
Trimester discussions 

Enclosed please find some background materials and Committee and Council 

Discussions from 2006 when the Trimesters were established.  The discussion 

started at the June 2006 meeting and rolled over to the August meeting.  I’ve 

added a running page number at the bottom of the pages to facilitate referencing 

during the AP meeting. 

Thanks, 

Jason 

1



2



3



4



5



 1 Page 1 of 24 
Multiple Participants 

 

www.verbalink.com  Page 1 of 24 

 

 

June 2006 Committee Discussion 

 

 

 

 

Jimmy Rhule: I want to start with a motion. I want to deal with the issue that Rich 
raised last first, and that is the issue about the non-moratorium 
vessels, incidental permit is what it’s categorized as, having you 
understanding that they’re able to land more than trip a day. The 
intent of the counsel was that any moratorium or non-moratorium 
boats any time of the year were held to one landing per day. Now 
that applies to the moratorium boats, and that’s under the 2,500 
pound trip limit. It’s not saying a guy can only carry 2,500 couldn’t 
go in and out several times. During the open season it’s not an 
issue. But non-moratorium vessels are limited to one landing in a 
24 hour period. That was the intent of the counsel. I would move 
that the land incidental permit be limited to one landing in a per 
calendar day. Incidental permit limited to one landing per calendar 
day. That’s the motion. 

 
George Darcy: Okay. If you go all the way to the bottom of the motion, the last 

page – right there. Incidental catch permit. 
 
Mr. Chairman (Pete Jensen): Is that wording okay?  
 
Jimmy: That’s fine. I just assume, Mr. Chairman, I really don’t want to get 

rid of this one first, you know. It’s something we should have 
taken care of before. It’s got nothing to do with respect to process 
but it will get it clarified. Everything else is basically specs. It 
needs to become something more than specs and I don’t know 
what opportunity we’ll get to do that. But anyway, it will be in the 
specs package for the year.  

 
Mr. Chairman: Okay. Do we have a second for the motion? Fran and Michelle? 

Discussion on the motion? And the wording is up on the board. 
George? 

 
George:  Just to be clear here, I think I understand. Although this would be 

done to the specification process this year, your intent is to make 
this specific measure a permanent measure unless the counsel 
chooses to change it some other time. Okay. 

 

 [Inaudible conversation] 
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Mr. Chairman: Let me ask a question. The motion says strict incidental catch 
permit holders to one landing per calendar day of the amount 
specified. I think in introducing a motion you said your intent was 
that if they carried less than 2,500 they could make multiple 
landings up to the 2,500? 

 
Jimmy: It’s up to the 2,500; it’s 2,500 this year. And we’re dealing with 

specs so that in fact is applicable. But if in fact that 2,500 changes 
sometime – 

 
Mr. Chairman: No, I’m not talking about the 2,500. 
 
Jimmy: They can land 500 pounds five times a day. 
 
Mr. Chairman: Okay. Well, then the language has to be changed because I think it 

says right now limited to one landing per calendar day. 
 
Jimmy: Not to exceed 2,500 pounds. All the language ‘Not to exceed 2,500 

pounds.’ 
 
Mr. Chairman: Yeah. So you want this to say incidental permit holders are 

restricted to landing 2,500 per calendar day. 
 
Jimmy: Right. Exactly. Trip language comes out, 2,500 goes in. 
 
Mr. Chairman: Right. And I think that clears it up. What you want to do is restrict 

incidental catch permit holders to one landing of 2,500 tons per 
calendar day. You want to take out the one landing. 

 
George: You could say to a total landing of 2,500 pounds per day. 
 
Mr. Chairman: Yeah. Okay. Any discussion on the motion? 
 
Jimmy: Do you want the 2,500 pounds in there because that may not be 

what’s selected. 
 
Mr. Chairman: Well, I think we could probably fix that by saying – 
 
Jimmy: I think he had specific – 
 
Mr. Chairman: I think it’s handled by the last word taken out of there. 
 
George: Yeah, they took that out. The original wording was ‘or the amount 

specified under the possession limit’ to account for that. 
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Mr. Chairman: Yeah. Add back in ‘Or the amount specified.’ Or of the amount. 
Put the word ‘or’ in there. Okay. Discussion on the motion? All 
clear? All in favor raise your hand. Five. Okay. Those opposed? 
Motion carries. Do you have another motion? 

 
George: Thank you, Chairman. I move than for 2007 specifications _____ 

are to include max OI specified at 26,000 metric tons and ABC IOI 
DAH DAP specified at 17,000 metric tons. 

 
Mr. Chairman: In other words, status quo. Is there a second to the motion? Second 

by Fran. You’ve got to up to the top again. go back up to where 
you started. Right there. Discussion on the motion? Jimmy? 

 
Jimmy: Chairman, I’d like to keep these separate if we could and just deal 

with the specifications part of it and then go into the quarter versus 
trimester issue in a separate discussion. Is that okay with you? 

 
Mr. Chairman: Sure. This motion is only to establish the 17,000 metric tons. 

Discussion on the motion? All those in favor raise your hand. 
Those opposed? Motion carries. You have a separate motion? 

 
Jimmy: Yeah, I do, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for the opportunity. I’m 

going to have to go over and talk to Jan about this. Let me give you 
just a little discussion here first. We’ve had very significant 
problems with the quarters of _____ fishery with premature 
closures and so forth. The service has got some concerns with it 
and the industry has some concerns with it. Massachusetts has had 
some concerns with it. There have been some issues all the way 
around the table. I’m going to offer something I hope can be 
considered and discussed by the committee and then taken forward 
to the counsel that would hopefully change that. I’m offering it as a 
one year specification, not multi-year because I want to see if it 
works or not. 

 
 In the first year of the plan, we had trimesters meaning three 

openings per year. What we had with the first year of it was 
significant problems because we didn’t include language to prevent 
multiple landings in a day. So this attempt is to hopefully rectify 
some of that concern. 

 
Mr. Chairman: So do I understand that your motion is going to be to move to 

trimesters instead of quarterly? 
 
Jimmy: Yeah. But there’s going to be some changes in percentages 

associated with it. The motion is going to be that we go to 
trimesters for the 2007 fishing year. The quota for January to 
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April, first trimester, is 5,460 metric tons, 42% of the total. The 
quota for May through August would be 12% of the total, which 
calculates out to 15,600 metric tons. And the third trimester would 
become 46% which calculates out to 5,980 metric ton. I’ll take this 
to Jan. that’s the motion. 

 
Mr. Chairman: Okay. Is there a second to the motion? Fran? Discussion on the 

motion? 
 
Sima: First make sure I have these numbers right. January to April is 

54%? I just didn’t hear it right. I can’t see it from here. 
 
Mr. Chairman: It’s 42%. 
 
Sima: Forty-two percent. May to August is 12%. That’s what it says here, 

but didn’t Jim just say 12%? Is it going to be _____ within the 
briefing book or are we changing those numbers? 

 
 [Inaudible conversation] 

 
George: What you see there is if we adopted the 2000 specification 

allocation. So that would have been the status quo in 2000. That’s 
why it was broken down. He is proposing to change it – 

 
Sima: To what’s in here. 
 
George: No. What he’s going to have up here. You’ll see it up on the board 

here. 
 
Sima: Okay. I don’t know if I’ll see it from here. 
 
Mr. Chairman: Okay. The percentages are on the board. You okay on the 

numbers? 
 
Sima: Well, 42%, 12% and 46%. 
 
Mr. Chairman: Go ahead, Jimmy. 
 
Jimmy: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. If you’ll look in the document that was 

handed out, the allocations that we deal with in the first year of this 
plan were reflected in the first round that was explained which was 
18% for the summer period. This change is to take 6%, one third of 
that percent, allocated to the last quarter. The reason for that is the 
summer period is primarily small boats. This provides the season 
to open which Massachusetts is concerned about this issue for 
quite a while, so concerned that they went as far as saying that the 
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GRA is created for _____ may need to be reinvestigated because 
they are producing too much squid in the winter period, which I 
find a little troublesome but that’s not the issue. 

The issue is this provides an opportunity for Massachusetts to start 
fishing in May. Now any overages beyond any quota that’s 
established whether it’s 12% or 18% come off the last quarter or 
trimester. In this case a trimester. So by reallocating some of the 
summer quota to the fall quota during the 2,500 pound landings 
that accumulate after the season closes, which by the way worked 
very well for most small boats. Not all but most do very well with 
the 2,500 pound closure. It gives the in shore fleet the opportunity 
to fish at 2,500 pounds and not negatively affect the offshore fall 
fishery. 

It also speaks to the issue of the December period that has been 
very problematic in recent years with projections of when it should 
be closed and not closed. On the normal years, you’re going to 
have a fishery that’s going to be ratcheting down towards the end 
of its quota, the 95% which we may in fact modify earlier than 
December. I would like to try this for one year and just see how it 
works. That’s why it’s specified for one year. The only change is I 
believe there is merit in reallocating some of the summer quota 
because of the small boat issue providing to the last quarter which 
both fleets, in shore and off shore fleets, participate in. So that’s 
the rationale. 

Mr. Chairman: So I believe based on the letter from regional administrator they’re 
in accord with this trimester adjustment. 

Jimmy: Yeah, that would help some of our moderating issues. 

Mr. Chairman: Dave? 

Jimmy: I appreciate Jimmy moving forward with this. He understands the 
nature of the shore fishery, the concerns that have been expressed. 
Of course we’ve submitted a couple of letters to the counsel 
expressing our concern as to what happens to the in shore fishery 
that may specifically, when it’s been the 2,500 pounds, because of 
the need to reduce ______. This seems to be an attractive way to 
go. There are no – I need to make sure I understand what happens 
at the beginning of these trimesters. Are there any trip limits in 
place at the beginning of these trimesters? There are not? Okay. 
Then I’d ask those who are very familiar with the off shore fishery, 
especially in May although I realize that it’s primarily in shore 
then, with no limit in place the beginning of the trimester as you’ve 
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proposed, Jim, would we run the risk of finding ourselves with a 
loss of a portion of May? In other words, would the 2,500 or so 
kick in in May as opposed to June? 

 
Jimmy: Historically that’s not happened, Dave, but it’s not to say that if a 

fish showed up in the traps like they used to years ago and more 
people set traps or something drastically changed over the last 
eight or ten years, the potential for that is pretty slim. 

 
David Pierce: It is difficult to predict clearly. Nevertheless, for a one year try, 

this does seem attractive. It would address our concerns about the 
in shore fishery for squid, the Massachusetts orders is certainly 
ongoing in the month of May. We still have a problem in April; 
I’m not sure how that would ever be addressed because this year 
for example we had an early run and the squid were quite available 
the second week of April through the end of April, but they were 
obliged to fish under the 2,500 pounds because of the need to 
reduce to the 2,500 pounds at the Federal level. 

 
 But still, this is certainly a better alternative to the current situation 

where the entire Loligo squid fishery would be, in all likelihood, 
obliged to live with the 2,500 for the whole season as opposed to a 
portion of the season. If things go wrong in April, April ends up at 
2,500. Again, I think Jimmy has got something here that can be 
supported. 

 
Sima: You know, this trimester thing might be a good idea. A lot of the 

things I spent a lot of time pouring through in the briefing data 
might be a good idea and should be addressed. But what’s 
happening here, and I’m very concerned here that annual 
specifications in this process, we’re picking years of record and 
reallocating quota based on assumptions that, quite frankly, don’t 
hold true from where I’m sitting. When we say the summer season 
is primarily for small boats, that is not true in New York. The 
summer season is when all of our boats cannot – and you’ve heard 
me say this before – right now except for whiting, all mid-Atlantic 
species combined, I cannot put 5,000 pounds of fish on a New 
York boat. I’ve got 100 pounds _____, I’ve got 140 pounds of 
fluke. I’ve got 72.5 pounds of sea bass. Okay? I have three of our 
boats go for whiting in the same week and get their 30,000, the 
price drops to 30 cents and I don’t have to tell anybody in the room 
what fuel is so you do the math. 

 
 So what has happened now when squid is at 2,500 pounds is that 

I’ve got seven boats in the yard in Rhode Island, seven boats in the 
yard and one went to Florida. And my dock has gone from putting 
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out ten, twelve trucks a week to putting out maybe 60 to 100 
cartons of fish a night.  

 
 So to go ahead in the annual specifications process and very 

blithely say the summer is mostly small boats. Let’s reallocate the 
quota and let’s give the summer 12% of it. I think that’s a little 
careless on our part. As I say, there are a lot of issues to this 
fishery and the most telling statement in Pat’s letter that I just got a 
hold of is that the counsel may want to consider a future 
framework or amendment. She’s inquiring to one thing. But the 
fishery is being picked to pieces and it’s the only fishery I have. 
That’s going to show up here and I get emotional. 

 
 There is question of bi-catch in the Loligo fishery. There is 

question of different seasons. This counsel, this committee should 
be recommending that we do a Loligo amendment. In three years, 
you will have 52 _____ votes, you’ll have 25 whiting votes, you’ll 
have maybe 100 ground fish boats, you’ll have four tilefish boats, 
and we have 800 Loligo moratorium permits out there that don’t 
look at any kind of recent participation, recent dependency. None 
of this is happening for the Loligo fishery. The Loligo fishery 
would come to annual specs and say the summer is mostly small 
boats; let’s reallocate the quota most on the years of record 1994 to 
1998. How could we do this? 

