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BLUEFIN TUNA ISSUES - Continued


MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: What


I'd like to do is take a half an hour for the panel


to discuss the general category. We will cut it off


at half an hour to allow some of the members of the


public who have traveled to the meeting to speak on


the issue. Then after the public members have


spoken, we can again take up discussion with the


panel. And of course the panel can continue on


tomorrow, if necessary, to discuss bluefin tuna


issues -- if we don't finish all the categories this


evening.


Should we set a cutoff time? Or just


take it as it goes? 10 o'clock? 9 o'clock?


UNIDENTIFIED: I'd be happy to


propose a --


MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Russ


Nelson, you have a proposal for us in terms of a


cutoff time? 


RUSSELL NELSON: No, I have a


suggestion for getting started. You all can decide


the cutoff time. 


MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Okay.


RUSSELL NELSON: I'm going to retain
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the opportunity to decide my own cutoff time. 


MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Okay.


UNIDENTIFIED: Well, I will then


suggest a 10 o'clock cutoff time and we'll resume


tomorrow.


MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Okay. 


So, we won't go past 10 o'clock. So, again the plan


would be for the panel members to discuss bluefin


tuna general category issues and -- for half an


hour. Then we'll take public comment and then the


panel can resume their discussion. 


So, with that, who would like to have


the floor? Russ and then Rich. 


RUSSELL NELSON: Well, I'd defer to


whatever Rich has got to say, of course, but I would


like to suggest just for my own edification on this


issue, I think it would be helpful if we could ask


my friends from North Carolina to lay out some of


the issues that they're interested in, sort of set


the stage for what we're going to be talking about,


what the public might have to say.


MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Okay. 


Again, we've had a review from Pat on the operation


of the general category from last season, and
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obviously there's always concerns with how we manage


the fishery throughout its range, the effort control


schedule, the monthly quotas and things like that. 


So, with that, we'll let North Carolina have the


floor. 


PRESTON PATE: Thank you, Chris, and


I'm grateful for the opportunity to come here


tonight and discuss with the panel an issue of much


interest to North Carolina's fishery management


program and North Carolina's fishermen. Since I'm


not a regular attendee at these meetings, there may


be some around the table that do not know who I am,


and I'll introduce myself. I'm Preston Pate. I'm


the Director of the North Carolina Division of


Marine Fisheries and an ex officio member of this


group. 


There are a couple of people that I


would like to introduce before we get into the


substance of our presentation, and first ask Doctor


Louis Daniel, who's on my staff and the brains


behind this operation. I just drove him up here for


the purpose of getting him here and introducing him.


Also, Mr. Pete Manuel, who I think is


in the audience. Pete is the President of the
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Winter Bluefin Tuna Association based out of


Morehead City. And Jerry Schill, who's the


Executive Director of the North Carolina Fisheries


Association. They also have with them some members


of their organizations which will be speaking to


this issue during the public comment period. 


We're here to try and lay out for you


some ideas that we have about adjustments to the


management of the general category quota for bluefin


tuna such that North Carolina fishermen have an


improved opportunity for harvest and a more


predictable season on an annual basis. 


North Carolina has been very


fortunate over the last couple of years to have


benefited from transfers from other categories into


the general category of quota during a time when the


bluefin tuna were still off of our coast, and during


the time when the fish were bringing the highest


market value. 


And it's become obvious to our


fishermen that this is a tremendous economic asset


that can help them during times when other fishing


opportunities have been foreclosed for various


reasons. And I've heard several comments about that
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made over the last day and a half, and how these


closures are affecting flexibility and affecting the


health of our commercial industry. 


We feel like that we have some good


information to share with you tonight and some logic


behind the request that you're going to -- that


we're going to make and look forward to talking to


this group and individuals about it in more detail. 


So, with that as a matter of


introduction, I'd like to turn to Louis Daniel now


and have him present some more details. 


LOUIS DANIEL: Thank you, Pres. 


Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I thought the South


Atlantic snapper/grouper plan was complicated. 


After talking to a lot of the folks around the


table, as well as in the audience, as well as folks


that aren't here, I came to a realization that there


is a lot of misunderstanding about the North


Carolina fishery. And the intent of my two-page


discussion is really just to present you with what


we feel are the facts of this case, and what the


issues are in North Carolina. 


And I'd like to start with just


reading you a little quote. Bluefin tuna appear off
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Cape Hatteras in midwinter and apparently remain


through April. This fishery is just being explored. 


Present indications based on fish deliberately


hunted down, baited and boated, are that the bluefin


tuna do pass through Gulf Stream waters off Hatteras


in large numbers, and that this fish, like the


marlin, will become a major North Carolina big game


species. End quote.


These statements appeared in a


publication distributed by the North Carolina


Department of Conservation and Development in 1966. 


In the same publication, a list of North Carolina


saltwater fishing records lists a 491-pound bluefin


landed off Hatteras by a fellow named Dick


Derbyshire in 1963.


During the 1950's, 1960's and 1970's,


bluefin tuna were regularly sampled from federal


longline surveys conducted off the Carolinas and


Southern Virginia. Opportunistic commercial


sampling and logbook records indicate that bluefin


landings in North Carolina in the 1960's and the


1970's. Bluefin tuna landings data are available


from NMFS for the period 1964 to 1966, and from the


North Carolina Statistics Program from 1979 to the
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present.


The occurrence of bluefin tuna off


the coast of North Carolina is not a new event, nor


is the fishery, particularly as the term fishery is


defined in the Magnuson-Stevens amendment. 


