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MR. ROGERS. -- fornms accepted by the hotel, just

go ahead, if you haven't already done so,

and pay the tax and

we'll just claimit for reinbursenent on your vouchers.

VWayne?
A PARTI Cl PANT: (I naudible.)
MR, ROGERS: Al right, well, it

A PARTI Cl PANT: (I naudible.)

was a --

MR. ROGERS: Nothing |like standardi zed procedures,

right? Nothing |ike standardi zation of pr
(Interruption to tape.)
MR. ROGERS: -- overheads he'l
This is a subject matter we touched on bri

wanted to get nore into it this norning.

ocedures. Yeah?

be presenting.
efly yesterday; |

This is with
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respect to bluefin tuna target catch requirenments for |ong
line vessels. For those who are quite famliar with the
situation back in the early 1980s, when we set up the first
bl uefin tuna allocation plan for the scientific nonitoring
program the long line fishery was designated by the Service
at that tinme, reflecting its historical nature as a bycatch
fishery only.

We had several refinements to the regul ations over
the years to ensure that it was, and it's truly an incidental
catch and didn't result in targeting bluefin, both in the
@ul f of Mexico, which was the designated no catch zone, no
directed fishing zone, by |ICCAT; as well as off the East
coast .

So a quota was established for the long |ine
category; however, it was intended, always intended to be an
i ncidental catch only.

W' ve had sone increased concerns over the |ast
couple of years that the long |line category has not taken
that quota, so to speak, in ternms of |landing it, because of
the target catch requirenents and that the discard, dead
di scard, rate was inordinately high and becane a natter of

concern for | CCAT such that the rebuilding programfor
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bl uefin established a dead discard all owance, with sone
penalties for exceeding it.

So what we are seeking to do is, we had put out an
advanced notice and proposed rul e nmaki ng, and we are seeking
coment before going out with a formal proposed rule, on ways
of nodifying the target catch requirenents to achieve that
del i cat e bal ance.

As | said, we're not trying to instigate or insight
a directed fishery by any neans; we just want to achieve that
bal ance where the long line category could take the quota
allocated to it for incidental catches. And it's really a --
we're trying to find a fornula that would convert dead
di scards into |landings within the context of the quotas.

So Pat will do a presentation and then we'll open
it up for cooment. We're going to have to get noving,
because we're not going to get through it if -- we still want
to be ready for when Bill arrives.

A PARTICI PANT: Do we need to dimthe lights?

A PARTI Cl PANT:  No.

MR. SHEEDA: We're okay? Al right, good norning.

l"'mgoing to give a brief presentation about the bluefin

tuna target catch requirenments (inaudible) and then we'll
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take -- we'll present sone alternatives and then discuss
(it naudi ble). Hopefully we will get through it pretty
qui ckly.

I"mgoing to give a brief regulatory history and
sonme descriptions of current regulations. [I'mgoing to
present sonme bluefin tuna discard |anding data for the | ast
several years. W're going to -- we'll discuss sone of the
comments that we've received for the advanced notice of
proposed rule making that Chris nentioned, that was published
in Novenber of last year. And we'll also discuss sone
possi bl e alternatives for those rules.

Excuse the fancy thing there; | couldn't figure out
how to turn it off, so --

Current regul ations regarding bluefin tuna |ong
line retention and discard: we have target catch
requi renents that vary by area, and the Northern area, North
of 34 degrees, the bluefin [ anded can not exceed 2 percent,
by weight, of all other fish |landed on that trip. So for --
to land a bluefin tuna of 200 pounds, you need 10,000 pounds
of other fish | anded.

So in the Southern area, the regulations are

different. It's one bluefin per vessel per trip, with at
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| east 1,500 pounds of other fish | anded between January and
April, or 3,500 pounds May through Decenber of other fish

| anded. The 34 degree line is pretty nuch the Southern
boundary of North Carolina.

And we al so have an area in the md Atlantic closed
in June for pelagic long lining, to reduce discards of
bluefin tuna. And that went into effect in 1999 with the HVS
FIVP.

A PARTI CI PANT: Pat, can | ask you a question o
that slide?

MR. SHEEDA: Sure.

A PARTI Cl PANT: Can we go ahead and get
clarification on Hammer's point |ast night that general
counsel has said that that actually -- well, that may be the
requirenent in witing but that's not what actually is done
legally? Could we -- | don't see an attorney here. Could we
get one here? | want clarification from NOAH general counsel
that they in witing have said that no one has to follow that
| aw, that regul ation.

MR. SHEEDA: (Il naudible.) Maybe (inaudible).

A PARTI Cl PANT: Because that's a relatively

important point. Either 80 percent of the people are
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breaking the I aw or they're not.

MR. SHEEDA: Right.

MR. ROGERS: Al right, well, let nme take a stab at
it first, and then you can correct me if |I'm w ong.

Yeah, there were sone situations that normally
occur in the operation of a fishery where people who may have
curtailed a trip for whatever reason, engine trouble or
medi cal reasons or sonething |ike that, or | guess weren't
able to discern exactly what the rate rations would be, just
| ooki ng at the nunber of fish on board. And there was sone,
| guess you could say, discretion on the part of enforcenent
where it seened that the trip was legitimtely targeting
ot her species and had a substantial quantity.

Qoviously if you were going to apply the 2 percent
rule to the letter, you' d have to wait for the weigh out and
obtain all the weights of all the fish and apply the fornul a,
whi ch coul d take a significant anmount of enforcenent
resources. So there was sone discretion exercised on the
part of enforcenment officers in certain situations.

Sonetinmes it was up front where the vessel captain
notified enforcenent that a situation arose which woul d cause

himto cut the trip short, they had a bluefin on board,
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didn't want to discard it and | guess you could say advanced
notification was made on the part of sone vessel captains.

Regar di ng those nenbs that Nel son had | ast night,
yeah, | guess it was encapsul ating that discretionary nature
of it. | know that D ck Livingston had revisited the
situation recently. W did put out a notice to long liners
rem nding themof the rule and its enforcenent.

And it was a situation like any other in
enforcenment, where resources would dictate how nuch effort
woul d be put into nonitoring the situation, relative to
other situations in the fisheries, whether it be ground fish
or what have you

But | think the guidance to all enforcenment agents
is clear: that the regs speak for thenselves. It was not an
official policy to ignore them but again, it was sonmewhat
di scretionary in certain situations and, you know, that was,
| guess you could say, unfortunate in that it gave the
perception that we didn't have an interest in enforcing the
regulations. But it was basically a situation with
al | ocati on of enforcenment resources, whether or not it was
deened to be a blatant disregard for the regul ation or a good

faith attenpt to neet the requirenent.
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So Nel son --

MR. BEIDEMAN. Chris, can | ask you: did that
occur in the Gulf any or was it only the North side?

MR. ROGERS: | believe it was nore so in the North

There probably were sone situation in the Gulf. | know that
Spencer Garriton (inaudible) Pascagoul a | aboratory had done a
retrospective analysis recently; we can probably get copies
of that if people are interested in the subject of actual
applying all the weight.

We do have to nesh two different data bases: the
bl uefin data base, which is separate fromthe weigh out data
bases for the long line. And you could apply those formnul as
and got to nmake sure that you' ve got all the fish recorded
and attributed to the right vessel.

So it does take sone sleuthing. At first pass you
m ght think there were nore violations, but if you uncover
all the records and make a good attenpt to capture everything
in the various data bases, there were less, certainly |ess,

vi ol ations than m ght have been initially apparent.

It was an easier rule to apply with one fish per

vessel, and 1,500 versus 3,500 in the Gulf of Mexico. So it

was | ess problematic, |ess paper work that had to be done to
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ascertain that the rule was conplied with in the @Qulf of
Mexico. It was |less of an issue down there.