 
 I don’t get a vote here and I’m not rejecting out of hand that all of 

this discussion and all of this analysis has to be considered, but it 
has to be considered through an amendment process. Loligo boats, 
Loligo fishers that are dependent on this stock as their primary 
source of income have to be given the same right and the same 
opportunity as boats in the other fisheries to have some sort of 
controlled access to this stock. And not to say okay, let’s throw 
some bi catch over here and let’s close this over here to help some 
other bi catch and let’s reallocate the summer quota and the annual 
______ process. Thank you. 

 
Mr. Chairman: Okay. Further discussion on the motion. 
 
Vito Calomo: Thank you. Vito Calomo, adviser to Squid, Mackerel and 

Butterfish. I want to go on record as supporting this and I 
commend Captain Rule for bringing this boat. I believe his heart 
and soul is in the right direction. It is a one year deal so we have an 
opportunity to innovate here and try to satisfy what I believe is the 
right thing to do. Thank you. 

 
Mr. Chairman: Further discussion. ______ 
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Geir Munsen: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I think this is a good motion. I think it 

would help. If this doesn’t work alternatively, it could help if you 
changed it quarterly to start February first rather than January 1st. 
_____ squid is valued according to size and the best sized fish is 
traditionally in February in March. With the quarterly system that 
we have had, that fishery has been closed at that time for the last 
few years as far as economic benefits to the country and to the 
industry it’s not the best thing to happen. As far as being – 

 
 [Break in audio] 

 
 We have reduced now because of small boats, ground fish boats, 

what have you in the fishery to basically one trip a year, one week 
a year. That’s not very nice to be in that position. Thank you. 

 
Mr. Chairman: Thank you. Pat? 
 
Pat Augustine: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I was just talking with one of our 

constituents in New York wondering whether or not New York 
might have a better suggestion to address their concern. It appears 
we’re going from about 34% from about the middle, what is it, the 
two quarters in the middle down to about 12%. That sounds like 
it’s quite a drastic cut. I’m just wondering if the representatives 
from New York might have a better suggestion in terms of the 
distribution of trimester as opposed to where we say that summer 
one is 12%, whether that might be 15, 20, I don’t know. I’d just 
like to ask that question, Mr. Chairman, see if they have an idea as 
to what we might change those to or consider. 

 
Sima: If I may. When I talk about an amendment, I see Massachusetts 

problem. This is something that should be addressed. I’m not 
saying it doesn’t matter. I’m just saying this is not the way to 
address it. We are going from 34% roughly of the quota, 17% and 
17% between June and September, and then the annual spec 
process we just got down to 12%. We took off two months and we 
took off 22% of the quota. I don’t get it. I don’t get the math. 
Again, I don’t get where the analysis is from except somebody 
chose the years ’94 to ’98 as the years of record. And all the other 
_____ are dealing with ’96 to some kind of control date, and we do 
have a control date in this fishery of 2003. It’s too drastic a cut to 
impose upon a fishery. Trimester is not necessarily a bad thing, but 
let’s refigure the math here. If you’ve got 34% for six months, then 
can we take four sixths of that for the four months. 

 
Mr. Chairman: Understand that question? 
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George: The first issue is _____ has changed the allocation from the ’94 to 
’98. So I mean that’s just a judgment call there. He gave his 
rationale for it. The year of record, ’94 to ’98, and I’ll have to 
check but I’m pretty sure that the quarterly is based on the same 
period. And the idea was that it was prior to regulation of the 
fishery. In another words, it would reflect the historical distribution 
of landings as they existed for the basis of allocation. Okay? 

So the quarterly one is based on that same time frame and for 
discussion sake we put on the table the ’94 to ’98 unregulated 
historical pattern. So if you start putting in years after that, the 
effect of what happened to the fishery through the years it was 
being regulated under quarters would then drastically alter the 
pattern of what you would see, depending on the abundance of 
squid, effort and so on and so forth. 

So the degree that the original numbers that we sent out, the 
trimesters versus quarters, reflect the same distributional pattern 
prior to regulation of the fishery. That’s all I can tell you. 

Mr. Chairman: Jimmy, you have a comment? 

Jimmy: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Just to support what Rich just said, this 
motion is modifying the years that were used – we’ve only used 
trimesters once and it didn’t work, and that was because of a lot of 
other issues. So we’re taking the same process going forward with 
a different component as far as the percentage allocation. You’ve 
got to remember that the opportunities here, I would view it as 
more of an opportunity because May traditionally used to be the 
traditional start up of the _____ squid fishery on Long Island. 
You’re going to have a brand new season first day of May. That’s 
the intent here. The bigger boats can fish at the open season until 
the percentage is ______, whether it be 18 or 12. And from that 
point on you fish under the 2,500 pound. The allocation goes to the 
fall which is where all deductions take place from. If we just went 
forward without modifying, if I used the same numbers that are in 
the briefing book, we’ve been using ’94 to ’98. This is an attempt 
to take what failed in 2000, we had closures two out of the three 
trimesters in 2000 – I was just looking for that, Rich. I believe it 
was two out of the three. And it just showed that wasn’t going to 
work, either. This is a one year attempt to do something better, but 
it is not based on ’94 to ’98. Thank you. 

Sima: Yeah, but how can we say let’s try what we tried in 2000 and 
didn’t work and not take into account the displaced effort, the 
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change in patterns that have happened since Amendment 13, since 
so many other fisheries have gone controlled access and Loligo is 
the only one who hasn’t. so it’s not 2000. This might have been a 
great idea in 2000 and maybe we should have stuck with it in 2000. 
How happy is Massachusetts going to be if we throw percent of the 
quota in the summer, it would shut down in four weeks. Is that 
going to solve the problem? This is not 2000. It might have been a 
very good idea in 2000 but a lot has changed since 2000. That’s 
why I’m saying we have to look at everything that’s changed 
together and do an amendment process and scoping sessions and 
hearings and the whole things we’ve been doing with every other 
fishery and get some of the capacity out of here and maybe that 
will solve some of the problems we’re having. It’s that we’ve got 
800 moratorium permits out there and they’re being squeezed out 
of every other fishery.  

 
 So to grab 2000 out of the air and say we tried it then and it didn’t 

work. Maybe it would have worked. But this is not 2000. 
 
David: I have a response to a point _____ just made. It’s important for me 

to emphasize that in Massachusetts we have an in shore squid 
fishery that is tightly controlled specifically to about one month 
and a few weeks. By regulation, we have for the longest of times 
been quite restrictive with small mesh fishing inside state waters. 
Other states are not as restrictive as us with regard to small mesh 
fishing that’s required, of course, to take squid. So it’s really a 
May fishery plus a few months in April depending upon when the 
squid arrive. 

 
 Consequently, while of course I’d like to see the percent stay 

higher, the percent can’t stay higher if we use the years Jimmy has 
suggested. Despite the fact the percentage will be less, it’s not of 
great concern to me because indeed, as I said, it’s really a one 
month fishery through regulation. We have to make it that way 
because we’re concerned about bi-catch of other species that might 
occur if the season was longer and we work with the in shore fleet 
for quite a long time. 

 
 So in contrast to other states where maybe they have, I don’t know, 

maybe a three month season, I’m not sure what it is in New York. 
With us it’s a month and a few weeks. 

 
Mr. Chairman: Further discussion? Yes. 
 
John Mason: My name is John Mason. I’m a squid mackerel advisor. I represent 

the boats out of Shinnecock and I really don’t think this would 
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work unless it was 5,000 instead of 2,500 because right now we’re 
operating under 2,500 pounds and half of our boats are large boats 
and these men cannot make it on 2,500 pounds. And I think if it 
was a 12% for those months, that we would be closed down quite a 
bit of time and operating under 2,500 pounds, and it would be a 
disadvantage for half of the boats on Long Island. I don’t know 
how else it could be done. Possibly a 5,000 pound limit. 

 
Mr. Chairman: You’re talking about when the quota is caught for the trimester, 

right? After that period. 
 
John Mason: Yes, that’s right. 
 
Mr. Chairman: So 5,000 instead of 2,500. Okay. Further discussion on the motion? 
 
Pat: A follow up to Mr. Mason’s comment. It sounds like we’re talking 

about a change in the 12% during that trimester, during that 
particular period. And I asked the question earlier, but I didn’t get 
a response, I think there are two parts to what we’re doing right 
now. The six month period. Six percent. Okay. There are two parts 
to this. One, it appears we’re agreeing of going from a quarterly 
program to a trimester program, and if all the committee agrees 
with that, then I think we’re on the same page. It seemed there was 
some concern by Sima at the time when we first started talking 
about it, and then we were mixing apples and oranges. Then we 
started talking about percentage. So let’s just talk about 
percentage. 

 
 Jimmy, your clarification was that it was – what was that six you 

were telling me? 
 
Jimmy: You said it was a 12% reduction. It’s not a 12% reduction in what 

the other trimester was. It’s 6%. 
 
Pat: I’m suggesting that 6% reduction does not come out of that 12% 

period. That maybe the 42% gets changed. We’re going from what, 
18% to 12%, right? And what we’re hearing from New York on 
our behalf, our constituents, is that’s going to be a pretty negative 
impact. Now you’re going from 2,500 pounds a day to 5,000 
pounds a day during that period of time. I’m not that quick with 
numbers. What are we talking about in terms of what would the 
quota have to be changed to, the percentage changed to in that 
period to cover 5,000 pounds a day. Is there any way to make that 
transition? 
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Jimmy: That’s apples and oranges. You’re talking about changing _____ 
that only applies after the closure takes place. If I understand what 
Mr. Mason just said, he wants a 5,000 pound bi-catch or trip limit 
after the closure takes place. So you can reallocate the percentages. 
All that’s going to do is take more off of period three because 
they’re going to accumulate during the summer. 

 
 It may sound bad for New York. I don’t know, Pat. Ten years ago 

this would have worked fine because the fishery started in May. It 
would have given him more opportunity. Now things have 
changed. Basically because of dogfish you don’t have much of an 
inshore fishery with the exception of what took place inside Long 
Island Sound if you can believe that, up against the Stonington 
Connecticut shoreline, Dave Pierce’s precious skid parked there. 
He didn’t get them, but the Rhode Island boats are slaying them 
and they’re doing really well. So the prediction of where they’re 
going to be and how they’re going to be I don’t know. 

 
 The whole purpose here is to try something. The quarters are 

problematic, too. There are plenty of problems associated with 
_____ for not just New York. For every state. And none of them 
can be rectified or dealt with other than an amendment. This is an 
attempt for one year to do something that might be a benefit to a 
lot of us and it might not. But the only way to find out is to give it 
a shot. And that’s what the attempt is, Pat. That’s all. 

 
Mr. Chairman: Jeff? 
 
Jeff Reichle: Yeah. It seems to me, and I’m really not taking sides one way or 

the other, but I think maybe one thing no one is thinking about is 
that there’s a lot of boats in Long Island that are bigger boats that 
also fish off shore. So those boats would still have access just like 
any other boat would have access in the first trimester and the third 
trimester. Right? They would still be able to fish in those trimesters 
just like anyone else. There’s added quota actually there now for 
them possibly. 

 
 As far as the small boats are concerned, really the small boats, the 

way the system seems to be set up to me now is we really have 
three trimesters plus a separate quota and that second quota is for 
small boats because the big boats can’t work for 25 boxes a day in 
shore. 

 
 I don’t know that we’re taking a lot of opportunity away from the 

smaller boats because they’re going to still be able to go out and 
catch their 25 boxes I think in any trimester. Whatever they can 
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catch while the quota is open, they can catch 25 boxes after the 
quota closes. 

So the issue really is for the bigger boats, and the bigger boats in 
Long Island that can go off shore are going to go off shore in the 
other two trimesters just like anyone else is. I think. 

Pat: Does that clarification seem to satisfy New York’s concerns? 

Sima: The fact is yes, that’s true. Right now everybody is giving up for 
the July derby. That’s what we have in the summer. We have April 
– how long were we open in April? Was it six weeks? It wasn’t
any six weeks. So we had a few weeks of fishing in April for that
derby and now we’re gearing up for the July derby. And do this
and we’ll gear up in May for the derby next year. We’re talking
one year so how do I get this Squid Mackerel Butterfish committee
to direct staff to begin work on a Loligo amendment? Because
every time we come here – these are pretty drastic changes if you
consider that it’s your primary fishery. These are pretty drastic
changes. So how do I get an amendment process started?

Mr. Chairman: Phil? 

Phil Ruhle: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I think I’m getting a little confused here 
where we’re going, where we’re supposed to be going to be quite 
honest with you because the conversation has come back around, 
or it seems like a lot of the conversation has come around to the 
2,500 pound trip limit and what the effect of it. And the reality is 
the 2,500 pound trip limit is a bi catch limit. Never, never set up to 
a directed fishery. And we really need to take a look at what this 
2,500 pounds is doing. It’s not supposed to be a directed fishery, 
and yet it has become one. And the concern is what it’s doing to 
whether the quarters or the trimesters, when you start looking at 
these numbers in front of here, we’re about 2,000 or how it might 
have worked, 5,775 trips if I’m reading that right. On 2,500 
pounds. That’s pretty close to a directed fishery in my book. When 
you look across the scope of them numbers it’s substantial.  

