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Action 1 – Establish eligibility criteria for a golden crab catch share program
· Bill Whipple, Chairman of the Golden Crab AP, passed away last month. Brad Whipple purchased Bill Whipple’s permit shortly before he passed away. The GC AP would likely have a different preferred alternative now given this situation because the intent was to restrict new entrants from outside the fishery. The current Preferred Alternative 4 reads,

Preferred Alternative 4. Restrict eligibility to valid commercial golden crab permit holders. Eligibility for participation in this catch shares program is defined as having a golden crab permit as of the control date of 12/7/2010 plus 6 months to renew.
Brad Whipple has fished for years in the golden crab fishery and while he did not own a permit two months ago, he is not a new entrant as envisioned by the GC AP. Preferred Alternative 4 eliminates two permits from receiving an initial allocation. We prefer a new alternative that has no control date and for that to be the new preferred. In this way, both Brad Whipple and the other fishermen are able to receive an allocation.

Action 2 – Establish vessel catch history initial allocation
· The AP chose Alternative 5b as the preferred unanimously. This alternative reads,

Alternative 5. Use the following formula to conduct initial allocation: 75% catch history + 25% equal allocation:
Sub-alternative 5b. Vessel catch history for 1997-2020. Must have 50,000 pounds aggregate to receive allocation portion.

We agree with this. 

Action 3 – Establish criteria and structure of an appeals process
· The AP voted unanimously to have a 2% set aside for appeals. This has not been incorporated. We ask that the Council make this an alternative and make it the preferred.
Action 4 – Establish criteria for transferability
· The AP voted unanimously to have Alternative 2 as the preferred. Alternative 2 reads,

Alternative 2. Shares or annual pounds can be transferred to golden crab permit holders.
We agree. 

Action 5 – Define quota share ownership caps
· The AP chose Alternative 5 as the preferred. Alternative 5 reads, 

Alternative 5. A maximum of 49% of the quota can be owned as shares by any one entity.
We agree. This alternative most closely reflects the status quo. However, at this cap, the highest producer will have to sacrifice a significant portion of his catch history.
Action 6 – Use it or lose it Policy
· The Golden Crab AP chose Sub-Alternative 2b as the preferred. Sub-Alternative 2b reads,

Alternative 2. Shares that remain inactive for 3 CONSECUTIVE years will be revoked and redistributed proportionally among the remaining shareholders. “Inactive” is defined as less than 10% of the aggregate annual average utilization of the catch share quota over a 3 year moving average period” 
Sub-alternative 2b. Landed crabs and/or transfer of annual pounds
We agree. 
Action 7 – Cost recovery plan
· The Golden Crab AP chose Sub-alternatives 2b, 3b, and 4a as preferred. They read, 

Alternative 2. Cost recovery fees would be calculated at time of sale at a registered dealer. 

Preferred Sub-alternative 2b: Cost recovery fees would be based on standard ex-vessel value of landings as calculated by NMFS.

Alternative 3: Fee collection and submission 


Preferred Sub-alternative 3b: Dealer

Alternative 4: Fees submitted to NMFS 

Preferred Sub-alternative 4a: quarterly 
We agree. However, we would like the language to state that cost recovery will not exceed 3%.
Action 8 – Establish boat length limit rule
· Alternative 1 reads,
Alternative 1. No Action. Do not establish boat length limit rule. 
· Change the wording in Alternative 1 to reflect status quo, “Do not eliminate the boat length limit rule.”
· Let me describe status quo. Under status quo, boats can currently increase size by 20%. People can also combine two permits to increase boat size by another 20%. The northern zone has no vessel length limit.
· The AP prefers Alternative 1 (No Action). We agree but with the changes suggested.

· We prefer Alternative 1 for various reasons. The Nielsens initially recommended the boat length limit rule in part to help prevent gear entanglements. The creation of IFQs does not address the issue of gear entanglements. 

One option is to limit trawl length. Gear restrictions such as limiting trawl length could increase the need for grappling which is the most dangerous and difficult of the golden crab fishery. 
While the case may be made that a larger vessel is a safer one, that does not mean that a smaller vessel is unsafe. The Refrigerated Seawater System stabilizes the boat.
Limiting the vessel size is the current approach and works well. The boats that have historical performed well in this fishery are not larger vessels.
Action 9 – Address quota share allocation among golden crab fishing zones
· Alternative 3 reads,

Alternative 3. Eliminate box in southern zone originally established to protect against very large vessels.
Alternative 3 should be its own action since it has nothing to do with quota share allocation among golden crab fishing zones as the Action title indicates. Including elimination of the southern zone box under this action is confusing to fishermen. Elimination of the southern zone box is the preferred alternative of the AP and we agree.
· Among the other two alternatives, Alternative 2 is the AP’s preferred alternative. It reads,

Alternative 2 . Participants can use quota in any zone for which they possess a permit.
We agree.
Action 10 – Establish criteria for permit stacking
· Alternative 2 is the AP’s preferred and we agree with permit stacking but would like a change in the alternative language. Alternative 2 reads,

Alternative 2. Allow for stacking of up to three permits on one vessel so that any zones for which the vessel has a permit can be fished in one trip.
We recommend rewording the alternative to read, “Allow for the stacking of permits on one vessel so that any zones for which the vessel has a permit can be fished in one trip”.  That is, we would like no limit on the number of permits per vessel. You want to be able to keep as many permits as you own on your own vessel to avoid having to lease a vessel to place permit on. 
Action 11 – Monitoring and enforcement

· The AP did not choose a preferred under this action.
· The AP made the following motion which we agree with:

· “Recommend that VMS be used for detecting landing sites and not for monitoring fishing areas because of previous conversations with enforcement and the declaration that VMS is not appropriate for the golden crab fishery for monitoring the Allowable Golden Crab Fishing Areas within the HAPC.”

· We have applied for a grant to place transponders on crab traps to indicate their location in the Allowable Fishing Areas. Transducers will be placed on vessels to indicate their location relative to traps. This two-year project will test the usage of these tools for monitoring and increase the efficiency of gear retrieval. We have also suggested an apprenticeship for a future amendment in an effort to protect habitat.

Action 12 – Establish criteria for new entrants program
· We have made recommendations in the past concerning new entrants and we look forward to discussing these and other ideas in January with the rest of the AP. 

Action 13 – Annual pounds overage
· The AP preferred Alternative 3 and we agree. Alternative 3 reads,
Alternative 3. A person on board a vessel with the shareholder’s only remaining golden crab allocation may exceed, by up to 20%, the shareholder’s annual pounds remaining on the last fishing trip of the year. Shareholders who incur an overage will be required to payback the overage in the subsequent year of their allocation.
Action 14 – Approved landing sites

· The AP preferred Alternative 2a and we agree. 

Alternative 2a reads,
Alternative 2. Establish approved landing sites for the golden crab catch share program. All participants must land at one of these sites to participate in the program. 
Sub-alternative 2a. Approved landing sites will be selected by fishermen but must be approved by NMFS Office of Law Enforcement (OLE) in consultation with the appropriate state law enforcement agency prior to use.
·  However, we would like to increase the flexibility under this alternative. As the fishery develops, landings sites may need to change for various reasons. Certain boats won’t be able to go in certain areas due to boat size and depth, Also, fishing patterns may change due to crab movements. Availability of offloading options can also change over time. We want to ensure that approved landings sites can change with business needs. 
