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PROCEEDI NGS

MR. ROGERS: We'Ill get started. Wiat's that?

A PARTI Cl PANT: (I naudible.)

MR. ROGERS: You want us to wait a little bit until
everybody cones here? What if it's 11 o'clock? Well, our
hope was that we could get a quick start on this bluefin tuna
i ssue, know ng that --

A PARTI Cl PANT: (I naudible.)

MR. ROGERS: Oh. Know ng that those who have an
intense interest in bluefin tuna would be here on tine.
We're being overruled by the two people who have the --

A PARTI CI PANT: Want to give it another five
m nutes? At |least wait until you get Pat and Mark here.

MR. ROCERS: There's Mark.

A PARTI CI PANT: | (inaudible) gets here.

A PARTI Cl PANT: No probl em

(Interruption to tape.)

MR. ROGERS: All right, good norning. Looks like
we have a quorum whatever the panel determ nes that quorum
to be.

A PARTI Cl PANT: (I naudible.)

MR ROGERS: Wiat we'd like to do first this
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nor ni ng woul d deal with sonme issues related to the bluefin
tuna fishery. W do have a public hearing this evening for
the 2001 specifications, which would include the quotas by
category and the effort controls for the general category.

But two issues that have cone up in recent years
have been the so-called rollover provisions and the effort
control schedule, and in a |arger sense than just determ ning
the restricted fishing days and things |like that. So we
wanted to open up for discussion on these two issues. Brad
McHal e (phonetic) will lead this discussion this norning.

Agai n, these two issues that we want to speak to
this norning are nore general, in ternms of the phil osophy of
policy or formulation of how to deal with these two issues,
and we' ||l deal with the specifics of the quotas by category
and the effort control schedule in tonight's hearing. So
Brad's going to present these two issues and discuss a little
bit, then we'll open it up for the panel's input.

MR. McHALE: Good norning, everyone. To those of
you that don't know nme, ny nane is Brad McHal e, fishery
managenent specialist for the highly mgratory species
division located up in doucester, Mssachusetts.

As Chris had nentioned, I'"'monly going to really
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touch on two issues that are put out in the 2001 fishing year
proposed specification; I'mgoing to save the ngjority of
that presentation for this evening's public comment session.

Those two issues, as they're shown up here, is the
donestic quota allocation dealing with overages and underages
in individual fishing categories fromone year to the next,
and then we'll al so be touching on our general category
effort controls, which consist of tinme period sub quotas and
a restricted fishing date schedule, and we'll be focusing
nmore on that restricted fishing date schedul e.

(Interruption to tape.)

A PARTI Cl PANT: Let's see, Mau, then Rich, and then
(i naudi bl e).

DR. CLAVERI E: Thank you. Can you refresh ny
menmory with what is the definition of OY in this plan?

A PARTI Cl PANT: Could you say that again, Mau?

DR. CLAVERIE: Wat is the definition of optinum
yield in this plan? | don't renenber; do you? Can sonebody

A PARTI Cl PANT: Well, Mau, it's out of the Act.
It's, to paraphrase very badly, it's to gain the maxi num

benefit for the nation. Optinmumyield, | can go into the
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fi shery managenment plan.

DR. CLAVERI E: Yeah, | was wondering what it is in
the fishery managenent plan, because we're supposed to attain
optimumyield, but what is optimumyield? It's surprising to
me that the people who are managing the fish don't know that
you should brush your teeth with it every norning, because
the | aw says that is what we're doing.

A PARTICIPANT: It's the sanme definition, Mu.

DR. CLAVERIE: And | can tell you why | can't
remenber: just because | can't renenber. But that's not an
adequate definition. Maybe we better get on that. To attain
the opti num benefit to the nation, that's different in every
unpteen mllion eyes in the nation. Because sone of the
criteria here would be related to whether or not doing this
or that or the other is the best way to attain optimumyield.

We'd better | ook at that.

A PARTI Cl PANT: Thank you.

DR. CLAVERIE: One factor that hadn't been
mentioned, | just want to add it into the pot, is that if you
build up an excessive amount of available fish to be caught
in any particular category by these carry -- or the

rollovers, as you call it, that, seens to ne, would be an
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i nducenent for tenporary or artificial attraction of excess
capacity to that particular category for the subsequent

years, and then you have this excess capacity to deal with in
the future. So that should be factored into the thinking
sone kind of way; how |l don't know.

But | mean, it's fairly obvious that if a
particul ar category has been under harvesting for several
years and suddenly has a huge quota for this particular year,
it would attract people to gear up to go for that who would
not otherwise do so if it was a nornmal quota for that
cat egory.

So | assune the optimumyield neans sonething to
the effect that we'll kill every fish that | CCAT allows us to
kill; 1"massumng that. | don't know that that m ght be the
best thing to do, but if that's what optimumyield is, that's
what the | aw conpels us to do.

Because if we kill every fish that | CCAT all ows us
to kill, | guess we can assune that's not over-fishing. And
by definition, we're supposed to attain optinmmyield w thout
over-fishing. So the nunber, in this particular instance, if
that's what optimumyield is, is set for us by | CCAT and that

makes it kind of easy.
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So the only real problem| see is political or
soci al or econom c, whatever you call; it's not biol ogical.
And ot her than encouragi ng excess capacity, do it any way you
want, except that if the under-harvest is due to excessive
restrictions, then the restrictions should be addressed, it
woul d seemto nme, rather than switching fish around.

| know the problemw th that is that nobody can
foresee what's going to happen in any particular year, due to
weat her and current |ocations and all that kind of stuff, but
| don't see it as a good idea to, over a long term build up
a lot of left over, rollover stuff in any particular
category. That neans sonething's wong: either that type of
fishing is not in favor anynore, those fish aren't there
anynore, the regulations are wong for that particular
cat egory.

And it seens to nme that those issues ought to be
addressed before relying on a carryover situation to bal ance
things out in the long run.

MR McHALE: Thank you, Mau. Chris?

MR, ROGERS. To clarify the optimumyield
situation: under Magnuson, when we're in a situation with an

over-fished stock, optimumyield by definitionis to stay on
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your rebuilding plan, which obviously in consistent with
| CCAT in the case of bluefin, because we have obtained a
rebui l di ng plan through the | CCAT recomendati on.

But in that package that | had handed out to
everybody initially, with the standard operating procedures
for each of the panels, there was just an excerpt from each
of the FMPs with the objectives. So this is Chapter One,
Pur pose and Need, page 12 fromthe HVS MFP package.

It says, consistent with other objectives of this
FMP, Atlantic HVS fisheries will be managed for continuing
optimumyield so as to provide the greatest over all benefit
to the nation, as Mark had just said, particularly with
respect to food production, providing recreational
opportunities, preserving traditional fisheries and taking
into account the protection of marine eco-systens.

So it's sort of a market basket of objectives in
our statenent of optinmumyield for all of the HVS fisheries,
but technically speaking, Mau, you're correct in that,
provi ded we have an approved rebuil ding plan, as |long as you
take every fish under the quota, subject to that rebuilding
pl an, you're on the path for rebuilding. And that's

consistent wth our optinmumyield.
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MR. McHALE: 1'mgoing to go with Rich

MR, RUAIS: Now, | have a nunber of issues that |
guess sone of them on the actual category quotas, you want
to reserve that discussion for tonight.

MR. McHALE: Pl ease.

MR RUAIS: GCkay. On the 2001 | CCAT recomended
guota, | have a question. It's not clear to ne. W had a
revised estimate of the anmpunt of discard in the long line
category last year and the result of that was that there was
a higher anmpbunt of U. S. quota that could be caught in 2001 as
a result of the reduction by the long line fleet of the
nunber of discards of dead tuna. Were is that represented?

Is that built in already to these 2001 | CCAT recommended
quot as?

A PARTICIPANT: It is in those nunbers, and | ater
on this evening, when | do the public hearing presentation,
we'll get into nore detail on where they actually show up,
how they're all ocated and what that anount actually is.

MR. RUAIS: Okay, so basically, I think it was 30
tons or 34 tons or sonething like that; that was spread
proportionate across all five categories?

A PARTICIPANT: | don't think it was quite that
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l evel, but it was spread out anpbngst the categories, es.