The U.S. bluefin tuna fishery appears


to have peaked in the early '70s at around 11,


12,000 metric tons, at which point the landings


began to drop off. Much of the fishery during that


time period was directed towards the smaller fish


taken in the purse seines as far south as North


Carolina, where we do have indications that there


was a purse seine fishery off of North Carolina


during that time period. And in 1981 ICCAT --


you've heard the history -- indicated a concern for


the stock and a quota was implemented in '82, and


landings have remained, you know, relatively stable


since that time. But it was not really until the


late '70s, early '80s, that a lucrative market


developed for the large fish, primarily those taken


by harpoons and longline gear for export to Japan. 


And from this history, it appears that the entire


east coast fishery is relatively recent when


compared to many of our other east coast fisheries,
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particularly the commercial hook and line fishery.


Fishermen off North Carolina have not


developed a bluefin tuna fishery for several


reasons. Restrictions that prohibited sale and the


lack of market conditions certainly played a


significant role. But additionally, and probably


most -- of the more important factors, is that other


species were available to South Atlantic fishermen


that were more abundant and more valuable than the


large and difficult to handle bluefins. 


This is precisely the reason that


North Carolina and more southern interests did not


pursue bluefin tuna allocations during the initial


quota discussions. However, as numerous commercial


fisheries, long the mainstay of our fishery, become


or became increasingly restrictive, weakfish,


bluefish, summer flounder, striped bass, river


herring, monkfish, dogfish, snapper/grouper,


dolphin, etcetera, the need to be able to diversify


into other fisheries is and was critical. 


While the value of the fish is


certainly an incentive, the abundance of bluefin


tuna off North Carolina during winter, and the ease


and safety in which they can be taken, necessitates
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a seasonal allocation for permitted fishermen who


choose to capitalize on the fishery off North


Carolina.


One of the goals and objectives of


the HMS plan is to manage the U.S. bluefin tuna


allocation for optimum yield. North Carolina


submits that an adjustment to the October to


December subquota that would allocate 90 metric tons


of bluefin tuna to the December subquota would go a


long way towards achieving those goals.


Based on information gathered from


NMFS, the average ex vessel price of bluefin tuna at


42 landing ports, suggests that the value of bluefin


in yield per kilogram, which varies and fluctuates,


is greatest during the winter and early spring, when


the U.S. is preempted from selling fish. Average


price per kilogram is two to three times greater


from December through April than from June through


November, apparently as a result of market demand


and fish quality in terms of the higher fat content.


Some of the most valuable bluefin


tuna that I was able to find that were sold, sold


during December based on these data compilations --


and one example that I found were three fish that
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sold out of New York on February the 4th, '99 for an


average price of $40 per pound, versus the average


fish sold in September/October, averaging around $13


a pound. So, having at least some fish available


for U.S. fishermen during the most lucrative market


season optimizes the use of this valuable resource.


A concern expressed by this group in


the past has centered around the moratorium on


licenses in North Carolina that would permit


fishermen to land in our state. We now have through


our Fisheries Reform Act, we now have a license to


land and sell, that is available to any non-


resident, and allows that licensee to land bluefin


tuna taken in the EEZ off North Carolina. This


resolves that problem in our opinion. 


We would further submit that the


economic incentive to fish off North Carolina is


very high, as a result of lower dockage fees,


lodging costs, etcetera, compared with ports further


north. The run to the fish is also greatly reduced


from other locations, with fish regularly occurring


within three to five, six miles off the beach,


minimizing fuel costs and allowing fishermen to pick


their days to avoid questionable weather conditions.
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The intent of our proposal is to be


as inclusive as possible and provide what we believe


are lucrative opportunities for any general or


charter head boat category permit holder. During


the past two years, when the small amounts of fish


were left over from the northern fishery, we had


vessels from New Jersey, Virginia, Florida, and


South Carolina fishing alongside North Carolina


vessels.


The seasonal adjustments and the


seasonal adjustment bulletins that are submitted by


the National Marine Fisheries Service indicate that


the intent of the adjustments is to quote, allow for


maximum utilization of the general category


subquotas, to collect a broad range of data for


stock monitoring purposes, to help achieve optimum


yield in the bluefin tuna fishery. 


While those statements are certainly


consistent with the FMP, the current management


practices and allocations are not. And you know, I


know you've all read the things, but I mean one of


the primary statements made throughout the SAFE


Report, throughout the fishery management plan,


multiple times in each document, is it is important
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to keep the fisheries categories that collect CPUE


information, i.e. the angling and general


categories, open over as long a time period and as


large a geographic area as possible, because CPUE


can be influenced by many short-term and local


factors. 


Maximum utilization and optimum yield


is more closely achieved through a December


subquota. Thanks.


MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Thank


you. Of course we have over the past several years


-- I guess it was about 1995 where we embarked on


this new management regime with respect to subquotas


by period and even restricted days to achieve


exactly those ends, was basically spreading out the


fishery, not only for maximizing fishing


opportunities throughout the migratory range of the


species, but also to assist the stock assessment


with respect to CPUE data collected over a broader


time period and over a broader geographic range. 


So, thanks for that presentation. 


UNIDENTIFIED: (Inaudible.) 


MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: If you


have a copy that you could provide us for the record
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of the meeting. Sometimes the verbatim transcripts


don't convey the exact sense, depending on how well


the tapes can be heard by the transcriber. So,


anytime that you have a written record, it's always


best to include that. 


So, at this point we'll again


entertain comments from the panel for about another


15 minutes and then we'll open it up to public


comment. After public comment has been received,


then we'll again take up panel members' discussion. 


Rich Ruais, Peter Weiss. 


RICHARD RUAIS: Yeah, okay. So we're


going to get back to the North Carolina issue in


just a little bit and continue with what we were


working on before? Comments on the effort controls,


etcetera, etcetera, for the general category? 


MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Well,


again, this is part of the same picture per se,


insofar as the -- what we normally would do around


this time of year is issue a proposed specification


that would indicate the restricted days and the


monthly quotas and other aspects of general category


management. 