I’m quite concerned of where we’re going with this discussion. 
We’re trying to come up with something a little bit better and 
we’re ending up talking about what the bi catch limit is supposed 
to be on this thing, and that was supposed to be a bi catch limit to 
allow the smaller boats to participate. We talked about this is South 
Hampton last year and I really think if we’re going to start looking 
at things, that’s one of the first things we need to be looking at is 
what this 2,500 pound limit is doing. 
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Jeff: I just wanted to say I do agree with Sima. At some point we need 

to look at what we’re going to do with all these Loligo permits out 
there. 

 
Mr. Chairman: I hope we are, too. Let’s vote on this one. All those in favor raise 

your hand. Four in favor. Opposed? Motion carries. 
 
George: Did we have a second for that? We show Jimmy making the 

motion. Say again? Alright. Thanks. 
 
Mr. Chairman: Jimmy? 
 
Jimmy: Mr. Chairman, I’ve got another motion that I’d like to offer and 

before I even make the motion I want everybody to understand this 
is not the way I’d like to go with this. I’ve tried every way in the 
world to reduce a by catch fishery, to take a by catch fishery and to 
reduce discards and convert them to landings in a manner that was 
acceptable to the service, law enforcement and everybody else and 
every time I think I’m there, I find out that I’m not. 

 
 However, we have come to an agreement on another approach and 

that’s part of the reason that I was willing to support the trimesters 
because now September, which has been a month where we had a 
traditional by catch of Loligo in the Illex fishery is a moot point. 
We’ve still got August to deal with. So again, this is not the way I 
prefer to do this, but this is what I’m going to do for one year. 

 
 The motion would be that I move during closures of the directed 

Loligo fishery during August in 2007, that Illex moratorium 
vessels fishing seaward of 50 fathom contour be permitted to 
possess 10,000 of Loligo per trip to reduce regulatory discards. 
That’s the motion. 

 
Mr. Chairman: Is there a second to the motion? Okay. Just a point of clarification 

on the previous motion. There was also a portion of that motion 
that wasn’t read having to do with when the trimester is closed. So 
I hope that everybody understood that it was part of the motion. 
Okay? 

 
 Where are we? Jimmy? Are you putting a number in there, is that 

what you’re doing? Are you putting a number in that motion? 
 
Jimmy: Number? Yes. 
 
Mr. Chairman: Well, XYZ doesn’t mean anything to me. 
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Jimmy: [Inaudible]  
 
Mr. Chairman: Okay. The motion is to have a 10,000 pound per trip of Loligo 

during Illex closure. Did we get a second on that one? Okay. 
Jimmy? 

 
Jimmy: I want to take just a minute to explain how we got to this. If you 

look in the briefing book behind tab two and go back under title 
appendix two, page two. You’ll see observer database, the 
comments. Some of them are quite problematic to say that least. A 
statement that says that vessels are in a directed Loligo fishery are 
capable of catching at least 50,000 pounds per tow of Loligo. That 
basically implies any vessel out there could catch 50,000 pounds 
per tow. That’s not really reflective of the way the industry 
participates. It’s not unheard of, but it’s not a common occurrence 
and it’s stated in here as such and it is a problem. 

 
 But further through that, if you look under the 4.0 conclusions and 

read that, you’ll note that in some of their comments they talk 
about, let’s see, NMFS Observer Program data indicates regulatory 
discarding of Loligo preliminary in the Illex fishery, but also silver 
hake, summer flounder and Atlantic mackerel fisheries. Regulatory 
discarding in these fisheries might be reduced to near zero with the 
exceptions of Illex fishery and for the Loligo and if the Loligo trip 
limit during the direct to fishery closure was increased to 5,000 
pounds. A 5,000 trip limit would reduce the number of Illex trips 
and regulatory discards of Loligo by 13%. The vessel trip report 
data indicates that a discard of kept ratios of Loligo and the 
percentage of trips which exceeded the closures during the period 
trip limit were the highest during the closures which occurred June 
through October. Coincident with the current – wait a minute. 
What the hell is that word? Coincident with the Illex fishery. 

 
 Therefore an increase in the closure period to a limit of 5,000 

during June through October would be beneficial to the Loligo 
stock. Regulatory discards are difficult to estimate accurately, and 
an increased trip limit would allow potential discards to be landed, 
resulting in more accurate quantification of fishery removals. 

 
 Increase in the bi catch trip limit to 7,500 or 10,000 during June 

through October – keep in mind we’re talking August only – 
further reduces the number of Illex trips with regulatory discarding 
of Loligo by another 5% to 10% respectively. And that 5% or 10% 
has to be added to the other percentages that are included. 
However increasing this trip limit to these levels will result in little 
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gain in regulatory discard reduction, may encourage a direct de-
fishery. So too high a number is not satisfactory, but 10,000 is a 
compromise. 

 
 The issue is that’s information that’s in the briefing book that’s 

been said to everybody. My initial intention here was a percentage 
of the Illex on board. That was not considered enforceable. 

 
 Next attempt – well, four or five attempts down the road – was 

cumulative day at sea 2,500 trip limits. I really thought we had that 
one nailed. But until we get to a real time fishery with Illex which 
may happen where you have mandatory electronic reporting which 
would verify your days at sea, this cumulative trip limit is not 
something that the agency at this time can support. If we go to a 
call in system or any other action like that, any of that triggers was 
it paperwork reduction act? Which we can’t do through 
specifications. This is something that we’ll have the opportunity to 
see next year when we sit around here at this table this time of 
year. What were the _____ Illex fishery for 2006 in August? Were 
they substantial? Was it something that negatively impacted the 
fall fishery? Or was it just what we’ve been saying all along 
doesn’t amount to a whole lot.  

 
 This is the best I can do with it. I’d like to do something different, 

but I believe this would be – I hope that the service can support 
this concept and that’s why I’m approaching it at this angle. Thank 
you, Mr. Chairman. 

 
Mr. Chairman: Okay. Discussion on the motion. Sima. 
 
Sima: Here’s where I really got lost in the numbers. I’m looking at table 

one. That says the average Loligo landings, this is the summary 
Loligo landings and Illex trips. The average – and I know it’s an 
average – average Loligo landings in 93.3% of the fishery of the 
percentage of Illex trips was 2430 pounds. So when I read that I 
don’t quite see the need to go to 10,000 pound trip limit in the Illex 
fishery if it averaged out to 2400 pounds and we’ve got an 2,500 
pound closure rate. 

 
 But also, I’m looking at all the stocks and saying if Loligo is going 

to benefit from 10,000 pounds we’re up to from 5,000 by catch 
limit in the Illex fishery, why wouldn’t it also help in the ______ 
fishery and the fluke fishery where they had more trips of Loligo 
by catch during the 2,500 closure? 
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Phil: To me this just raises the flag of they’re catching more than 2,500 
pound of squid in a fluke fishery that’s supposed to be for 5 ½ 
mesh- them’s is some big squid. 

Jeff: I think the problem here just gets back to the nature of the Illex 
fishery and the nature of the Illex fishery is a high volume fishery. 
The squid goes bad very quickly. When a boat catches it, if it’s a 
fresh boat it puts them right down on RSW because that’s to chill it 
down immediately. You can’t run it across a conveyor or anything 
like that to pick anything out of it. I mean, you could get maybe 
some big fish as it’s going down into the hold. You just don’t have 
the opportunity to pick anything out of it, where in a lot of other 
fisheries, I don’t know about the whiting fishery but in a lot of 
other fisheries you do have that opportunity. This is to me 
suggesting a way to keep the Illex boats legal for very short 
periods of time. Thank you. 

Mr. Chairman: There also is no overfishing problem here as I understand it. 
David? 

David: I understand what Jim is intending to do, reduce by catch, reduce 
regulatory discard that is, and that’s certainly a commendable 
objective. Just a couple of points regarding the motion. Again, I’m 
not objecting to it; I’m trying to understand the implications. 

One would seem to be that because each trimester begins as a 
Derby fishery, in other words no limits in place, bring in as much 
as you want. I’m still not sure the counsel really wants to do that 
but that’s the way it is right now. Wouldn’t it be likely, and I’m 
reflecting on some of the points that Sima made, wouldn’t it be 
likely that we would have in the third trimester a closure – second 
trimester – a closure of the fishery in August so that the boats 
directing on Illex will be landing 10,000 of Loligo. But those 
directing on Loligo would be restricted to 2,500 pounds. So you 
have that interesting situation where big boats landing Loligo as bi 
catch would have far the success of what smaller boats fishing in 
shore would be able to land as they direct on Loligo. And indeed it 
is a directed fishery on Loligo in shore. I can’t recall the history 
regarding the 2,500 pounds, but it’s an in shore directed fishery on 
Loligo. That an issue. 

But again, I offer it up for consideration by those who support the 
motion. Is that a problem? And if that is a problem, can it be 
resolved or at least can the severity of the problem be lessened by 
the counsel actually beginning each trimester with a landing limit 
in place. So you reduce the potential for relatively quick closure of 
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the directed fishery and then the need for that to kick in, at least in 
August. Would hope the committee would consider, for example, a 
recommendation that was made by my director Paul Diadati in a 
letter that was referred to by Jimmy, at least alluded to awhile ago 
and you have it in your binder. That perhaps the directed fishery 
should close when 67% of the quota is reached and then allow trip 
limits in the range of 5,000 to 7,500 pounds. That gets us away 
from the 2,500 and it gets us away from some of the other 
problems that we’ve already identified. 

Again, why not stop the Derby fishery at the beginning of each 
trimester? That’s just a question I ask; the committee can address it 
if you care to. And reflecting on my first point is there a problem 
with this particular motion a directed fishery on Illex landing more 
bi catch of Loligo than a directed fisherman who will be restricted 
to 2,500 as it stands now. 

Mr. Chairman: I think plan A didn’t work. Plan b was a multiple of 2,500 so it’s 
acknowledged that there is bi catch in the fishery so this is simply 
an attempt to have some fair value of bi catch landings and there’s 
no overfishing problem here. Jimmy? 

Jimmy: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. To Dave’s questions, there are a couple 
comments, Dave. I had Rich run another analysis for the years 
2003, 2004. You’ve got to recognize that it will vary. It will be 
anywhere from half of the Illex fleet is freezer trawlers which 
means multiple day trips. They’re all multiple day trips but the 
RSW boats would be in a range of one, two, three days whereas 
freezer trawlers could be five to ten, twelve days. The issue of the 
2,500 pounds, the 10,000 versus the 2,500, we are talking about a 
traditional bi catch, that Loligo in the Illex fishery. Illex is the 
targeted species. The Loligo fleet is held to a 2,500 pound trip 
limit, but it’s a day. Per day. That was meant to be a bi catch 
fishery. It has become a directed fishery for a lot of boats. If that’s 
the way it needs to stay until we amend the plan, it will. 

This makes it more fair and equitable for the freezer trawlers that 
are out there that catch Loligo mixed with the Illex to be under a 
trip limit similar to the 2,500 per day. the landings for 2003 for 
freezer trawlers is eight. The average trip duration in 2003 was 8.2 
for the freezer trawlers and RSW is 2.8. In 2004 which was a very 
high production year, freezer trawlers averaged 6.5 and RSW is 
1.8. So when you look at the days when the vessels are out and that 
this catch of Loligo is traditional bi catch of the Illex fishery, I 
don’t feel that the 10,000 is an unrealistic number. That’s the 
reason we picked that. 
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We tried percentages of a weight on board and all kinds of things, 
and a last attempt I had was to include 10% and 2,500 cumulative 
so there would be redirection of effort to go get 10,000 Loligo and 
then go get your Illex. But all of those concepts were rejected. 
Traditionally, Illex fleet doesn’t care about catching Loligo. 
They’re usually small, but they’re physically impossible to deal 
with except on the freezer trawler. They have to separate them. 
RSW boats, it all goes down the hole. Simple as that. As a way to 
try, I’d like to see what it does for a year. Thank you. 

Phil: Sima, something new? 

Sima: Just that where I got those numbers, Phil. I’m looking at table 12 
from ’98 to 2004. They’re talking about trips with 2,500 pounds of 
Loligo bi catch and you’ve got 27 in the Illex fleet, 86 for whiting 
and 350 in the summer flounder fishery. That’s where those 
numbers came from. I don’t know who caught them. We don’t 
have much summer flounder so it probably wasn’t us. 

Also I question, you said 5,000 pounds becomes a directed fishery 
awhile ago, but here we’re turning around and giving 10,000 bi 
catch allowance, and somehow no one is going to direct on that, 
nobody is going to … we’re not making sense. we’re not doing it 
right. We need an amendment that puts all these pieces together. 

Mr. Chairman: Peter? 

