· MoE: There is a mechanism to do this under provincial royalty legislation, though it requires a high degree of support. It’s a challenge, but it may be an option.
· NTC: If the commercial sector wants a buy-back, it will have to be done differently, with industry showing that they are making a contribution.
	Scenario 18: Framework for commercial fleet rationalization

	Conservation & Productivity: Sustainable ER, no increase overall
	Neutral, it just shifts catch.

	Conservation & Production: Less handling mortality
	BCCFA: Neutral to positive: Recreational anglers do a lot of handling per trap, so handling mortality could increase.
SFAB: It’s doubtful that recreational effort would fully replace commercial effort, so it’s positive.
BCCFA: Pending clarification re increasing recreational access, you can’t say.

DFO/ Science: It would be neutral to positive. You can’t make the assumption it will be positive if you don’t know what recreational effort will be.

DFO: Other commercial boats will increase their catch rate and that could produce some benefits.

	Economic sustainability: viability, optimal value, long-term
	Positive

DFO: Depends on how expensive it is to fund the buy-back, so neutral, at least in the short term. 

SFAB: Positive: The price of crab will go up and compensate. 

SFAB: Positive for the licence holders who are bought out.
BCCFA: That depends on compensation rate.
DFO: Unknown. Market prices may increase, but there will also be an increase in cost.
BCCFA: As there are fewer licences, costs to buy out remaining licences will climb.

BCCFA: So neutral to unknown?
NTC: It should be compared to the alternative (doing nothing). 

Discussion: What are we comparing against? Baseline/status quo? In previous scenarios, we tried to assess the impact of a single scenario vs. combining assumptions.
BCCFA: In the last two years, industry has faced growing costs and declining benefits, so what “status quo” are you comparing against? 

Uncertain

BCCFA: A buy-back in theory is supposed to be positive. But if you cut the fleet in half and reduce catch by 80% it won’t be positive. 

Uncertain to positive?

SFAB: Why isn’t a buy-back positive for industry?

BCCFA: Because it isn’t government funded – it’s self-funded. 

MoE: The funding comes down the road.
SFAB/NTC: Clarification: It’s not intended that the rec sector would pay funds into this bank but that they would use their political influence to help secure the necessary funding.

Chair: Is there enough validity to consider this? 

BCCFA: It deserves further consideration. 

DFO: How positive it is depends on the level of government/ external support.

	Harvest sharing
	Benefit depends on how much commercial effort is reduced. 

BCCFA: Some value for removing commercial effort.
SFAB: Positive, if it means a decrease in traps.

	Certainty: fixed rules for fixed period (commercial)
	Positive?
BCCFA: How does it provide certainty for commercial vis a vis other sectors?

	Expectation of catch: short soak (recreational and FN)
	SFAB: Positive

	Recreational access close to home
	SFAB: Positive

	Implications for FSC priority access
	NTC: In theory, it should increase FSC.


Several late arrivals introduced themselves. A representative for DMT fisheries expressed concern about being left out and said he was attending to ensure their voice was heard re issues affecting DMT territory.

Scenario 7: No take reserves
ACTION: Harbo to draft a scenario for discussion at the next meeting.
Scenario #17 Increase recreational trap limits to four coast-wide
Background

SFAB: Comparing total commercial crab soak days to total catch results in an average coast-wide CPUE of 0.6 crabs per soak day. Increasing the recreational limit would improve the average capability for recreational anglers to 2.4 crabs per day. 

Implications

This would require a regulation change. No impacts are foreseen on other sectors. It’s understood that local adjustments might be required in case of impacts on FSC. It could result in fewer requests for recreational closures, thus positively benefiting the commercial sector. No impacts foreseen in terms of science and monitoring requirements, enforcement and funding.

Discussion

· Q/A: Current monitoring is the creel survey, which has been substantially expanded to cover other species besides salmon. 

· DFO: Data collected is poor; not beneficial to counting.

· SFAB: It may involve doing more recreational buoy counts.
· Ditidaht: We’re working towards doing better data collection.

· BCCFA: Again, this needs to be considered in the context of clarifying the objective of increasing recreational access. It is understood that this evaluation is just a first cut.
· Chair: Correct. This is still just at the level of generalities.

