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GREETINGS AND INTRODUCTIONS

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: What we'd like to do is present very briefly a little bit of background
information on some of the issues that have been identified with respect to bluefin tuna management for the upcoming
season and beyond, and then we'll go once quickly around the room to make sure we have all the issues on the table
that need to be discussed this afternoon, and then we'll start into them. Whether we decide to do it sequentially or in
some sort of amalgamation of bluefin tuna issues remains to be seen. Once we identify the complete list of topics for
discussion, I guess I'll make the call as to how we deal with it at that point, whether we can segment certain ones or
take them sequentially.

So, what Dianne has done -- Dianne Stephan has done, is amassed a little bit of information on some of the issues that
had been identified to us through phone calls or letters to the office in the run-up to this AP meeting.

Okay. What I've heard so far, not only in the materials submitted to us prior to the meeting, but also at this meeting,
purse seine start date has been raised as a topic for discussion. The commercial minimum size, currently at 73 inches --
current fork length. Certainly we wanted to discuss the ICCAT quota recommendation, which came out of last year's
meeting in Bilbao. Several in the recreational categories have indicated they want to discuss transfer provisions
between categories. Harpoon closure date has also been identified, and certainly the North Carolina petition for
rulemaking that we had discussed prior to lunch.

With respect to the ICCAT quota, I'll make another plea. | think with swordfish we got into a little bit of discussion



that maybe it was too little, too late, in terms of the U.S. approach to getting what it wants or desires at ICCAT. At this
point, the recommendation is the recommendation, and | don't think we need to belabor what happened at ICCAT or
did not happen with respect to western bluefin, certainly not eastern bluefin. That can be discussed at much greater
length and more appropriately it would be discussed at the ICCAT Advisory Committee meeting that we've heard will
be scheduled in April.

So, with respect to the quota, we just wanted to present what the recommendation has in store for the U.S. in terms of
a slight quota increase, and the best input for the agency at this point would be how we implement that quota increase
through our domestic management process.

So, again, purse seine start date, commercial minimum size, ICCAT quota for the upcoming season, which would
involve issuing proposed specifications, harpoon category closure date and then transfers between categories.

So, Dianne has a little bit of information that would shed some light on the purse seine start date issue.

PRESENTATION ON PURSE SEINE START DATE

DIANNE STEPHAN: Hi, folks. My name is Dianne Stephan. I'm the new face at the HMS Gloucester office. I'm
pleased to have been able to meet some of you over this last week.

First of all, I'm going to talk about the timing of the bluefin tuna purse seine category fishery. We're looking for your
input on how to adjust this issue, so I'll give you some background information on current regs and recent landings,
and then I'll launch into another brief discussion, as Chris just mentioned, and we'll get all this information out on the
floor so we can have a group discussion.

One of our objectives for managing the domestic bluefin tuna fishery, and also HMS fisheries for that matter, is to
maximize optimum yield, which includes consideration of market conditions in the fishery. In the past, the annual
opening of the purse seine fishery has been postponed to avoid oversupplying the market. The current start date of
August 15th for the purse seine fishery was initially implemented in the early 1980's and then was codified by the
regulations which were associated with the HMS fishery management plan in 1999.

The purse seine fishery is scheduled to open later in the season than the general category to avoid concurrently opening
both seasons and then glutting the market.

This figure shows the average landings for the last four years in number of fish by biweekly time period for the general
category fishery in dark blue and the purse seine fishery in pink. In recent years, you can see that the bulk of the
general category landings are coming in later in the season. When you look at the landings from the purse seine
fishery, you can see that the seasons are once again overlapping.

During the 2002 fishing year, NMFS provided the opportunity for purse seiners to receive EFP's, which allowed them
to begin fishing a month early. The fishery opened for July 15th for purse seiners with EFP's, and you can see by the
blip in purse seine landings right around July 13th through July 27th that -- where those landings came in.

So, a number of questions come to mind for considerations, and what we're going to do here, first of all, we need to
think about whether a change in start date would benefit the purse seine fishery. How would it affect other sectors?
Would it disadvantage any other sectors of the bluefin tuna fishery? Are there other concerns that should be addressed?
And if a start date change were implemented, what's the best method? Should we continue to use EFP's or should we
implement a regulatory fix? And finally, are there any other considerations that we should take into account?

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: For those who weren't aware of the exempted fishing permit situation, the
interest in getting an early start date was to help ensure that we got some satellite tags put out on some of those early-
arriving fish into the Gulf of Maine.



PRESENTATION ON COMMERCIAL MINIMUM SIZE

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: So, the next item is the commercial minimum size. As | said, that has
been established at 73 inches -- current fork length for many years now. There's been a gradual separation of the
commercial and recreational fisheries, not only through permit categories and quota categories, but also in the size
classes, 72 inches and below reserved for recreational fishing and 73 inches and above in the commercial categories.

DIANNE STEPHAN: As Chris was mentioning, we've heard some interest from the industry about adjustments to
tolerance limits, and specifically I'm going to talk about the harpoon and purse seine categories and considering
increased access to large mediums. For this presentation and the other, | just wanted to acknowledge Brad McHale for
crunching the numbers and putting together the figures.

UNIDENTIFIED: Don't shoot Dianne.

DIANNE STEPHAN: That's not what | meant. The commercial fishing size was designed to limit fishing mortality on
bluefin tuna before they had spawned. Of course, in the recreational fishery we allow access to smaller pre-spawning
ages. In the past, before 1992, commercial vessels could still sell bluefin tuna as small as 47 inches. But 1992, the size
limits for the sale of bluefin tuna for all commercial vessels had been raised to 73 inches.

Currently, the harpoon fishery is not allowed to retain any fish of the size category smaller than a large medium.
They're allowed to retain one large medium per vessel per day, and there's no limit on the giants that they can keep.
For purse seiners, the size category is less than the large mediums. They're allowed to retain one percent per trip
incidentally without sale when they're targeting other regulated tunas. They can keep 15 percent of the weight of the
giants per trip that they catch as large mediums, provided that their annual landings are less than ten percent of the
annual vessel giant allocation. And for giants there's no daily limit.

This figure shows harpoon category landings over the last four years broken out by size category. The yellow shading
indicates giants. The maroon shading indicates the large mediums, and then the blue shading indicates unharvested
quota.

You can see that the amount of unharvested quota has increased over the last two years, and also in the last year, in
2002, the harvest of giants was about half of what it has been for the last few years.

This is the same type of a figure for purse seine landings. Again, yellow is giant, maroon's large medium and blue is
unharvested quota. Again, for the last two years, unharvested quota has increased. There was about a 30 percent
reduction in giants from the years 2000 to 2001, and 2000 to 2002. Another way to look at that is that the average
landings for these last four years of giants was about 221 metric tons. You can see for the years 2001 and 2002,
landings were about 190 metric tons.

Also, | wanted to note that there's a slight increase in the large mediums for the year 2002, and that's because there was
a vessel which had a scientific research permit and was allowed to exceed the regulatory limit.

So, again, there are a number of potential options we can talk about here: Should we maintain the status quo? Should
we adjust the minimum size tolerances for the harpoon category or the purse seine category or both? And we're really
looking for your input here.

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Let's also at this point present the overhead on the quota recommendation
from ICCAT, to get that out on the table, as well.

I can't help but notice there's just one corner of the table that seems to be missing. Did they all go in the same direction
for lunch?




PRESENTATION ON ICCAT QUOTA RECOMMENDATION

BRAD MCHALE: Again, as Chris had mentioned, I'm just going to give a brief rundown of the results that were
mentioned earlier in the meeting in regards to the bluefin tuna allocation for the Western Atlantic, and what that means
for us here domestically.

Kind of a brief summary of the recommendation coming out of last year's meeting. The Western Atlantic TAC had
increased from 2500 metric tons to 2700 metric tons. And what this meant for the United States was that our share had
increased by 102.6 metric tons, altering our overall U.S. quota from 1387 to the 1489.6.

Now, included within this 1489.6 there was 25 metric tons that were earmarked to account for incidental pelagic
longline retention for those operations that are operating close to the 45 degree management boundary line. And we'll
see that as | break this down into a table here.

So, essentially what this means, as we proceed towards our 2003 fishing year specifications, we have our baseline
quota allocation percentages, which were established in the fishery management plan. So, what we've done with this
additional Western Atlantic quota here is that we've divvied that up based upon those percentages, but still holding
aside that 25 metric ton set-aside, and currently we have that associated with the longline north category. Again, we'll
also be coming out with a proposed rule on these specifications, and will be seeking public comment as well as your
comment as we proceed to finalize those specifications. But | just threw this very basic table together so we kind of
have an understanding of how those baseline quota allocations are going to change on the 102 and change metric tons
there.

Again, as Chris had mentioned earlier, we've essentially just implemented the additional quota based upon the
recommendation as it's worded, and the quota allocation percentages that are already set up in the FMP. And we will
be going forth with a proposed rule and finalizing that here in the near future, prior to the season.

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: You want to just run down this column?

BRAD MCHALE: Yeah, I guess to run down the numbers as far as what those new baseline allocation percentage
numbers are going to -- | know on the handouts it's a pretty small font. | figured if you weren't walking away with a
headache just yet, I'd provide one for you.

The general category is going to be increased from 653.3 metric tons to 689.8 metric tons, which would then be broken
down on the time period subquota allocations as they stand right now, 60 percent for June through August, 30 for
September and 10 for October through December. And again, this is all as things stand right now.

Harpoon, we get a slight increase to 57.1 metric tons. The longline north would increase to 143.6 metric tons. Excuse
me, longline in general would increase to 143.6. Longline north would be 50 metric tons. And that is inclusive of that
25 metric ton set-aside. And the south would be increased to 93.6. And again that's underneath the current split
north/south that we had discussed earlier prior to lunch. The trap category would get their slight increase. Purse seine
category would jump to 272.4 metric tons. And then the angling category would increase to 288.5 metric tons.