MR. BEI DEMAN:  Yeah, but nore so, Steve told ne
that the long Iine vessels that cone in wwth the bluefin
tuna, they're nodus operandi is to catch the bycatch first,
or the directed catch first, and then pick up a bluefin on
the way in. So they don't get a bluefin ordinarily aboard
until they already have how many pounds they need.

MR. ROGERS: Well, we had received a | ot of
anecdot al evidence of targeting in the Gulf of Mexico. There
was a |lot of concern that vessels were noving into the Qulf
during bluefin season essentially for that purpose. That's
why we had stepwi se refinenents of the regulations within the
@ul f of Mexico.

Initially, there was | believe an early -- no
target catch requirenent. W inposed the target catch
requi renent, but there was two fish. W determ ned that
allowng two fish was providing too nuch of an incentive to
target, at least partially target, bluefin tuna during the
course of the trip. So we reduced that to one fish. W
nmodi fied the target catch poundage requirenents. And it

seens to be working, to sone extent, in the Gulf of Mexico,
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al though there are still sone dead discards that we are
concerned with

So again, what we're trying to do here is not
revisit the past or justify any actions taken or not taken in
the past, but to try to address the problem where we have
dead di scards on the one hand that we have to reduce, based
on our commtnment with the bluefin tuna rebuil ding program
and | and that quota which was allocated for this purpose to
that sector of the fishery, without providing too great an
incentive to target the fish, such that the fish would --
bl uefin would be imedi ately | anded early in the season and
then result in greater discard later on

So it's a balancing act we're trying to achieve,
and from our perspective, we want to nove forward and di scuss
ways to adjust the fornulas, the pounds requirenents or
what ever, to achi eve that bal ance.

Nel son, you want to briefly address that situation,
then we can get on with the presentation?

MR. BEI DEMAN. Ckay. Wuld it be the proper tine
to put forward option, proposed options?

MR. ROGERS: Go through the presentation first and

then we'll entertain options.
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MR. BEI DEMAN. Ckay. Just on the grayness of the

situation, it was gray. It was confusing to the fishernen.
Not in the Gulf; the Gulf, you know, was always rigid with

t he poundage, but from 1989 to approxinmately the sumrer of
2000, there was a policy that it was the agents' discretion.
And basically, it was, you know, before one fish. And if
you had a reasonable pelagic long line catch on board, it was
okay.

That started changing in 1999, and NVFS nade it
clear, with notifying the fleet early in 2000, that, you
know, this is the policy; it's going to be rigidly enforced.

And the fleet has, | believe, been extrenely conpliant since
that clarification canme out.

But | just wanted to clarify that in the safe
report, it says that there's conpliance problens, and from
our perspective, we were going by the advice that we were
given. So | don't want the inpression that we were not
conplying. And it was a little confusing. NWMS did
straighten it out.

And we do have a proposal that we'll put forward at
the proper tine that addresses what the problemis, and the

problemis the 2 percent in the North. The Gulf of Mexico is
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a spawning area, and it has a negative tendency of turning
towards a directed fishery. The situation in the Atlantic is
conpletely different. It's a different tinme of the year,
it's different values of fish and distance to the grounds,
etc. But I'll go into that at the proper tine.

MR. SHEEDA: (Il naudible) regulatory history for the
background. In the North, the target catch requirenents have
remai ned basically the sane since 1981. There was a change
in "94, where | believe the |line was noved from 36 degrees to
34 degrees, but the 2 percent has been in place since '81.

The Southern target catch requirenments have been in
pl ace and have remai ned basically unchanged since '94.

Before '94, they were two fish with 2,500 pounds of target
catch, and in '94 they were nodified to be as they are now.

We have an | CCAT ban on directed bluefin fishing in
the Gulf of Mexico. |It's been in place since '82. And we
al so have several recent |CCAT recommendations to m nim ze
dead di scards of bluefin, including the '98 recomendati on on
bl uefin rebuil di ng.

One of the objectives of the current and past
regul ati ons has been to inplenent the | CCAT recommendati on on

a ban on bluefin fishing in the Gulf, and to prevent a
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bluefin tuna fishery from-- a long line fishery from
devel oping in other areas. And also, to inplenent the
(i naudi bl e) | CCAT reconmendati ons and recommendations to
m ni m ze dead di scards.

These next couple of slides are sone maps that show
sone recent discard, and just the | ocation of where sone
bl uefin have been caught. This is from'99, and the bl ocked
off area is sone of the closed areas that we have, we tal ked
about yesterday. This is the md Atlantic area that's cl osed
in June, that went into effect in '99; the Gulf of Mexico and
East Coast of Florida that are cl osed year round (inaudible)
recently; and the Charleston Bunp area that's closed from
February through April, with the proposal for through May for
this year.

And the cl ear boxes show areas where bluefin were
di scarded and the shaded circle is where bluefin were caught
and |l anded. And just as a -- the way this application works,
the observation is on the Sout hern and Eastern edges of the
boxes, actually occur inside. So these observations here are
actually inside the closed area, and so these here woul d be
actually outside. So these were inside.

Again, the closed area is only in June, so just



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

16

because there's sonething there doesn't nean that it happened
during that nonth. This is just showi ng in general
geographic |l ocations where the bluefin are caught long |ine
fishing.

Anot her map showi ng the sane thing. And this is
two years of data for '97 and '98, so you really can't
conpare the magnitude. But again, it's show ng the area, and
you see that we had a lot of bluefin along the Southern Iine,
whi ch nmeant that that was in the closed area.

And yesterday, Buck showed sonme nunbers eval uati ng

how -- showi ng discards in the closed area for the |ast few

years.
And so again, this is just to show you the |ocation

of where the bluefin are -- where we had the bluefin

(i naudi bl e).

This table shows sone figures on long |ine |Iandings
and dead discard estimates by area in netric tons, and we
al so have nunbers of fish. And the discard estinmates are
using the direct tallies fromlong books. And we have it for
the Northwest Atlantic and the Gulf of Mexico from'96 to
' 99.

So I don't know how much you want to spend on this,



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

17

but you see we have say in '96, |andings of about a little

| ess than (inaudible) tons and discards at 73, and you see
landings at -- it kind of hit a mninum or a low point, in
98 and we had sonme higher landings in '99, especially in the
@ul f. And the dead discards, nostly had nore of a discard
problemin the Northwest Atlantic conpared to the Gulf,

al though in '"99 we had nore discard in the GQulf than

Nort hwest Atl anti c.

A PARTI Cl PANT: (I naudible) the Gulf (inaudible).

MR. SHEEDA: That's the yellowfin tuna fishery
(i naudi bl e) swordfish as well, but it's a nostly yellowfin
fishery. Okay, nove on

A PARTI CI PANT: Can | ask you, do you all have the
data on live discards of bluefins? | knowit's not on your
chart, but do you?

MR. SHEEDA: We do.

A PARTI Cl PANT: Ckay, just to --

MR. SHEEDA: The | og book information is, we get
both live discards and dead di scards, and what Buck presented
yesterday was actually a total discard nunber, alive and --
but we do have the nunmbers on both. These are just dead

di scards.
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Ckay, this is another graph that we'll spend a
little bit of tinme on, and this shows sonme information on the
trip level of long line landings for the | ast several years,
and al so gotten by area. On the left we have the Northern
area, North Carolina North, and on the right you have from
Sout h Carolina and Sout h.

And what we have is, is the level of |andings for
particular trips. So on the axis here we have the pounds
| anded per trip, other than bluefin tuna. And the first bar
are average | andi ngs; second bar is nediuml andi ngs, and
meani ng about 50 percent of the trips had that much and 50
percent had nore or less; and the third bar is the 75th
percentile, neaning that 75 percent of the trips had this
much -- had that anount of | andings.