· DFO: Where did the existing trap limit come from? / A: That’s lost to history.

· DFO: What’s the basis of the daily bag limit? / A: Unclear. 

· DFO: It comes back to expectation if it’s based on a daily bag limit. What is that based on? 

· NTC: It’s a combination of past practices, as things evolved over the years.
· NTC: Effort would expand over an area or over time to achieve the limits. An increased monitoring requirement would be required to see if it achieves objectives. 

· SFAB: SFAB has been supporting increases in catch monitoring. You may not need to increase monitoring, just to refine what is being done.

· SFAB: This proposal has not been endorsed by the SFAB (as the previous recreational proposal was).
	Scenario #17 Increase recreational trap limits to four coast-wide

	Conservation & Productivity: Sustainable ER, no increase overall
	DFO: It would increase; at best neutral to negative.
Kim: Negative

MoE: It would increase if more people catch their limits.
SFAB: Neutral if catch is just transferred from commercial or FN.

	Conservation & Production: Less handling mortality
	 Negative: more handling mortality.
DFO: Neutral to negative

DFO: More traps mean more handling; so definitely negative.

	Economic sustainability: viability, optimal value, long-term
	BCCFA: Negative

SFAB: It could be positive.
DFO: You will better assess how negative it is when you compare it to other proposals.

	Harvest sharing
	SFAB: Positive in terms of increasing recreational access.

	Certainty: fixed rules for fixed period (commercial)
	NTC: It means increased competition for commercial.
DFO: This is not about certainty of catch but about knowing ahead of time what the rules will be.
Area E: There is no certainty if the rec sector is growing significantly with no monitoring.
DFO: The issue is that if the number of recreational harvesters in increasing, there isn’t certainty.
DFO: Positive in terms of fixed rules from year to year.
BCCFA: It could result in more rec anglers and more traps if there are higher expectations.
SFAB: There is no evidence that the rec sector is growing significantly. We have a good understanding of the numbers

	Expectation of catch: short soak (recreational and FN)
	SFAB: Yes, that is the expectation.

	Recreational access close to home
	SFAB: Unknown; depends on impacts on FSC, etc.

	Implications for FSC priority access
	NTC: Neutral to negative, depending on the area. Dialogue would be needed to determine if it’s appropriate, depending on time of year and place.


Discussion: BCCFA proposed tabling Campbell’s letter to permit further discussion and clarification. The Chair noted it was more useful to bring forward such suggestions in scenario format.

Next steps
Chair said the next step would be to “populate” the scenarios and determine what data are needed to make them work, to implement or to evaluate and make informed decisions. Examples of needs include data gaps, science, funding, systems and indicators required to evaluate. For example, with the Buy-back scenario, questions include where would the money come from and what tools would be needed to determine whether it’s a viable option. Moving forward, the process will add clarity regarding which scenarios are viable, which are more favourable and where combinations may be appropriate.

DFO update

Bonnie Antcliffe, DFO

With regard to the earlier discussion of objectives, each sector came to the table with their objectives. DFO made it clear in the initial presentation that one goal was to provide an optimal fishery for all users, which included looking at best use and value of the resource. This process was to clarify the various needs etc, including data gaps. DFO’s objectives include harvest sharing, which includes increasing recreational access to harvest of legal size crabs. Other objectives include conservation. DFO certainly does not want to increase the overall exploitation rate and is seeking ways to reduce handling mortality. Economic sustainability was identified as a further objective. Economic prosperity is a big priority for DFO right now, and that may need to be further defined. It’s not just about hanging on but about creating wealth (e.g. running a fishery to maximize its value). This keeps coming up, so it may be something that requires more discussion to clarify what it means. 
In increasing recreational access and harmonizing it with FN access, DFO is not proposing to do that without looking at commercial and conservation objectives. It’s really important to this process that all sectors put on the table their visions of what an optimal fishery looks like. Then there are data gaps and other pieces that we will need to work on. Monitoring is something we need to focus on as a group. We will need to implement changes via an adaptive approach. It is also clear that we haven’t discussed enough what economic prosperity means.
Discussion
· SFAB: To optimize a fishery is not the same as to maximize economic value.
· DFO: The intent is to optimize.
· BCCFA: Increasing recreational access was not part of the crab reform document and terms of reference. This was introduced by DFO as an explicit objective at the October 17 meeting. Who made the decision at DFO to increase recreational access? Equitable does not mean increased recreational access. We were told this morning that the RDG’s direction was to “foster” the fishery. Our September 30 letter from the RDG does not indicate otherwise.
· DFO: The Minister made the decision in approving the crab reform document. 