And this is again, keep in mind, just our baseline quota allocations. These numbers do not reflect any overage or
underage from the previous fishing year. So, as we proceed through the specification proposed rule and finalizing that,
these numbers would change based upon what had taken place in that previous fishing year. So, again, our overall take
is increased to 1489.6, inclusive of the 25 metric ton set-aside.

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Thanks, Brad. Obviously there are several factors that are operating. This
is a somewhat static analysis in this table, assuming that what had been codified in the FMP and the regulations would
be applied, but certainly we already have a proposed rule on the street with respect to incidental catch by longliners
that might alter those -- the north and south allocations and have our petition for rulemaking from North Carolina,
which certainly could adjust the seasonal allocations within the general category. But we wanted to put this out, just to
demonstrate what would occur under the status quo procedures of applying the increase from ICCAT, according to the
percentages already embodied in the FMP and the regulations.



So, the normal process would be to issue proposed specifications that would deal with the carryover provisions that
Brad had just mentioned, and following the formulas codified in the regulations. The reason we normally do that as a
proposed rather than just issuing them as final specifications is because there is some latitude under the regulations to
make some discretionary decisions on how to deal with carryover of underharvest/overharvest, whether it should go in
the reserve or directly in one category or another. So, obviously we always want to take comment on that aspect of
dealing with carryover, as well as proposing what effort controls might be necessary.

So, the situation we face now would be to have a more comprehensive rulemaking that would deal with all of the
issues currently on the table, not only increasing the allocations based on the ICCAT recommendation, but also
resolving any ongoing issues with respect to the proposed rule, incidental catch by longliners, any of the issues that we
plan to discuss this afternoon on harpoon category closure date, purse seine start date, commercial minimum size, also
had been mentioned by Joe McBride and others about concerns about transfers between categories. Right now there's
some criteria that is specified in the regulations, but if there is a concern on establishing more formal procedures and
more formulaic approach to what could happen in terms of transfers between categories or carryover, that certainly
could all be folded into one rulemaking.

Another alternative would be to separate the issues and put several on a fast-track, so to speak, to get them in place for
the June 1st start date of the fishery, and deal with others through a longer term rulemaking process.

And certainly the longest term approach would be if we were to conclude that a major overhaul in bluefin tuna
management is necessary, that it would require a plan amendment, we would start off that process by a notice of intent
to amend the Environmental Impact Statement and amend the plan -- and as we discussed | believe on Monday
afternoon, that's at minimum a year and a half process, just to get through the time lines required for public comment
and presentation.

So, there's a lot of issues on the table. I'll reiterate them, just to make sure we have them all. So, I'll ask for a first show
of hands, just if there are additional issues that we need to get on the table for this afternoon's discussion. The purse
seine start date, commercial minimum size, harpoon category closure date, how we deal with the ICCAT quota
increase, and transfers between categories. Does that basically run the gamut of everything that needs to be discussed
this afternoon? Rich Ruais.

RICHARD RUAIS: That's very close, pretty comprehensive --
MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Close enough for government work?

RICHARD RUAIS: Well, I can just add a little bit, but I also want to say that the presentations by the Regional staff
were entirely on target and are going to be very helpful as we move forward. So, thank you to Dianne, Brad and Mark
for anticipating our needs here.

But I would just add -- and it's minor -- you mentioned it, but it was a little bit more comprehensive than you
discussed, under specifications we do want to talk about effort controls. And another issue that | had raised via a phone
call earlier on was the question of some confusion over a gear type in the general category, an allowed gear in the
general category as it relates to how the fishery has been prosecuted down south. And I'm not real familiar, so | hope
either you can shed some light on that issue so we can talk about it a little bit, or somebody else more familiar with that
fishery can and then we can get that on the record, as well. And those are the -- other than that, you've got the whole
list, and you've restated it several times. So, we're ready to go.

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Jim Donofrio and then Ray Kane.
JAMES DONOFRIO: Chris, thanks. Are we going to discuss anything regarding the angling category?

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: The issue as had been stated earlier in the meeting was the concern about
transfers between categories at the end of the season. So, that certainly affects the angling category, but obviously can
affect and has affected in the past other categories, as well. If it was with respect to recommendations for setting the



limits -- the catch limits in the angling category for the upcoming season, certainly can take comment on that.

In the past, we've issued a separate Federal Register notice on that, not necessarily putting it out for comment, just
basically stating what was available, what the agency believes would be appropriate catch limits for the upcoming
season, announcing the start and stop dates, that kind of thing. But if major changes are requested that we would want
to take public comment on, how to manage the angling category, certainly we could fold that into this rulemaking, and
it should be discussed today.

JAMES DONOFRIO: What we want to do, Chris, is at least discuss some of the options that we want to talk about
with our committee, that we meet with you after this meeting, what we've been doing for the last five years, and then
discuss that more thoroughly, so we don't bore anybody here. But just put it out for -- you know, for the public now
what we're thinking about. And also talk about that 165 metric tons that we have out there, and how we'd like to maybe
see that utilized, too. Okay?

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Okay. That's in reference to the 165 metric tons in the large schooly small
medium category that has not been fully utilized in the past by the angling category. Ray Kane.

RAYMOND KANE: Yeah, a question on suballocation. A number of years ago, the user groups in the different tuna
organizations got together and was there a rulemaking done on this, because when we had suballocation back then,
when we wrote it up, it was June, July and August. It was a quota. There was a September quota. Then there was an
October quota. And for years when you came out with your suballocations, it was always June, July, August, it was
September, and then it was October. Now | see you're calling it an October through December allocation. Was there a
rulemaking change on that, and when?

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: I believe in our specifications notices for the last two years, at least, it had
been identified as an October through December quota. Any other bluefin issues that need to be discussed?

(No response audible.)

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Okay. Well, we can try to attack them sequentially -- I should maybe not
use the word attack, but discuss them sequentially. Certainly don't attack each other. That's not our hope. Or we can
basically -- to the extent that some of them have overlapping -- or potentially could have overlapping results, in terms
of how we deal with them through rulemaking or the specifications notice, they could be taken in conjunction.

What's the pleasure? Show of hands. Should we deal with them individually and sequentially, or as people are called
upon they can address all the issues of concern to that individual? Show of hands for sequential?

(Response.)
MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: All at once?
(Response.)

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: A lot of abstentions or people just can't hold their arms that high. Why
don't we take them sequentially. So, let's start with the purse seine start date. Rich Ruais.

DISCUSSION OF PURSE SEINE START DATE

RICHARD RUAIS: Yeah, Chris, | was going to suggest that that is -- some of these don't have much overlap in
relation to the other issues. So, it does kind of make sense to take them in the order that you had put them together
when you put the draft agenda together, which | thought was pretty logical.

And I'll start on the purse seine date, and Dianne did provide some of the background on that, so | don't need to repeat



a lot of what she said. Historically, 1 think a lot of people are aware that the August 15th was kind of a balance
between in the early days -- and the reason why, as Ray points out, the general category gets 60 percent of the quota
June through August was because that's when the heaviest general category production historically appeared.

It was also true that the way the purse seine fishery evolved, that the purse seine boats were busy fishing yellowfin tuna
and skipjack in the early part of the summer, so they waited to begin their bluefin fishery later on.

And what's happened, as Dianne's graph showed quite clearly, we have seen a flip-flop in the general category where
production in the general category is very, very slow. We've been rolling over the bulk of the June through August
quota, over into the September period. So, what you have happening is you have the start of the purse seine fishery
colliding, if you will, with the peak production of the general category in September and October, basically creating a
situation where almost -- at least 1,000 tons of the U.S. commercial quota is being forced into this very tight marketing
situation. It's just competing against each other and we're knocking each other's brains out, if you will. Any of the
dealers in the fishery who have a lot of expertise with the market will tell you that our best participation in the market
Is steady production at the lowest rate that you can over a period of time. And the way you achieve that is by having
maximum length of fishing seasons for the various categories.

And there's a lot of support in the fishery right now, including in the general category -- there are some -- as | think
you'll hear from Ray -- in the general category that would like to see the purse seine fishery start as early as June 1. In
my own group, we have people that want to see it start that early.

The downside, as you were asking for some comment on that, is that the harpoon category still has an early season
fishery that is very important to them, and they haven't had any competition. So, the earlier you back the purse seine
season up, you do create some impact upon the smaller harpoon category, which is a 54-ton category.

My group voted to support a July 15th permanent start date, not another experimental fishery. If we have to have that
for another single year till we can get a permanent fix, that's fine, but we want to see the purse seine season start
permanently on July 15th, and we think that's an appropriate balance between the marketing interest, if you will, of the
harpoon category, and the larger interest of the general category, particularly in September and October when the bulk
of the 600 -- almost 700 ton general category is caught. It makes sense to give the purse seiners an extra four weeks
prior to the heavy production in the general category to try to get some of their quota onto the market.

The other thing -- and Chris, | think you briefly pointed this out, last year the reason why we went with the
experimental fishery permits was we wanted to get out some pop-up satellite tags early in the season. And that was a
huge success on the part of the experimental fishery last year. We put out a record number of pop-up satellite tags. |
believe the number was 67 tags were put out, and 65 of those were put out on one purse seine boat and two were put
out on rod and reel boats. And again, this year there is a plan for early season fishing, which may even take place prior
to July 15th, but which would be under a separate permit.

But we want the commercial purse seine season to now start on July 15th, and we believe that's in the best interest of
the purse seine fishery and the general category interest. We recognize that there could be some impact in that July
15th to August 15th period on the harpoon category, but their peak season is -- well, I won't say their peak season, but
a very important period for them is also June 1 to July 15th, and this gives the marketplace, if you will -- because the
general category production is so low at that point in time, that the harpooners have a really unique opportunity to
have the market to themselves for that period of time. So, that's why we're supporting July 15th on the purse seine start
date. And you want to do them one at a time for now?

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Any other comment on the purse seine start date? It's been raised that the
season should start early and be permanently codified in the regulatory text as a start date of July 15th as opposed to
August 15th. Ray Kane.