RICHARD RUAIS: Okay, all right. 
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Well, before I talk about the few issues that we


have about the season this year, I did want to tell


Mau that I did find the rebuilding plan and what I


relayed to you earlier was correct, for everybody to


know. The provision that's in the rebuilding plan,


1998, which supersedes any of the prior


recommendations, it's Number 16 and it says there


shall be no directed fishery on the bluefin tuna


spawning stocks in the western Atlantic in spawning


areas such as the Gulf of Mexico. 


So, it actually takes care of both of


the concerns you had. There's no numerical


reference to what's a directed fishery or not. And


it's not simply limited to the Gulf of Mexico. If


we find other spawning areas, we'll be able to take


similar action. So, I hope that addresses that


concern. 


MAUMUS CLAVERIE: But that no


directed fishery is the same language as in the


older one, isn't it? 


RICHARD RUAIS: Yeah, but this is --


there are 17 measures now in the bluefin rebuilding


plan. In the compendium of documents -- I wish Kim


was here right now, but in the compendium of
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documents that ICCAT puts out on what are the


current prevailing international agreements related


to bluefin, this 17 point rebuilding program is the


controlling package for western Atlantic bluefin


tuna right now.


There's a whole host of other types


of temporary measures and agreements that we've had


in the past in 1991, 1992, that made various changes


to sharing arrangements. When you do a new one, as


we did with the rebuilding plan, it supersedes the


old package. Is that enough on that point or you


still have a problem? 


MAUMUS CLAVERIE: Well, I don't have


a problem. 


RICHARD RUAIS: Oh, okay. 


MAUMUS CLAVERIE: The old rule was no


directed fishery in the Gulf spawning ground and the


new rule contains the same language. 


RICHARD RUAIS: With the exception


that there is -- you had some notion that there was


a definition of what a directed fishery was and that


anything more than one fish was not -- could be


considered a directed fishery and therefore we would


be in violation of some kind of an ICCAT agreement. 
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And what I'm saying is it's not there from --


because of the current program, if it ever was. 


MAUMUS CLAVERIE: My concern was


misunderstood. NMFS defined what a directed or what


a nondirected fishery was. Originally, the


definition was only two fish can be brought back to


the dock per trip, then it went down to one fish,


then it said one fish with --


RICHARD RUAIS: I got it, I got it.


MAUMUS CLAVERIE: -- a bunch of other


stuff aboard. And now they're talking about going


back up to two fish. It's not an ICCAT thing. It's


ICCAT criteria of no directed fishery. So, Glenn


can define directed any way he wants. 


RICHARD RUAIS: Okay. No, but that


was the -- then the misinterpretation was that you


were thinking that there was some kind of ICCAT


restriction that we had to be careful for, and what


it really possibly amounts to is an interpretation


that NMFS had put out in some prior year.


UNIDENTIFIED: (Inaudible.) 


RICHARD RUAIS: Right, correct,


correct. Okay. On the general category, one of the


things that we're very concerned about, as Chris
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mentioned earlier, is there's clearly been a shift


in the fishery in the early season. It used to be


that in the month of June and July, and the reason


why there's 360 some odd tons in the first quota


period June through August, is that that was when --


where the bulk of the general category catch was


landed. 


What we've seen since at least 1995


is a shift in the other direction. Most of the


fishermen think it's related to intense herring pair


trawling activity that reduces the forage base


inside the Gulf of Maine, and consequently the


bluefin come in -- it appears they come in for a


short period of time, Maine fishermen get some fish


and northern Massachusetts, New Hampshire fishermen,


as well, and then the bluefin don't stick around. 


They take off looking for food.


The result of that is the last three


years, at least, we have rolled over in some cases


more than 50 percent of the first subperiod quota,


which is -- for those of you who don't know, the


quota is broken down 60/30/10. June through August


is 60, September is 30 and October is 10, if I got


that right. And now what we're seeing is that Maine
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is essentially out of the fishery. The last few


years we started off with minimal restrictions on


the general category and yet we still haven't been


able to achieve any significant catch in the early


part of the season.


So, what we're proposing is that you


go the next step and start the season off in June


with two a day, so that we can have an opportunity


to try to catch some more of that first subperiod


quota. 


If you're familiar with the


regulations, you know that NMFS has the authority to


put rules in quite rapidly. They can add days off. 


They can reduce back to one fish a day. They can do


anything they -- they can do any of those options


from one fish to three fish and get the days in


pretty quickly.


So, what we want to see is two a day


to start a general category season off. No days


off, except for around the holiday, as we've done


the last couple of years. And for September and


October, we want to see the same thing. What we


think we should be doing is starting off with


maximum flexibility and then using your regulatory
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authority to make sure that we stay within the


subperiod quotas. So, that's what we have for the


general category right now.


UNIDENTIFIED: Just to reiterate what


Louis has... did a very good job of explaining, I'm


going to speak a little bit from the fishermen's


point of view. I mean, we've got hardworking,


taxpaying U.S. citizens, fishermen, in North


Carolina -- and not only North Carolina. We have a


lot of boats there in the wintertime from Virginia


and South Carolina, Florida, I'd say the whole


southern region, that have participated in all the


fisheries through the years. The dolphin wahoo,


striped bass, dogfish, flounder, king mackerel, all


of these fisheries. And at certain times we've had


to take cuts. We've had to quit fishing entirely


for a lot of these species so they could rebuild. 


But we have participated in the management process


and I feel like in this particular fishery, the


bluefin fishery, that we've never had an opportunity


to participate in it.


Now, the last two years, for whatever


reasons, there was some quota left over due to


transfers and other reasons, and we thank you for
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that. It made a lot of guys Christmas's down there


last year and year before last, because it's been


pretty tough times due to closures and due to


different things. 


