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//I;;;ﬁductory announcements. The first is that we’d like to

CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Gand norRiRg~——7"Ltd—trke—to

call‘éhe policy board to order. ﬁmr

remind everyone when you’re called on, to state your name and

speak loudly becauﬁ:;Fu 1goustics are not great and we need
z

our reporter to be‘ le to hear everything. Secondly, if

people don’t have copies of the agenda, if they would make thdt

known and staff will give out some extra agendas.

MR. LAPOINTE: It’s the same agenda that you
were mailed.
CHAIRMAN COLVIN: While that’s being done, I

want to call the meeting to order and{ask the—éxacutiva-.

~Aireetor €o call tire—redl, George to call the roll.

MR. LAPOINTE: I’11 call the roll and the

and out the agendas. Ms. Alden, Maine?
MR. FLAGG: Mr. Flagg for Ms. Alden.

MR. LAPOINTE: Ernie Be

BECKWITH:
Borden from Rhode
Island?
John Stolgitis representindg
~

MR. LAPOINTE: Larr;\ antwell, governor’s

ode Island.

.

appointee’s representativéé

MR. CANTWELL: Here.
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MR.

Fisheries Commission?

Pennsylvania?

Mr. Colangelo.

LAPOINTE: A. C. Carpenter, Potomac River
CARPENTER: Here.

LAPOINTE: Phil Coates from Massachusetts?
COATES: Here,

POINTE: Pete Colangelo from

Dick Snyder representing

LAPOINTE: Gordon Colvin from New York?

CHAIRMAN COLWIN: Here.

Wildlife Service?

representative?

Jersey?

DR.

Ed Conklin from Florida?
CONKLIN:

LAPOINTE: Jamje Geiger from the Fish and

GEIGER: Here.

LAPOINTE: George Gunther, legislative

FOTE: Tom Fote represgnting Dr. Gunther.
LAPOINTE: Pete Jensen om Maryland?

JENSEN: Here.
LAPOINTE: Andrew Manus from Delaware?

MANUS: Here.

LAPOINTE: Robert McDowell from New

\
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FREEMAN: Bruce Freeman repfegfntlng Bob

N
\\
\
\

MR. LAPCINTE: John Nelson from New

Hampshire?

3

NELSON: Here.

LAPOINTE: Ira Palmer from the Distyict

2

of |Columbia?
DR. ZGLOBICKI: Louis Zglobicki representing

Iral Palmer.

3

LAPOINTE: Bill Pruitt from Virginia?

TRAV%j&?F D: Jack Travelstead for Bi}l
\ .

MR. LAPOINTE: Paul Sandifer from South

2

Pruiltt.

Carolina?
MR. CUPKA: David Cupka for Dr. Sandifery
MR. LAPQINTE: Dick Schaefer from the

Nationpl Marine Fisheries Service. /

MR. SCHAEFER: Here. j

MR. LAPOINTE: Susan Shipman from Georgla?

MS. SHIPMAN: Here. /

MR. LAPOINTE: And Dennis Spitsbergen from

SPITSBERGEN:

Here.

COLVIN:

cled A oty «dd— g
MR. LAPOINTE: Everybody is-here,

7\,ova\ s frr5¢~)—
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a Vet for, DW‘“’?'/\. 7C0‘\/
CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Jaeky I-believe—you—hawe any

announcementy

MR. DUNNIGAN: Thank—yreu—MWr—Ghairman. I
just wanted to take—a—brief mimute—here—ee bring the policy
board up-to-date on some staff changes that have occurred since

the last time we met.

First of all, attheugh—he—was-working for us

at_the timeT e wasn’'t able To =zttend—the—full-poticy-board—
sessian_in_necambefT—and—%hat#sJpeorge Lapointe who is now the
director of the Interstate Fishery Management Program. George
is Aey—this~Btagq, well into full swing in managing the
management boards and working with new staff. George will be
now the principal staff person for the ISFMP policy board as
well as all the various management boards formed under the
ISFMP charter.

Two other staff people who are new to us are

here this week. I’m sure you’ve had a chance to meet them I

p)
just want to formally ackhowledge—tlreir—presence—and introduce

them. First is Lori Rosa who—is-sifting in the back. Lori is

' fPeeiat/
working directly with me as my spaecific assistant. &Shets—

SpASitiedidy been—triTed to do all of thosey&hings that I
N

Q%Jkun
AL ondr Kol ir winl ger due

going to get L£his-domer Lori is responsible for the work

product you have this week on the lobster fishery management

volunteer to

plan amendment. Ske did a great job in putting that together.
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And you will be hearing from her spesifically.
in the next couple weeks about the question of state funding.
Welve-talked-about this a-—number—of—times. One of the issues
that we have on a continuing basis to maintain a handle on is
what is the investment that the states are making already in
this partnership effort that we have to address important
coastal fisheries. We get a sense from time to time about the
investments that the federal government is making because we
see it in the National Marine Fisheries Service and Fish &
Wildlife Service budgets every year. But we all know that
there’s an awful lot that the states are putting in through
general funds, through license fees and other sources of
revenue to protect these resources, and we need to get a good
handle on what those are so that we can talk to people in
Washington about how the burdens of this partnership ought to
be shared amongst us. That will be an even more critical issue
given the changes that have happened in Congress this year.

wtl

Lori is—geirg to be working on that proteet.
-Shre‘33 be in touch with you and your staffs spesifieally to

talk about what your budgets look like, where your money comes
from, how it gets spent. And it’s difficult to do because your
budgets are all 15 sets of apples and oranges. Some of you

have the responsibility for law enforcement, some don’t; some

have shellfish, some don’t. Se—it*s—guimr—tobr—adirrrficude

_study for her-tv do and you’ll be heéarirmg—frem—er. I know
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c;affrtht‘n\
that you’ll give her all the gQrporatiem you can in getting
this information together.
—— You’ll probably hear from her on a number o

other projects too. Lori is probably the person who is going
to be able to get to me the quickest on anything if I’m on the
road or something. gjlggx—ﬁ lot of times there’s been

frustration that I‘m not as available as I should be. Please

work with -- if you need to get ahold of us and I’m not there,

be sure to talk_Ez_Eifiis;——

The other person, J—domrt-seeNMimactuariy———

sitti who is new to the staff this week

is Frank Lockhart. Frank just joined us on Monday morning. He
spent the last two years working for the House Merchant Marine
and Fisheries Committee. He doe=s have a graduate degree in
fisheries biology. He brings a tremendous reputation from
Capitol Hill, and I worked with him on a number of issues
myself and I know that he’s going to be a tribute to the staff.
He will be the principal staffer on weakfish, so he’s got his

work cut out for him immediately. Ia—sure—Secrge-witl—assigimr

sSom thin
fﬁf‘ﬂﬂ"f‘(l
MR. LAPOINTE: He has a great reputation off
Capitol Hill as well.

MR. MANUS: That gives him some credibility.

MR—BYNNTIGAN: 1 wantsd tomake-those
introductory commente~——ThaANK you Very muc,—Mr—chairman.
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loe Lq_c
CHAIRMAN COLVIN: %hank-yew. Just a couple

of changes and additions to the agenda. John Bullard is good
h Al .
enough to be here with us this morning: Jolmm,—{r—tt's— e

A NO—a And-ﬂe’ll be discussing the new NOAA proposal for a
pilot vessel buyout program.

There are a few items of other business and
notably a discussion of the status of New Jersey’s
noncompliance determination which we’ll wamat—a. report on. Are
there any other suggested changes or additions to the agenda?

N ot were tg{”4#ﬁb:Zeapeﬁse-elicited_L_____.

CHATIRMAN COLVIN: Sesihg—nene—letis—move-

right—into the-agemda. At this time, I would be happy to

entertain any comment from guests or members of the public on
general subjects of relevance to the policy board.

Before I specifically ask if anyone wants to
be recognized for this purpose, let me advise the members of
the public who are here that for each of the agenda items that
we will discuss of substance, at any time a member of the
public wishes to be recognized to comment on that issue, if you
will make that known to us, we will recognize you befere.we-
FesoIVeE = before we take a vote to resolve that issue. So
that, for example, if someone wants to address striped bass, it
would be best perhaps to wait until that item is on the agenda.

However, at this time, if any member of the

LEWIS & DeBERRY
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public wishes to address the policy board on general issues
that are not on the agenda, if you would let us know and I’1l1
be happy to recognlzimzziv?f;j??z:?ff:::—aFLLHJ

Mo Comeen B,“_? o_response—eliciteds)

CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Very—weiir. Let’s proceed
with the agenda and move right into the striped bass report
from the board chairman, Mr. Coates.

MR. COATES: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. As you

know, the striped bass board met yesterday and teel—aetien—on-

o<
Amendment 5 of the Atlantic striped bass plan. And on behalf
’ Q-
of the board, Me-—ChIafrmam, I‘m pleased to present today‘yoqévt

approval on Amendment 5 of the Atlantic striped bass management
plan which authorizes the initiation of fishing on this new—
restored resource.

Thanks to the stalwart efforts of the plan
development team and Wilson Laney, our plan geexrdimater—ee.or.
plarr writer; John Field, the plan develcpment team chairman and
striped bass coordinator for ASMFgf our advisory panel chaired
by Damon Tatem and—their—stwiwemb-wexk. and of course the
management board and everybody else who was involved in this
effort, the plan is now ready for the board’s consideration.

Accordingly, ¥r—Thairmamy on behalf of the
striped bass board, I move that the policy board accept and

approve Amendment 5 as amended yesterday for transmission to

the full commission. ., (am‘z .1‘%) _ Pebovsty
(‘h uJ-— Skpl“n by et Vil
ord P M";-l Bacs condmeh

LEWIS & DeBERRY
Reporting Service




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

10

Lastly, Mx—Chaixmam; I‘m pleased and
honored to note that the plan is dedicated to Dave Deuel,
a stalwart supporter of interjurisdictional management,
the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission, marine
recreational fishermen, and an all-around good guy. ®irarmk—yous
Mz e rmat.

CHAT COLVIN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

\ C
G;;;;—;eard the motion. 1Is there a second to the motion?

pn..;-w-. SC‘““""“"MR. STOLGITIS: Seeend.

af“hff;f
CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Secomded—ly—Mr—S3toigitis.

Discussion on the motion?

DR—Z&EOBFeKT T Fdicatedy—

CHAIRMAN--COLVI+—Dr+—Zegltebielei—

DR. ZGLOBICKI: I weuld.like—be- move an
amendment to the motion and cap the commercial quota at 40
percent of the average of ’72 through ‘79, The reason I’m
asking for this is that if you look at the recommendations of
the technical committee, the management board took the
recommendations, and on the recreational side, it put a cap bag

limit of two fish, yet on the commercial side, nothing was

done. Thatle—Nor—i=
\ \ avre
Me+—3+ on the commercial side, we wexe
L SV qsﬁwjﬁaw-ﬁndﬁ
deatimg~with a nonequilibrium siewetior; yet on the
MmMaif

recreational side, we’re dealing with an equilibrium situation-.

So if there are any benefits accrued from the two-fish bag
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limit for two years that was determined to be on the
recreational side, all of this is going to go into the SSB and
eventually it will be to the benefit of the commercial fishing
industry.

Nne G I think there has to be some equity involved

here. And I would hope that we would put some sort of a cap on

the commercial side.

J#HAIRMAN COLVIN: There’s a motion to amend
%E;Efifloor. Is there a secondqzé;%he motion to amend?

{\..,,..;,\ M“,JJL)-\ MR. NEILSON: &econds

CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Joha—Neltsomrr— Jack has
. bee L 1ve N

suggested that the motion may not be in order i
it may only be in the purview of the policy board to accept the
striped bass board recommendation or  _atrtermativety, to remand

the matter to the striped bass board for further consideration.

That’s the suggestion Qf the executive director. The chair !

C
i1l accept argument on that before ruling:_)

MR. JENSEN: I would urge . -Mr—Ghairmapn, that

you make such a ruling. I believe it is inappropriate for such

a motion to come before the policy board at this point in our

proceedings.

MR. FOTE: (Indicated.)

A
CHATIRMAN COLVIN: Mr. Fote.

MR. FOTE: In—bkeing—a—part—oI this process,

there’s different members sitting on the policy board that sit

-

-
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ofta,

on the striped bass board and the policy board has atways

looked over and revisited ideas of the striped bass board or

the weakfish board or any other management board.

—
are the sﬁméztpting members that voted

mean, some

it never hurts to put an item on for discussion.

=

yesterday, bu

to stifle them and say from now on policy board

representatives will not have the same option of revisiting a

plan or loocking at a plaﬁijahat would be a purview for makin@?

2R
!some importation decisions on tﬁ%&\fiiyc I think is out of

order.

We’re here as bodies to look at what the

other boards do. The policy board makes the final decision,

and it’s up to us to push it on to the commission as our full
2

approval. If we can‘t JilébséLitems that are made out of the

plan, which some might not have attended those meetings becaus

\\they weren’t here and are just coming to the policy board

meeting, is I think out of ngiil_“fg:
 —
CHAIRMAN-—GOBEVEN+—Fs—there-anything—furthers®

.EEEH2§ESEEiIe—di;eetef—wi%i—ccmment.

MR. DUNNIGAN: I don’t think there’s any

intent , speeiing to NI, FotT*s—commerty to limit the discussion

at the policy board. The question is what you can do with that

discussion and is it appropriate for the policy board to change

something that the management board has control of or is it
. Fbﬂ*hﬁa
appropriate for yew, if-Jou-disagrec Wit the—reconmeadation—of
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Ahe.management boaxd, to remand it for further consideration.

Those_a3a-eeparat§'ﬁH€EtTBﬂSTE}A‘Lr'

Let we—read-—yeua Roles and Functions, Section

3 of the charter, Roles and functions of the Policy Boargd,
Section 3-C, No. 5. "Policy board shall review fishery
management plans and amendments prepared and approved by
management boards and sections described in Section 4, and if
it finds that they are in conformity with Section 6, recommend
to the commission that they be adopted.™

The whole idea behind the restructuring of

the ISFMP &het—welve—peen—through in the last couple of years
f Yo
is to leave the states who have thg,interest in the fishery in

charge of determining how to manage that fishery. That’s why
we expanded the size of the management boards and went from the
small five-member boards to a position where all of the states
who had an interest were on the board, a representative of the
legislators and of the governor’s appointees also.

S5 } think the amendment that was proposed ki
De~—#giolrieli- in essence put the policy board in the position
of second-guessing and changing something that the states’
representatives on the management board decided, and Iim—net—
sure that—theat—-— I think that’s inconsistent with the way the
ISFMP charter was structured.

You certainly have every right to discuss

what went on and make a determination if you think the

LEWIS & DeBERRY
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management board did something inconsistent with the standards

and procedures., JIf that’s the case though, rather than chaﬁ;;ﬁ)

(it, because it’s the management board’s pnggpam, I think the

appropriate thing for the policy board to do would be to remand

it.

MR. FOTE: To that point?

b
CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Yes.

o

policy board. And from what you zgég:ihgre, I do not see any
statement contrary that we cannot amend the plan. I mean, a
lawyer says —-- 1s it written into that specific paragraph that

we can’t do that? I didn’t hear you say that.

CHAIRMAN COLVIN: It is the ruling of the
chair based on the advice of staff in consultant with the
commission standards and procedures that the motion is not in
order. If it is the wish of anyone here present to appeal the
ruling of the chair, such an appeal can be entertained and
voted on by the body.

MR. FOTE: (Indicated.)

), AL
CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Mr. Fote.

7D
MR. FOTE: I;ll make a motion '(:.hva-t:—‘r"appeal.fe
U

the—»ulinmg—ef—the—ehaix.
. *&J
‘rL frotim W See Dg! ZGLOBICKI: Hil—secormd—ier—
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CHAIRMAN COLVIN: r;;conded by Ov/Tsglobicki.

~—

The chair’s ruling is based on Section 6, Standards and

Procedures, Paragraph C, Subparagraph 7, Review and Approval.
"The management board shall approve the FMP or refer it back to
the PDT for revision. Once approved, the management board
shall recommend that the ISFMP policy board refer the FMP to
the commission for adoption. The ISFMP policy board shall
review the recommendation of the management board and either
recommended to the commission that the FMP be adopted or refer
it back to the management board for revision. Final approval

of all FMP’s shall be the decision of the commission." That is

.

“'h—,

the basis of the chair’s ruling. {Is there discussion on the k

Tmotion to appeal the ruling?
AlNo-—resporse EriTited.)
CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Seeing none, we’ll take the
question. All in favor, please signify by saying "aye."
~ [T
{No reeagﬁée glndfted.)
CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Opposed, same sign.

THE PANEL: Aye.

L et . .
' F;ﬁd —___ CHAIRMAN COLVIN: he motion fails. The

P
ruling is upheld. The previous motion is out of order?ff;;;j::j

motion before the body is the motion of the striped bass board

to adopt Amendment 5. Discussion on the motion?

(k (Indicatd rences

: ’ nize the public,
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Mr. Russell, after I‘ve had an opportunity to hear the boargd.
Discussion from the board on the 6%011, the board or other

commissioners?