RAYMOND KANE: Yeah, as Rich has stated, there's been a number of fishermen in general category who have asked
to see it start June 1st; but after a board meeting, we've decided to go with the July 15th start date. We're
recommending that.



MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Jack Devnew, Nelson Beideman.

JACK DEVNEW: Yeabh, it certainly doesn't seem to be -- you know, there's no bearing on conservation. You know, it's
a neutral proposal. It seems the proposal put forward here by Rich and Ray, you know, contemplates the balance of the
interests that are out there, and it certainly seems to be a very reasonable proposal on that basis. So, | would certainly
be supportive of it.

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Nelson, then Gail.

NELSON BEIDEMAN: It sounds reasonable, practical, and on matters of this nature that aren't conservation, or you
don't see a downside there. There's the category that knows best.

GALE JOHNSON: Congratulations and much relief for the involved parties in working it out, and the tags getting out.
It sounds like a wonderful idea.

FRANCIS BLOUNT: If I could just make a suggestion here. | don't hear any opposition to this, so if we're going
through the list, can we maybe from -- you know, your position as the chair, just say in favor or opposed? Because if
we don't have opposition, why discuss things for an hour?

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Well, are we at the point where there's no opposing opinion?
(No response audible.)

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: All right. Well, the agency will take that under advisement in terms of
setting up a proposed rule for the upcoming season.

DISCUSSION ON COMMERCIAL MINIMUM SIZE

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Why don't we take the commercial minimum size issue next. Again, as
Dianne pointed out, the regulations have reserved 73 inches and above for commercial fishing. However, certain
categories are restricted in the take of large medium that 73 to 81-inch fish and 81-inch and above are supposed to be
the intended target of those fisheries. So, there's a minimal incidental allowance for the large medium. In any given
year, the abundance or availability of large medium fish can change, as the year class comes up through the fishery.
And that does affect the ability to target giants, and certainly you can affect the discarding of fish. Certainly we want
to avoid dead discards at any rate. So, any discussion on the commercial minimum size, and any alterations required?
Rich Ruais.

RICHARD RUAIS: Thank you, Chris. I'd like to make a few comments on this, and then I'd like to ask at some point
if you'd allow Roger Hillhouse, who's one of the purse seine principals and been involved in this fishery for over 40
years, if he could make a few comments to it at the time you feel is right.

But I think it's clear that the last couple of years, both the harpoon category and the purse seine category have
underachieved their quota. And we have some things that are happening in New England outside of this -- having
midwater trawl issue, which we think is affecting the behavior of the bluefin. We also have warmer water the last
several years, four to six degrees on average, I'm told by Doctor Molly Lutkevich, in the Gulf of Maine. And we have
just -- you know, this phenomenon from our perspective of increased availability of smaller fish for a much longer
period of time that's usual in New England.

And these tolerances, both in the purse seine and the harpoon category, as you've said, spec'd them out, have been
inhibiting quota achievement. And we need to do something about it, because both those categories are being denied a
reasonable opportunity to catch their quota.

We're not proposing any reduction in the absolute minimum size. It's currently 73 inches, and we think that's where it



should be. That's where the general category is without any tolerance. There is a letter outside on the table that was
distributed ahead of this meeting by George Permont that was recommending that we have a unified, across the board,
commercial minimum size of 73 inch with no tolerances for anybody. And we're basically supporting that.

I would point out that the general category -- if anyone has concern about the size of our catch, we don't see this as a
real significant biological issue. | was looking at some of the information that Ray brought down with him in the
general category last year. We had a 480 pound average size. That's with no tolerance, obviously, for the 73 and
above.

Purse seine category has the second largest average size in the U.S. fishery, somewhere between 410 and 430 pounds,
the last several years. And the harpoon has the smallest average size at about 325 pounds. So, we're still -- the average
size is still substantially above the size at sexual maturity, if you want to stick to the view that in the west we only --
our fish are only sexually mature at 310, where we know in the Mediterranean the fish are spawning at age three and
four at 50 pound size.

So, we're not perceiving any negative -- any significant negative biological consideration of this, particularly when you
look at what's going on in the angling category and the complete -- the underachievement, the very low catch of the
fish between 73 -- between 47, | guess, and 73, the large schooly small medium.

So, the U.S. is really not maximizing, if you will, mortality on undersized fish, compared to what our quota actually
would allow. So, for those reasons, we would like to see a standard 73-inch, across the board minimum size, without
tolerances for all of the commercial categories. | should have pointed out the longline category is already there, as
well, at 73. So, the general and the longline are already there. What we're proposing is that the harpoon and the purse
seine join the other two categories. And if you could take some comments from Roger at some point, we'd really
appreciate it.

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Any other panel members want to speak to this subject? Ray Kane. Okay.
Ray Kane and then Roger Hillhouse.

RAYMOND KANE: Yeah. We have a concern about discards, both the seiners and the harpooners. From my
experience trawling over the years, | get into the 73-inch fish, which is our minimum, and quite often there are 68 and
66-inch fish traveling with 73-inch fish. I think a 77-inch minimum, maybe we could come back and address this in
another year, but you give them a 77-inch minimum for a year and look at that. And if they keep good logs for bycatch
-- because if they do make a set on 77-inch fish, the chances of mortality on fish under size | think will be less than if
you give them that 73-inch fish.

And as we all know, the history of the harpooners has changed over the years. They have a different procedure for
killing these fish. So, it's our position that with the extended season, starting July 15th, for a year you give them 77-
inch fish and if they keep good records to see what the bycatch is, how many undersized fish they kill, we can come
back and address this for 73-inch fish next year.

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: With respect to the harpoon category, the 77-inch would apply to that, as
well?

RAYMOND KANE: Yeah, that would apply also. You're going to hear from Roger. He's a pilot. He's been doing it
forever. But the harpooners are standing up on a pulpit and | just don't understand how they can differentiate between
a 73-inch fish and a 72-inch fish. And I'd like to see the harpooners coming in at a 77-inch limit. You know, if you're
ten percent below, if you would, as they do now, look at it for a year. You know, address it in this fashion for a year
and then come back. If they can keep good records on the mortality of the undersized fish, like I said, -- you know, the
seiners are getting an extended season here and they've worked this out with the harpooners, so the harpooners get
their month of June and the first two weeks of July.

So, with a 77-inch fish for both harpooners and seiners, they have a much better opportunity of filling their quota.

NELSON BEIDEMAN: I'm getting a little bit confused here. We're talking about 73?



MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Well, there was a proposal that the -- currently the minimum size would
be for the harpoon and the purse seine category, a true giant, 81 inches, with a tolerance on the purse seine of 15
percent per trip or 10 percent per season, at the 73 to 81-inch range. And the harpooners have a tolerance of one per
day between 73.

So, the proposal was initially by Rich that it be lowered -- the minimum size for those categories be lowered to 73
inches, thereby eliminating the need for tolerance. I believe a counter-proposal is on the table to only go down so far
as 77 inches, as opposed to 73.

NELSON BEIDEMAN: | would -- we would support -- Bluewater would support the 73 for both of these categories.
And | think we need to reflect a little bit. We've had this shifting now for a while, and I'm not so sure that we've been
a little bit slow in getting this to the table. We'd support it on the basis of reducing unnecessary discards. And | think
Ray is right, that -- you know, we're going to have to keep looking at this -- because, you know, if this trend of
warming, warming continues, we're either going to have to move New England up to Nova Scotia, or move the anglers
up to New England or something. Because | think we're a little bit slow to react to -- you know, these forces of nature
and -- you know, | support it very, very strongly.

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Roger Hillhouse.

ROGER HILLHOUSE: Well, first, I've been spotting tuna all of my life, about 46 years -- between California and
here. And I'm part owner in some seiners. But years ago the National Marine Fisheries made an assumption that 83
inches -- | believe it was -- was the breaking point. And right from the very beginning, after we started fishing and
really measuring and taking care of the fish, we started realizing that there was an awful lot of our fish that were one,
two, three inches below that size.

And we've had to live with that, and so long as there was always a larger size, we have always worked it. We have a
ten percent, | believe it is, incidental that we're allowed to bring in. But | think their intentions were good at 83, but
over the period of time it's borne out that they may have picked the high side of the year class that they want to
protect. It may be on the upper part, because especially the last few years -- I'd say five years, we've seen an awful lot
of fish that are one to two inches, three inches, four inches below and so we have maybe -- generally we'll get a couple
of stragglers that will come up in the net, and the first thing we do is we measure them. Everything is swimming alive,
and we immediately measure those fish. If they're small or under the line, we open up the end of the net and we let
them go.

And we've been doing that for 25 years or whatever it's been, but it just seemed now when we're starting to see that our
quota because of the water or whatever -- first we believe -- or | believe, | should say, | make a hobby out of
following bluefin all my life. Then we started the regulations ourselves and we believe that maybe this is part of an
interchange. It could be only three things: It can be that there's two different spawning times, which we are now aware
of; and those fish that come across from the other side are a little bit smaller than our fish are; and/or they're getting
less to eat, and so the size has diminished slightly. We're not getting that size that we really want, that 83-inch, 82-
inch. So, whether it's intermingling from the other coast, they won't tag so you can't tell, or whether it's food, | don't
know. But | really believe it's an interchange of the fish, because we've seen over the years big influxes of fish that
show up.

Whatever it is, the reason, it really doesn't matter, | suppose, because -- which it is. But the fact is that we're getting
these fish and having to turn them loose. Our pilots have become shell-shocked with setting fish lately. We're almost
afraid to even set for fear that they're going to be on the smaller side. Unless they really, really look big, we just have a
rule if they look big, set them. If they look small at all, leave them alone.

But a lot of that fish is -- like | say, when we come measure them, it's just unbelievable that they can be that inch short.
Our bycatch is usually just an inch short.