But this little bit of the pie has


meant a lot to these guys, and I guess this last


year we really -- we got a little bit, but we really


thought we were very surprised when it went to two


fish a day and then the restricted fishing days were


gone, but these guys feel like that we deserve a


piece of the pie. And I know the history and I know


the pie was this big and now it's been reduced and


everybody's got a spoon ready to dig in.


But we feel like in this particular


case that we are certainly entitled and I hope you


can find a way somehow or another to get us some


allocation down there so these guys can start


participating and know that they're going to


participate, not kind of waiting for a last minute


handout, you know, if we -- it's a lot easier to


plan, and these guys are planning, get their


equipment ready if they know they can be assured of


some type of set fish. Thank you. 


UNIDENTIFIED: Thank you, Mr.
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Chairman. Several things. The first point I'd like


to make is that I'm here as a representative of the


South Atlantic Council and the South Atlantic


Council sent a letter to Doctor Hogarth on March the


13th and they supported this allocation for this


subregion quota for December, because we have boats


landing in North Carolina from Florida. We have


boats landing from Virginia. We have boats landing


from North Carolina and from South Carolina. And so


it's considered to be, from the Council standpoint,


this is an extremely important issue. So, I'd like


to make sure that that letter is on record for this


meeting. 


The second point I'd like to make is


that when I read the SAFE Report and on page 10-8


where it talks about a new fishery, that really


concerned me because number one, I could not find


the definition of a new fishery in the Magnuson Act. 


I don't believe it's there. I think that's an


inappropriate term to use in trying to define this


fishery. And it's certainly not new in North


Carolina, as Doctor Daniels pointed out, the


landings that we've had and the history that we've


had. 




1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

24


And Chris, I'd like to just, if I


could, just read a couple things. This is a


memorandum for record of a meeting that you


conducted in Kill Devil Hills. And Will Etheridge


was there, Rom Whitaker was there, myself was there,


a number of other people were there. And the date


of that meeting was May the 1st and it was in 1997,


and it was having to do with the bluefin tuna ruling


at that time. Okay? 


It's a page and a half long, and I


wrote it the night I got back from the meeting, but


the sentence I wanted to read to you for the


committee is that the fish are in North Carolina


now. We should be allowed to catch our fair share


of the quota given to us by the -- to the U.S. by


ICCAT. Something must be done to ensure that the


North Carolina anglers and our commercial fishermen


can participate in this fishery. There were other


comments made with regards to that, but to me that


was just a critical issue.


Another paragraph in here says that


we've been bringing these issues to your attention


for the last three or four years and nothing has


been taken. If you back that up, that goes from '97
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back to like '93 or '94. 


Another point I'd like to make, and I


don't think that Doctor Daniels had it in his


statement, but we've had a very, very strong


recreational fishery in North Carolina that goes all


the way back to '66. But in particular in the new


era, so to speak, since 1993. And it's very


important to our economy there. 


And also I'd like to point out that


we didn't get an allocation in this fishery until


1982, before the first quota was even set. So, to


classify in the SAFE report, to use the term new


fishery, I just feel is unfair and unappropriate to


our region and to what we're asking for. Thank you.


UNIDENTIFIED: I'm not going to talk


about the North Carolina issue right now, because I


guess we're going to wait for that. I just want to


address some of Rich's points regarding this effort


control quickly.


Last year was the best year we've


ever had as far as control of the tuna fishery was


concerned in New England -- or in the northeast. 


Brad and Pat did a terrific job of working with the


fishermen, and I think Rich will agree or anybody
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will agree who fished up there, that we had the


least amount of problems, we were the most in


control. 


We started this season off with a


bunch of rules that we were able to change. It was


one fish a day. I believe we had a few days off,


not too many. We ended up having almost no days


off. I think the only days off were the Japanese


holidays, if I'm correct. And when the time came,


we all shifted to two fish a day and everybody was


happy.


I just find it's easier to have the


rules in place to keep the fishery under control and


then with Pat and Brad working with us, to shift


very quickly into another mode when it's time to


shift.


Fishing is a funny business. I


remember when we caught this quota in August. Now,


that was a few years ago, but we did catch it in


August. Maybe Rich is right. Maybe the herring


thing has messed up this fishery completely. But


I'm not disagreeing with two fish a day or whatever,


but we don't want to start off with two fish a day. 


We want to start off with one fish a day, and if
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need be, we'll switch to two fish. You know, we all


agree to it. And I think if Pat and Brad, their


philosophy pretty much is if the organizations and


the fishermen want something and it's within the


realm of NMFS to do it, they'll do it. They did it


last year. They can do it this year. And hopefully


they'll do it ongoing. So, that's as far as that


issue is concerned. 


RICHARD RUAIS: Well, I'm very


sensitive to the comments that Rom makes, Wayne


makes, Louis makes, and everyone else that I've met


from North Carolina. Sensitive enough that I went


down there to specifically talk with them and I


think I've tried to show where there are some


alternatives where we can work this thing together


and try to get someplace positive -- in a positive


fashion as opposed to any kind of a fight.


But I do have to ask that there's


also appreciation for where we've been in this


fishery. This is the year 2002 and it's basically


20 years now since we the historical fishery has


been living with a 65 percent reduction. 


And that causes a lot of pain. It


causes a lot of economic disruption. There aren't a
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lot of alternatives in New England right now. If


you're familiar with the groundfish fisheries and


some of the other fisheries up there, they don't


have other alternatives. And the limited fishery


that we've got in the bluefin fishery is a great


relief.


Prior to the 65 percent reduction,


harpooners in the northeast were catching several


hundred tons of fish a year. They went down first


quota to 130, they're now down to 54 tons. That's


the entire quota. Prior to 1982, rod and reel


fishermen were catching several -- more than 1,000


tons a year in several years, and quite a few more


than a 1,000 tons in several years. First


restrictions coming on brought that category down to


the 600, 700 ton range, as well. They've been


living with that 65 percent reduction. 