· BCCFA: That document refers to interim measures to improve recreational access “in the meantime.” Increasing recreational access is not stated in the objectives in the document.

· DFO: My understanding is that increasing recreational access was the intent of the process

· DFO: DFO recognized that we need a new process to address allocation because the current process does not work. The October 17 presentation is our local staff saying that in fairness this is what we’re talking about. If we can come up with a process that optimizes fisheries and everyone’s happy, then good. 

· BCCFA: Looking for a new way to deal with allocation is not the same as re-allocation. We have no problem discussing sharing – equity – i.e. we give up something and they give up something.

· SFAB: The document says that prior actions to restrict commercial effort have not been successful and are not meeting DFO’s need. It refers to the need to improve access for FN and recreational anglers.
· BCCFA: Who at DFO made that decision?
· DFO: The underlying intent of the reform process was that things needed to change and this was approved by the Minister.

· BCCFA: Was any analysis done regarding best use of the resource?

· DFO: No 

Review of scenarios: Data needs
Participants were invited to review each scenario to identify data needs at a high level, and to assign data gathering tasks. Chair said the timeline for the process is not hard and fast, but the proposal is for another meeting in early March to review data, then each sector would consult with constituents before returning for further discussion and negotiation of trade-offs , leading to recommendations from the group hopefully by the end of April. Consultation timelines are flexible, depending on what works for everyone.
Scenario #1: differential size limit

(Increase recreational and FN access by increasing the commercial size limit)
Data available/needed:

· PSARC paper reviewed this in some depth.
· DFO: Need data on size in areas where size is typically smaller – some data is available.
· Also need to identify which areas have small crabs.
ACTION: Jason Dunham to meet with author of PSARC paper on differential size limit to seek clarifications. 

· DFO: Need clarification re interpretation of data in PSARC paper re fishery impacts.
· Need to determine if measuring means more handling mortality.
How do you measure success? 

· Need to measure commercial and recreational catch.
· How can evaluate success without knowing what the targets are for recreational and commercial catch?
· FN and recreational would report whether increased catch.
· DFO: It would take 20 years to determine that. Changes could be due to abundance – you have to take it on faith that it works.
· To determine if this would work, DFO would need to know crab size by area. Otherwise it may have the effect of concentrating more commercial boats in areas with larger crabs.
· This option would only work if it were coast-wide; or at least for the entire SC.
· BCCFA: The paper raises issues that suggest this would need to be combined with other measures.
· BCCFA: Get data on the US situation. 

· SFAB: The US has a very different management approach due to 50% FN requirements. Openings are limited based on modeling and recreational anglers have annual limits.

· DFO:  Each scenario should be assessed based on whether it’s possible to evaluate.
· DFO should look at what is needed to make it work.
· DFO: there was a workshop on this; proceedings can be made available.
ACTION: DFO to consider requirements to implement Scenario 1; plus circulate proceedings from workshop on differential size limit.
Scenario #2: Seasonal closures

(Existing closures, plus 20% additional closures)
· DFO: Staff has attempted to measure commercial crab grounds and areas covered by permanent and seasonal closures, plus dioxin closures. A report is almost complete and will be available next month.

· Can DFO estimate lost commercial production from particular closures?
· It’s easier to estimate with permanent closures. With seasonal closures, you can assess opportunity, but not actual catch.
· BCCFA: Crabs migrate great distances, so you can’t say that cabs not caught in summer will be there in the fall.
· DFO: That’s another data gap DFO needs to address through tagging studies, etc. They may not migrate as much as has been thought. 

· BCCFA: Whenever you displace boats, it will mean more concentration of effort in other areas. It may also cut off supply to local markets.