DR. ZGLOBICKI: This is the motion to accept -

CHATRMAN COLVIN: Amendment 5. r

DR. ZGLOBICKI: ==_Amnemdmorrt—S™ I would move
Preedoas § 2ol

to remand this hackhto the management board to consider some

restrictions on the commercial fishery.

RMAN COLVIN: Let’s get a second to t

see wWhere we are from a parlii%g;tary perspective. Is

there a second to the motion to remangffi>
et

"’"""‘“__.,41,7 MR. NELSON: —F4+t—weeond 1t.

CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Seeenmded by-Mir—Nelson. A
ion to remand is ruled in g%ger.(’giscussion on the motion

to remand the matter to the striped bass board for further

A

discussion on commercial caps?

DR. ZGLOBICKI: (Indicated.)

CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Dr. Zglobicki.

DR. ZGLOBICKI:

holds—— I do not feel that the management board treated the

W-;\,
recommendations of the technical committee equally om—boeth

cad  pomiencal W eyt
sides—of—the—£fenaes therefore, I feel it should be

reconsidered.

CHAIRMAN COLVIN Is there any further)

e /
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. FOTE: (Indicated.)

o

IRMAN COLVIN: Mr. Fote.
=

MR. FOTE: <Ysah+— I can’t support this motion

because of the delay, but I can sympathize why Lou has made the

motion. I understand the problem here. [ It just relates theé

problem to me that the next time I come before the policy
board, I’d better geﬂjy*ikiyyer to look at whether I can make a

motion or not. And if that’s the way we’re going to start

doing businesg, that sends the board a message.[rl realize that
_______——————___—_ "

Amendment 5 has to move forward. We’ve delayed it too long.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Can'’t hear you.
MR. FOTE: 1I’l1 speak a little louder. I
think we delayed this process too long already. The public is

£ C
waiting out there, so we havéDto move forward with Amendment 5

and get it done. So I can’t support this motion.

CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Further discussion?
MR. FLAGG: (Indicated.)

" CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Tew Flaqq. _

MR. FLAGG: I am likewise sympathetic with

the motion, but I do concur with Mr. Fote that we do need to
move along with this process. There are some things obyieusdy-
in the plan that each individual is not totally satisfied with,
but as a package, it’s the best we can do_ upder—itire—
circumstances+~— And I do feel that we do need to move on with

the process and get something adopted.
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(

—

motion to remand? ﬁ7ﬁELf

CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Anything further on the

(No response elicited.)

CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Mr. Russell.

Ty, :
MR. RUSSELL: }I’ll Jjust go on record, agffy

did yesterday, that i?ﬁhinyfzg—ghe eyes of certainly the

recreational fishermen all along the coast, what I’m hearing

from people, at least in the northeast, Massachusetts,
Connecticut and elsewhere, that a 40-percent cap would be much
more acceptable and perceived by everyone as a much stronger
conservation effort than allowing what you are currently
allowing and to move as fast as you are. I think the sentiment

of fishermen who have been very involved in protecting the

striped bass over the years is to go slow.{ And I don’t expect

. .
you’re going to remand it back, buezgkao want to go on record

L-ii—faying thaE;//Pﬁ

You—lmow I hope that the scientists are

//iiEEEL—JE;Egn't know that -- it seemed like yesterday
everything was taken into co&gﬁaébation that was said by the

technical committee and was deemed, well, okay, let’s just go

\_fif_iftand hope for the best. |

This commission and a lot of people along the

coast have put in years of effort in trying to bring the
fishery back, and I am afraid that you are going to be looked

upon as moving much too quickly in allowing a 63-percent
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commercial quota over what it was last year, —a-3do&=parsent—

rise .- especially when you don’t know how many people are going
to enter this fishery because of some of the relaxed

restrictions, beth on the recreational and the commercial side.

So 1’11 just go on record as saying that and I hope you’ll take
that intoc consideration. 67&,
CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Is there further comment on

the motion to remand? _g‘ﬁﬁmhh‘

MR. COATES: (Indicated.)

ﬂf;,
CHAIRMAN COLVIJ? Mr. Coates.

g———

MR. COATES: Tharlyeu—Mr—Chaitman. I’d

just like to say on behalf of the board that when we went into

this meeting yesterday, I—think there were several on the board
that had seme concerns about pastitularty the new information
that had come from the technical committee with regard to the
increase in the recreational bag limit. And I do recall that
Dr. Crecco had spoken previously when asked the question

about
what sense the technical committee had about the increase in
the recreational harvest as a result of the change in the size
limit from 34 or 36 in some states down to 28, and I—&hdinde his

response was we can anticipate an extremely increased level of

catch.
no #
sRd—ef-—courese, this is going to introduce

rinro—tire—whete—situadt+en a number of factors, perhaps whole new
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populations of fishermen, that by virtue—ef—lreimg—frustrated
_becanse of not being-—able—to-harvest -the-larger fish, I think

you’re going to see a tremendous increase in the subsistence as

well as the take-home recreational sector in regard to that

harvest.
Serwith that in mind, a lot of us wanted this
- clias
approach. And—eire—cemmerciai—caps—acs-—woll., there was some

fo— 4
feeling by—gomerITHINK that—thexe-was a need to pesaibly.

constrain the commercial catch to some level.
Put—aget; the presentation by the technical

-

committee, the fact that most of the actions they presented to

us yesterday were based on unanimous votes pratty much.in-—iwy
nird—gives me some comfort, And recognizing that ovasaiiwiermr—
ou—took—at—bthis—program,s it is still an extremely conservative

program. The fishing mortality rate is very conservative. And
'

—~shis—fs7—agetm, a transitional program, the flexibility

afforded by adaptive management. I was very comfortable and I
believe the rest of the boarq‘yai as reflected by their final
vote on this amendment.

~id I understand the frustration of some of
the recreational sector and I‘m sure some of the commercial
sector. The commercial said we’re not going far enough, we’re
not in any way recapturing the percentage of the share of the

resource we had back before the resource declined amd—itis not

fajir that you’ve-a¥toWed this tremendous growsh-in_ the
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rSo both sid ave issues and arguments on i

SN

\kziiiﬂiifis, and my only ?SEE—::ﬂEEE)there's two things we need

o do. .Ohe., we need to provide the objective and analytical

and correct information to the public; and then I hope that the
press, be it recreational or commercial, will deal with this in
an objective manner and present the facts and the true numbers,

as_i;_ue:a—that—re&ate—%e—%h%s. ARd” then I—khisak we’ll be much

better educated and of a mind to

accept this program much more effectively.

MS. SCHAEFER: (Indicated.)
L

IRMAN COLVIN: Mr. Schaefer.

MR. SCHAEFER: M, Chairmamn, I find it vam~

regrettable that some members of the board and some members of
the public have lost the entire focus of what the management
board did yesterday. The focus seems to becomqﬁ‘ugain\ the

issue of resource allocation, wh

I_didn’

The real success in my mind of what was
accomplished yesterday was allowing an expansion of the fishery
while at the same time controlling the fishing mortality.
That’s the real impact of the plan. We will meet the target F
which is the important part in terms of conservation of the

resource and future rebuilding.

Having—sadd-that— it’s been my position all
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along or remains such that this board or the management board
should not even have to worry about the issue of allocating
between recreational and commercial fishermen. We’re only
faced with that because we l?ck the data to produce the virtual
population analysis. éggi::mehd allow each state to decide how

it will allocate its percentage of the resource wher—we—-geot

ther®, and we’re only faced with this becauseé ofthat—eek—ef

that-datar. ©So

AJ&P
wgfmove forward with that VPA and get to a point where we

allocate the resource between and among the various states and
k"V 5 qlloc-..q o trd e TTay -

let each state decide w

MR. FREEMAN: \ﬁflcated )

HATRMAN COLV reeman.

” MR. FREEMAN: Thank—yeur—Me—Chairman, I’d

like to - add—=everairTomments. I recognize the concern that Lou
has and Tom as well. Fresma—pragnatic Stanapoint,—quite—

frankly, I was concerned about the increase in catches that

we’re projecting. I it .

make decj

than_what we--a»erT DBud we had discussed this at length, and
there’s two points that'éonvinced me that we were moving in a
correct direction.

Seven or eight years ago, the technical

committee advised the management board to go slow in reducing
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the size when we were seeing signs of recovery. [That’s when we

-- some states had a moratorium while other states had

36-inch size limits. There was a period when we had voted to
move down from a 36- to a @ '%:'h/minimum size. The technical

committee advised us that this would be dangerous, that we

should proceed much more conservatively, but we thought better

J

L_ind we did move in a dirfffigz;jﬁWe found out later on that the

advice of the technical committee was very good and we should

have listened a little bit more conservatively.

The technical committee now with more
information is indicating that we could be fishing at a
considerably higher rate. Perlmaps—the disturbing factor is
that the bycatch mortality now is exceeding direct fishing
mortality. I feel-eemferteble———After listening to the
technical committee’s arguments, the fact that we are still
progressing in a conservative manner relative—te—welre—weie

_been_Hehing—mere—aggrassively, that : i with the

constraints of monitering, that we could indeed proceed with

the increased catches; therefore, I voted to support the action.

(¢ FHATRMAN COLVK @hank you. [ I want to )

emphasize that we are discussing at this point the motion to

remand the board’s recommendation. fﬁ;’re not yet discussing

e board’s recommendation. We’re ﬁ:@h& motion to remand.

And further disc ion- on that motion?

RUSS : : .
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CHAIBRMAN—-COEFINT—Something—trew,—Mr—RussSTIY?
MR. RUSSELL: I just want to add-—one—thineg
just—-to-again clarify the record, which is that be—me, this is

o S

not an allocation issue. rf—ihink sports fishermen along the

coast, at least in the northeast, would be willing to go with
one fish a day at 28 inches if the commercial cap was lowered
to 40 percent. And I’'m not looking at this as some kind of

recreational versus commercial battle. I’m just looking to go

slow in protecting the resource.

/////,,—-—— " CHATRMAN COLVIN: Anything further on the
motion to remand?, C)
j S

(No response elicitéd.)

CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Seeing none, we’ll take th
favor, please signify by saying "aye."
DR. ZGLOBICKI: Aye.
CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Opposed, same sign.
THE PANEL: Aye,

CHAIRMAN COLVIN:‘LEEE_Eotion fails.

motion before the board is the motion of the striped bass board

to adopt Amendment 5. Di 2

MR——FOTET  {Imdivated.
CHAIRMAN_COLVIN: Mr. Fote

MR. FOT?:)Lé;that motion, my concerns are on

~the commercial increase, the same‘\§2&§€§ﬂkjf these people.

When I went to the public hearing, at I heard from my state

S~ _
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going from 100 percent to a 200~-percent jump in one year i
too great an increase. And there was a lot of discussion in
our state whether we would cut back, because we had the tables
saying two fish along the coast, two fish, and a lot of the

fishermen said that we can s@iﬁ @ the one fish.

The reason I don’t bring that up as a

discussion point from the standpoint of the state of New Jerse
was the fact that even if we did cut back our fish at one fish,

ecause of the way of our commercial catch, it would mean two

so I didn’t feel it was appropriate to bring that one up.

There is a great concern out there from the
recreational community that we are moving too fast. As some of
you heard in your states, some of them want to still stay At 36
inches. They’re not worried about how many fish they’re
taking. It is not an allocation issue. 1It’s an issue of how
they feel about the resource, and there’s genuine concern out
there. There’s concern I guess because they see the other

stocks of other species they have lost.

I
“— New Englanddoes now. We were asking las;‘H\\\

ht when was the last time there was a weakfish caught up in \
the New England area. I mean, it was interesting listening to

the discussion on weakfish yes aEZ/1Ef we were holding this

discussion up in, say, New York or Rhode Island, you’d hear a
whole different set of ideas that there is no weakfish, that we

sheyld be closing this fishery down, because those fishermen up /

/
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here haven’t seen them in years. The same thing if you held

this discussion in the Delaware Bay, you would hear that. So

it’s the perception up and ﬂgzﬂgkhgwcoast.

So that’s why I wanted to get that on for

discussion, that’s why.{ I have real serious concerns about
N'-'—n—____ I

opening up both on the recreational and the commercial side at

this time at such a high rate. A 100-percent increase in one

year’s time seems like a lot to me.

MR —CANTWELL: {Thndicated.)
CHAFRMANCOLVINT  TLarry Cantwell.

MR. CANTWELL: I just want to reflect for a

moment fhere and be a little bit rhetorical, so bear with me. I

A/
(E%EEEE;;EI this commisslon meeting it must have been)seven or

eight years ago in Dixville Nogsgdfﬁgﬁ_Iﬁﬂﬁlnk it was )

(:EEEEEEEEt 2, but it was[the basic plan that we began with was

put into effect and the commission chose to use a very

conservative approach, one that was more conservative than was
even recommended in the proposed plan because it wanted to make

sure that 4f—tt—ewmxed, it erred on the side of conservation.

/'At that point, you- allging that the striped bass populatlon}

was in difficult straits. <E;

e

//’,,————"‘“—_ What I’ve seen happen in New York and in some
o . 16 . . .

of the communities, well, in the JE;munlty that I live in which

\“i§~iE_E?St HamptonT—is—thff{EE a result of that, people’s

T

livelihoods were literally eliminated.

TN
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/ people’s livelihoods being -- people’s income levels being cut

or reduced. I’m talking aélﬁ%tf’ ! s of making a living
S +eap
literally taken away from them Prices were paid in order to
N

achieve a level of conservation that has now resulted in a

restoration of the striped bass population.

You can argue the extent of that restoration,
but a
—=_and-the scientiste—+tell—us, there’s no question tﬁat the

striped bass population has made a remarkable rebound, and it’s

to the credit of the commission and to the people who suffered

and the people who participated, whether they were recreational

|_fishermen or commercial fishermen, that that’s ogccurred./ I

think this is a very profound meeting i;—;;_;;;_zzzagﬁﬁecause I

think, once again, in my judgment at least, the commission is

moving forward again in a conservative way. And let me just

relate it to you in these terms. In New York during the peak ’

commercial landings in stripad you know, as many as 2

million pounds a year were) befin the base years that
the commission has chosen its baseline, that works out to
about a million pounds a year. So it’s a 50-percent reduction

from the peak commercial landings that we’re using as the base

ear upon which to base our conservation measures. And in New
ork’s case, under the proposed Amendment 5 plan, approximately
00,000 pounds will be the quota. That’s about 30 percent of

tRke peak landings in New York.
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1 CApd—agadin; ing—is| I think the

2 commission is moving ahead in a conservative wa¥/’35d I think a

3 ”;;;;er of you realize that I have said in the past that there’s
got to be two sides to the coin. If we’re going to ask
fishermen to accept medicine, the harsh medicine, the cutbacks

6 and the restrictions, if our é£2 re successful in

7 conservation and we see a rebound in the population, then we’ve

8 | got to be willing to move in the other direction. And I think

9 that’s what’s being done with Amendment 5. I think it’s being

1 done in a conservative way And I think we owe it to the

11 ~_fishermen to demonstrate té them that conservation and

12 nmanagement works both ways. 7 . i .

13 C :

14 {—motion?

15 s ; .)

16 CHATRMAEN COLVIN: Lew Flagg.

17 MR. FLAGG:| Yes, Mr. Chairman. T have a lot

18 of confidence in the scierice that'ijgggihi?to the development

19 (| of this amendment. I don’t really have a problem with that.

20
21
22

23<

24

25\

P ——e
I'm wesy troubled about the complexity of the plan, and to that

I mean there’s a large menu of options to choose from in terms

of seasons, in terms of creel limits, in terms of sizes

J—
think ere 1i/a\Frocedu€;r?n equ t therg/gqongs
\user grqups. & My Year hat becayse
rapée of ogtions t cose fXxo it’s g to b

N
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e AT

skeptical public that there’s equity in this system.
concern about that because I believe that there are so many
options available to states and that, depending on the variety
of options that are chosen, it’s going to exacerbate the
perception of gross inequ !554299 allocation of this
resource. And that’s my Main concern about it.

I really don’t have great concerns about the
science that’s gone into this process, and I believe -- I have

confidence in the fact that the options that are made available

to us will provide for the conservation necessary to protect J

the resource. =Pet] I’'m concerned that with this large range of

options, we’re going to be faced with a serious problem in
terms of convincing the user groups that there is equity in

this system,

-

f;vyagﬁ C H ?

le( " (No response elicited.)
er! 4 CHAFRMANCULVIN: Is the board ready for the
%5 Cul

—uestion? Welll—take the qguestion. AlM—in—faver,—please

signif i ye."

a—————

THE PANEL: Aye.

CHAIRMAN COLVINy osed, same sign.
(No response [glicy

CHAIRMAN COILVIN: Abstentions.

MR. FLAGG: (Indicated.)
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/ﬂ;. FOTE: (Indicated.)\L

H: (Indicated: e Wt
‘r.}.: ot f.«.swm

Mr. Beckwith akéd-Mr. Flagqiaé

carries. Anything further, Mr. Coates?

\_4/””ﬂ’#ﬂ‘_“_—_—;R. COATES: No, Mr. Chairman, not with

regard to the policy board, although I did realize -- John

problems for some folks that are planning to formulate their

know what the best procedire is. It’s something we’ll deal
with on the board level faikly soon.