The purse seine fleet used to catch


thousands of metric tons of bluefin tuna. They went


down to 386 tons, 301, 250, still suffering under


the burden of regulation. 


It's hard for me to think of a


rationale to take back to them and say we know


you've been conserving under this quota to rebuild
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this resource and it's pretty clear that it's having


a positive effect, despite the fact that it's a


grossly inequitable program on the international


scale. But now you're going to have to give


something up to -- because the resource is expanding


its range here, clearly in the western Atlantic, and


there's more and more fish, you're going to have to


give up more to make room for another protected


subquota fishery. 


And I struggle to come up with what


justification I can give for those fishermen who


also are under a burden for the plan. So, if you


can help me with that, then that would make my life


a lot easier. 


I'd also dispute that North Carolina


is not in this fishery. Right now you've been --


it's a coastwide general category quota. If there's


quota leftover, as there has been for several years,


you're getting a shot at the fishery. Granted, it's


limited, not protected. 


You've got an angling category


fishery right now. 45, 50 tons, whatever it happens


to be. It's a start. The other -- if you look at


other two major regions, the Mid-Atlantic and New
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England, you'll see that predominantly you have


either a commercial fishery or an angling category


fishery. 


We don't have substantial


recreational activity in New England in the bluefin


tuna fishery. Conscious decision on the part of the


agency. In the Mid-Atlantic, it's primarily an


angling category fishery, not a heck of a lot of


general category sales.


In North Carolina what's being asked


for is to have both a commercial and a recreational


fishery. That's fine, and hopefully we're going to


get there someday. But you might look seriously at


some of the alternatives that I've presented to you


as a way to get there sooner -- as soon as can be


possible, recognizing that everything that happens


in bluefin takes a long time, whether it's a


rebuilding plan or whether it's getting into the


fishery, changes to the fishery. 


And in terms of volume of quota -- I


know you've all heard me say this -- we don't jump


around with large numbers like 90 tons and 150 tons. 


We talk more in pounds and a few tons here or there,


and that's just the reality of living under this two
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stock hypotheses that we hope we can get out from


under sooner rather than later.


MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: 


Thanks, Rich. Recognizing that several members of


the public have come to the meeting specifically


because we had scheduled the public comment period


for this evening, we'll take those individuals that


had indicated they wished to speak.


I don't know. Is John Dorland coming


back, does anyone know? Maybe if Ellen and Bob


don't mind, the members of the public who wish to


speak can use that mike right there. And that way


we can all hear you. Pete Manuel.


PETE MANUEL: I want to thank you all


for having us up here. And thank Rich for coming to


see us the 27th. Really appreciate your time. And


you know, basically the Magnuson-Stevens Act is the


same thing as the constitution to the American


people, except this addresses fisheries. 


We sympathize with you all's position


of being regulated by ICCAT, but we also feel that


we are not being treated fair or equitable for


Standard 4, and we also understand that we need to


join forces with you and our politicians to go to
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ICCAT to help -- we're all U.S. citizens. We should


not be fighting amongst ourselves. 


We feel like there's enough quota


there that 90 metric tons is not an unreasonable


request. For us to spend our funds and our effort


with our politicians to help you, we've got to have


something in return. And I mean, we've got people


that sink net for a living, that got to catch


100,000 -- crokers, 100,000 pounds of crokers at a


nickel a pound for five grand. Two of these fish


make their winter. And I don't think that's asking


anything unreasonable if we're going to work with


you all.


And as far as having a recreational


fishery and a commercial fishery, NMS set it up that


way. If North Carolina wants to have a recreational


fishery, general category fishery, the categories


are there. You can't tell North Carolina or the


southern region that we can't have both. I mean,


it's like you can't have, you know, ice cream with


your apple pie. I mean, it sounds good, but it's


not reality. 


You know, and I feel like that all


these people that gave up their day for two days are
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going to lose two days of fishing. All these guys


are commercial or charter boats that come a long way


up here to speak their peace, and 90 metric tons of


general category is not unreasonable. The way I


look at it, if you took each category across the


board and took six percent out of it, no one person


gets hurt. And in turn, you get our support and our


funds to help fight with ICCAT. And after this, I


really just don't know how else to be any more


reasonable.


And I met with Rich and I really


sympathize with the millions of dollars that you all


have spent over the years fighting with ICCAT and


with scientists to do what you're doing. But the


Magnuson-Stevens Act, Standard 4, the way I see it,


gives us an opportunity to have a small piece of


this pie. 


We're not asking for half. We're not


asking for an opportunity to make up the lost


revenues that we lost the last several years by


being regulated out of it. And asking for two fish


in the beginning of the season without giving us a


subquota is Russian roulette. I mean, there's no


guarantees. 
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If we had a subquota for December,


you'd catch ten fish a day. It wouldn't make any


difference to us if that's what you all decided to


do, because that's what it was right thing to do. 


But start off with two fish a day is just a means to


regulate North Carolina out of the fishery again


without an opportunity to have any fish. And I'm


going to turn it over to someone else. Thank you.


MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Ken


Kramer.


KEN KRAMER: Hello. I've been a


commercial and charter boat operator in North


Carolina for 30 years. Needless to say, this is not


something I do very often. 


There are a lot of people that would


have liked to have attended this meeting today to do


the same thing I'm doing, which is to present a case


for a fishery, North Carolina and the southeast


region. Unfortunately, the weather was real good at


home today and most of them are in the ocean. The


ones that aren't in the ocean are in the boat yard


trying to get their equipment together so they can


go make a little money this spring.


Another limiting factor in our
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attendance is the fact that this meeting was only


scheduled seven days ago, which I'd like that to be


entered into the record. 


We've repeatedly requested an agenda


for this meeting. When we got an initial agenda


there was no public comment hearing on the agenda. 