So, it would make a lot of difference to us whether you do or whether you don't, but I don't believe it's going to affect
the biology of it. I think from the very beginning we had this size differential of just being a few inches short, and all



of our bycatch when they're short they're usually just that much. And when we catch short fish, they're always just a
couple of inches. So, I'm almost positive, if you look, you'd find that they are the same year class. Maybe subject to
less food or the voids across the ocean has -- from -- they spawn in June and July in the Gulf -- or in the
Mediterranean. Our fish spawn in March, April and May. We've had a captain on one of our boats that used to longline
25 years ago, in the month of April, about 2, 300 miles outside of Nantucket. He'd have his deck covered with eggs
from fish at that time of the year.

So, there are these different spawning classes. All the same year class, but they are feeding into our fishery for food.
And so | don't believe we're upsetting by dropping to 77 inches here. | don't think that we're going to damage the
biology of the fish at all. So, I'll let you take it into consideration. Appreciate it, the moment to talk to you. It's been a
long time. | don't know most of you, but we spend a lot of time on these panels. So, thank you.

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Okay. Thank you, Roger. | was going to say you said 46 years in the
business. You don't look a day over 45. Just for a clarification, you had mentioned just at the end there 77 inches. Is
that what you're advocating, lower the minimum size to --

ROGER HILLHOUSE (No microphone): (Inaudible.)
MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: 73. Okay. Jim Donofrio, then Nelson Beideman.

JAMES DONOFRIO: Chris, I just got a technical question on this issue here. We put this plan together back in -- |
guess it was Santiago, the rebuilding thing. The big concern was spawning stock biomass. So, obviously by lowering it
to 73, that means there's going to be the potential of taking more fish out of the spawning stock.

What would be that difference if the scenario was all 73-inch fish? I mean, in numbers of fish? | mean, if this thing is
conservation neutral, you know, that's what you guys have to decide. That's -- you know,between them and general
category, that's their fishery. But | mean that -- the spawning stock biomass was the big debate at ICCAT that year. So,
you know, do you have any answers on that, what that tonnage would be? Because | know it's a tonnage fishery, but
it's got to come down to amounts of fish that are out there available.

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Right. Well, certainly if more fish -- if the landings are more represented
by 73-inch fish than 81-inch fish, you're going to have more fish per ton, slightly, at that range. So, it's going to depend
from year to year.

If you look at the general category, where it has been for the most part one per day, possibly two per day on occasion,
the percentage of fish in that large medium class, the 73 to 81, can vary from one year to the next, anywhere from 20
percent to some high years closer to 40 percent. So, it really depends on the availability of the fish and the respective
size classes, given the timing of the season and the arrival of the fish.

So, it would -- we could make some estimates of what it would be, but again it would depend on the size of the fish
when they show up, and as the fisheries are targeting the fish. Obviously a harpooner and a purse seiner are making a
conscious decision, so to speak, to either set or strike the fish. And there might be some personal decision that goes in
there, on the part of the pilot or the person in the pulpit.

So, we could make some estimates in the sense of looking at averages over the last year, but the bottom line would be
what are the size of the fish that show up when they show up, is the season open, and again, some of the personal
decisions on the part of the operators.

But we could probably put some bounds on it, that it might be X many fish or X plus, you know, an extra ten percent
or something like that. But it would change from year to year. Nelson.

NELSON BEIDEMAN: Yeah, just to let Roger know that 12, 1400 miles to the east of the Gulf of Maine there's been
very large bluefin tuna, more bluefin tuna and large bluefin tuna showing up. | don't have any numbers. I know that --
you know, if Tyson was here, he may have the numbers. But the NED fleet interacted with 106 bluefin tuna in 2002,
and heard of quite a few fish in the six, seven and above range.



Rich may know more about what Canada is or isn't doing, but from what | hear, there is no shortage of large fish when
you go much further east. And it just seems to be what the trend is.

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Rom Whitaker, than Rich Ruais.

ROM WHITAKER: Thank you, Chris. | appreciate Roger's presentation there. That's always quite interesting to hear
about that industry. But it seem -- and you kind of pointed it out, Chris, that anytime you're going to have more 73-
inch fish in a ton than you are 81-inch fish. Of course, though, it does have a biological impact, a very small one, but
it's a little bit.

But | like what Ray said about if they -- you know, only need a couple of inches, a 77-inch might be a good medium
to work with maybe this year and just see how it turns out.

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Rich Ruais.

RICHARD RUAIS: | think one of the ideas that Roger was trying to get across is that what we're seeing here -- and
this relates to what Hammer was saying as well, is that there's a lot more mixed schools in New England in recent
years, and the mixing is not necessarily 81-inch fish with 73-inch fish, but 81-inch fish with 77-inch fish and 78-inch
fish, and they will continue -- for marketing reasons, they will be continuing to target the larger fish. But the ten
percent tolerance between 73 and 81 is causing them a problem that they can't set on those mixed schools that are
largely 81-inch and above fish, but that there are more than ten percent of the 77 size range. So, we're really not talking
an issue of 73-inch.

Now, if what Ray is suggesting -- you know, it sounds like you're moving more into a more complicated minimum size
from where we're coming from, we're trying to simplify the minimum size. If you're saying all right, the absolute
minimum size is still going to be 73-inch, but the tolerance applies to 73 and 77 and you can have the rest of your
quota caught between 77 and above, you're complicating the minimum size. You're adding complexity to it, as opposed
to reducing it, which is what we're suggesting we do at this point in time is reduce the complexity and make it more
standard.

To Jimmy's concern about the original rebuilding plan, I don't know how to answer that except to say that I would
remind everybody that according to the stock assessment, within the next couple of months the largest year class in the
Western Atlantic since 1973 is entering the Gulf of Mexico as over 81, sexually mature fish, supposed to be 150,000
plus of those animals that are entering the Gulf of Mexico to spawn this year. So, in terms of spawning stock biomass,
it's going to be a huge jump if you believe the whole thing. And I'd suggest that that's some motivation for not being
too worried about the spawning stock biomass.

In fact, sometimes you can go either way on this one. If you really want to -- if you believe that there's -- you know, a
relationship to the number of spawners in successful recruitment, you might want to back off catching real big fish and
catch some of those abundant 71 to 73 to 81-inch fish. | don't know. It's all over the place sometimes.

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Shana, Tim Hobbs, and Joe McBride.

SHANA BEEMER: I guess -- do you have data of the discards from purse seines? | assume you do. Because, | mean,

I guess that would be really helpful to see. Because the switch from 81 to 73 as an absolute minimum size -- | guess
you can keep fish down to 73 at this point, but to switch an absolute minimum size from 81 inches to 77 inches and
then have no tolerance down to 73 inches would seem to be easier to deal with for the fishermen while not making
such a huge jump down to 73 inches, or alternatively to just increase the tolerance so it's not ten percent, you know, it's
whatever the data reflects, 40 percent, you know? Just without such a huge jump of 81 to 73 until we know better.

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Tim Hobbs.

TIM HOBBS: Yeah, | just had a question sort of along the lines of what Shana said. | mean, was there any
consideration given to increasing the tolerance? Would that accommodate the needs of the industry?



RICHARD RUAIS: Yes, yes, that's an alternative, and it's one that was thought about, but there was a desire -- there's
also a desire to create a uniform standard and if there isn't from our perspective a real significant biological issue here
then the practicality of a single minimum size for commercial fisheries is attractive.

If there is a -- you know, a big biological issue that somebody wants to make and wants to suggest going to 40 or 50
percent, you know, as an interim measure as you move up, you know, that potentially could be acceptable, as well. But
until we hear that there is a substantial biological issue here, we'd prefer to have the harpoon and the purse seine
category operating under the same standard as the longline and the general. We think the agency would -- might
appreciate that simplicity.

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Joe McBride, then Nelson Beideman.

JOSEPH MCBRIDE: Yes, thank you, Chris. Just out of curiosity -- and I'm certainly no scientist, but for years and
years you've told us or we've been told -- certainly anecdotally, that the breeding size was over 310 in the giant
category. Are you accepting the fact that now we're down to large school almost and certainly small medium breeding
as breeder fish now? Is the agency -- | don't mean you, personally.

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Well, the ICCAT SCRS | don't know has made any pronouncements that
there's a revision in the minimum size. It's a continuum, so to speak, that they look at the age at first maturity. The
feeling had been or the weight of scientific evidence had been that you were pretty much nearly fully mature at the 81-
inch, that they were maturing up until that point.

Now, in any given year, the more -- a greater percentage may be sexually mature at a lower size than another. A lot of
concern about exchange east and west, whether some of the seemingly more earlier maturing fish of eastern origin
versus western origin. Some scientists, researchers recently have begun to conclude that perhaps the 81 inches is -- is
not as fully mature as had been thought in the past for those fish definitely spawning in the Gulf of Mexico. So, there's
a lot of speculation, nothing is definitive on that.

JOSEPH MCBRIDE: Okay. That's the point I'm making. You're saying in essence you don't really know what size they
spawn at, and you've changed the hypotheses that only giants spawn, there's a possibility other spawners, et cetera, but
no certainty from your agency's point of view. Okay. That's number one.

Now, secondly, and Nelson was pointing out that -- | assume the longline fleet and certainly the experimental fleet in
the NED area there had been seeing giants in relatively large numbers, with some catches.

Now, my question would be if that be the case, why would not the purse seine fleet go after those giants, you know, if
they were available -- and I'm sure Nelson speaks to Rich -- and just out of curiosity, because the distance isn't a
factor because they go up and down the coast purse seining anywhere from South America north depending on the
species.

So, that's a curiosity. | mean, have you heard about this? Is there any substance to this particular scenario? The
agency, again.

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: | presume what Nelson was referring to was out in the NED, which may
be cost prohibitive for the purse seiners to get out that far and still market them as fresh product.

NELSON BEIDEMAN: I'm not sure they school, because -- you know, that's running 106, 14 boats fishing 900 hooks
a day, et cetera, you know, that's not that many fish. Thank God.

JOSEPH MCBRIDE: Okay. Well, that's a little better. | thought maybe the schools were seen by spotter planes, by
who -- God knows. | didn't know how far off the coast, you know, east, whatever east means. And if they were within
striking range, I'm sure the seiners would rather have the bigger fish than the smaller fish, historically anyhow that's
been the case. Okay. And that's all | have for the moment on this issue.