MR RUAIS: Wis it quite that level in terns of the
total anount?

A PARTI CI PANT: | believe the estimate -- and
again, | prefer to get into it tonight, but | believe the
estimate fromthe pelagic | og books was sonmewhere in the
magni tude of 51 netric tons, so with the all owance of 68,
left 17 metric tons, which can then be divided in half, which
means ei ght point five, which then can be redistributed to
t he donestic fishing category.

MR. RUAIS: That's (inaudible), okay. | thought

t he nunber was sonewhat |arger than that, but okay.

Yesterday | did pass a handout around on the -- to
the AP on the harpoon category, and | guess |I'll tal k about
that tonight, but we're requesting -- three of the mgjor tuna

organi zations are all on line, and there are nore
organi zati ons, apparently, as well that are ready to support
an increase in the base quota for the harpoon category on the
basis that over tine, historically, the harpoon category was
about 10 percent of what the general category was. And
starting around 1997, the general category went up by about

100 tons and the harpoon category was sort of |eft behind,
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W t hout a commensurate increase in its base quota.

And if you can find in your package sonewhere,
distributed yesterday, it's just a one page docunent that
expl ai ns the reasons why the commercial tuna associations are
all supporting an increase in the harpoon category base.

| did want to nake a couple of coments on the RFA
docunent that was distributed yesterday. One, it doesn't say
who attended this neeting, but | understand froma nessage |
got from Steve Sloan that it was pretty wide -- it was pretty
wel | attended by nost of the people in the recreational
angling category, fishery in Wachapreague, Virginia or
wherever it was.

So I would just want to recomrend to NMFS that you
listen very carefully to what that group seens to have
hammered out, in terns of the changes to the fishing season
that they want to see. |It's their fishery and if they want
to see the fishery reorgani zed with new boundary |ines and
new seasonal guidelines, | think that's all reasonable stuff.

In terns of their recommendati on on the 8 percent
rule, I think that issue is nuch better handled at the | CCAT
advisory commttee, which basically sets what the U S. -- or

makes sone recommendati ons to the conm ssi oners about what
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the U S. objectives should be at | CCAT, and that's where that
8 percent rule originated. So it's really better carried out
in that forum

The RFA's reconmmendati on nunmber four, where they're
suggesting that their allocation cannot be touched, if you
will, transferred, to any other category that sells fish is
really not something that's supportable, and | don't think is
really the intent of the | aw

| nmean, the | aw provides NMFS with a mandate that
says NMFS has to provide a reasonabl e opportunity for al
U.S. fishernen to catch the | CCAT allocation. Each of the
guotas -- our viewis that each of the quotas, nobody really
owns that quota, per se; you have -- you're privileged to
have an opportunity to catch that quota, and that extends
beyond one year, and that's why we support the rollover
provisions, but it isn't sonmething that can go on
indefinitely if you have sone inability or if the fishery is
sinply not there for you to prosecute and catch that quota,
that quota needs to be nade available to other U S. fishernen
that can catch that quota.

And | say that knowi ng well that the commerci al

categories are subject to the sane process, that if we show
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over tinme that we can't catch the quota, that quota needs to
be made avail able to other use groups that can catch that
quot a.

In terns of the NVFS, the stuff that Brad is
tal ki ng about here, | don't think we have any choice but to
follow the process that you' ve been using to date, which is,
at least initially, roll over any specific categories,
specific underage, roll that over into the foll ow ng year.
Anyt hi ng can happen in one year. Any category coul d not
catch its quota for whatever reason, and you' ve got to afford
each group an opportunity to catch it.

There is alimt to that, though, and we can
appreciate that. And the biological concernis a real one
and it applies to all categories, particularly the angling
category where you're tal king about smaller fish and
therefore the tonnage is actually talking about a | ot nore
animal s than you are tal king about in the general category.

But the nunbers that you were suggesting, in terns
of sonme sort of a cap on it, certainly are not in the bal
park of what we're tal king about. W're |ooking nore at 75
percent or 100 percent of a category quota that should be

rolled -- certainly should be rolled over for at |east one
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year, and then if you see a chronic problem a chronic,
conti nui ng underage problem and the nunbers start getting
serious in terns of any specific quota, you can expect that
we're going to have sone issues that are raised by our
partners in this process; particularly the Canadians, if we
see any quotas getting out of I|ine.

And the angling category is approaching that |evel
right now, certainly at 566 tons. | mean, obviously if you
convert that and | ook at a worst case scenario, that they're
all school sized fish, and on the snmaller end of the school
sized fish, what you could do to any single year class, if
t hey di d make thensel ves avail able, you could take a
significant portion of that year class with -- or at |east
that year class that's available to the coastal fisheries,
and that's clearly a concern.

But | don't have a hard recommendation to nake,
whet her it should be 75 or 100 percent. Right now the
process -- we know how the process works; it's a little bit
vague. You've got -- there's five criteria in the plan that
you use to provide in season transfers anong the categories
totry to nmake sure that you neet the mandate of the |law, and

we've lived wwth that thus far and, you know, hopefully this
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angling category problemw Il, with changes that are being
made, wll rectify itself over tinme. |If not, we're going to
have to | ook harder at it, | guess.

In terns of the effort controls for the general
category, again, all three major commercial organizations,
t hi nk, have wei ghed in and suggest that we need to learn from
the '99 and 2000 fishing season, where in both cases we
didn't have what was happening in the mddle 1990s, which was
a very fast catch rate that produced the shortened season.
And clearly, we've commented repeatedly in 1999 and 2000 t hat
the days off were hindering us, the general category, from
catching the sub period quotas, which are, as everyone knows,
very inportant regionally; it distributes the resource
t hroughout New Engl and and it's an inportant thing.

So two of the organizations, East Coast Tuna and
North Shore Community Tuna, are both supporting no days off,
and let the fishery regulate itself. If we have a repeat of
the '99 or 2000 fishing season pattern, there won't be a
problemif we revert back to the '98 or '97 season or prior
NMFS has the authority wthin the regulations, within 72
hours, to add restricted fishing days on there, 48 or 72

hours, whatever it is. And that's enough of a break to
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achi eve any of those objectives of trying to stretch the
fishery out as |long as you can.

So we certainly do not want, even general category
tuna association is on record as saying, you have to take
into account what's happened the last two years and not start
this season off with the kind of schedule that we've used the
| ast couple of years, which |ast year resulted in genera
category underachieving its quota substantially, prior to the
begi nning of the North Carolina fishery.

"Il stop there and |let sone others talk
(i naudi bl e).

A PARTICI PANT: Al right, Rch, just to reiterate
there, so that option where | said, where we actually have a
restricted fishing date schedule with sone sort of possible
del ayed i npl enent ati on, based upon, say, consecutive days
landing a certain netric tonnage, is that sonething that your
organi zation would be in favor of, versus a conplete no RFD
schedul e?

MR RUAIS: Well, we tal ked about that quite a bit,
trying to see if there was sone kind of trigger that -- you
know, whether it would be three 20 ton days or a seven day

peri od where sonme nunber -- sonme anount of fish were | anded.
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And it's really difficult. It's difficult to try to come up
w th sonet hi ng.

I f you put a roomfull of fishernmen together and
try and agree upon what an appropriate trigger would be,
think we take confort in the fact that you al ready have the
authority, wthin 48 hours, to doit. |If we see that in late
July or early August the catch rate dramatically escal ates,
if we need to go to two days off a week or three days off a
week to try to stretch fishing out to the end of August, then
| think you'll see a consensus develop fairly rapidly in the
fishery that that's where we want to go

| think it's hard to try to, in advance, figure out
what an appropriate trigger will be, and we don't know what
the market conditions are going to be |ike and we don't know
what the fishery's going to be like. W're glad you have the
authority to do it, and it's a good authority to have and we
want to keep it in reserve for when we need it. Initially,
we shoul d have peopl e have the expectation that we're going
to start this fishery and fish until the situation changes
and restricted fishing days are required.

A PARTI Cl PANT: Thank you, Rich.

MR. McHALE: Next we go to Bob Pride, then David
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Wl not, and then M. Carence (inaudible).