Geir: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Most people do things because of 
economics. There is absolutely no economic incentive to catch 
Loligo squid mixed with Illex squid. There are both about the same 
size. Loligo is actually smaller than the Illex. The value is about 
the same. The work load is tremendously higher if you get Loligo 
mixed in. for our boats, the crew would rather throw the Loligo 
overboard than to save it, but we have a promise here that we bring 
stuff in that we can bring in. To me, it’s a sin to throw stuff 
overboard that you could have saved. Our record goes way, way 
back before there was any quotas or any problems and we never 
brought in any Loligo to amount to anything.  

The problem is for wet boats that run everything down and they 
don’t know exactly what they have for a percentage. Rather than to 
make them criminals, this amendment has tried to make them like 
the rest of us. Freezer boats, they can do whatever. They can throw 
it overboard. It doesn’t matter. Making a lot out of this is nothing. 
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Mr. Chairman: Phil, you want the last word? 
 
Phil: Yes, sir. I want to vote in favor for it – thank you Mr. Chairman – 

for all the reasons we’ve heard here before. And for the main 
reason that part of our job is deal with bi catching and eliminate it 
in the best way possible. And this is one of the best ways possible 
in my estimation. The argument about the data that’s in the books 
and stuff, it creates another issue that I think this committee needs 
to look at at some point. But we’ll raise that later. That’s where we 
are here. Thanks. 

 
Mr. Chairman: Let’s vote. All of us in favor of the motion on the board to 

establish a 10,000 per trip landing limit of Loligo during August 
during an Illex closure. All in favor raise your hands. Five. 
Opposed? Motion carries. Jimmy, do you have another one? 

 
Jimmy: We’ve got several more. We’ve got a couple other species and 

that’s all I have for Loligo. But I’d like to make a request – 
 
 [Crosstalk] 

 

Seagraves: We’ve got this cleared up? So the language stands as 90% and all 
that? 

 
Jimmy: Yep. I know your concern there because I had a discussion with 

Joel and George and because of the modification to the trimesters 
versus quarters, we’d like to run it for a year and see. 

 
Seagraves: The only question I had was is this was the original language as it 

appeared in 2000. The underage means under 90%? In other words 
it says a directed fishery during the first two trimesters will be 
closed at 90% _____. Any underages from trimesters one and two 
will be applied to the next trimester. Under 90%, was that the 
intent? In other words, if you don’t land the full first trimester, it 
gets carried over into the next one. That’s what that language 
means. 

 
Jimmy: If you go beyond 90% and you’ve got four months to do it, I don’t 

know your point. 
 
Seagraves: No, that’s the overage. Bring that back up. I just wanted to make 

sure it was clear on the underage part. That language is in there. 
 
Jimmy: It would be under 100%. 
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Seagraves: Under 90 or 100? Okay. Jim, that was in the original language in 
2000. I just brought that forward. 

 
Jimmy: But we’ve modified. Since 2000, we’ve taken the quarters. In 

2001, we didn’t have the language that said we could take the 
underages and apply them. That’s when we started with the 
underage from quarter one goes to quarter three and two all goes to 
four. I think the intend here would be that the underages – nothing 
is going to come out of two so everything has to roll to three. 
Right? 

 
Seagraves: Okay, good. What was up there is different.  
 
Jimmy: It wasn’t included in my motion. 
 
Seagraves: Right. That was my point. So the motion was trimesters only, 

right? And then how much of that below there did we discuss? 
We’ve got to make sure we get this right. What I’m telling you is 
what I’ve got up on the board there is what was in the 2000 
specifications. That’s what it said. So I just brought it forward and 
said this is what we did in 2000 to give you something to work 
from.  

 
Jimmy: You’re saying this applies to underages only? 
 
Seagraves: Well, the first issue is at 90%. You close at 90 right now. We’re 

closing at 80. So you’re good with the 90? Okay? Then the next 
part was the underage business. If you had an underage that we 
applied to the next trimester, which really kind of doesn’t make 
that much sense. The second one always applies because in the 
third period, the 95% rule takes over. But the significant part of 
that would be the first one if you did have an underage. First of all, 
an underage of what? Of 90 or 100? Whatever is not taken in 
trimester one would go to trimester two according to that. That’s 
the way it read in 2000. If that’s not what you want, that’s fine. We 
just have to get rid of that language. 

 
Mr. Chairman: Does the committee have any problem of treating that as 100%, 

anything under 100% rolls over. Even those it’s closed at 90%, 
there’s still a total catch for that trimester. If it’s under 100, it rolls 
over. 

 
Jimmy: We’re not talking about what triggers the closure, are we? 
 
Mr. Chairman: No, no, no. All he’s asking is – 
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George: Number four up there. Read number four. 
 
Mr. Chairman: Is the underage that rolls over what’s under 90% or is the underage 

under 100%. I’m saying, and I think George agrees, that it’s under 
100% of that trimester. That’s what rolls over. 

 
George: And the underages of one would roll to the next trimester. So that 

means it would go into two. Is that okay? Okay. 
 
 I’m not sure that is okay because we won’t know immediately. 

That’s why now the quarter one change occurs in quarter three, 
because we needed that time lag to get all the data in. so it would 
make more sense I think, or we would be more able to deal with it, 
if any underages from trimester one or two went to the end of the 
year. Went into three. And I have a question. Why did we go from 
80% trigger to 90% trigger? What’s the reason for that? 

 
Seagraves: Again, that was what was done in 2000. Because we were breaking 

it up into smaller – I think originally the first year we did 90% in 
the first year we did quarters, and then we dropped it because of 
the overages. We lowered it to 80% which this currently is. This 
was the original language in 2000 when we did trimesters. So I just 
bring that up to say is that where you want it? 

 
Jimmy: I want to get a clarification from George on this. We’re adding an 

extra month to each opening. Is that not going to provide you the 
opportunity to make a determination of what the underage or 
overage would be? I don’t mind going to the third one with any 
underages and overages. But if you have a year where you have a 
terrible period one, it would be nice to roll it into period two if the 
fish showed up on the beach for some reason. And you’ve got an 
extra month to do that. you don’t feel like we would be able to roll 
the underages of one into two? And then everything goes to three 
anyway. 

 
George:  We might be able to do it. It’s hard to say. I mean, this is a one 

year deal. Maybe we can try it and see if it works. And if it 
doesn’t, then we have to rethink. 

 
Jimmy: Do you need a motion to that effect, Mr. Chairman, or is it going to 

be another standing at the committee’s recommendation? 
 
Mr. Chairman: I think an understanding is already made if George is comfortable 

with the _____ we have here. Okay. We’re all right. Jeff? 
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Jeff: I just had a question, Mr. Chairman. Did we address this question 
from Pat in her June 13th letter about incidental catch permits? 

Mr. Chairman: Yeah. 

Seagraves: That was the first thing we did. It makes it the same rule as when 
it’s closed because they can’t land more than – yeah.  

Mr. Chairman: Geir? 

Geir: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I find it kind of strange that we are 
dealing with these percentages at all when it comes to squid. Any 
stock assessment is at best uncertain. And squid is really uncertain. 
Why not go with 100%? If you reach whatever the numbers are it’s 
because there’s plenty of squid. If you stop the fishery, that squid 
is going to be left to die. Why don’t we let it slide over a little bit? 
If the squid is there, it’s there. I don’t think we’re going to harm 
anything doing it. Thank you. 

Mr. Chairman: Thanks. We’re going to go on to butterfish. 

Seagraves: Yeah. Well, the other issue was whether or not we were going to 
change the percentage at the end of the year worrying about 
utilization of OY.  I don’t think we need to deal with that. 

Mr. Chairman: Okay. What’s the subject? 

Sima: [Inaudible] Before we move on from Loligo. 

Mr. Chairman: I thought we were finished with Loligo. 

Sima: That’s why I’m waiting. We’d like to request that perhaps 
someone on the committee could make – as an advisor, I’m 
requesting of the committee that someone make a motion to direct 
staff to begin work on a Loligo controlled access amendment, 
please. 

Mr. Chairman: Jimmy? 

Jimmy: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. We’ve had this discussion more than 
once. We’re not ignoring the industry’s concerns here, but we’ve 
got three squid mackerel butterfish amendments up right now. We 
just can’t even consider taking staff time to start that process at this 
time. It’s as simple as that. it’s just physically impossible right now 
to deal with any more Amendments to squid mackerel butterfish 
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until we get nine, ten, not necessarily all three of them but at least 
one of them out the door. 

Sima: I’m asking for [Audio cut out] possible that recognizes the need for 
a Loligo controled the access amendment. 

Mr. Chairman: I really think we don’t need a motion for that. I think we 
understand the issue. we’ve been struggling with it for awhile. It is 
on the schedule, although it’s rather indefinite at this point simply 
because of other things that have to be done. Dave? 

David Pierce: I realize you’re short on time, Mr. Chairman, so I’ll be brief. It 
would be helpful if Rich, for example, if he’s in a position to do so, 
if he would provide some explanation to Paul _____ regarding, for 
example, why it’s inappropriate, why the council has decided not 
to consider closing the directed fishery or putting in place limits at 
the beginning of each trimester or quarter. And why, for example, 
a triplement of 5,000 pounds would be inappropriate? I’ve got a 
sense of what the answer might be, but it would be appreciated by 
my director if a response would be provided. For example, the 
5,000 is considered to be a directed fishery and it’s supposed to be 
a bi catch level. I think that’s something I heard stated by a number 
of council members. And if that’s indeed the reason why 5,000 
hasn’t been considered in the past, then please make that known to 
my director. Is that a reasonable request, Mr. Chairman, just to 
respond to this letter from Paul? 

Mr. Chairman: Sure. We’ll do it. 

Seagraves: Are we done on Loligo? 
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August 2006 Committee Discussion 

 

 

Mr. Chairman (Pete Jensen): The background material was behind tab seven of your 
briefing book. The primary purpose of today’s meeting is to 
determine the allocations that we’re going to recommend to the 
counsel for the trimesters and so we’ll start with that. 

 
Rich Seagraves: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. As Pete indicated, behind tab seven 

there’s a short background paper. There’s first the agenda for the 
meeting, as Pete has already indicated. At our last meeting we 
were tasked with specifying with coming up with 2007 
management specifications for Loligo, Illex, butterfish and 
Atlantic mackerel. We got through everything except the allocation 
of the Loligo quota. We did specify a quote of 17,000 metric tons 
which has been the case since 2001. That’s the quota associated 
with the fishing mortality rate on average is 75% FMS wired 
target.  

 
 In the background paper, if you had a chance to read it, what I did 

is a lot of the discussion focused on how we came up with the 
original allocation, sort of the history of it. it was a little foggy. I 
couldn’t remember exactly the switch from trimesters to quarters, 
exactly how that went. There were some direct questions from the 
audience and I was unable to answer those. Actually, I did give 
you answer that I thought it was based on the same data set, and it 
was. My answer was correct. But the research I did subsequent to 
that meeting is captured in this background paper.  

 
 Just to give you a little history, when the SFA was passed and we 

had a revised over fishing definition, in ’99 we were told that 
based on the latest assessment that the stock approaching an 
overfished condition or was overfished, and therefore we had to 
take remedial action. And the number were working with in 2000 
was a quote of 13,000 metric tons to achieve rebuilding in about 
three years. 

 
 The being an annual species, it’s quickly – of course, as soon as we 

implemented that, 2000 was one of the biggest squid years we had 
had in recent memory and the quota was quickly taken. We 
actually allowed an end season adjustment. But given the fact that 
the fleet had taken in the neighborhood of about 22,000 to 23,000 
metric tons, it was clear that a quota of only 13,000 would be taken 
up rather quickly. So we implemented a seasonal allocation 
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mechanism to spread the quota out both for _____ allocation 
purposes to the participants in the fishery. And also based on the 
recommendation in the _____ that fishing mortality should be 
spread out across the fishing year rather than focused on one 
period. 

 
 So what we came up with was a trimester system for 2000 based 

on the ’94 through ’98 landings as they appeared in the most recent 
assessment at that time. Steve Cadrin was the assessment scientist 
that was assigned awhile ago at the time. He was at the meeting 
and we were figuring this stuff out on the fly. So he had the 
numbers in his laptop of what the official landings were for the 
assessment for ’94 to ’98. And they were based on what the old we 
call the dealer weigh out system, this is prior to the dealer 
reporting requirements that came online right towards the end of 
the time period. The data set that was being used is still referred to 
as weigh op data.  

 
 The species code within the services computer system for Loligo is 

801 and 802 is Illex, 803 is unclassified squid. Now in the old 
days, almost everything was reported as unclassified and then as 
these fisheries developed, they reported as to the species level. But 
still even in the ’94 to ’98 time period when the assessment was 
looking at that period, there was some unclassified squid in the 
database. 

 
 So Steve prorated those based on the time of the year that they 

were taken in the area saying these are most likely Loligo. These 
are probably Illex. Summertime out on the edge, they’re probably 
Illex. There’s some chance of error in that, but from a biological 
perspective, the reason it was done was to try to account for all the 
mortality they could. 

 
 So the ’94 to ’98 database that was used included all _____ 801 

plus some percentage of the unclassified squid that the assessment 
biologist was making a call on that. For better or worse, that’s what 
we used. 