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Anybody else before going back to Rich?



(No response audible.)
MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Rich, Nelson, then Tim.

RICHARD RUAIS: Thank you, Chris. | would point out that if you've been following the latest stock assessment
documents and the mixing report, it is -- the scientists also are telling us that in this mixing equation, western fish
going east and eastern fish coming west, that we get a greater number of eastern fish coming west. If those eastern fish
that are coming west are of eastern origin, then all of them when they're caught at 73 inches and above have made a
contribution to the spawning stock. They're sexually mature a lot smaller than 73 inches. So, if that makes you feel any
better about the issue.

In terms of Joe, it wouldn't just be are they schooling out there; are they showing themselves, as well, would be
another issue. And obviously nobody chooses a distant water fishery over a coastal fishery if you don't have to.

CHAIRMAN CHRISTOPHER ROGERS (No microphone): Nelson (inaudible).

NELSON BEIDEMAN: As | said in my first statement, I'm not sure that we've been slow bringing, you know, this --
lowering the minimal size issue to the table. And I would rather get ahead of the curve a little bit until this trend turns
back around. I've listened to -- you know, the general category fishermen for years. We have quite a few fishermen in
our fishery that are crossover to the general category. And you know, from what | hear, this is needed and I just feel
that the 73 is warranted, not just because of the simplification but because of getting ahead of the curve here. And you
know, going to 73 will only -- you know, reduce -- further reduce unnecessary discards. | don't think it's that large of a
biological factor when you're talking about a stock that's on the rebuild.

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Tim Hobbs. Last word, Bob Pride.

TIM HOBBS: Thanks. It seems like there's room to do something here, it's just kind of hard to sit around and
speculate about -- you know, what size increase is going to have for this stock or that. You know, so | think it would
help if we had some kind of biological analysis, you know, before going forward. And | would just say that | hope that
we can proceed in the most precautionary manner possible, whether it's -- you know, going down to 77 first or what, or
maybe increasing the tolerance. But it would be helpful if we had some kind of biological information with which to
assess these different scenarios.

And Rich mentioned the year class, that's supposed to be showing up in the Gulf of Mexico, and | certainly hope that
year class does show up, because we've based quite a bit on the fact that it does exist and will be showing up. So,
again, | think we just need to proceed in a precautionary manner here.

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Bob Pride.

ROBERT PRIDE: Yeah, I'd like to really pose a question more than anything else, Chris. It seems to me we've had full
recruitment on western bluefin. We've been targeting the larger fish commercially, you know, since the inception of the
ICCAT plan. And maybe what's going on is we've just got caught up the standing stock of the larger fish, and maybe
we ought to start protecting larger fish instead of catching them. I mean, that's just -- and | wonder if the agency's done
any analysis in that regard or if ICCAT has done the analysis in that regard on the western stock.

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Well, certainly to evaluate the utility of a slot limit, so to speak, and
preserving the large spawners or protecting them would involve all kinds of stock recruitment scenarios. And | don't
think we have time to belabor that discussion. There's an ongoing debate about -- for those who follow the ICCAT
stock assessment on the stock recruitment relationship for the western stock and how that may or may not be
confounded with exchange between the east and west.

So, certainly we've taken the issue to heart, we'll consider it and if we were to propose anything in this regard, to Tim's
question, we would have to present an analysis of what we believe the biological implications would be.

The next issue I'd like to take up -- | guess the clean separation issues have been dealt with, and the next list, so to



speak, sort of has -- the next elements on the list have a greater degree of overlap. But I think the harpoon season
closure date is about as clean as we can get. When we get into ICCAT quotas, it certainly overlaps with the North
Carolina petition and transfers between categories, as well as effort controls for the coming year. So, let's deal with the
harpoon category closure date.

DISCUSSION OF HARPOON CATEGORY CILOSURE DATE

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Again, a proposal has been put forth that the harpoon category doesn't
have a regulatory end date. Basically when the quota is reached, we put out a closure notice for the fishery. And that
has caused a deal of concern to some individuals who have expressed an interest in maintaining the harpoon category
as it was intended for a New England fishery, and if the quota is not caught, per se, to close it at some date certain
when the fish have basically left the area of operations for that New England fishery for which the category was
created back in the '80s.

So, any discussion, concern, on the harpoon category closure date? Rich Ruais.

RICHARD RUAIS: Thank you, Chris. And again, your background is very accurate. When regulations of the hand
gear category started in the '70s, a small group of -- there's always been a small group of hand gear traditional
fishermen in New England that used harpoon and used harpoon exclusively. There's also another group of fishermen
throughout New England that have always used whatever gear works best at the time, that includes harpoon, hand
lines and/or rod and reel and other types of gear, as well.

But when we had to do restrictions to one a day or two a day, those fishermen that want to fish with only harpoons,
which requires real calm -- basically, calm days, some minimum level of sunlight or light and literally very little wind,
especially in the absence of airplanes. They got greater impacted by that one a day, because they found so many days
where they couldn't go and continue. So, they weren't getting a fair share of the quota.

So, they went to the Regional Office at the time, which was the -- well, the Northeast Region, which was where the
regulations were emanating from, and there wasn't a petition process back there. They simply met with Alan Peterson
at the time and asked him to break off a small quota that they would be allowed multiple catches during the traditional
harpoon category until their quota was filled, and then those boats that selected that category also would not be eligible
to put that boat in the general category, so they could continue at one a day.

And that was agreed to by the agency. It was not intended to be a coastwide commercial category. It was intended to
meet the needs of Maine, Massachusetts primarily, New Hampshire, the select group of harpooners -- the families,
basically, that had been doing it for hundreds of years, as it was passed down.

So, obviously what we've seen now is with the advent of fishing later in the year, and the possibility with the harpoon
category, if they do underachieve their quota and the fishery remains open, there is the potential for games to be played
and the harpoon category fishermen are obviously desirous of being protective of their category and their historical
fishery, so they're looking for some way of protecting that fishery from abuse.

And initially the thought was November 1 -- have a closing date, November 1, which is pretty much the end of the
season. You could pick a date sometime a little bit sooner than that, sometime a little later than that, in certain years
you might get a few bluebird days later on where you could actually harpoon, but they'd be willing to settle for a date
like November 1 that would be -- that automatically would shut the fishery down and not allow any more landings
until the season started up again the following June 1.

It's also been suggested that a date might not be the best thing. So, I'd like to amend the suggestion that we gave to you
and say let's look at -- in the proposed rulemaking let's look at a date and a southern boundary and see after public
comment what might be the best way of protecting what we believe was the intent when NMFS created that category
back in 1979, 1980. So, that's our proposal for that.



MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: So, again to clarify, the amended proposal, it's either a date certain
codified in the regulations for closing the harpoon category or a southern boundary beyond which harpoon landings
would not be authorized.

That southern boundary proposal does give me a little bit of heartburn, so to speak, because harpoon is an authorized
gear in the general category, and you wouldn't have the same boundary for the general category. So, everything gets
complicated with bluefin tuna. To that point, Rich?

RICHARD RUAIS: To that point, yeah, we also thought about could we create a definition of a harpoon vessel that
would achieve the same thing, recognizing that a lot of general category boats use the harpoon in the cockpit to make
sure they don't lose the fish. But that gets even messier than your boundary in terms of the pulpit and things like that
are mandating that the harpoon has to be thrown off the pulpit on a traditional harpoon boat.

So, how dare | give you heartburn, but I think we should probably move forward with both for the time being and see
what the public thinks is an appropriate solution.

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: No, it's certainly your prerogative to give me heartburn. 1 do recall a
discussion at the Maine Fishermen's Forum with respect to limited access in the harpoon category and a definition of a
harpoon vessel. So, that had its own difficulties. Ray Kane.

RAYMOND KANE: Yeah, once again, general category supports a November 1st closure date, but I'd like to clarify
the record here. We are still in litigation as far as the airplane issue is concerned. That has not gone away. | don't want
to belabor you people with that, but that's still in litigation. General category supports November 1st closure.

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Rom Whitaker.

ROM WHITAKER: Rich said something about some playing games going on. I'm not sure, but | think from our -- my
perspective, that we would support the November 1st and | feel like that might be the easy way to do it, with hopes that
maybe the South Atlantic, if some of that was left over, could maybe have some of that if there was a way to find it.

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Nelson Beideman.
NELSON BEIDEMAN (No microphone): (Inaudible.)

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Any opposition to a defined end date of November 1st for the harpoon
category?

(No response audible.)
MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Any preference for a southern boundary? Just to give me heartburn.
(No response audible.)

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Okay. Well then we'll get onto the next issue.

DISCUSSION OF ALLOCATION OF ICCAT QUOTA
RECOMMENDATION AND NORTH CAROLINA PROPOSAL

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Brad, if you could pull up that chart that indicated how the new
recommendation from ICCAT for the U.S. national quota would be allocated under the current rules. The current rules
stipulate the percentages by category, and subcategory as the case may be, and also with respect to the general
category stipulate the seasonal allocation or subquotas for the time periods identified.



That's how things would work, how the agency would propose the ICCAT recommendation be implemented, absent
any other rulemaking that would alter the rules of engagement, so to speak. So, that does come into play with several
issues that have been expressed and are on the table for consideration at this point.

And certainly we want a free and open discussion dealing with the North Carolina petition that would certainly affect
the general category and potentially others if it is -- if it would involve a transfer between categories in order to
accomplish the aims of that petition for rulemaking.

Transfers between categories -- | know there's a lot of concerns about how we set up these initial quota specifications,
finalize them and then do in-season transfers later on, that obviously would affect the ability to carry over between --
or within a category from one year to the next as opposed to transferring between categories at the end of the fishing
year.

So, a lot of things come into play. Effort controls, as well. Obviously effort controls is part of the game with respect to
restrictive fishing days and the apportionment of that general category quota.

So, at this point it's somewhat free-ranging discussion that we should have on not only the North Carolina petition, but
the ICCAT quota recommendation apportionment between categories, among categories, transfers between categories
at the end of the fishing season, and carryover provisions.