MR. PRIDE: Thank you. |'ve got a couple of
guestions to start with. On the first page of the handout,
you nentioned the dead di scard all owance, but you didn't tel
us how nmuch it was. How nuch is it?

A PARTI CI PANT: 68 netric tons is the current dead
di scard al | owance.

MR. PRIDE: (Ckay, and that has nothing to do with
1387? That's in addition to --

A PARTI CI PANT: That is correct.

MR, PRIDE: 68 netric tons. And you just estimte
what those dead discards are, as best you can each year?

A PARTI Cl PANT: Currently, yes.

MR. PRIDE: (Okay. Second question: when we talk
about the proposed adjusted 2001 quotas, if you're going to
do this tonight then I'll be quiet today, but what is the
cal cul ation of the additions by size class in the angling
category? | nean, where do those nunbers cone fron? That's
a |l ot of tonnage.

A PARTI Cl PANT: Are you specifically referring to
t he break down of how the angling category is broken down

into those sub categories?
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MR PRIDE: R ght. | nean, I'massumng it's
fairly straight forward in the commercial categories, but in
the angling category, with the different schools (inaudible)

A PARTI Cl PANT:  Yeabh. What | can do is, in the
actual 2001 proposed specifications, we specify the
percentages that angling category is then broken down,
further broken down, by.

MR PRIDE: Well, I'd just like to know, you know,
specifically where the 293 netric tons cane fromthat are
being added in to the 2001.

A PARTICIPANT: 1'd have -- | can generate a table.

| have a table that will show that each individual sub
category of that angling, where that tonnage is comng from

MR. PRIDE: |f you could show us that tonight, that
woul d be great.

A PARTI Cl PANT: No probl em

MR. PRIDE: Ckay. On the quota carryover
situation, ny understanding is, and |I've always been told
that basically our | CCAT treaty basically says that we do
have to kill our quota if we can. Is that a true statenent

or a fal se statenent?
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A PARTI Cl PANT: (I naudi ble.)

MR. PRIDE: W' re supposed to scientifically
nmonitor up to the quota.

A PARTI Cl PANT: (1 naudi bl €) provide (inaudible)
| CCAT (i naudi ble) basically provide (inaudible).

MR. PRIDE: One of the things that happens in
recreational fisheries is that over tinme, ethics changed. W
had a | ong di scussion yesterday about billfish conservation
over the last 20 sone years, where the |andings had been
reduced by 98 percent. Sone of that's going on in the
recreational fisheries. A large part of what we see
happening is that effort reduction is taking place; sone of
that is ethical choices that anglers are nmaki ng about | anding
fish, but nost of it is just, they're not going fishing, at
this point.

However, over tinme that can change. W' ve seen it
happen with red drum we've seen it happen with marlin, and
it's going to happen with other species as anglers, the
younger anglers in particular, comng in and saying, you
know, we don't want to kill these beautiful creatures, you
know, for whatever reason

And there's nothing that | see in any discussions
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at any of the neetings that | go to that provides for
category, an angling category for exanple, to conserve their
fish and not have them be reallocated. And part of the

di scussion we had at the RFA neeting was al ong those |ines:
what about a deliberate conservation effort on the part of
the category, to inprove the fishery for all participants?

So | just throw that out as a thought. At this
point it's not a concrete thought, but along those |ines, |
think we need to discuss it.

To respond directly to what R ch said about the
carryovers, our assunption was, at the end of four years,
that sonmething different would have to happen. And we didn't
discuss it in detail (inaudible), so I'"mnot going to take a
public position, but | think that that's open to negotiation
and we probably would concur with what you're saying, if we
are supposed to take the fish. Particularly, as you say, the
power to wi pe out a particular year class gets pretty
powerful and we have to watch that very carefully.

The final comment | wanted to nake was in the
general category effort control alternatives. | didn't see a
days at sea alternative, and | don't know how practical that

is in these fisheries, but it's sonething you mght want to
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at | east investigate.

That concl udes ny comments. Thank you.

A PARTI Cl PANT: Thank you, Bob.

MR. SAMPSON. So perhaps David WI nmot (i naudible)

Cl arence and (i naudible).

MR. WLMOT: Thank you, Mark. | don't have a dog
in the fight on allocation. You all know this is one of the
areas that we typically don't have a lot to say on, one of
the few areas.

| will coment on a couple of ecol ogical aspects,
but first, |1'malways amazed at the | evel that we mcro-
manage this fishery. Generally, for individuals who are
scream ng for governnent to get off your back, | have to say,
| find it incredibly ironic that you run to NVFS and beg them
to hel p you manage your fishery so that you don't get too
little for a fish because you all can't control yourself and
m ght actually glut the market. So | just find it incredibly
ironic, and I have to comment on that every tine.

My concern here is ecological. You did a nice job
in your presentation and Rich even alluded to it in his
comment, if the rollovers occur and then becone excessive, we

can have increased nortality on a single year class or on a
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few year classes, that can have a significant inpact on the
rebui l di ng schedule. That's sonething we should avoid at al
cost .

We shoul d renenber that not only is OY what Chris
descri bed, but OY was redefined in the '96 re-authorization
to be MBY m nus everything that we think of in adjusting the
fishery: socio-economc, ecological; etc. This is a true
ecol ogi cal concern that we have to factor in.

So ny thinking on this is, along that line is, that
we of course should limt the rollovers. Wen we | ook at how
sone of these nunbers are building, if you inmagine all of
t hat quota being caught in a single year class or two year
cl asses, we could devastate the rebuilding plan. So we
shoul d absolutely imt the rollovers.

And | don't think that in limting and not
real l ocating, that violates the opportunity clause. |'m not
| ooki ng to puni sh anybody here, but in fairness, if NMFS, in
consultation wth all of you, agree upon a plan to try to
allocate this quota and everyone goes out and tries to catch
it, and then there's a rollover for one year where a fraction
of that rolls over, whatever that may be, and it would

certainly be the mgjority, and then in a second year it can't
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be caught, | believe that the opportunity to catch the quota
has been ful filled.

There's no guarantee, here. This is the pursuit of
happi ness idea. W're not guaranteed happi ness. You' re not
guaranteed quota. |It's the opportunity to catch the quota.

A couple of years, if you all sit around here and
agree upon what NVFS offers back, | consider that an
opportunity, and if you can't catch the fish, there's a good
ecol ogi cal reason why you're not catching the fish, and they
shoul dn't be put into sonebody el se's pocket, because that's
just, again, transferring the nortality to an area where it
shoul dn't be. That quota, for that category, has already
been assi gned.

So ny suggestion would be, limt the rollover,
don't have a specific nunber on what that should be, and
limt the time frame; it should be a short period of tine,
and then do not reallocate it into any of the other
cat egori es.

A PARTI CI PANT: Al right, thank you, Dave.

MR. McHALE: Let's hear M. Carence (inaudible).

MR. LEE: Just a couple of coments. Wth regards

to the rollover in this particular fishery, | just find it
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interesting that in the other fisheries that National Marine
Fi sheries Service nanages, we're not allowed to do that.
North Carolina had an i ssue where our comrercial sumrer

fl ounder quota was not caught. W cane forward and asked
that we be allowed to carry that forward to the next year,
and that flies in the face of NMFS phil osophy in managi ng
those species; and yet in this particular fishery, we have
the rollover provision and we encourage that. So it's just a
little bit of a difference in philosophy, and it nakes it
difficult for your fishing constituency to always understand
t hese i ssues.

The other point | wanted to nake on, as far as the
bluefin tuna, North Carolina historically gets left out of
this fishery, and I'd Iike to make an appeal that in sone
way, whether it has to do with an adjustnent to the fishing
season, the start date, back that up to one January or that
there be sonme sub allocation for provision. But we have
these fish in our water, they are available to us, and yet we
really don't have an opportunity to |and those fish.

And this past year we did, and we appreciate that.

And |I'm not sure precisely how that occurred, but in sone

way, | would like to make sure that we find a way to allocate
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or have sone of those fish available during the year, that
are available in our water. This is a very inportant fishery
to us, and we need to be able to participate in it on an
annual basis. Thank you.

MR. McHALE: Thank you, C arence. Next up, Nelson.

A PARTI Cl PANT: (I naudible.)