So we |l ook at the average and we have it broken
down by tine, as well. So we have it broken down for January
to April, May through Decenber and then year round for each
area. In the North, our regulations don't change, Buck, over
time, they're the sanme year round. So while in the South
they do change from January to April and May through
Decenber, so the tenporal aspect is alittle nore significant

for the Sout h.
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Soif we want to just | ook at, say, the year round
nunbers for the North, you see the average has about 6, 500
pounds of |andings per trip; the median is alittle over
3,500 pounds; and 75 percent of the trips have about 1, 600
pounds of | andi ngs, other than bluefin.

And in the South, in January through April, we have
4,500 pounds; and in May through Decenber maybe 48, 4,900
pounds average; and then year round, a little bit |less than
that, 4,700 pounds. And you see the nedi an nunber, average,
in January through April, alittle over 3,000; that would be
the nmedian. The nedian in May through Decenber is about
3,800 pounds, and year round it's about 3,500. And then we
have the 75th percentile, which is a little less than 1,500,
alittle nore, right around 1, 500.

The yellow triangles are -- and this is from 1999
t hrough 1998, so we have '98 and '99 trips. The little
triangl es show sone -- the data from 1991 t hrough 1994, which
we had previously published in an ANPR that canme out in
believe late '96 maybe, on the sane issue.

And you see that the nedian for 1991 and '94 in the
North year round was right around 3,500 pounds. And we had a

little bit greater seasonality, it seens in the Gulf for '91
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through '94 than we do now. W had nedi an | andi ngs about
1,500 pounds and in the South, January through April, and

3,500 in May through Decenber. And that actually pretty much

reflects what our regs are right now. But it seens as
t hough we have -- things have changed a little bit, and it's
alittle bit nore -- the trips are a little bit less

seasonal, they're a little nore honogeneous through out the
year.

Soit's alit of information on there, but we can
conme back (i naudible).

A PARTICIPANT: So Pat, in the Atlantic, 75 percent

of the trips have an average | andi ng of about 6,500 pounds

total ?
MR. SHEEDA: No, not an average | andi ng.
A PARTI Cl PANT: No?
MR. SHEEDA: (lnaudible) -- all right --
A PARTI CI PANT: \What is it? Wy don't you just --
MR. SHEEDA: (lnaudible.) Al right, this
(i naudi bl e) --

A PARTICIPANT: In the Atlantic --
MR. SHEEDA: (Il naudi ble) are you tal king about the

75t h percentil e?
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A PARTI Cl PANT:  Yeah, 70 --

MR. SHEEDA: No, that's trying to say that 75
percent of the trips --

A PARTI Cl PANT: 75 percent of the trips --

MR, SHEEDA: -- had | andings of at |east 1,600
pounds. That's not their average |anding; that's, 75 percent
of the trips had --

A PARTI Cl PANT: 1, 600.

MR. SHEEDA: At |east that nuch, right.

A PARTICI PANT: Al right, and what's the bl ue one
agai n?

MR. SHEEDA: The blue one is the nedian. That's
basically saying 50 percent of the trips.

A PARTI Cl PANT: 50 percent of the trips have about
60, 6,500 pounds?

MR. SHEEDA: They all have about 38.

A PARTI Cl PANT:  38.

MR. SHEEDA: And then this one here is about 6,500
pounds, and that's the average. And if you just -- and
that's -- the average is a little bit higher, probably
because we have a lot of -- we have nore longer trips in the

Nor t h.
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A PARTI Cl PANT: Bi g boats.

MR. SHEEDA: So you'll have a few 35,000, 40,000
ton trips that will skew that average.

A PARTI CI PANT: Sinply the average, okay.

A PARTI CI PANT: The North is on the left?

MR. SHEEDA: The North is on the left and the South
is on the right, that's the N and the S

MR. BEI DEMAN. Yeah, Pat, a couple of things. For
one thing, when the Gulf of Mexico catch criteria was
devel oped back in '94, '92 and then '94, it was devel oped
just using those trips that did not |and any bluefin tuna.
Is that --

MR. SHEEDA: That is correct.

MR. BEIDEMAN: Are these figures also trips that do
not |and bluefin tuna or are they over all?

MR. SHEEDA: These are all trips.

MR BEI DEMAN:  Ckay.

MR. SHEEDA: \Whet her they | anded bl uefin or not,
but the |andings do not count for the bluefin landing. It's
just all long lining (inaudible).

MR. BEIDEMAN: Mmhmm  Coul d --

MR, SHEEDA: That's at | east what | presented here.
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We could do and, you know, just pull the data.

MR. BEI DEMAN. Yeah. Could you go back to the
interaction chart, one tinme?

MR. SHEEDA: Sure.

MR. BEI DEMAN.  Yeabh.

MR. SHEEDA: (I naudible.)

MR. BEIDEMAN: Right. Basically, the closed area,
that's -- you know, the reason for that area is primrily
fromone or two observed trips that had very high bluefin
tuna nunbers. Fol ks should realize that with the changi ng
wat er circunstances and what not for this fishery, that box,
it will hit where the bluefins are in sone years, depending
on how the water cones in. Sone years it may not hit at all.

It's very hit and mss, and that's basically information
froml believe 1995 and 1996.

MR. SHEEDA: |'m not sure about those. Wat for --
well, this is '97 and '98 nunbers. You can see that there
are plenty of bluefin interacted wwth in the area there, as
wel | .

MR. BEI DEMAN:.  Yeah, | know, but the big problem
t he box, you know, by the Hudson Canyon, is fromone trip

t hat was observed to have 54, which is kind of (inaudible),
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and |'mjust trying to nake the point that because the water
is so variable, any geographical fixed closure will be hit
and m ss, dependi ng upon, you know, how the water cones in
and how it reacts each season

A PARTI Cl PANT:  Yeabh.

A PARTI Cl PANT:  Coul d doubl e the size of the fish
(i naudi bl e).

VMR. BEIDEMAN: No, that won't really fix it.

A PARTI ClI PANT: Well, you could still mss it.

MR BEI DEMAN. But --

A PARTI Cl PANT:  Yeah.

A PARTI Cl PANT: (I naudi ble) the rest of (inaudible)

MR. BEI DEMAN: The percentage of trips that don't
have any bluefin tuna interaction is also very high. |
believe it's about 93 percent.

A PARTI Cl PANT: (I naudible.)

MR BEI DEMAN. 917

MR. SHEEDA: Not quite. | don't knowif it's that
hi gh of a percentage, but we can tal k about that |ater.

MR. BEIDEMAN: Oh, Gail says the latest figure is
91.

MR SHEEDA: 91? Sone ot her issues other than the
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di scards, regarding the target catch requirenents, we tal ked
about it already, conpliance and enforcenent. In the
Northern area, we went back and | ooked at long line trip

| andi ngs for back about five years. And about 80 percent of
the long line trips were not in conpliance with the
regulations. And in the South their conpliance was mnuch
better, about 93 percent.

And there's several reasons. You see sone of these
coments on the ANPR  Long line trips generally becone
shorter; it makes it difficult to reach the target catch
requi renents. And the 2 percent regulation is sonething
that's difficult to enforce, especially at sea, because you -
- you know, if the Coast Guard boards sonmeone, they have a
bl uefin on board but they don't quite have the target catch
yet, well, they're still fishing so they could still catch
that target catch. So it's -- the 2 percent regulation is a
difficult one.

And also in recent years, as many of you know, the
long line category has only | anded about 50 percent of its
initial quota. And we had discussed it yesterday, these
roll overs that had happened and transfers from one category

to anot her, have been sone of the results of that.
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I n Novenber, the Fisheries Service put out an ANPR,
advanced notice of proposed rule nmaking. Here, just to
summari ze sone of the comments we received: there's a |lack
of consistency in enforcenent and conpliance (inaudible) the
regs between states and areas; that the pelagic long |ine
fishery's changed; (Ilnaudible) shorter trips and the target
catch requirenents in the North don't reflect that change;
and that the target catch requirenents (inaudible) account
for variability of vessels' hold capacity.