CHAIRMAN CONVIN: One thing that may be
helpful, as I recall from a discussion of the board, that

states may wish to submit plans that have alternatives or

and that they further believe are consIigtent with Amendment 5,
and that they may select an option after the board’s review.
MR. COATES: That may be e way to get
around this.
CHAIRMAN COLVIN: T think that\s what New

York is going to do. Time is indeed short.

”"ﬂ#ﬂ__#,,ﬂf‘“"ﬂrCHAIRMAN 1E}?E§i"And Mr. Fote. The motion

reminded me -- that we do have a need to readdress the schedule
could be submitted, because I think there was an
action taken by‘the management board that gave us a deadline of

March 21 for all pbans. I think that that might pose some real

plans based on public h&arings and things like that, so I don’t

options that they believe may be accadptable within their states
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the schedule

21st?

MR. JENSEN:

MR. JENSEN:

JENSEN:

CHAIRMAN COLVIN:

CHATRMAN COLVIN:

(Indicated.)
Mr. Jensen.

Just for the record, Mr. Chairman,

that state plans have to be in by the 20th or

The 21st of March.

The technical committee is

meeting the 29th and\then the board is meeting on the 30th?

That is the schedule

and 31st.

the 30th, the board on the 31kt.

MR.

CHATIRMAN

MR. DUNNIGAN:

That’s not right.

LVIN:

this point?

Yes.

It’s the 30th

The technical committee on
Do you have the location?

Providence.

MR. COATES: g&autiful downtown Providence.

CHAIRMAN COLVIN§\ Anything further, Mr.
Coates?

MR. COATES: I bef&@ve that’s all I have. I

didn’t want to again -- I acknowledged\already the contribution

of the stalwart work that John Field did and some of the other

staff, Connie Young-Dubovsky from the Fi & Wildlife Service,

one of our early plan coordinators. Jack,\anyone else that I --

MR. DUNNIGAN: Dianne.

MR. COATES: Dianne originally, yes, Dianne
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//;:;;;an. So all these folks were very helpful in the
development of this amendment a they worked very hard on jit
and their efforts are certainly ﬁ%iégated by me.
MR. DUNNIGAN: (Indicated.)
CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Mr. Dunnigan.

/‘—_7
wicm: P

fneom-my—own-—standpeind, I want to follow up on that and

continue to provide,a little bit more focus on our great staff.
baq-—". D S Avr heen cn Caty pFecl

This wWas—mot—easy.

strj f

. D‘."""l CCMM'E.‘ and le-m hee /e
thriugireenmie—and—en—te—Joinr. 4m.r9hﬁ~p ol ;e Rl Bacs g

We invented-a—fz#-of the new ISFMP process as
-

a part of doing Amendment 5. -We—opened—upr—and for the first
(s -
time iw—ar—demg—time’/really made great use of citizen advisers

in close partnership working with the management board fand this

whole thing wouldn’t have come together without great staff
work, and I include Dr. Laney from the Fish & Wildlife Service
who was the plan writer. And a sfi%fecutive director, I want

to thank them very much and ackhowledge the terrific service.

This process won’t work unless we have great staff working.

We’ve proved that in this instance, we had it, and I’m proud of

CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Thask—zou I _think that

t

meat of the people that need to.be ackrnowledged, but I want to

y

LEWIS & DeBERRY
Reporting Service



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

33

add fsem—ehreperspertive—of-—the—boeard—chairtwo other specific
statements.

First, and I said this to them at our
preceding board meeting but I want to say it to the policy
board now and also with the chairman of the committee on
advisers here present. This was our first experience with an
advisory panel under our new advisers’ program, and I believe
that we really got off to a great start. Welre—eaff-on—the-
right—feots We had outstanding success with the striped bass

advisory panel.

0ther;boa3d—chai:men,_nthex;?lan_deuelapment
all 4 Aencsernnr fon t,
_j3ﬁuNh4HwL4#Ekewmmittee"on—advisersr‘ I urge %ewa to mark well

how the striped bass advisory panel was established, how it
functioned and how it worked with the PDT and the board
because -- and hopefully other advisory panel members will be
as fortunate to have as good a chairman as we did in this one
in Damon Tatem who was truly outstanding and gave great service
to the panel members, to the commission, and to the striped
bass resource users as well. He—truty 1O an outstandinmg job—
—Itimink—that Eith that good success behind

us, that model hopefully will serve us well as we implement an
advisory panel process in our other fishery management

programs. JI-urgeus 0 WOTK Nard t0 QU as—well—as—the-striped
bags programdid.

Secondly, I want to specifically acknowledge
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o

Phil Coates. This is how many times around, Phil, on the
striped bass?

MR. COATES: Well, Larry was mentioning back
in the woods of New Hampshire back a few years ago. I was
inveolved in it back then. ()ki C

CHAIRMAN COLVIN: I don’‘t think that was the
first time then either.

MR. COATES: Probably not.

CHAIRMAN COLVIN: But I think we all

recognize that'without Phil’s service, we’d probably still be

—

wandering in the woods of New Hampshire or somewhere and he’s

just done a truly outstanding job./rAnd I think he wants to be
' .

—5ff the hook one of these days so.... But we’ll talk about
that some other time. But I wonder Af a little applause for
hil —- T

(Applausé.)

CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Thank you. If there’s
nothing further on striped bass, we’ll move on to our report on

lobster. I think that report is coming from Mr. Beckwith.

Lov pLlo CHAI ;

alrman.
<::::;::jiTIn“tHE“EbsEﬁEE‘Ef‘DEVE‘BBFaen. T rirred—in—is i
Amendment 2 of the lobster plan which we have been

discussing essentially changes the minimum size from a 3-5/16
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inches carapace length to 3-1/4 inches te—bsring-the—states—into
comptianTe Ur—IMto PIAaSe with the lederar—fishery—management
plan. —There—ame—sonenthex_slonents, but. that is the major
aspect of thgJplan. &~et ¥er”

We had discussed the fact that of the four

nesessary public hearings required by the Coastal Fisheries
Cooperative Management Act, that .che—or—peossihbiy two of the

(Mk?“‘\
the»ee~hearings that were held were indeed valid.K im-elat we were
lacking at lesast—ere—perNaps two more public hearings.

Because of this problem and also because several states had

indicated that they would be able to andweuld—agereste hold

public hearings within the next several weeks, it was voted by

the management board to report to yew—thrat—tirenrerragenmerrt—voard—t

et/
has takel-no action on Amendment 2.and—they—wi44—%ake-actionqat
| 3

the April meeting after the required number of public hearings

have been held.

“

This does cause a bit of a problem in that we
are required by our own rules to have the amendment in place by
March 20th of this month. So th Y}ll be a slight hiatus
between our own rule and when ;L anticipate bringing this back

before the full commission. We will have a full commission

23

25

por—

N

meeting in April. l whel sn82

——We made several changes to the plan to gl

///”ﬂ_____‘-_“‘—*“ hedrpand
24 include the wording, should weﬁ}tﬁa& find a way to tes9, ICV'~

the wording to prohibit the scrubbing, the chemical -- th ‘;“sqg
L,

o
Apn
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N

scrubbing of berried female lobsters. This is becoming more of

—

a problem, those various techniques that can be applied where
the eggs can actually be mechanically shed. The difficulty is
finding a technique to test for this. These techniques are
trying to be developed at this very time, but there will be
additional modifications in the plan to at least allow the plan
to have this wording.

We also made a change to drop from Item No. 6

of the plan the spearing of lobsters in those states of

Maryland, Virginia and North Carolina and would recognize that,
although technically these states could be deemed out of
compliance for not having such regulations, the spearing of
lobster in those states was highly improbable because of the
great depth at which lobsters are normally found; therefore,
recreational scuba diving or free driving for lobsters would
not be common in those states if it’s existing at all. That
concludes my report.

CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Thank you. Are there any

questions on the report or comments?

(No response elicited.)

CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Thank you, Bruce. At this

point ' JOhn’.”J\

- MR. BULLARD: Thank-you.very-much .
Mr. Chairman.. T appreciate the commission making time on a

very busy agenda for me. My-name—is—JohmButisrd——I—iread-the—
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1&:;;;;;;;ody asked him how long it was going to take to put this

ce of Sustainable Developme?ﬁ in Intergovernmental AffaiE;:)
—
for NOAA and the Department of Commerce.r-;'d like to spend

some time informing you and getting some
’

preliminary reaction to q1p1an to i .

reduce capacity in the northeast.

e o} On—Friday—mormings Assistant Secretary Doug

Hall announced ers o )

Washingtem that we were going to spend $2 million from—the-

nor

$30 millj assis T

$2 millierm-to fund a pilot vessel buyout progréf;ﬂtéfg when \

together, he said -- kind of looked at the ceiling and said,

"oh, two months," at which poizZé??g?e(E?rehead from NMFS and

Lance Simmons from my office s ding in back of the room

keeled over. And so that is the task before us.

I wanted to spend a lot of last week, this
week and next week gaining input from folks on how we want to
do this. The only decision we have made is that the number is
$2 million. The design of the program, while everyone has got

ideas, is not set at all. And I appreciate your comments.,

L I spent two days at the Maine fis ies forum

last weekend. We’re going to meet with co ssional staffers
tomorrow. On Monday we’ll be up at ¢ New England Fishery

Management Council‘’s groundfj committee ably chaired by Phil
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Coates, who will be riding off the striped bass su

guess, the momentum generated. And we’ll have a/little time on

the agenda there. And we’ll host an informal wpeeting -- all of
these are informal meetings -- that evening the Holiday Inn
and a full day session for anyone who is interested the
following day Tuesday in Danvers. And ory Thursday I think I‘1l1
get a little time with the Mid-Atlantic/Council which I believe
is in Philadelphia. Friday we’ll hos¥ informal meetings in
Gloucester and New Bedford, Massachysetts. And on Monday, the
following Monday, the 20th, in Poimt Judith. And there may be
other opportunities but we’re trfing to get people’s ideas on
what this program ought to lo like.

Now, let mg give you my phone number if you
don’t have a chance to give¢ me some thoughts today or something
occurs to you later on. would hope that you would call me or
Lance Simmons or Bruce Morehead. My phone number in Washington
is 202-482-3384.
other thing that Assistant Secretary Hall
mentioned is that A1l of the $2 million would be used to buy
whatever it is wg’re going to buy. We’re not going to use that
money for admindstration or feasibility studies or anything
else like thaf. We will cover whatever those costs might be
within eith our very tiny office budget or with the existing
National Mgrine Fisheries Service personnel, that we recognize

this mon is a very modest amount and we want it all to be
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’/G;;;’;o test out this conceptyc}%ﬂff will administer the

program and those are the only details.
P— — aanannEl

In discussion with fishermen last—weekendy we

talked about what the objective of the program would be.
Barbara Stevenson gave a very simple and I thought reasonable
definition of an objective, which is to remove the maximum
amount of effective capacity at the minimum cost. Ané:}f
someone can improve on that, I’m open to suggestions, hut it

~Secmed—prefiyv._qgood o me-
neH Many people in the industry,—&s—yoU RNOwy—and

othe»s have been talking about this issue of overcapacity;‘the
problems of dislocated fishing effort. Iive—certminiy-heard—it—
__yp-apd—downrtire~coast. And in discussing how to deal with this

Soppecral L )¢ > b th
problem, many people hav%‘used'the Scottish model aes—aemebthing

we—sught—to—take—=a—3eek-at.
is-adepeing, is voluntary. \ﬂo one is certainly talking about

aking vessels. Takings are a big iighé now. In Washington

we’re not talking about takings. We’re talking about voluntary
—

The Scottish model also has a #eserves bid

actions.

process where the government does not place a value on the
vessels or rights to fish. _‘E&ﬁw’the owner who does that in a
bidding procedure where the government essentially just buys
the cheapest priced capacity to fish ocan—wp-until they run out

of money.
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The third component in the Scottish model,

—and-agaim—tirts—is—ust—amexemplae,. is that the government buys

the right to fish, does not buy the vessel. It is the
responsibility of the owner to permanently remove the vessel
from all fishing permemeneiys And~T TIrtme~in the Scottish
model there is a mandatory scrapping provision.

Now, the issue is we try and design what a
pilot buyout program would be. And before I get t hese
issues, one of the questions that comes up i diately is,
well, we all know that $2 million isn’t ing to have a
significant impact on the capacity. at happens, as
Congressman Gary Studds said, wh happens if the government
does something which it’s nojr’used to doing which is to create
a successful program? I sean, I know that’s difficult to
imagine, but just suppbse it works. Then what? And that’s
probably depending”on whose estimate you listen to. That'’s
probably the hufidred million dollar question. I think that if

if there is support, that the challenge before all

I think the issue of partnership is clearly
there, “that-there—is I hope we—can—find—rescurces—to—defime—=a—
federal role in this, but-I think there must also be a role for

state governments and for the industry itself and maybe

financial institutions, philanthropic institutions and others.
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Q northwest. They have not come ou

¥ creative in identifying resources for

conomic assistance to fishermen Ey in the northeast and the

of a NMFS-based budget.

\\Ehszﬂggmﬁ~out of extraordinary appropriations.

—
//,,—~———“—”“”'“—#ﬂﬂgg-we in the delegation are committed to

being as aggressive and creative as possible, but you-all

recognize that we’re at a timeié}lﬁgehington where even the
continuation of good existing programs is being debated and

defended. Identifying new resources isn’t easy.

The issues that immediately appear on the

table about the design of a pilot buyout program, and ones that
I certadsndy solicit your opinion on, anedirouwtd—tirts FETITE———
og;x_to—groundffsn;;LTﬁErE'arE‘Btﬁéf_fisherles I uibLL=5375*—JL‘
scaliteop iy Sna~&tNers.- Should this be limited to groundfish or

should it be broader? If it’s broader, what other fisheries

might be involved in this?
,,mff’””’”ﬁtﬂ—_ Again, in thinking about that, in giving me

advice on that, I want you to ke in mind that the subject on
Z?o

the table is a $2 million pilot grall_and how you answer that

for a pilot program might be different than how you answer it

\\if we were creating a full-blown progran. (:“‘—*

The second issue, what is the region we are
sols
talking about? Is itdthe northeast ,thi_c;h—-is—t-h-e—reg-i:err—t-ha-t- we

haYfﬂEf2Xig2QmQEsistance—%eufrom*theueeenomic_deuelopment
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¥ through EDA. Or is it down to Cape Hatteras or is it

just New England? One person even suggested that in a pilot
program we ought to concentrate on a single port. It wasn’t me
and it wasn’t New Bedford, by H;&;/ I don’t think that’s

likely, but we have to answer -- I think we have to answer the
question is this limited to a geographic region. The reason we
might not have to answer it is you might relate it to a fishe

avoid that. ButVET;’I;;;rested in your thoughts on

geographic area as well as fishery.

Another question, should we be buying boats?

e —

en people talk about vessel buyout, that’s the first thing
that comes to mind, the government buying boats. But as I
mentioned, the Scottish model is the government buys rights to

fish and it’s the owner’s responsibjiity to dispose of the

boat. Inherent in that issue is the Lgftién,what value might
we pose on a vessel that doesn’t hdve its rights to fish. 1Is
it a liability, which I tend to think would be the case if we
owned it. I know when I was the mayor of New Bedford and

someone abandoned a vessel at one of our docks, it would

usually cost us about 25 grand to dispose of them in a proper
manner. But is there value in a vessel or could there be valye
in a vessel without rights to fish? 1Is the owner of that

vessel more likely to extract that value than we would be?

That’s the questionf;—Should we be thinking about buying

vessels or buying rights to fish.

\
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If we’re buying rights to fish, what out

the reuse of a vessel? I think there’s a general eling that
we don’t want these vessels reappearing i her fisheries, but

when you start to get more specifje~about that, it gets a
little touchy. Would it b 11 right for a vessel to reappear
in a so-called unde ilized species fishery or a mackerel
fishery or something like that?

What about aquaculture, if a v el was reused

in aquaculture, would that be appropriate? n a vessel -- and

then you get maybe to some easier quesiidons about what would be a
problem if someone can convert eﬁyéé;el into research use or sell
it to someone who wanted tq/ﬂﬁgjit for research or enforcement
purposes or, more purg;yf/¥ecreational purposes. And there the
issue in recreatigpéi; would it be just recreational fishing or
recreation €§9r£§£ion. But the limitations on reuse is another
difficult issue that we’re going to have to wrestle with.

And the last one I put do#n for now is the
issue about how do you compare apples a oranges if we’re
talking about a market-driven pricesgetting mechanism, this

reverse bid, then how do you compgare a bid on a very active,

very effective 110 footer aﬁg‘nst a bid on an inactive 65
footer. The cheapest aE;ﬁ{ﬁte price may not be the cheapest
capacity if our goal }éyremoving capacity. So this gets into
definitions of fishing power, effective fishing power, things

like that whic ou~all know is very difficult. Those are some
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of the issues.

So I’ve given you a 12-minute bri summary

of what we’re trying to do and the time table With a little
time remaining, I’m interested in any limflediate questions or
reactions or guidance that you e, and then of course over
the next few weeks, if o T thoughts occur to you, I‘d

certainly apprecia you giving me a phone call. Thank you,

you, John. Are there

CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Jim.

MR. DOUGLAS: John, has some discussion been

taken -Q:E—knuw-tHTS‘Ts—a pitot witlr-respect—ito—enlty—doing—
| this-whewe—you—thon-have something in-place that limits the
entry back up to that particular fishery?