MR. VEISS: Yeah, just a couple of coments, and --
regarding the rollover and so on and so forth, you know,
David, on your comments, which I kind of agree with but then
| don't, if you |leave these fish, if you throw them back in
the water and as you know and we all believe, they're going
to swimacross the ocean and get caught on the other side.
And so |'d just as soon see us have the opportunity in a
different category to possibly catch these fish.

| think the problemis that we don't have a set
plan for these rollovers, and this is what happens: we get -
- we now have 500 tons or sonething that are left over, and -
- which is a large amount. | just believe in, whether it be
the angling category or the general category or the |ong
liners, this panel and NMFS shoul d have a policy of what to
do with rollovers so we don't wait until the end -- the

general category, for instance, has to wait until the end of
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the year, as happened | ast year, and see what the powers at
NVFS deci de when, and if and when, to give us additional
quota, which they finally did, which was too |ate for us.

Al t hough we did catch the normal general quota, it
was too late for us to catch what they gave us. And then, of
course, that's how North Carolina ended up with the fishery
it did.

Let's just get a policy down: when you don't catch
your quota, X anount of that quota gets rolled over next year
into different categories. And if the general category
doesn't catch their quota, so be it, let it get rolled over.

But for us to just sit here and year after year |et these
things pile up, until -- you know, and then get the
recreational guys and the commercial guys, you know, on
different sides of the long liners, is silly.

Every year | ask Nelson for his quota, and
sonetinmes he gives it to ne and sonetines he doesn't. And,
you know, and it depends on the way he gets up in the
nmorning, | guess. But that's what | believe should be done
regardi ng these rollovers and | eftovers.

Regarding the effort controls, this is a very --

don't think it's a very contentious issue; it's just an
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i ssue. W devel oped effort controls for a reason: because
we were catching fish too early, too soon, too quickly;
prices were going down the drain. And we devel oped a pl an
about three or four years ago, which both -- al

organi zations nore or |ess agreed to.

And of course, fishing is fishing and things
change. And it works to a certain extent. And GCTA realized
| ast year that the fishery for the | ast couple of years has
changed, and June, July and August were quite sl ow
Septenber, Cctober weren't. W'd catch a trenendous anount
of fish at the end of the year when the fish start to school
up.

And so instead of taking a program which has worked
pretty well for the last three or four years, or however |ong
we' ve had the effort controls, and we recommended that we, in
June, July and August, that we back off days off and only
have basically four days off or five days off in those three
mont hs, and plus the Japanese holidays, which we all agree
have to be taken off, because there's no place to sell the
fish. and in Septenber, October, |eave the days off on as
t hey have been, because that's the tine when fishing is the

heavi est and the market gets flooded, and for all the
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reasons.

And we thought this was a good step in making
adj ustnments towards the changing fishery. W nust renenber
t hat NMFS can al ways change these rules, you know, as they
did last year: when we weren't catching a quota, they took
the days off off, and that's fine. But for us to nake a
whol esal e change today in this systemthat we've had for the
| ast several years, | believe, is wong. | think if you're
goi ng to change sonething, change it a piece at a tine and
see how it works out.

Let me make one nore comment, as long as | have the
m ke here. | see sone of ny friends back there and they're
probably waiting for this issue to -- that was brought up
yesterday at five o' clock, to be addressed by nme, which I'd
like to do if that's all right, because --

A PARTI CI PANT: We'd actually prefer to do that
this evening, Peter.

MR VEISS: | can't do that this evening; |'m not
going to be here. So | think since you gave themfive
o'clock, I think I'd just like to make a qui ck statenent.
It's not going to be very | ong.

A PARTI Cl PANT: (I naudi bl e.)
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MR. VEISS: |'ve given sone thought to the comments
that were made yesterday regardi ng those issues, and after
giving it sone thought and reading the paper that was read, |
basically decided not to comment on this issue. | think the
coments nmade were relatively worthless. It was nore of a
personal attack on ne than anything el se and sonmewhat on
Rich, and therefore | respect the panel's judgenent as to
what they think of those comments, and I'lIl leave it at that.

MR. McHALE: Thank you, Peter. Okay, Nel son.

A PARTI Cl PANT:  Nel son.

MR. BEI DEMAN: Ckay, Nel son Bei deman, Bl ue Water.
It's getting to be quite a list of things to address.

For one thing, | question why we're back on the,
you know, quota carryover, et cetera. This is -- | agreed
wth a lot of what Peter said, except for one thing: that,
you know, we don't have a policy on this. It seens to ne
that there were years and years and years of deliberation on
this, and the first major, you know, task of the HVS panel
when it was forned was to go over the bluefin tuna quota
categories, carryovers, etc., in absolute detail in a three
day neeting. And we cane out with policies.

It also seens to ne that for sonme ungodly reason
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the National Marine Fisheries Service wants to keep the food
fight going, and keeps buying into, well, that we don't have
policies. But | think policies did conme out of that neeting
and out of this panel. And, you know, correct ne if |I'm
wrong, but | think one of the biggest things that came out of
that is that the category should have sone accountability,
that without accountability we keep getting, you know, nore
and nore and nore problens, that there should be
accountability for the categories and sub categories, and
that every category had sone right to stay -- you know, to
use its quota and stay within its quota.

Al so, on the pelagic long line situation, we've got
to remenber that, you know, those fish aren't necessarily not
harvested; they're not |anded. And, you know, ny eyes are
too poor to see, you know, your nunbers on here, but if |
recall, sonewhere the | og books say sonething |ike 31 and
sonething like 50 if you take all the categories' discards,
but it's something like 31 or 34, sonething |ike that, for
pelagic long line. But then we also have the pooling issue,
whi ch is under peer review, which estinmates 151.

Now, reality is sonewhere in between that. W

think that it tends toward the | ower nunber, but, you know,
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we don't know. Pooling is probably a very, very good
scientific, you know, analysis to be used on extrapol ati ng
and estimating catches. W don't think that pooling, the way
it'"s currently used or being applied, takes into account the
extreme variability, even within an area or a quarter for the
pelagic long Iine gear. But those things, you know, can and
shoul d eventual ly be worked out.

But accountability, nunmber one, | think that's what
this body said back in 1999. | think it also said that each
category, you know, should have sone access to its quota,
including rollovers; | think | CCAT has pretty nuch said that
sanme thing

And when the discard issue cane up at | CCAT, there
is al so extensive di scussion about what incentive would a
category have to reduce discards if in fact, you know, al
the prizes were going to be punitively stolen away fromt hat
cat egory.

And al so, nobst of the groups around the table here,
not all the groups, because there are sone new groups in the
fisheries, but many of the groups around the table here have
signed on to proposals directly trying to get to where the

pelagic long line fishery, that's been over restricted for
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years and years in landing its allowed quota, can at | east
land its quota within its quota limt. Hopefully, | think
it's this neeting, that the second AMPR on that issue is to
seriously discussed.

So, you know, let's not kill the fish twce. Let's
carefully look at the catch criteria that, you know,
definitely needs to be adjusted, because it has been over
restricted.

When the effort controls -- | think it's up to, you
know, the category, but that's all for now Thank you.

A PARTI Cl PANT: Thank you, Nelson. | believe Pat
Sheeda wil|l be giving a presentation on those (inaudible)
catch requirenents a little later on in the neeting.

VMR, BEIDEMAN. WII| that be today? Tonorrow?

A PARTI Cl PANT:  Tonorrow nor ni ng.

MR. BEI DEMAN:  Ckay.

A PARTI Cl PANT: Thank you. | agree with Nel son on
alot of that. W're |ooking at rolling over quotas; what we
shoul d be | ooking at are the regulations that are in place.

A l ot of the reasons that your quotas may not be
being realized, |like Nelson said, it doesn't nmean the fish

aren't being caught. You go back to the angling category,
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we've gone froma fishery that used to be all owed, you know,
| think it was up to two fish per person at a tinme, down to
the four fish per boat. So there's one reason there,
especially, you know, the party boat side where it's not
bei ng caught, and it's the sane thing over -- you know,
there's a lot of fish being caught; they're just not being
| anded and bei ng charged for the category.

| think it's the regul ations thensel ves that have
to be | ooked at.

MR. McHALE: | thank you. Rich?