At the request of our politicians from North


Carolina, this public comment period was added to


the agenda. And please correct me if I'm wrong on


these statements, but I believe I'm correct. 


MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Well,


just for the record, we had scheduled the meeting


earlier than that. We were working on again a draft


agenda. It's always been our intent to work with


the panel to identify priority issues. So, we


didn't want to predefine the agenda. That is a


continuing topic of discussion, evidently, with


respect to how we conduct the panel's business. 


We tried to circulate something as


soon as we could. The meeting is always open to the


public, by definition, by requirement, and we


normally try to schedule several defined periods of


public hearing, public comment, throughout the


meetings. I don't know that that should have been a
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surprise to anybody. 


I'm not exactly familiar with what


was being circulated in North Carolina. I know we


tried to get the word out as soon as possible, when


we could schedule the meeting. 


Certainly we tried to check with the


panel members first as to their availability. But I


do understand there was some confusion and we'll do


a better job next year of getting things set up with


more advanced notice. And it's guaranteed that


there will be public comment periods throughout the


meeting. 


KEN KRAMER: Okay. Well, maybe I


misunderstand circumstances of that. The other


point is that these very same people who aren't here


tonight can't afford to take two days off to come


here to petition for something that we believe is


rightfully ours to begin with. 


In the southeast states, we have


bluefin tuna available from late November through


March. As a matter of fact, the yellowfin fishery


started in North Carolina waters and bluefin have


become quite a nuisance down there in the last two


weeks. Basically because of the gear differences,
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if you get around the bluefins you're wiped out. 


They're still there. There's lots of them. And I


don't know if this has any bearing on your stock


assessment, but it should. 


These fish that are available during


this period are quality fish, they can be sold


during very favorable market conditions, and they're


accessible to participants in other small boat


fisheries that have been adversely affected recently


by management and availability conditions. And I


don't need to get into that. You're already


familiar with that.


So, basically we have people at home


that need to catch some of these fish. They need


the money. This will take pressure off other


stressed fisheries, which is a point that Mr. Lee


made from the Southeast Management Council


perspective.


I wasn't going to say a lot of stuff. 


I was actually implored to be nice. Mr. Ruais, it's


not an agency decision that Massachusetts has a


commercial rather than recreational fishery. It's a


fishery decision based on the fact that the general


category is open and fish can be sold. Period. 
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It's not an agency decision. It's not an agency


decision that North Carolina participates in a


recreational fishery. It's a fact that the general


category is not open and fish can't be sold. If you


reverse those conditions, you'll find that we won't


be recreational fishing.


So, you have the same opportunity to


recreational fish that we do, Mr. Weiss. However,


your people choose not to do it. They go kill one


and bring it home and they sell it. In your


tournaments -- I saw a newsletter from one of your


tournaments that was either Hyannis or Nantucket,


where the winner killed two fish, giants, and


brought them to the dock and won the tournament with


two giants. 


Well, obviously if he's recreational


fishing he can't keep a one -- one a year; is that


correct? And once again, I'm trying to be nice. 


Rich, here's your justification to your membership. 


And this is like preaching to the choir, but I want


this in the record. This is from the Magnuson-


Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act


Standard Number 4. 


Conservation and management measures
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shall not discriminate between residents of


different states. If it becomes necessary to


allocate assign fishing privileges among various


United States fishermen, such allocations shall be


fair and equitable to all such fishermen reasonably


calculated to promote conservation and carried out


in such a manner that no particular individual,


corporation or other entity acquires an excessive


share of such privileges. Thank you. 


MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Thank


you. Rich Blakeney.


RICHARD BLAKENEY: Good evening. I'm


Richard Blakeney. I'm a general category fishermen


from New Hampshire that harpoons and rod and reels


for bluefin tuna. I'm here speaking on behalf of


the Atlantic Commercial Fishermen's Alliance and our


Executive Director cannot be here tonight because of


other fisheries issues which he is working on right


now, so I'd like to read a statement written for him


on behalf of all of our members, if you'll bear with


me.


The Atlantic Commercial Fishermen's


Alliance is an organization of commercial fishermen


who in the Highly Migratory Species fisheries pursue
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Atlantic bluefin tuna and North Atlantic swordfish


primarily by harpoon.


Our members participate in the


Atlantic bluefin tuna fishery in both harpoon and


general categories and in the North Atlantic


swordfish fishery and the limited access hand gear


category.


ACFA members land the overwhelming


majority of fish in both fisheries that are captured


by harpoon. The harpoon fishery is a clean size


selective fishery which unlike other gear types has


virtually no bycatch of either juveniles of the


target species or bycatch of non-target species. It


is a historical fishery deeply rooted in New England


tradition and recognized by National Marine


Fisheries via the creation of directed fisheries in


both the Atlantic bluefin tuna and swordfish


fisheries. 


Nevertheless, as we expressed to this


panel last year, the harpoon fishery remains


unrepresented in this body. We are disappointed


that the Department of Commerce saw fit to turn down


our request for representation on this panel. We


believe that as representatives of the directed
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harpoon fishery that we deserve a voice in the


formulation of policy which affects our fishery. 


Because the Department of Commerce declined our


request for representation, National Marine


Fisheries is not receiving advice from harpoon


fishermen who most actively participate in these


directed commercial fisheries. 


We reiterate here our request for


representation and will continue to seek nomination


to this panel. We sincerely hope that the


Department of Commerce will look favorably on our


request in the future.


Several issues have been raised in


the fishery since the last HMS AP meeting last year


and we are aware of requests to this panel from


other interested fishery participants. We would


like to address these issues here now and submit our


comments.


Regarding the harpoon category quota. 


The base quota for the -- excuse me -- Atlantic


bluefin tuna harpoon category remains at 54 metric


ton, approximately 300 fish. This base quota was


raised last year by an in-season transfer to a total


of 90 metric ton, and we appreciate these efforts on
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the part of NMFS. Nevertheless, the issue of the


harpoon category base quota remains to be addressed.