MR. BULLARD:: Yeah, that’‘s a-goodqueskion

and a a smpEion B —J.E =0 oI x ave - =

granted. Clearly --_and b3 ATE0 Teroy
agknowI'a_“a‘By—Eﬁ’1ndustf§-zﬁggimay not B;hgﬁﬁﬁbrtixgxxﬁ‘

1imited—entry. Cleufiyq§3h Zannot consider this without the

Y

assumption of limited entry,gaga there’s a moratorium now which
ven members who fought that tooth and nail acknowledge is ;

here. But it means thaE}one of the eligibility criteria would

probably be the helding of the limited access permit, -se—that—

e e e
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W instanc imi =y o eet.

MR ~S$RITSBERGEN+—(Endiecated—)—

CHEIRMAN—-COEYEINT —Dénnis.

MR. SPITSBERGEN: 1Is interest in industry
buyout going to be incorporated into this? As_you know, in the
sea scallop fishery, there has been some talk of industry
buyout, bei i maybe n

some kind of b Tam.

MR. BULLARD:| Well, I think, Dennis, the

ssue of scallops is one that c12¢£fhfy Congressman Frank is

oing to raise. And as you know[_the scallop industry is very

different from the groundfish industry and is pursuing
consolidation on its own, so whether or not to include scallops
in this I think is going to be a very thorny issue. Ané—I—__

reall 3 L

your—advice.

MR. SPITSBERGEN: Has there been dig€ussion
on the groundfish fishery of industry buyout? ven’t been
involved in that one, I know.

MR. BULLARD: I’m more d&stant now in my new
job. Phil might be able to answer th

MR. COATES: 1It’s”been raised off and on, but
at present, it’s not a hot item Although I think, again, the
constrained time frame we’reAvorking with on groundfish in

terms of developing this xt amendment, I suspect it’s going
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to surface again. But at this point, we’re way behind the
scallop folks in terms of making progress on consg idation.
The scallop people have already scheduled, John noted,
hearings to look at a number of options ranging from the
so-called fleet buyouts where an ipdividual’s days at sea would
be purchased and somehow dist uted or acquired -- I shouldn’t
use the term purchased -»-acquired and redistributed back to
the whole fleet up ITQ’s. Dennis is well aware of that. So
obviously we'r oing to have some interesting discussions at
these scopjfig meetings on this issue.

MR. SIMMS: Jehfr—just—an-—obseruvation—and—a—
questien—too—Ii—guess: What are you going to do with the
people that you buy out?

MR. BULLARD: To answer—that—I need—to—give—
you _very briefly—what—sur-sirategy is.on—oacenemie—assistence.
It recognizes—essentiatiy—tirat people have to make a
fundamental decision,-fiest—of~aI1), whether they want to stay
in fishing or move out. For those who want the stay in

fishing, our strategy, using economic development,

administration money, the—£fisliing industry grants that Harry
helps to administer are there to identify alternative economic
opportunities.

For people who want to get out, fthis is

24<’/;;I;pers or owners who sell their vesselétzfitheir crew| we

25

have broug in Ttment which is applying
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Lo

substantial resources. -Welve sat-up retraining programs

through the fishing family assistance centers. [We have six of

/F;hose. And we expect the retraining components financed by

Labor to be with a good partnership, especially in

Massachusetts, with the Commonwealth of Massachusetts to be a
major part of this. More and mor%;éé;mde will want assistance

in doing that. This happens, of course, all the time in other
industries. Fishermen don’t tend to be as eligible for these
kind of unemployment benefits, retraining benefits that workers
in other industries take for granted. So retraining programs._g)

[ — e
We also want to point out that the loans

we’ve made available under EDA can help a fishermen get into a

business that isn’t fishing. IThey don‘t have to be for the
he

ablishment of fishing businesses. Jffiyt’§et up microloan
funds with an organization called Working Capital, all with t
idea of facilitating movement out of the industry if that’s a

conclusion that a person comes toi_E;j_q—“m

MR. SIMNS: My observation is, and we were

involv

on_the_striped—bass, the problem with fishermen is fishermen
are always fishing, S0—percent ortirem. And when you take them

out of one resource, you‘re going to put an extra burden on
another. And if you’re going to buy someone out for whatever
amount of money and you don’t put some restrictions on where

it’s going to go, you’re going to harm another resource by

1LEWIS & DeBERRY
Reporting Service




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

48

putting too many people in it. Fythink that’s something you’v

really got to consider.
& way we handled it, we gave -- the only
money we gave them was money they had, to work and earn. So
they took their time to work for th o) so they couldn’t be
doing anything else. There might bg’/something -- I know
there’s some bigger scaled things that would be hard to do, but
I can tell you fishermen are fishermen and you can buy them out
of one thing and they’re going to pop up somewhere else. It

might be on the other side of the country, but they’re going --

MR. BULLARD: In fact, they’re doing that

w, with or without any discussion of buyout.

MR. SIMNS: If you’re going to pay somebody,
off to stop fishing, you need some caveat to keep them fr
doing that.

MR. BULLARD: That’s a very ipffortant issue
that was raised also at the Maine Fisherie orum. There’s two
parts to capacity: one is the vessel a the other is the
personnel. I’‘m pretty clear that removing vessels and
permanently retiring permits, ‘re addressing, even on a very
modest scale, the vessel pa¥ft of that capacity problem. But
the human part of it is/fmuch harder. How do you ever force
someone not to fish?” How do you force someone never to acquire
somebody else’s ght? I can’t imagine how we would ever get

into enforci that.
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I mentioned, and I mentioned this at
Mid-Atlantic Council and the New England Council,
dollars at all for any type of economic assistan we have to
recognize that dislocation is occurring and wg¢ have to
anticipate that in the drawing up of all e fishery management
plans. 1It’s the management plans that/really have the burden
of protecting fisheries, not any r tape that you might put on
economic assistance.

So I think ople recognize that as you-all
deal with monk fish and oth fisheries that are feeling that
kind of dislocated effor That was as an observer part. I
guess the gist of some/0f the debate that went on in striped
bass anticipating djp6location and trying to protect against it.
But you raise a od issue. I‘’m just not sure how you can ever

put strings or human movement.

MR. FREEMAN: John, it geems to me that

several issues that you haven’t raised ed to be looked at.
One is are you looking at a short-te solution or a long-term
solution to this issue. The reason say that, it seems -~ you
mentioned that the Scottish experjénce, where in fact if this

is a long-term program, it may erate very differently than
something much shorter in durgtion. What drives me to that
conclusion is it seems to me¢f it’s the effective fishing power,
if we can use that term.

The experiences of most people that get into
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something like this where there is a choice, the ones who sell
out usually have less productive vessels and have less of a
threshold or an interest in the fishery. And the ongs that are
really the most effective in catching fish are the gnes who
sell out last, because they have a very high thres'bld. Be it
monetary or be it philosophical, that’s what they/want to do.

It appears if you have a 1imiyéd amount of
money, you’re buying the lower level which wouj}d really have
the least impact. And what appears to me toﬁ?e more effective
is if you really went for 110 foot -- the mpit efficient vessel
in the fishery would probably be the most Hffective to get out.
There needs to be some scale. |

MR. BULLARD: I guess jfthe question, Bruce, is
how do you do that within the assumptign of a voluntary
program? Because you’re right, the - op1e who are best at it
are probably the ones in the strong¢st financial position, with
the least debt, with the most desf e to ride out the difficult
problems, and they are not going :o be candidates in this. I
don’t see how to avoid that and étill keep a program voluntary,
which I think is an absolute.:‘

Well, I totally agree. It has

to be market driven. It hab to be voluntary. You can’t compel

people to get out. But again, I think your time frame is

important here. You can/be successful and have a very long

time frame with the $2 million probably of minimal impact, but
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it may at least initiate a program. If you’re lookjyng at

something that has more immediate effects, then I
need to look at it a little differently. That’
suggestion. You’re better off trying to go f
effective vessel rather than five or six lesg effective vessels
you could afford.

MR. BULLARD: Well, the issue of targeting
and whether you do that in eligibility g¢riteria or whether you
do that in the design of the formula at compares the price,
place, time and effective -- you kngw, the issue I -- I don’t
know whether you handle that targefing issue in the formula or
in eligibility. Most people I tglk to say for all kinds of
reasons we ought to be focusing/our attention on the bigger,
more effective boats. No. 1,
problems; No. 2, they’re the/ones whe had the ground taken away
from them. The lost the ngrtheast part of Georgia. Any
closures on Georgia’s affgect them more than the small boats.
Some states are starting to protect inshore resources by size
limitations.

So think there’s wide agreement that if we
see bigger boats conpling out as a result of this, that will be
success. The quesfion is how you go about getting that.

MR. FREEMAN: I would suggest that as a pilot

program, the mopley you’re spending may at least set some level,

which you willfknow after this pilot program, would be what
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you’re going to have to pay to even this out. It may not

really have any direct impact other than you’ll least have a

floor that if you want to go and establish thig as a national
policy, what it will cost.

MR. BULLARD: The questigns that we want to
have answered as a result of this test afe how much interest is
there in this, if we’re putting even $Z million on the table,
do we get 50 people wanting to sell ¢gr 550.

The second questjon, what value do they put
on either their vessels or their fights to fish. We can only
guess at that right now. If yod look at debt and other things,
those are going to be very impérfect indicators or what -- when
you win, if you win, what pedple put as a value on their
vessel.

Thirdly,/ if we are putting reuse as the
responsibility of the owrer, what does the owner do with that
vessel. Do they extract value for that? That would be very
important information fict only for us to know, but for the
industry to know if ye ever had a program that would affect
dramatically the angwer to that gquestion, the value people
place on their rights to fish and the cost of a program that
would have it is/significant. So I think there’s some very
important information we don’t have right now that this can
help us get.

MR. COATES: (Indicated.)
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CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Phil.

MR. COATES: A couple of points. Of course,
I was up in Maine and the fishermen’s forum when this was
announced and I was very heartened by it, regbgnizing that the
money is money that will hopefully set up a/platform by which
we’ll operate. And it’s well timed becausg what’s coming under
Amendment 7 in all likelihood is going tg curtail a lot of the
fishing, directed fishing on some of th¢se key groundfish
stocks. Right now that isn’t happening, so there’s folks out
there scratching around, looking for Aalternatives, looking for
options, whether they’re fishing in/deep water for monk fish or
still trying to eke out a groundfifSh livelihood, which some of
them are able to do. But it cauges a tremendous impact to the
resource. So the timing is very appropriate. People will now
be able to say, well, at leasy there may be an alternative for
when there’s nothing but notling.

And the her thing is, if I was going to
improve Barbara’s definitjon, and it’s a good definition, I‘Qd
just add to that. She said to remove the maximum amount of
effective capacity at e lowest cost, and I might add to that
"as soon as possible,Y recognizing the constraints with the
additional funding that are going to come along.

t it’s heartening to see the commerce
Department has acknowledged the program and is starting the

pilot program which will hopefully lay the foundation for
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something bigger.

I think a lot of us are unehamored with

buyouts. A lot of us would like to see alteynatives. The
privatized, privatized consolidation that’s/going on in the
scallop industry might accomplish the same/thing over a longer
period of time than a buyout program mig accomplish. There
isn’t the time and the inclination in tHe groundfish.

You’ve got a differepnt -- interestingly
enough, even though they’re all New gland and northeast
fishermen or Atlantic coast fishermgh, the groundfish fishermen
are much more diverse in their fisMing technology and fishing
strategies and I guess their makelip. The scallop guys, a lot
of the successful scallop guys dre the small fleet owners.
They own two or three vessels,/maybe four vessels, or they’re
very successful in their indifidual fisheries. And a lot of
them have the time, as opposed to being owner operated, a
lot of them have the time sit back and look at business
strategies and things lik¢ that and they probably watch
with great interest the donsolidation program under the
surf clam/quahog program. There’s still a lot of divergent
opinion on where we go'with scallops, but at least they seem to
be way ahead of grou:ffish.
l've still got this very diverse general
opposition at this point, I would say, for the most part among

the broad array of ground fishermen to any kind of
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privatization, as it were, recognizing as you look at the high
spectrum of the larger boats, you probably see mofte of a
mind-set that’s consistent with scallops in regard to what to

do about this problem.

MR. BULLARD: Let me make o other comment
to amplify something I said before. Some of fhese issues I
think are not entirely open; that is, there’/s kind of a
presumption which if you disagree with, I #hink you should try
and do something about. One is the presumption that this will
be groundfish and the other is the presumption that this will
be New England. I think that if we don’t get a lot of contrary
pressure, that’s the way it’s going tp go just based on the
first meeting we had with the congressional delegation where,
while we invited people from all of the northeast, the folks
who were there happened to be frop New England. So again, in a

pilot, even if you felt that it jought to be broader than that

in a full-blown one, it’s all ¥ight to concentrate a pilot on
New England groundfish, then that’s probably going to be the
way we‘re going to go. But /if you feel strongly that that’s
the wrong move, I urge you/to let us know, let your
congressional delegation Xnow, because I think it’s leaning in
the New England groundfifh kind of mode.

NSEN: (Indicated.)

CHAJRMAN COLVIN: Pete.

MR/ JENSEN: I’m curiocus about something. We
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e ] 2

//i};,thrﬁﬁ‘fﬁfgdagfa“"overcapitalization“ around, sometimes very
loosely. Has anyone made an esti of |lhow much a New England
fishery is overcapitalized; in other words, what is your target

\\2EHES§_TEEE_322_2222’;p remove? it seems to me that

with just $2 million, you’re going to have a very hard time

making a judgment as to whether you were or were not effective,

//bééause it’s going to get lost in just the mechanics of doing,
it. It would seem to me that as a pi jgﬁeject, you would

want to have some criteria to say I believe I can be successf

in doing whatever that is.

MR. BULLARD:'{I think I’ve read a lot of

//yhatfg’ggg; written on this, and I don’t see anything where

someone can say it’s 50 percent. I thi ou have to use time

as part of the equation, which is what Phil did in his
definition. The more capacity you remove sooner, the less
raconian -- either the less draconian Amendment 7 has to be or

the quicker the recovery time from Amendment 7.

We know that $2 million isn’t going to have
any negligiirie measurable impact on capacity. It’s only there to
test could a program work. Apd-the back-of-the-envelope
estimates I’ve heard are that you ought te—asseme—yeulre—aiming
to reduce capacity 50 percent of the big beoats. And if the value
of the big vessels is $200 million or so, then you’ve got to

figure on that cost and you’ll need $100 million to do that, and-

that_swvermrwher—stocks—are—rebuili—they’re never going—te—support
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tQg_ggpagity—tharfnrﬂnnrﬂﬂunﬂrﬁﬁkﬂﬂrﬂunh

MR. COATES: 1I’d just add to Pete’s question,
I don’t think it’s an easy one. Like John said, it’s t an

easily answered question. If there is an answer, d suggest

lot of different things to a lot of different people if you
fold in other elements lik he processing sector and
everything else, becaysé I know some people brought that into
consideration in rms of characterizing so-called
capitalizatigrf. So they might be able to give you probably the
most objeetive....

MR. JENSEN: One of the reasons I raised that

is, of course, in the surf clam industry, that term thrown
around too. In fact, what happened was the italization went

somewhere else. So rather than bein the industry, now it

went to the banks and now the nks have the mortgages and they
own half the boats. So 1 they did was they shifted the
capitalization fi e around to where somebody else was holding

to note inst of the boat owner.

MR. FLETCHER: (Indicate
CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Sj
MR. FLETCHER: d like for you to explain to

me when the United States is~Currently reporting 85 percent of
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the seafood that’s consumed in this country and you!

increase the amount of imports, how at economically

benefit the total nation W our consumption of seafood goes
up and the dollacr at purchase this seafood no longer flow
into this untry but flow into some foreign country?

MR. BULLARD: Well, if I understand t

question correctly, that’s the motivation to try and yebuild
stocks off of New England, so we can shift that peytcentage
around, but we can’t consume what’s not out thepye. The
management plans in both scallops and groundfish are predicated
on 100 percent of the participants ending Mp with 50 percent of
the time to fish. That works in theory I don’t think anyone
feels it works at all. You’re going ¥o have 100 percent of the
people going out of business becausg you can’t survive on 50
percent of the days except on paper.
So the scall consolidation plan and a plan
to buy out capacity in groundfish would say that maybe instead
of having 100 percent of thg¢ people trying to share fewer and
fewer days, you could get/fewer people and, therefore, those
people that were left behind might have some ability to ride it
out.

I dén’t know if I’ve answered your question.
I don’t think the anfwer to your question is in this buyout
though. I think itf{s in the management plan.

. DOUGLAS: (Indicated.)
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CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Jim.

MR. DOUGLAS: John, obviously you have a

mandate to operate or run a pilot on a buyout program, but I
think there’s probably a bigger gquestion a lot of us have to
think about, and certainly the Fisheries Servi as well,
whether the buyout programs really are an ansyer, even if
you’ve got one that, quote, works in its mecjanics -- and I say
that because you need to compare that to sghething like ITQ’s,
which over the long run, in my opinion, d¢ shift the
capitalization into more effective and ficient units which is
what we’ve seen happen in surf clams -+ and whether moving in
that kind of direction is a preferabl¢ political decision, I’l1l
put it that way, in its finest sensefas opposed to walking down
the road of buyouts. How much disgussion or can you disclose
how much discussion has gone into /whether there is a true
commitment to buyouts or just sojie test here to see?