· NTC: Monitoring is required. If the boat just moves outside, what are the benefits?
· DFO Science: If seasonal softshell closures are to be part of Scenario 2, we will need data around that. We don’t know when or if those softshell periods are on certain parts of the coast.
· SFAB: You can impose softshell closures in small areas vs. coast-wide, as appropriate.
· DFO: Harbo’s info is on what the existing closures are; the data gap is advice on where the closures should be. It would help to have a straw dog addressing impacts and potential benefits.

· DFO: In terms of certainty, we would ask SFAB to provide a longer-term vision of what they want closed over 5 – 10 years.

· DFO: Effectiveness of existing closures should be discussed with all sectors. 

· Chair: It might be useful to get DFO/SFAB to discuss it first, then with the wider group.
· NTC: Discussions also need to take place with FN regarding what they need.
· SFAB: If you take that approach in the context of fixing things for 5 – 10 years, many more local committees would submit closure requests vs. if you just leave it.

· DFO: It’s still valid for DFO and SFAB to discuss what are SFAB’s desires and priorities.

· DFO: You don’t need all the answers in terms of what exactly gets closed at this point, just enough information to evaluate this against other scenarios 

· BCCFA: Some arrears currently closed aren’t being utilized. Is DFO willing to evaluate whether they’re being used and whether they’re still needed?
· DFO: Yes. It may be give and take.

· Chair: This may be a very useful solution in terms of allowing give and take. What process is needed to move forward.
· DFO: We need to find out what further closed areas SFAB has in mind, then look at what the effects would be, and then discuss it.

· BCCFA: DFO proposed this to provide certainty. We will need a policy or guideline as we go forward that sets out criteria for evaluating community proposals.

· SFAB: Maybe instead of a shopping list, it might be about setting a maximum and within that number we would identify what are our priorities.

· DFO: That was the idea, i.e. setting up a maximum percentage for total recreational closures.
· SFAB: It may be that a mix of small measures might preclude the need for much more (e.g. trap limits, plus local solutions). It’s hard to say what exactly we need closed. If we’re getting better access through other solutions, it may reduce future demand for more closures.

· BCCFA: You need to weight the relative value of different crab grounds in calculating the area available to commercial.

· DFO: Current analysis is just based on areas being fished, not on relative value of different areas.

· SFAB: To evaluate this, do we need to look at FSC needs?
· DMT: I can only speak for DMT. We don’t take a lot but we do need some areas closed.
· NTC: We prefer balanced access for all sectors, at least in certain areas, though there may be closures required
· Discussion: FN input in this discussion is regarding coordination, not negotiation of FSC access.

· BCCFA: Why would you include recreational access if First Nations are having trouble meeting FSC needs?
· DFO: In most places, most catch is commercial. First Nations have asked for exclusion of commercial in some places, and also for recreational in others. The closures being discussed here are about meeting recreational needs but First Nations would also have a say.
· SFAB: If you can’t make a decision without all the data, you would never act.

· Chair: We’re not saying we need all the data. We’re just trying to get what’s possible to make the best possible decisions.

· BCCFA: Does DFO have data on catch for various sectors? 

· DFO: We have a global estimate of coast-wide recreational catch. Locally, we can determine commercial catch and use that to estimate the relative impact of recreational catch based on trap counts.
· DFO: Has there been any evaluation of the impacts of existing closures?
· DFO: We’re starting to look at that.

DFO: Propose that Guy Parker put together the info needs for this scenario
· DFO: Harbo is documenting existing closures. Next step is to map proposed SFAB closures. Then get feedback from sectors re impacts and consider other questions (e.g. If we had a process to assess future needs, what might it look like?).

· DFO: We could spend a week gathering data for each scenario.   

· SFAB: Not sure you should spend so much effort on this approach.

· DFO: We need some other feedback on closures.
· DFO: A key aspect of this was to set some limits.
· NTC: We need to assess each scenario on its own merits to separate relative impacts. Then compare that to other approaches, including various mixes.

· SFAB: The challenge will be to prioritize which community is more important. 

· SFAB: We can’t just base it on current requests. Many communities have held back requests because they were waiting for another solution.