I'd just make one note on carryover. There has been some concern in the past and this affects the reference to the 165
tons that Jim Donofrio had made before, that if a substantial portion of a quota is not reached or not harvested in any
one year, and carried over to the next, resulting in more quota than can be reasonably be expected to be harvested by
that category in a subsequent year, is it wise to continue to carry it over and build up a surplus in the category as
opposed to transferring it among categories. So, a lot at play here.

Bluefin tuna is complicated, as you all know, and I suspect we'll have a lot more folks engaged in this discussion than
in some of the prior issues. Why don't | start on this side and we'll go around. Rom, you want to --

ROM WHITAKER: I'll hear some comments first.
MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Okay. Willie Etheridge.
WILLIAM ETHERIDGE: Is this the time to bring up the green stick?

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Well, that is certainly an issue, but that's primarily affecting yellowfin
tuna, as | understand it, that it is a gear type that is being used currently to target yellowfin more so than bluefin.

WILLIAM ETHERIDGE: But if | understood you right Monday, you told me that green stick would not be an
acceptable gear under the general category?

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Well, for those who are not familiar with green stick, can you give a brief
explanation of the gear and fishing technique? I know it involves a pole and line and it doesn't quite fit the definition
of longline, doesn't quite fit the definition of hand gear under our regulations.

WILLIAM ETHERIDGE: | would like to yield that to Glen Hopkins, because he uses one, and he could explain it a
little better.

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Okay. Glen, if you would do the honors of just explaining to the panel
what the green stick fishing method is, for those who are not familiar with it.

UNIDENTIFIED: It's an outrigger that's straight up.

GLEN HOPKINS: Yeah, thanks a lot, Willie. Basically I think just about everybody in here probably knows a little bit
about them. To me, it's more of a vertical lure than a horizontal lure as far as traditionally trolling, your lure pulls



through the water with outriggers and -- you know, maybe skips more, whereas this instead of having four -- six or
eight different poles that you're dragging, this is just one pole and all the baits are attached to this one.

And what it is, you have from the top of that pole to a bird that creates drag in the water and you've got these baits that
come down and pretty much dance on top of the water instead of drag through the water. And the action of the stick
causes them to jig and everything else, and so that's pretty much it. It's fairly effective at different times. Sometimes
you're better trolling, sometimes it's more effective with a green stick.

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Well, the crux of the matter with respect to the authorized gear sections
of the Atlantic tuna regulations is where does it fit in the definitions that we do provide in the regulations. Currently,
hand lines are limited to two hooks. Anything above two hooks is considered a longline. And I've heard various
descriptions of the gear and fishing methods. Sometimes | believe what I'm hearing is a vertical pole that is towing a
mini-longline through the water, as opposed to a hand line.

GLEN HOPKINS: Not necessarily, Chris. You put as many baits on that thing as you want, but most of the time it's --
there can be one, it can be two, it could be maybe six.

GLENN DELANEY (No microphone): Glen, aren't they (inaudible).
GLEN HOPKINS: No, not --

GLENN DELANEY (No microphone): (Inaudible.)

GLEN HOPKINS: It all comes down to one rod.

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: And that is the crux of the matter, in that we have a clear separation of
two hooks or less and more than -- three or more in terms of authorized gear, and this sort of is a gray area. It's not
clearly defined in the regulations. Therefore, it does not fall in our authorized gear.

I would suggest that we defer this discussion till after we finish the bluefin matters, because my understanding, it is
primarily a gear used to target yellowfin.

UNIDENTIFIED: (Inaudible.)

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: That's my concern, is that I don't think we're halfway through it. I'll make
an executive decision, if I can survive it, and say let's get back onto bluefin and we'll take up the green stick -- in a
few moments, as soon as we dispense with all the bluefin matters.

All right. Bluefin. Again, the issues of the North Carolina petition, how that would affect the general category or other
categories, how it would cause us to think about proposing implementing the ICCAT recommendation, and transfers
between and among categories, carryover provisions, and the like. Jim Donoftrio.

JAMES DONOFRIO: Thanks, Chris. I want to comment on the bluefin, but just an aside, if you don't know much
about green sticks, Sea Grant's got a paper on it that's available through Sea Grant. It explains the whole gear, how it
works.

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: I'm aware of that paper. Russ Dunn had a copy, faxed it up to me, but
unfortunately on the fax copy all the pictures were just black boxes, so I couldn't get a real visual of what it is. We're
ordering the full resolution copy from North Carolina Sea Grant.

JAMES DONOFRIO: I got ya. Regarding North Carolina, there's a couple issues. You know, general category fishing
as far as we're concerned from a -- representing some industry members, as long as they're using -- you know, boats
and buying gear and tackle that is recreational -- traditional recreational, that's fine. They deserve whatever they can
get through the process. And those are general category fish.



But | want to be clear that we have a consensus amongst our groups here, charter boat associations and marina
owners, et cetera, and people back home, that we do not want to transfer any of that 165 metric tons over to a sale
category. Those are fish that we need, and if we need to increase opportunity -- and that's what we're hoping to do, we
want to propose to you that if a scenario comes again like the Bacardi or some other area off south of Block Island, or
off of Ocean City or anyplace, where those fish are available, to increase the bag limit, in-season adjustment from two
fish to four fish per vessel. And let us catch those fish with the additional schoolfish as we come out of our scenario
with the school, you know, every year as we work that.

But we want to utilize our quota, just as everyone else here wants to utilize their quota. And | think the agency needs
to give us that opportunity rather than transfer it over.

Now, you know, what we will agree to is that we have that 50-ton set-aside for the North Carolina charter boats for the
sport fishing end, and they should continue to have that availability of fish. And if any of that 165 metric tons needs to
be used to enhance their chartering, you know, for sport fishing, you know, that's fine, that's sport fishing used fish.
That's how we view that. Thanks.

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Rich Ruais, then Rom Whitaker.

RICHARD RUAIS: I'm not -- | wasn't ready to make the leap to the North Carolina issue. | think that's still coming up
a little later on. | wanted to suggest on what to do with the ICCAT increased quota, respectfully submit that you not
cause yourself some heartburn on this one and we kind of have already done this debate quite comprehensively back
in 1997 and 1998 over an incredible number of meetings and public hearings in the development of the fishery
management plan, and there was -- | think there was a pretty strong consensus that the agency implemented that the
U.S. ICCAT quota would be divided into percentage shares for all of the major users. And | see no reason for
suggesting that there's a possibility of doing something different at this point in time with the ICCAT quota.

The plan anticipated that there would be fluctuations in the ICCAT quota, and that was the purpose of getting
percentage shares for all of the user groups, so we could have some reasonable expectation of what our quota shares
would be as there might be some fluctuation in the quota. And I think that's what you have right now is the need to do
that.

So, | fully support what you've presented as a means of dividing up the quota, and in terms of in-season transfers,
that's -- you know, | think you've -- it's an area that requires an awful lot of discretion on the part of the agency. The
criteria that were established, the five criteria or six criteria, whatever it is, that were established were all very
important criteria, and well-aired at public hearings. The process is established.

There are some areas where we want to suggest that occasionally -- and that's why | put out a document for a
conceptual document about the possibility of a new category, where we might want to consider where there seems to
be a chronic fundamental problem with the allocation system not addressing today's fisheries needs that we might want
to consider a fundamental change to the plan, but that's not intended to say that there's anything wrong with the routine
in-season transfer system that you have in place right now.

And I'm going to hold off on North Carolina till we get to that, because | don't think it comes -- | don't think this is the
right place to talk about that -- I don't think.

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Rom Whitaker, Joe McBride, Bob Pride, Nelson Beideman.

ROM WHITAKER: Thank you. I'm not sure when we bring the North Carolina issue up. I do think that NMFS has
done a very good job of doing the in-season transfers, but sometimes -- this year was not the case, but in past years,
where at a last minute -- we don't know from Friday to Monday whether we can catch anything or not, and I'm sure
our stakeholders in our area would like to have something a lot more consistent, or at least something that they can
make plans about.

I do think -- I mean, it would be nice to have the big pie and we could slice everybody a piece just like they wanted,
but | do think the fishery has changed, or has got -- has taken some different direction since it was originally set up.



And | think that we have to consider that when we've all of a sudden got a little bit of new stuff. Thank you. I'll save
the North Carolina comments. | guess we aren't started on that yet.

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Well, to my mind, we have. I think what | heard from Rich is that it is his
position that we do not need at this point to revisit the allocations among the categories. We have an ICCAT quota.
The regulations in the plan had anticipated percentage shares by category. And that the North Carolina issue is a
contained issue within the general category, and we don't need to discuss it with respect to how we allocate the ICCAT
quota among categories.

The only point | was raising as a nexus is that if the committee was to have any thoughts on how to address the North
Carolina petition, to the extent if there are any views that it was something that could not be handled entirely within the
context of the general category, it automatically requires us to revisit the allocations among the categories with the
ICCAT quota.

And again, that would be an FMP amendment process, which is a much longer term process, but we did want to get
some views as to whether it was time, that the fishery has changed to some degree since the mid '90s and whether or
not the allocations between categories, as Rich said, inviting heartburn upon myself and everybody else in the agency,
but it certainly is appropriate at this point if you want to discuss the North Carolina petition for rulemaking. Whether
the folks from North Carolina had any views on how their petition could be best addressed, entirely within the context
of the general category management -- in other words, this box right up here, this is general category, and deal with it
entirely within the framework, or a larger context. And again, it does affect the time line of how we deal with it, as to
exactly what approach we take.

So, why don't I go through the list as | call them. Unless you wanted any follow-up at this point, Rom. We can always
put you back on the list later.

ROM WHITAKER: Well, my only follow-up would be that some of the categories aren't being utilized at this time.

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Joe McBride, Bob Pride, Louis Daniels -- or Nelson Beideman, Louis
Daniels and then Rich Ruais.