MR RUAIS: One comment that | left off: | don't
t hi nk that changi ng the percentage shares of each category is
a solution to the rollover problemat all. Those were very
hard fought. | don't think every tine you see a problemwth
an excessive rollover, you want to entertain the battle again
over redistributing the total U S. allocation.

So | think sonewhere -- we've got to | ook el sewhere
for solutions to naking a policy, as Hamer (phonetic) says,
to deal with the rollovers, but without thinking that we're
going to go back and change the percentage shares. Maybe it
is acap. Again, I'll just stress, | certainly don't think

it can be after one year; you have to allow a category --
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anyt hing can happen in a single year for any fishery. |
think you've got to be | ooking at at |east two years out,
three years out, and then beginning -- and then thinking
about what to do at that point.

MR. McHALE: Thank you, Rich. Ron?

MR. WH TAKER, Yeah, Rom Whitaker, Hatteras Charter
Boats. But | just wanted to address a couple of issues
dealing with the, nostly the general category. And these
fish, to reiterate what Wayne Lee said, they are available to
us from Novenber right on through March

(End side A, tape 1.)
| nmean, this year, due to whatever reasons, the quota wasn't
filled up North, and we had trenendous fishery.

But | feel like, and I'mreferring to National
St andard Nunmber Four, where conservation and managenent
measures shall not discrimnate between residents of
different states, | do feel like North Carolina is getting
di scrim nated against. These fish, this didn't just happen
this year; this has happened for the | ast seven, six years
anyway, and | feel |ike that sonehow we need to nmake sone
provi sions for these guys to sonehow take advantage of this

fishery.
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And | realize there's a big fight for every pound,
but at sonme point in tine, there may be sone nore added to
the pie, and | certainly feel |ike that we should be
deserving of sonme of it, and | feel |ike we should have sone
of it now But it's a fishery that's there, it's been there,
and | would like to see us have sone of it. Thank you.

MR. McHALE: Thank you, Rom Bob?

MR PRIDE: | forgot to nention when | nmade ny
earlier comments that | wll be prepared tonight to discuss
t hese recommendati ons that cane out of the Wachapreague
meeting public hearing, so that's why | didn't address them
this norning. | don't want to take the tinme during the day
time (inaudible).

A PARTI Cl PANT: Yeah, we'll have that this evening.

Thank you. Does anybody el se have any additional coments,
then, that hasn't spoken up to this point?

A PARTI Cl PANT: Go ahead and do Rich, just Rich.

MR RUAIS: Yeah, | just -- | did want to nake one
comment on the North Carolina situation. It isn't like North
Carolina is totally left out. CObviously the general category
guota is a coast wide quota, and if it's not caught up in New

Engl and, you do get a crack at the fish there.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

39

There's also the nud hole reserve, which was
i ntended specifically to provide fishing opportunities South,
after the -- well, when the fish becone available to them
The probl emyou have there is that there is a Southern
boundary to that reserve, and | would suggest that that's an
area you mght want to look at, if you' re | ooking for sonme
i mredi ate access or relief, however you want to | ook at it,
because that quota has not been caught in recent years. The
fishery has just appeared in that area, and you coul d easily,
nore easily, make an argunent that that was designed to
address sone concerns about southern access to general
cat egory quot a.

And then Rom as you nentioned, we've said al
along as well that the tine to | ook at what we would still
consider to be a new area type fishery certainly isn't as
historically traditional as the general category in New
Engl and or the main angling category. But as nore quota
beconmes available, certainly I think we have to | ook.

We're facing this allocation battle on an
international |evel where new fisheries are devel opi ng and
peopl e are maki ng demands for quota and we're beginning to

realize that if we want -- if you want the process to work
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internationally, you can't just ignore that issue, you have
to address it. And we were hoping |last year was the year at
| CCAT that we were going to get sone additional quota that
coul d have | ooked at a couple of problem areas, donestically.

And al so we've been offering to our angling
category col |l eagues a way of working a deal, comng to an
accommodation, that changes the U S. -- the distribution of
the quota to reflect that pattern that we have today in the
angl i ng category and nmake sone of that quota help the angling
category out of the 8 percent dilemm, while hel ping giant
fisheries, as well, provide a little bit nore quota for giant
fisheries, in a trade off that | think would be biologically
justified and woul d basically be neutral, and address the
needs of the angling community and sone of the needs that we
have in New Engl and for additional giant quota to address
sonme of the issues that we have up North

A PARTI Cl PANT: Thanks, Rich.

MR. McHALE: Are there any nore comments fromthe
AP before | go -- yes?

A PARTI Cl PANT: (I naudible.)

A PARTI Cl PANT: | see.

MR. BERKLEY: |'mhere today -- Joe MBride's
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father in law died last night, so he's on his way to Ol ando
with his wife and he asked ne to take his place. So we

di scussed sone of the issues that went on yesterday, but |

don't -- Rich, | don't understand what you just said. |If you
could clarify that again, | would appreciate it.
MR RUAIS: |I'msorry, Steve, what part of ny

coment did you --

MR. BERKLEY: Well, you were headi ng towards sone
type of exchange swap negotiation; | don't know what else to
call it. Wat was on your m nd?

MR RUAIS Wwll, --

MR. BERKLEY: Assum ng you don't get the quota that
you asked for -- by the way, | hope you know this, that at a
nmeeting we just held, we anonynously, about five states and
ei ght or nine groups, unaninously cane out in favor of an
increase in quotas for the United States fishernmen in | CCAT,

to 200 netric tons, which you proposed |last year. So with

that in -- without that, what do you propose -- what was your
| ast statenment regarding the present quota? | didn't quite
catch it.

MR RUAIS: Okay, it's nothing that you haven't

heard before. W've sat -- you and | have sat, |'ve sat with
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a lot of recreational representatives, and discussed the --
you know, a solution to a problemthat you' re facing right
now, which -- or you have faced, not in the 2000 fishing
season, but in recent years: one of the biggest inadequacies
that you have in your quota is the 8 percent Iimt, which
[imts you to about 105 or 106 tons of quota in that school
fishery, the 66 pound and under.

And what we've been suggesting for quite a while is
that we -- you know, that you could be hel ped on that problem
by getting I CCAT to relax on the 8 percent rule, and in
exchange, providing sone additional protection to the age
classes that the angling category in nodern tines is
apparently not using as nuch, primarily because a | ot of
t hose nedi unms, small, nmedium |arge school (inaudible) snal
medi uns, used to be caught in southern New England in the
general category, and today you're not accessing and using
that quota. So biologically you could, if you reduced the
quota on the small nmedium you could increase the quota on
t he school sized fish

And that, of course, would require an | CCAT, at
| east an acknow edgenent by | CCAT that the U S. is changing

that, but you could do it in a way that was resource neutral
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t hat added sone substantial tonnage to the school size
category quota, reduced the quota in the |arge school
(i naudi bl e) small medium and even provided sone additi onal
guota for the giant category.

The concept is, in the fresh water fisheries, |
think is called the slot m ninmum size. You hit the fish a
little harder when they're very small, you provide sonme
protection in the mddle, and you can again hit them when
they're adults. And we've offered -- in fact, we've gone so
far as to do -- have the analysis done to show what you coul d
do in a resource-neutral way, what the nunbers would be. And
we tal ked about that at a neeting at Ccean City, Maryland
that | travelled to, to neet with several of you all on that.

So that offer has been on the table for several
years, and just last year we tried to wite it in sonme
| egislation and you guys killed it. So I don't know what
el se to say, but | know you have been supportive of it; at
| east, | always get positive responses fromyou on working
it.

But when it conmes tinme to actually making -- you
know, going to NVFS hand in hand and saying, here's what we

want to do, here's what commercial and angling category
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groups want to do, we want to change the U S. fishing -- or
we want to change the size, the quota size, distribution to
better reflect our nodern day fishery, rather than what the
fishery was like in 1981 and again with the changes that were
made in 1991

A PARTI Cl PANT:  Nel son?

MR. BEI DEMAN:  Yeah, a couple of things. Rom if
the pelagic long line category landing criteria is revised, |
knowit's not a full solution for the Carolinas, but the
Carol i nas woul d have sone access to bluefin, at least within
t hat category.