And we al so received comments that the dead --
reduci ng dead discards by increasing the retention limt is
contrary to the national standards, and that |iberalizing the
target catch requirenents would result in target fisheries.
And al so sone comments about the North, South Atlantic
(1 naudi ble) line should be noved vari ous degrees.

A PARTI Cl PANT: (Il naudi bl e.)

MR. SHEEDA: Wi ch one?

A PARTI CI PANT: The third, reducing dead di scards
by increasing the AFP retention, stands in direct
contradiction to national standard (inaudible).

MR. SHEEDA: Well, let nme see if I can -- | nean,

these are comments received. This is not -- sol'll see if |



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

27

can explain the cooment. That your, you know, reducing the
di scards by just allowng nore to be kept is - mght not
contribute -- that's just allowing nore to be kept; it's not
necessarily reduci ng discards.

Because you could wind up creating the -- they're
related, the two, the second to last and the (inaudible) to
last. You could create nore of an incentive to catch them
t hus you m ght increase the discards. |If you increase in the
interaction, the objective is to decrease interactions,
decrease your discards. Just by allowing nore to retain
woul d not necessarily get you that decrease in discards.

So I don't know if (inaudible) again, these are
comment s (i naudi bl e).

A PARTI Cl PANT: The thinking on that comment is, if
you allow themto land a few bluefins, they'|ll target them
and therefore they' |l be discarding nore?

MR. SHEEDA: Yeah, (inaudible).

A PARTI Cl PANT: Ckay.

MR, SHEEDA: So those two were (inaudible) but they
were coments that were nade.

A PARTI CI PANT: | don't know how nmuch comment you

want on that, but -- | don't know who nade that comrent, but
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actually, the reverse would be true, because bycatch is -- a
retai ned bluefin tuna would no | onger be bycatch. And so by

allowing the retention of fish, you would reduce bycatch. So

it's --
MR. SHEEDA: (I naudible) coments that (inaudible).
A PARTICIPANT: So it's conpletely opposite of
that. Well, | don't want to | eave the inpression with the

crowd here that retaining bluefin tuna will be in
contradiction to National Standard Nine; it's quite the
opposi te.

A PARTICI PANT: Well, | disagree. This is the
ridiculous argunent that WestPack (phonetic) used to argue
that if you want to solve the finning problemin Hawaii, you
reduce bycatch by sinply not making themthrow the fish back

So all of a sudden bycatch goes to zero, so finning is a
good thing. It is a ridiculous argunent.

A PARTI Cl PANT: \What's the anal ogy (inaudible)?

A PARTI Cl PANT: Avoi dance should be the priority,
and that's what the | aw does.

(Interruption to tape.)

MR. SHEEDA: | see Mau, Peter, Nelson.

DR CLAVERI E: Thanks, Pat. As | understand, we're
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really tal king about two totally different concepts here, as
between the North and South incidental catch situation. In
the North it's an allocation situation. In other words, it's
-- in the allocation schene you have an incidental catch that
if you're fishing for other fish you may accidentally catch a
bl uefin, and therefore if you can keep one, that will be one
| ess dead di scard.

But in the Gulf, that's a directed spawni ng area
and you' re operating under an | CCAT reconmendation that there
be no directed fishery for bluefins in the spawing area. |Is
that the proper concept of the two, description of the two
different North and South zones on this thing?

MR. SHEEDA: To sone extent, especially what you
said about the South. But in the North, it's still not a
directed fishery, and it's -- but they're --

DR. CLAVERIE: It's a not directed fishery pursuant
to National Marine Fisheries Service regulations, not as a
request by | CCAT.

MR. SHEEDA: Ckay, correct.

DR. CLAVERI E: And the | CCAT reconmmendation is that
there be no targeting bluefin in spawning areas, and that's a

bi ol ogi cal driven recommendation. The one up on the East
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coast is nore, who gets the fish that we can kill. Well, to
me, it flies in the face of saying, no directed fishery in

t he spawni ng zone if you have a quota for how many you can
kill there. The idea there would be to keep away fromthose
spawni ng school s.

And so your | anguage, your statenents that we want
to be able to catch the quota as it applies in the Gulf, to
me, is really bad. Now, if you want to say we want to be
able to catch the quota of incidental catch on the East coast
so that everybody gets their quota, that's okay. But when
you talk that way in the Gulf, that flies in the face of
conservation neasures, and that is very offensive.

| know we started out with two fish per trip, and
it was obvious that that was the target of those trips,
because the individual value of those fish is so nuch. And I
know we put the | andings of other fish requirenents in there
to slow that down.

But still, if they're going to go to get a bluefin
tuna specifically wwth that in mnd at any tinme during that
trip, that's going to lead to bykill, because those fish
general ly, when you get one on a long |line, you get nore than

one because it's a schooling critter. And that can be done.
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In other words, you nmay be going on a yellowfin
tuna trip or a catfish trip, whatever you want to call it.
But when you' ve got enough so that you can get your bonus,
you're going to go target that bonus. And that becones,
then, a directed fishing operation.

| don't know how you can stop it, but that, to ne,
needs to be done. But it needs to be done in such a fashion
that if you do catch a bluefin tuna, and truly accidentally,
that you can keep it rather than let it be killed. So |
don't know how you address that, but none of your options
here do address that, and none of your options seemto
di stingui sh between the two kinds of, quote, incidental catch
that has a quota to it.

And | think that's the first step you need to do,
is realize in your options and in your thinking that it's two
different, totally different, concepts. Thank you.

MR. SHEEDA: Thanks, Mau. | think Peter?

MR. VEISS: Yeah, | have a question for Nel son.
You know, | -- this thing about being one fish or two fish,
what | don't understand is, bluefin schools are -- you know,
you rarely find one bluefish swnmmng around; it's always a

school. And when you have that many hooks out, | don't know
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how you only end up with one bluefin. That's one thing
that's al ways bot hered ne.

It seenms to ne that when there's one, there's a
hell of a lot nore than one, and when they're | ooking at your
bait, there's a lot of themlooking at your bait. And why
does just one or two cone up? | don't know how many hooks
you got out there; | guess about three or four, four or 500.

l"mnot quite sure. Can you just enlighten nme on that a
little bit?

MR. BEIDEMAN: Well, first off, Peter, the boats
are doing everything they can to avoid them They really
don't want to run into them And there is sonme separation
you know, when -- dependi ng on how the water pushes in, there
is some separation to the bluefin, and the boats | et
everybody know, you know, what to avoid if there's any bad
si gns.

But Pat could hopefully give us the percentages of,
you know, how many trips interact by observers, interact with
one; how many trips interact wwth nore than one. And it's
not that many that interact with nore than one. | think it
goes up, you know, to about three, and the trips that

interact with nore than three are quite rare. Does happen,
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and if the guys don't get off of it, you know, it can be
pretty high nunbers.

MR. SHEEDA: Ckay, Nelson, | think -- or --

(Interruption to tape.)

A PARTICIPANT: -- I'mgoing to say the other
answers to Peter's question, that he's nore famliar wth,
is, I"'msure he's found hinmself a nunber of tinmes in a fleet
of 75 or 80 boats that have 75 or that three or 400 hooks

down bel ow, marki ng hundreds of bluefin tuna, and nobody gets

a fish.

MR. SHEEDA: CGo ahead, Nel son.