When the harpoon boat category was


created in 1981, National Marine Fisheries allocated


131 metric ton to this fishery. The following year,


after the ICCAT actions which cut by well over half


the U.S. quota, the harpoon category was


substantially reduced to 25 metric ton.


The following year, as ICCAT doubled


the overall quota, the harpoon boat category was set


at 45 -- excuse me, 54 metric ton level, where it


remains today. In the intervening 20 years, all


other Atlantic bluefin tuna hand gear categories


have been restored to historic levels. The general


category last year exceeded 900 metric ton. The


angling category has enjoyed substantial increases


in its base quota. Yet the harpoon category alone


amongst all hand gear categories has not seen


adjustments to its base quota as the overall U.S.


quota has recovered.


This failure has led to significant


disruptions in the fishery as a whole. Harpoon


fishermen have, due to the very small allocation, in


many cases been forced to buy a second vessel so
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they can fish in both the harpoon and the general


categories. This has led to unfortunate and


counterproductive conflicts, as general category


participants have objected to harpoon captains and


their fish spotters moving into the general category


after a closure of the harpoon category.


The National Marine Fisheries can and


should address these matters. It has by its


inaction over decades largely created the present


conflict over the use of fish spotters. By failing


to provide an adequate opportunity for these


historic participants, some of them for over 30


years, to participate in a harpoon fishery which by


all rights should have participated in the


restoration of other hand gear fisheries to the


historic levels. 


We call on National Marine Fisheries


to rectify this matter. We desire to work with


representatives of the fisheries who have been given


the privilege of representation on this panel to


affect an equitable restoration of the Atlantic


bluefin tuna harpoon category to its historical


share of 131 metric ton.


Regarding days off and effort
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controls. The Atlantic bluefin tuna general


category has placed in system a days off designator


to ensure the catch rates when high -- catch rates


are high and are limited in order to ensure the


historic pattern of catches in New England waters. 


This was the original purpose of the Atlantic


bluefin tuna and general category effort controls. 


Instead, what involved was a


distortion of this purpose to limit effort for its


own sake largely to permit part-time participants


and maximize their participation in the fishery, to


the detriment of full-time commercial fishermen and


fish processors, to pay for full-time dockage, hire


help, etcetera, in what became a part-time fishery. 


This situation should be reviewed. We suggest that


in the early part of the season, when Atlantic


bluefin tuna catch rates are low, usually June 1st


to July 15th, that the general category bag limit be


raised to two fish per day. And once catch rates


have accelerated the bag limit, they should revert


to one fish a day and then the catch rates exceed 15


to 20 metric ton per day, days off should be


implemented in order to preserve the traditional


pattern of catches in New England waters, much like
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Rich talked about earlier.


Item 3, the early opening for the


purse seine vessels. We are aware that


representatives of the purse seine vessels in the


Atlantic bluefin tuna fishery may request an early


opening for their fishery. We object to this


request and urge the panel to recommend against its


implementation. In the Atlantic bluefin tuna


fishery, the purse seine vessels are capable and


indeed regularly do place hundreds of fish on the


markets at one time.


This has the annual effect of


depressing prices generally for the remainder of the


season. We see no basis for starting at an earlier


time than the annual ritual of the purse seine


vessels putting the prices for Atlantic bluefin tuna


in the basement.


Put another way -- I'm reading this,


so bear with me. This panel should recommend


against any change which would shorten the limited


period when catch rates are sufficiently low that


prices are generally high. 


Purse seine vessels alone, among all


other Atlantic bluefin tuna participants, have
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allocated to their vessels an individual quota. 


They need not compete with other seiners for their


fish. Since they alone retain the right to continue


to use fish spotters, they already possess


considerable advantages over all other Atlantic


bluefin tuna fishery participants.


We do not suggest that these


advantages are inappropriate, especially given the


historic nature of these vessels, their crews and


the owners in the Atlantic bluefin fishery. On the


other hand, we see no reason to agree to allow these


advantages to disadvantage everyone else in the form


of longer periods of depressed prices.


One Atlantic bluefin tuna purse seine


crew was unable to fill its quota last year. That


quota was carried over to this year and the vessel


is under some pressure to land all its fish. The


reason this boat was unable to land its quota was a


combination of loss of a very skilled fish spotter,


who decided not to fly for them anymore because of


personal reasons, as well as an interruption in the


aircraft traffic from the tragic events of September


11th, 2001.


We do not believe the entire fishery




1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

47


management regime should be changed to accommodate


the unusual circumstances. We do not favor any


changes in the purse seine season.


Number 4, regarding the North


Carolina quota. We believe that the request from


North Carolina for a share of the U.S. ICCAT


allocation of Atlantic bluefin tuna should be


honored. We do not, however, agree that this quota


should come from the general category. Instead, we


believe that all categories, general harpoon, purse


seine, incidental, longline and angling, should


participate in a small adjustment and in order to


allow fishermen from North Carolina to participate


in this fishery. 


The root of U.S. Atlantic bluefin


tuna problems is at ICCAT. It is unsound policy and


fundamentally unfair for European nations who


continually overfish what science is telling us is


an oceanwide stock of fish, while U.S. fishermen


struggle to divvy up an unequitably small part of


the pie. Moreover, NMFS itself though unsound


policies originating out of the Southeast Fisheries


Center created this problem by advocating for its


genesis at ICCAT in the early 1980's. 
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United States must reconsider its


ICCAT policies. Unilateral fisheries conservation


efforts which were the policy of National Marine


Fisheries and which were advocated by conservation


groups and well-intentioned but misguided efforts to


show leadership have only worked to disadvantage


U.S. fishermen relative to their counterparts from


nations which stood up for the interests of their


citizens. This problem was created by the U.S. at


ICCAT and must be solved at ICCAT.