Steve, it's getting nore and nore and nore
difficult, |1 believe, at | CCAT, to convince 40 other nations
when the U S. goes with self serving issues. As we've
justifiably put ourselves, you know, and keep trying to, you
know, press into the eastern bluefin tuna realm and we need
to, we have to continue to and it's justified, well, they're
doing the sane thing as us. | hear nore and nore coments
fromother nations at | CCAT about what we're doing or not
doing with western. So it gets pretty tricky.

A PARTI Cl PANT: (Il naudible.)

A PARTI Cl PANT: Yeah, further to that point, in
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terms of the U S. position going to | CCAT, | think Nelson
does bring up a good point, and we woul d be under a
significant anmount of scrutiny to be able to defend a
proposal to change and relax in any way the 8 percent

t ol erance.

That doesn't nean that you couldn't convince the
conmi ssioners to pursue that position, you know, particularly
if we understand its resource neutrality and that sort of
thing. And we could devel op a good case that in the right
context at | CCAT, when there's trading of issues and
negotiating going on, that that could be a successful effort.

The one concern | would personally have is that if
we're going to load up in the school size category, you know,
enphasi ze that, |1've been soneone who just instinctively has
had a real sensitivity to small fish nortality, and that
certainly is a prevailing policy at | CCAT and sensitivity at
| CCAT, although we wi sh they were a little nore sensitive to
it inthe East. And a great deal of our pursuit of the
eastern bluefin tuna conservation program has been to inpose
greater discipline on their small fish nortality, and they
are way out of conpliance with that.

Soit isalittle bit tricky for us to negotiate
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increases in our owmn snall fish nortality, at the sane tine
insisting on better discipline in the East. That doesn't
mean we can't do that; we've done nore difficult things than
that at | CCAT, certainly.

But the thing that bothers nme is this carryover
situation, which is maybe just a point in tinme, but it's --
it will be aglaring -- if we're -- if this is sonething you
hope to do perhaps this year in Novenber, or even the next
year, it would seemwhat wll be glaring is the fact that
we've got, it looks like to ne, 566 tons in the angling
category right now, and perhaps, unless sonething very
dramati c changes this year, we're going to end up with even
nore than that.

A substantial portion of that, under your proposal,
a very substantial proportion, | presune, would be dedi cated
to small fish.

So |l think if we're going to address that issue,
which | would be willing to look into and work with you guys
on that, for sure, | think it has to conme with sone
resolution of this huge pile of potential nortality of smal
fish, which if sonething did -- you know, what if we had a

great year class that was extrenmely vulnerable to md
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Atl antic, or recreational fishing?

We've had situations in the past where there were
huge years of small fish nortality in the md Atlantic bite,
and, you know, potentially putting at risk an entire year
class with that type of tonnage. And that's a |ot of
i ndi vidual fish, 600 tons of fish at that size.

So that would be ny concern, is that wth any
proposal |ike that has to cone sone rationalization of the
carry forward policy and sonething that has an automatic --
you know, | -- in ny mnd, and again, | -- you know, this
isn"t my proposal to make and | don't have any official
position or anything, but it seens to nme there ought to be
sone sort of a cap on any given category that, you know, the
anmount of fish that piles up or accunulates in any given
category shouldn't exceed, you know, 150 percent of 200
percent of whatever the original anbunt was so that you don't
end up in a situation like this, where, to ne, you could do
serious danmage to a year class if everybody focused their
efforts on small fish in one good summer fishery.

So again, I'll be glad to work with you guys to try
to do that, but please add this to the mx of the package

that you woul d put together. Thank you.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

48
A PARTI Cl PANT: | wanted -- it's also the

(i naudi bl e) --

(Interruption to tape.)

MR. BERKLEY: | thought the word was, the
International Commttee for Conservation; there's the word
conservation in there. | don't understand this. Sonebody
earned this overage: they didn't catch them it's been
accunmul ating, it's there, it represents good managenent. Wy
does that belong to sonebody else? | don't understand it.
Just because it's there? W nmay never catch it, but it's
there. How can we insist on this at | CCAT for other
countries, tell themthat they' re over, they're under and --
but if it gets too big, we're going to cut it back? No,
don't get that.

Secondly, | think a year fromtoday, we'll be in
this roomw th the nost unbelievable pressure on fishery
stocks known to man kind. There are mllions now, cattle
that are being deci mated and burned in Europe, anthrax and
all the other stuff, mad cow di sease. So we've got to eat
sonething, and it's not going to be pasta, it's going to be
protein. It's going to be protein, and protein is fish.

So there will be trenendous pressure at | CCAT to
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catch nore, kill nore, sell nore, with increasing prices.

And the United States singularly has been the one for
conservation. This overage, as you call it, represents
conservation. W' ve been the good guys on the block. W may
never read into that.

And | don't understand that nmethod of converting
not for sale fish into for sale fish. |1'mopposed to that; a
| ot of people are. And Gen, |1'd be delighted to work with
you on that, but we've got sone bigger problens, tinkering
with an overage that's piled up from-- from not for, from
good conservati on.

MR. McHALE: Thank you, Steve. den?

MR. DELANEY: 1'll answer the question that Steve
asked, which was, what is the conservation rationale of not
allowng alot of fish to accunulate in a category? And |'|
repeat what | thought | said before, which was, in
particular, there is a sensitivity about small fish
nortality, and over all policy and conservation goal at | CCAT
is to -- maybe mnimze is too strong a word, but it's not
far fromthere, small fish nortality and bl uefin tuna.

There is an accept -- | think there's a prevailing

notion that there is an acceptable |level of small fish
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nortality that, in their fisheries, tends to be nore a
product of the cultural desire to eat very small fish, and in
our case, the cultural desire to catch small fish for sport
and pl easure.

But in either case, we want to catch some anount of
smal | fish, but at the sane tinme, recognize that excessive
fishing nortality on small fish, which is usually targeted,
are a single or perhaps two year classes, is biologically or
froma conservation perspective, a risky thing to do, and you
have to keep it under wraps.

And 566 point four tons of small fish nortality
woul d translate into, you know, 25,000 fish at a m ni nrum
That's giving you a pretty generous average size of around 50
pounds, and | suspect it would be a snmaller average size in a
| arger nunber of fish.

And if you took 25,000 fish out of a year class, a
single year class, that would be, in sinple words, a very bad
thing to do froma conservation stand point. W depend right
now, in bluefin tuna conservation, in our rebuilding plan, on
t he success of year classes. They don't cone along very
often. W've had a few good ones recently, and we can't

afford to have any one of those, should another one ari se,
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get wi ped out in a sumer fishery.

So that's the biological or the conservation
i nplication, and perhaps rationale, for not allow ng too many
fish to pile up in any small fish category. The idea of
having a small fish category was that it would be taken over
each year, and each year you would be fishing on a different
year class, and so that nortality would be distributed over
year cl asses instead of concentrated on one year cl ass.

| hope that explains it.

MR. McHALE: Thank you, G en. David?

MR WLMOT: | won't repeat ny earlier comments,
but just to play off of what Gen is saying, it's not just
l[imted to the small fish, though, Steve. | know this
di scussi on, because so nuch is built up in the angling
category that the focus is there. Wat Gen is saying,

t hough, is absolutely correct: there is this ecol ogical

i npact that could be dramatic, but it could happen in the
larger fish. | can tell you right now, I don't think any of
us want 186 point six netric tons to cone out of the Gulf of
Mexi co, of big spawners, that Nelson's long liners could

cat ch.

So it's not any particular class, and it's not even
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just good years. W often think of it that way. Let's say
the "94, '95 year class, if it's as large as we hope it is,
trying to get those fish to spawers is a great goal. Think
of it the other way: a really poor year class that nade it
up to sub adults and then gets hammered because there were
smal | nedi uns avail able, or |arge nediuns avail able, and they
all get wiped out. W lose -- any way you cut it, you don't
want to | ose year cl asses.

So this is significant. There is indeed a
conservation ecol ogical aspect to this that we should all be
wlling to address, and that's (inaudible). This is
i nportant from a conservation stand point, from our
per specti ve.

MR. McHALE: Are there any other nenbers of the AP
t hat have comments on either of these two issues?