MR. BULLARD: /I think last year when we were
debating how to respond to the¢ crisis and we kind of identified
about $30 million with which/to do it, we discussed buyout.

And there was not even clo to unanimous feeling in the
delegation that a buyout yas appropriate. I think a lot of
people from Maine, for egample, thought the buyout program was
a personal retirement pfogram for undeserving fishermen in
Gloucester and New Bedford. It was only when the stock

assessment came out iy August and people started to say where
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are these boats going to go if we close Georges Bank and one of
the answers came on the screen Gulf of Mdine when people got
religion in a hurry. I don’t think buygut -- so now I think
the concept of buyout as part of the ajswer is, if not
unanimously supported, pretty close t¢ unanimously supported by

folks.

Does it mean that /it’s the only answer? I
think no, it doesn’t. The market cannot deal with this the way
the market deals with it in other jindustries. Bankruptcy, as
you know, doesn’t work. Boats kedp fishing after they go
through bankruptcy. It’s just tHeir costs are subsidized and
so they threaten the economic vifability of other vessels.
ITQ’s are a market mechanism thaht can shift capacity. I’m not
sure they reduce capacity.

I think theYe’s two things you have to think
about with ITQ’s and groundfifsh. One is that no one in the
management council has even pegun talking about it because I
think their feeling is today that a discussion like that would
be totally nonproductive, so it’s not even under debate or
under consideration right mow in the groundfish fishery. Maybe
that will be different twb or three or four or five years from
now, but no one is even falking about that right now, which is
different than the scalYop fishery.

ly, if you did, if miracles happened,
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willing to enter into ITQ’s, then you still have to talk about

the surf clam issue. Where do those boats go after they get

bought out? They’re still fishing vessels. Wefave in general

an overcapacity problem. There are not fighéries that can
absorb this. We’re looking all over t world for fisheries.
I had a guy spending a month down ip/Peru trying to figure out
are there places where we can shift capacity.
So even if Aou had an ITQ as part of the
answer to this, I still tikink you need to identify a way of
permanently reducing shing capacity, not just shifting it.

That’s why I think proceeding with a buyout or even proceeding
with a program @oesn’t shut the door on other answers to this.

I think you’ going to need to do it in additi nyway.

MR. DRISCOLL:
CHAT COLVIN: Steve.

MR. DRISCOLL: I believe that if we spent
some time thinking about enforcement and getting some of these
boats out of the fishery that break the laws and are simply

handed down a fine which is just looked at as a cost of doing

business, that we could go a long ways in reducing fishing

capacity.\[fgﬂgzher words, I was say -- I would recommend don’t
ne them, just tie th ﬁﬁZfQ;,two years and let it go like

You’d get rid of a lot of people.
e

MR. BULILARD: Well, I think, Steve

ITQ’s, that is another part of the answer, sense, while I'm
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not in the enforcement end of it, is occasionally redding about
the penalties. When you start to see two-, three- five-year
permit sanctions, you’re in effect doing that or/we are in

effect doing that. So if you’re saying that w¢/ can do more of
that, I think enforcement is moving in that rection.
CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Anythi further?

(No response elicited.)

MR. BULLARD: You hav¢ my phone number. 1 do
very much appreciate the time you’ve ven me today and
comments you’ve got on any of these Aissues that we’vé raised.
If you have thoughts on it, please /let me.
MS. ROSA: (Ind¥cated.)
CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Lori.

MS. ROSA: Jugt a quick one before you wrap
up. I seem to remember part of the $30 million that was funded
to conduct a vision statement/and feasibility study that was in
part to deal with the buyout/ or those issues. I was wondering
if that study produced a preferred option that dealt
specifically with like thefrecycling of the vessels for
research purposes or putting them into underutilized species.
And I’m wondering if youzﬁmeetings next week and the week after
are going to specifically deal with that preferred option and
what was it.

MR./BULLARD: We, through the fiscal year /94

Northwest Atlantic Fjishery Reinvestment Program and working
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with the National Fish & Wildlife Foundation, spent $25,000

through the Maine Fisheries Forum but later to an expandgd
group called the North Atlantic Group to provide a gquofe,
vision statement. Our feeling was this vision statenpent needed
to be shared; that is, it needed to include regulatgprs, the
industry, as broad as it is, the environment commynity and so
on, but that it needed to start with the industyy itself,

initiating what the vision would be. We didn/t want to control

the process.
Someone told me that organizing fishermen is
like herding cats. The time line on pro-;cing this -- hey, T
tried to do it for a year and a half. S; the vision statement
which I thought might touch on the issu: of buyout has not to
date. There is a draft vision statemeht that was presented and
distributed at the Maine Fisheries Fgrum. It is available I
think through a number of people. 'én Kuntz at the New England
Fishery Development Association hag been helpful. I’m sure he
could get copies of it.
I think the vision statement which lists out
11 principles of what the norfheast fishery ought to look like
from Cape Hatteras north is /a good start. It doesn’t give us,
Lori, much help in terms of what the composition of the fleet
ought to be or if there ghould be a buyout program. It’s
conceivable that the prfcess that they set up where they want

to get to a North Atla;tic Fishery Congress could get to that
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point, but it’s not -- it doesn’t have that in the document
yet. I do urge you —-- Jack, you might want to ggt copies of
that and send it around. I think it’s an inteyesting document
to read.

MS. ROSA: But the Foundagtion review does not

/
directly address buyout? /

MR. BULLARD: 1In thatj;ision statement, it
doesn’t directly address buyout. /ﬁ

MR. DUNNIGAN: I ;ﬁink we were wondering about
the National Fish & Wildlife Foundﬁ%ion's study, not the --

MR. BULLARD: 9%. We debated doing a study
or to design a buyout and did qét do that, so there is no other
study. The reascn we didn'tgiést year want to do a study on
buyout is because no one kqé; where any money would come to
conduct a buyout and we’rg/very concerned and remain concerned
about the issues of rai?{ng expectations beyond what we can
deliver. We never COﬂﬁassioned a study through Fish & Wildlife
or anyone else to an .yze how a buyout would work.

9HAIRMAN COLVIN: John, thank yocu very much.

/%R. BULLARD: Thank you, Gordon.
/ CHAIRMAN COLVIN: We very much appreciate
your coming anéfgiving us an opportunity to hear about this.

I’m sure youfll be hearing more from many of us.

/
/

your tim7;

MR. BULLARD: Thank you-all very much for
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S T AnODS o+ ¢ lwcshmns g

CHAERMAN—COEVIN+——Fhe—mext—ageImIa I temris—a—

starderd® and procedures update, approval orsSectivm8——Susen

8 = O

MS. SHIPMAN: Thﬁnk-yeuT#MrT"CHETTMHﬁT"_T”"
Eglieve‘ﬁéfhave handouts o Stctiom—8—the—defimitions—Write

that’/s being done, IfllJues-krimg—you—up—~te—date_an what we’ve

done since we last met in October.

You will recall Sections 5 through 7 we

adopted with editorial license given to the standards apd
procedures work group to incorporate into Section 5 a/new
Subsection H dealing with law enforcement. That h been done.
We worked in concert with the law enforcement cophittee. They
had a subgroup that worked with us. And I thirk you will find
that language to be gquite satisfactory. I pe you will. The
team has reviewed it and we received virtdally no comments
back. That part appeared to be satisfgctory. It will be
included in the final version to beAirculated to you. I do
have a copy with me if someone dgés want to loock that over.
What we have/before us today is Section 8.
You will recall we had some discussion at the October meeting.
You were provided a copy./ We did receive comments back from
the states of New York And Florida, for which we’re very
appreciative. We havyé folded those comments into the revision.
We also went back $#06 the verbatim transcript and tried to

address in partidular a relatively few terms that you-all had
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some concerns and gave us instruction on your intent with

regard to those terms. And those are "pycatch," which is --

that is definition "f," "conservation equivalency'/which is

definition "i," "fishable abundance" which is "g," "minimize
waste" which is "w," and "overfishing" is "z."

We also folded in some new/definitions:
"Regulatory" which is "gg." That was one hat was
incorporated. And then we folded in a f others just to be
consistent and to track definitions th are elsewhere in
Sections 5 through 7. Those are "law/enforcement committee,"
"emergency," "source document," and

We have a few de¢ision points in here that I
would —- I’d like to review these/, I guess, six definitions
with you and get your feedback ¢gn them to make sure we, in what
is adopted, captured your intiﬂ;.

"Bycatch" Vﬂich is definition "f" on page 16,
there are two versions herefftwo alternatives. There was some
discussion that we wantedj£; be sure "bycatch" captured the
intent that that is not Q%Iy consumptive resources, but
nonconsumptive. So wejﬁg have this suggested wording that
could include "nondir?éted, threatened, or endangered and
protected species." f

The other definition that is before you is

one that was suggetsted by some team members. That is the

definition that is currently in the amendment to the Magnuson
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Act, H.R.39 and S.R.39. And that definition wgpuld be "fish
harvested but not sold or kept for personal e including
economic and regulatory discards." You may prefer a
hybridization, if you will, a hybrid of thgse two which we can
work out. I just need to know the policy fboard’s sentiment on
that.

If I could just go thfough what I’d like for
you-all to give feedback on and then wg can come back and
discuss these.

nconservation equifalency," we folded in the
discussion from the October meeting, and I believe Mr. Nelson
wanted some clarification of what /that would be and I can just
read it to you. "Conservation equivalency would be actions
taken by a state which differ ffom the specific requirements of
the FMP which achieve the sam?/quantified level of conservation
for the resource under manag;ﬁent. For example, various
combinations of size limits,/ gear restrictions, and season
length can be demonstrated /to achieve the same targeted level

of fishing mortality. Compservation equivalency will be

determined by the appropfiate management board."

I would like to know if you want that to be
the end of it or do y want that determination to be approved
or affirmed by the policy board. There was some discussion
about that.

ving on down to "fishable abundance," this
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one is "o" on page 17. This would be the "Numbers of fish in a
stock sufficient to provide continuing harvest in the range of
historic average levels without overfishing the,stock."

Going on to "minimize waste"/ihich is "w" on
page 18, there was a suggestion or a requestg£hat we fold in
the term "bycatch" into this, and we have c%ée up with the
following: "Process of taking specific act'lns which reduce the
effects of fishing activities on nontarget/ resources."
Parenthetically we’ve identified those t¢ include habitat and
bycatch. And you should strike through/the word "or there" and
we can substitute the word "and promot_.full, efficient

i
’

utilization of the catch."

The term "overfishing" which is "z" on the
same page, you’ll recall we had quife a bit of discussion on
that, and the intent that we heard/from the board was that the
overfishing definition in the context of the ISFMP should be
"biological" or "recruitment overfishing." So we propose to
you the following: "In the context of the ISFMP, harvesting
from a stock at a rate greater than that stock’s reproductive
capacity to replace the fish/removed through harvest. Each FMP
contains a plan-specific definition of overharvesting.”
are the ones that we had
considerable discussion at the October meeting about.
CHAI COLVIN: Susan, I note that item "g"

appears to have choices.
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MS. SHIPMAN: Yes. Item "g" is really more
choices for the team, but we didn’t come to any resolution of

this. It has to do with the wording. Instead of ying

"geographic area," we were proposing new language/to say "the
environment necessary for a fish stock at vario times as it
conducts its normal life history functions of gpawning, growth,
feeding and migration" or "areas" or "the enfironment occupied
by a fish stock as it conducts its normal Aife history
functions of spawning, growth, feeding and migration." And
inclusive in that, a modifier of what ¥hat environment would
include would be "biological, physic and chemical parameters"
-- excuse me -- "factors which inflyience the choices of such
areas."

What I might ggest is that "g" we refer to
the habitat committee this aft#Znoon -~ possibly if the policy
board would like to do that, they’re meeting this afternoon =--
to let them fine-tune this particular one.

MR. ILAPOINTE: We’re looking for adoption of

this list of definitions/ are you not, and specifically those
five items?

MS. SHIPMAN: Yes. And in particular on
"bycatch," I would like to know your sense of intent of whether
the bycatch definitjon is to include nonconsumptive resources
as well or whether/you wish to adopt some potentially new

Magnuson language/on bycatch.
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CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Perhaps it would make sense
to discuss the six issues individually, but it is the intention
of the standards and procedures committee that this document be
adopted today?

MS. SHIPMAN: Yes, we woulé/like very much to
do that. /

CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Even thqhgh we cannot adopt
item “"g"? f
MS. SHIPMAN: No, but th could adopt it
contingent upon editorial license to the:habitat committee.

CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Rigqé. Is there discussion

!
on the issue of item "f," the "bycatch"?

MR. SPITSBERGEN: Yds, just a question. I

I
!
!

think Susan said potential Magnuson %ct wording. That is
something that is being proposed? /

MS. SHIPMAN: Ye;{

MR. SPITSBERGEN; So we don’t know that that
will be official, because I did #ike the sound of that wording.

MS. SHIPMAN: /Several team members actually
liked the wording once we saw J . That has come forward as you
know since September and they/suggested that this might be a
substitute. We had hoped to/fold in the sentiment that bycatch
does incorporate or include/not only consumptive resources:;
however, we do have some n¢nconsumptive resources that are big

bycatch issues in some of!our fisheries.
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CHAIRMAN COLVIN: What we’re looking at is
the committee’s recommendation at this point?

MS. SHIPMAN: The committee, ther¢ was no
final recommendation that came from the committee./ We had
proposed to suggest to you either of these or we ¢an do a
blend, if you will, of the elements in these. %ﬂe Magnuson
language that’s in H.R.39 and S$.R.39 is "Fish qgrvested but not

/

sold or kept for personal use including econoq&c and regulatory

i
I

discards." 1Is that not on the copy?
MR. LAPOINTE: No. J
MS. SHIPMAN: Let me reag/that out to you.
MR. LAPOINTE: Can I pqé that up on the
screen? f/

»

MS. SHIPMAN: Yes. f

CHAIRMAN COLVIN: 17; going to ask the board
if it wishes to adopt bycatch 1angua?; other than that, which
has been handed out, to approve a m?fion for alternative
language at this time. If the byc?%ch language is acceptable
as we have it, it seems to me it gn be part of a larger motion
later. And I think we can handle each of these issues the same
way. /

I guess what?; going to go up on the screen
is one alternative that some ﬁf the standards and procedures

/

committee members are interedted in.

MS. SHIP : They proposed that.
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CHAIRMAN COLVIN: But I’m going to suggest
that what we have in front of us is the committee
recommendation, for want of a better thing to callfit. At this
point, we have two options. Is there a preference¢ for the

option on the screen or some other option than what is in front

]
{
MR. SPITSBERGEN: (Indicated.)

of us in the handout?

CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Dennis.

MR. SPITSBERGEN: Yeah, I’ﬁ;going to suggest
the option that’s on the screen and includef%he "may include
nondirected, threatened, or endangered andf%rotected species"
to that caption that’s on the screen. I fike that. That'’s

nice, clean wording. I will make a mot;én to that. I would

;
make a motion to that point, the wordin@ on the screen plus

!

that which is in italics in "f."
CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Then I think you need to

I3
substitute something for the word "fish." Can you be specific

in the motion? !

|

MS. SHIPMAN: Mr. Chairman, can I make a
I3

suggestion? f

CHAIRMAN COLV;%: Please.

MS. SHIPMAN:j;Possibly just to say "That
portion of a catch harvested #ut not sold or kept for personal
use, including economic and ﬁggulatory discards may include
nondirected, threatened orjfndangered and protected species."

/
/
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It’s a hybrid of the two.
CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Is that your motion,
Mr. Spitsbergen?

MR. SPITSBERGEN: Yeah, that/catches my
;

i

motion.

CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Is therefé second to the
motion? |

MR. FREEMAN: Second. ,

CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Second;d by Mr. Freeman.

MR. DUNNIGAN: (Indicaﬁed.)

CHATIRMAN COLVIN: Mr?;Dunnigan.

MR. DUNNIGAN: Denn#é, do we then have to
pick up the definitions from the Mag#ﬁson Act language about
what is an economic discard and whaﬁ:is regulatory discard?
That’s also in the bill, and we doﬂ't have any exegeses here
that describes what we’re talking;about.

MS. SHIPMAN: if I might answer that
question, the regulatory discap&s for the purposes of the plan
would be what’s an undersizedfkish, what is nonallowed
retention species or whateve?} I would think that would be
identified in the sense of éhr plan. ©Now, the economic
discard, I don’t know whetﬁér our plans will address that.

MR. DUNNiGAN: In the Magnuson Act bills,

there are also definitions for regulatory discards and economic

discards in addition toJ%he definition of bycatch. Do we need

]
i

/

J
I
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to have that to clarify what we’re talking about?

MS. SHIPMAN: Those were not proyided by the

team member that suggested this.

MR. CONKLIN: (Indicated.)

CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Mr. Conkli

MR. CONKLIN: Mr. Chairma I suggest that
that needs to be considered, because this particular definition
seems to me still to discuss those portigns of this catch which
are not sold. And when you deal also ¥ith bycatch, what I
traditionally think of as bycatch whych could be sold for a
very low amount of money such as £ chum, but if otherwise
were allowed to achieve harvestable size, let’s say red snapper
juveniles, that’s a bycatch iss that this definition would
seem to eliminate. If you donft have those other two
definitions, I think you can fiss the point that you mentioned,
Jack.

MS. SHIP : That’s exactly why we brought
both of these to this boafd, because there are very different
ramifications, dependin%/on which one you --

MR. CéNKLIN: Whereas in my view, the
definition that has be¥£ handed out seems to cover all those
bases; however, if yog go to this definition which seems to me
to be a good definitjon, you need something else to go with it.

That would be my comgment. Dennis, I think your definition --

this is a good defihition, but it needs some other --
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MR. SPITSBERGEN: Yeah. To me it was a nice,

clean definition but you’re right.

MR. CONKLIN: But I do believe if you use
this one, you will need other definitions to help with that
problem.
CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Further digcussion,
reaction?
DR. GEIGER: (Indicated.)
CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Dr. Geiger.

DR. GEIGER: Mr. Chairma clarification. On

.,
the original definition handed out on bygétch, what was the
sentiment of the committee in terms of ?éo supported this and
who didn’t? What was the discussion? j

MS. SHIPMAN: Theref%asn’t a great deal of
discussion. These definitions were ﬁ;nded out in October. I
got back two sets of comments, peridﬁ, the state of Florida and
three comments from the state of Néﬁ York. Then they went out
to the committee and I received tﬁéee comments back from the
committee. And the committee thaﬁ we heard from, those
members, three, a couple of them' suggested to take the Magnuson
Act, bring it back to you. There was no consensus on which was
preferable. .

CHATRMAN COU@IN: Further discussion on the
motion? /

MR. CONKLI&: What is the motion on the

|

i

i
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flooxr?

CHAIRMAN COLVIN: The motion is,to adopt the

definition on the screen as a substitute for thef one that you
have in front of you.

MR. SPITSBERGEN: I’m having/ some
reservations now because of the additional definitions we may
have to put in there.

CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Does thg mover want to
reconsider the motion?

MR. SPITSBERGEN: Yes,}g;e mover will
reconsider. f

CHATRMAN COLVIN: Segénder?

MR. FREEMAN: (Nodd?é head up and down.)

MR. SPITSBERGEN: ¥!1ike that. 1It’s a clean
definition, but it may not cover alEﬁthat we need to.

CHAIRMAN COLVIN: j If the motion is withdrawn,
we are back to what is before us. ; Is the motion withdrawn?

MR. SPITSBERGEF: The motion is withdrawn.

CHAIRMAN COLYﬁN: Is the second withdrawn?

MR. FREEMAN :ff! Agreed.

CHAIRMAN COﬁVIN: We’re back to the starting
block. /

MR. CARPEﬁTER: (Indicated.)

CHAIRMAN'COLVIN: A. C.

MR. CARPENTER: What you have before you
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there as "f" says "incidentally to the targeted catch.”" You
don’t have "targeted catch" defined, but you dofhave "targeted

species" defined. Should that say "targeted s ecies"?

MS. SHIPMAN: It could easi)y say that. We
haven’t gone back, I have to say, and cross- eferenced every
bit of wording in there.

CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Is thefe any objection to
substituting "species" for "catch"?

MR. CARPENTER: I jus%’heard that "directed
fishery" would be a better substitutioy% *incidental to the
directed fishery." /:

MS. SHIPMAN: The ?ﬁestion I would pose to
all of you who have pound net fishe#ées in your states is to

make sure that this definition achmmodates your sentiments and

your intent with regard to your p und net fisheries.

MS. SCHAEFER: | (Indicated.)
CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Dick Schaefer.
MR. SCHAEFER{ I don’t have any fundamental
problem with the basic definigion here. This is sort of
wordsmenship. But the use o%fthe word "incidental," without
the benefit of having the Weﬁster's Dictionary in front of me,

"incidental" may mean a small part of the catch or a smaller

{
/

part of the directed catch,/and that certainly is not true in
many fisheries; for example, the shrimp fishery on the Gulf of

Mexico where 10 pounds of %infish or some such number are
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caught incidentally to a pound of shrimp and discarded or
whatever they do with the things. I think the word
"unintentional® or something like that or " unintentionally" is

a better word. It simply means that these are species or

fishes or whatever that are not the targeted species but are
taken in the gear unwanted, and I just think at’s a better
word than "incidental."

CHAIRMAN COLVIN: What we/have in front of us
right now is "f" as written. There are nof changes to "f"
unless somebody wants to suggest somethi I thought we had
one a minute ago and then there was anofher substitution.

MS. SCHAEFER: I’d ljke to move an amendment
then, please, to the definition which/is to strike the word
"incidentally" and substitute the wo.d "unintentionally" and
strike the word "catch" and substitfiite the word "species."
The only other -f this isn’t a part of my
motion, but the part that follows/the semi-colon, I don’t even
know if that’s necessary. I thi.k it’s inherent, but it
doesn’t hurt anything. Just a ¢omment. That’s not a part of
the motion. ;

CHAIRMAN cogﬁlN: A motion has been made to
substitute the word “unintent;onally“ for "incidentally" and to

/

substitute the word "species" for "catch." Is there a second
to the motion?
MR. NELSO?: Second.

/
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CHAIRMAN COLVIN: By Mr. Nelson. Ms. Shipman,

in your judgment, are those changes substantive -- they

constitute substantive changes or create any inconfistencies
within the definition?

MS. SHIPMAN: Repeat that.

CHAIRMAN COLVIN: I’m tryifhg to find out
whether in your judgment as chairman of t comnmittee those
suggested changes would substantively change the definition of
"bycatch" or would they create inconsjfStencies within these
definitions.

MS. SHIPMAN: Tq/ me, they don’t create
inconsistencies. Jack may feel dtherwise. I don’‘t believe
they do.

MR. DUNNIGAN: |The problem is with the word
"unintentional" because that pré¢sumes we Know what’s on the
mind of somebody who puts a nef in the water, and the
definitions that are being 1lo ied at in the Magnuson Act
indicate that we’re not talk_hg about what’s in the mind of the
fishermen here and that yow intend a lot of times to catch a
lot of species that you kpow you’re not going to keep. That’s
part of how you run fisqing operations. So that’s why they
have stayed away from e use of the word "unintentional." And
"incidental" doesn’t Hecessarily imply that it‘’s a minimal
amount of fish. It jimplies that it’s something that you catch

while you’re doing gomething that is what you really want.

LEWIS & DeBERRY
Reporting Service




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

80

MR. SCHAEFER: If that’s the Webster’s
definition, then I withdraw that part of my motion to change

that word, if that’s what that means.

CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Mr. Nelson?
MR. NELSON: Yeah, as long as /that’s what it
means.
CHAIRMAN COLVIN: We’re bagk to
"jncidentally" and "targeted species" on that motion.
MR. JENSEN: (Indicate
CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Pet

MR, JENSEN: I think/, Mr. Chairman, the
operative term is "taken in addition/to." I don’t make that as
a motion, but that’s the context of/ what we’re talking about.
CHAIRMAN COLVINY We’ve had a suggestion.
"pPortion of a catch taken in addition to the targeted species."
Let me turn to Mr. Schaefer and/Mr. Nelson and ask them if
they’re willing to incorporate/ that as a substitute in addition
to their motion.
MS. SCHAEFER: The mover accepts that.
MR. NELS I agree.
CHAIRMAN/ COLVIN: "In addition to." Are we
ready for the question?
MR. T ELSTEAD: (Indicated.)
CHAT N COLVIN: Mr. Travelstead.

MR. TRAVELSTEAD: One more question. The

LEWIS & DeBERRY
Reporting Service




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

8l

words "targeted species," is that singular or plural? For
example, the pound net --
CHAIRMAN COLVIN: If you read the definition

of "targeted species," I think you’ll see it‘S both.

MR. TRAVELSTEAD: The pou net fishery, for
instance, targets numerous species.

CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Corr

MS. SHIPMAN: We tried to reflect that.
CHAIRMAN COLVIN: '"Species or group of
species" is the definition.

MS. SHIPMAN: We did that intentionally
because of the pound net fishery. !

CHAIRMAN COLVIQX Further discussion?

(No response %iicited.)

CHAIRMAN COLyéN: All in favor, please

signify by saying "aye."

THE PANEL:
LVIN: Opposed, same sign.
se elicited.)

CHAIRMAN/ COLVIN: The definition of "bycatch"
is modified accordingly. /At this point, the chairman would
like to prevent the chairman of the standards and procedures
committee from having to/speak in her own behalf because I
think she and certainly (I are a little frustrated at this

point, and if she isn’ she deserves to be.

’
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These definitions have been out there for
months. Three comments were submitted to her by the members o
this body seated around this table. Subsequent to that, three

comments were submitted to her by her committee members. She

has worked very hard to accommodate what we’ve/provided and it
is a little unfortunate that at this late time we are
wordsmithing these definitions. That’s 1l I'm going to say.
MS. SHIPMAN: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN COLVIN: m not saying we
shouldn’t. I’m saying we shouldn’t have to be in this
position.

MS. SHIPMAN:/ I think the others hopefully
with be smoother sailing from here. If we could look at
"conservation equivalency" and just make sure that that
captures what your intent/is.

CHAI COLVIN: Item "i."
MS. IPMAN: Again, the question that is
posed to you, is it s?éficient that that determination is made
by the appropriate m7éagement board? Does this board want to
affirm those determ%hations?

CﬁAIRMAN COLVIN: It is the opinion of the
chair and the execqéive director that it would be inconsistent
with the balance o; the standards and procedures for it to be
other than the management board. That would also be consisten

with actions earljer this morning.

o

t
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MR. NELSON: (Indicated.)
CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Mr. Nelson.
MR. NELSON: The revisions that were put into

nin address my concerns that I had raised earlier, and I move

that they be accepted.

CHAIRMAN COLVIN: We don’‘t neéd to move that
unless we want to change it, because later o we can accept all
the definitions as written in one motion. /Unless there’s a
motiocn to change, we can move on.

MS. SHIPMAN: The ngxt one is "o" on page 17
and that is "fishable abundance." ou’ll recall this refers
back to the standards, Standard 1/that was adopted.

CHAIRMAN COLV}N: Any suggested revisions or
a motion toc amend "“o"?

MR. SCHAEF (Indicated.)

CHAIRMAN L£OLVIN: Mr. Schaefer.
MS. SC FER: I understand clearly what’s
trying to be arrived at Here; and gquite frankly, this reflects
some of the shortcomingg we have in our 602 guidelines.
Because when we worked on those under the Magnuson Act, we
focused simply on fishing mortality rate. I assume this
definition intends to [address the issue of what constitutes a
stock which is not overfished, one that has been at some

historical level, blah, blah, blah. But historical levels may

not necessarily equatk to, let’s say, maximum sustainable yield
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levels., And I just think that perhaps something more specifi
anfl measurable such as we are proposing in our proposed
amendments to the Magnuson Act like, you know, rebuilding
stacks to a level of maximum sustainable yield or something

1li that is a better approach than what I see in front of me.

I apologize for this comme at such a late date, but I just

donit think this gets you theége.
CHAIRMAN COLVIN: I guess the chair would

offer two points. No. 1, unless have a specific motion with

specific language, there’s nothing se we’re going to do.
No. 2, these are not stone tablets coming off the mountain, and
some day maybe they can be changed.

Y

MS. SHIPMAN: Don’t make me climb this

mountain.

DR. GEIGER: (Indicated.)

CHATRMAN COLVIN: Dr. Geiger.

DR. GEIGER: Mr,. Chairmar, With that remark
™ Ol
you —fust—made, could you reconsider a motion to adopt all these

definitions as presented by the committee. & M. g““ﬂv

CHAIRM%EWQQLMLNfw"WUHidni—eeasidax_such_g

motion?
DR. GEIGER: Yes, sir.
CHAIRMAN COLVIN: I post certainly would.
DR. GEIGER: Then would like to _make such a
+C ~ixe
motion.

Al
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CHATRMAN COLVIN: 1Is there a second to such
motion?

MR. SCHAEFER: TI’11 second that.

CHATIRMAN COLVIN: Seconded by Mr. Schaefer.
May I assume that the motion also provides opportynity for the
habitat committee to polish up the definition under "g" and
provide us with a final definition in that ared, editorial

license to do so?

DR. GEIGER: That’s fine y¥ith the motioner.

CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Is th acceptable to the
chairman of the habitat committee?

MR. FOTE: That’s acgeptable.

CHATIRMAN COLVIN: Djyscussion on the motion?

MR. FOTE: (Indicafed.)

CHATRMAN COLVIN: fMr. Fote.

MR. FOTE: I apqlogize also for not getting
these comments in, but I’m lookigg at this "overfishing"
definition and I know it’s suppdsed to be generic, and we
really consider the overfishin%/definition I guess in the plan.

I guess that’s what the real emphasis is going to be.

CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Specifics would be in the
individual plans, that’s correct.

MR. FOTE: [The wording in this that I’m
looking, if there is ten fi out there and those ten fish are

reduced two fish -- I mean, [those ten fish can harvest eight of
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them and still reproduce ten fish, even though the stocks have
already collapsed. That’s what it looks like to me. Am I
reading something into that -- I’m looking at this definition.

It doesn’t say what geographic range would yield this. If I

got nine scallops left, I‘m going to produce njyne scallops even
though they’re -- I mean, I don’t....

MR. SCHAEFER: I think Toy is trying to get
to the same point that I was making earlief, and that’s the
fact if you know, to use your example, thAt you can maintain a
population of ten fish but you fish it wn to two, you can
continue to fish that stock at a level pf two forever rather
than ever rebuilding it back to ten. hat’s the issue we’re
trying to deal with.

My suggestion basigtally on the Chairman’s
comment is that we get by that for fhe present and focus on
perhaps amending this document by gome future action of this
board, of this committee or sometning, rather than sit here and
work in shifts. But I agree with;you in principle and I think
that has to be addressed. I’'m ndt sure that what’s here does
it. Let’s get beyond it and we'il amendment it on a
case-by-case basis in the future; That’s fine.

CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Further discussion on

adoption of definitions?

MR. FLAGG: (Ihdicated.)

CHATIRMAN COLVIWN: Mr. Flagg.
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MR. FLAGG: I was goipg to say in regakd to

definition of "overfishing," seems to me as though \it

ces give prerogative to each t

g none, we’ll take the

ion. All in favor, please signify by saying "aye."

THE PANEL: Aye.

VX‘/ CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Opposed, same sign.
‘wﬁr“““(ﬂ .
?V Q“ (No response elicited.)

CHAIRMAN YOLVIN: Motion carries. Susan, I
think you have some material \or some statements to make on
Section 5.

MS. SHIPMAN: \ If I could borrow my copy back.
What our plans were is to circuljte the entire document to you,
Sections 1 through 8, which is the& charter for the ISFMP. And
as I referred to or alluded to earlier, we worked -- we were
given editorial license and worked with the law enforcement
committee to create a new Subsection which is under Section 5.
If you don’t have that if front of you, it

was our intent to bring that back to yo In essence, you
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approved that and gave us the editorial license to i

role of the law enforcement committee. The work grgup has
looked at it. The law enforcement committee subgryoup which was
comprised of four law enforcement committee membg¢rs who had
been on the committee for guite some time, they/were long-term
members who had worked with the committee for Aome time, and
staff. So we did develop a new Section H.

It mainly identifies whofﬁhe committee is,

the composition of the committee, and identifies its duties to

provide advice to the plan development tgams, the plan review
teams, to coordinate among the law enfgrcement personnel the
preparation of a report concerning stdte law enforcement and
compliance. And upon request or on Eis initiative, it can
provide enforcement advice and infg{mation to any fishery
management plan. That in a nuts?ﬁll is what it says. The
exact language will be submitte? to you.

CHAIRMAN CO%ﬁIN: The final language will be
circulated and we’ll look toféur next meeting to adopt those
final revisions of Section;g'or is it already adopted?

Ms. SHIF&AN: I think you adopted it. You
just gave us editorial %fcense.

MR. ?éEEMAN: You get to see what you adopted.

MsjféHIPMAN: And I would just defer or ask

/ . .
Mr. Freeman I what we devised captures your intent.

yh. FREEMAN: If I may, Mr. Chairman?

i

;
/
J

/
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CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Please.
MR. FREEMAN: This is an issu% I raised and
one of the members on that subcommittee was frdﬁ our state.

I’ve been in contact with him throughout this and Bob Babula,

§

and they agreed that this is very satisfacton&. I think it’s a

f

tribute to Susan to come up with these concgbts and put them
down and we totally support this. ff

MS. SHIPMAN: Thank yog[

CHAIRMAN COLVIN: So 5; the time we meet
again, we will have Section 5 adopted/f; final form?