 
 Then the next year we quickly took the quote in 2000 and because 

of other problems if you recall, when we wrote the trip limit it 
didn’t prohibit the landing of more than one trip limit in a day. so 
there were a lot of squid in 2000 off of Long Island in the 
summertime and there were multiple trips being made. People 
were making five or six trips in one day, landed I think the record 
was 12,000 or 13,000 pounds in a day or something. And that was 
not the intent of the counsel for the trip limit. 
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So all those things going on as the backdrop as we’re setting the 
quota for 2001 in that summer of 2000, we switched to quarters. 
Changed the definition to restrict landings to no more than the trip 
limit, if it was closed, at 2,500. No more than that amount in one 
calendar day. And we used the ’94 to ’98 same data set with the 
unclassified squid, as had been previously done, because it was 
available in the assessment. 

Now fast forward to the day when I go back and try to reproduce 
those numbers if you read the paper. Two things have happened. 
One is some of that data has been audited. Specifically, the ’98 
numbers changed quite a bit. If I just compare the straight 801 
Loligo landings identified to the species level between the old run 
and the new, I get different numbers. There is significant auditing 
that has gone on within the data set. This is typical; happens all the 
time. 

And also I’m not sure exactly what the proration schedule was that 
Steve used and my concern is if we were to stick with this we’d 
always be at the mercy of trying to figure out exactly how the 
biologist in charge prorated the squid. And if that person changes, 
whoever is in charge of the assessment may change and have a 
different opinion about that. 

So what I did is I went back and, if you look at table five, cut right 
to the chase, I give the Loligo landings for ’01 through ’05. Then 
you can see the percentage of what happened. I just computed it by 
periods of one, two and three, the trimester allocation periods that 
we had talked about. You already passed the motion allocating the 
17,000 metric tons by trimester. And even though it was a 
quarterly allocation, I just computing the landing for this table as if 
it were by trimester. So this incorporates all the closures and 
everything else that are indicated in table three. 

So the 2000 allocation percent is in column four of table five, it 
says 42, 18 and 40%. The actual landings that are in column three, 
you see there was an overage in really quarters one and two, now 
captured as the first period, resulted in a 48.8%. A 15.6% was 
landed when we divided up into a trimester period in the second 
one, and then 35.6. 

So the original allocation and the quarterly allocation, the trimester 
allocation and the quarterly allocation again based on ’94 to ’98 
which included the unclassified squid. 
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So what I did is I went back and I was trying to rerun these 
numbers and I wasn’t able to reproduce them. And then as I did my 
homework I realized okay, we included those unclassified squid 
and also there was a rather significant change in the ’98 data, the 
weight out data itself. 

So what I did was is I reran the allocation based on the ’94 to ’98 
_____ and that should be way out data. For just species code 801, 
Loligo squid. And that’s in the right hand column. So you get 
period one 43.15. Period two, 16.73 and period three, 40.13. Figure 
two compares the ’01 to ’05 actual landings to 2000 allocations. 
The landings in ’05 through ’05 if you just look at them on a 
trimester basis, and then on the right hand side would be the new 
adjusted numbers if we go with the weight out data species code 
801 only. 

So in summary then, the staff recommendation to clear this up 
would be to go with the percentages that are identified in the right 
hand column there, the ’94 to ’98 to Loligo only would result in 
those allocations. I’ll take any questions about how things went. 

I think part of the reason is two justifications. First of all, _____ 
requires that we use the best available data so this would 
incorporate updates. And again, these numbers are provisional in 
terms of this was a download from the weigh out data that we did 
in our office. If you adopt this recommendation, you’d be buying 
into the concept of using dealer weigh out data ’94 to ’98 species 
code 801 Loligo only, no unclassified squid. If you ever change it, 
then you’ll have the ability to go directly in there and track those 
numbers or whatever. We wouldn’t be dealing with any judgment 
calls on unclassified squid. 

Now those numbers are a result of the data run that we made and 
we’ve been having some problems with some of the data runs 
we’ve made not matching up directly with some of the assessment 
people at the center and so forth. So we would reserve the right, or 
hope you realize that these numbers might change slightly. As Pete 
has suggested, maybe we’ll round them off a little bit in case any 
minor changes wouldn’t affect the percentage. But the concept is 
’94 to ’98 weigh out Loligo only and it’s the latest data that would 
be available. 

Mr. Chairman: Any questions? Jimmy. 

Jimmy Rhule: Just so I’m clear – I am clear on it, but just so everybody is clear 
on it. The problem with using the 2000 forward data is it’s hard to 
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differentiate when there’s a closure going on as far as this analysis. 
I wouldn’t say it’s hard, but this analysis here would not 
differentiate the times lf closures when 2,500 was what anybody 
could have. Is that right or not? 

Seagraves: Well, in terms of table five, it is what it is. I ran – give me the 
months one, two, three and four equals trimester one and so forth. 
So there’s another hand out that looks at trip limits, I think what 
Jimmy is referring to, because there is some interest at looking at 
maybe trip limits. I ran the ’01 through ’05 numbers for the whole 
trimester and then broke it down by month, the pounds landed for 
various trip levels, percent pounds, cumulative pounds and then 
another set of tables that looks at trips. And then I did it by month. 
So yes, the ’01 through ’05 would be polluted by closures.  

The table five just shows you what happened in terms of what was 
landed and if part of April was closed the landings would be 
reduced in that month because it was closed. But it was closed 
because there was probably an overage maybe in that period. So 
the result is, if you look at this, essentially we landed higher than 
we were supposed to land in the early part of the year, less in the 
middle and a little more at the end, mainly due to the overages in 
the offshore fishery in ’01 through ’05. 

Mr. Chairman: The first order of business is to make a recommendation to the 
counsel on the trimester allocation. Do we have a motion?  

Lori Nolan: Thank you, Pete. Just before that, the idea that these percentages 
are going to be accepted, we have another issue kind of shadowing 
this that makes it hard to swallow these numbers, for the industry 
to swallow these numbers, unless there is some protection in the 
second trimester. The issue being that we’re rearranging the 
months of harvesting now so that what was July one, the first 
month of a quarter, is no longer the first month of the quarter. It’s 
now a middle month in the second trimester. So the opportunity for 
those who are used to having the opportunity to harvest come July 
one, there’s a very good chance that opportunity is not going to be 
there anymore with the opening on May one, which is now going 
to open the door for, say, Massachusetts.  

Industry on that point doesn’t have a problem with sharing the 
quota. But the idea, most likely it will play out that there’s a 
closure before July 1st and 90% of the quota will have been taken 
and the industry will be reduced to a 2,500 trip limit. 
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I know we’re focusing on the percentages of allocations to the 
quarters, but to get the support on the existing percentages, 
industry will feel comfortable supporting those percentages if they 
know they have some mechanism in place that’s going to preserve 
the July one fishery. I don’t mean to take us off course or 
backtrack or get on to a different topic, but that’s the issue at hand. 
And to put the mechanism in place, what industry is hoping for is 
to have a trigger, and I have a motion to this point that maybe I 
could read just so everyone gets the flavor of where the issue lies 
with accepting the percentages and not perhaps fighting for 
different percentages for the trimester period. 

Mr. Chairman: Yeah. If you’re not going to make that as a motion, just read it to 
inform people as to where you’re coming from. 

Lori: If that’s okay. Yeah. The motion would be to move that the trigger 
at the second trimester bet set at 45%. If a closure occurs in the 
directed Loligo fishery before July one, the directed fishery will 
reopen July one with a 90% trigger for the remaining trimester 
quota. If no closure occurs from May one to June 30th, the directed 
fishery will remain open with a 90% trigger replacing the 45% 
trigger on July one. 

Now this is the only method that we see appropriate to preserve 
that July fishery. It’s south of Long Island. It’s not just the New 
York fishery and there are many participants that are very 
disenfranchised knowing what the outcome of this trimester is 
going to produce when it comes July one. There are a few industry 
members here that will speak to this concern. Unfortunately this 
provision hinges on certainly whether or not I can support the 
percentages present for the middle trimester. Where are you going 
to get it? It leads industry to fight to get some more quota from the 
other trimester periods. That still won’t ensure the opportunity 
come July one and trip limits are not a place anyone wants to go. 

So I’m wondering if that motion can’t be considered or at least 
discussed at this point to remedy the issue at hand. 

Mr. Chairman: Jimmy? 

Jimmy: Just for a point of clarification, when you said 45% you mean 45% 
of the 18%? Of the 16.73?  

Lori: Correct. 

Jimmy: Does the 45% represent – 

59



 2a Page 7 of 29 
Multiple Participants 

 

www.verbalink.com  Page 7 of 29 

 
Lori: That’s the allocation for that trimester. 
 
Jimmy: So basically your suggestion that the summer period be split in 

two. With triggers, though. Not with quota allocation. Through the 
trigger _____. 

 
Mr. Chairman: My preference would be to have trimester allocations on the table 

first. This makes it a little more complicated. Why don’t we do 
this. If here are people in the audience that want to comment on 
both sides of this issue, let’s take public comment. But then at 
some point we are going to need a motion to get us off the dime 
here.  Jimmy? 

 
Jimmy: Procedurally, we may be a whole lot better off to ask the service  

their position on this because we went through this discussion. Lori 
wasn’t at the last meeting unfortunately. 

 
Lori: You bet. 
 
 [Laughter] 

 
Jimmy: Fortunately Lori wasn’t at the last meeting. so I’d like to give 

George the opportunity to comment on this because it’s going to be 
relevant. The decision to go to trimesters is based a lot on the 
services concern of ______. So if you don’t mind, Mr. Chairman, 
I’d like to hear the service opinion. Then I certainly would like to 
hear public comment. 

 
Lori: But to that point, some of industry may offer ideas to the service 

that, after the service hears them, the service may take a different 
position. 

 
Mr. Chairman: Okay. Let’s take public comment. 
 
Jim Lovgren: Jim Lovgren. Frankly I was quite surprised when I got my notice 

there from the council after the last meeting of what the council 
and I seen that they went from quarters to trimesters and I said why 
did they do that? It’s the stupidest thing. I fought against that for a 
number of years, okay? All you have to do is look at the year 2000 
when we first did it. We were closed for seven months of the year. 
Seven months. You look at 2005; that’s the only other year we had 
really substantial closures. In 2002 we had some, but 2005 the last 
year. What caused that? Well, that was the result of the ground fish 
permit buy out and a lot of new entrance in the fishery, big 
entrance from New England, who we now have to deal with. That 
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was the term we used when we complained to New England about 
all of the new entrance fee pushed into the squid fishery. Deal with 
it. We’re trying to deal with it. We’re not going to deal with it by 
going to trimesters. You’re going to see the seasons close in a 
month and a half and have seven months of closed seasons again. 
This is stupid, plain and simple. I don’t want to personally offend 
anybody, but this is a dumb move. 

But it’s done. We have to cope with it. Right now concern about 
the summer season. In New Jersey we used to have a good summer 
season. We haven’t had much squid on the beach in years, about 
five or six anyway. We have a good run this year. And when did it 
start? It started in July. Under this, we’re at 2,500 pounds and we 
were doing that in half a tote. Guys were coming in at the dock this 
summer with 5,000 to 8,000 pounds of squid by 1:00 in the 
afternoon because we’re not icing them up down below; we’re 
keeping them in exactors on the deck. That’s a good day’s fishing. 
We’re not going out to kill anything, to mug up totally. But that 
fishery would be lost to us under this. And this is a historical 
fishery in New Jersey. It’s a July fishery. We rarely have squid off 
of Jersey in June. When we do, it’s late in June. It might be off a 
______ ridge. But it’s not on the beach the way it is in July where 
it’s very easy to access. 

We don’t want to lose that fishery. Okay? When we start looking, 
and this is why I really think going to trimesters is dumb, because 
we’re looking at cuts in summer flounder, we’re looking at cuts in 
scup, we’re looking at cuts in sea bass. And that means that 
everything is going to be closed in April. Just about everything is 
going to be closed. The best time of the year to sell fish when the 
market demand is highest, most of our seasons are going to be 
closed. Scup will be open. Okay? And they’ll be a dime. Because 
nobody will have anything else to fish for. 

This was not very well thought out. And what I’m going to 
suggest, and I know, George, you had told Lori that the trigger 
mechanism cutting into at 45% isn’t doable. The only other 
alternative I say to that is just do a 10,000 possession limit through 
the summer season to try and keep it open as long as possible and 
stop large trips from coming in. 

I’d also suggest that enforcement would take place of the 
possession limit when seasons are closed, but that boats do not 
land large trips on the first day of open season because if they do, 
obviously, somebody lands 400,000 pounds of squid on the first 
day of a season or the second day of a season, he was breaking the 
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law because the possession limit that day he was fishing would 
have been 2,500 pounds. We need enforcement of that law because 
15, 20 boats doing that, you can’t half of a season’s quota first day 
before anybody even has a shot at them. 