A PARTI CI PANT: To over sinplify it, it seenms to ne
that the year classes that are being harvested ought to be
factored -- or that weren't harvested, one way or the other,
that are being harvested this year or that were not harvested
| ast year, ought to be factored into the consideration of
that rolling over, to avoid hitting the sanme year class

excessi vel y.
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(Interruption to tape.)

MR HATAM: M nane is Vic Hatam of East Coast
Tuna Farns. And you're tal ki ng about conservation and
killing fish twice. No one's addressing the possibility or
the probability of aquaculture for bluefin tuna, or yellowfin
tuna for that matter. This is a neans of taking -- this
gentl eman said, killing fish tw ce; you can take one fish,
one dead fish and get twice as nuch neat out of it. Al the
medi terranean is involved in this; our neighbors to the
Nort h, Canada, has a bluefin tuna aquacul ture; Japan; Chile;
Morocco, etc. It goes on and on.

Bluefin tuna is the only fish that turns from an
egg to 100 pounds of neat within a year. |It's got a half a
percent a day growmh rate, takes eight to nine pounds of just
about whatever you want to feed it that's got proteinin it
and turns it into tuna neat, and it gives you a neans of
controlling the market a little better. [|'ve been in
Provi ncetown in July when nedium bluefin are bringing in a
dollar a pound, and that's just slaughtering fish, as far as
| " m concer ned.

The New Engl and Aquarium conducted a project off of

Provincetown and Virginia in 1996, and both of these projects
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showed the high nortality of catch and rel ease. You catch a
fish with a hook, it's about 80 to 90 percent dead no matter
what you do to it. It mght not be dead on the spot, but
within three to five days, if the hook's on the upper end of
the head, it's going to have optical damage, it's going to
have brain damage, etc., and eventually that fish is going to
die. So they're really not sporting events here by catching
and fishing and tagging fish; they're just |ike skeet
shooting, really, only with live ani mals.

That's why | feel that we really have to address --
| nmean, we're tal king about rollover quotas, by catch quotas
and all these different quotas. Sonething's got to be done
to address the aquacul ture quota for bluefin tuna. | nmean,
it's sonething we're mssing the boat on. 1It's sonething
that's continuing to pass us by and unl ess sonething is done
soon - -

| mean, you're tal king about giants in the nud
hol es? There are no nore giants in the nud hole. Used to be
July you'd go to the nmud hole up in Madersquan (phonetic) and
be bringing in 400, 300, 500 pound tuna fish. That hasn't
happened in years. | think they caught one |ast year; naybe

two years ago they caught one.
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And that's a pretty sad state on the conservation
we're attenpting to do, because those are really your stock
fish, your breeder fish, are the giants, not these -- these
fish that you're catching that are 100, 120 pounds, they're
only a year, two, three years old. Fromthe biology that I
understood, and I'm by the way, |I'man entrepreneur, not a
bi ol ogist, it takes a good while, five to seven years, before
these fish are beginning to breed, in any capacity.

So the bigger the fish, the nore of an inpact it's
going to have on your stock, where if you get 100 pound fish
in June up in the Carolinas or the Virginia, you fatten it up
until Decenber, you have about a 200, 210 pound fish. You've
only taken 100 pounds of tuna out of the water; you've
converted it into 200 pounds of tuna.

You can control the quality of the neat by the
different fish you feed it. You can control the quality of

the color by, believe it or not, giving it squid. You can

control the fat content. There are countries -- Dennark has
devel oped different means of producing plankton to crill to
fish food. | nean, there are so many scientific advantages

and advances in aquacul ture.

And | just want to say that you have -- if you have
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anything left over, you should consider devel opi ng a quota
for that particular viable resource of growing fish, and |like
| said, just doubling the weight of one fish into tw fish
wi t hout taking any nore fish out of -- which is what |
understand -- | nean, all you're talking about is yanking
fish out of the water. G eat, but what about doing sonething
with that fish you yanks out? What about making it nore
fish? Instead of one set anmount, you can really increase the
anount of neat, which is what the objective is, | would
i magi ne. Thank you.

A PARTI Cl PANT: Ckay.

A PARTI CI PANT: What is this gentleman's nanme

agai n?
MR HATAM: M nane is Victor Hatam, Ha-t-a-mi.
A PARTI Cl PANT: (I naudible.) Thank you, M.
Hatam . |Interesting presentation. Just a quick couple of

reflections on ny part. One is that devel opnent of

aquacul ture for fisheries has been an ongoing difficult
project, but it is now one of the integral goals of the
Bureau of Sustainable Fisheries and office of (inaudible)
fisheries to pronote, and they've devoted resources to trying

to handl e that.
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Qur fishery, FWMP, the various stages -- and has
acknowl edged we recogni ze the potential for aquacul ture and
we' ve been struggling, as you know, you and | have tal ked, to
try to carve out a way to nake regul ati ons, address our
permts. It's, for want of a better word, foreign territory
to us. W aren't famliar with it. W understand these
guota issues, as you can see, are fought over tooth and nai
to the last fish. There are other adm nistrative issues
whi ch we run into.

So we appreciate you com ng here and we | ook
forward to working with you to try to work through sone of
t hose i ssues.

Again, the climate right now, as far as | can tell,
has been very positive and very favorabl e towards
aquacul ture; just a lot of questions remain. So we'll need
your assistance and spirit to help guide us through that.
Thank you. Thank you.

It looks |ike we have a couple of AP nenbers who
want to now participate. Is it on this discussion? Then if
you don't mnd, I1'd like to go back to you, then, to the AP,
and then we'll go back to the public. So Nelson, Pat and

then Steve, and (inaudible) and Mau, all of you. Ckay.
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MR. BEIDEMAN: (lnaudible.) | guess I'll turn this

on, to ask M. Hatam , what would be a m nimal anmount that

woul d be necessary to even try an aquaculture project in the

Us.?

MR. HATAM: |'ve got to imagine, to nake it
financially feasible -- | think when | wote to National
Marine Fisheries, it was about a 12 to 15 ton quota. |It's

not hi ng, nothing conpared to (inaudible) quotas that you're
dealing with here, naybe 20 -- because it's got to be
sonething that, if it does work out, it's going to be
obviously financially feasible. There's no sense in -- |
nmean, you're tal king cages; each cage is about $50, 000.
You're talking feeding these fish; it's --

A PARTI ClI PANT: Victor, could you speak into the
m ke so we can just get it for the tape as well?

MR. HATAM : (Il naudible.) Yeah.

A PARTI Cl PANT: Thank you.

MR. HATAM : | nentioned before, about a 15 ton
quota is what it would need to at | east seed fish, noney,
what ever you want to call it, to get the project at |east
feasible to get started, because there's a | arge anount of

i nvestment involved here, just |like you' re buying a big boat.
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It's a lot of noney involved in setting up an aquacul ture,
off shore -- the cages, the insurance, the fees, the divers,
the work, etc. It's not just as sinple as catching them I’
afraid. Thank you.

A PARTI CI PANT: | have a question for M. Hatam .
| wondered if this is already market available, or if it is,
where, and if people have asked if there -- have said that
there's a different in the taste and texture, as there is in
the farmraised fromw | d sal non or what.

A PARTI Cl PANT: Are you tal king about here in the

us ?

A PARTI Cl PANT:  Yeah.

A PARTI CI PANT: We have no idea; we haven't done
it.

A PARTI Cl PANT: Thank you.

MR. HATAM: That's right, we have to do it. It's
mar ket abl e everywhere else in the world; | don't know why it

woul dn't be here.

A PARTICIPANT: It's wide in the European
countries.

MR HATAM: Yes, it's quite marketable, but it's

not mar ket abl e here because we haven't done it yet. And
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that's why |'mhere, to make sure we get the ball rolling on
this.

A PARTI Cl PANT: (I naudi ble.) Thank you.

A PARTI CI PANT: |'ve been to Ashi kaga and Kushi noto
(phonetic) and seen the prototypes of, and the successful --
the units that Japan has done, as far as breeding and hol di ng
and getting a biomass, as well as raising themfor food, in
bl uefin and yellowfin tunas. It took themover 12 years to
get a successful spawn, although when they got to spawn, they
al |l died.