MS. SHIPMAN: You'yi have 1 through 8 in

final form. /
CHATIRMAN COLVIN:‘;Yes. And we all understand
what Susan means when she says th@é.
MS. SHIPMAN: ﬁ§ desk will be clean.
CHAIRMAN c0Lv;§: Thank you, Susan. Thank
you very much. J:
MS. SHIPMAQS And I would like to thank Mike
Street for all the editoriawaork he did on these definitions.
Thank you very much for yoqé patience and endurance.
CHAIRMANJCOLVIN: It’s ten minutes to 11:00.
I think we need to take ﬁibrief break. I know our reporter
needs a rest, and I thiﬁk many of us need a few minutes. I

would like to resume at 11:00 sharp, please.

(Reéess.)

i
f

{
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Céﬂ«,‘-u\(}ﬁ, oansy$ P GAEMPT

M

THAIRMAN COLVIN: _Oyr next agenda item is a

eport and the coastwide statisticj2effort. Lisa Kline will

\\/f Lol
MS. KLINE: Thank—you;,Mr—Chairman. Ilve.

_been—asked—te provide an update to the policy board on progress

brief us.

that we made in designing and Atlantic coast state/federal
cooperative statistics program.

For the past several months, we’ve been
concentrating our efforts on developing the process that will
ensure the design of the program to meet the needs of the
various federal and state fisheries management agencies on the
Atlantic coast and aled” to ensure successful implementation of
the program.

—TFhe—tTast—two nontis- we’/ve set up two
committees. The first committee is the fisheries statistics
steering committee. This committee provides the policy level
oversight to the entire process and has final approval of all
recommendations made by the working group. pn, <

The second committee is the fisheries

statistics planning design team.

This—committee-has—met three
times in the past five - or-siw-weeks--and-has—made-several—

¢ Jati that 1 } 3 3 €1 l .
qggyigteaf—=What—I'd like to do is provide an overview of the
process we’ve agreed to up—to this—peint—im—time and some of

the details we’ve recommended.
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First of all, we all agree that the process
will be a multiphase process with a serious of workshops. The
first workshop will be a statistics policy level workshop and
we’ll follow that up with several technical workshops that will
lead us through the implementation phase.

Secondly, the entire process will be
consensus driven with all participants either able to voice
their concerns, discuss any issues that are important to their
specific agency, and have full input into the design of the
program. N Gt

To ensure that the process is consensus
driven, we’ve decided to have all the workshops professionally
//fiiiiifizggigfig;_;ng past couple of weeks, we’ve béeh WOrKinhg

with Charles Creet of the Decision Analysis Center of the

P
Department of Commerce. He'’s q@tﬁgg’to providing five staff

members, not only to the initial statistics policy level
workshop but for all workshops that will lead us through the
implementation phase. And we think that’s very important to

provide consistency throughout the entire process.

_”__d,_————— The statistics policy level workshop has been
set for May 8th through the 11th. The-—woerkshep—witl—begimon—
the i ay a
1eh—Phrds—workshop will be-a—etresed—workshopwithr——-
participation hy invitatien—eniy. Ihe invited participants

will be the state directors for the Atlantic states from Maine
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through Florida, the National Marine Fisheries Service, U.S.
Fish & Wildlife Service, the three fishery management councils,
and the Atlantic States Commission.

ﬂbql Each participant was chosen on the basis of
two criteria. First of all, the participant wound provide a
unique perspective of input into the design of the program; and
secondly, each participant has the ability to commit for
implementation of the program for their specific agency.

The agenda for this workshop is being
designed based on two specific outcomes. The first outcome is
a consensus agreement by all participants on the definition of
an Atlantic coast state/federal cooperative statistics program.
This portion of the workshop will focus on identifying the
characteristics and the features of the program, identify any
issues of concern to the participants and hopefully resolve
those issues, and ultimately provide the overall goals and
objectives for the program.

The second outcome is an agreement by all
participants to receive written implementation of the program.
This portion of the workshop will provide the specific
strategies and options that will be able to meet the goals and
objectives of the program, will lay out the specific action
items needed to proceed through those strategies, and will
identify the general responsibilities for each of those action

items.
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What we’re looking at coming out from this

workshop is initially a draft, and then within a couple of

weeks, a final operations plan or implementatioq_glgg that will

ay out basically what the programﬁ}%zxgéw the program will be

implemented, who will do each of the action itengﬁand some

deadlines for when those actions items will be completed.

On bﬁhﬁif,of the steering committee and the

pPlanning design team,(;_;ggzd like to at this point in time,

ask the state directors from Maine through Florida to set aside
the dates of May 8th through 11th so—the;:;&n participate in
the workshop. I think everyone involved in the process so far
realizes that the statistics policy level workshop is
essential, not only to design the program, but to meet all
needs of all the relevant agencies and to provide the
commitment to implement the program but also to provide the
poclicy level guidance that will lead us through the technical
workshops and into the final phases for implementation.

And as an aside, I think we’ve spoken most

of the state directors, and we have set up a mee g for March

l6th of next week from 1:00 to 5:00 after Mid-Atlantic
Council meeting in Philadelphia. That meeting is going to be
addressing the northeast stéﬁ;sfiz; situation. We have the
National Marine Fisheriﬁsfggrvice who will be there to provide

an update of their/pfgn for processing the 1994 data. They’ll

also provide th€ir plans for keeping up with data collection in
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keep up with the 1995 data collection. ther agenda item

will be discussions on the implicatigrs of the 1994 delay on
current and future stock assessmerits. So if everyone can mark
that date down on their calendars as well. Thank you, Mr.
Chairman.

CHAI COLVIN: Thank you. Before I ask
for questions, I wa to ask the chairman of the statistics
or his comments and remarks. Jack.

MR. TRAVELSTEAD: Thamks—condenm"AS—0l

"Kknow, Iast year this commission passed a resolution that

policy committee

unanimously supported going forward with a coastwide statistics
program or the development of such a program. It is absolutely
imperative that the state directors attend this meeting on May

8th through 1l1th. We need your input. E

't dema 4

Ut this is going to be a very important meeting.f As Lisa

//;;inted out, it’s going to be a fac',éfitfd meeting which is
something quite a bit different than what we’re used to in

dealing the way we do with different issues.
\\\_,ﬂ»’"“__ EhefeLs_heen_a_lnt_nf_pegplg,g:ijizigdza

number of others from various states and agenciegss” that have

e

worked very hard over the last five or si;wﬁéeks, met on a

number of occasions, interviewed a nuﬁﬁér of facilitators both
o "

in government and in private ;ndﬁétry. I think they’ve come up

e

-~

&
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with a very reasonable outline and a reasonable a

this. But the next critical elemen be your attendance

and your active partici ion in this upcoming meeting. Thank

you.

Jack, thank you. TLet me |

ittle bit further emphasis on

CHAIRMAN COLVIN:

//;;;t add from this perspective a

path when he was commission chairman and rightly so Given

( this. As you know, Bill Hogarth &ﬁﬁﬁqgﬁ got us started on this

what we’re trying to accomplish in fisheries management, we
just cannot get there without an efficient cost-effective
statistics program to develop commercial and recreational
statistics that has credibility of the management in the

fishing communities. We/re not there We—need-to-be-there,

We a ) . Tecognize

At
We’re going to get there. This first step

that involves the workshop that’s been announced, is—eritiesal-to

—— I would like to echo what Jack has said and what

have each of our commitments i

n Mason has been beating into.me, that this step needs to
#C;Z' e g¢ing to make it work.

And I also join Jack in urging the members of the policy board

to fully participate in this exercise.

DR. HOGARTH: (Indicated.)

CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Bill.

DR. HOGARTH: 1I’d just like to add that Dick
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aefer has been kind enough to let me to continue to workﬁ\\

ith him and I’ve been working with Dick Row and Jack. We’ve

een working, trying to make sure we get everybody involved.
Dick Row is extremely committed, b re he retires, he
wants to see something fruitfuljgo t of this. He’s met

with the regional directors and’science directors. They will

be there. He’s got a commitment from them to attend the 8th
through the 11th and make sure we’re represented and that
people who are involved from NMFS are there, they will be

_there. He’s got that commitment he’s pushing.

pr.(ij‘ﬂk I'd just liked to encourage all the states’

directors, this is I think one of the most important things we

can do as a partnership ard—Id—justermcourage verybody—te—get
togethrer— We do not have the data we needJ——We do not have

€§Ea data. Some states are way ahead f@fSother states./ But I~

thimlethrough the partnership, GE_EEEEE~£0 get there and I
think that’s what we need to do.

CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Jack, I think”1t might be
appropriate to turn to you. I think one of e things that’s
fortunate is that we now have some change/1ln Lisa’s role and I
know you wanted to say a word about thé&t. And I think it will
be her involvement in this and her/new role will be
indispensable in moving us sucgtssfully along this path.

MR. DUNNILGAN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. As

our program has started fo grow a little bit and we’re able to
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pay more attention to many of the aspects of our overall

commission program than we have over the past, it/s required

some shifting of some responsibilities within e commission

staff. As we’re able to do more, we couldn’¥ continue to keep
things managed in sort of a linear fashion

And as George came on t6 become director of
the interstate program, we wanted to emphasize the need for
doing proper care and feeding of the panagement process and the
management boards. So what we’re dging is having George and
his staff focus directly on that, gﬁt there are a lot of other
things that we do. We do sport ﬁfsh restoration. We do
habitat, we do statistics, we df'coded wire tags and other
kinds of research, and we do SFAMAP.

What I hav‘;done is taken many of those
functions and put them toge;fer in a working group and I‘’ve
asked Lisa to take charge {% that group. She’s acting as a
program leader. For the fime being, we’re calling it program

leader for science and sbsearch. So in addition to being our
statistics coordinator/ which is what Lisa’s been up to for the
two years that she’s‘;een here, she’s also now accepting
somewhat broader re~bonsibility for organizing and planning,
supervising activities of the commission relating generally to
science and reseArch. That includes statistics; it includes
SEAMAP; it incJudes our stock assessment biologist, Najih

Lazar; it inciudes the coded wire tag programn.
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I know she’s really great and has had a lot

of ideas that we’ve been talking about generally about what

kinds of value we as a commission staff can bring/to your
programs in helping to coordinate a number of tliese issues,
so you’re going to be seeing Lisa doing a widgr range of
activities. And clearly, what she’s talking about this morning
is more than what she’s been doing, deali with coordinating
statistics on recreational and fisheries/and others. She’s
really latched on to this whole statis¥ics planning effort and
is providing a lot of the direction d coordination that’s
necessary.

So you’ll be seeing her doing a lot more of
these other things. Hopefully w¢’ll get her some help on
statistics too so the detailed Work she’s been doing over the
last two years won’t fall through.

Mr. Chairmgn, if I might, I would also like
to say something nice about/ the National Marine Fisheries
Service. We’ve been very/frustrated over the years by having
to do deal with the frienhds in our federal government. I was
one of those friends fg¢gr 15 years. And specifically on the
issue of statistics, know there’s been an awful lot of
mistrust, of questiohing of motives, of wondering about whether
there really was a/commitment to working cooperatively with
anybody. And all/I can say is that in the effort that we’ve

been at for the/last six months, I think the commitment of the
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/!
National Marine Fisheries Service through a cooperative effort

has been outstanding.

I know that there are some ¢oncerns yet about
whether their orientation is more regional focus or more
national in focus. In a number of constitfient meetings on
Magnuson Act reauthorization over the lagt couple months,
there’s been a lot of mistrust expressgd about the
administration’s proposals for a natjyonal data collection
system, in some sense that they’re,.eally just out to build
their own program that they can ; £. My experience in dealing
with them on this program does ;Bt support that position.
I think thaﬁfthey have finally come to the
table and I give a lot of crfait to Dick Schaefer and Bill
Hogarth and also to Dick Rg'. They have finally come to the
table and I think that thfy are willing to sit and talk to
their partners, both in “he Fish & Wildlife Service and alsoc in
the states about puttifé together a cooperative program.

/
Sometimes they don’t ﬁike it when I use the word "single," when
I say a single prog#ém. Maybe single isn’t the right word.
But it’s going to)ﬁg something that’s going to fit together in
a cohesive, cohegént way so that we can make sense out of the
limited fiscal Fésources that we all have available and so that
the fishermen ﬁbn’t have to deal with 18 different levels of

government. f@hat’s not fair to any of us.

/

/ S0 they’ve been very much up front and very
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cooperative and that’s part of what’s making this program work.

This facilitator that we’re getting we’re getting for free from

the Commerce Department. The people who have woyked with them
before are very complimentary of this office’s/capabilities.

So we’ve come a long way this and we’re
really in a position now where the state rectors need to sit
down and understand from your own standpgints where this
program goes next. You need to come i .and start building it
from the ground level up.

Now, we’re not going to come to this
facilitated conference in May and gtart making decisions about
what forms are going to look 1lik We’re not going to talk
about codes to go into computegﬁi We’ve all got experts who
are going to do that for us. /!

What we n?éd to come out of this meeting with
is a sense from a policy l#@el in our states as to where this
program is going and a cgémitment from states to make it work
and a commitment from tﬁg federal agencies to make it work, and
then our staffs can gﬁfahead and started putting the details in
that they need to. ﬁéut we’ve got to establish this policy

4

level commitment first. That’s what we’re going to be doing at
J

that conference ;% May and that’s why it’s so very important
that you make gﬂe time to attend. Thank you very much, Mr.

Chairman. /ﬁ

/r CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Thank you. Are there other

1
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questions or observations on the statistics material?
MR. CONKLIN: 1Is there a location for this

meeting?

MS. KLINE: Not yet. As so
details, we’ll forward it out and everyone 11 get official
invitations.

CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Are you thinking of a city
or an area or are you completely up in /the air?

MS. KLINE: We talked about having it in
Washington, D.C. There was some cgﬂéern that because it’s a
week and a half after the spring méeting which is also in D.C.,
that we may want to go outside t ; D.C. area. So we’re batting
around both those ideas right néi We also have to consider
the needs of facilitators, hoy¥ far they can leave the D.C. area.

MR. JENSEN/! (Indicated.)

CHAIRMAN‘éOLVIN: Pete.

MR. JENJEN: Four days is a lot of time. Why
do we need four days?

MS. KLINE: Well, starting the evening of the
8th, run through the f11l1l day of the 9th and the 10th and then
a half day on the 11th, so we’re looking at probably
two-and-a-half days The first evening is really set up to
orient all participants to the process. As Jack pointed out,
the process of a facilitated meeting is new. 1It’s going to be

new to a lot of /people. So the facilitators will run that and
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just get everybody ready to go the morning of

We do feel that two-and-a-half days is a lot

of time, but we have a lot of things we’d ke to do. I think
laying out an entire operations plan, even two-and-a-half days
is going to be tight getting that amount/ of work done.

MR. DUNNIGAN: (Indigéted.)

CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Jﬁ;k.

MR. DUNNIGAN: I %ﬁare and I think most of
the members of the gang before us ﬁﬁare some of Pete’s
concerns. But one of the things gé want to keep in mind here
is a sense of perspective. Two—#id-a—half days is a lot of
time, but we’re looking at a prﬁélem that we haven’t been able
to get our hands around in 53 f;ars. We’re talking about a
problem that lies at the very /foundation of making state
conservation and management programs and federal conservation
and management programs work. It’s a significant investment,
but I think it’s the type ©of investment that we all need to
make. When you think of /the criticality of what we’re going t
be talking about, it w% 1 be well placed.

CHA;&MAN COLVIN: Anything further?

(Nd'response elicited.)

CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Thank you , D Eeca0s

the status of/fhe compliance by the state of New Jersey. Staf
/

/

o

£

o NMNEX QLY ConPllrl pDCAAMh ~ta
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will pass around a letter I received on February 27th from Bob
McDowell, the director of the Fish, Game & Wildlife of the
state of New Jersey. .
O ol

Mo letter included attachments which
document the adoption of regulations by the state of New Jersey
effective February 6, 1995 which incorporate provisions that
respond to the commission’s determinations of noncompliance for

New Jersey with respect to sturgeon, weakfish and bluefish.

ob’s letter and the accompanying regulations doc

adoption of requlations that reqézégﬂte each of the thre

commission findings of noncomplianc&;;

_,,.-—-—-—'-'-__-____7 N »
- The commission’s standards and procedures

provide that when a state notifies the chairman of the
commission and documents through that notification that they
have implemented measures that are identified in the
commission’s noncompliance determination as necessary to come
back into compliance, then upon confirmation of that, the
commission chairman may notify the secretary that that state
has come back into compliance and withdraw its noncompliance
finding.

It’s my determination on advice and
consultation with commission staff that New Jersey’s
regulations do in fact address the measures and incorporate
the measures that the commission identified in its

noncompliance findings that’s necessary for New Jersey to
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return to compliance. It’s therefore my intention to notify

the secretary immediately that New Jersey is no longer in

noncompliance with these three plans. |That’s where we are on
).&,

/—\ f
. b
the issue.