 
 Anyway, that’s my feelings on it. This trimesters, it’s bad. It’s 

going to close us down longer. No matter what it is, if we don’t 
want to address the participation in the Loligo through criteria, if 
we don’t want to address that we have a lot more entrance, we 
have a lot more fisherman. And if there’s a buyout coming and it 
doesn’t take all permits, we’re going to see even more people in 
this fishery which means longer and longer closed seasons. We 
will probably be closed down in February this year, and that means 
two and a half months in the winter season. Then we’ll be closed 
down in the summer for two months possibly, and then in the fall 
again. 

 
 This is what we’ve got to deal with. The trimesters are just going 

to create longer closed seasons. You could work with it in the 
quarters. Yeah, it closes down. But it’s not going to close down as 
long, and the fisherman need the opportunity to be able to fish. As 
I say, especially with the cut backs in the other fisheries with days 
at sea and all of our multispecies in the mid-Atlantic, all of these 
cutbacks, we need as much opportunity as we can and we need to 
manage this as smartly as we can. 

 
Mr. Chairman: Thank you, Jim. Further comments? Sima? 
 
Sima: Yeah. Jim is right on the money here. he’s right on the money here 

about the whole way the resource is being managed and why we’re 
going from quarterly to trimesters and the closures. At our dock, 
squid is the only volume crop we have unless we want to go after 
25 ____ with $2.50 a gallon fuel. 

 
 This July fishery – we shut down. I go from ten, twelve trucks a 

week from November to April, and we shut down in May and June 
if we don’t have access to squid down to maybe three or four 
trucks a week. It’s that big a drop off. 

 
 So this July fishery, some of my boats, May and June everybody 

goes to the yard. My question to the boats was, okay, if we open in 
May and we’re not going to have anything left in July, can you go 
to the yard in July instead? [Break in audio] Some can’t from my 
dock. A lot of other boats that aren’t from my dock on the south 
shore, that’s it. They have to have the July fishery.  
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So I think the 45% trigger, if we’ve got to go this route, is a 
solution to preserve that July fishery. And I did say at the last 
meeting that I certainly have no problem. I understand why 
Massachusetts wants to preserve or reinstate their May fishery, but 
it should not be at the expense of this July fishery to south of Long 
Island. 

Enforcement of the possession limit absolutely should happen. I 
know we live under it and when that season opens January 1st when 
the squid season opens, I don’t see any squid until the 4th, the 5th 
because we’ve been boarded. It is enforced by us. And I’ve 
relatively smaller boats. But if you’ve get some of these big freezer 
boats all loaded up with their half million, a million pounds 
landing the first day of an open season, you just skewed the season. 
You just shut us down. We cannot afford any more closures. 

If we’re going to go trip limits, then I’m going to be opposed to a 
10,000 pound trip limit. In the same reasoning we looked at the 
scup landings yesterday or the day before and said there were two 
scup trips at 30,000 pounds and isn’t it good that they didn’t have 
to throw that over, while I’m looking at two Loligo trips at 50,000 
pounds and that’s a way far cry from 10,000 pounds, we’d be 
throwing over I think, if we have a season like we’re having now 
in the summer, we’d be throwing over an awful lot of Loligo at a 
10.000 pound trip limit. We’re having a few hundred cartons and 
boats; some of them are coming in with full trips. So I would want 
that trip limit set at 50,000 for the two trips that did it so they 
would not have to discard the stock. 

But really, George, if there is any way to go with the 45% trigger 
and have a season that starts in July, that’s where I would like to 
be. 

George: Thank you, Simas. Greg? 

Greg: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you, council members. Greg 
DiDomenico, Garden State _____ Association speaking 
specifically on this topic for Cape May and for Point Pleasant. 

All I can really ask for is the same accommodations or rational that 
caused the council to consider a trimester should be given to that 
second trimester, May, June, July, August, some trip limit. I would 
ask for one that’s 10,000 pounds. We believe given the amount of 
landings that which are minimal in those months, we believe a 
10,000 pounds trip limit will not cause a discord problem. We 
believe it will preserve the four month fishery. And again, what 
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this does is allows for boat of a certain size, if the fishery is right 
outside their door, to have a good trip. To go all week. To make a 
little money to offset those problems that are going to be caused in 
the reduction in summer flounder and black sea bass. 

Again, if you can just consider the same reasons that you made a 
quarterly system to a trimester season, just make some 
accommodations for those vessels that would really, really benefit 
on a small trip limit in May, June, July, August and therefore 
preserve a four month season. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Chairman: Let me remind committee members that we’re scheduled only to 
meet until 9:00 and it’s less than 20 minutes and so we’re going to 
have to have a motion here soon. 

Eric: You want to have your motion first? 

Mr. Chairman: No. 

Eric: I can talk for at least two hours. Eric Reid, R-E-I-D, from 
Narragansett Rhode Island. I don’t deep sea fish; we’re a 
wholesaler. I also am one of those evil freezer trawlers I keep 
hearing about being so miserable to the fishery. I also own a wet 
fish trawler. 

I would like to thank the council for increasing the quota in the 
first trimester. At least maybe the winter fishery will be ten weeks. 
I calculate right now the capacity of fleet is about 700 metric tons a 
week landing. So maybe we’ll get nine weeks; maybe we’ll get 
ten. At least we can go fishing for a little while. 

The second trimester, I have a big problem with that. I have a big 
problem with the way it’s been allocated. I think the tonnage is 
going to be a farce. Forty-five percent trigger, at least that way we 
can split it up for a couple of months. My original thought was to 
have a trimester and then a two month and a two month and 
another trimester, which is essentially what Ms. Nolan is 
proposing. There should be no reason we couldn’t do that. We 
report electronically to the Fed twice a week. So I can’t accept any 
excuse that we can’t keep track of data. it seems ridiculous. 
Apparently we can’t count in this fishery anyway because we get 
shut down and we get opened and the numbers just don’t work out 
for us. 

Personally, I think a 10,000 pound trip limit is too high. I think 
5,000 or 7,500 would be better. There are a tremendous amount of 
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small boats in that fishery at that time in Nantucket Sound south of 
Rhode Island, south of Long Island and then the Point Pleasant 
boats. 

I also think that once the general category of _____ gets a little 
shake up, perhaps there’s going to be more effort than there is now 
in that time. I would ask the council to do everything they can to at 
least address spreading out that middle trimester quota so all the 
players involved can actually make a living at it instead of shutting 
it down for probably three months, which is what will happen. 
Thank you. 

Mr. Chairman: George, would you like to respond to the question now? 

George: Sure. I understand the concern. But there is no way that we can 
effectively monitor on that basis. The whole reason for suggesting 
that quota monitoring might be done better in trimester than in four 
periods was that this is one of the most difficult fisheries we have 
to monitor and we’re almost always criticized for either being over 
or being under. Because of the way the fishery is prosecuted, it’s 
very, very difficult for us to be accurate in our monitoring. and the 
smaller the quotas we’re trying to monitor and the shorter the 
periods of time, the more difficult that becomes. 

We have weekly dealer reporting, and there’s a lag from the day 
they come in on one week to the time we get it and it gets cleaned 
up and it can be put in any use format for us to do projections. 

In addition, we always have late landing. That can be a big 
problem in this fishery because there are a few dealers that handle 
large amounts of Loligo and if they’re late or their initial reports 
are in error, it throws their monitoring way off. 

So the trimester that’s only 16% or 17% of the quota, and then put 
a 45% trigger in on that, that would be next to impossible for us to 
do anything with. We’d never be right. There’s no way we could 
support that approach. Sorry. 

Lori: I thought we were going to convince George otherwise. But no. I 
would say it sounds that industries already offer the only way to go 
at that point then and we’re going to have to discuss trip limit. I 
guess you want to go back to the idea of what are the allocations to 
the trimester period. So for that, and to move this along, I guess I 
will make a motion to support – okay. I’ll make a motion to say 
that the allocations be rounded off and that the first trimester be 
43%, the second trimester be 17% and the third trimester be 40%. 
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Jan, I’m sorry I didn’t put that in writing first. For a one year trial 
basis. And that the council be prepared to revisit this in the spec 
setting process next year if failure occurs. 

Mr. Chairman: Second that, Jimmy? Discussion on the motion? Any further 
comments from the audience to do that allocation? We’ll have it on 
the board in awhile. Simas? 

Simas: [Inaudible] 

Mr. Chairman: Come on up to the mike. 

Simas: I just want to say, George, before I was near to the mike, we never 
went over. We never went over. You’re all worried about late 
landings, but every year in there we haven’t landed the quota for a 
stock that lives one year. _____ I can’t do this and we’re worried 
about these late landings, it’s just not right. 

But my question is you’re making a motion for the rounding out. 
Are we talking with our without trip limits or would that be a 
separate motion? 

Lori: That would be the next discussion. 

Simas: Okay, thank you. 

Eric: When we went to electronic reporting which was mandated for 
dealers, I had to hire two other people. 

George: Can you speak into the mike, a little bit closer. Turn it down. 

Eric: Seems a lot taller than I am at the mike. When we went to 
electronic reporting I had to put another two people on my staff. I 
didn’t have the budget for it but I had to do it. if I wanted to play 
the game, I had to play by the rules. And it dumbfounds me that 
the service can’t keep up with somebody like me who now has 
eight people on my staff that are capable of reporting clean data 
twice a week. So to say it’s not possible to monitor on a 45% or a 
two month basis, that’s a huge problem that I have because I had to 
do it. I had to do it twice a week, not once every two months. I 
think the council should charge a service for cleaning up their act, 
budget restraints or not, and get the job done. The idea is to 
support the industry and if that’s what it’s going to take I think it 
should be done. It’s just not fair. 

Mr. Chairman: Did I see another hand over there? Lori? 
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Lori: To that point, I may have looked that I folded too soon but we do 

have the time issues. but George, I do think what Eric just said and 
Simas noting that the quota has never exceeded the target. It’s 
always been shut down early. And the idea that there are dealers 
out there who are basically getting away with not complying with 
the mandate is wrong. Those who are playing by the rules, as Eric 
just described he took on an extra financial burden. They’re doing 
their job and it seems by now _____ should realize who these 
latent reporters now and there should be a penalty involved. It 
should be handled and remedied. 

 
George: I understand what you’re saying. We do identify the dealers who 

are significantly late in their reporting and we do pass that 
information on to the office enforcer. So it’s not ignored. You’re 
absolutely right. It causes us a problem and it causes the industry a 
problem because we don’t have in a timely way the information we 
need to do the job right. That’s a fact and we’re trying to address it. 
until we can do better than we’re doing right now, it would be 
impossible to do what you’re asking to do in any kind of accurate 
way. It would be a total guess. 

 
Mr. Chairman: Let me go a little further than a chairman should. Is there another 

way to solve this problem by having a predetermined closure that 
fits everybody’s purpose starting in the second trimester? 

 
Lori: How about if we divide the quota in half and have a first trimester 

being – I know. Okay. But we’re trying to come up with another 
idea. I know it’s very similar to that, but if we broke it down into 
January to April as trimester one or quarter one and May to June is 
quarter two and July to August quarter three and September to 
December quarter four. 

 
George: [Inaudible] 
 
Lori: Well, it maybe needs to be revisited. The trip limit you can see. 

That’s going to cause a little contention because we’re already 
heard three different suggestions for what the trip limit should be. I 
don’t think this is what industry realized what was coming down 
the pike in the Loligo fishery. I don’t think the advertisement was 
out there, what the ramifications of this – spec setting is normally 
not dividing the pie and reallocating, and I feel that what we’re 
doing here is reallocating. And it’s a very touchy situation.  

 
 Everything has been mentioned. _____ scup, black sea bass, the 

availability, the influx of effort into this fishery. Everybody is 

67



2a Page 15 of 29 
Multiple Participants 

www.verbalink.com Page 15 of 29 

getting squeezed; fuel is going up and people are just trying to 
hang on. And I think protecting that July one fishery is worth the 
effort. George, you say you can’t do it but maybe we should try. So 
NMFS messes up and instead of it shutting down at 45%, in fact 
you end up going over and 60% is harvested. Oh well, it’s better 
than nothing. Because what they’re going to have is nothing. 

Industry might have to just sit here and say okay, this is what we’re 
going to do. We may not come up with an accurate split, but we’re 
going to come up with the best we can come up with. Maybe 
Nimms could go out on a limb here understanding that it’s not the 
participating industry’s fault that the dealers are not supplying you 
the data you need to be more accurate at your job and give them 
something they need. Nobody is going to hold you to the 45%. 
Nobody is going to hang you out to dry. It’s just try to do this for 
them. They need something today. 

Mr. Chairman: Jimmy, do you have your hand up? 

Jimmy: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. There have been some statements here 
that have really not been expressed here, or the facts of the matter 
have been excluded. I think the intent, first of all, we gave plenty 
of public notice that we were going to talk about this. We talked 
about this in Virginia Beach and made people aware – that was in 
May – that in June we were going to be dealing with this. So I feel 
like we did give this to the general public. Whether or not 
everybody got the message ______. 