MR, BEIDEMAN. Is it -- thisis ny tine? Are you
done, Steven? | don't know if | answered you --

STEVE: No, | nean (inaudible) just -
MR. BEI DEMAN.  Yeabh.
STEVE: It is (inaudible) but there are tinmes al so

-- there are tines, and that's the riches, boy, where

everybody hooks up. You know, | nean, everybody, especially
inthe Fall. 1've seenit. You know, you're just surrounded
by guys fighting fish. 1'mjust surprised that that doesn't

happen, you know, in your fleet nore than very occasionally.

|"mjust a little surprised by that and -- but if that's
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what the observer coverage is, it's fine. It was just a
guestion of --

MR. BEIDEMAN: No, it really doesn't. Wat you're
tal king about is a disaster set, you know, and it has
happened. | can't deny that it has happened, but we are
doing everything in this world to avoid that because a
di saster set, what happens is, it goes to the bottomand we
| ose the gear.

So if I could, and I'll probably be getting kicks
and what not fromny crowd, but I'd like to just lay out on
the table that back in 1982, they nmade the regul ation that
there be no directed U.S. pelagic long lining, period. Well,
whet her that was right, wong or indifferent, we know that
t he | CCAT recommendati on says, no directed fishing in the
spawni ng areas. And the U S. extended that to U S. vessels,
even if they're in the Azures, to be the spawn areas.
don't even want to get into that.

The Western bluefin tuna, even when it gets totally
recovered, there probably will not be roomfor any directed
fishery in the U S. pelagic long line fishery. | nean,
that's sinple mathematics.

And what we've never asked for is regulations that



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

35

woul d have our category inpinging on the rest of the fleet;
you know, the rest of the categories. But we do want to
reduce the discards. W do want to do that by carefully
adjusting the catch criteria so that we can | and, rather than
have to discard, up to our allowable quota. And al nost
everybody, you know, all the groups in the room have agreed
on that for many, many years.

We have two options that we'd like to put forward
for the panel to consider. | think they're very, very
serious options that, you know, nmaybe we can di scuss.

Option one would be just to adjust the Northern sub
category, to adjust the Northern sub category fromthe 2
percent, which is the problem to ten to 12 percent, which is
what National Marine Fisheries Service is proposing in their
vari ous options, or one fish. The or one fish is inportant.

So it would be 10, 12 percent, or one fish. And if you
wanted to put the 10, 12 percent into poundage nunbers, you
know, you could certainly do that.

The second part of that would require adjusting the
subcat egory quotas to recent year catch and discard trends.
In recent years, it's been trending less interactions in the

@l f and nore interactions in the Atlantic, and the
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subcat egory division should reflect that.

Third, you would need to adjust the subcategory.

A PARTI Cl PANT: \What are the subcategory
(i naudi bl e)?

MR. BEI DEMAN. The Northern is 22 or, you know, 23
metric tons; the Southern is | believe 86 netric tons. And
that needs to be adjusted to reflect --

A PARTI CI PANT: Reality.

MR. BEIDEMAN: -- recent year trends and reality.

The third is that you would need to provide the
assistant adm nistrator wwth the ability to in season adj ust,
whet her it be between sub categories or whether it be the
landing criteria. |If we're racing too quickly toward our
category allowance, it would need to be slowed down. And if
we were not, it may need to be | oosened.

And we woul d suggest that it would not be a
positive thing to nove the line at this point, but if you
were to consider noving the line, that you nove it South
The spawning grounds are in the Gulf of Mexico, and there's
sone spawning in the lower straits of Florida. Moving the
line North is very problematic because of where the effort

i's, where the boats fish. Mwving the |ine South nmakes a
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little bit of sense. But our suggestion is not to nove the
l'ine.

So that first option would be to sinply adjust the
catch criteria from2 percent to ten, 12 percent or one fish,
and to do the anal ysis necessary to adjust the sub category
guotas to reflect recent year reality.

The second option --

A PARTI Cl PANT: (I naudible.)

MR BEI DEMAN:  Sure.

A PARTI Cl PANT: The current 2 percent, does that
not equate to one fish right now?

MR BEI DEMAN:  No.

A PARTI Cl PANT: Not al ways.

MR BEI DEMAN:  No.

A PARTI Cl PANT: Ckay.

MR. BEI DEMAN. No. Enforcenent had it equating to
one fish for, you know, ease of enforcenent and, you know,
| ogi cal sense, but that hard |ine was drawn | ast year and it
does not include or one fish. And that would be inportant
for reducing discard, plus nmaking it better to enforce. So
10, 12 percent, or one fish.

The second option would be to drop the
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subcat egories, period, and to adjust the catch criteria to
10, 12 percent, and have one quota, one season, beginning in
June.

But | would -- personally, | would have to caution
you that doing that could have the tendency to set up, re-set
up, quasi-directed fisheries in the Gulf of Mexico. And, you
know, we would not be in favor of that. |'msure that
(1 naudi bl e) .

MR. SHEEDA: Thanks, Nelson. Just a question. So
there would be -- and what you're tal king about would be no -
- there would be no mninumtarget catch requirenent, so it
woul d be one fish regardl ess of what's caught?

MR. BEIDEMAN:  Well, right, that's what |'m
suggesti ng

MR. SHEEDA: Ckay.

MR. BEIDEMAN:  You could put a mnimal to it, but
it would be 10 or 12 percent or one fish. What you have
right now, the 2 percent, | think everybody agrees, doesn't
reflect the realities of the fishery, hasn't reflected the
realities of the fishery for a long, long tinme. And that
over-restrictiveness is actually creating nost of the

regul atory discard situation, at least for the Atlantic.
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MR. SHEEDA: Ckay. Rich?

MR RUAIS: | was follow ng you well through the
first three options, and then at the very end you cane back
with a second option and said, drop the subcategory, the |ine
entirely, and just treat it as one quota. But in the first
three options, you neant that those are a package? They're a
package, they're not, just give us option one or option three
or option two. Okay. You need all three of themto nmake it
wor K.

And you really want us to consider the second
option? That's a recommendation?

MR. BEIDEMAN: | think we were just trying to put
out the range of what was there. But our preferred is to
straighten out the problem The problemis the 2 percent in
the Atlantic; that is the problemwe're under, an | CCAT
recomendation in the GQulf of Mexico, and we need to be very
cautious there.

MR RUAIS: And just ny final point is, you don't
find anything attractive enough in the agency's
alternative to just put in for the Northern area two bluefin
tuna with 6,000 pound trip? Maybe nodify it to say, or one

bl uefin tuna, period? Drop the percentage altogether? 1Isn't



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

40

t hat about the sane?

MR, BEIDEMAN. It's about the same, but actually
that's a little bit too far on the relaxed side. |If you get
two per 6,000 pounds, that's, you know, a rmuch |less criterion
than the 12 percent or one fish.

(Interruption to tape.)

MR. BEIDEMAN: -- want to go too far, you know. W

want to adjust the pendulumand try to prevent it from

swinging too far. If we go too far, we'll crash the quota
and then we'll have discards again, and that's not the
obj ecti ve.

MR. SHEEDA: Do you have a response, Rich, or
(i naudi bl e)?

MR RUAIS: Well, no, |I just wanted to say that |
think, in ny mnd, anyway, there's no question that the
agency needs to do sonething here to revise the trip limts,
because you're failing at your dual m ssion of trying to
reduce discard, at |least an efficient way, and allow ng the
long line fleet to have a reasonabl e opportunity to catch
sonme of their quota.

And it sounds like this is a fairly well thought

out alternative to noving there, and it's not far off the
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proposal that the agency is |eaning towards. So |, as one
advi sory panel nenber, would certainly want to recommend the
agency give serious consideration to that.

And at sone point, | want to tal k about that closed
area, but | don't want to confuse the issues right now |
want to go back to that closed area.

MR. SHEEDA: Ckay. Steve?