JOSEPH MCBRIDE: Yes. I'm trying to approach this moderately, psychologically anyhow for myself. One of the
easiest ways to see that a category of ICCAT allocations or U.S. allocations -- the U.S. distribution of the ICCAT
allocations is to restrict the fishery to a point where the alleged user group -- in this case I'm speaking specifically
about the angling category -- cannot afford to fish on them anymore.

And you've managed to do that in a number of ways historically, meaning the agency. By acquiescing to such things as
the eight percent mortality on the schoolfish. Even though you're getting an extra surplus this year, there seems to be
some rebuilding. Reducing the bag limits in the angling category to -- historically up until the last couple of years, to
one fish per boat per day, ten metric tons in September and October for the northeast, which makes it impractical for
us to fish upon them because our clients certainly in our industry will not go out, and even a private boat won't go out.

Now, this is an area -- and again I'm not going to get into what is the best biology of how to manage fish -- when you
didn't have the directed fishing or the general category history in the Montauk area, which | can speak of certainly on
my own behalf and the behalf of my colleagues there. We had bluefin tuna all over the ocean. They were a pest.

Now, for whatever reason we began to harvest the breeding fish, and this is why | was asking you about the size
categories and so forth. And whatever the biology shows, we don't have as many of those fish anymore, but we do
have more. But there's no effort put on to restore some of this angling category bag limits to make it worthwhile for
those people who historically fished on there anywhere from Massachusetts down to probably Virginia along the coast
for this type of fishery. So -- particularly in the fall.

Now, the last couple years you've helped us somewhat and we appreciate that. And you know, we hope that -- and the
first time you took 50 metric tons of our unused category and gave it to the giants -- I think two years ago -- | had
asked you in fairness why didn't you give us instead of three fish at that time, | think it was, more fish, let's say one a



man and see if we could utilize our own category. And you shrugged your shoulders.

And it happened again this year. And when | had called your office -- and that's what | was complaining about initially
-- it was supposed to be on this particular -- I had asked -- or respectfully asked that it be on the agenda. It wasn't.

And I'm going to ask specifically, in fairness, that you give the angling category a bag limit, which is attainable, and
we specifically -- | don't know if it's the appropriate time to get into this or you want to wait till we meet later on with
Jim and what have you -- or Jimmy's going to bring it up later on -- we have some requests.

If you can give us back instead of four fish that we had many years ago -- and | don't mean that many years ago -- one
fish a man on the boat up to six, exclusive of the captain and mate, and you would restore that fishery in our area
geographically in late September and early October. And maybe we'd utilize -- there'd be more pressure on those larger
schoolfish instead of on the small schools and so forth and so on.

And | don't think that's unreasonable. And the same scenario on the head boats. | mean, there is no one going to go out
on a head boat when you limit it to -- right now the 20 fish is better than none, but if we have a surplus -- if we're
giving away 50 metric tons and still underachieving with 20 -- maybe one a man on a head boat might be apropos --
and see how we do for a period then, because you can always readjust it. It's not -- you know, it's not written in gold,
S0 to speak.

So, that's my request in the spirit of fairness to our industry. And again, you know, keep in mind our industry includes
more than the charter and party boats. It's the marina owners and the restaurants and what have you in our geographic
areas who make their living off these fisheries and need the support of the agency to continue to take care of their
needs, just like any other user group. Thank you.

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Thank you, Joe. Bob Pride.

ROBERT PRIDE: Joe pretty much made one of my points, the higher bag limit for utilization of the recreational
quota. So, I'd encourage the agency to put that in rulemaking this year.

The second thing I'd like to just make a statement about the North Carolina proposal. It seems to me to do any long-
term change that we have to do a plan amendment, you know, based on the fact that we have a plan now.

So, I mean, we need to talk about this in two ways. We need to talk about it first of all how we institutionalize the
leftovers, until we can do a plan amendment. And then we should talk about how we can -- what the elements of the
plan amendment should be, what the issues and options are there.

I really think that's where we are. | don't think we can take from another category or even change the general category
allocation without a plan amendment, as | understand it. Now, if you have a different opinion, I'd like to hear that. But
that was my two comments. Thank you.

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Well, you're familiar enough with the Council system. So, the terms are
regulatory framework amendment versus a plan amendment. There are certain things that could be accomplished with
a regulatory framework amendment, but the concern would be you can't do a series of piecemeal regulatory
amendments to get to the point where certainly your regulations are so misaligned with the original FMP that you've
misused in a sense the provisions for framework amendments.

In other words, you want your regulations to reflect the plan. If the objectives of the management program or the
circumstances of the fishery have changed to such a dramatic extent that it requires a plan amendment, you should do a
plan amendment. And again, that would be our concern is --

ROBERT PRIDE: Let me interrupt you just a second, Chris. I may have misspoken, from a time perspective, an
amendment and a framework adjustment aren't too terribly different, and that's what I'm worried about, the elapsed
time.



MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Well, a framework amendment can be accomplished quicker than a plan
amendment. Arguably, 1 would say in a best case scenario you could do a regulatory framework in about a six months
time frame. The incidental catch rule aside. But the plan amendment, as we discussed previously, would be about a
year and a half process, so -- we had Nelson next.

NELSON BEIDEMAN: Yeah, Chris, I'd strongly support the no-heartburn approach as far as -- you know, we've
already had all the knock-em-out, you know, drag-em-out, whatever, arguments about the percentages between the
categories. Plus, | might be naive, but I think some of the conversations that I've heard indicate a willingness of the
general category to discuss the North Carolina issue and a willingness of the angling category to discuss the North
Carolina issue. You know, | don't think I'm naive in thinking that I've heard some of that.

Concerning the overages and underages, things of that nature, you know, we've always let everyone know how we feel
about that, and how we feel about taking already discarded fish and transferring them to be killed a second time. We're
hoping that the two percent revision will have our category taking the full quota without exceeding it. It's going to take
adjustment, of course. We've asked for that adjustment to be built in. But we firmly feel that unless we get to a point
where each category is being held -- you know, responsible for its allocated share, et cetera, that we're going to
continue to have major, major problems.

As far as the flexibility that Joe and Bob are speaking of in the angling category, you know, again it's that category that
knows how best to utilize within its allocated share. And I would certainly support the flexibility they need in order to
utilize their share.

I'm hoping that there will be a solution for the North Carolina fishery. I know no matter what it is, it's going to be not
enough, because every category in this fishery has not enough fish, but at least this year we come home with a little
more.

So, we're now just starting to get some of the benefits of rebuilding and I -- you know, | could be wrong, but I think
that the feeling around the table is that we're really here to find a solution to the North Carolina -- that, you know,
would be a good start.

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Louis Daniels.

LOUIS DANIELS: And I think everybody recognizes that the fishery's changed over time and that there's a lot of
differences in the fishery now to the way it used to be, and that's being reflected in a lot of the in-season transfers that
we've seen over the last two years.

And what's difficult to watch is for the general category quota, for example, to be through season adjustments
increased couple of hundred metric tons and North Carolina still be sitting in a position where we're waiting from day
to day to find out whether or not any quota or a little bit of quota may be available to our fishery in December.

You know, we've got a lot of -- we can address the North Carolina petition in any number of ways. | think the agency
has that flexibility. But certainly reexamining how all these various quotas have been put -- all the various
subcategories have been put together is an important thing. Certainly harpoon’s been under category, longline's been
under category. We don't know how the new modifications to the rule are going to affect the longline catches.
Hopefully it will improve those and they will come closer to catching their quota.

But what I'm looking at in a lot of these scenarios is increasing the harvest rates, doing everything we can to catch up
these quotas; meanwhile, the landings are all scrunched up into one short time frame and we're talking about how that's
causing economic hardship and economic consequences because all the fish are being caught at the same time.

Well, we can solve that problem by spreading it out a little bit and operating under the National Standards to reflect
today's needs. And | think Mr. Ruais has put together a nice information paper reflecting the need to take care of some
of these problems, and let's spread it out and let's take advantage of the maximum economic use of this fish, which is
an extraordinarily valuable animal, and at least from our perspective, a tremendous value can be gained in the South
Atlantic -- and | think it needs to be thought of as a South Atlantic issue, not a North Carolina issue, because the



southern states are supportive of this issue to try to extend this fishery into December and January and take advantage
of these markets.

So, | don't want this part of the discussion to get away and just think that the only solution is to take fish away from
the general category. That's not the case. | think some of Rich's stuff is very interesting in that where some of that
angling category -- where some of those angling category fish came from.

I think it's also very interesting to look at the most recent quota specs and look at the underages. | mean, currently
we're 200 metric tons under. So, what we're looking at is we're looking at a fishery like the general category that's
taken 2 to 250 metric tons over its quota for the last several years, still having 200 to 300 metric tons of fish left over -
- we just talked about this morning, swordfish, concern about leaving fish on the table. Well, we're leaving a lot of
bluefin tuna on the table. You know? And we need to go in and readjust these angling categories to where we can
accommodate all the fisheries, make sure that all the states are treated fairly in this allocation scheme, and that nobody
takes any serious cut and any serious hit. And | think it can be done.

I mean, there seems to be general agreement around the table that we need to take some type of action here. We need
to address the schooly problem. We need to address the angling problem. We need to address the North Carolina
problem. And I think that the agency has enough information from all of the discussions that we had last year, all the
information that you have in these packets, to make an informed decision on how to readjust this and how to
accommodate this request.

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: | had Rich Ruais, Pete Manuel, Jim Donofrio.

RICHARD RUAIS: Thank you, Chris. Louis makes very good points. And Joe McBride does, as well. | think I've
been well aware for many years that the angling category -- the problem in the angling category, at least the way it's
been relayed to me from what I've become familiar with are the leaders of the angling category, the primary problem
has been that there's been a shortage of the schoolfish fishery quota and that the bag limits have been overly
restrictive, impinging upon that category's success. And I've tried to work with those leaders and suggest several ways
that we can fix that, including getting relief at ICCAT as it may be. Without in the long term impacting upon the
rebuilding plan, if you will.