The biggest thing about this is the one year trial. What we’ve been 
doing hasn’t been working that well. We’re trying something 
better. But the concern that I have, we keep being referred back to 
trimesters being a failure in 2000. You have to recall that in 2000 
we did not have the provision for multi day trips. That entirely 
skewed that whole year. The fact that there were boats landing six 
and seven times a day. They weren’t running in and out getting 25 
boxes in a tow. They were coming in with 15,000, 18,000 and 
turning the boat around, taking 2,500 out, turning the boat around, 
taking 2,500 out. They found a loophole; they used it. That’s 
history. We corrected that problem. But you can’t use 2000 as a 
gage as to whether trimesters work or not. The attempt, in my 
opinion by this committee, is to try for one year something 
different.  

This is something different. I don’t know what the outcome is 
going to be. I’m certainly open to suggestions for next year 
depending on the outcome of this year. But you can’t base your 
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decision on trimesters based on 2000 because of the regulations 
that were not in place, which we have rectified. Thank you. 

 
Mr. Chairman: Okay. We need to get to a vote on this motion. Lori, go ahead. 
 
Lori: If you go to page four, table three and you look at the dates on the 

closures, I think it’s very easy and fair to say that with the trimester 
process, the fishery is going to be shut down in June. If it makes it 
to June. So I think this is a valid point that industry is bringing 
forward, and yeah, we’re trying it for a year. But if we in front of 
us, right now today, before we make the decision, know of a 
problem that’s going to occur and is going to cause devastating 
effects to the existing industry and we don’t make an effort to try 
to compensate and try to do something for them, then we’re 
failing. 

 
 I again am going to come back and say to George, you may not be 

the most effective body at closing the fishery at 45% due to 
problems outside of your control. But could we please do this 
anyway and accept the outcome. And if the outcome, as I said, if 
60% of the fish get landed and that’s when you shut it down, you 
did the best you could. You let us know. We were really asking for 
a lot. You did the best you could; we’re accepting the outcome and 
let’s try it. As Jimmy said, it’s only a year.  

 
 I just feel this is an issue that we know is going to be a problem 

next year this time. So why can’t we try to address it before we 
move forward? 

 
Mr. Chairman: You’re free to make your motion when the time comes. There’s a 

motion on the floor first. Comments on the motion on the floor? 
Those trimester allocations? Then if you want to make your motion 
we’ll do it. Any further comments on the motion on the floor? 
Fran? 

 
Fran: Yes. It seems that since we’re doing the trimester and the crux of 

the matter seems to lie in the second trimester, perhaps the 17% 
ought to be jacked up and some of the first and third ones shaved 
off to give these people a little more time and then go on with trip 
limit considerations after we put a different percentage on there. 

 
Mr. Chairman: Do you have a percentage you want to put forward because we’re 

going to vote on this.  
 
Fran: [Inaudible] 
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Mr. Chairman: Further comment on the motion on the floor? Lori? 

Lori: Based on Rich’s analysis, I think for us to start tweaking those 
percentages right now, we’re going to find some difficulty in 
supporting why we just arbitrarily adjusted those percentages. So 
while I wish the second trimester was larger, I don’t feel the 
committee at this point has any justification to change those 
numbers. So I will support those percentages. 

Mr. Chairman: We’re going to vote on this motion so we can move on. We’re 
running out of time quick. All of those in favor of the motion raise 
your hand. Five in favor. Those opposed? One opposed. Motion 
carries. Lori, do you have another motion? 

Lori: Yes. If we could get the motion, move that the trigger for the 
second trimester be set at 45%. If a closure occurs in the directed 
Loligo fishery before July one, the directed fishery will reopen 
July one with a 90% trigger for the remaining trimester quota. If no 
closure occurs from May one to June 30th, the directed fishery will 
remain open with a 90% trigger, replacing a 45% trigger on July 
one. 

Mr. Chairman: Is there a second to the motion? 

Lori: Is there a second to that motion? Oh, you guys. 

Mr. Chairman: Okay. Second by _____. And Lori, I guess if I can repeat your 
rationale or message to the services, if we adopt this take your best 
shot at it. 

Lori: Absolutely. Better than nothing. 

[Crosstalk] 

Mr. Chairman: Comment on the motion from the committee. Phil. 

Phil: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. In the motion I’ve got a question for 
George. If it wasn’t quite that specific and you were given a range 
that you want it held to, if you spelled it out so that it was _____ I 
don’t know what it would be, 40% to 45%, you’re given a little 
better range to make the adjustment. Would that work better for the 
service? Instead of trying to be held to a number, you’re held to a 
range for that quarter to shut down. 

Mr. Chairman: George, hand on one second. Go ahead. 
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George: I just want to point out that the committee and council didn’t shore 
up the language about when the 90% closure – how the thing 
would be closed at 90% and dealing with underages and overages. 
Now in the staff recommendation that follows, you’re going to 
have to include this at some point. After percentages, I have the 
language in there and you need to include that. That’s at the end of 
page three following the percentages. So it said directed fishery 
would close at 90% for the allocation for each trimester, 2,500 
pound trip limit in effect to the end of the trimester. Underages or 
overages from one and two will be applied to the next – underages 
are applied to the next trimester – that’s a typo, and then overages 
are deducted from the third. That’s the way it was written 
originally. 

Lori: So to that point, you want more language in this motion describing 
that we reduced to a 2,500 – 

Male 1: Well, at some point we have to make sure that we clarify how you 
want to deal with underages and overages. 

Mr. Chairman: Why don’t we let Rich perfect that motion and get it up on the 
board so everybody can see it. Jim? 

Jimmy: I would rather we wait until we get through this one first. That’s 
the point. That’s why I didn’t bring it up before. 

Jimmy: Whatever happens may affect the way we allocate the percentage 
closure.  That's why I didn't bother to bring it up at that time.  We 
do something significantly different, but we recognize that it does 
have to be addressed.   

Speaker 2: If it's not critical, why don't you just let the staff have the 
flexibility to write in the language that Rich just read?  That would 
save time in the committee meeting. 

Mr. Chairman: Yeah.  Sure.  If we can get it up on the board that's okay, but 
otherwise I think the mover and the secondary are okay with the 
perfection of the language.  Discussion on the motion?  George? 

Darcy: I appreciate the thought, but I don't know how we'd manage to 
arrange.  We'd have the same problem.  It's not just the number, it's 
that the small amount and the short period of time that we have to 
do it.  We'd have to make projections based on one or two points 
that would be unsure points.  It would be a guess.  Now if we had 
to do it we'd do it the best we could, but it would only be a guess. 
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Lori: But to that point, George, that's all anyone is asking for.  Do the 
best you can with what you have to work with. 

 
Mr. Chairman: Jimmy? 
 
Jimmy: George, is it possibly to forget the projections and just put a 

specific number down, the day that you hit that number the fishery 
closes.  Forget projections.  Just forget projections entirely.  That's 
the whole problem.  You're trying to predict the behavior of the 
industry.  If there was a specific number, forget percentages.  It's 
easy enough to take the percentages and turn them into numbers.  
The day that you reach the number that equates to 45 percent of 
period two, the fishery closes.  Is that possible to do without 
projections or does the plan not have that flexibility? 

 
Darcy: I don't think it's a problem with the plan, it's a problem with the 

way the data come in.  You'd have to say at x pounds of _____ 
_____. 

 
Jimmy: That’s exactly what I'm suggesting. 
 
Darcy: But different dealers report at different times and some don't report 

in two weeks after.  As long as that happens then the system can be 
manipulated and we'd be telling the industry they have to do 
something based on the behavior of only a portion of the industry. 

 
Mr. Chairman: Further comments?  Any comments from the public on the motion 

on the board _____? 
 
Sima: I'll just reemphasize what Lori is saying, and Jimmy.  Take the 

number.  Go to 2,500 pounds.  We're taking the risk here that it 
doesn't hit the 45 percent.  Let's try this to preserve some kind of 
fishery for July, and if you do it by number, if you do it by 
percentage, we'll take your best shot right now, George and 
meanwhile maybe we'll get on top of some of these dealers. 

 
Mr. Chairman: Eric? 
 
Eric Reid: You gotta clarify something for me.  Is it the closure is when it's 

projected to be harvested or when it's actually harvested?  I think 
it's when it's actually harvested.  I think what the language is, has 
been harvested, not projected to be harvested. 

 
Darcy: Well the fact of the matter is to figure out what that date is because 

we have a lag, we'd like to give the industry some period of time to 
react, plus we have to go through a process that takes several days 
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to even get the notice out.  We have to anticipate somewhat when 
we're gonna get to that date.  We're projecting to the date when we 
think it will be harvested, but it's always uncertain and we always 
get data after that date, sometimes considerably after it. 

Eric Reid: I understand that and it's not an easy task.  I understand that as 
well, but how many pounds did we leave on the table last year?  I 
think it was 8 percent or something like that.  Anybody know?  
Because it was projected to be harvested.  8 percent of 17,000 tons 
is a lot of squid to leave on the table.  I think you gotta be more 
accurate in what you do 'cause we have to be more accurate in 
what we do.   

This is an effort to say to the small boat fishermen, the small 
businessmen, "Hey, we're trying to help you out and let's try this 
for a year."  To sit here and say well we can't do it, so guess what?  
The guy that's got a little boat, a little 45 _____, maybe he's fishing 
by himself because he can't afford a crewman.  To say, "Hey listen, 
I can't do the data so you're out of business."  I don't think that's 
fair.  I think you gotta say, hey, let's give this a shot.  Let's try it for 
a year. 

Mr. Chairman: Greg, did you have a comment? 

Greg DiDomenico: I know we're going over here a little here this morning, but if 
there's some way to have a quick discussion about a trip limit, I 
know not everybody agrees upon the number, but certainly the 
people in the audience with the exception of New York does, but I 
think maybe perhaps SEMA could reconsider a trip limit.  I believe 
a trip limit will preserve that four-month fishery.  I believe it's 
easier to manage than this.  I believe there's enough enforcements 
to ensure compliance of a 10,000-pound trip limit.  So if there's 
any way we can consider that, that'd be a big help.  Thank you. 

Mr. Chairman: Okay, let's deal with this motion first.  Further discussion from the 
committee on a motion?  Okay, we're gonna vote.  All those in 
favor of the motion, raise your hand.  Two in favor, three in favor, 
I'm sorry.  Let's raise them again.  Three in favor.  Those opposed, 
raise your hand.  Oh my.  Looks like a tie vote on the committee, 
three to three.  Chair will vote in favor of the motion, so motion 
passes.   

Now are there further motions from the committee?  I will take 
these recommendations to the council from the committee, but 
certainly committee members are free to raise other issues at the 
council meeting, or if there are new solutions that come along in 
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the interim between now and then they can be discussed again.  
Are there any other further motions from the committee, Lori? 

 
Lori: I don't know that it's a motion yet, Pete, but to just bring up an 

issue, that being the 10,000 pounds possession of Loligo for the 
Illex vessels in the month of August during the Loligo closure.  As 
it's written right now there's no attachment to Illex landing with 
this allowance of Loligo , and I don't think that was the intention of 
the council or the maker of the motion, but there's no clarification, 
and as it stands right now a vessel could go out and come home 
with 10,000 pounds of Loligo and zero pounds of Illex.  So maybe 
Joel wants to give some direction or let us know where we have to 
go or what we should do if we need a motion? 

 
Mr. Chairman: I think I know what we need and that is we need a motion to 

clarify the previous action and the underlying rational for that trip 
limit was that Illex vessels would be fishing for and have Illex 
landed at the time they landed the Loligo .  So we simply need to 
get a clarifying motion forward, and so if someone will make that 
motion to clarify the previous action then we can go ahead and 
then we'll get Joel to comment on it. 

 
Lori: Do we need a specific or just make – I move to make a motion to 

clarify the issue, or I also need the solution in the motion? 
 
Mr. Chairman: If you have a solution, put it in. 
 
Lori: The solution would be to require above the 10,000 pound threshold 

for the incidental catch limit for vessels having Illex on board.  
That good? 

 
Seagraves: They have to possess a minimum of 10,000 pounds of Illex. 
 
Mr. Chairman: Okay, do we have a second?  We do have a second to the motion.  

Discussion on the motion to clarify, Ron? 
 
Ron: I'm somewhat confused.  I thought that the Loligo and Illex fishery 

could be 10,000 pounds not to exceed 10 percent of the catch of 
other species, in other words you couldn't come in with 10,000 
pounds of Illex and 10,000 pounds of Loligo . 

 
Seagraves: The actual motion passed did not include the percentage.  There 

was discussion about the problem of enforcement based on a 
percentage and the motion ended up being passed without that 10 
percent.  So when we looked at it, it was brought to our attention 
and it's like, well that's what the motion that passed, that's how it 
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was stated.  If the 10 percent is gonna be an enforcement problem 
then the solution that we offered here this morning is an incidental 
catch allowance for anybody can land up to 10,000 of Illex if they 
have an incidental by catch permit.  So this would ensure that at 
least 50 percent of the trip would be Illex at a minimum. 

Mr. Chairman: Jimmy? 