MR. BERKLEY: Yeah, I'd just |like to not speak
directly to Nelson's suggestion, but to urge the agency to do
what ever they can regardless of -- really, regardl ess of what
it means in terns of discard, but to be nore concerned about
what happens to nortality of bluefin tuna in the Gulf of
Mexi co.

Al though | amsensitive to the potential for
di scarding valuable fish, I think the evidence that |'ve seen
anyway, recently, suggests that the spawning stock is really
in quite big trouble. The Gulf of Mexico -- the nunber of
fish, the catch rates, the encounter rates with the long line
fleet in the Gulf of Mexico have been going down. The | arval
surveys indicate very low |levels of spawning activity in the
@ul f of Mexico, and | would just urge the agency to do

what ever they can to reduce the nortality of spawni ng stock,
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spawni ng fish, in the Gulf of Mexico.

MR. SHEEDA: Mau, G en and then Rom

DR. CLAVERI E: Thank you. | really think that
instead of calling it adjusting, as between the Southern and
Nort hern categories, that they ought to be separate, totally
separate, categories. One of themis how we distribute our
quota from | CCAT; the other is, |CCAT says don't go directed
fishing. And to put themin the sane category kind of is a
slap in the face to I CCAT. So whatever adjustnents are nade,
pl ease start by calling themtwo different things.

One of the --

(End side A, tape 1.)

DR CLAVERIE: -- is that it's a spawing fish and
when your long line gets into bluefins, you're going to
tangle up with nore than one, usually. And not only that,
we' ve heard of high grading. Under the percentage, the 2
percent rule as is in the North, at least the high grading is
limted, depending on how nuch poundage of other fish you
have on the boat. But the -- so if you switch to head count
of fish rather than pounds of fish, as an incidental catch in
the North area, you could encourage high grading, if it's

possi bl e.
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As soon as Nel son said adjust the Northern
subcategory from 2 percent to 10 percent or 12 percent, well,
that still includes, you have to have so many pounds, a
mat chi ng anount of pounds, on the boat of other fish. But as
soon as he said, or one fish, imediately | thought of,
that's a good place for all those 30 foot fiber glass boats
that can't really go far, to get up near shore, go out, get
their one fish, don't worry about anything el se, and cone
hone.

So you m ght introduce that probleminto the
fishery if you go to a head count of fish in the Northern
zone; although it would be easier for enforcenent and
everything, you don't want that to start happeni ng.

MR. SHEEDA: Thanks, Mau. d en?

GLEN:  Mau, | know you're trying to inmagi ne every
possi bl e negative thing you can here, and | appreci ate where
you're comng from but the last cooment, | nean, that's
absurd. This is a pelagic long line fishery. W're talking
about limted entry. None of the people you're tal king about
have pelagic long line permts, nor are they likely to get
one any tinme soon.

So let's keep the gratuitous, anything | can
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i magine to put fear --

DR. CLAVERI E: You nean the boats that we're
getting out of this closed area don't have pelagic long |line
permts?

A PARTI Cl PANT: They can't fish up there, no.

GLEN: | thought you were tal king about open day
boat recreational fishernmen using this as an
opportunity to go get their fish

DR. CLAVERI E: Well, see, you're thinking even
worse than | am

GLEN:  Yeah, well --

DR. CLAVERIE: | was thinking of the boats that
Nel son said yesterday we'd get out of this area, and they're
too small to fish as far off shore as they' re going to have
to fish off shore, so there's going to be deaths and | awsuits
and all that.

GLEN: And they're going to go where? And they're
going to becone bluefin tuna fishernen? Cone on, Mu, Jesus,
on one fish a day. That's good.

Al so, Steve Berkley, please do not make the group
here have sone perception that we're as a result of this

going to have a higher nortality of spawning fish.
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| CCAT has given the U.S. a quota based on very
conservative science, supported by and generated by your
col | eagues in the Southeast Center, primarily. The U S. has
a quota and they divide it up into categories. The U S. 1|ong
line fleet has its own sub category quota and that nortality
is already accounted for in the 20 year rebuilding plan. So,
you know, this notion that we're sonehow having a negative
conservation inpact here is not a correct portrayal of the
si tuation.

Fish are being caught. This issue is purely about
t hrowi ng dead fish overboard or |anding dead fish. Going
fromone to two fish in a twd, three, four week pelagic |ong
line trip, to suggest that this is going to inspire a
directed fishery for bluefin tuna, no one in this roomwth
any fishery intelligence can honestly say that's what they
believe is going to happen here.

We've got a political situation. People keep
throwi ng things out on the table here to try to scare those
of you that may not totally understand the situation into
believing that this is a negative conservation nove. Qite
the opposite. W have a mandate from | CCAT to reduce dead

di scards.
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This has been a study in classic Matlockian fishery
managenent for the | ast decade: you create a problem and
then you solve the problem by putting nore restrictions on
U. S. fishernen.

| CCAT back in 1982 decided that fishernen should
not fish on -- have a directed fishery on spawning sites,
including the Gulf of Mexico. Politically, that was for the
pur pose of renoving the Japanese fleet fromthe @Gulf of
Mexi co. As Steve Berkely --

(End side B, tape 1.)

GLEN. -- should know, if you asked any of your
col | eagues down in the Southeast Science Center, and |'m not
going to this point, and please don't interpret that the
industry is advocating this, but people need to understand
and be honest about the science.

Fi shing, whether you kill a spawning fish the day
before it spawns, the day it spawns or the day after it
spawns has absolutely no inpact on the tinme series analysis
of the stock. Zero. Ask Jerry Scott, ask Joe Powers; ask
sonebody if you don't believe ne. And if you thought about
it, it obviously is the case. The only tinme when fishing on

a spawni ng stock has a conservation inplication is when the
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fishing activity disrupts the over all population's ability
to spawn. Now, there's a physical disruption to that. Long
l[ining is not that case.

But we're not taking that issue on. |If you don't
want to fish in the spawning areas, that's fine; it doesn't
have any inpact on the stock analysis or the stock status.

But sonmehow along the line, M. Mtlock and conpany
deci ded to expand this concept to the entire Atlantic and
declare that this was an incidental fishery, and thereby
create bycatch out of thin air. And then suddenly nowit's
bycatch and we have to m nim ze that.

And they say, well, we'll only let you take one
fish. And then they created too restrictive a situation, and
then they | ook at the bycatch and the dead di scards nunber
and they say, oh, ny God, you're throwing too many fish
overboard. So instead of relaxing the criteria, which was
too tight in the first place, you draw a circle around the
ocean and say, well, you're throwing too many fish overboard
here because we put too tight a restriction on you, so we're
not going to let you fish there.

| nmean, this is the type of conpounding insanity

that we've been faced with, just creating regulatory discards
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and the notion of an incidental fishery out of thin air.

So | think that Nelson has explained it, that it's
a very reasonable, smart, intelligent, conservation-m nded
thing to do. W're not in the business of regulating a
fishery so that people throw fish overboard.

|"msure there's a notion anong this crowd that
we're going to -- you know, these guys just are trying to get
t hose 30,000 or $172,000 bluefin tuna. The reality is, as
Rich can attest, that, you know, a long |line caught fish
that's been sitting in the hold for a week ain't going to get
30,000 or $172,000. It's unfortunate. It's not a sushim
grade fish when it cones out of the hold; that's just
reality.

But at the sanme tine, we're wasting a resource
unnecessarily. W have an international nmandate to stop
doing this, and no one in their sincere m nded and hearted
statenent can say that this is going to inspire a directed
fishery.