If there is any concern on the part of any

policy board member or any commissioner, we’d appreciate

[——im

t determination is being announced

h 1t right away.

now for the purpose of ‘gfngou know, and I think
probably by the beginning of next week these letters will be
going to the secretary. If you have any comments or concerns,

please express them to me before then. Any gquestions or

P,
(No reepemse—el-igitedw)

CHA IRMAN-CSEV N —Fack—youiave—acoupte—ef

discussion on this point?

other bhusiness—items.
ﬁ-c&[ﬁA Fuv-\'"\lr Moo mad)

MR. DUNNIGAN: Thamk—your—Me—Chairnan. The

first—thinmg I would léke—te—do—ts—juwed to make a relatively

brief comment about the Atlantic Coastal Fisheries Cooperative
Management Act implementation. The last time the policy board
met, we discussed a recommendation to the National Marine
Fisheries Service on how funds should be allocated. Since the
policy board met, the National Marine Fisheries Service took
that recommendation under advisement; and after some further
discussions, the Service substantially adopted.thatﬁ/“:- Cz*nﬂcwﬂ

recommendation.
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I.need-to %ell-you,.-though, there was still

some concern at the National Marine Fisheries Service over
whether or not the Commission’s recommendation adequately
reflected the burdens that this new program places on
individual states in making the state-by-state allocations.

And we have been requested by Rgigzqh Schmitten to work with
the Service for the future in coming up with a different way or

a new way of allocating funds among states that more precisely

reflects the burdens that specific programs are placed on as a

result of this law. We*haVe-agfeod_to_do—that—andAiLmﬂﬁﬁﬁﬂi
tgggﬂmith_the_chairmanT

The chairman will ask the administrative
oversight committee to work with Mr. Schaefer in his office to
come up with a new formula for allocating funds among the

states should those become available in future fiscal yeaEE:J

does not affect the allocations made with respect to fisca

1995, The Service adopted our recommendation this year.

But next year, they would like to work wi us to come up with

a different formula and the chai has asked to
administrative oversight c ittee to do that and we will

oceed_accordingly

With respect to the grants themselves, t
commission grant was discussed at the pgiigyfboard but given
much greater fleshing out throuqh’fﬁgaédministrative oversight

committee. We submitted that grant proposal in the middle of
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January, and on February the 28th we receivgg,notification from

.
the National Marine Fisheries Service at the commission’s

grant of $950,000 was approved. o we are now spending that

money. I’m real glad tha at happened because we wouldn’t
have had money for meeting this week if it hadn’t come
through right time. But it did, and I think as a result of
that, we’v een able to start making some of the staff changes

that havg-been referred to this week in cother meetings.

There is still an outsta g issue with

respect to state grants. There’s a-~Tot of concern in the

National Marine Fisherie rvice that many of us states

haven’t submitted ant proposals yet. When the Congress hands

out $2.1 mil¥ion for the states to spend, I think the answer
for us ought to be let’s get the money and run.

It’s a very critical issue right as a

result of what happened on November 8t he Congress has gone

through one major budgetary sion action so far. In that
action, the National ine Fisheries Service was not touched.
However, there e at least two more recision actions that the
Congress i# going to be looking at over the next two months.

The problem is that any mo at isn’t

obligated is up for grabs, so it’s remely critical that

states get those grant appl#¢ations in. The National Marine
Fisheries Service = his is two commercials in one day, Dick.

The National Mgrine Fisheries Service has been real good in
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moving these grants through the process, and I think-a number

of states are going to be seeing their funds approved very
shortly.

Now, the problem mes along when states

don’t have their grant applications in yet. We need to be able

as early as possible to tell people on Capj Hill we want to
suppert this program and support coopefative state fisheries
programs, that we are accomplighing something, that what they
did last year is making g-difference, but we can’t do that if

we don’t have the stgfe grants even applied for here. So it’s

very, very critical +es get these grant

applications in. That’s my report oy the status of that. I
guess I’11 try to answer any quesjions people have.
MS. SCHAEFER (Indicated.)

CHAIRMAN LOLVIN: Dick.

MR. SCHAEFER: If for some reason
outstanding states or recipient states as defined’under the
law, one reason or another do not intend to ply for these
funds, we’d like to know about it ASAP sp”that we have an
opportunity to reallocate those funds”and make them available
where they will be used for the current fiscal year. So if any
of the outstanding entities, d 1’1l read them, New Jersey,
Delaware, Potomac River Fifheries Commission, Maryland,
Virginia and the Distr'c£ of Columbia, if any of those names

have no intention submitting an application for those funds
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and won‘t use them, we want to know about it right away.

CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Thank you, Dick. 1Is there

: : ’
any other comment or discussion?

MS. SHIPMAN: (Indicated.)
CHATRMAN COLVIN: Susan.
MS. SHIPMAN: A question for Dick. What is
the intention with regard to the reallocating of funds? Will
that be prorated or apportioned out acrogs a formula?

MR. SCHAEFER: We havg not made that decision
yet. The first thing I need to know if somebody is not
going to use their money, then I thipk we can make a
determination of how those funds arg going to be reallocated.
We haven’t address that.

MS. SHIPMAN: f T may, I would also ask that
the grants that were submitted by the states, and they were
submitted not very long afterf%he commission grant, that those
be handled very expeditiously{

MS. SCHA%%ER: Well, they’re being handled by
our regional office, and L;can assure you they are working as
quickly as the bureaucri!y let’s us work. But we’re as anxious
to process those and g those funds obligated and committed as
you are to receive th7h.

Cﬁﬁ&RMAN COLVIN: Anything further on this

issue?

MR, DUNNIGAN: (Indicated.)
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CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Jack.
MR. DUNNIGAN: I think in all fairness,
they’re through. But what Susan is concerned about is the ones

that are through your regional office alrea

MS. SHIPMAN: Right.

MR. DUNNIGAN: And I know the northeast and I
think the southeast too have been real good about moving this
stuff along. We need, again, to be evér vigilant that the NOAA
grant is responsive, and you’ve been doing a great job so far
and we’d encourage you to keep up t good work.

MR. SCHAEFER: Asg you’re aware, Jack, we
brought in very early in the procé¢ss people from the grahts -
NOAA grants office and they’ve en involved in discussions.
We tried to impress on them th¢ need to expedite the action,
and we’ve received I consideq/reasonable assurance that they

/
would be expedited as quick}& as the system allows them to do

so. Every once in a whii7/we pulse the system. Unless there’s
something I don’t know about, I think they’re moving along as
practically as possible, but I’11l check again when I get back
to the office.

DR, HOGARTH: I’'m in the process of checking
on it.

MS. SCHAEFER: Okay. There’s just some parts

we don’t control/, that’s all, and we’ll do our best to try to

make those go ds quickly as we can.
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C

oth WR{;.ML | FAES5H AR LPuLiT

er—business -
e o

MR. DUNNIGAN: At the spring meeting last
year, the deputy director of the Fish & Wildlife Service for

external affairs made a presentation about tgé:'Service’s

fisheries programs to the policy board. ctually, it was to

e congressional legislative committee, bd@ﬁ;}i pelicy board

members were thfif;_f;;;Tthere was substantial discussion at

that time about a couple of issues, the most significant we

talked about was the saltwater/freshwater splits. ni ql

____9é have continued to approach this issue with

the Fish & Wildlife Service in the intervening time. I think
we were not completely satisfied that the questions had been

answered to the extent that we wanted them to be, so/I have

correspondence to the director of the Fish & Wildlife

Service,

suggesting that we look forward to a
good working partnership with hex—and the leadership. service.

There’s been a change at the ,Ken Smith level.

That is now Dan Ashe, a former House Merch Marine Fisheries
Committee staff person. I have met witik“him. I can tell you
that he is aware that coastal fishepies are an important part
of the Fish & Wildlife Service’gs”program and they are committed
to talking on a continuing sis with us about the question of
freshwater/saltwater splits, but also the question of how to do

the national survey,/0f hunting and fishing and related
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activities which is important in determining those splits and

important in many other ways in carrying ou{” our programs as
well.

So I've got a copy that letter here. As
soon as I find it, I’11 start sendihg it around. If you have

any questions about it, I sugge you contact me afterward.

CHAIRMAN VIN: Is there any other business
to come before the polic
MS. SCHAEFER: (Indicated.)

CHATIRMAN COLVIN: DicX Schaefer.

MR. SCHAEFER: Just/one reminder, and Bill

can procbably tell you more about is than I can. As most of
you should know by now, there’s/going to be a meeting of the
three commissions. I guess itf is in Washington, D.C. during

national fishing week ~- no, af the end of April, thank you.

And we want to take that opportunrI to have a meeting for
those state marine fishery directors who are rested in
M

e

meeting with Raleigh Schmitten,faﬂdwﬁgyre going to try to get

Molly Beattie there as 1.

ou ent is to structure the meeting in

such a way as to keep it as info as possible. There will

be probably two or three major issues thatyRaleigh would like
to put on the table and address. But-rather than have a dog
and pony show, that type of m ing that’s less than

productive, I want to alldw maximum opportunity for the state
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fish and game directors to ask questions, make comments or

criticisms or whatever they might have of the Seyvice so we can

try to deal with those issues. And Bill has t details of it.
I know he’s getting the word out. And I just Avant to remind
everybody here that that event will occur. ill, do you have
anything you want to add to that?
DR. HOGARTH: Basically/what we’ve tried to
do is I wrote both of the state directors. Raleigh came in one
day and sort of asked had I written th¢ state directors and I
said no, I didn’t know it was part of/my job description. So
we finally got that straight.
I’'ve heard from few but not all of you. I
would encourage you to respond t¢ that letter because that’s
part of what we’re using. I‘’ve/heard from some of you. We’re
trying to take the comments that we hear and structure them
into this meeting on the 26t
What we’ré looking, like Dick said, is like
in the morning, we’re goimng to talk about communication, have
the state directors, two/or three state directors giving their
point of view. Raleiglf will respond with question and answers.
So we will meet at t end of day, a large part, a large
segment for just exghange between Raleigh and the state
directors. We’re fight now scheduled for a full day. Jack

said there’s aboyt 30 minutes in the morning for talks about

what’s on the hprizontal, what’s happening with NMFS as far as
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downsizing, what he sees necessary in the future for fishery
management. It is very informal. We really want you-all’s

input.

We’re going to have moderators/so we can keep
up with what the action items we say need to b¢ done so he’ll
see that it gets done. That’s one thing I’ve/ heard from six or
eight directors. We may talk, we may do thiAs, but nothing ever
happens. So I‘m trying to make sure we ite down any action
items so we make sure we get back and follow up. So there’s
a lot of interest in it. I would encpurage you to have input.
It’s April 26th. I’m working with Jack primarily, but the
others through the commission will/be involved.

CHAIRMAN COLVI Thanks, Bill.
MS. SCHAEFER:/ (Indicated.)

CHAIRMAN COEVIN: Dick.

MR. SCHAEFER: Following along on those
lines, maybe Jack would wapt to comment first. I’11 reserve my
comment for after Jack.

MR. DUNNIGAN: What I want to say about this
agenda for the Nationgl State Directors meeting the 26th of
April, which is Wednésday of that meeting week for our spring
meeting, what Bill/and I have talked about is not having your
typical show—and7éell. We’re not interested in having the
National Marine/ Fisheries Service come in and give us a

45-minute pregentation on eight different subjects that are a
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part of their program today. We are trying to structure an

issues-oriented interactive workshop of a day that focuses on
important thinds so that we can get some decisfions made and
commitments and follow-up established. So hgpefully it will
end up being not the typical kind of thing we’ll be seeing a
lot of times in these meetings. It will e a working session
with specific outcomes and specific foll

CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Di

MR. SCHAEFER: My cgmment is, and Bill
alluded to it in his comments, as ewéfybody is aware and has
been stated at this meeting on several occasions, we’re going
through a serious downsizing as i§ all the federal governments,
and we have to meet F. T. Carter‘@eductions basically in every
one of the fiscal years betweeq/now and 1999. To the best of
my knowledge, we’ve met our tqégets for fiscal 795 based on
voluntary buyout retirements fhat many senior people are taking
and that’s good because it avoids what we call RIF’s, reduction
in force, with is an agoni?éng nonsensical process to get rid
of people in the governmeﬁ%. And of course, what that affects
by losing senior people”/you lose a lot of corporate memory,
you lose a lot of your Senior managers and so on. We’ll deal
with all that. I just want to make that point that this is
sort of the bad news.

he good news is as a result of the

downsizing, NOAA /and the Fisheries Service are looking at a
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reexamination of the mission of the National Marine Fisheries
Service trying to focus better than we have in the past: and

frankly, as any organization might do when they’re downsizing,

we’re looking at another reorganization.

The proposal that’s been presented to the
agency so far, without going into any details and which I
understand has been now bought off on préetty much by Raleigh
Schmitten and by his bosses at NOAA is that we will now have
three major focuses in the Fisheries Service and they will be
fisheries management at the top, pro¥ected resources,
protection and management, and habitat protection. And
everything else will be tangential /to those three major
components of the Service so we’rg¢ probably going to downsize a
number of offices in Washington and consoclidate and focus in
those three areas. I don’t have any more details than that,
but I thought you might be interested in knowing that.

CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Thanks, Dick. 1Is there any
other business?
MR. CANTWELL: (Indicated.)

CHATRMAN LOLVIN: Larry.

MR. CANTWELL: I’m confused. The letter
talks about the spring meeting being May 24th through the 28th.
Is that not correct?

MR. PUNNIGAN: That is incorrect.

MR./ CANTWELL: It should be April, right?

/

/
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MR. FREEMAN: Did Jack edit this or did

somebody forge his signature?

MR. DUNNIGAN: There were couple of people
who edited it.
MR. MANUS: So is Molly ghowing up in May or
April?
CHAIRMAN COLVIN: We’ committed to a
partnership. Is there any other busingss, Susan?
MS. SHIPMAN: Do we/want to approve the
minutes from the last meeting?
CHAIRMAN COLVIN: / Minutes have been mailed
out. They have been distributed.
MS. SHIPMAN: hey said please bring to this
meeting, so I assumed you were going to approve them. The
reason I think this is importaint is it conveys the intent
behind the standards and procgdures. So I move adoption.
CHAIRMAN C%EVIN: Motion by Susan Shipman.
MR. FLAGG:% I’]1ll second that.
CHAIRMAN ;OLVIN: Seconded by Lew Flagqg.
Discussion on the motion? j
MR. DUNN&GAN: (Indicated.)
CHAIRMA  COLVIN: Jack.
MR. DUfﬁIGAN: Does your motion include

approval of the minuteszrom both meetings, October and

December?
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MS. SHIPMAN: 1I’d handle them separately.

Mine is for the October minutes.

CHAIRMAN COLVIN: The motign for the October
minutes. Discussion on the motion? All in/favor, please
signify by saying "aye."

THE PANEL: Aye.

CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Opposed, same sign.

(No response elicited/)

CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Mo¥ion carries. Any motion
on the December minutes?

MR. CCATES: So moved.

MR. NELSON: Second.

CHATRMAN COLVIN: / Moved by Mr. Coates;
seconded by Mr. Nelson. Discussi7% on the motion?

(No response iZicited.)

CHAIRMAN COLVIN: All in favor, please

4

signify by saying "aye." !
THE PANEL: Aye.
CHAIRMAN COLVIN: Opposed, same sign.

(No responée elicited.)

y

CHAIRMAN éOLVIN: Motion carries. The

minutes are approved. Anyﬁother business to come before the
i

policy beoard? /
DR. GE&GER: (Indicated.)
CHAI%&AN COLVIN: Dr. Geiger.
;

!
!
i
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DR. GEIGER: Like Dick, I’d just like to add
a few comments about the Fish & Wildlife Service. Again, we
are also going through streamlining and downgizing. And
certainly the Fish & Wildlife Service regiorfal directors and
directors are also critically re-evaluating the fisheries
program nationwide. A recent meeting la week in
Shepherdstown, West Virginia, the directior agreed on the three
primary focuses on fisheries resource yithin the Fish &
Wildlife Service. These are restoration, recovery and
interjurisdictional fisheries management.

I think it is a gnificant, significant move
for the Fish & Wildlife Service. e are usually spread all
over the board. We recognize in/downsizing and streamlining
that we have to get focused and/directed, and certainly I think
with the commitment of the Fi & Wildlife Service director in
these three key areas, we’ll/be able to more effectively
mobilize or resources for the benefit of the resource. Thank
you.

COLVIN: Thank you.

MR. US: One item in the context of the
spring meeting, you want it to be issue oriented, just a
;equest that one of e issues that may be discussed at the
spring meeting deals with more timely information and outreach
program. I think/that really needs to be discussed by the

commissjon. And/what I have in mind here has been my
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experience that a more informed public, the better /receptive

quail, mosquitoes, dog control, anything, the bletter informed
they are, the more receptive they are with resource management
decisions.

It would be helpful if ybe after we do pass
particular amendments, there be fact sheets readily available
prior to consideration of an amendment, /what it actually means,
and then following it up with a press felease like what is
Amendment 5, what does it seek to do/in the context of a
recovered fishery, what are the next steps in the management
plan, what do the numbers really an. And I think
communicating the management implications of our actions, it’s
important to convey that to the jpublic and fish communities.
So if we just take that up as agn issued, I think it needs to be
handled by the commission qui Ily.

CHAIRMAN CQZ:IN: Is there a motion for
adjournment? /

MR. FREE?AN: So moved.

MR. SPITSBERGEN: Second.

YN COLVIN: All in favor?
NEL: Aye.

COLVIN: The meeting is adjourned.
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COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

CITY OF NORFOLK, to-wit:
I, Victoria L. DeBerry, do hereby certify
that the foregoing pages are a true and accurate transcript

of the proceedings had at the time and place mentioned.

This 17th day of March, 1995.

Court Reporter

My Commission expires October 31, 1996.
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