Jimmy: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Rich, you captured it pretty well, but 
we need to change the 10,000.  We need to change it to 15,000 
because what you do with 10,000 is say non-moratorium vessels 
can go out and catch 10,000 of Illex, which they're allowed to do, 
and 10,000 Loligo .  That's not the intent.  The intent of the motion 
was 1,000 pounds threshold, but incidental catch limit for vessels.  
The original motion contained language that said moratorium – 

Seagraves: So the two requirements would be with this perfection, one, you 
have to possess an Illex moratorium permit this August.  The 
Loligo fisheries closed, and you have to have at least 10,000 
pounds of Illex on board. 

Mr. Chairman: Okay.  Motion is on the board as it stands, Sima? 

Sima: Yeah, I'm having a little trouble now we have a 50/50 landing here 
as long as you have 10,000 pounds of Illex.  I think what we were 
coming from was 10 percent or 10,000 pounds, not 10 percent of 
your Illex on board not to exceed 10,000 pounds is where we 
wanna be, not 50 percent of your trip now can be Loligo .  So I 
would ask the maker to maybe change it to as I say 10 percent of 
the Illex on board not to exceed 10,000 pounds. 

Mr. Chairman: Well the reason we didn't adopt that is because we were advised 
that it wasn't enforceable to 10 percent.  Discussion from the 
committee on the motion?  Ron, did you have a comment? 

Ron: I just think you need Loligo species in there too.  It's not specific 
enough.  All you're talking about is Illex. 

Mr. Chairman: Yeah, well this is a motion to clarify the previous motion that did 
deal with Loligo , so it may be useful to put Loligo in there, but 
that is the intent.  Lori? 

Lori: I think law enforcement has really made it clear that none of this is 
easily enforceable no matter what we do.  I think we're trying to 
resolve an issue for a period of time where Illex vessels come in 
contact with Loligo and cull offshore and this is to try to keep 
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everybody in compliance.  I don't know that the 10,000 pound 
threshold couldn't be set higher, but again we were trying to get 
away from percentages for enforcement purposes.  So whether we 
go to 40,000 pounds or 50,000 pounds for the Illex possession in 
order to obtain this 10,000 pounds of Loligo , maybe we could 
raise the 10,000 pounds. 

Mr. Chairman: It's your motion. 

Lori: Okay.  I would like to amend the 10,000 to if it was 10 percent of, 
then let's say, I don't know, 40,000?  No, that's not true.  I don't 
want Jimmy so mad at me today that he won't talk to me for the 
rest of this meeting, but I'll say 40,000 pounds. 

Furlong: Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Chairman: Yeah. 

Furlong: One thing I wanna comment on is that the public has never been 
notified that this is what the council is going to be doing when this 
committee meeting is over.  So I think it's fine what the committee 
is doing, but I would hate to see the council get into this.  The 
council is limited in its action today to the idea of trimesters in 
terms of the allocation.  That's what's in the federal register.  That's 
what the council is gonna be limited to.  I realize this is a problem, 
but this meeting is not gonna resolve this problem. 

Mr. Chairman: Well I understand, and that's why it's a motion to clarify because 
we believe that the underlying rationale that led to that motion is 
still in the record.  Are you amending your motion?  But I think at 
the same time, the more we amend this the more we go to what 
Dan has identified as a problem. 

Lori: I will take that back and leave the motion as it stands, and realizing 
the intent and all the discussion on this topic at prior meetings 
when it was in the public register and it was notified. 

Mr. Chairman: Okay, so motion on the board.  Comments from the committee as a 
clarifying motion to a previous action?  Any public comment on 
the motion?  Sima? 

Sima: I'm just not sure what this says anymore.  _____ to require a 
10,000 pound Loligo threshold for moratorium vessels?  They're 
required to – and perhaps we could say providing that they have 
90,000 pounds of Illex on board.  It's not enforceable as a 
percentage, it's not enforceable as poundage, but we're just gonna 
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give it away.  They should be providing some sort of provision that 
there are at least 90,000 pounds of Illex on board.  That would 
make it the 10 percent still unenforceable, but to require a 10,000 
pound Loligo landing of these moratorium vessels I would hope 
was not the council's intent either. 

 
Mr. Chairman: Eric? 
 
Eric Reid: We're only talking about the month of August, is that right?  Okay.  

I look back at my records, I unload six freezer trawlers, and the 
highest amount of Loligo we had in any trip was 2,802 pounds.  I 
said earlier I owned a freezer trawler.  I'd love to be able to go out 
and catch 10,000 pounds of Loligo when a fishery is closed.  I 
have another Illex vessel I'd like to do the same thing with.  I don't 
think it's fair to the small fishermen who we're trying to protect in 
the earlier discussion about 45 percent of Loligo quota.  

 
I'd have a very hard time making this one fly with my smaller 
vessels.  I don't think it's fair that we've already increased the 
offshore Loligo quota for the bigger boats.  I think when the quota 
is full and the fishery is shut down, everybody lives by the same 
rules, and I'm really not sure why we're talking about 10,000 
pounds of Loligo in the first place.  I don't know what the 
reasoning for having this discussion was in the first place.  Can 
anybody tell me? 

 
Mr. Chairman: On this particular motion? 
 
Eric Reid: Yeah, I don't really understand what - 
 
Mr. Chairman: The reason is that there was a misinterpretation of the language, 

which was not very clear, and what it ended up being - 
 
Eric Reid: Mr. Chairman, I'm not concerned about the language.  What's the 

rationale for allowing Illex boats to have 10,000 pounds in the first 
place? 

 
Mr. Chairman: Well we're not on that subject right now, so we'll deal with that 

later. 
 
Eric Reid: Well I'm sorry, personally I'm on that subject and I'm sorry that I'm 

not _____ _____ _____ but my bottom line is I can't support a 
10,000 pound trip limit for Loligo when the guys on the beach 
can't have 2,500 pounds.  I don't think it's fair. 
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Mr. Chairman: Okay.  I got your point.  Further discussion on a motion?  I think 
it's been clarified now that the threshold is 10,000 pounds of Illex 
on board in order to land 10,000 pounds of Loligo .  That's the 
essence of this motion to clarify a previous motion. 

 
Furlong: Mr. Chairman, we just put up the original motion from the June 

meeting so that people understand. 
 
Mr. Chairman: Yeah.  The top part of that is - 
 
Furlong: Has nothing to do with the motion that's on the table.  It's just 

information. 
 
Mr. Chairman: I'm not getting your point. 
 
Furlong: I'm saying that the upper sentence is the motion that was passed at 

our last meeting, so this is in the context of that. 
 
Lori: I'm wondering if the motion that I made is making sense in view of 

reading what we're trying to clarify.  Move to require 10,000 
pounds of Illex threshold for incidental catch limit for vessels - 

 
Jimmy: Catch limit of Loligo . 
 
Lori: Right.  Move to require 10,000 pounds Illex threshold for 

incidental catch limit for vessels with a moratorium Illex permit on 
board to retain 10,000 pounds of Loligo .  Loligo has got - 

 
Seagraves: Can I make a suggestion? 
 
Lori: Yeah. 
 
Seagraves: Since this is a clarification motion, Jenn, take the top one and just 

copy and paste it, make another copy of it.  Just bump it in 
whatever, put it below there all the way down, separate paragraph.  
Now behind 10,000 pounds of Loligo per trip, provided they 
possess a minimum of 10,000 pounds of Illex.  Provided they 
possess a minimum of 10,000 pounds of Illex on board.   

 
Again the sense of this is that there's gotta be some assurance that 
they're not just gonna land 10,000 pounds.  The way it's written the 
original motion that they had 10,000 pounds of Loligo they'd be 
legal.  They didn't have to have any Illex on board.  So the easiest 
fix, the cleanest fix is the trip limit that separates the moratorium 
from incidental is 10,000. 
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Mr. Chairman: Okay.  Lori, are you okay with it?  There's a clarification, Jimmy? 
 
Jimmy: I know we're running late, Mr. Chairman, but again in your 

opinion or with Joel, the 10,000 of Illex is something we're adding 
now.  Do we have flexibility to change that?  It's a clarification, 
that's all it is.  The 10,000 is arbitrary right now.  I don't even know 
where the hell it came from, and if in fact the 10,000 of Illex is 
arbitrary, not the Loligo , because we did not talk about what the 
bi-category allowance of Illex would be, do we have the latitude to 
suggest something other than the 10,000 of Illex?   

 
If so I'd like to offer something different; if not, I'm fine with that.  
The original intent of this was to provide a bi-catch of Loligo and 
Illex fishery, therefore I would suggest 30,000 of Illex instead of 
10,000, but I don't wanna do it if we don't have the latitude to do it, 
simple as that. 

 
Mr. Chairman: Joel, can you help us? 
 
Joel McDonald: Interesting situation.  The intent of the original motion at the last 

council meeting was there'd be some amount of Illex on board.  I 
think everybody agrees with that, and we were talking percentages.  
10 percent of the amount of Illex on board not to exceed 10,000 
pounds I believe.  So what we're dealing with is a perfection or a 
clarification of what we meant by those percentages.  I think at 
minimum we're probably talking about 10,000 pounds of the Illex.  
Total amount of squid as opposed to total amount of Illex, so 
you're right.   

 
I think a clarification could go beyond the 10,000 pounds.  Now 
remember, even though the public isn't here, there's a process that 
follows the council process and that is the rule-making that would 
implement these specifications, and the public does have an 
opportunity to comment on whatever the council recommends to 
the service and whatever the service implements.  So there is if you 
will a perfection of the process through the rulemaking process that 
will follow this. 

 
Jimmy: In that case with Joel's advice, I'd move to amend a friendly 

amendment of change the 10,000 to 30,000 of Illex. 
 
Mr. Chairman: Is that acceptable? 
 
Lori: No, I would say change it to 90.  Well Jim, in the original 

discussions you were looking for 10 percent and law enforcement 
said not doable.  NMFS preferred you get away from percentages, 
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but your original intent was the 10 percent of the total catch on 
board, and Joel just reiterated that, you've reiterated that, so that 
being said in having the opportunity to reflect on what Ben said 
around the table on the record, I would say 90,000 pounds.  That 
reflects what you've said and what you've asked for. 

Mr. Chairman: Are you rejecting the friendly amendment?  Are you amending 
your own motion to 90,000?  Is that what you're doing? 

Lori: Yes. 

Mr. Chairman: Okay.  Do we have a second on that amended motion?  All right.  
Now we don't have a second, so the motion stands as originally put 
forward.  Discussion on the original motion.  We gotta wrap this 
up.  So the essence of this is a clarifying motion that says what was 
intended in the original motion that was passed at the last session 
that there be Illex on board in order to have an incidental landing 
of Loligo , and we're now defining that minimum as 10,000 pounds 
of Illex. 

Speaker 10: To Joe's comment what kind of bothered me there was that say it 
was 70,000 or 90,000 or whatever the number is that you put up 
there, you wouldn't be allowed any possession of Loligo unless 
you hit the threshold of 90,000.  I think the way I understand that 
wording, if you don't hit the 90,000 you can't have 10 pound, not 
even 10,000. 

Mr. Chairman: Let's deal with the motion and what it says. 

Lori: A question.  90 didn't get seconded, so now do we refer back to – 
Jimmy didn’t get a second.  I offered 90.  Did we talk about 90,000 
or we don't talk about that anymore? 

Mr. Chairman: If you wanna talk about 90 you're gonna have to withdraw your 
motion and remake it at 90,000. 

Lori: Okay. 

Mr. Chairman: Let's get clear on what the committee wants to do. 

Jimmy: First of all, Mr. Chairman, I'm not interrupting.  I've got a motion 
up there with no second.  I withdraw the motion for 30,000. 

Mr. Chairman: You withdrew that.  Motion to amend. 

Jimmy: It's on the screen. 
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Mr. Chairman: So we're back to the original motion and now it's up to the maker 
to either withdraw that motion and make another one or we're 
gonna vote on this one. 

Lori: I would like to increase the 10,000 pounds of Illex on board to 
40,000. 

Mr. Chairman: That's a motion to amend. 

Lori: A motion to amend. 

Mr. Chairman: Okay.  Is there a second to the motion to amend to increase the 
number to 40,000?  Seeing no second motion, the amend fails.  So 
we're back to the original motion again.  Ready to vote?  Is the 
committee still here or have they disappeared?  We're gonna vote.  
I think we have a quorum.  All those in favor of the motion on the 
board to require a minimum _____ _____ clarifying motion, raise 
your hand.  Three in favor.  Those opposed?  None opposed.  
Motion carries.  Jimmy? 

Jimmy: Mr. Chairman, do we have the latitude to let Rich apply the 
percentages seeing as we didn't change any of the percentages that 
was staff recommendation?  Can we just give him the latitude to 
establish the triggers as staff recommendation? 

Mr. Chairman: Based on the rounded percentages? 

Jimmy: Yes, Sir. 

Seagraves: Yeah.  It's using the original language from the 2000 
specifications, in other words under _____ roll into the next one.  
Overages were deducted from the third.  

Jimmy: Isn't that 2001?  We didn't have that provision. 

Seagraves: Yeah we did in the original one. 

Mr. Chairman: Okay. Yep.  Okay, we're finished I think so we're going to adjourn.  
Further business has to go out. 

Seagraves: We had the other issue of dealer reporting at sea.  I think we can 
bring that up in front of the full council. 
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