· DFO: You will get a domino effect as you keep relocating commercial effort.

How to move this forward?
ACTION: Present Harbo’s work on what currently exists. Revise Scenarios 2 and 3 to address comments (e.g. are we trying to solve it all at once or are we trying to set up a process to annually review new requests?). 

· SFAB: If we come back to this as one of the preferred options for consideration, we now know what we will need to look at. This applies to Scenario #2 and 3.

Scenario #4: CPUE system

(Management actions would kick in once CPUE falls below a certain level.)
· Data needs: You would have to standardize gear (commercial/research) and you would need to pilot it, as it may not work in every area.
· BCCFA: Using the softshell or discard ratio would make more sense. CPUE could vary from one week to the next.
ACTION: Jason Dunham to flesh out Scenario #4 – CPUE system
Scenario #5 - ITHQ 

(Look at the number of trap hauls; reduce it and set a limit per licence for the year.)
· Data needs: More real-time monitoring of the fishery to keep track of trap hauls; evaluation to ensure that reduction is providing benefits for other sectors.

· DFO: In discussing this one, a suggested benefit was more viability. Do you need more data on markets to assess market implications?

· BCCFA: It may encourage more concentration in more productive areas. You might want to link the number of trap hauls to specific areas (less in Sidney, more in remote areas to provide incentive).
· Ditidaht: Once US crab is open, we know it affects the market.

· BCCFA: We can’t predict markets in advance. It gives fishermen the responsibility to work this out on their own. The industry as a whole is production-driven, not market-driven, so in general it would be better to provide opportunity to make it more market-driven

· BCCFA: Anything that improves a steady year-round flow is better.
· DMT: Spread out is better.
· BCCFA: To see DFO paying attention to the economics of the fishery is very positive and encouraging. 

ACTION: Guy Parker to consult with Chris Marshman and Kim Mauriks regarding information on markets and what can be done if there is more certainty.

Scenario #18: Buy-back

· NTC: The commercial sector must decide if there is interest in exploring this and if so, how it might be done.
· BCCFA: We can review but we need to focus limited resources on priorities.
Scenario #17: Increased recreational traps

· SFAB: You could run it as a pilot 

· BCCFA: You need to evaluate impact on the resource and on commercial

· DFO: Data gap: It’s not clear if you could make the regulation change

· SFAB: This was not intended as a stand-alone scenario so you can’t evaluate as such.

· BCCFA: Full socio-economic and other impacts must be assessed for any policy change.
· DFO: Any projection would be largely guess work. 
· BCCFA: What would DFO say if we proposed to double our trap limits? Can DFO provide information on recreational compliance? We’re talking about expanding a sector with no monitoring.
· DFO: Data gap: What is recreational compliance? This would help to evaluate the need for expansion and impacts.
· Ditidaht: We have the First Nations guardians. Give them authority to board boats and collect more data.

· Data gap: Need to look at monitoring and systems needed 

Scenario #10: FN and recreational harvest reserves

· This is a combination of several other elements – data needs addressed elsewhere.
Scenarios #8, 11 & 12: Nitinat Lake, Trap cap & CPUE, Port Renfrew

· Agreed to park these site-specific proposals

Scenario #13: Closures review board

(Proposed process to handle closures)
· DMT: Doing this would require full FN involvement

Next meeting
Proposed: March 5 & 6 – to be confirmed by e-mail
Adjourned
Appendix 1: Summary of action items

· Scenario #7 (no-take reserves): Harbo to draft a scenario for discussion at the next meeting.
Review of data gaps:

· Jason Dunham to meet with author of PSARC paper on differential size limit to seek clarifications.

· DFO to consider requirements to implement Scenario 1; plus circulate proceedings from workshop on differential size limit.

· Closures: Present Harbo’s work on what currently exists. Revise Scenarios 2 and 3 to address comments (e.g. are we trying to solve it all at once or are we trying to set up a process to annually review new requests?). 

· Jason Dunham to flesh out Scenario #4 – CPUE system
· Scenario #5: Guy Parker to consult with Chris Marshman and Kim Mauriks regarding information on markets and what can be done if there is more certainty.
· Scenario #17: Data gaps identified but not assigned.
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