So let's get on with this. This has been pending
for ten years or God knows how many years. W have sone
peopl e here who understand the fishery, who know what the

right thing is to do. Let's step aside fromthe politica
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pressures of anything bad for long Iining is good, and do the

right thing for the over all bluefin tuna fishery. Thank

you.
MR, ROGERS: -- if we need to continue the debate

after Bill's presentation, fine, but if you could be brief

and we can have a five mnute break before Bill arrives.

MR. SHEEDA: Okay, Ron?

MR. WH TAKER Rom Wi taker from Hatteras Charter
Boats. O course, Nelson brings up sone inportant points.

And | have seen in our area where sone bluefins, |
mean, they're being caught. There are sone. |'mnot as
famliar -- I"'mnot very famliar wth the pelagic, what
happens off shore, but | know there is sonme interaction with
sone shark long liners in North Carolina, and it's a shanme
when they have to throw these fish overboard. There's
occasionally sonme other interaction with sone gillnetters,
but that's not very often.

| feel like that it's certainly a waste. [|'d nuch
rat her see these guys take these fish in and be able to take
advantage of selling the fish rather than just tossing it
back over the side.

They certainly are not targeted in our area. |
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think it is incidental. And normally | think the interaction
is very snmall.

After listening to sone of the discussion here,
seens |like to me that | do have a | ot of concern about the
spawning fish in the Gulf of Mexico, and that anywhere we
have spawning fish | think that they need to be protected,
whether it's marlin or tuna or whatever. So it kind of makes
sense to ne.

| woul d support noving the |ine South sonmewhere,
al nrost down to maybe the Florida Keys, making the Gulf of
Mexico restrictions nuch tighter than the East coast, and
then com ng back on the East coast.

And it seens to nme, | know on these sharking
vessels that | think they have a 3,500 pound limt. So right
now, the way the system s set up, they can't even land a
bl uefin tuna, even though they've caught their target
species. So | would agree with the 30 -- well, really, |
think 3,000 pound Ilimt would be a much nore -- a better
target. The 3,500 puts themright on the border. But |
woul d be in favor of that.

But | think that they do need to have sone type of

target species, because contrary to what den says, | do fee
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like there would be a targeted fishery if there was no limt
put on the amount of fish. It used to be 1,500 pounds in
North Carolina, or fromNorth Carolina South, and of course
the line was noved in 1994 to 30 -- from 36 degrees to 34
degrees. But | didn't see a targeted fishery then and |

don't feel like with sone type of m ninmumrequirenent that we
woul d see one now.

So I would be in favor of the 3,000 pound, but |
woul d want to hope, after readi ng about this 80 percent non-
conpliance in the North -- | mean, sonme of the guys in our
state are fishing besides sone guys fromthe other state.
They're throwng their fish back; this guy's landing his fish
and going into Virginia and | aughing at the guy from North
Carol i na because of two different enforcenent divisions. |
mean, they have to be consistent, and | hope NMFS is going to
take care of that. But that would be nmy feelings on it.
Thank you.

MR. SHEEDA: Thanks, Rom W have Russ and then
Bob Pri de.

MR. DUNN. Thanks, Pat. den threw out so many
hal f-truths in his statenent | hardly even know where to

start.
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Starting with sort of his statenment on bycatch and
m ni m zi ng bycatch, for those of you who haven't read
Magnuson, National Standard 9, the intent of it was, it
shoul d reduce bycatch nortality. And yes, the first half
says, bycatch shall be mnimzed to the extent possible.

But the second half of the truth, which den sort
of conveniently left off, is the fact that nortality of such
bycatch should also be mnimzed. And that's the real point
of the debate here. |It's not sinply tolimt the discards.
Well, yes, that's the technical wording of what the | CCAT
agreenent says. The intent here, the focus, is really on
reducing nortality.

A couple other of his statenents that the quota is
based on conservative science is an utter fal sehood. The
sci ence that was used as the basis for the agreenent was the
nost risk-prone of all the sciences presented at | CCAT, and |
t hi nk nost of you al ready know t hat.

The notion that the incidental category is created
out of thin air, that's interesting because that happens to
be the nane of the category: incidental category. And let's
not forget that as we debate this, that this category was --

is working as it was intended: to prevent targeting of this
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speci es.

And clearly it may need sone adjustnent here, with
an 80 percent non-conpliance. Wll, we're not in favor of
countering regulations to create enforcenent. Certainly it
bears a second | ook, given the nunbers that you guys have put
t oget her.

Until we can look at it further, we would support
the continuation of the status quo, but | think potentially
one of the options, the bluefin tuna trip -- | nean, one BFT
per trip with a 3,500 pound may have sone possibility with
us, but don't take that as a final position of the canpaign.

Ri ght now we would still support the status quo.

So | guess that pretty nmuch waps it up

MR. SHEEDA: Thanks, Russ. Bob and then Jack.

MR. PRIDE: Bob Pride, Virginia.

As part of my responsibilities on the Md Atlantic
Council, | serve on the | aw enforcenent conmttee. And we've
recently been going through a series of neetings to determ ne
the enforceability of different regulations that we've used
i n managenent practices throughout our region.

And one of the things that stands out in ny mnd is

that any bycatch all owance that's based on a percentage of
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weight is very difficult to enforce. It really realistically
cannot be enforced at sea, and the docksider requires a weigh
out and it's very time intensive and | abor intensive for

enf orcenent personnel.

And |'ve been asked to bring forth at every
opportunity the notion that bycatches that are a percentage
of weight are very difficult to enforce and to encourage
fishery managers to |l ook to unit counts or other ways that
are easy to enforce at sea and at dock side. Thank you.

MR. SHEEDA: Thanks, Bob. Jack and then Gail.

MR. DEVNEU:. Several comments. First, | find it
incredi ble that regardl ess of the issue, regardl ess of the de
mnims nature of any particular regulation to do with | ong
line, the long Iine bashing that continues out of the
environmental industry and the Qulf recreational industry is
just -- it's unconscionable. It's not rational, and it has
such an incredible bias that it should be discounted in its
entirety.

A coupl e of comments on the proposals out there.
There's an international and a donestic conponent to this
proposed regul ation here. | don't think it's in the United

States' interest, with respect to | CCAT, that any segnent of
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the fishery be found to be in a non-conpliant or a high
discard role. | think it underm nes our position as a world
| eader in conservation in these foruns, where we have al ways
been. On virtually all our issues we've been a world | eader
i n conservation.

| think that also the -- with respect to the
agency's issue nunber four, or option nunber four, where the
observer data shows 91 percent of the trips hooked two fish
or less of bluefin tuna is a very key point. |It's accurate,
observable, third party, verifiable data. It's not nade up
by anybody; it's observed.

And by adopting the regul ations or the proposal in
option four, or, you know, perhaps also the option put forth
by Nel son, we would have a huge reduction in dead discards.
And that, | think, would be -- certainly further our ains at
| CCAT and put the United States in a very good |ight.

Also, the retention of these fish is conservation
neutral. The dead discards are dead, very sinple. The
retention of sonmething that's dead is conservation neutral.

Wth respect to sone of the comments about, you
know, creating sonme imaginary incentive to go wap your |ong

l[ine trip around getting one or two bluefin is sinply
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preposterous. The coments have al ready been nmade, and |
won't go further into them The economcs don't matter, and
quite frankly, I find it alittle bit offensive, the thought
that long liners are going to go out in high grade but nobody
el se.

Ckay, | just never heard that coment from Mau
about any of the other fisheries down there. Apparently --

A PARTI Cl PANT: (Il naudi bl e.)

MR. DEVNEU:. Pardon ne?

A PARTI Cl PANT: (1 naudi bl €) nobody el se.

MR. DEVNEU. Well, you know, this is where |'ve
heard it, in this context, you know, so | think the long |ine
track record of the long line industry is such that it's been
very responsible. W do avoid the -- the fact that there's
91 percent of the trips that have two fish hooked or less is
a clear indication that the long line industry does not want
to encounter these fish, has been avoiding them Ckay? And
it's been a responsible thing.