In the meantime, there is no good


reason to deny American citizens access to this


resource merely because they do not live in New


England. Indeed, we believe that it is in our


collective interest to bring to light in other


regions of the country the U.S. ICCAT policies which


have led to this state of affairs, where good


American citizens from New England feel that they


have to resist efforts by fellow Americans to gain


access to a public resource, and where fishermen


must arrive by the busload to seek a share.


We should accommodate this request,


not just because it is the right thing to do, but


because it is in our collective interest that the
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citizens of North Carolina see firsthand the end


result of the misguided ICCAT policies which have


struggled New England -- excuse me, strangled New


England fishermen for over two decades.


The allocation should be borne by all


user groups equitably, however, and not just by the


general category, and further, New England fishermen


should have the same rights enjoyed by North


Carolina fishermen who come to New England every


summer to go the North Carolina and participate


there.


Provided that these conditions can be


met, we believe the fishermen to the south of New


England should be able -- been allowed to


participate in the Atlantic bluefin commercial hand


gear fishery. 


And lastly, swordfish limited access


hand gear permits. The National Marine Fisheries


Service made available for a period of time limited


access hand gear, i.e. harpoon and rod and reel


swordfish permits. Unfortunately, since most


harpoon fishermen now participate in the bluefin


fishery and not in the swordfish fishery, many


fishermen who fish by harpoon were not aware that
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such permits were available. As the result, many


fishermen with a history of substantial


participation in the harpoon fishery did not obtain


such permits. 


We ask that National Marine Fisheries


consider reopening this category with specific


notice to all bluefin fishermen with a history of


harpoon landings, or that an alternative that such


fishermen be deemed automatically to be eligible for


such permits with renewal of a general or harpoon


category permits. 


National Marine Fisheries took a


significant well-founded step when it created a


directed hand gear fishery for swordfish. Due to


the success of industry led ICCAT recovery plans,


swordfish are again reappearing on the grounds south


of Martha's Vineyard and the southern edge of


Georges Bank. 


We would like to yet again see a


flourishing swordfish harpoon fishery in New England


and do not want to see NMFS efforts' in this region


flounder due to poorly advertised availability of


permits. Thank you for your opportunity to allow me


to comment. If you have any questions, you can ask
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me now or see me now or I have copies of these out


front. I have some more copies available if you


didn't get one.


MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Okay. 


It looks like there's a number of folks who would


probably like to ask you some questions, but I'm


going to have to hold off on that and let's just get


a few more members of the public to speak, because


they --


UNIDENTIFIED: I'm here. Just ask. 


I'll come back. 


RICHARD BLAKENEY: I do want an


opportunity at some point to talk about the gross


inaccuracies and distortions in this letter with the


panel. The Advisory Panel needs to know. 


MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Right. 


That's fine. But again, many members of the public


who came specifically for this evening's session, as


I understand, are not planning on spending the night


here. So, let's let them have their opportunity


first. We can continue to deliberate. Jerry


Schill.


JERRY SCHILL: Thank you, Chris,


members of the panel, Reverend Hogarth, don't fall
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asleep. I'm Jerry Schill, President of North


Carolina Fisheries Association. The last time I


came to Silver Spring with a camera and took


pictures of people that came on a bus from North


Carolina, I read some very disparaging comments


about me on the Internet, so I don't expect to see


them tomorrow.


I'd like to just thank you for the


opportunity to comment this evening. I know it's


been a long day. But I did just think of a great


idea for Judge Judy to come up with any penalty if


she deems anybody to be guilty in her court, and


that's to serve on this panel.


I don't know how you all do it,


sitting around here for three days. I know it's a


chore, and we do appreciate the opportunity to


comment and your spending the late hours here.


I do have to pick on you a little


bit, though, Chris, because of the public


notification and the agenda. I understand that you


can't give everybody a personal invitation, as the


nuns used to say in grade school. An invitation on


a silver platter is not what's expected. But as


someone who represents an organization that's been
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around for the mere 50 years, I think it would be


kind of nice that we didn't have to call Walter


Jones's office to find out exactly what's going on. 


I think that you need to communicate a little


better.


I would like to talk about summer


flounder, since the fish look so much like a bluefin


tuna. You know, we're very sensitive to this issue. 


You don't have to go very far. If you're around


fisheries management circles, certainly not highly


migratory when you talk about summer flounder. But


there are some analogies and that is we talk about


the allocation issue all the time and how it's split


up. But one thing we're very sensitive to is the


fact that North Carolina gets a good share of the


summer flounder quota for the commercial quota on


the Atlantic coast.


But keep in mind, too, that North


Carolina is the one that established the quota not


only for our state, by and large, but for many of


the states up and down the coast. Our boats are not


bashful about going where the fish are, and having


to pack and do whatever they can to make a buck, to


make a living, to put bread on the table. They were
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certainly good at that in states up and down the


coast when it came to the summer flounder issue.


So, when we talk about this issue, we


are very sensitive and we do know a bunch of damn


Yanks from up north are the ones that are


responsible for the current bluefin quota. If it


wouldn't be for the guys up in the northeast, in


particular the East Coast Tuna Association, there


wouldn't be much to talk about for the blood and


sweat and the money that they've already put into


it. We fully recognize that. 


The one thing that I found in the 15


years that I've been with NCFA is if you have more


quota, you have a lot more love. You have a little


bit of quota and the contentiousness grows. You


look at the summer flounder issue and Pres Pate will


be very quick to tell you that it was much easier to


manage the summer flounder quota this year. They


not only did a very good job in doing so, but there


was also more quota this year.


And once you start getting payback


for the prices that were paid, then certainly the


contentiousness starts to dissolve. Bluefin tuna, I


don't think, is going to be any different. I know

































































































































