We have a commitment to ICCAT about a certain size selectivity, in terms of the major categories, and you've all
heard this before in terms of how we can provide more fish to what seems to be -- at least today, the most important
aspect of the angling category, which is the schoolfish, charter boat, private boat, party boat fishery across the board.
And we want to help that.

What | have suggested also is that there are other elements of the recreational angling fishery, if you will, that are
coming to the floor in North Carolina, at least to the extent that there is a charter boat fishery in North Carolina that
wants to be involved in servicing the recreational public in North Carolina, but in a general category type of
environment. And that's why we've tried to draw attention to the unused angling category -- the portion of the angling
category quota that's unused, 165 large schooly small medium quota.

And I've been educated today by Rom and others about there's also a real commercial aspect to that North Carolina
fishery. And I fully respect that. That's fine.

But to the extent that there is charter boats responsible for a substantial portion of the commercial landings, we see the
potential to address that issue by using angling category quota to meet that recreational service, which we believe the
North Carolina charter boats are doing.

It's only one part of the solution. We've also offered another alternative, because one thing we can't be held at fault for
is trying to block or not deal with North Carolina. We've put it right up front as one of the major issues that we want
to address. And I've been working as hard on this issue as | have on any other issue.

That's why we also put on the table -- we've asked the agency to come back and tell us what they think -- or their
vision for how you would take the purse seine quota and turn it into a true -- controversial as it may be -- individually



transferrable quota.

Right now their quota is transferrable within the category, but there is interest elsewhere and it is known that the value
of that fish sometimes is less than other categories, that it could be used in a market way to help where there are
allocation issues.

We've got a shortage of quota upon us. We're going to have it for an extended period of time. So, that is another
alternative in addition to looking at -- you know, that angling category quota.

And | heard from Frank. Frank educated me today that one of the reasons -- and Joe touches upon the same thing, that
one of the reasons why that portion of that quota is not being caught is because the rules are too strict to encourage that
recreational fishery to take place. And | respect that.

And somebody has to make a decision -- preferably within the angling category -- about which recreational fishery
you want to serve. You've got one in North Carolina right now that is crying out for quota, quite loud. You have one
that has since gone by the wayside for a period of years that wants to come back to some extent.

So, somebody needs to balance that off. How much more -- how more flexible do you want to be on a bag limit for 90
pound to 120 pound bluefin to encourage an offshore fishery and bring that back versus provide some of that angling
category quota to serve a recreational charter boat fishery in North Carolina. That's a decision that -- you know, you
guys have to make.

What we're trying to do is show you that you have the option of making that decision amongst yourselves. And we
want to help in that area, but I can also tell you that Ray Kane, myself and others who represent the traditional general
category, cannot stand by and watch the general category bleed to the extent of 69.2 tons or more over a period of time
to support a new fishery.

I mean, we know we probably have to make some contribution to that, and we're ready to talk about that. We're --
that's why we have put controversial things on the table, to talk about them and see if we can -- if the time is right to
make some changes structurally to our fishery to reflect where we are going in the future. But we ought to put it all on
the table, and if this isn't the appropriate meeting, and if this is just a building block, that's fine, we're happy to do it. |
thought when we had a little meeting amongst ourselves for breakfast the other day that there was some -- that there
was some things to build on, clearly, when we left that meeting, and then it quickly changed after the fact. And that's
fine. We can live with -- you know, stutter steps here as we move along.

But I think there needs to be serious consideration for North Carolina about all of the alternatives for resolving that
issue, and | can't go back home and tell people that are dependent upon this traditional general category fishery, both
shore-based and at-sea, people that are living with groundfish restrictions to a good extent that's impact upon their life,
to tell them we are finally getting a little reward, but we can't have it, that we've got to have somebody else --
somebody else has to come in and take that up right now. That's not a tenable position, but we want to work, and we're
here putting concepts on the table to be talked about.

If we're just going to -- hopefully we won't just continue to hit a brick wall on it, that other people will be flexible, as
well. Thank you.

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Okay. It's time for a coffee break. Do you want to take a break and we'll
pick up the discussion? All right. Jim, respond to that point, then we'll take a ten-minute break and then move on with
the discussion.

JAMES DONOFRIO: Chris, I mean really -- in all due respect, Rich, you're confusing people, because you're talking
about North Carolina charter boat and recreational fishing and angling, and what they're asking for is a commercial
general category sale fishery. Am I correct over there? Exactly.

So, let's not confuse the two. We were very clear here that we would support giving them some more tonnage if they
need it for their sport fishing interests out of the 165. Why should a commercial category, a sale category, be taken out



of those 165 metric ton when in all fairness there's five families that own 18 percent of the U.S. giant quota, okay?
And you want to talk about bleeding. Look at our numbers in the '60s, in the '50s, in the '40s, and you've got the
documentation of the amount of schoolfish that were dependent on these families in our areas.

And we're just starting to get back now to rebuilding our charter boat business, thanks to you, Chris, and your team,
where we're getting a reasonable bag limit and reasonable access to this fishery. And now we're considering taking that
165 metric ton? No way. No way. We'll help them out with swordfish, you know, we'll give them overages. You know,
anything we have underage, we'll give them that stuff. That's fair. But you know, we're bleeding, too. Our bluefin
industry is bleeding. It's just starting to come back, thanks to your hard work with your team trying to put a solution
together with our ad hoc tuna committee. And there's no way we're going to give up that 165 metric tons without some
kind of a real legal or legislative battle on Capitol Hill. No way.

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: We'll take a response to Rich's discussion by Rom Whitaker, then we'll
take a break.

ROM WHITAKER: Just to respond, and to bring everybody up to date. Of course, we've been through this several
years before, but back in 1996 -- and first of all, before that | would like to thank you and Brad and the National
Marine Fisheries Service for providing us with some fish this year. It certainly made a lot of commercial fishermen
happy, and as a charter boater | participated and | made my kids Christmas. But especially Doctor Hogarth, who came
down and was -- took a beating in North Carolina -- one meeting, anyway, but he was very instrumental and |
commend him for that.

But to respond to Rich, back in 1996, we worked real hard as -- when the bluefin fishery kind of ballooned in North
Carolina, at getting some angling set-aside then. Used to be the season opened January 1st and that's mainly when our
recreational fishery is, January through March. And so we were pretty much covered. They had -- the season started at
that time on January 1st, and so they had to shut us down after 50 metric tons so that the northeast would be provided
with some fish, which we instigated our own program, found out that there was some miscounting by NMFS and that
when they were shutting us off, actually we were only catching about 40 or 35 to 40.

And we felt like we fought that battle. We feel like that in working with Jim and Bob and others that we have kind of
maintained this category all along for all of a sudden you tell me I got to go back in and fight that battle again. Well,
that's a different battle.

Well, we can't help where the bluefin swim. They swim down to Virginia and North Carolina and even South
Carolina. So, we're here I think -- Pete Manuel, who heads up winter bluefin, just asking for some of our fishermen in
that area who are taxpaying citizens like everybody in the northeast and they've been shut out of fisheries down there,
too. We just want to participate in the fishery, too. The fish are there. As Louis pointed out, there's more economic
advantage to catching them over a longer period of time, and certainly more scientific advantage. So, that's where we're
coming from. Thank you.

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: All right. Thank you, Rom. Let's take a break and we'll resume this
discussion in 15 minutes.

[BREAK: 3:05 P.M. to 3:30 P.M.]

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: We're going on 25 minutes of our 15-minute break. Please get back to the
table. All right, folks. Jack Dunnigan has a few words of advice. Wisdom.

JOHN DUNNIGAN: As with earlier today, I'd just like to make a comment on process. And | appreciate your
consideration this morning when I made my comment, and | hope you'll take these comments in the same vein.

I'm a little concerned that as I've seen the conversation developing over the last 20 minutes -- and I'm not commenting
on the substance of anybody's position, but I'm a little concerned is we're not anywhere different than where you all
were when we met in April last year. And what I'm afraid of is that we're going to go through the next 45 minutes to
an hour with everybody restating all of the things that you've said to us already, and there's not going to be any



progress. | would encourage you not to do that. It's not a useful way for you to use the limited time that you have with
us today.

The other thing | would say about this issue is that -- were we talking about making life easy for the government -- it
would really be great if there was some way for the different groups to solve this problem, and to address this issue.
Because frankly, I got to tell you that I find a lot of good arguments and equity on everybody's part. But if you can't
come to a resolution of this issue, then one way or the other we will have to. And if history is any indicator, we will
probably do something that nobody likes. And it would be much better -- it would be a much better way for public
policy to be made if the stakeholders could sit down and mutually figure out -- recognize the positions that you're in
and figure out an equitable way to deal with the problem.

Now, if we can help that by some creative approach to making government policy -- we've talked over the years about
things like facilitated rulemaking or having some other kind of creative approach -- Bill Hogarth has sponsored a
couple of those in the last couple years -- we'd be glad to do that and be in that position. We'd rather be in that position
than have to be in the position of dividing up the baby.

So, I would encourage you to -- you know, use your time here to be productive and not to just go back over old
ground. And secondly, to figure out ways where everybody can be parts of the solution, rather than ultimately just
throwing it back at us. And | thank you.

MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Thank you, Jack. On the running list | had, we had Pete Manuel, Jim
Donofrio, Ray Kane, Wayne Lee and Maumus Claverie. | see also --

ROBERT ZALES, Il (No microphone): (Inaudible.)
MODERATOR CHRISTOPHER ROGERS: Can you get the mike, please?

ROBERT ZALES, II: Jack, | appreciate what you just said and | would agree with you, that's the way that | envisioned
this process to work. But it's like | stated yesterday. It's been two years since I've been on this panel. But what | heard
yesterday that went on with the permit that's out there that we're all going to have to buy on March 1st, it appeared to
me from the conversation that | heard around this table that nobody here had any clear idea as to what -- how that
permit developed, and they all kind of disagreed with what was going onto it.

So, I guess | have to ask, what happened to what you just described as a process to that particular issue?

JOHN DUNNIGAN: Well, I'd really like 