A, you need a site; and B, you need the capital; C
-- | think Rch introduced ne to a fellow |l ast year in Spain
t hat was successfully doing it, wasn't he, R ch, in the
Sout hern Spai n? Yeah, there's the book.

However, and |I'mall for this, we have to restock
t he oceans and feed ourselves, | amnot in favor of your
statenent, which as been disproved so many tines, about the
small fish nortality. Wen Sebastian Bell put these fish in
t he Boston aquarium he put themin an oblong tank instead of
a round one, and they crashed into the side walls and died,
and he blaned it on the nortality of hooks. That is not

true. It never was true. | nyself have released fish that
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have been 20 pounds that have been recaptured in the Bay of
Bi scayne, and basically it's one of the fundanental prograns
of the one stock theory versus two.

So | enjoy your presentation, but for the future,
will you refrain fromblamng nortality on that basis?

MR. HATAM: The nortality isn't really affected by
t hat --

A PARTI CI PANT: Well, just don't say it anynore,
because it's not true. It's been disproved 120 ti nes.

MR. HATAM: [|I'mgoing by the data fromthe New
Engl and aquari um (I naudi bl e) .

A PARTI CI PANT: No, you're not. Well, it's flawed.

MR, HATAM : Well --

A PARTICIPANT: And it was flawed, and Bell --

MR. HATAM : | have the (inaudible).
A PARTI CI PANT: -- Bell was discharged over it, so
don't use it anynore. |It's not true.

A PARTI Cl PANT: (I naudible.)

A PARTI Cl PANT: d en?

MR. DELANEY: Yeah, I'lIl ranble a little bit here.
First of all, I'd like to see in the United States, sonebody

peruse a venture to pen raise sone fish, but | think we need
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to understand what we're tal king about.

What Steve is tal king about in Japan was an
unsuccessful, and I think now defunct, effort to literally
collect larvae or -- and stock the ocean with bluefin tuna,
as opposed to, in the extensive business now in the
Medi terranean, |'msure involving quite a few Spani ards and
Italians and perhaps others over on the other side, on the
African, North African side, as well. And that's basically
taking fish out of the ocean at various sizes, putting them
in a pen, feeding them fattening them grow ng them and
t hen pl ayi ng the market.

You'll see, if you eat sushi a lot, pen raised
bluefin torro in sushi markets right now at a tinme when
normal |y we wouldn't have a lot of that on our market.

Pat's question, ny good friend Masam a Harab
(phonetic), who is a Japanese representative, thinks there's
a huge difference between the taste and texture of pen raised
fish, as opposed to wld fish, although Rich and I have been
doing a sanpling as often as we can, and we haven't found a
| ot of difference so far, but we're not Japanese.

But getting back to sonething nore serious, the

huge growmh in the pen raising in the Mediterranean has
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caused a managenent issue that | wanted to bring to your
guys' attention, NMFS people, which is, essentially it's
created a bl ack hol e.

We have -- a black hole of accountability. W
don't know, and we can't account for, how many fish are in
t hose pens, who caught them what size they were when they
went into the pens, although we do know what size are being
put onto the market. And if you can inmagine in the hands of
the wong peopl e, neaning the Spanish and the Italians, that
type of situation could be abused, and | suspect is being
abused.

And so | think a nunmber of us, including the
Japanese, are quite concerned that | CCAT press for sone
revisions. | guess where it would have to be is sonewhere in
the context of the bluefin statistical docunent program to
sonehow set a policy and then a procedure for counting the
size of these fish

Personally, | think what is relevant, | guess, is
what is the size of the fish, the tonnage of the fish, when
it comes out of the ocean, out of the wld resource, because
that's the inpact on the stock, but |I'mopen to anything.

But we're going to need your guys' thoughts and help to
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devel op, both with respect to | CCAT, as well as internally,
how woul d be the best way to deal with that situation

|'"d like to see sonebody try to do it in the United
States. W don't have the advantage of year round water
tenperatures that they do in the Mediterranean, so it's going
to be a different challenge, at least in the Northeast, but
it should be explored. So it's going -- | guess ny point is,
it's going to have to have the proper managenent structure
around it for accountability.

A PARTI Cl PANT: Thank you, den. Mu?

DR CLAVERI E: Yeah, I"'mworried about what is

going to be fed to these fish. [If you' re going to take sone
of ny redfish and feed themto bluefin tuna, | ain't going to
be happy.

MR. HATAM: Well, that gives the best color.

DR. CLAVERIE: Right. But also, it sounds like
it's a great thing to do, is to take a 100-pound fish, grow
it up to a 200-pound fish or 300, whatever you want, before
you sell it. But you're feeding that fish, presumably, fish
which, if that fish wasn't in a cage, would be the fish it
woul d be eating in the wld. Wich neans that you're not

really taking a 100-pound fish and growing it to a 200-pound
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fish for free, so to speak, as far as the ecology is
concer ned.

So there is a little bit of a down side there, but
to be able to play the narket and get a better price for the
sanme amount of fish is not a bad idea. | nmean, that's got
soci oeconom cs involved, too. But |I'd be very concerned
about what obtaining food for these fish would do to the
| ocal area, as well as the total popul ation.

And |'m just amazed, if they can't count fish in a
cage, how do we expect to count themin the ocean? D d I
hear den say that, that they don't know how many fish are in
a cage?

A PARTI CI PANT: Well, the guys in the business know
how many fish are in the cage.

DR. CLAVERI E: kay.

A PARTI Cl PANT: (I naudible.)

DR. CLAVERI E: Okay.

A PARTI Cl PANT: (I naudi bl e) caught them at 10
pounds.

DR. CLAVERIE: Ckay. All right.

A PARTI CI PANT: And then there's al so, we have

French catching fish, putting themin Spanish cages being
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sold in Japan. So it's a little (inaudible) --

DR. CLAVERIE: Well, maybe we can feed these tuna
mad cow cows instead of burning the cows.

A PARTICI PANT: It's an accounting chall enge.

DR. CLAVERI E: But what do you call that? | nean,
it's the predator-prey relationship, usually, but this is --
where do you get the food to feed these fish and what effect
will that have on the local area? |In other words, when those
tuna | eave wherever they're going to be kept in a cage,
assune that they're not going to go out and get food for
these fish way far away; they're going to get them|locally,
whether it be frozen or what, | don't know. But that needs
to be exam ned as part of one of your factors.

A PARTI Cl PANT: Thank you all. | tell you what |
need to do, if you don't mnd -- thank you for all of this.
The questions you're raised, den, about the adm nistration
are actually close to ny heart. They are the probl ens of
accounting for these fish. They are difficult. It's a
chal l enge which I want to just be able to overcone. On the
surface of it, it just sounds |ike bureaucracy, but it's
beconme critically inportant.

And the issue about all these wonderful side issues
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about feed, there are ripple effects to that. Al of a
sudden you get protected resources and habitat very concerned
about the effects of that feed, fromthe bottom So
conplicated issue, and -- but | think it's worth just pushing
on and pushi ng envel op.

Mau, (i naudi bl e).

DR. CLAVERIE: Admnistratively, do you handle this
with a separate FMP or with an inclusion in this species FMP?

That's a good thing for you all to decide.

A PARTICI PANT: That's a great thing for us to
decide, with your help. In fact, I'mglad M. Hatam cane to
present this, because this is, | think, one of those big
enough issues, exciting enough issues, that if we were to try
to address, it would have to be included in the FMP. And
that would be the kind of thing we would do with you. So
maybe that can be food for thought.

At this point, you need to feed yourselves. | know
there are a couple of folks at the back who have questi ons.
|"mgoing to ask you if it's on bluefin, if you don't m nd,
to defer to tonight and we get a public hearing. There are
going to be quotas.

What 1'd like to do now, just in order to keep on
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schedule, and it's -- we're supposed to have a break for
about 10 mnutes. Ten mnutes; that will get us to 10 past
10: 00. @Gail, quick question?

M5. JOHNSON. Yeah, Gail Johnson. Yesterday we
didn't get to the recreational swordfish fishery, and | just
need to know when we will address that, it wll be under the
| og book reporting or what, because we need to get back to
t hat .

A PARTI CI PANT: W can try -- that's ny shtick, so
"Il try to get that i