And to not allow the retention, you know, at this
point is -- it's not sound science, it's not sound
conservation, it's sinply a punitive neasure politically by

those that wish to do anything possible to underm ne the
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viability of the long line fleet. Thank you.

MR. SHEEDA: Thanks Jack. Gail?

M5. JOHNSON: Thank you. Gail Johnson. |'m going
to address this fromthe perspective of a distant water boat,
which we are. First of all, den and Steve were talking
about spawning sites, and A en says that a dead fish is a
dead fish no matter where it spawns. But a |ot of people
think differently, intuitively, even though the science says
one thing, you know, intuitively you think sonething el se.

And to that end, there's work going on, and wll be
going on, to define where spawning sites are, because there
is a big controversy about whether indeed the Gulf of Mexico
is the only spawning area. For all we know, it could be the
entire tenperate area, which would | eave us in a kind of a
guandary about targeting from anybody.

Qovi ously we nust have sone kind of adjustnent.
Russel | said sonething about, you don't fit enforcenent to
what ever i s happening; on the other hand, if you have a
situation where a dead discard is doing no one any good,
including getting the information fromthat fish, then it is
sensible to change it.

We're tal king about disaster sets. Qur conpany has
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fished wth one boat, okay, one boat at a tine, just one
person, since 1974. W' ve had two disaster sets and one m ni
di saster set. And what that neans is, there is a bunch of

bl uefin; the worst one was 60 fish, half of which were dead.
And it sunk gear. It is a disaster. |It's a disaster for
those particular bluefin that died, but nore, it's a disaster
for the boat.

And when that happens, if that happens -- like |
say, three times in 27 years -- everybody knows about it and
everybody gets out of the way, because nobody wants to | ose
their gear. It's a tw day job to get that stuff fixed up
again. You don't want these things.

When the boat's at the Grand Banks, we have --
we' ve got observed trips, and I think there's |ike one
bluefin. And | don't know why that happens, but it does; you
get one bluefin. And you hope, if you get one bluefin, it's
the | ast set, but nost of the tinme it's not.

Enforcenent at sea is really difficult froma
di stant water perspective. | can't quite see the Coast Cuard
com ng out on the G and Banks and enptying out the hold of, |
don't know, anywhere from if it's a really good trip, naybe

300 fish; put themall on deck; get all of the ice out; find
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the bluefin, if there is one; put themall back again.
Doesn't happen. The only way to enforce a ground -- the
percentage rule is on the dock; that's it. It can't be
possessi on, because the boats that |I'mtal king about aren't
in the EEZ anyway.

So at any rate, to sumit up, we really have to get
a handle on this. Ten percent, if you have 4,000 pounds,
that's a 400 pound bluefin. If you cone in -- if you have a
crummy trip and you cone in -- we've had 20,000 pounds and
the only bluefin we had was bigger than that allows, over at
(i naudi bl e). Thank you.

MR. SHEEDA: Thanks, Gail. W had Steve and Mau
next, but since they've spoken already, I'mgoing to try and
nmove to people that haven't spoken yet, and we can get back
to those who have spoken already. So Pat Percy, then
Cl arence.

M5. PERCY: Thank you. You asked for brevity. |
t hi nk everyone should be brief. People have nade their
argunents. | don't believe in answering pot shots, so what |
wanted to say is, | think the proposal Nel son presented was
wel | thought out and reasonable. Thank you.

MR. SHEEDA: Thank you, Pat. C arence and then
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Davi d.

MR. LEE: Wayne Lee from North Carolina. | support
what Nel son said, in a sense, that we need to change that 2
percent. As Rom Whitaker pointed out, we have sone trips
t here where 3,500 pounds of shark, and | think that woul d be
accommodated in your ten to 12 percent proposal. And Rom
al so supported maybe noving the 3,500 down to 3,000, which
t hi nk woul d be accept abl e.

But | do think we need to change. There's no use
havi ng these dead di scards, and those fish need to be
accounted for, so | support your proposal.

MR. BEIDEMAN: Can | respond (i naudible).

MR. SHEEDA: Go ahead.

MR. BEI DEMAN. The 3,500, with the average size of
the fish, 3,500 would be approxinmately 12 percent. 4,000
with the average size of the Northern fish would be
approximately the 10 percent. And | hate to confuse the
i ssue, but actually, we would rather not go down to the 3,000
level. We would rather stay at the 3,500 level, and if we
needed adjustment further in the future, then we m ght be
able to go down. But at the 3,500 |level or one fish, it wll

accomodat e those folks that are interacting with bluefin
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tuna off of Hatteras.

MR. LEE: Thank you, Nel son.

MR. SHEEDA: Ckay, David then Kim

MR. WLMOT: Yeah, one of the reasons it's
difficult with this discussion is because it's very |imted.

So those of us who are trying to | ook at the conservation
aspect, we're thinking about the other, related aspects of
this issue, not just the landing of the fish.

For exanple, we're not discussing today the
estimates of bycatch discards with bluefin tuna. They nay be
as high as 150 netric tons, and we've seen no decline over
t he past decade. Well, if that's the case, this discussion
may be quite a bit different. W're not discussing the
cl osed area and the effectiveness of that and what have we
actually seen in nortality reductions.

So | hope that those of you who are focused on
catching the fish, and it's quite easy to pick up a
regul ation and say, this will inpact ne this way or that way,
can understand that when we | ook at one of these regul ations,
we have to put it into a much | arger conservati on context.
And that's what we do here.

When we | ook at the specifics of the problem in
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this case | ooking at the 80 percent non-conpliance, that
really caught ny attention, and what ny attention was is that
we need to try to find a solution here.

As Russell said, we're not |looking to create an
enforcement problem But with the condescending attitude
that conmes fromsone of the industry, | have to tell you, it
becones incredibly difficult to want to reach out at all on
any of these issues. However, sone of us are still willing
to do that.

The North versus the South: the point that Mau is
maki ng, and | amvery confident Steve Berkely was nmaking, is
quite legitimate. | nean, goodness, the folks in the
i ndustry, this is actually a plus for you guys if you'l
think about it. They're saying that the South is a problem
and it's a different kind of problemthat you have in the
North. That is legitimate. |It's realistic.

You don't have to believe the sky is falling; I'm
not playing chicken little over here. But if it is a
spawni ng area, these guys are sinply pointing out, maybe we
should ook at it alittle differently than the North. This
could be to your benefit, that you mght actually get to | and

alittle nore in the Northern zone than the Sout hern. So |
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don't understand the imediately attack back that sonmehow
we're over predicting the problens that may be occurring in
t he (i naudi ble) spawning area.

So | also agree that it would be nice if NMFS could
| ook at the two separately. You guys put regulations in
pl ace preventing directed fishing everywhere; that was the
deci sion that was made then; it's never been adjusted since.

However, we know the rationale in the Gulf of Mexico is

different, and it should be clear. There's nothing wong
with that.

Jack raised the international credibility. You

know, that's really a good point, and it is inportant for us

to be able to reduce our discards. |CCAT has mandat ed t hat
we do that. It is going to | ook good if we can go back over
there and say, we did it. However, | think we have to be

consistent in our approach. There are a |ot of other
countries that aren't follow ng various regul ati ons, whether
they be m ninum size or other requirenents.

We're not going to | CCAT and arguing that they can
sol ve their non-conpliance problens by sinply adjusting a
regulation in |l anding two pound bigeye and yellowfin tuna.

For us to sinply adjust our |anding requirenments as the only
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possi bl e solution is just an inappropriate way for us to go
about it.

That's why we are trying to look at it as the two
prong approach: closed areas to try to reduce the nortality;
avoid a directed f